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INTRODUCTION

G iven 200 years of cultural, institutional , and

• ind ividual racism , white America is apparently accustomed

to the dependency , subordination , and assumed inferiority

of bl acks. Further , large scale attempts to remedy the

consequences of racism have , by and large , perpetuated

this dependency and subordination . Thus , it appears that

• whites may resist situat ion s that subordinate them to

blacks. For example , blacks may be readily accepted as

jan itors or maids , but may be responded to negatively if

they assume a position of relat ive power. Therefore , this

research investigates whites ’ react ions to black and white

supervisors and subordinates in a situation in which sub-

seque nt in teraction was unavoidable.

Recently , af f i rmative action as well as less formal

ur essure for change seem to have initiated black-white

relationships which may not be bound by traditional stereo-

typ ic role expectations. Increasing ly, whites may find

themselv es in job , school , or other situations in which

they are subordina te to blacks who may or may not possess

greati r competence than themselves. Since it is

I (
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• 1
believed that one of the maj )r CdU ~~@S of ind ividual

racism ~s related to n~ eds for self—esteem and relative

statu s (Aronson , l~~72) , any attempts to reverse stereo-

typ ic role relationships would present a severe threat to

maa” whit ~s, who then would be e:-:p:cted to respond

negatively .

For example , several researchers have recently

suggested (Campbell , 1967 ; Feather , 1971) that stereotypes

are not simpl y ne’~at ive descriptions o~ ~n identifiable

group, but th.:y also guide and limit tvoes of intergroup

interactions. Feather (li71) conceptualizes stereotypes as

abstract cogniti’. structures that develop as an

indivIdual att :r~~•ts actively to process vast quantities of

information from the external world . Furthermore , Feather

suggests that “these abstract structures must be organized

and relatively stable to provide continuity and meaning

under chang ing circumstances hl (p.356) . Thus , when an

individual encounters infor.1Lation liscrepant with the

stereotyne ,hc/~ he makes adjustments to restore balance.

Indeed , research in sex-roles indicates that

stereotypic expectations affect both evaluation ar.d behav-

ior. In three recent studies , men were more highly

evaluated than women for writing journal articles

LI 
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(Gold1:~~r g ,  12 68 )  fer artistic paintiraj ( P heterson ,

Kiesler , and Go1 Ib~ r~~, 1971), and for pursuing a career

in medicine (Feldman and Kiesler , 1974) . These findings

are cortsiot.ent with cultural expectations that men make

better writers , artists , and doctors than do women.

In aldition , one study in this area by Harris and Bays

(1973) furthi~r indicates that stereotypes may influence

prosocial intera :t:on . Harris found that females dressed

in a fem in ine manne r  were  more likely to receive help than

when dressed in a more masculine way.

It appears , then , that when individuals are

confronted with situations that are discrepant with their

stereotypic expectations , they tend to distort the infor-

mation to m ake it more consistent with their expectations.

In addition , if the situation is not only inconsistent

with exrectations , but is also threatening , individuals

may be expected to respond negatively. Thus , whites

may respond ne~ atively to blacks who assume a non-

traditional role relationship. On the other hand , whites

• interactin~j w i t h  black subordinater may be expected to re-

sporri i n i t i a l l y  qu i t e  favorably to this relationship since

it serves to r e i n f o r c e  previous r e la t ive  s ta tus  be l i e f s .

In support of this  notion , Hage n and Kahn ( 1975)  found that

male subjects responded more favorably to a competent

I
I
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male in~ cractant then they did to a e m ~ etent female

interactant. However , males also responded more

favorably to an incompetent female than they did to an

incompetent male. That is , females were responded to more

favorably when they behaved in a manner more consistent

with the feminine stereotype.

A purpose of the present study, then , is to invest-

igate the manner in which whites initially confront non-

traditional and traditional role relationships and

stereotypic and nonstereotypic charactersitics of black

supervisors and subordinates. In the present experiment ,

white male subjects will be introduced to a male confed-

erate who wil~ be either black or white and will be des-

cribed as being hijher or lower than the suhject in

abstract cognitive ability , an “intellectual capacity ” the

experimenter presents as related to the experimental task.

In addition , the subject will be led to believe that the

confederate will serve as the subject ’s supervisor or

subordinate on a series of tasks related to abstract

reasoning. Thus , the characteristics of the confederates

and the s±tu~~t ion have direct implication for the partici-

pants.

It is hypothesized by Feather (1971) that when a

subject is confronted with a situation that violates

stereotypic expectations he will be motivated to make

4
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cognitive and , if necessary , behavioral adjustments to

restore balance. Within the present experimental context ,

therefore , three sets of hypotheses are advanced . The

first set concerns the pattern of responses for subjects

with black partners , the second set of predictions in-

volves subjects ’ reactions to white partners differing in

ability, and the third set is associated with whites ’

reactions to “leg itimate ” black and white supervisors and

subordinates. This last series of hypotheses concerns

subjects with supervisors who are of higher ability than

themselves or with subordinates who are lower in ability .

No predictions are advanced for subjects in the inconsistent

role and ability conditions. One interesting comparison ,

though , will be between subjects ’ reactions to black and

white low ability supervisors. Black , low ability super-

visors may be responded to with greater reactance than

similar whites. However , with the advent of affirmative

action programs , subjects may be mcre likely to expect

this situation when it involves a black partner. Thus ,

their response may be less negative toward the black

than toward the white partner.

In general , the pattern of results due to the

abi l i ty  and the role of the partner  is expected to be

qui te  d i f f e r e n t  fo r  subjec ts  w i th  the black pa r tne r  than

I~
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for  s u b j e c t s  with the white partner. In particular ,

the first set of predictions suggests that black

partners introduced as being high in cognitive ability

will be evaluated less positively than comparable white

partners due to the inconsistency with stereotyp ic ex-

pec t a t i ons .  Furthermore , when confronted with a black who

is introduced as being higher in cognitive ability than

themselves , subjects may be likely to disregard or dis-

tort this stereotypic discrepant , and potentially,

threatening information . In addition , as suggested by

Feather (1971) when the stereotypic—discrepant information

is particularly threatening and not susceptible to

cognitive distortion , individuals are likely to avoid in-

volvement. Thus , in the present study in which the role

structure is dictated by the experimenter and cannot be

modified by the subject , it is expected that subjects will

avoid prosocial involvement with black supervisors relative

to their interaction with black subordinates. Thus , for

subjects with black partners a main effect for partner ’s

role is predicted .

The second set of predictions involves only those

subjects with a white partner. For subjects with the

- - white partner , a pattern of results different from the

pattern with black partners is hypothesized , although

____  ___ - 
— - 
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the theorized nsoc’ .-~s is ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~llv similar. Instead

of race being a salien t di~ ; nsi n gener:itinq ex otations

for the i oterection , tue congruence of the partner ’s

role and ~he partner ’s abii~~tv will be the critical

fa c t o r  in f l u en c i n c T  sub j e c t s ’ r e s r :enses .  Withi.n the a r e s en t

experimental context , subjects will bc intr deced to

w h i t e  su p er v i s or s  or s u b o rd i n a t e s  .~h :. are either higher or

lower in a b i l i ty  than  t h e m s e lv es .  T hu s , ir ioalance , or

perceived i n c o n s i s ten cy  may a r i s e  wh e n  t h e  s i i . r - .- i so r —

n ar t n e r  is lower in ab i l i . t : ’  than  the sibject- or when the

subord ~~n a t e— p a e t n e r  is h ag her  in a b i l i ty .  Consc rucn~tl y,

when the. L m b a l .a o c e  discrir inates a’i~~±nst the sib ect a

n e g a t iv e  o r i e n t a t i o n  tower  i the oar t oer  nay  r e s u le ;  h : w —

ever , when t h e  imb~~~ancc f av o r s  t u e  s u b j e c t , the

inciivid’ ia~ ;a:o; be motivated to behave in a co s i tr v e  m a nn e r

to ti e rartner in order to restore balance .

ru Je .-d , ~ep i tone ( 1~ 7l)  fou nd ~het subjects par—

t~ e l p e t l ng  ~n Pr isoner Dilemm a games behe’.-’ed :ensistent with

this uotiur, of imbalance or “drstr :hutive justice ” (liomans ,

l~~6l) in their profit maximizing choices. lrib,ulance war

us- in :ed hr the distribution of reward s tha t  wore e i t h e r

c o n s ist e nt  or i n con s i st e n t  w i t h  r e l at i v e  m e r it .  The

resu l t s  i n li c a t~~d th a t low abilit:~ s u bie c t s  who were re-

warded (an imbalan ce favoring the subject) exhibited more

S
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a l t ru i s t i c  cho ice  bele. ’.T i e s s  t h a n  d i i  h i g h  an i  lit’; re—

~~su i ;jec ts  . ln a id it i on , h u h  ib i l  i t ;  sub j e c t s  who

wer e  not w a r d e d  ( i n  imbalance  d i s c r i m i n i t . L n~ e e i in st the

s u b j e c t)  ~ x h : b i  ted m or e  c’~r a r et r t i v e  choices  t h a n  d id  low

:~er f ~~, n cn r e~;ar ded  s u b je c t s .  This  pa~. r e r n  of r e s u l t s,

th en , s s :qnsts  that s u b j e c t s  do r .  a k e  a up r o p r i at e  b eh a vi o r a l

to r e s tor e  ba lance  or j u s t i c e .

In the p r e s e n t  s t u d y ,  i t  is hy~~ot h e si ze : i  f o r  sub-

jects w:.th t i e  w hi t e  p a r t n e r  t h i s  h i c r h  a b i l i t y  s u p er v i s o r s

w i l l  he hel  ~cd more then  w i l l  low ab i l i ty  su r i e r vi s o rs ,

and hi gh ie~. lr t y  subordinates will he helped more than low

a b i l i t y  r u h r r din a te s .  Thu s , fo r  s u b j ces w r t h  t he  wh :t e

pa r tne r , a m . t i r ~ e f f e c ’ f o r  c o g n it i ve  a b i l i ty  is r ed ic ted . .

A s r mi l ar  p at t e r n  of r e su lL  is ur o d i c t e d  fo r  s u b j e c t s ’

e na l u ~~t 1or.s ci t he i r  p a r t n e r s .

F i n a l l y ,  if race is indeed an ;:or~~ant :  f a c tor

~icd L a t in e  cu h  e ct s ’ r e s u on r e s , t ie r. s ubj e c t s  should r e a c t

qu i t e  d i ff e r e n t l y to “ .~ey i t im a te ’ ~i .e .  r e la ti v  a b i l i ty

consonan t  ‘~ i t h  ass igne d  ~o l e~ b l u ck  and wh i ’ e seser ’:i sors

and. su h .n r I i n a t ~~c.  Thus , t l i i s thi r~ set of p r e d i c t ion s

concern s  on ly  t h o s e  sub  ie ct s  ~
. tb hi ghe r ability sur or—

visors  and le’.vr~r bi1~ s’: subordinaLns . diven the findings

cf Hagen u d i ?  din ( 1 ) 7 5 )  , cited earlier , as we l l  as t he

a pp a r e n t  t h r ea t:  e r - c c n d er c d  b y r e v e r s i nc  the t r a d i t i o n a l

.
~r
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ro le  r e l a t i o n s h ip t hat  has c h a r a c t e r i z e d  b l a c k — w h i t e

interactions , it is expected that in a situation employ—

T ing he lp ing  behavior  as an ind ica to r  of prosocial  orienta-

t ion , wh i t e  subjects would respond less favorably to black

thar. to white supervisors , even if the supervisor is

described as being hi gher in a b i l i t y  than  the s u b j e c t .

Fur the rmore , w h i t e s  would  be expected to respond more

f a v o rab l y  to black than  to white subordinates , since this

- 
s i t ua t i on  may r e i n f o r c e  t r a d i t i o n a l  role  expec t a t i ons .

T h u s , f or  su b j e c t s  in these s t a t u s — a b i l i t y  c o n s i s t e n t  con—

- ci i t i o r-.s , a race  by role i n t e r a c t i o n  is h y p o t h e s i z e d .

- In  add i t ion , all  p a r t i c ip a n t s  in the p resen t  stud y

w i l l  be asked to vo lun tee r  add i t i ona l  t i m e  w i t h  the same

p ar t n e r  at  a l a te r  da t e  and in the same role r e l a t i o n s h i p .

S i n c e  no compensa t i on  was o f f e r e d , so s u b j e c t s  could r ead i ly

r e f u s e  w i t h o u t  t h r e a t e n i n g  an e g a l i t a r i a n  self-imaqe , it

was a l so  pred ic ted  tha t  s u b j e c t s  w i t h  the black pa r tne r

would be less w i l l i n g  to get f u r t h e r  involved than would

s u b jec t s  w i t h  the  w h i t e  p a r t n e r .

I
r
I
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METHOD

Sub  i e c s s

~inery-six white , male subjects who were enrolled

in introductory psychology classes at the Puiversity of

Delaware were selected to participate in the study. All

subjects were administered a 20—item California F test and

an 11— item L ike r t  forma t q u e s t i o n n a i r e  regard ing  a t t i t u d e s

toward.  b l acks  at l eas t  two weeks p r ior  to the i r  par t ic i -

p a t i o n .  This  scale fo r  a s s e s s i ng  p r e j u d i c e  a t t i t u d e s

cor re l a t e s  h i g h ly  ( r = - - . 8 3 )  w i th  three subscales of the

Woodmansee and Cook ( 1 9 6 7 )  s cale :  (1) ease of interracial

contacts , (2) subtle derogatory beliefs , and (3) pr iva t e

richtr . As a separate and additional item , subjects were

asked from l=disagree strongly to 5=agree stronaly their

response to the s t a t emen t , “I  am p r e j u d i c e d  ag ain s t

b l acks .

Design

The present experiment employs a 2x2x2x2 factorial

desi g n .  ~n& factor manipulated includes the race of the

confederate partner , either black or white. In addition ,

the confederate was selected as a supervisor or worker on

— 
the subsequent tasks. The subject occupied the

I
________ 

______ 
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r~
complementary role. As a third independent variable , the

confederate was presented as being very high or very low in

abstr act cogni t ive  ab i l ity , a capac i ty  r ela t ed to the

performance of the subsequent tasks. Subjects were always

in f o r m e d  that  they scored average.  As a f i n a l  fac tor ,

subjects were divided by a median split on the distribution

of scores on the li—item prejudice test as high or low

pr e j u d i c e .  These f o u r  f ac to r s  combined fa c tor i a l l y  and

re sul ted in a 16-cell des ign .

Procedure

All subjec ts were contac ted  to participate in the

“ S u pc r ’ s t u dy  and no i n f o rm a t i o n  conce rn ing  the s tud y was

grron r-rior to p a r t i c ip a t i o n .  The s u b j e c t  was  told to

wai t  in a h a l l w a y  u n t i l  t he  e x p err s ~c r t e r  a r r i v e d  and qave

him more detail. when the exp e r i men t e r  e n t e r e d  the

h a l lw ay  he would f i n d  the sub j ec t  and one of f o u r  con-

f e d e r a te :  ( two w h i t e  and two b l a c k )  w a i t i n g  to beg in.

The con fe o e rat e s  were i n s t ruc ted  to l i m i t  i n t e r a c t i o n  w it h

the s u b j e c t , bu t  wi thou t  appea r ing  rude or impolite. After

gre e t i n g  both  “ su b j e c t s ’ the experimenter escorted both of

them to a cub ic le  around the corner .

Lj on e n t e r i n g  the  cub ic le , t he  subject and con—

federate were asked to take a seat behind a table

(confederates were previously instructed to sit in a

I
I
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H 1
designated chair) . On the t ab le  were  severa l  ob jec t s

including a slide tr,i~ box , several totter cards and a

container containing 75 pencils. The experimenter

then expla ined , as a cover  s t o ry , that the curpose of

the  s to le ~ as to in v e s ti e ra t e  t i  e f f e c t s  of  i n te l l ec tual

composition and group struct .rc on group performance. The

group tasks , subjects were t :l c i , were related to abstract

cognitive intellige nce , an ability on which subjects

( supposed ly )  were tes ted or e v i o u s l v . Consequen t ly ,  i t  was

ex p l a ined  to sub j e c ts tha t one ~oal  o f the ex p e r i m e n t  was

to explore  h o .  d i f f e re n t  cc n I , i nat i o n s  of h i sh , modera te ,

and low a b i l i t y  i n d i v i d u a l s  would cer f o s m  torether. As

a n o t h e r  p a r t  of the cover s tore , s u b jec t s  we re also told

tha t in order  to s t u dy  the a f f e c t s  of g roup  s t r u c tu r e , some

pa i r s  wou td consis t  of equal s t a tu s  members wh i l e  other

gr000s would have one member designated as a superior and

the other assiined to be a subordinate.

Th~ en o e : rm o nt er  then asked the  sub jec t  and the

confederate to complete a certificate of informed. consent

to indicate that they were willing to participate. After

they had completed the form , the experimenter then ad-

minis te red  a 10-i tem word analogy test  described as being

“ a sho rtened vers ion of the  a b s t r a c t  cogn i t ive  ab i l i t y

test that we are checking out to compare w i t h  the other ,

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ;..:~~~. ;.._.._.... . ~~~~~~~~ _ j  ~~ —
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longer form completed at the beg inn ing of the year .”

The confede ra t e  was then  taken to another  room to work

on the test , whi le  the sub jec t  remained to work in the

experimental room . This provided the experimenter with

an opportunity to presen t the manipulation of the con-

federate ’ s ability and role to th0 subject while keeping

the confederate blind .

Five minutes after the experimenter escorted the

confederate to the other cubicle , the experimenter re-

turned and presented the subject with the manipulation :

Excuse me. Let mc interrupt m u  for just a
second . As I j u s t  told the o t h e r  sub j ec t ,
for much of the remainder of the study you
will hea r yo u r gr ou p r e f e r r ed to as a h igh
(o r low) moderate group.  Let me expla in
what that means. That means that one member
in your group scored in the top (or bottom)
20% on the abstract  cogn i t ive  a b i l i t y  t e s t — —
very hi g h (o r low) in this  type of a b i l i t y ,
while the other member scored in the middle
20%—-moderate in this cognitive ability . You
are ? You scored in the moderate range
and your par tner , Henry , scored in the hi g h
(or low) range in this  t e s t .  In addi t ion ,
for the remainder of the tasks you ’ll be working
on together I ’d l ike you to be the supervisor
(or worke r)  and your par tner  to be the worker
(or supervisor) . If you have any questions ,
I’ll give a little more explanation in a few
m i n u t e s .

The experimenter  then l e f t  the room while the subjec t

completed his cognitive ab i l i t y  form to re t r ieve the

confederate.  All confederates  were informed that  they

would be presented as either hi gh , moderate , or low in

11
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aL -Llity as weuld t h e  subject. In reality , though ,

subjec ts were always toLd that they were moderate and

that the confederate was either high or low. The selec-

t ion of subjec t as worker  or supe rv isor was done ra ndom ly

and crossed the race and cognitive ability conditions .

When the exper imenter  r e tu rned  w i t h  the confed era te ,

he collected the abstract cognitive ability form and asked

the sub ject and the confederate to listen to a tape re-

corded summary of the procedure.  In add i t ion , these in-

structions informed the subject and the confedera te that

one person would be a supervisor and the other a sub-

ordinate .  Also , the tape revealed  tha t  one person had

scored very  hi gh or low in abstract intelligence , whi l e

the :the r had scored about average. Since the subject

had previous ly  been assigned a role and had been told that

he had scored average , the tape simply presented redundant

information . However , since the instructions did not

speci f y who would p e r f o r m  the supervisory  role or who had

scor ed about  average , the con fede ra t e  remained uninformed

about his condi t ion . F i n a l l y ,  the tape—recorded in-

structions explained that the group would be participating

in a variety of tasks (form—fitting , decision— makinc,,

problem-solving) and their performance would be compared

to the performance of other groups.

___________________



A f t e r  answering any questions that the subject

posed., the experimenter then explained that he had to go to

her rc:m lo’~~ tiw hall for “five or ten minutes ,” to

p r e u l u e  t h e  ~ppi ratu s . Before  l eav ir a , however , he asked

s~~~~~c~~s ‘ seec~~eto  a background in f o r m a t i o n  form and a

sun ‘ cot  : nrticapat ion form (see Append ix ) wh .i le he was

~cn e.  The cc :perimsntar t hen  l e f t , s h u t t i n g  the door 

. i :el h i m .

tn the cucicle the confederate completed his forms

v e ry  s l o w ly  wh:l’: d.i:creuely obser.- ing the subject. After

the  s ubj o c :  c e r r ] e t e ~ t h e  b a : e  rou nd i n f o r m a t i o n  fo rm

and he ;an tn ’ sub~ cct r o o ~ rt f or m , rhe c o n f e d e r a t e ,

r e a ch in o  to  r ’ r ei : :e h~ s penc~.l , ‘ a c c i d e n t a l l y ” knocked the

ccnta~ ner and the entire c o n t en t s  of p enc i l s  to the floor.

He t hen l e a n ed  over  the  t a b l e , mumbled , an d proceeded

around th e  t i b l :  to pack up the p e n c i l s .  All f o u r  con-

f e d e rat e s  had been p r ev iou s ly  t r a in e e  in t h i s  procedure

and p icked  up t :he  pencils at a con stant. rate that would

have  enabled hi, : to n i ck  them al l  on , on as sas ted , in

90 seconds. If the subject did help, confederates gave an

appreciative nod .

Th ree and one -ha l f  m i n u t e s  a f t e r .  he heard the

penci l s f a l l , the  expe r imen te r  r e e nt e r ed  the room . He

--  

explained tha t the next step was to have subjects per fo rm

-~~~~
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: a task atone , f o r m — f i t .  in g ,  t o  o b t a i n  a ba~~~l ine  p’~:—

icran.ce : : ‘earo:e .  To “ save m e , “ L i m e  o~h j oct ~~~~~~~~

directed to or : zistent .e eubsco ‘a t l y : eimin is te red

t he t a sk  anc o : r . i i c~~oJ the  i n t e rv i e w  a n d r b r i e f i  :g ;;}iases

of t he : : t : . 2’.’ .

I~.r t cr  d i r e c t i on  t h e  sub j~~cL ta the asaist .ant arm

another cubicle , t h e  ex eer i m:~nt er r e t u r .~ed to the experi-

mental room and  nad the e cn i e . e er at e  r ec . : rd  a h et b o r  or not

the  subject helneLi and how m a n y  p e n c i l s  br s u b j e c t  h e l pe d

to p i c k  . n .  P hi le  p i n k i e~ up r c a  h0 0 0i l s  t ~‘a con e Jer at e

kent count and , once collected , he p h  t h e m  a p~ le on

the t:ol’a after the subject hei r e t u rned  his to h e c a n —

t al  n o r .  I k e  : c t . fe 2 e r ot e  also at Lo : :n t ec i  ‘~ ar e dic t  o b at

his ru l e  was and w e n t  his l ”el of cc~ niti :e i l it u  as .

As a n r . n c e nt : a ’~ u f o r  accu~ cc’’ , the :’ n f o de r~~te w i t h  t h e

h i uh e r t  n a m b e i  of corr  cc ~ ass ’csmen h r  wo u ld he re’.~ t r i ed

w i t h  S l O .~~O : the ~‘nv l et i on  Of ‘ h ’  S ‘ ad’: .

~ hen tb  :a b ecc entered c h icL e he was s c it c d

at a t ele  Y i tf l  a female assistan~ ‘:ho hosan the . . e n

h ase  of the stu d y ,  the i n t e r v i e w . “ S i r e :  t h ~ s to  l y

r e n u~ x ’-: ; close j r ~ t ,~ :a c tj o n  w i t h  a p a t  t e m  , w e ‘ c a  1.1 L i k e  you

to describe veer partner be~ ore y~~u U. g in he tasks. ” In

order  to do t h i s , t i e  sub jec t  was g iven a rorm containing

r
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t ~lject 1’”. : . a i i ’ i~~ ’ ” ;a  ~n ~ s ix  p o int  s er ’n nt i c  differ—

ent i .il :0: ’ (s ‘‘ ‘a ~€ . m :-: ) c m l  ~~~‘1Ofl i a t r ’~ct~~on ;  in i t s

USC . A~~t ., e t t h’c :n.  ~act  end  curi o ed h i s  Pager ip t i o n  of

h~~s j : : r r n ’ r , ‘ h e  ass~~st a a t  L b ’ ’ ;  ~~~~~ k : r T a t . n t h e r  Oer~ m f l t C

d - f f ~~a e n ’  al a a s k ’ 1 him to ~i e r c n i b o  hi .msel’ . Th e sub-

j ec t  al ways cescr bed h i s  par~ ncr r st  and h a m s e i f  second.

fl nce :h~ :ee m r t  in ii f : c ~ an t i c  1 t u r k s  w e r e  ::mp t o t e d . ,

the assistant d.’cscrib’cd the “basel.ne es fo:’: m r :co ” t a  ak in

~b i c h  r i m b l e c t s  wer e  to fit as : a n ~ ‘aff ~~rent form.s an

t n e t n  a; pr c n :  ~.n b e  hal e s  an a c u re  as poss a :n one :iv n ot e .

The nu , r~~er  or or am., t mm ~ Su: I t c h  a c h iev e  w a s  trm en .nre mnced

and r-~~:e :dc ~~. 31 cc no a :,:es of erfor ‘an: for this task

wer e  of ’:’  n , a e b i e cr s  ‘. ‘er  as :,en ho~’ “ e l]. the ’,’ t h u ’ m n h t  t h ey

did c a r  u r e d  to other p’:c.ple on a s c a n  p o i n t  s c a l e  f r o m

l=poer to 7~~en : t l e r m h .  S u b j e c t s  were then.  ask ed.  how :rmnny

f o a m s  ~hey ~r : m  :1: ’. t h e i r  p a r t r i :r acc o m p l i s h ed , , a n J  c orn —

rat ed to other noop c , how w e l L  t b ’. r:nrf:ner did. Finally,

cu t . jeccr were r e::anue ’d h a’: t h e i r  c r e e p  u cu i d  l:: o 10 r

f o r n i r .e a a r i et y  of t a s k s  and t o at  ~hei r p er f o r m a n c e

would  be c o m p , : m r c d  to tb :  p e r f o : n m  e of o th e r  g r o u p s .

Suh ec cs ‘;‘ ‘ . e t U r n  .a skr  t h at  100 g r o up s  w e r e  r u n , for

‘~‘~~~ m i t e .’ ~ r~~ a r ’ ~~ 1 . 1  tPa~y L U i n k  t. h ei r  r ‘ s p e r f or m an c e

w o u l d  he superior. These  n u e st i o r t s  provided an oppor tun i ty

to assess U :  e f f i c a cy  of t i m e  n a n i p i l a t i o n  of the con—

f e d e r a te ’ s c o g n i t i v e  ii l m t y .

I 
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I
As .: n o t l m ’ a r d e pen d en t  ‘~ , . ~~~r~ 1 a j Th~ , 5 o ; )j ’~ oh s  were told

that the exoer m entor needed . ;e ’;r’rnt rm r’oups to come back

for additional t i n e  but  that no addit iona l participat ion

credit could be Tim ’n. Furthermore , it was made clear

tha t sub jec ts who d id vo lu nteer ha come back  w~~iid  be

p a r t i c i p at a n r j  with the same sub :~ect in  the  same struc tu re .

S u b j e c t s  we r e  t h e m  e ,:ked i f ,  u n d er  these  c cn d i t i  ons , t h e y

w o r e  ‘,c .jil :na to ‘,‘olunteer mere tame end , if so , how much

more .  A l s o , t hose  eu bj e c t s  who did  ‘,‘ o l ’ m n h c ’a r add i t i o n al

time w r r  asked to li st  rh o  t imes r i u r i n j  the week in w h i c h

the ’: ac: o p o r o n ~ i. a a l iy  av a i l a b l e  f o r  p ar t i ci pa t i o n .

i h e  f i n a l  j . ha s c ?  of  ‘. m e int ’aaiew c o n s i st e d .  of

it  on a l  q ue s t i on s  c u n a e rn i  ng Lhe i . r p a r t n e r  ‘ b e f o r e  t hey

hen na tee  c;rr a .lr: t a s k s .  S’:h~~ects ’,eara  g iven the

orporrma n a.tm to est  ‘a m t e  how f r i en d  l~; t h e y  ah o u c l a t  t i c ’:

w o r l d  be in a ‘rear ’ s t i m e  w i t h  t h e it  p a r t n e r  if they  w er e

roommates f r o m  l=not  at a l l  tn 7 - v e ry .  In a d dit i o n ,

subjects who were assigned Lb ro le  of supcr ’;i sor  r a ted

w h a t  h a r d of work:r t h ey  t h o u g h t  t h e i r  p ar tn e r  would  be

(l=very poor to 7~ very good) and how ceon.a r a ti ’; e they

~~,‘. ‘m u h t  he would  be ( i = n o t  a t  a l l  to 7 =v e r v ~ . Subjects

who w e a ’ . d e ; i - ~n , m ’ e l  to be workers estimated the e f fec t ive -

ness of t h e i r  sup e r v i s o r  p a r t n e r  ( l=po or  t i  7 = v e r y

e f f e c t iv e )  mo d how much  power he would  attempt to exert

H
1•

~
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( l = n c n ’a  to 7=’.’er a  m u c h )  . At he conc lus~ on of th i s

j n t ermae ’w phase , t b  a s s i sta n t  :j i ncs t  :en : , i  t h e  ; a h :ct con—

c e r n a r m u his  and his partner ’ s score on the a h a t n a c t

cognitive ability t e s t  and t h er r  a ssi paed roles r o r  t i e

subseri J ’ant tasks. In addition , subjects were a s k ed , “L ~~”;

did you feel about the division of labor?  In marticular ,

wht t was y o u r  f i r s t  r e a c t i o n ? ”  Pe g  rans : ’ n to t h i s  rp ier o

were then  r e c o rd ed .

A d eb r i e f  i ito phase we: included ‘c , f irst of a l l ,

assess  t he  su s p i c i o u ’ :m l o s s  or’ ‘ he sub~~ent  a r i , s e con d l y ,

to e> :oiai r~ the  t r u e  a u r cor e  Of  at in ’ iesr  .o r t i o n .  In an

a tt u m : h to  d e t e r m a n e  i f  S I i j e c r ’ 5  ‘ - e r a  a”~a : ’  of the

h v r : : r .hesis  u n d e r  i :m m o s f  a : at : . en  n . m d :d  T~’ ’ i’ ’:l:eye t h e

cover story , subjects we: e ri fi:’TO in a r i e s  of  a .; ‘est ions

c0 0 0 0r n in c  ( a )  ah e ar  ‘anderstaa :i a r ci what thec r’,ould do

maca t , ( b )  i f  r h o y  c o u l d  b r i e f l y  .‘ .ascr : iL’ ‘ a’ r :ood’are , (c)

if  t h e r e  ‘~;.a s rmra ’ . ’t i a i r a ; u n u su a l  abou t ‘he ‘cc ‘ - . h’a s t ud j  was

ccr iduc ted , c r d  ( d )  wh a t  they w o u l d  ‘~ y af  the’; were told

t ha t  t h ey  had nothana more to do no-: would s’::ll receive

c r e d i t .  The d e f t  ao f i  au t hen  atterapt i to ‘rrsu ~ any

r ons they expresr:’ d , and t hen  to e v a lu at e  the

su sp i c io u an ~ ss of the s ubj e c t .
1~

‘The second p i r ~ of debriefing was concerned  w i t h

informing t i m ~ subject abeu~ the  t r ue  n a t u r e  of the

— ~~~~~~~~~ — ~~~. ~~~~ ‘‘  “~~~~~ — ‘W  ~~~~~ “- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘_~~~~~~~~~
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ox; er iment . A l l  s ub j e c t s  wer e in fori’ma d tir at their partner

w as  ind’e:rI  a c on f e der a t e  of the  ex p e r i m e n t e r  and th e

r c n e ’~ 1 accida ! lt  was p lanned  as p a r t  of the  e x p e r i m e n t .

F u r t h e rm o r e , i t  w a s  emphas ized  t h a t  nc tes t  of abs t r ac t

ceg n i a a v ’  abalit ’ was ever administered and that their

score c~~u ld  not r e f l e c t  t he i r  a c t u a l  a b i l i t i e s .  In

a n di o a en , i t  was xp ia i n ed  t hat  t h e  -a s s i g n m e n t  to the

role of su p e rv i so r  or worker  was r an d o m  and  done to i ra-

vest ~~~ote  the e f f ec t s  of congruence  or i n c o n g r u e n c e  of

t he i r  ea p oc t a ti o n s  on their subsequent behavior . At no

poInt in t h e  d e b ri e f i n g  were s u b j e c t s  c o n f ron t e d  w i t h

a n y  threat t .hot  t h e i r  - ac t i ons  m a y  be related to any type

of r a c i a l  p r ej u d i c e .  S u b j e c t s  r ’iho w ar e  i n tcr e s t e d  in more

d e t a i l  abou t  the s t u d y ,  or an its r a s a m i t s , were invited

to re ’ ;sn  a t  t l e  end - a L  t h e  sene~~t e r .

4
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RESULTS

?r”I i m i r r -ar v  isa Lys~ s and Checks  on the Independent Mar,io—

U In t i - ar .  a

A la aeuqh during Lhe s tud y e f f o r t s  were made to

enar re o h a t  the  c o n f e d er u t - : s --care b l i n d  to the e x p e r i m e n t a l

m a n i n - . r T h r i on , analyses ‘.~;c-re conducted to determine if these

crcc ed. -mr -~s were successful . At t a r  conc lus ion  of the stud~r ,

‘rh -a fa~~r car f°~derates were asked ~o a d en t i f e  the hypotheses

under  inves t  .-j a t i on .  A l l  c a r  f-ad.-~raLes p o s i t - a - I  t h a t  black

pa r t n e r s  war : expect -cl to rece ive less a: ip than w h i t e

pa r t n e r s .  (A ctuaLlo , trre r e s u l ts  i n d a c e -~d that b l a c k

partners were helned more the,~ a’a;t :- rartners. ) Pc one

suganste l ‘rhe predicted interactions far race and role and

aL a lit y.

In ‘~ddjt~~~n , immediately after each su b j e c t , the

con federate attempted to assess his assi gned r ole and

ab i l i ty , and the subject’s ability descri ption . A $10.00

in c en t i ve was - ‘m r p layed to enco urage each c o n fe d er a t e  to be

the most accurate at tb.- end of tire study . Analyses of

these responses deraorstrated the  e f fe c t i v e n e s s  of the

- -  - -  .—— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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strate~ y to k- -o r ’ the- - ‘- -nf ’-cie rn t- ’ b l i n d  t - ’ ‘ iie xp - ’r rim en t al

condition . lb- -i a w ma rio rel I ’ r ) r a;hi p he ’ we en the  r o l e  tb ’

confederate believed he ocouprile t c i a - I  the role he was

actually assiar ed (X 4 (l)=0.6~~S , p- .35). In uddrt ion , the

confaaier to accur ate 1’,-’ a-dent ified hi s dos i r na ‘ r - -cl la~’Tr- ’ I

of cognitive ability only 2 3 %  of the t i m e , loss t h a n  the

33 leve l. r ama ‘eaent’- d by random q u E a S S i r m ~~ if t h y  be-

lieved th at they could be either hieh , moderate , or low

(X~ (1) 3 . SO , p< .06) - In g e ne r a l , c o n f e der a t e s  w er e able to

p r e c i s e ly  i den t i fy  ta-a  nature of the experimental con—

Jit ion on 11. 3’, of the trials. If , mow-a’::::, confed’:-r-ates

o p t i m a ll y  eru p-l ova d tin: ~nformat1rn n~’a i1 ib l a to t h em  on

the t e ’~ ro- ’~~r l - - r l  i ot a  a d - a - a r i a s , t h e i r  r a t - a  f o u cs s i no

should  have  b -eon at  2 T- ~ , which is hic her thor, their actu-:r 1

per f - : a ar - m c ’  ( X 2 ( 1)  
~~~~ ~~~~~~ , ~~~~~ . 0 1)  - I’hus , it aum ’ars t i a m t

the c o nt o d e r : i t ” n , em-c m w i t h  a cash incentia’-’ , w e re

essentially bl and to t he  experimental man lpu i-nt ‘.o ns of

I a m p ” r v a s o c — w a r k e r  ro le  and desa’r :  bed levels

of counitivo il alit ’,’.

f l a ; i r - r  ciehrictinq , all subjc~ctm ; related , wi th o u t

error , ‘~mo would oca’ io’: the s a t  r v i so r  and w o r k e r  roles

for  the sub s ’- ’:~am ’n r. tasks. In a i d i t ion , al l  subjec ts

occr : ra  te ly  re m — ar ~d t he  per ’: :n~ i l - a  r r i r k  (ton , middle , or

bottom 20%~ on the  abs~ r m ’ t  c:un~~ ‘ye a b i l i t y  tes t  both

tPe subject and Lb .’ con e l  -r e ‘~~ n-~ a i n~’-i -

—
- —-

~~~~~~~~~~ 
——‘- -— - 

- 
~~~~~ - S .



I

The eff icac of the manipulation of the confod—

e rn tx - ’ s in t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  w a s  further demonstrate-I

in s u b j e c t s ’ r a t i n g s  and e x p e c t a tio n s  c o n c e r n i n g  their

nartner. After rcerforming the forr- -ti ttiriq task , sub jec ts

were a s ked  to rate their partner , t,’: ’ :-enfadarate , on

a seven point scale concerning how well they tho ’~~lit he

would do and to e s t i mate how m any b lock s he wou ld achieve .

On a subsequent six point semantic differential scale

subj ec’tr; were also asked to -describe their ocrtner from

un intelligent to intelligent. As illustrated in Table l

the results indicated t h a t  co n f e d e r a t e s  descr ibed  as

sco r ing  h a c m ’i in a b st r a c t  :ocj n i t ive  a b i l i ty  - a s  compared

t e those p r e s e n tca d as sco r ing  low were expecte d to r a t e

hiohor on tam e form— f~~tti racj task , were p redicted to succeed

in fitting amoco b loc k s , and were desc r ibed as bei ng more

intelliqent. In addition , subjects with -c high scoring

par tner prc .iictc ’d that , over all the subsequent tasks ,

t hei r  i .’ .~d - :n u L 1  Ia better than 60.94% of all other groups

— whil e a s u bj e c t  w i T h  a lOw scoring nertner predict -ad

performance :::perior to 4~).73% of other groups. This

d i f f e r en cr ~ wa s  h i g h l y  s i g n i f ican t ( F ( l ,80 ) 17 .85 , p <  .0001) .

Th~ e~~f~~aoa’ of the  a bi l i t y  mani p u l a t i o n  was further

ev~donced by subjects ’ r a t i n gs  of t h e i r  p a r t n e r  in r e l a t i o n

to t h e i r  s e l f— r a t i n g s  (see Table 1) - These r e s u l t s  also

~ ii
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Su ’m.jac ‘r :; e’.’u.l ~riuic-ao aL’ ‘aio’ka ar~ar i ’a-w c caç:i a. i’za a ’ - i . L i  ‘ry
r aia’4 rm rs.

h i  eh Low
C os a ’r i t i ” e  Ooi-aai t i m e

A b i l i t y  A b i l i ty
ar t a m er  F - a r r r a e r  re

~ s~’is”:ed ‘a’:maber
of f - a r m s  t;a~
:‘~ pt:aaa’ arr iile’:ei II. :~~ 9. o5 .0030

a’:’ a ma c t r a r o ’ s
era ’rim.a t*.i r a t r f c r - u - a r r c -e L4~ 75 ~.?5 .0001

c± ~ r~mr tm er ’s
ir. t e :iice~

-,ce L~.35 3.50 .0001

- - E,: tirr at-a d macralae r of
abe r -’ae’~ r aer

orh ia’: ’d rela 4 i ’ze
t o  tim~a a m b i e n t ’ s
-a i m par:c ’rnrca~ ‘~O . e 3  -1.29 .0001

n ” t ’r r ,o a r ’ nnr’ tm -er ’s
a’ -~~ ‘~~ cr’:’- unr’e relative
ta s~~i ’ r’ r’atjra- -~ i’f.~~2 -0i~3 .O0O~

4ln dinates am estim ate of the partner ’: n e r fc rm a r r c e
in m a l a t i o r a  to t ime oe rf cr ~rrainne of the  s ubj e c t :  A
rc - s i. ~~‘: ocar- -: repres-~nts  an cr 5  tin: ted ra ‘rir~g that
is s ri - a n o r  to tr. e sun icot ‘a; a re .a~ tive sccre indicates
axp e c~ ad  ‘r~i-rf -a r’m’air:ce t hat  is infer ion to t he  s u b j e c t ’ s.
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d-:’mnor,stratc that mmh jects described -as h i~~h in a b st r - a ct

coon it i ve  a b il i t y  are expected to ra~ a hett-a r -anal score

h igh e r  on the f o r m — f i t t i n ’ i  t a s k , r~~lative to the- s ub j ec t ’ s

cerfarman so, than are p a r t n e r s  p r e s e nt e d  as b e i ng  low in

To assess feelings of ‘acuity or un f a i r n ess , sub-

j ec t s  we re asked how t h e y fe l t  abou t  t b :  d i v i s i o n  of labor

f o r  tne  ta ’,-;k s to f o l l o w  the i nt e rv i e w . To e v a l uat e  the

perce ive-T i f a i r n e s s  of the experimental conditions , four

j u d o e s , two males and t - ,~’a fe rn . i  t es , i n l e e e n - d e m a t I’S rated the

subjects ’ verbal responses on a fa i r n e s s  ( 1)  ~o u n f a i r -

ness ( 3 )  d~ morsion ~~1tmi  a n o u t r - i l m i d p o i nt  ( - a -a ’: A p a ’e n a l ix

for do~aeils ). Th,e interrater corr- .-l.ati- : rm s ranse-d fr-am
- 

+. 83 to ÷ . 88 w i t h  a mean of ‘- . 86.  l~u r t h r .-rm ore , t h e f o u r

r ct er s  w ar - ’ in u n a n i m o us  ag r ee m en t  on t b -  o r o c a se  c- ’a le

value assicmned 44% of the t lr ne  ari d in  75~ ~ are ’:m’aca t 78’~ of

• the t ime . ~ t least two raters war ’- in ag r - : . r a .ant  on the

exact scere assi-ened 100% of tdae tim- a .

Fo r s u b s e qu en t  an a l y s e s , the mean r a t i n g  f o r  each

j sub jec t  was employ-ad . As expected , subjects in the con-

sistent (su c -arm is or—hi ch ability armd w o r k e r — l o w  a b i l i t y )

I c o n d i t i o n s  r-~pcrLed the s i t u a t i o n  to be more fair than

I did sub jec t s  in the i n c o n s i s t e n t  ( s u p e r v i s o r — l o w  a b i l i t y

and worker-high ability) conditions (X-r2.16 vs. 3.13 ,

I t (94) 3.91 , a- - .01). In addition , although there was no

I
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~ t
d i f f e r , T r m c~ in th f a~ r rme’ss r a t i na r s bet’,’:’ - en sub ~~ec t s  in

th e  su p ar v i sc i- — h i q i a  am . i l i t’:  and w o r k e r — l o w  a b i l i t y  con-

ditions (x~~2 .l5 a’s . 2 . 1 8 ) ,  subj e ct s  verbalized to’: unfair-

ness of the  s a r  c-anion more when the-a’ w- ’ re run-ar’zisar

over a work-~r of higher cognitive ac: l , i ty  t h e r m  wham t h e y

w er e  s ub o r din a t e  to a sum’:rv~~sor of i c-wer a b i l i t y  ( X = 3 . 6 1

v s .  2 . ’4 , t ( 4 6 ) = 2 . 9 2 , ~,‘T .0 l) .

Behav ioral Responses: 1-lelcing and V o l u n t e e r i ng

P r e l i m i nar y  a n a l y s e s  of va r i ance  for  s u b j e c t s

with a block pa r tner and f~~r subjects with a white partner

r e v e a l e d  no sy s te ma t i c  e f f e c t s  fo r  the  r a r t i c ’ cJ e r  c o n f e d —

e r - a t a  e:r~~loa’e-d on e i th e r  the  measu re  of h e l p i n g ,  v o l u n t e e r —

m a r  r- ’:;consas , c-c t Im e semantic dif ta -rema ti - : 1 descriptions.

C o r . s eq a r en t l y ,  th i s  f a c t o r  was not  in c l u de d  in s ub s e q u e n t

anaia’ses.

A 2 (Race of c o n f e d e r a t e -) x 2  ( C o nf e d e r a t e  r o l e )

x2 ( C on f e d er a t e  a b i l i t y )  x2 (Pr e j u d i ce score of sub jec t )

— m u lt i v ar i a t e  a n a l y si s  w a s  p — m r f c r m r - e - J  cn ‘.‘~‘h ct h e r  or not

sub jec t s  hel ped a nd the num ber of p en c i ls  t h a t  the s u b j e c t

p icked up.  The f r e q u e n c ie s  of h e l p i n o  a r m d  t h e  mean  number

of o e r c f ls  a s socia t ed  wi t h t h i s  a n a l y s i s , co l lapsed  across

p r e j u d ice scor e , - i r a -  pr es.~nt e d in Table- 2 - This  a n a l y s i s

d e m o n s t rat e d  t h a n  b l ack  c on f e der a t ~~s were  hel ped more

than whi te confe der at es (ho lt ivaria t . P (2 ,79 )=2. 9l , r= .O6) .

I i 
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TA bL E  2

The e f : ’ e a ~~-s of the ma-a c , nam e cola , i:,’i t h e  described
a ~~~t t  0 the  ‘~~r on ‘ n r l ,~ m a  ~~i~~c~” ~.r J
,‘o l -~n t e e r i m a e ~ r es ;- - a r a r e s .

~Iaar t
P a - m o e m a t P e n ci l :

He1~ i- i-a toed ‘ía I

i t - a ’  ? -m : ’ : r ’r a r -

C o nf - a i - : r a r - :  :;‘ o”r ’.d :;c~m

iii -. .t~~ilj ~~~ ,
‘ 12 ~‘i.c :~ 2’?.i l.Oe

T,~e ’ i  A r a i l ~~ty  12 3 3 . 3 0  l-~~~ 0.92

C o r a f - a -~’- r ’a:e b a ck e r

bich :‘bi l i ’ ’: 12 5 2 . 3 ~ 71 . 1  1.17
L:-~ bilia ’,’ 12 25.~~

’
~ 10.0 1.00

‘Th,af~ -:”ra ’e f m ~ c’ ’ ,’a s o r

h 1~~h A :i 1 i ~~y 12 5-~. 3 ~ ~~~~ 0.7 ;
L - ~ .‘di i i ’.y 12 58.3~ 2 2 . ’~

fios a -ae’ ’ ,’e ‘
~
‘ J:u ’-r ’

17 d 3 .~~ - 3 1 . 3
[ A :  I L i  1 2 3 ~~ . 

‘
~ ~2.  7 1.00
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Un iv a r i ate aira ~~lvses  revealed  tb-at blacks were  helped more

f r e q u e n t l y  ( 7 0 . 8 % vs . 4 7 . 9 ~~, p-a .O2) -and were assisted with

more pen cils (X=28.l vs. 18 .4 , p< . O 2) . In  addi t ion , in

the m u lt  i v r ir i a t e  a n a l y s i s , the race x a b i l i t y  i n t e rac t ion

approached  s tat i s t i c a l  si g n i f i c a n c e  ( l ’ ( 2 , 7 9 ) = 2 . 9 3 , p e . 0 6 ) .

For the  a n aly s i s  of the  f r e q u e n c y  of h e l p ,  t h i s  i n t e ra ct i o n

was s i r r n : f i c a n t  (F(l ,80)=3 .86 , p.e .03) - Similarly , far t h e

f r e q u e nc y of help ,  a race :< role interaction was obtain ed

( F ( l , 3 0 ) = 3 . 8 6 , p < . 0 5 )  - These  i n t e r a c t i o n s  su - t u a st  t ha t

-cub ’ects macv have r c a  nded differentl y t -a the role

of  the  p ar t n e r  -and to the  a b i l i t y  desc ri p t i on  of the

cartnam r based on t he  ru c e  of t he  c o n f - --I c r a t a m .

For sub jec t s  w i t h  the  b lack  r ar t o e r , it. was re—

rl ic ted th a t  wh i t e  s u b j e c t s  would  help sura e-r ’-’isors  less

t h a n  th e y ’,~’ o m ~~d he lp  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  T h e  anal y s i s  of th e

fr-a’euc-ric of h el p i ng  responses de r n o n s tr a t~~d , as ex p e ct s -r i  a

main effect for the coni-:’Jerate ’s role t h a t  op-pr oac ia ’a d

statiat~~c-a I s : gn i ~~icance (X2 (l)=3.63 , pc .07. :~s illustrated

in Fn;ure 1~ hi rick suiaer’z:sors were i1ei E~ ‘- r i  less than black

w a s h e r s  ( 5 8 . 3 %  v s .  8 3 . 3 % ) .  S i mi l a r l y ,  su b j e c t s  a s s i s t e d

b l  ack  su p e r v i e - or s  (~~= 2 4  . 4  p e n c i l s )  w a t h  t e’;c- r p e n c i l s

than they did  for black workers (~~=3l. 8) , a l t h o uoh  th i s

dLfference was not statistically reliable (F(l ,80)=l.64 ,

g< .22) . Finally, the re  was no d i f f e r e n c e  in sub jec t s ’

ii 
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helping responses f-ar hi :~h and low - a b i l i t y  b lack par t ners

(70.8 for eam L’h) nor an’ e t r h r r  main ‘aff~’ct a’- or inter—

a c t i o n s .  it appears , t hen , that for subjects with black

nartners- , the relative ro le  r e l a t i o n s h ip  h ad  thai most

influence on help i r a q  behavior . As e:-;pesteai , subjects

r c sp o n i e d  more  p o s i t i v e l y  to b lacks  in a s u b o r d i n a t e

posat~ on t h a n  f-a b l ac ks  w i t h  super io r  s t a t u s .

t t  was  c ’xp ecracd. in ca rj it io r , , t h a t  the  p at t e r n  of

h e l p i n g  r e sr on s e s  due to the  p a r t n e r ’ s des iq r ;a t ed  role

and d e s c r i b ed  raP  i l i ty  -ecuLd  he q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  fo r  sub—

j e st s  a-.’ ird i a wn i ~~c p a r t n e r . In p a r t i c u lar , a main  e f f e c t

for tb-a d e s c r i r t a o n  of  the o ar t ne r ’ s a b i l i t y  was  hy p o t h —

s i z e d , rather tb-e n a m a i n  e f f e c t  f-e r n a r t n e - r ’ s ro le .  High

a b i l it y  :u r a e r ’ a  :sors were p r e d i c te d  to Pam he lped  m o re  t h a n

low abili ty supervisors ; hiqh al -a lity workers were ex-

pected to receive more assistance thai’. low abili ty workers.

i nde ’a d , t he  a n a ly s i s  c-f  the f r e a a u rr n -:y of h-r’ lr-inq responses

for  o nly  those su b j e c t  am with a white partn- --r -demonstrated

tha t h i gh a b il it y par t ner s we re helped mo re o f t e n  th a n

low a b i l i t y  p a r t n e r s  ( 6 6 . 7 %  vs. 29.2% , X2 (l)= 6.76 , p< .Ol).

In addition , the analysis of the number of penc i l s  corrobor-

ate-i this f i r , L r m c  (X=24 .3 vs. 12.2 , F(l ,80)-~4.58 , p< .O5) .

As illus tr-]t- 11 in Figur e 1, individual comparisons , employ-

ing a techni -lue  i n t roduced  by Larger and Abelson (1 97 2 )

I
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d e m o nst r a t e d  t h a t , f a r  s u b j e c ts  w i t h  w h i t a -  partners ,

supervisors of h i g h a b i l i t y  were  he lped  more o f t e n  t h a n

super’:isors of l— aw ability (75% vs. 33% , Z=2.l2 , 
~~ 

.05) -

In addItIon , word- :er-a of hi ~h aba l i tv  t e n - l a d  to r e ce iv e

help more oftefl than ~ow ability subordinates (58.3% a’s.

2 5 % , Z — r i , . t 9, p< . l O ) .  Thus , this p at t e r n  of results con-

trasts , as p r -a d i ct -d , w i t h  t a m : -  r e s u l t s  f o r  s u b j e c t s  w i t h

the b l a ck  p a r t n e r .

The f in a l  set  of p r e d i c t i on s  f- -or s ub j ec t s ’ h e l p i ng

r e s z a on s e s  concerned those sub jec t s  w i t h  “ l e g i t i m a t e”

s up e r v i s o r s  and s u b o r d i n a t e s .  Thus , a na lyses  of s im le

ef f e c ts wa r e r - a r f o r m e d  for  s u b j e c t s  w i t h  h i c k  a b i l i t y

superv i sors  ar id  low a b i l i t y  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  The a n a l y s i s  of

the f r e q u e n c y  of helping responses reveal-a-: no si 7n i f ic a n t

e f f e c t s  fo r  the r ace  of the p a r t n e r  or f o r  the  p r e j u d i c e

score of the sub j e c t .  As depic ted  in Fi gure  2 , however ,

the p red ic ted  Race of P a r t n e r  by S t a t u s  of P a rt n e r  i n t e r—

a c t i o n  emer- ;ed  ( .~
2 ( l ) _ 7 o6 c~~. 0 l)  . A l t h o u g h  b l a c k  pa r t ne r s

of super ior  s t a t u s  were  helped s l i cr h t l y less t h a n  comparable

w h i t e3  ( 5 8 . 3 %  vs .  7 5 . 0 % ) ,  low a b i l i t y- s u b o r d i n a t e  b lacks  were

h elr a e- i  more  f r - a c r u r m n t l y  t h a n  w h i t e  w o r k e r s  ( 8 3 . 3 %  v s .  2 5 % ,

2 ‘X (1)  -~f i . 0 4 , p < . 0 2 )  . Furthermore , t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  was

suppor~~-a-l by the a n a l y s i s  of the number of penc i l s  s u b j e c t s

ass is ted  in g a t h e r i n g  ( F ( l , 80 ) 4 . 2 2 , p< . 0 5 ) .  I t  appears ,

t 
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Fi~-aar e 2 , Th -a p c - r oen t  of su ’3j e c t s  hel p ine blac k and

white partners in the ability-role consistent conditions.
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then , t h a t  subjects did respond t u l a t i v e l y  more f a v o r a b l y

to b l a c k s  when i n t e r a c t i n g  in a manne r  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h

stereotypic expectations.

A l t h o u g h  no s p e c i f i c  p r e d i c t i o n s  were  presented ,

s u b j e c t s  d id  not  r e l i a b ly  d i s c r i m i n a t e  in t h e i r  he l p ing

respo nses betwee n bla ck and whi te  low ab i l ity supervisors .

Subjects , though , did help blacks in this position slightly

more than  w h i t e s  ( 5 8 . 3 %  vs .  3 3 . 3 % , X 2 ( l ) 0 . 6 7 , p> 3 5 ) .

During the interview phase of the study , s u b j e cts

were  asked  to v o l u n t e e r  a d d i t i o n a l  t i m e , w i t h o u t  compen-

sat i o n , so partici pa te wi th the same p artner at a l a t e r

date . Pr~~li m in a ry anal yses revealed no systematic effects

fo r  r h o  number  of p o t e n t ia l  hours to volunteer (as determined

f r o m  s u b j e c t s ’ class schedules administered at the b e g i n n i n g

of th~ semes te r)  r e l a t ed  to the su b j e c t ’ s experimental con-

dition . In addition , there was little correlation be-

tween the nrunb :r of potential hours available and the

n’ir ’a h .— r of h o u r s  - e ct 1 r i ll ’/’ v o l u n t e e ra d  ( r ( ) 4 ) = — . 2 7 ) .  Thus ,

d i f f e r e n c e s  in v o l u n t eer i n g  behav io r  canno t  be a t t r i b u t e d

to differences in av-iilability .

It, a is  predic ted t h a t , s ince s u b j e c t s  cou ld  avoid

f u tu r e  i n ter a c t i o n  w i t h  a b lack  p a r t n e r  w i t h o u t  th rea ten-

ing their self-image , subjects would volu nteer less time

4
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w i t h  b lack pa r tners  than  w i t h  white  p a r t n e r s .  As expected ,

the 2 ( F s e ’ e  of p a r t n e r  x2  (Ro l e  of P a r t n e r  x2 ( R e l a t i v e

ability of partner) x2 (Prejudice score of subject)

a n a ly s i s  of v a r i a n c e  on the number of hours  vo lun tee r ed

did reveal  a main  e f f e c t  fo r  the race of the pa rtne r

( F ( l , 8 0 ) = 4 . 0 5 , p’- . O 5 ) .  In con t ras t  to the f i n d i n g s  fo r

the h e l p a n e  nt - i5’J re , w h i t e  s u b j e c t s  volunteered more

hcur s  wh en t hca’; were envolved w i t h  a w h i te  oar t ne r

(X=l.04 hours) th e n wi th a bl ack par tner (X~~~.7l h o u r s ) .

Fur thermore , as presented in Table 2 , s u b j e c t s  vo lun tee red

the least em- ’ant of time .cith a hi gh ab i l i t y  black or a

b l a ck  suver a ’ isor , those con d et ic as  which violated stereo-

typic exa-ectations.

It appears likely, though , that the opportunity

to help the p a r t n er pick u p ~e n ci L~ and to vo lun tee r

- a d d i tio n a l  t ime wer e  not independent  e v e n t s .  Indeed , the

cor r e l a t i on  be tw een  the  n u ,cher of penc i l s  p icked up and

the  number of hours volunteered was weak bu t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y

sigxaaficant (r(94)= .l8, 
~~
< •°5

~~~
• Closer inspection revealed

t h a t  f o r  s u b j e c t s  w i th  a whi te  p a r t n e r  th i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p

was h i g h l y s i g n i f i c a n t  ( r ( 4 6 ) = .4 2 , ~,‘a . 0 l ) ,  bu t  fo r  sub jec t s

with -
~~ black partner it was virtually non-existent (r(46)=

.01 , p = .47). These findings suggest that the ac t of help-

ing may relate to subsequent behavior  qu i t e  d i f f e r e n t l y  for

subjects with the black and white partners. 

-- - - ~~~~~‘ - - - a~~c ’  Ta ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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For subjects with a white pa rtner , the hel ping

opportunity may operate as a ‘foot—in-the-door ” (F reedman

and Fras~-r , l-~66). That is , performance of helping be-

havior may i ncr e a s e  comp l iance w i t h  t he  subsequent reçue~ t

for volunteering to participate with the same partner.

For s u b j e c t s  w i t h  the black victim , however , the helping

i n t e r a c t i on m ay f u n c t i o n  as a “ t o k e n ” in t e r r a c i a l  b e h a v i o r .

Aocordin-a to Dut ton  and Lennox ( 1 9 7 4 )  , the performance

cf a p o s i t iv e  in t e r r a ceal  behavior , r r c v i d in g  the i n d i v i d u a l

with an opportunit’~’ ta demonstrate that he is an c-cali—

tarian , rr~a’! result in a reduced ne-ad to comp ly wi~ h a sub-

seq u e n t  r e-cu-es :  r eq -a i r ing  i n t e r rac i a l  i n v o l v e m e n t .

In  orde r to ir a v - ? s t i ga te  th i s  pc - s s i i le r e lat i on -

s h i p ,  (Pace of Partner) x2 (Previous hel~ er or non—

h e l a x - r )  lea st  ~ asa res analysis of variance was performed.

For sub~ ect r  w i t h  the wh i t e  pa r tne r , c o n s i s ten t  w i t h  Freed-

man and Fraser ’ s ( 1 9( 6 )  f i n d in g s , sub jec t s  who or ev iousi ’,’

helned pic k pencils volunteered more hours than subjects

who d id not  h e l p  th e i r  u a r t n e r  (~ 1 . 4 3  v s .  0 . 6 8  hour s ,

t ( 9 2 ) 3 .3 8 , Q’: .O ’ .)  . These r e su l t s , then , suggest  a re—

lat i on sh  tp  bet :’~ieer ~ he lp ing and sura:c- 1uc-nt  v o l un t r - er in g  w i t h

a w h i t e  p a r t n - - r .

The ana lys i s  of variance also revealed a r ace by

helper non—hel per interaction (F(l ,92) 3~~)Q , E~
a .05)

S 
- ‘  — - -  -~~~~~~~~~~~ -S --
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Consist -nt with D ut t o n  and L ennox ’ s ( 1 9 7 4 )  :~~r m u l a t i o n ,

pr evious helpers wi th the  w h i t e  p a r t n — r  v o l u n t e e r e d  more

hours  t h a n  p r ev i o u s  h e l pers  w i t h  a b t ~~ck p ar t n -r ( X - ~l . 4 3  v s .

0 . 74 , t~~9 2 ) = 3 . 3 5 , p - a . O l .  No d i f fe r en c e  f o r  black (~~=0.64)

and w h i t - ~ (X~ C.~~3) partners wer~ o b t a i n e d  w h e n  n o n — h e l p e r s

were  cons idered . Thus , this pattern of f i n d i 5 7 3  is en t i r e l y

c o m p a t i b l e  w i t h  the no t ion  t h a t  t h -  p e r f o r m a n c e  of one

p o s i t i v e  i n t e r r a c i a l  behavior  ma ’,-’ i n h ib i t  s u b s e q u ent

sn t er r a c ia l  i n ter a c t io n .

A l t h n u q h  t he  race of the v i c t i m  s i g n i f i ca n t l y

a f f - e - ’ri ’ :- d he lp ing and v o l u n t eer i n g  b dd-a- -~v i or , l i t t l e  ‘: m o i ri c a l

e v e d -xi ce  was o b t a i ne d  i n d i c at i n g  a s y s t e m at i c  r e l a t e o n —

snip b e t w u e n  professed racial a t t i tu d e , as m e a s u r ed  on

he ll item sc-ale , and interracial b~-havio r. ‘~-o s t a t i a a t i —

c a l l y  s i q nj f i c a nt  e f f e c t s  w e r e  a s s o c i a te d  ‘ ,‘i th h i-a h anal

~~~ p r ej u -J i a ’ e  f sr  any  of the a n a l y s e s  of variance rierformed

on r ae-se m- - -a~~- ; res. In -addition, for sub~ ’acts w i t h  black

p a r tn ” r s ,n o  c o r r e l a ti o n  be tween p r e j u d i c e  scare  and nu~~~er

of pencils a s s i s t m e -J  ( r ( 4 6 ) = — .09 , ~~< . 2 3 )  or between p r e j u d i c e

score and hours volunteered (r(46)~~— .03 , ue .-14) were obtained .

These results fail to de m o n s t r a t e  a systematic relation—

ship  ~o- t ’--ie-an r a c i a l  at t i t u d e , as measu red  by a pap - - c— a n d -

penc i l  t e s t , -and s ubsequen t  in t e r r a c i a l  b eh av i o r . 

— 
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Evaluations of the Partner

~ u ’ - i n e  the ir~oera’ie~’.’ ’ m aiaea -e of the stac ’ , subjects

who were to be in La-a au n e r v i  sorv s i t i on c  were  -:tsaed to

assess on a s e v e n— r - e in t  scale  ~‘~‘h-a t hire d c f w o r k e r  ~h ev

thc’a~c ht  t h e i r  p a r tn e r  w o u l d  no a n d  hau coora c- a’at a v e  t h ey

bL 1 loved no would art on the subsequent tas~~s . Su bj j  - a c t s

in ‘.• ;nr . k er  roles ,‘,- ere s~ milarl’-’ asked what kind of super-

vis o r t n t - - tho u ant t h e i r  p a r tn er  wo u l d  be anal how m a c h

:ao’.’ -ar they - an t s c~~: - a t c d  he would  a t t e m pt  to ex e r t .  No

s~. sn~~f::,’nt differences associated .-,ith the race of t he

ar’n er j -. - r e  -abt aa  r e a d  on -in : or these r-aspersces. Nliite

~~-s[- - cc: s’a p -ur - ’a e -o rs - iredict-:d that shi te and black workers

-t a-enf orm aifforentla’ (X=a .38 ‘as. — .o8 , F (l ,-~0)

2 . 43 , . i 3)  no -a woe ld t hor  b’d-avc mo re  -a a less coopera-

tivel y (X=E- .67 vs. ~- .42 , F (l , l0)=0.~~6 , p= .46). Also , w h i t e

c u - i n s t  workers anticipated that wha ta- aired black super—

‘,‘i~~crs ;‘aoul-d ’~c t d i f fe r  in t h ee r  e f fec t i veness  ( T ~~4 . 5 4  v s .

4.25 , F 1 ,40)=0.71 , ;a~= .4 l ) and w o u l d  a t  i f i e r en t i ’) ’  a t te m o t

to e::ort their in~~l aence (X=LOO vs. 3.~~6 , :(l ,40)=0.02 ,

p~~. ~0) . Ta a r - I d a  t L o n , rio main  e f f e c t s  nor i n ter a c t i on s  in—

vol’.’ing the race of the partner w-~re o b t a i ned on sub j ec ts ’

r ei - oats n~ hew t r a r m n d l a ’  t h e y  would be t: owam d their p ar t n e r

in a m m ’ s ~- me , i f  they wer a -  roommates .  5 ub i cc t s  w i t h

wh i  t e  o ur  st ru w or e  no: sig n i fi c a nt ly d i f f e r e n t  than  sub jec t s

r

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - .- - - -  - - -  - -  - - —— - — -- 
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w i t  H b i n - k  i i  t im e r s  i n  t h e i r  f r i e n d l i n t - a s  r a t  i r c i s  ( X - 4 . 9 8

v s .  4 . 6 5 ) .

Al so , d un n — i t ime j n L e m ’ i r - w  p I esc: of tim e s t a m i - :, sub-

j e c t s  w er e  a sk - a l  t o  r at e  tih - i r  !~a r t m m n r  rom u n i n ~ m~~ li ge n t

to m t  e l i  n p - n a t  on a s ix j o i n t  a r a a n t  ic d i f fe r e n t i a l  sca le .

A 2 (R a c e  ot  p a r t n e r )  x2 ( R o l e  of p a r t r a a r )  x2 ( Ab i l i t y

of a r t ner  ) x 2 ( P r oj  ud ice  ra c ’or - of  sub j  -m ’ t~ ) a n a l  y s i s  of

van - m a L e  t a i l e d  to d e m o n s t r a t e  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t

e f fe c t  due  to race ( F ( l , 8 0 ) = 2 . 3 l , p :- . 13 )  . W h i t e  p a r t n e r s ,

t h e - u - i l , d i d  t a -n d  to  ho ra ted  as more intel 1 i een t  t h a n

i - l a c k  p a t t i - i r s  ( X - 4 . 0 8  v s .  3.77). It is l i k e l~’ , howe-vo n ,

t h at  comp l e t i n g  an s e m a n t i c  d i f f e r e n t ia l  descr i p t i o n  of a

p a r t n e r , e spa - c a i i m  a black p a r t - n o r , rare y l i ’~ a m m-ather

r e a c t i v e  measure  when  soc i a l ly  d e s i ra b l e  responses  ar e

e v i d e n t  to  t h e  s u b j e c t .  Thus , such a d i r ect  airaa l  obv ious

measure  mac; no t  be- p a r t i c u l a r ly s e n s i t i v e  t o  d - - t  e c f i n q

di £ f o r -n i c e r  d ime  to r ace .

As an a l t e r n a t i v e  m e asu r e  of  t h e  a i h j e ’ m  5 ’

impressions of t i i e i  r p i n  t~ n e a r s  , a ro i - mt a’ma r m t  i nag index was

ca l cu l a t ed  s i m p l y  b y subs t ra ctimm j t h e  ~e - I f  score on these

items ( o P t - a m i n e - i  later in the session) from t h e  p ar t ner ’ s

r c a - r e .  THi s , on an mle i o l u t e  ac -il a subject tsar describe

a bl eak as m t  eli Lg e nt  and t i m - n  1- :  not  - i ~~ j e - - l  r to discr imi—

nate agai n st blacks. }lowever , on t he  r e l a t i ve  scale , the

V.

E n :

4
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same sub jec t  may be r e l u c t a n t  to r a t e  the same b lack  as

more i n t e l l i g e n t  than  h i m se l f .  Tha t  is , s u b j e c t s  may be

qui te  u n w i l l i n g  to subordinate themselves to the black in

any w a y .-

Ind eed , when a subseque nt analysis was conducted

on the r e l a t i v e  r a t i n g  of i n t e l l i gence , the d i f f e rence

between t h e  partner rating and the subsequent self-rating,

a statistically significant race effect was obtained

( F (l,8O) 4.84 , p’a .03).

White cartners , across all co aaclm ticns , ‘~-‘ore rated

as slichtlv less i n t e l l igent  than the subject (X~ 0 . 2 9 )  and

si g n i f i c a n t ly  more i n t e l l igent  than  b l a c k  partners (~~~-O.85)

Thus , it appea r s  that discrimination in the -attribution

of intell im:-nce to black and white partners is most pro-

nounced when subjects are required to make comparisons

involv i req themselves.

In a d d i t i o n , f a c to r  a n a l y s i s  was r e rf c  rmed on sub-

j e c t s ’ semantic — lef ferential ratings for 25 a d j e c t i ve

pairs concerning their partner and their self-descriptions.

These ana l y s e - s  y ielded s i m i l a r  f a c t o r  structures. For

b o t h  5- ta s of r a t i ne s , the most  s a l i en t  factor appeared to

be re la ted  to Osgood , Suci , and Tannenbaum ’ s ( 1 9 5 7 )

evaluative dimension. Adjective pairs that loaded

II



- - ---

— -i.0—

p r i m a r i l y  on this dimension included good-bad , reputable-

d i s r e p u t a b l e, w i s e — f o o l i s h , t r u s t w or t h y - u n t r u s t w o r t hy ,

reliable—unreliable , trusting—untrusting , responsible--

irresponsible , im~ortant-unimportant , and kind-cruel. A

second factor emerged that was related to potency.

Adjecteve pairs such as strong—weak , severe—lenier a t,

tenacious—y ieldinca , fast—slow , active-passive , and dominant—

submiss ive  were  associa ted  with  t h i s  f ac tor . Fi na l l y, a

third fac tor which appeared to be somewhat related to an

a c t i v i ty  d im e n s i o n  was ob ta ined , a l t h o u gh t h i s  di rnens~~’an

was n o t  as c l ea r ly i n t e r p r e t a b l e  as the f i r s t  t’a~- . P a a i e d  on

the results of these factor analyses , evalua t ive , pet-ares’ ;,

and activity fact-s scores w a r e  c o m p u t e d  f or  sub-jec ’ s

par tne r  and s e if - r a t in d s .

A n a ly  - s  c o n c e r n i n g  the ov-elaati ’,’e s -:a - ra t a c lit for—

ential items v i e - i d ea l  —a aattaa rn of results similar to the

f i n d i n g s  fo r  t h e  i n te - l l I ’3 en cr r  r a t i  n~ r , w~ th r e g a r d  tc the

race of the  p a r tn - ” . D : s : r i m i n a t l m r -  ii’. p o s i t i v e  -~v a 1u a t i ve

responses  occurs -ca l  pr ~n - a r i l y  in t h e  r - a t i n - : s  r ’~ L- a r a c e  to

sub jec t s ’ s e l f — r a t i n g s .  A l t h o u g h  a m u l t i v a a r i a t e  an a l y s i s

of variance on the  ab s o l u t e  p a r tnr - r ra inq: ;  r ev e a l e d  no

r 

s t a ti st ~~c e I l y s iaj u i f i can t  r ae - :  e f f e c t  (F(),72) 1.27,

p = . 2 6 8 ) ,  the m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  of t he  r e l a t i v e  r a t i n g s

demonstr a ted a marg in ally significant main effect for race

F
_____________________  — —~~ - 
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(m u l t iv a r i a t a F ( 9 , 7 2 ) ~~l .7 1 , p= .0 9 5) . As i l l u s t r a t e d  in

Table  3 , on the relat;ve evaluative ratirec s, w h i t e

p a r t n e rs  as compar€  -1 to b l a c k  p a r t ner s  were described as

s i c :n i f i c a nt l y  more w i s e , t r u s t w o r t h y ,  r e l i a b l e , and

i n c o or t a n t , and tended to be r a t e d  as more r en u tab l e  and

responsible. On the absolute measure , a si g n i f i c a n t  race

a-f r e -ct was aeb t am t r e ed  on l y on the  r~~ n i t  able , wise , and

reliable etems. The 2x2x2x2 analysis of variance on the

evaluative f a c t o r  score , thoug h , did reveal  t h a t  b lack

p a r t n e r s  were descr ibed less p o s i t i v e l y  than  were wh i t e

partners on the  direct measure (X-~—0.23) vs. -“ 0.23 , F ( l 8 0 )

6.34 , r= .013) and on the relative measure X=-0 .37 vs.

+0 . 3 7 , F ( l ,80)~~l3 .53 , p< .OOl) . Again , discrimination in

the favora bleness of subj ec ts ’ desc r i p t ions  was most

pronounced when they were required to evaluate their black

- 
~~
. or white partner in r e l a t i o n  to themselves. 110 systematic

e f f e c t s , ho~,-e’;er , were obtained for subjects ’ potency

and a c t iv i t y  r a t i r ’ Hs .

The pattern of responses obtained for subjects ’

evaluations contrasts with the pattern of subjects ’ help—

in-a responses. Subjects evaluated blacks less favorably

t h a n  they did whites , and y e t  they  helped blacks , across

-a l l  c o n d i t i o n s , more than they helped w h i t e s .  It  appears ,

then , that behaviorally discrimination may be quite

- r
I
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Evai’~aci me ieem ratirc: ci’ black -ease a’ihi t~
‘:a-se-i on s ix - p c i : -  t sema~”itic differential -H acria-ticr,s .

~ asoLute Rat’ina 1elati ’re Ra~Jr ,c

W hi ce ~1ack : ~-Jh i te ~ l-ack
P ar t n er  P a rt n er  o P a r tn e r  P~~ ’tr’ser

kind-
cruel ~- .~15 b . t - 5 .9 e -  ± 0 . 13 - C . 0 e -  .2~

r e r~~t a a  2-a —
d i s r e pu t a b l e  2 .17 3 . f - 9  . C 2  — 0 . 2 7  -0 .  - -

~~ .07

~ cc d -
L~ .52 14.24 .~~9 - C . U3  - 0 .33  .2 -?

nI se—
fooli:h 3.90 13.50 .02 - 0 .15  - 0 . ? l  .3],

to s t w c e t r y —
ur .t r e st ,’ic~~t r .: 14.~- 3  3 . 9 2  .22 —0.23 -0.ae5 .05

rel ia b Le -
-u r e l i a t le  4 .29 3 . 3 5  .02 : -0.42 -2.13 .31

trus tine’-
i a r , t r -~ s t l n ~~ Li’ .35 ~ .29 . 73 -0.22 -0.-tO .

resr-c r:si aie—
irresponsible 3.140 3.2 5  . 33  - 0 .3 3  -0 .7 1  .08

ira ~ o r t a p t —
aa i m t - r r 4 ant ~~~~ 14.17 .29 -0 . 2 1  -0 .7 1  .03

.4
- — - .  ,~ - -‘—‘-‘—-—— - —---— - ‘

~~~~
‘ -I



- —- --- -

H

-- 4 3 -

di ff :- r - na t to subjects than simply feeling negative ly about

blacks. When subjects are with a black partner in need ,

they may not want to appear prejudicecl,although , in fact ,

t h ey do have- ne iative- attitudes toward blacks.

It was hypothesized that when a subject is con-

fron ted with information that is inconsistent with stereo-

typ ic expectations , he will make cogni tive and , if

necessary , beh avioral adjustments to restore balance . Con—

sequently, in the present study , it wa s  p r e d i c t e d  t h a t

b lack  p a r t ne r s  int roduced  as being h i g h e r  t b - an  the s u b jec t

in cogni~’ive a r - i li t y  would be e’za],-aated less r o s i t iv e ly

t h a n  w o u l d  -se:-rec - a r a b L . c  w h i te s  due  to  he ~ r i - -~~r a Si s t en ’ : v  with

relevant s ter e o t yp e - s . In deed , h i g h  a b i l it y  w h i t - a  p ar t n e r s

were d e s c r i be -I  as s l i g h t l y  more i n t e l l i - n e n t  t h a n  h i g h

abili ty black rartners (X 4.58 vs. 4 . 1 3 , F ( 1 , 9 0 ) = 2 . 4 8 , R<~~
15

~~-

For the  r e l a t i v e  r a t i n g  of i n t e l l igence , whi te- partners

were d e s cr i b e - a ]  as si g n i f i c a n t ly more in t el l i c en t  ( X = + 0 . 3 3

vs .  — ? . 4 2 , F ( l , 80 ) ~~4 .3 0 2 , p< . O 5 ) .  In f a c t , the b lack

partners described -as being high in ability were described

as being significantly less intelligent (t(23)-2 .l0 , p< .05)

than the white subjects who were described as average in

cognitive ability (see Figure 3 ) . Hig h a b i l i t y  whi t e

p a r t ner s , h o w ev er , were accepted by subjects as being higher

than themselves in intelligence (t(23)=l.45 , E<
~~

16
~
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White Par tner 

~ 1ack P a r t n e r

-~-o .6o -

— 0 . 4 0  -

÷0 . 20 -

Ratir~; cf
0.00 - equal 

Partner ’s to self
- 0 . 2 0  -

-

R e l a t iv e
—

to Self
-0.30 -

e sc r i p t i c n
-1.00 -

—1. 20 —

-1.40 -

:digh Low
Ccac~it i ve -Coe’reitive

A b i l i ty  A~~i 1 i ty

Fi~s.re 3 . u j e c t s ’ ratings cf their partner ’s

in t e l l i .-e race  r e l a t i v e  to t h e i r  self  d e s c r i p t i o n .
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Similarly, white subeects appeared to be reluctant

to admit that a black was superior to them in positive

cha rac t e r i s t i c s, regardless  of h i s  a b i l i t y .  As dep icted

in Table 4, hi gh a b i l i t y  w h i t e  par tners  were not esa l u a t e d

as being significantly different than the subject on any

of the evaluative items . The black who was presented as

being high in cognitive ability , though , was evaluated

as bei;~c significantly less positive than the subject on

the k o d , wise , re l i a b l e, t rust~~n g ,  responsib le , an d

imnpo~~tant items , and somewhat less pos i t ive  on the rest.

In additaore , ~ua- an a ly si s  of sub j ec t s ’ eva1uat iv -~ fac t o r

score description of their oa rtner in re lation to the ir

self-ra t~~nq ind~~caaod treat high abili ty blacks were

res~ c-r.daa I to less favorably than high abi l ity whi tes

-.  ~X=-3.23 vs. ÷0.53 , F ( 1 ,80)=6.93, ~< .O2). It appears , then ,

tn ~ t t  su h ~~ects  wer e less willing to accept blacks than

whit es as be-i ac hioher than themselves in an intellectual

a~ ’~ i i t y .

‘le’;e-rtheiess , for low c o g n i t i v e  a b i l i t y  pa r tne r s ,

in which the subjec t was not threatened by the black

par tnt-r ‘ s sc ‘a r ior ability , subjects did not discriminate

for black and white confederates in their direct intelli gence

ratings (X=3.42 vs. 3.58) nor in their ratings relative to

their own intelligence (X=l .29 vs. - 0 . 9 2 ) .  Based on the

I
I
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E v o l u - a t i v e  i t e n c  r at i n a s  of hie’h coane~~ti?e ahili ty black
-0 , - i .-;-- i cc :ec ’ r eras as cor r . uar e- i  to s ibjec ts ’ self rat in-s
on -‘a s i x - p a in t  s e r r ian t i c  LIi a :e r e n tj a l  scale.

‘ahi t e  P a r tn e r  2 ]oick P ’- ir tn er
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reiativa rating for the evaluative factor score , tho’:qh ,

subje cts -lid describe 104 ability b l a ck s  le ss favorably

th an lea-; ability whites (X=-0 .52 vs ÷0.72 , F(l ,80)=6.60 ,

r~~ . 0 5 )

As p red ic ted , white subjects also appeared to

react negatLvely to black supervisors . Based on the

analysis of the relative evaluative factor score , sub—

jects described the black sup er ’zi~~or less f a v o r a b l y  t h a n

the white supervisor (X~ 0.45 vs. +0.48 , F(l ,80)=10 .6l , D<

.01). .;s illustrated in Figure 4, this dif f erence was

less pro nounc ed f or b lack  and wh ite subo rd i na tes (~~= 0.30

‘is. -~-0.26 , F (l,80)=3 .79 , p< . l O ) .  Fu rt h~-rnore - , toese re-

sul ts indicate that black supervisors were evaluated less

fa’;orably than black w o r k e r s , a i th o u c h  the difference j~

not sta t Is ticall y reliable . For whi te- Dartners , suner—

visors were rated somewhat higher than workers. This

pa ttern was less pronounced when the  direct evaluative

scar’-’ w-e s emrloyed as the dependent measure - Thus , these

results -are consistent with the notion that stereotynic

expectations do media te subjects ’ reactions to black and

whi te- s .lpervisor3 and  subordinates.

For sub j ec t s  w i t h  white p a r t n e r s , the consistency

between the partner ’s assigned role and described ability

I,
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i eocr-aisor Sasordirlate

R i c u r e  4 .  E v a l e a t i - z ’~ f a c t o r  Scer’:  r at in gs  ef black

:tnd -‘in te secer’.- i s o r s ~tn d s u b o rd ir u - it ; s  relative to

su b ~~ectr ’ sel f l e scr i p t i o n s .
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wa s n o n e - t h e - s  - ‘-ed to he an im n - e r t a n t  ~~~ t - ram i a n t  of s u b —

j ect ‘ s reactions. O~~’ - :n lv , - is ex~~~-sted , did tb’: r~i~~n

effect: for ab ii ‘~tv ocur on the he Ic -inc me -u 5u r c  , hut sub—

ie~~ts w it h  ‘— h e - w h i  t- ’- - cure ‘~ede r a t L ’ s a l s o  Ol  i i a t e - - i  hich

a b i l i ty  n -sr tn ’ors  mare resiti” -- - ‘,‘ tn-a re 1-se; a } i ’  1i~ ’~’ ~-artr .ere

ba sed on th e m u l t iv er i at e  a n a l y s i s  of t he  ~v~~lu a t i ” e -  i tem s

(F(9, 32)=2 .3l , p- - .O 5 ). However , no siirifica nt difference

was obta L rled whe n other measures of evaluation ‘~.- arc- on-

plc ’, -ed .

Finally, the third set -of :i r e c l : :t i ~a r e s  con c e r ned

subjects ’ reac t ions t o  leg i t i m et e  b l a c k  sac white sut-e-r—

otsors area subordinates. Consoc~:e n t l y,  -enal’;ses Cf

e f f e ct s  ‘-;o r c’ cond-ected fo r  on iv those- suh~ ec’rs wis h hi- ~h

a b i l i t y  s u per v i s o r s  or low a b i l i ty  s b e r d i r e -e t e-s .  I n  ceneral ,

i t  w as  p r e d i c t e d  tb -s t w h i t e  s u b je c t s  w o u l d  r er ~:ond re :~~a—

t~ vely toward b l a c k  supervisors even  w h en  t h e - ’  appear  to

ha- ;’ “ e a r n e d ”  t h e i r  s~ -a t - re ;  p o s i t ion .  7~l tbciioh s u b j e c t s

he p’”l h : oh st-a t -is bl eaks SI i Ireti’: less than hick status

whit :s , the results of sub-iects ’ se-maret~ c differe ntial

desc r t~ -sres of t he i r  p a r t n e r s  relative to themselves

sun;- - t tn-a t black superiors were- r e sp o nd e d  to :ess favor—

a b l y  ~h i n -~ior e  w h i t e  su re~’ r : -~r s .  R--ased on t he  r e l a t i v e

inte lli -r e nce rat~~ree-s, subjects tended to describe hi gh

st atus blacks as less intellicie-nt than high s t a t u s  w h i t e s

4 
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(
~
=0.75 vs .  + .17 , F ( l , 8 0 ) = 3 . 2 1 , ~ < . 1 O ) .  However , sub jec t s

who interacted with low st a t u s  b l acks , within the stereo—

typ ic role rela tionshi p, evaluated their nar tners no

-differcr:tI y in intelligence than did subjects with white

workers (X=1.25 vs. 1.17). In a-!dstion , high sta tus

black as compared to white supervisors were evaluated as

less re l i ab le  (p< . O l)  , less k ind  
~~~~~~~~ 

, less repu tab le

(~~< . 0 5 ) ,  less r e spons ib l e  (p < .I O ) ,  and as less important

V .lO). In the low threat condition , black and white

workers were not ev~~iuated  d i f f e r e n tly  on of t h e

e v a l u a t i ve  ir e -m s . S i m i l a r l y ,  when -an anci ly r e L s  of var iance

;as performe c c-n the r e l a t i v e  ev a l u a t i ve  f a c t o r  score  (see

F’~~;ure 5 ), the  r e s u l t s  a lso  d : m e -n s tr - ~ r -ed  t h a t  h i - T b  s t a t u s

~: I L t e S  wer e  descr ibed more f a v o r a L ly  then c o m r e a r a b l e  blacks

(X=÷0.37 vs. —0.~~6, F (1 ,8O)~~S .l2 , ~~- .01) . The- d~~fferca-ce--

for  w h it e  and black partners was i ess r;ronounoed .~.‘:th sub- —

ordinates (X=+0.04 vs. — .79 , respectivei’i’, F(l,80)=4.20 ,

p< .OS) - Furthermo re, ~Jere was little difference in the

f a v o r- i dl e n e s s  of s u b jec t s ’ de scr i p t ions  of s u p e r i o r  and

subordinate black partners (X= — . 66 vs. -.79 ) . When the

direc t evaluation measures were employed , the pattern of

results was s -m il ar but less pronounced . Based on subjects ’

descriptions, then , it appears that subjects did respond

relatively negatively to black supervisors , even though they

-- merited their position.

_ _  
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W h i t e  :ear ner  

B a s ~a P a r t n e r

‘~L00 
-

+ .I~C 
-

1 ~

- 

-

i mere sic r.
— . t o —

- .80 -

-1.00 -

:didh ~\bi1it~’ T o-u ~.bi 1it ~
C o n f e d e r a t e  C o n f ed - o r a t e
Supervisor ~f ub o r din a t e

Fi~j a i u e  5. G a b j e e t s ’ rel a t i ve  f a c t o r  score r a t i n g

(partner mi nus self  r a t i r~~) on the  eva lua t ive  d i m e n s i o n

f o r  black and w h i t e  partn~~s.
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Althoug h race appeared to s~’st -m iticall y a f f ect

s u b j e c t s ’ e v a l u a t i o n s, no sy s t e m a t i c  e f f e c t s  f o r  the sub-

ject’s prejudice score were obtained for subject ’s

description of their partner. Furthermore - a l t h o u s h

p r e j u d i c e  score c o r rel a t e d  w i t h  s u b j e c t ’ s - d i r e c t  evalua-

tive score for black partners (r(46)~~— .22 , p= ..J63) , there

was little correlation with the relative m o a s cr e  ( r ( 4 6 )  =

— .12 , o~~.2l7) . In addition , for subject:- wath the white

par tners , the correlation between prejudice score arid direct

evaluation was comparable (r- (46)=— .25 , p= . 04 3 ) .  These

r e s u l t s  ind icate  tha t  sub jec t s ’ self-professed r-ocial

attitude- s were not a good predictor of their interracial

respo nses.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
_ _ _ _ _ _  4
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DI SCUSSION

The p a t t e r n  of r e s u l t s  for  the measures of heireinc

obtained for subjects participating with white partners

was cons i s t en t  w i th  p red ic t ions  derived from notions of

cogni t ive  c o n s i s ten c y .  Subjects did make behavioral r- —

sponses in the  d i r ec t~~on of r e s to r ing  “ j u s t i c e . ’ S ib j e c t s

e x h i b i t e d  more he1~~inij behav io r  toward  t he i r  p a r tn er  when

the s i t u a t i o n  was  to the  advan tage  of t he  s u b jec t  a n d  to

the  d isadvan taco of the  p a r t n e r  than  ‘sb-e n the d i s t r i b u t i o n

of roles and assigned abilities were consistent. Similarly,

when the i n equ i ty  of the s i t u a t i o n  di sad ’zan taced  the sub—

jec t  r e l a t i v e  to the par tner , i n d i v i d u a l s  exh ib i t ed  less

altruistic behavior than when roles and  a b i l i t i e s  were

compatible . These results are consistent with s t ud i e s  by

Leven tha l , A l len , and Kemelgor ( 1 9 6 9 ) ,  LonQ and Lerner  ( l ? 7 4 )

and Pepitone (1971) that also indicated helping behavior

may be adopted as a means of restoring equity . In each of

these s tud ies , however , i n e q u i t y  was o p e r a t i o n a l l y  achieved

by the distribution of monetary rewards t h a t  were cons i s t en t

or inconsistent with demonstrated or achieved ability .
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t n  t u e  p r e s en t  s t  ucl y , i m b a l a n c e  con - r n - d  ~he co rre :;—

~- e - i : 1e t i cu h v t . w - ~ ’n [he a S s a q n ( - d  ro le  tii l described ability

of t h e  f - . u tner .

A1~ u e - u q h  t h e  i n c on s i s t e n c y  l i e - L w -en the f l i t  n or ’ s

ro le  m d  a b i l i t y  a f t  -c ted s u b j e c ts ’ he l j - i  nq l~~- h a - j ior , i

did  not a f f e c t  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  of t b -  p a r t n e r  - There

w a s  no ef f t - s t  due t o  e it h e r  f -a c t o r  L i  sub l e c t s ’ d i r -c t  or

r e l at ive evaluations of the white partner. Even •,‘hen sub-

j e c t s  who helped and i n d i v i d u a l s  who d id  not  he lp  were

a n a l y z e d  s e p a r a t e l y,  no e f f e c t s  r e l a t ed  to i n e q u i t y

occ u r r e d .  I t  ap p ea r s , then , t h a t  s u b j e c t s  were  r e spond ing

to the  i n e q u i t y  of the s i t u a t i o n, r a t h e r  t han  h o l d in q  the

~ irtner responsible.

The analyses of the helping measures  revealed tha t

black partncrs received more help  than w h i t e  p ar t n e r s  f rom

w h i t e  s u b j e c t s .  A l t h o u g h  t h i s  f i n d i nq  a p pe a r s  s u r p r i s i n g,

i t  is con s i s t e n t  w i t h  the not ion  of ave r s ive  r a c i s m

( k y , - e t , 1970) . Accord inq  to t h i s  idea , tn i m p o r t a n t

:Ietr-rmi n -m t of whether or not ~an individual will discrimin-

ate against blacks is the salience o~ the norms in the

,situation (c,arrtnc-r , 1976) . In t h i s  s tudy  s u b j e c t s  were

a lone  with the p a r t n e r  in need . Norms ~- r t a i n i n g  to help—

iri g were u n i c j u e l ’1’ focused on th e sub j~~c t .  Th u s , i t  appears

that many whi tes desire to avoid the attribution that

f a i l u r e  to i n t e r v e n e  is mot ivated by rac ia l  a n t i p a t h y . 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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The d e s i g n a t e d  ro le  r e l a t i o n s h ip ~as a critic~t l

factoi influencing whites ’ reactions to black partners.

in  cent  r a t  t o  the  p a t t e r n  obt iin ec l  w i t h  w h i t e  p a r t n e r s

eiLj ects ~•!L-re less willinq to he] 
~~

- b lack  s up e r v i s or s

than black subordinates , regardless of thc’ de sc r i p t i o n  of

th e ir ability. Based on this measure  of p rosoc ial  in-

~~~lv e m ~~n t , w h i t e s  appeared to behave n e g a t i v e ly to b i m o L ;

a s s u mi n ;  a p o s i t i o n  super io r  to them .

i n  a d d i t i o n , d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  a g a i n s t  black s i m ; — .- r —

v i s c r s  i n  sub j ec t s ’ he lp ing resDonses  occur red  even w h e n

the  h i  act i d r t n e r  a p p a r e n t l y  m e r i t ed  the r o l e .  An a n a l y s i s

of these  i n d i v i d u a l s  w i th  hi g her a b i l i t y  supe rv i so r s  and

lower ab i l i t y  subord ina tes  revealed that black partners

of superior status were helped less than comparable white

partners , wh i le subo rd ina t e  bl acks re ceived sign i f i c a n t l y

more help than white workers. Thus , whites responded

somewhat  n e g a t i v e l y  to b l acks  who assumed n o n — t r a d i t i o n a l ,

super ior roles , whereas whi tes responded posit ively to

b lacks  assuming  t r a d i t i o n a l  subo rd ina t e  and dependent  ro les .

I l  
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i~ ~m~ - ~l i t  -and a ;upc- r’:L s c m : ’ p o s i t i o n  arc -mssuined

to L so- .’i :i l l v  des ar a b i c  c ha ra c t”r i s  t I C S , the -ri rh ’- r- -~—

s u i t s  ef t h e  or e~~ ’r i ~ s t u dy  c o n t ra st  with the find ~no: of

other studi - s in v ~~st a ~r a t i n g  r r e ju d i c e .  For .o< . &: n l e - , Ta’~’no r

- m n- i P- ~ ix ( 1 5 7 3 )  f o u n d  t ha t  f em a l e - s  who b - : ’~ i- :r- -2 cons t r ust . —

av e l y  in a c i v Lc  emergency  s i t u a t i o n  were e ’ialuat  J more

positivel y and more deserving of re-’uard than were m a l e s

oehav:nc  in  an i d e n t i c a l  m a nn e r .  S i m i l a r ly ,  Fat:., Cohen ,

-and Glass ( l ? 7 5 )  f o un d  tha t  w h i te - s  cor : t r ib u t : d  more  money

to b lacks  so l ici t ~no for a s o c i a l l y  v o l e - c c]  c a u s e -  tb -i n to

ce-nv-a m - a b l e -  w h i t e s .  ~3ase? on these st id ics , h i  oh ~h i  lit ’z

:il meG: s :o- - - : :isors ~ou l ] be e x v cct c - ci t~ r - ceiv:- m o r e  ) - e ~ p

t : i in  h i c t i  a b il i  t~ whit e s u p er v is o r s

This  apv - i~~or.t c o n t r a d i c t i o n  m a y  be r e s ol ve d  be

- - 

c o n s a d e r i n a  a b - a s i c  r rj c e du r a l  d i f fe r e n c e .  In both the

Tavn or  eta ] Pe e - in  ( 1 5 7 3 )  and the F a t z  et a l .  ( 1 9 7 3 )  st ud i e s ,

the  Ocha-i i -a r of  t he  st i m u l u s  p er so n  hod fe w  d i r e c t  ~mp l i —

O i t  L~~-s 5  f o r  ‘ -  p a r t  i c i n an t s . They former s t u d y  r e q u i re d

( f l ]  y ra ring the person , and t he  l a t t e r  s t u d - -  t he  c o n tr i —

b u t i un  w a s  t h e  on l- ;  oj i - o r t u n i t y  f o r  into - m a c t  :e-n . Indeed ,

-a r io- nt  ti -] : by ~].~ie’:- ri and Fahn ( l 9 7~~) in d i ca te s  t h a t  the

e :- :pectancy of ’e:n t i ::uo-] interact ion may be- a critical

mediating factor. They found that sub jec ts who were

simply asked  to observe a c on f e d e r a t e  ev~~i u a ted  competen t

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .-~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — - - —- - ~~~~~~ - - - - - - ~~~
-— —-
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f e m a l e s  more h i g h l y  than  competen t  r n - a l e s .  However , when

they  an ticipa ted interaction, they  were more l i k e l y  to

exclude the competent female from their uroup than the

compet- - nt male. This result , t hen , is c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h

the f i n d i n g s  of the present  s tudy  in which subjects ex-

pected to interact with the partner on a series of subse-

cuent tasks.

The r e s u l t s  a lso  ind ica te  tha t  the type of inter-

ac tion wa s a fac tor influencing individuals ’ responses to

their ~artnur . In particular , the relative i~olc r e lat i o n -

s h ip  is a critical dimension . Subjects not only he~ pod

black subordinates more than they helped b l a c k  supervisors ,

but also significantly more than they helped white low

ability workers. Thus , subjects seemed te react neqativelv

- - 

when t h e  s i t u a t i o n  requ i red  them to s u b o rd i n a te -  t hem s e l v e s

to a b l a c k , whereas  t h e y  could accep t  a w h it e  in  sh e

su c o r i o -r p o s i t i o n .  However , t hey  responded most  f a v o r a b l y

to a black in a s u b o r d i n a t e  ro l e .  Indeed , the  fi nd in os

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  even at the relatively abstract level of

comparing oneself to another , white subjects were unwillino

to  subo rd inat e -  themselves to a black. Iii general ,

w h i t e  n -ar t ner s  ~.‘e r e  w i l l i n g  to eva lua t e  b lacks , p ar t i c ui a r l~’

hig h a b i l i t y  blacks , quite posit ive ly on an absolute scale .

However , when the relative scores (partner —self scores) were

I
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I empl oy ’- -d , h l a - : t :  partners were  ra ted  less f a v o r a b ly t h a n

were w h i t e  p a r t n e r s .  In add i t ion , a l t h o u g h  i n d i v i d u a l s

f would ra te  h i g h a b i l i t y  wh i t e  p a r t n e r s  as more i n t e l l igen t

than  themselves  and describe them more favorably than

t he ms e l v e s , they  described h i g h  a b i l i t y  b lacks  as s isn i f i -

-~ c a n t l y io’.’;er in i n t e l l i g e n c e  than themselves and unwilling

to accept b l acks  as being the i r  super ior , or even t h eir

[ eo ’ial .  Thus , s t e reo typic expec ta t ions  may be a c r i t i c a l

fac to r m e - d i a t i n o  s u b j e c t s ’ r eac t ions  to i n t e r r a c i a l  s i tua -

t ion s .

lode-ed , m a ny  s tudies  in the psycho log ica l  l i t e r a —

— ture document the idea that pe rcep t ion  is not “ v e r i d i ca l ”

and that an individual’ s expec tations and motivation may

influence the perce tion of a stimulus or an ciont (Bruner

and goodman , 1547 ;  Bruner  and Postman , 1 9 4 9)

Rec~~n t  evidence also suggests  t h a t  s y s t e m a t i c

m i s o e r e - e n t i o n  a l so  occurs  fo r  person p e r c e p t i o n . Duncan

I (1976), f o r example , found that a relatively ambiguous

social  i n ci d ent , a shove , was perceived by whi te s u b j e c t s

as more ‘zi olent and as more dispositionally related when

tao a c t  was n’arformed by a b lack than  when  done b y a w h i t e .

I The p r e s e n t  study indicates , in addition , that selective

misperception consistent with the stereotype is not

I
I
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limited to s it u a ti o n s  in  w h ich  t he  s t i r m u l i m s  i s  a m b i T u o u s .

A l t h c u u h , in some c o n d i t m  nn , suP ~~ -’:ts w er e  i n f o r m e d  t h a t

f the  c o n f e der a t e  scored h i g h e r  t han  h i m  in  a b s t r a c t  -c o on it iv e

ab i l i ty , they  e’~a lu a t eh h im as beinq less intelligent and

d e s cr i b ed  h i m  less f a - .r or a h ly  t h a n  thc -mse l ’.res - That is,

s ubj e c t s  were w i l l i n g  to accept o ther  w h i t e s  as be ing  more

intel ii n e n t  t : h m n  t h em s e l v e s , but  could not  accept  blacks

as t h e i r  in t e l l e c t u a l  s u p e r i o r s .

P ur t h e rm o r e , the e f fe c t s  of s t e r e o t y pic expect a-

t i ons  a f fe c t e d  not  onl y sub~~ects ’ p e r c e p t i o n s  of the black

p a r t n e r  bu t  a l s o  t h e i r  behavior  toward  him . When  the- role

rolataonshi p v~~~i-i t~ d traditional black—white role expecta—

t i ens , mvii. je - 0-s l i i i  i ated less p r o s o c ia l  i n t e r- a c t i o n .

Thus , b a s e  r e su ]  ts suse --est tuat °ven if , due to 2~f f i r m a —

t av e  Act ion or ot h er  soc i a l  p r o qr - a m s , d e s e r v i n g  and qualified

h l a c k s  a r e  p1- i ce - ]  j r - i p o s i t i o n s  of authority they will be

i r i t t i a ] l y resisted , -a n i  in addition , their performance will

oe evalua ~~e i  less f avora bly by white s u b o r d i n a t e s .  And

ye t , in teraction with blacks who are in a s u b o r d i n a t e  and

dependent role will serve only to reinforce the stereotypic

ro le  exp- -- e it a t i on s  of mr - ammo whites. Therefore , if i n t e g r a t i o n

is  to be i n i f a a t o e - J , e f f o r t s  ~m h e m m b l  be made ts m i n i m i z e  the

p e r c e iv e d  t h r e a t  to the white population. In add i t ion , if

i n t e g r a tio n  in the classroom is adopted , the r e s u l t s  of the

p re sent  s tudy s m i q ( J e s t  t h a t , i f  r a c i a l  c o n f l i c t  is to be

~I 1
_____ 

-4
— 

-- 
.A



I
— 1 ’ ~)— -

I
minimized , i t  should be implemented at the  very early

grades , when stereotypes are the least rigid .

One r a t h e r  i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t  of the p resen t  in-

v e s t i g a t i o n  resides in the finding that although the race

of the partner had a significant effect on subjects ’

responses , i t  d id  not  a f f e c t  all behaviors in the same

way. The intercorrelations among subjects ’ helping be-

havior , volunteering additional time , and evaluation of

the partner were generally low and often negative . For

example , although subjects who helped the white partner

also tended to volunteer more time than subjects who did

not he lp ,  t h i s  r e l a t ionsh ip  tended to be different for

s u b j e c t s  w i t h  a black par tner . In general , subjects who

helped vo lun tee red  fewer hours when the  p a r t n e r  was b lack

than when the- partner was white , whereas , there was no

difference in volunteeri’-ig time due to race for subjects

who did not help. This finding may represent tokenism

( Du t t o n  and Lennox , 1974 )  in wh ich  he lpe r s  w i t h  the black

u ar t n e r  had a l r e a d y  r e a f f i r m e d  the i r  e g a l i t a r i a n i s m, and

thus  d id  not fee l  obligated to commit themselves  to f u r t h e r

i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  the b lack . A l t e r n a t i v e ly , the different

pattern of responses obtained for helping and volunteering

r responses may reflec t different contextual demands. When

the par tner was in need ef help, the subject was the unique

Ii
— 
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ocus 01 n o r m s  p e r t a i n  m l  to l ie  I p i n q  b e h a v i o r .  Thus ,

l i m e  ~~i l~~ec t (- ( m i l d  not j u s t  t i  i b l y a v o i d  i nv o l v e m e n t  with

a h l v :k p a r t n e r  w itomo ut aJ p -a r in i p m  - j ud i c e d .  Ne ve r the -

less , s ince  sub~ cot s w i - r e  ask  1 t 0 vol  sr t i-er  acicl i t i o na  1

t u-ic w i t l i o m i t  an-; c om p e n s a t i o n , t b - - co u b i  r e a d i l y j u s t i f y

~~~~ i noel V - rUeS t

Su1e~ects ’ evaluations of their partner also con—

t r a s t  i d  wjth then he1pin~ behavior. Although hir; lm ability

black  s up e r v i s o r s  w er e  hel ped sl i g h t l y  less t h a n  corn—

paso]  I c  ~- d m i  t e p-im r~~r r s  and low a b i l i t y  su b o r d i n a t e -  b l a c k s

-ui-re h e L t e ]  sian i~ i cantl y more than wh i be workers , blacks

-~-:-re evaluated less f a v o r a b l y t h a n  w h i t e s  in both  s i t u a -

t i o n s .  These r e s u l t s  sucyjest t h a t  — a l t h o u cj h  w h i t -s may be

willing to reinforce traditional role relationshi ps with

blacks , th~~- .- may still feel negatively toward them .

Furthermore , althoug h the race of t h e  p a r tn e r  s i qn i —

fic-int :l- ; a f fected individuals ’ helping l ehavior , volunteer—

inq I Ii - i v i o i , and  e v a l u a t i o n s , the prejudice score had no

relationship with subjects ’ responses. This result is

~~rti~~ilarly disturbing if sub j ec t s ’ p r e j u d i c e  scores a re

— co n c e p t u a l i ze d  only  as a means of ~ r e d e c t in q  subsequent

heha-~’ior. Nevertheless , prejudice scale responses are

also another type of over t behavio r , l ike  he lp in g or

volunte er iri q behavior. Thus , the measurement situation

I
a
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a l so  possesses - i  u n i q u e  set of c o n t e x t u a l  demands tha t

w - m e  not  p r e s e n t  in the e x p e r i m e n t a l  s i t u a t i o n . Fur the r -

more , t he- l i - i t e m  p r e j u d i ce q u e s t i o n na i r e  was des igned to

assess i n d i v i d u al ’ s a t t i t u d e s  f uward b l i r ’k s , but q en er a l i z e d

feelings about a group as a whole do not n e c e s s a r i l y  have

to c o rr e s pon d  t o  b e h a v i o r  towards  one  mm - m i h e r  of t he  g roup

in a p a r t i c u l a r  s it u a t i o n . i t  - a e p e i r s , in a d d i t i o n , t h a t

a t t i t u d e s  toward b lacks  are not u n i d i m - - e s i - a r al , and tha t

behavior  t o war d  b lacks  may be s y st e v i t i c a l l y related to

b l a c k s  in t ha t  type  of situation , for examp le , in suhordi—

n a t e  or in s u p e r i o r  ro l e s .  C l e a r l y one p rob lem w i t h  an

ippr o~ich t h a t  c o n c e p t u a l i z e s  a t t i t u d e s  as m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l

and 1 elm ivior as a resu N of an i n t e r a c t i o n  between one

isi-ect of the  a t t i t u d e  and the type of s i t u a t i o n  is t h a t

t he i e- is an i n f i n i t e  number  of i n t e r r a c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s  in

w h i c h  i n d i v i d u a l s  may f i n d  themselver ; . However , it is

likely t h a t , j u s t  as people are c l a s s i f i e d  along a c e r t a i n

st -m t  of  drniensinns by p e r s o n a l i t y  t h e o r i s t s, i n t e r r a c i a l

situations may be identified by a l i m i t e d  set of c r i t i c a l

f i c t  r s .

I
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11. s-c :icy _ _ :__ :~~~~~: _ : m :  l i gn t
- i~~. c b ::issi  - : : : : : :  ‘i os ij s-ant :

- 1 3 .  - - i se : : : : : 
- 

: fo o l i s h
10. c a c civ o  : : : :  : a c t i v e
ls . reija :1e : : :: : :  onreijac-le

l o .  c. a ct i n c  : : : : : : t r 5 St i s-~~
l’~ . s i r s ul e  : : : : : : cc i st :l ex
l . . c a r- c  l e ss : : : : : :  caref ul
19. r a a s c ’t l i n e  : : : : : f e m i n i n e

1 20. :acce:cf ui : : : : : :

21. intelligen t : : : : : m us-intelligent

I 22 .  y i *l - i r s-g  : : : : : :  t e n a c i o u s

23. irs tas -tior:al m m : : : :  -mintentional

24. ~rre spons ih1e  _ :_ :__ :_ :_ : :  r -asponsib le

1 2 5 .  i~~nr ” ap t : : m : : :  url3mportant

- 
2-~. ug l i  : : m m  : beauti iii

11
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I s - t e r S  icw Ira ce-I-

I . 2-o t m e  :m’-maan tic - h f  f m  r - cn t ia l s

1. E:-:el-eie ~:o f~~r si :~itt~~ng tack.

1. Y o u  ~ot a scars of

2. C :--rar-e 1 ta other pe crie , hcw well  do y o u  h e e l
t s-a t  :Tc u d i d?

1-poor 2 3 4 5 6 7 - e x c e l l ent

3. Mci - mrs-ny fores: do y o u  t h i n k  yc- :r pa rt s -e r  d id?  
______

-u- . C s-sea:ed to other people, h o - i  Nell do y o u  th in k
y o u r -  ::arts-cr di i?

1-nc -cr  2 3 5 ‘~ 7 - e x c e l l en t

5 .  P-s-cemm er , -- 0-mo group -,-iill be morforusins a variety
c-f t a S K S  and yo ur performance v/ill bC ccmsnare-I to
all otrier s-s-o r- s differirn in strro t~~r~ as-b comp o—

ion. Throc-se we ran 100 g~- C i D s ,  o v e r a l l , h ow
s ans- ~r - au r s  ic you t h i n k  you woold do b e t t e r  toas-?

I I I .  ~ e are l o ok ir s -  I cr  cone  ~ro -mrs to rm a rtic ira te lon ge r.
al t h c r o h  a-c coa m ‘ t ~is’e an’; more c r e d it  . f !cu l  t o : :
volunteer to come back w i t h  the sam -m e oar tn e r  a ’ Tr i

in the  sam e se t~~ u r  s o m e t i me  n e xt  week?
(If the  s-newer is yes, find Out  for h~~i man ; h o ur s
and have the subject fill out a form w i t s -  his avaS-
lab le  t i m e s . )

17. Ii the sui~~ect  is t h e  super- 4’isor :

1. ;I h -i~ t k i m - m u .  o f  -y o r k e r  do :1cc t h in k  ~.-ou r  m ar t s -e r  iii 11 be?
1-vera moor 2 3 4 5 7 - ver y  good

7. b e -N  coc oar-ative do y o u  t h i n k  y o u r  partner will be?

l~ nut at all 2 7 4 5 7- v ery rsucn

If t h e  su bj e c t  is the w o r k e r :

1. ‘)ba t kind of cupi~r v i sor  do you th i n k  y o u r  e ar t ne r
— Nih se?

1-very poor 2 3 4 5 7-~~ood
2. V-a rn -m ob pow-a r Jo you th in k y o u r  I~- s-r t n e r  wi l l  e x e r t ?

1-n one  2 .3 4 5 - 7-ver y much

- î

_______________________ -- _____________________ - - -- - _____________ -



V T n ~ er’;i:-. r- ro- - -c~~m r - (cant.)

V .  0. h . b’-: ’re ar- cut lone .-i~ t s -  1l ;p :~~~ O n- . i - b - :  are
~~~~~ 

i - s--~~s- .y i m - r .  tsc- ~~ co ac~~i ;iYoc ~m e  i ’ ~ w i h i  b e  a
ci i e l a v  -vP : I c -  we m - t  eva! - - ; ’ :~~~r-~ - r n  ~J c  ~1d - r n  

- - :--.~ -r ~ by y e  n - colt cr s-c - o r b  is: the o’ e r
r~ ems ~~ d wa r t  w i t s -  yo’ r p~ar ± ner (or no pre ~

r
~ . nCp

VI. S i s-ce 1 d a n ’ t naic the schee;1 in ~- i s - f a r m s - t i  arm w i t h
me , I’ll ree l a little more  information fran :;ou.
Did you soc-re i n  the  t o p ,  m i d d l e , or b o t t o m s  t h i r d
is- a n - n alsts -ac coa-y~ t ive  - thili tt’ tect?

:—~:- ~~
--~ di i ‘;cur sorts-er score?

M o. i  accurately do y o u  t s -IOc k  t he  abstract coomitisie
a c i li ty  t e s t  is f or  - a ss e s s i ns-  in t e l lig en c e  i n  ces-era l?

1-not at all 2 3 4 5 7-very accurate

VII. b e i r i e f i r t x

1. H ow w’11 do you understand what you ’ll be doing?

2.  ~ricfl~’ describe the procedure?

3. Is there any t h in g  unusual about the way the  study
,-ia :; s- a:?

4 . ;!hat - -- , a -u l d :r ou saY if I to ld  :‘cu t hat  y o u  h ad
flO tn~ na- s-or-c to do, bu t  you -iculd still get ore -il t
f o r  p a r t ic ip a tin s-?

- - 

5. 7 - ecr i e l  er ’s ratino of su b j e c t ’ s s u o p ic i c s - .

1— n ot a t  all 2 3 4 5 7-very

V I I I .  M o - i  Ic y o u  f e e l  ar o u t  the d iv i s i o n  of l ab o r ?

In p a r t i r m  ~i t i  , chat was your fii-:t reaction?

IX . El o ycu help?

l’iny or why not?

il

H:
______________________________________ — — - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~ -__-_——-- - — - _ — ——— — - ----——r•——---- 
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Proced ure  f o r -  Ev a tu s -~~L o L m  2 :b ,j e c t -c ’ Fairn ess Ra t in gs

Fo ur j u d s - e s ,  t:-a n -a les  as -u  two f e m a l e s ,  i s - c ap e n oe n t ly
:~ It ,-ud ou t  j e c  t o ’ r e s pon s e s  to th e  q : est i cr . ,  “M o w  d i d  you
f~~ei ab c - ut  t he  - l i v i s i or -. of b oo r .  . . I r m  p a r t i c u l a r, u iha t  was
y c u r  fin-st reaction ?’ Raters were given a r -as-dors ly  organ -
i c e d  b- ok of 3x5 inch  index cards  w i th  the t ransposed
r e s t - a s-c e o .  The  ~u d a - c -s (1) were not involved with the
s t  cdv in as-a- o t h e r  as- a ,  t, 2 )  w e r e  n o t  i n f o rm e d  abou t  t he
d e t a i l s  or tb -a  h 1-u o t h e s e s  of t he  s t u d y,  and ( 3 )  were b lind
to the  sc aj e c t ’ s expe r ime n tal c o n d i t i o n .

The  rater was instructed to p lace  es-a- h card in one of
five os - d e s- ed  ril~~ s-s-rca ins- from a d e f i n i t e  statement of
u n f a i r n e s s  or un e x p - a c t e d r a e s s  (~~l) t-a a definite statement
of f a i r n e s s  or ex p e c a c or c e s s  ( ‘ i ) .  St ~~t e m s~~n a s  tha t  i /crc
n e u t r a l  t o  t h o - -dismension ci f a ir s -~~ss or w o r e  i r r e l ev a n t to
t b -at f a c t o r  were  ~o h e p lace-i i s  t h~ m i d d l e  loca t ion  (~~~) ) .

--  Aft-m - r comsoletimr the ini~~i-ll ar o - c e t u r e , t n :  4udges were
diver m the opportoril ty to sort thra cs-n the p i les a second
t~~me to m a k e final modifications.

A matrix of irs-terratar correlations is presented below:

-- 
- V I C  F emale  A Female

A . d o 0  . - -t-u .379

Male ii .857 .87c

Fema~ e 2 .827

V

-~~~~~~~~~ 
_ :4
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~:~~~e c t a ~ o: t h e  ~- -l: -tm :-? r ’:. r- -:~~e , the  ; a r t - es- ’ s a c u i t y ,
o : r~~n - r ’ -c r a c e c-n ~~~~~~~~~ e~~oeoss ions -of fair-

mse~~s (1=fais- to  ~~= -s-fair) on the civ  ismion of labor.

Fa? n-ness
N sating

Confederate S - u t - e n - v i s - :r

H i g h  A b i l i t y

~1hi te Parts-~ r 12 2. 40

b 1~~~k PartLer 12 1.90

L ow A h i l i  s-i

.-‘J h i t e  ~ arts-’ r 12 2 . 7 7

?la-a k P-:~ran’i r 12 2.50

C r r s :e - : -- e - a ~~e .!a-rker

big:: A b i l i t y

‘:it l t e  P - :- cr rn - 12 3.~~

~- i i c k  Ps -s-tr.~ r 12 3. 75

br; .-i ‘-2 is1j~~a-

‘: Jh i te  i a r t r c e r  12 2 . 5 5

l~Js-~.ck F a r t h er  12 1.53

_ _ _ _ _ _  

_ _ _  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

- -
. 
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2 x 2 :-: 2 x 2 M a ’- t i ; a r -j - -~te  Analysis of t he  Sreo:ency
of hel p as-i the i- a : . :rer of P en c i l s  A s s i s t e d  is- P i ck i n s -  2:- .

.~ource —____________ F ( 2~~79) —

Race  of  P a r t s-o r  ( A )  2 .9 1 b  .060
~ c-ie of Par ts-er ( 5~ 0 .7 85
1-ch i t:  c-f Far~ rac r ( 0 )  1.975 .146
P r e j u - l i c e  Score  ( D )  1.405 .25 1
A x B 2 .l~ 3 .122
A x C 2 .934  .059
A x D 0.122 . 5 - b r

0 .214 .9 0 5
P x D 0.592 ~~~~~~
C x 2- 0.70~ .0-97
A x F y : C 0 .5~~0 .53 5
A x Em x P 0 . 65 5  .5 17
A a C mm P 1.479 .234

~ a C a P i.e-iC .205
A a Em x C a P 1. 241 . 205

ri

F
Ii

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ---- - — - - -- ______________________- - 
- ~~~~ —~- -‘ -~~~~

-
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I

2 a a ~ x Em 1 n.l lb T : i r  of t - e  i- c -:- - : :uervm:; of Melois -g
:-e c :  C : a : E_ a .

______ 
ill as F 

______________

b a n ~ of T - a r r:er (1~ 1 l .EmbO 5. “6 .01°
~~~~ c r a 

~~~
°—

~ 0 4~ 515
A bi lit: of Ems - ran~-s- ( i T ) 1 ~~ ~~i~l- 3 . c - S
I-r-c i cmoi ce Sr - an - - (~~~) 1 -0. 10 2.33 .L b- 1
A a 5 1 0 .c-~-~ 3 .9 - b .0~~3

3 . 5 - 6
x 5 1 0 .010  0 . 0 5  . c- 3 0

1 0.0-ic C .05 .330
:-: : O Z C  1.l~ .27b

C x i 1 C . 0 O L I ~ 0. -2~ .~~1°
A a 5 x C I 0 s-1-Em 0 . 05  . 5 7 0
A x Em a 5- 1 0.26-0 1.19 .2~ 9
A x C  x 5 1 0.~2LC 2.33 .13.1

-
~ C x 2 1 0.0°.: 0.47

A :-: ii- - C a I 0.0~~C 0 05  .52 -:-.

~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~ 

-
~~

—
~~~~~~~~~~~~~

-- 
~~~~
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2 a 2 a 2 a 2 An -.aJ v s i s  of the  M u r r m b e r  of Penc i l s  tr i e
Ou b j e o r  Hel ped to Pick Up.

C erce - _______  
dl’ ms F p

b a n ~a -of  F - : - ~~’:er ( A ) 1 2252 . 74 5 . 4 5  .020
of 9~~r t : e s-  ( 5 )  1 21 .09 0 . 05  .9 19

A b i l i t :  of ~ a: - e n  (C) 1 1155.09 2.90 .093
F r e j . - - i i c e  Score  (II ) 1127.51 2 .~~3 .09?
0. a 5 1 9Q L~~ r O  2 . 5 0  .11-i
A x C 1 65-9 .76 1.75 .159
I a 5 1 0 . 5 4  0 .01  . 9 6 4
Em a C 1 71. Y6 0.17 .373
Em -/ 5 1 353.01 0.97 .327
C a 2 1 3 72 . 0 9  0 . 9 3  .337
A a B a C 1 10.01 0.03 .575
0. a P a 5 1 5 3 6 . 7 o  1.35 .25-9
A a C x 5 1 5 1:.0 1 1.30 .2 5 5-
P a C a 0 1 0 . 0 ~? 0 .00  .9-5 8

1 5-9.59 0.12 .725
____________  

80 39-5 . 42 
—

- - 
- 

~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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::re Ef.f~ c~~s of :daoe  of the  Par tner , the  Role  of the
Pn.raner , the D e sor i o t i c - n of C o g n i t i v e  A b i l i ty  of the
P - .-r - tr.er, an- i the Pre~~ud 1cc Score  of the S u b j e c t  on
M a t i n g s  of the Parts-er ’s Intelligence.

Sacs-c-a :11 m s  F p

Race cf P-art . as- (A) 1 2.34 2.31 .133
R o l e  of Pa r ts-er  ( 9 )  1 0 .Emd 0.93 . 7 6 5
A:il ia ,- of i -as-toe:- (0) 1 17.51 ~~~~~ .0 01
Fr e : :d io e  Ec re ( u )  1 1.24 1.0 - -: .2:H
0. x 3 1 0 .01  0 . 0 1  . °19
A a C 1 0.5 1 0 .5 0  .

A a 5 1 0 . 3 - -: 0 . 9 3  , 7’- -:
Em a 0 1 1.7: . 7!: .

B x b  1 0 .5 1  0.50 . - r E C
- -  C x 5 1 0.0 1 0 .01  . 92 C

A a Em mc 0 1 0 . 2 6  0 . 2 - 5  ~~~~
A x 7 mc 5 1 0 .2 e  0 . r t  .6 1d
0. x C a : 1 0 .  09 09 . 7t 2
Em a C x 5 1 7~~-54 0 . 9 3  . 3 65
A x Em :-: C x 5 1 0 . 2 6  C . 2 t ~ . 6 13

- - Fhcroo 
______ 

80 1.01

1’

ii 
— - _ _  -—-

-A 

H



-

~~~~

—:~l— -

Su b j e c t s ’ r a c in o s of whi te  and b lack  s u p e r v i s o r s  an-i
subordina tes  on s i x — p o i n t  s emant i c  d i f f e r e n t i a l  sca les .

Wh ~~:e Black . W h i t e  Pla-o k

• ~j~r.f O- . Scper .  ~~j Worker Worker s- :

i s-t~~l1Lr~ s-t
— m ~n I - - t ~~11j~~Cnt O .-.-2 3. 8 3  .12 3 . 5 3  3. 33 .60

k i nd
- °rue 4 . 5 - 3 4.50  . 21  5 - c o  4.93 .31

reir ~tab1e 
-

- - - -i i sr e p-ct a b l e  5 - .~~5 3 .33 . 02 3 .53  3 .50  .3r

~rco d- 

-bad 4.42 4.25 .54 4.50 4 . 33 .s7

r e l i al - le
_l :rreljable 4.17 3 .67  .15 4 .50 3 .83 .13

t r m : s tj r . s-
-untricotin c 4.15’ 4.17 . 99 4. 42 4 .55 .

r r~3r m Ofl S~~!ie
- i r r e s p on si b l e  4. 33  4 .08  .55 ~ .25 4.06 • 7

importan t
- As -imp-as-cant 4.08 3.41 .10 4.25 3.58 .20

_ ___________ - ~~ —~-- 
— - - - - - --- -~~—--~~~~~~~~~~~~ -.--- -
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I

S u b j e c t s ’ r e l a tiv e  ra t ings  ( par tner  m i n u s  sell’) of
w h i t e  an d bl ac k supervisors  and s u b o r d i n a t e s .

r

0 W h E  t r~ Black . W h i t e  Black
S up er .  SuD er .  ~~ Wor k er Wor k er ~~

in t - a l l i r n a n t
-un int oiligent ~-c- .17 —0.75 .04 -1.17 -1.25 .90

- m r  +0 .33  -0 .42  .03 0 . 0 0  ~ C . 3 3  .33

- di :r ec - A t a b l e  0.00 -1.00 .07 -0.67 — 1 . 3 3  .10

goo-i
-

~~ a-r i - 0 . 05  -0. 17 .13 -0.25 -C - . 58 .50

ro 1ia~~Le
- cnr’-~1ia r le - o .3~ -1.41 .01 : —0.53 -1.16 .Lr

- I cr s-:ti s-cm
- c r c t r u s t i n s -  — 0 . 4 2  -1,00 .14 -0.42 -0.42 .99

r r e cç o s- : i b l e
- ir r : sp c ns i b l e  - 9 . 33  -1 .0-3 . 13 -0 .59  —0.75 .63

imp or t an t
-unimporta nt -0.17 -1.00 .05 - 0 .3 3  -0.92 .33

I
-a

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~ - .--
- - 

- . . 
- ~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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— — — — W r u  ~e Par t s-er  

B ark  P ar t n e r

-

+0 . 20 --

hatin4 of 0.00 - equal

N to self
P a r tn er ’ s — 0 . 2 0  -

:s- tE-11E~-;ence — O. -3C’ —

Mel at ive to - o . S o  -

hjeo t ’ s -0.80 -

- 1 . 0 0  - -

F ;a l i m at i c n  - 1 .00  - -

— 1 . 5- c - -

-L(0  -

h i g h  A b i l i t - / Low A b i l i ty
C o n f e d e r a t e  Co n f e d e r a t e
Su p e r v i s o r  S u bo r d i n a t e

-

~~ 3- :mrjec t:;’ r e l a t ive  n - at i n g  of i n t e l l i g e n ce

(par-cs-er m i n u s  ~clf rating) for black and w h i t e  pa r tne r s .

j r-i

p
4

A
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D i s 0 ~~i ’t i o n T~isL  (C o n t : .)

Pr. CD --c 4 or M .  P i er ce  Chie f , P sycho log i ca l  R e se a rch  Br anch
E :i r~- a rd t’ i : iv er s i ty  U . S .  Coast  Guard  ( G — P — 1/ 6 2 )
Ni -bo l  s J lou s  400 7t: I i  St r e e t: , S.
App ian  W ay W a sh i n g t s -n , DC 2 0 5 9 0
Cambri-dac , NA 02138

C h i e f  of N o v a  1 P e r s o n ne l
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