BEHAVIORAL CORRELATES OF IMPLICIT
EVALUATION AND STEREOTYPING OF
NATIVE AMERICAN MASCOTS
By
AMANDA L. BURKE

Bachelor of Arts in Psychology
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, OK
2003

Master of Science in Psychology
Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, OK
2006

Submitted to the Faculty of the
Graduate College of the
Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of
the requirements for
the Degree of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
July, 2009



BEHAVIORAL CORRELATES OF IMPLICIT
EVALUATION AND STEREOTYPING OF

NATIVE AMERICAN MASCOTS

Dissertation Approved:

Dr. John M. Chaney

Dissertation Adviser

Dr. Thad R. Leffingwell

Dr. Melanie Page

Dr. Jean Van Delinder

Dr. A. Gordon Emslie

Dean of the Graduate College



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

First and foremost, | would like to express my appreciation to Dr. John Chanhbg for t
many hours he has dedicated to this project, as well as his words of encouragerhent in al
areas of my training. 1 would like to express my appreciation to my digserta

committee members; Dr. Thad Leffingwell, Dr. Melanie Page, and Dr. Jaab¥linder

for their contributions to this project and my education. Additionally, Dr. Charles
Abramson and Dr. LaRicka Wingate were a vital component of a positive graduate
school experience, and | appreciate your professional guidance, encoemggerd

endless support. | also would like to show my appreciation to Patricia Alexander for
graciously providing me with deadlines, advice, and information needed to complete this
degree. Moreover, | have to show appreciation for my recent supervisors andueslleag

at internship; Dr. Peggy Hudson, Dr. Kristen Sorocco, and Dr. John Tassey. These
remarkable mentors have positively influenced me professionally and peysandll

look forward to continue working with you and having you as colleagues in the near
future. | would like to thank my husband Jake and my parents for demonstrating such
patience with distributing my time between family and doctoral work, as wéieas t
unconditional love, and at times, much needed humor. | could not have completed this to
the best of my ability without them supporting and encouraging me throughout this
process. Furthermore, | would not be able to enjoy my life and work without the love of

my wonderful friends, Laura Beth, Marisa, Blair, Anna, and Valerie, whose words of



wisdom, advice, and humor have been invaluable. Lastly, | continue to dedicate my

work to my grandfather, who is my constant inspiration and the ultimate mentor.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
I INTRODUGCTION ...ttt ittt et e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e s s st e e eaaaaaeeaaeaaessaasaaaannnsnsnnnenes 1
[I. REVIEW OF LITERATURE. ..ottt 9
Description Of the IAT PrOCEAUIE ........uvveiiiiiie e eeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaannns 9
Empirical demonstrations of the IAT in detecting implicit attitudes..................... 11
Empirical demonstrations of the IAT in predicting behavioral outcomes............. 18
SUIMIMABIY ..ttt ettt e ettt e e e e e et et e e e e e e et b eeeeeesaaa e eaeeenbna e aeeeensnnnaaaaanes 28
. THE PRESENT STUDIES ...t 29
0 (16 | PRSP 30
Participants and ProCERUAUIE .........uuue e 30
IMBASUIES ...ttt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e n e n e e e e e n e 31
0] 1] 1 11U ]SSPSR 34
RESUILS @Nd AISCUSSION ..vvvviiiiiiiiiiieeee ettt e e 35
STUAY 2 e e e e e e et e e e e et taa it a e e e e aaaeeeeeearraes 37
Participants and ProCERAUIE .........uuue i e e e e e e s 37
Y1515 [ o T PSS UURPPUUTTPUPUORPRTR 37
IMBASUIES ...ttt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e n e n e e e e rnrn e 38
0 1] 1.1 PP SPSPRPP 41
SESSION 2 ittt ittt et e e e e e e e e e aaaeaaa 41
IMEBEISUIES ...ttt ettt et e et e e et e e e et e e e e eb e e ean e e eana e eaee 43
RESUITS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 43
V. GENERAL DISCUSSION ..ottt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s s s asnsseeesnneeeeees a7
Additional CONSIAEratioNS ..........coeeiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e eeeeeenes 51
Summary and CONCIUSIONS .......vvveiiiiiiiiei e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeannnn 55
REFERENGCES ..ottt ettt e et e e e e e e e e e ns 59
APPENDIDX A ettt ettt ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e 68
N 1 G = PP PPPRPR 69



APPENDIX € . 72

APPENDIX D oot 74
APPENDIX E oo 76
APPENDIX Foeeeei et 77
APPENDIX G ..ot 78
APPEND X H oo 79
APPENDIX | oo 80

Vi



CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The issue of Native American sports mascots has drawn considerablemttent
and controversy in recent yealspproximately 1,217 high schools and 88 colleges
continue to utilize Native images, even though these images promote inauthentic
portrayals of Native American people (e.g., King, Staurowsky, Baca, [Favis
Pewewardy, 2002; Pewewardy, 1999; Rodriguez, 1998). Although various educational
institutions have discontinued the use of Native mascots (e.g., Stanford, Marquette,
Dartmouth; Rodriguez, 1998), several institutions maintain that these imagessine
representations intended to honor Native American people. Strong (2004) has stated tha
regardless of the perceived intent, the continuation of Native American massigtssa
Native Americans to an allegorical or symbolic form of cultural citizenshgiw
prevents Native Americans from enjoying full participatory citizgm$n society.

One domain in which the use of Native mascots has been deemed patrticularly
problematic is the educational environment. It has been argued that Native akseric
attending schools with Native American mascots may find themselves ilyraostile
environments, affecting students’ self-esteem and achievement expeeammns}l as
denying Native American students full participation in the educational pr{isass,

2004). Indeed, some parents and children find these mascots offensive and degrading,



which Baca sees as a violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Integhgt
Title VI prohibits discrimination on the basis of race in federally funded pragram
(including public schools) and also prohibits schools from creating or toleratiatiyrac
hostile educational settings (Trainor, 1995).

Despite insistence that the useNaitive mascots honors Native Americans and
these images should be viewed as positive symbols, for over thirty years numerous
individuals and organizations have requested that Native American logos, nickaathes
mascots be discontinued (Eitzen & Zinn, 2001). Although this issue has received
national attention as of late, it has been an important topic for Native Ameragysgr
(e.g., AIM, Society of Indian Psychologists) for decades. Numerous non-Native
organizations (e.g., United States Commission on Civil Rights, National @tdleg
Athletic Association) have also united with Native groups in advocating for the
retirement of these mascots. Specifically, the U.S. Commission on QynisRsalled for
an end to the use of Native images and athletic team names by non-Native America
institutions in 2001. Similarly, the National Collegiate Athletic Assomm(NCAA)
released a statement prohibiting NCAA colleges and universities from husstite or
racist images at championship events in 2005. Importantly, the American Pgycdiolo
Association (APA, 2005) issued a council resolution calling for the discontinuatioin of al
Native American mascots by educational institutions and athletic teams.

A great deal of public attention has been drawn to the Native American mascot
issue, however, there is an absence of data in the empirical literaturate Dasperous
journal articles (e.g., Banks, 1993; Pewewardy, 1999; Rodriguez, 1998; Sigelman, 1998;

Staurowsky, 1999; Wenner, 1993) and entire volumes (e.g., King & Springwood, 2001a,;



King & Springwood, 2001b; Spindel, 2002) arguing that Native American mascots
promote negative stereotypes of Native American people, most individualsdugwesd
knowledge about the mascot issue from mainstream media. Reports that are the most
widely publicized support the continuation of Native mascots. One of the most
recognized articles regarding the use of Native mascots was done bylBxiréged

(Price, 2002). In that article, the Peter Harris Research Group conducted atsatvey
polled Native Americans’ opinion on the mascot issue. Results indicated that 83% of
Native Americans supported the use of Native American mascots. The inteypretat
these data is problematic primarily because the researchers arngnwiteveal details

of their survey methodology, despite frequent questioning by investigatorsgkahg
2002). Unfortunately, other polls investigating opinions concerning the mascot debate
have provided opposite results and received less media attentioimgamn,Country
Today, 2001).

The lack of empirical research on Native American mascots can belpartial
attributed to the absence of sufficient measurement methodology. Spegiboallof the
main difficulties encountered when investigating racial or prejudicialidés is the
tendency for respondents to under-report prejudicial attitudes on self-reEctnes
Dovidio (2001) proposed that socially conditioned attitudes (e.qg., racial prejudice)
operate as subtle or implicit forms of bias that are maintained at a non-coreceus
making these less accessible by self-report measures.

The problem with examining implicit attitudes has been alleviated somewhat by
advancement in methodology, such as the Implicit Association Test (IATnWa&e

McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). The IAT is a computerized task that investigaikstior



automatic associations by measuring how closely (i.e., how quickly) certairisre
associated with evaluative attributes (e.g., positive or negative). In othis,thier

greater the learned association between two stimuli, the more automatiduats can
process or make decisions about related concepts (Greenwald et al., 1998; Ké&rpinski
Hilton, 2001). For example, response latencies for “snakes-dangerous” wor(@.@airs
compatible judgment pairs) would be shorter than for “flowers-dangerous” pairs (
incompatible judgment pairs) because of the greater strength of the woedliti
(automatic) association between “snakast “dangerous”, compared to the association
between “flowers” and “dangerous”. According to Dovidio (2001), prejudicial aalrac
attitudes operate in a similar fashion.

The IAT has been used successfully to demonstrate Caucasian individuals’
implicit biases toward various racial groups. For example, Greenwald £988) used
the IAT to examine pleasant (e.g., happy, peace) and unpleasant (e.g., roglen, ugl
evaluative attributes associated with Caucasian names (e.g., Brandonsnd Bet
compared to African American names (e.g., Darnell and Latisha) ingesam
Caucasian college students. Response times were found to be significantlyfshorte
Black names paired with unpleasant attributes and White names paired wstimplea
attributes (i.e., compatible judgment pairings) than when “Black — pleasant” ante“Whi
—unpleasant” combinations were presented (i.e., incompatible judgment pairings).
Greenwald et al. suggested that the findings were evidence of an autorgatiecenbias
toward African Americans. Numerous studies have used the IAT in demonstratilag sim

findings for other racial minority groups, including Hispanic Americans, Japanes



Americans, and Korean Americans (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998; OttawaynHé&yde
Oakes, 2001).

The empirical literature has examined implicit associations toward ousier
minority groups (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998; Ottaway, Hayden, & Oakes, 2001).
However, implicit bias toward Native Americans has only recently beesdunted into
this area of research. For examesek, Greenwald, and Banaji (2005) published a
methodological review of eleven website experiments based on data from andiles st
of nearly 4500 respondents. IAT studies included in the review consisted of both pictures
and names of famous Native Americans and White Americans as targeptstauli.
Results indicated a significant negative bias toward Native Americans.

Recently, Chaney, Burke, and Burkley (2009, Study 1) used the IAT in a sample of
Caucasian college students to demonstrate a negative implicit bias towasd Nat
Americans and Native American mascots. Words describing individuals of Native
American descent (e.g., Navajo, Cherokee) and individuals of European deggent (e.
Irish, English) were randomly paired with both pleasant (e.g., miracle, donk)
unpleasant (e.g., poison, tragedy) stimulus words. Response times were sifynifica
shorter for the “Native American-unpleasant/European American-plésasanhgs
compared to “European American-unpleasant/Native American-pleasart”’pairings.
Additionally, Chaney et al. (2009, Study 2) examined the utility of the IAT to detect
implicit biases toward Native mascots (e.g., Redskins, Chiefs) compared @s@auc
mascots (e.g., Fighting Irish, Vikings). Mascot words were randomly paited w
pleasant (e.g., miracle, love) and unpleasant (e.g., poison, tragedy) evali@ves.

Response latencies were significantly shorter for the “Native Aarentascot-



unpleasant/Caucasian mascot-pleasant” pairings in relation to “Caunassaot-
unpleasant/Native American-pleasant” word pairings, indicating aimegatplicit bias
towards Native American mascots. Thus, Chaney et al. demonstrated that napht
bias toward Native Americans possibly translates into implicit bias tbivative
American mascots as well.

Moreover, the IAT has also been used to examine the relationship between
implicit bias and inter-racial social interactions (Amodio & Devine, 2006; McCb&nel
Leibold, 2001, Rudman & Ashmore, 2007). Specifically, Amodio and Devine examined
the nature of implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice on behavior usingeostpe-
based IAT and an evaluative IAT. Derived from Greenwald et al. (1998), theagval
IAT consisted of Caucasian versus African American faces paired angrig
positive/negative evaluative attributes (e.g., love, rotten). In contrasteteetgpe IAT
was composed of Caucasian versus African American faces paired withtégoress of
ostensibly positive mental and physical traits (e.g., smart, athletisultRendicated that
participants’ stereotype IAT performance was positively correlatédinstrumental
behaviors such as initial judgment and impression formation of an African America
student. Evaluative IAT performance, on the other hand, was positively catwitte
consummatory behaviors such as seating distance and interpersonal preferegae
to an African American partner. These data indicate that the IAT pres@tssocial
behaviors and judgments, and that stereotyping and prejudicial attitudes operate a
independent constructs that elicit different kinds of discriminatory behavesabnses.

Additionally, Rudman and Ashmore (2007) conducted two studies that examined

the relationship between implicit bias and harmful intergroup behavior (e.g., sknsal



exclusion, physical harm, economic discrimination). Both evaluative and evaluati
stereotype IAT’s were administered to Caucasian samples in ordedict wamful
behaviors toward outer-group members (e.g., African Americans, Asians, and Jasvish)
well as explicit self-report measures inquiring about overt discrimipaimaviors (e.g.,
racial slurs, violence). Results indicated implicit bias toward Africaregans with

both the evaluative and evaluative stereotype IAT’s, as well as demons#rating
relationship between the IAT and harmful intergroup behaviors. Specifittadly,
evaluative IAT covaried with verbal discrimination (e.g., ethnic slurs, jokbsjeas the
evaluative stereotype IAT was related to each behavioral domain (verbal,
avoidance/exclusion, physical/hostile). Similarly in Study 2, both evaluattve a
stereotype evaluative IAT’s were administered to a Caucasian sanmgiarhine the
relationship between implicit bias and economic discrimination toward mirstatient
organizations (e.g., Jewish, African American). Results indicated that botvethatare
and evaluative stereotype IAT’s predicted economic discrimination. Thus, Rudman and
Ashmore (2007) demonstrated that both evaluative and evaluative stereotypbd®d’s
predictive value when examining harmful discriminatory behaviors, as sveliggesting
that evaluative stereotype IAT’s may be a more sensitive measure afitrials

because it combines beliefs with evaluative properties.

The purpose of the present studies was to expand on the IAT methodology of
Chaney et al. (2009) and to examine the relationship between performance onta masc
IAT and race-biased social behaviors (e.g., forming judgments, social eistaward
Native Americans. Specifically, Study 1 used an evaluative stereotjpsé® Rudman

& Ashmore, 2007) comprised of positive and negative stereotypes (e.g., smart, lazy)



paired with words describing people of Native American descent (e.g., Cherake, Si

and individuals of European descent (e.g., Irish, German). Study 2 involved two phases:
1) Participants completed an evaluative stereotype IAT that paired Matigacan

mascots (e.g., Redskins, Braves) and Caucasian mascots (e.g., Celtass)\Wikih

positive and negative stereotypes (e.g., responsible, worthless), and 2) sithiar t
methodology of Amodio and Devine (2006, Study 3), the second phase of Study 2
examined the association of participants’ mascot IAT performance with botidraha
responses (e.g., seating distance) and stereotype-consistent perforxpactations of a
Native American student.

The following chapter provides an extensive review of the relevant literature on
the IAT, with specific emphasis on empirical demonstrations of the relationghipdre
evaluative and stereotype IAT performance, interracial interactions, eiadl so
judgments. Additionally, results of two IAT studies are presented. Studyrireech
potential negative evaluative stereotypes associated with Native AngeriSaudy 2
examined implicit biases toward Native American mascots using amagival stereotype
IAT and examined race-biased behavioral outcomes (e.g., social distance, aec®rm
expectations) associated with negative mascot biases. Consistent with €halney
(2009) it was anticipated that results of the present studies would demonstraté impl
negative associations on the part of Caucasian college students toward both Native
Americans and Native American mascots. Further, consistent with Amodio and Devine
(2006, Study 3), it was anticipated that negative associations on the Native Ad@scot
would be significantly associated with race-biased behaviors (e.g., sotaalceis

stereotype expectations) toward Native Americans.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The Implicit Association Test (IAT) has been used to examine various otsstru
including voting behavior (e.g., Friese, Bluemke, & Wanke, 2007), religion (e.g.,tRowa
& Franklin, 2004; Rowatt, Franklin, & Cotton, 2005), self-esteem and self-concept (e.qg.,
Greenwald & Farnham, 2000), attitudes towards drug use (e.g., Wiers, Houben, & de
Kraker, 2007) and smoking (e.g., Huijding, de Jong, Wiers, & Verkooijen, 2005), as well
as severity of psychopathology (e.g., Houwer, 2002) and anxiety (e.g., Egloff & Schukle,
2002). Importantly, the IAT is becoming known as a widely used instrument for
measuring implicit racial bias (Devine, 200Bor the purpose of the present paper, the
literature review will focus on the relevant empirical literature réigg the application
of the IAT to racial attitudes, as well as literature exploring théioekhip between the
IAT and interracial social behavior.

Description of the IAT Procedure

The IAT examines the strength of association between target-concgpts (e
flowers versus insects) and evaluative attributes (e.g., pleasant versus mpleass).
Participants are required to sort target-concept stimulus words (e.g,, wasps) into
their corresponding categories located on either the upper right-hand (e.grsflow

left-hand (e.qg., insects) side of the computer screen. Sorting of words is asbech|bly



assigning one category (e.g., flowers) to a response by the left handtfigsiDy key)
and the other (e.g., insects) by the right hand (using the “K” key). Partgigangiven
multiple practice trials assigning target-concepts (e.qg., tulips, be#wir appropriate
categories (e.g., flowers, insects).

In the second set of trials, evaluative attributes (e.g., pleasant versus unpleasant
words) are sorted by using the same computer keys (e.g., “K” key for ple&sakey
for unpleasant). Participants are then required to sort the stimulus words into thei
corresponding categories. For example, if the participant is presentednedjatave
stimulus word (e.g., rotten) he/she must assign it to the correct categary (e.g
unpleasant). This is followed by multiple practice trials where the fpeamitcategorizes
evaluative attributes (e.g., love, poison).

In the third block of trials, the target-concept and evaluative attributgarae
are combined. Participants are either presented with compatible judgmergsp@.g.,
“flowers or pleasant” versus “insects or unpleasant”) or incompatible gaifeng.,
“insects or pleasant” versus “flowers or unpleasant”). The combinations asniae
alternately for each participant. In other words, half the participamfsrasented the
compatible category first, and half are presented the incompatible catiegory
Stimulus words for the target (e.g., roses) and attribute (e.g., love) taseg@
randomly presented to participants, and they are required to sort them into tbe corre
combined category. Subsequently, in the fourth block of trials, target-concept iestegor
(e.g., flowers, insects) are reversed on the screen and shown without evattréiivies
(e.g., pleasant, unpleasant). For example, if the “flowers” categorylinégeared on

the right, it now appears on the left, and the “insects” category appears ormthe rig

10



Participants are given multiple practice trials to familiarizenselves with the new
order.

Finally, in the fifth block, newly combined categories are presentedgtiafiche
reversed response assignments of either the incompatible pairings (segts'ior
pleasant” versus “flowers or unpleasant”) or compatible pairings (e.gectmer
unpleasant” versus “flowers or pleasant”). It is the measurable difeelstween
compatible trial blocks and incompatible trial blocks that provides the measure ioitimpl
bias toward target-concepts (flowers versus insects). Throughout the procaduam af
incorrect response, a red “X” appears in the center of the computer screetionatiyl)
participants are provided feedback regarding their performance aétgrtaal-block,
including percentage correct and mean response latency in milliseconds.

Empirical Demonstrations of the IAT in Detecting Implicit Attitudes

Greenwald et al. (1998) conducted the first empirical demonstrations of the IAT
in a series of three experiments. In Experiment 1, Greenwald et al. egahmen@T'’s
utility in detecting implicit attitudes toward familiar items that assumed to have
common innate evaluative associations (e.g., positive versus negative) among
individuals. Two of the target-concepts were considered inherently pleasamréland
musical instruments) and two unpleasant (insects and weapons). Participarghaoven
two target-concept combinations: (a) types of flowers (e.g., tulip, rosgjazecthto
types of insects (e.g., bee, wasp) and (b) types of musical instrumentdute.gvidlin)
versus types of weapons (e.g., knife, gun). These target-concepts wereetbmith
pleasant stimulus word attributes (e.g., happy, peace) and unpleasant stimbltssttr

(e.g., rotten, ugly).
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In a sample of 32 (13 male and 19 female) college students, participants
completed two IAT procedures, one using flowers versus insects as targeptspaad
the second using musical instruments versus weapons. Both IAT tasks incorporated
pleasant versus unpleasant stimulus words as evaluative attributes. Astadticgsalts
indicated more positive associations toward flowers than insects and toward musica
instruments than weapons. Specifically, participants performed signifi¢astér when
sorting stimulus items into compatible combinations (flower + pleasant aurmestit +
pleasant) than incompatible combinations (insect + pleasant or weaponanpleas
Thus, participants demonstrated a stronger association for flower + plaadant
instrument + pleasant word pairings compared to insects or weapons combined with
positive evaluative attributes.

Experiment 2 (Greenwald et al., 1998) extended the methodology of the IAT to
racially based implicit attitudes. Specifically, attitudes held by Jagafimericans and
Korean Americans towards each other were examined using the IAT. It icisaaet!
that individuals in their respective ethnic group would hold negative attitudes toward the
out-group due to the history of Japanese-Korean conflict, as well as demonstgate m
positive associations towards their respective in-group.

The sample included 17 self-identified Korean American and 15 Japanese
American college students enrolled in introductory psychology courses. The IA
stimulus items consisted of the same evaluative attribute categpiepariment 1 (e.g.,
pleasant versus unpleasant words). Additionally, 25 Korean (e.g., Youn) and 25 Japanese
(e.g., Kawa) surnames served as target-concepts. Due to Japanese naalgsging

longer than Korean names, a set of 25 truncated Japanese names was generated from the

12



25 selected Japanese surnames. The truncation of Japanese names ensurecthat for ea
Korean name, there was a condensed Japanese name of similar length. Ajter bein
exposed to numerous versions of the full-length names, the truncated Japanese names
were introduced to participants.

Participants completed two IAT procedures. For the first IAT task, patits
categorized Korean names versus full-length Japanese names. In the agcaadget-
concepts consisted of Korean names versus truncated Japanese names. Additional
Experiment 2 addressed the order effect found in Experiment 1 by assigning opposite
response keys for the initial target-concept discrimination step of the precdeur
instance, participants who were initially exposed to the Japanese + pleashptisiogs
in the first IAT were presented first with Korean + pleasant word pairmtsei second
IAT task.

As anticipated, Korean participants demonstrated stronger associations for
stimulus items in the compatible judgment category (Korean names + pleasant
words/Japanese names + unpleasant words) compared to the incompatible category
(Korean names + unpleasant words/Japanese names + pleasant words). I§pecifica
Korean participants’ response times were significantly faster fardhmpatible pairings
than incompatible pairings. Results revealed similar findings for Jappagszpants.
Japanese participants responded significantly faster to compatible cddapanese
names + pleasant words/Korean names + unpleasant words) than to incompatible
categories (Japanese names + unpleasant words/ Korean names + pleasgnt words

revealing a negative bias toward Korean Americans relative to thgioup.

13



Additionally, results demonstrated that using truncated version of Japanesamames
place of full-length Japanese names had minimal effect on the results.

Experiment 3 (Greenwald et al., 1998) utilized the IAT to examine Caucasians’
evaluative attitudes of White versus African American names. The sampistedcs
26 Caucasian college students enrolled in introductory psychology courses. Pleasant and
unpleasant words, similar to those used in previous experiments (e.g., Experiments 1 and
2), were chosen as evaluative attributes. Additionally, the target-contepts
stereotypical Caucasian (e.g., Brandon, Betsy) and African Americarsifarge
Darnell, Latisha) were selected from a pre-tested list given to edleglents; target-
concept names were those categorized by students as being typically &aacasi
African American. Experiment 3 followed the same methodology as Experiment 2,
replacing Japanese and Korean names with White and Black names.

Results revealed that response latency times were significantlyftaste
compatible combinations (White + pleasant, Black + unpleasant) than incompatibl
combinations (White + unpleasant, Black + pleasant), indicating a more positive
association for Caucasian names compared to African American names. I§eneral
results from the three experiments reveal the IAT’s usefulness in nmgpatiriudinal
evaluations.

Ottaway, Hayden, and Oakes (2001) extended the applicability of the IAT to
include other minority groups in a similar study comparing evaluative aseasi&br
Hispanic and Caucasian names. Participants were 33 Caucasian femaleadndezgr
Using similar methodology as Greenwald et al. (1998; Study 3), targetyutsreonsisted

of stereotypical Hispanic names (e.g., Josefina, Pedro) and Caucasian ngmes (e

14



Dorothy, Barry) selected by four criteria: First, names had to bévedilatommon

among Hispanic and Caucasian groups. Second, an average familiarity ratingon a 5
point scale (approximately 3 or “somewhat familiar”) previously adn@resl to
Caucasian undergraduate students was required. Third, names representingi@ac
category were to have similar average frequencies in the U.S. Census da@bhasane
frequency was equal across racial group). Ultimately, from the Gancsmmes that
passed through the first three criteria, names that overlapped with Gautasies from
Greenwald et al. (1998, Experiment 3) were chosen as stimulus words, resultB@in a
overlap. Pleasant and unpleasant words were chosen by a similar methadgresait
80% overlap with Greenwald et al.’s pleasant and unpleasant words, respectively.

As expected, response latency times were significantly shorter for ablapat
pairings (Caucasian + pleasant/Hispanic + unpleasant) than for incompaiiligspa
(Caucasian + unpleasant/Hispanic + pleasant). In other words, resultsedhdicat
negative implicit bias on the part of Caucasian students when assigning evaluative
attributes to Hispanic names versus Caucasian names.

There were several differences in the methodology conducted by Ottaway et a
(2001) compared to Greenwald et al. (1998). On the combined category discrimination
tasks (target-concept + attribute), target-concept stimulus words andtiesibute
stimulus words appeared randomly rather than alternating order on everyrather
Participants also received performance feedback and average respamsefedback
only upon completion of the task, rather than at the end of each block. Regardless of
these methodological differences, results were similar to the findingseeh®ald et al.

in regard to the empirical demonstration of negative implicit bias toward Hespamies.
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Chaney et al. (2009) recently examined the IAT’s ability to detect imhpical
bias of Caucasians toward Native Americans and Native American mascasriasaof
three experiments. In Experiment 1, participants were 55 Caucasiaresilidgnts
enrolled in introductory psychology courses in the southwestern United StaiesngJt
methodology similar to Greenwald et al. (1998), the IAT was administeraddudily
to participants in a campus laboratory. Target-concept stimulus itemsategerized
as describing people of Native American descent (e.g., Apache, Choctaw, Cherokee
versus people of European American descent (e.g., French, German, Scottish).arEurope
American was used as the target-concept category label instead ofi@atcasovide
for consistency in category names. These categories were used in combirthtion w
pleasant (e.g., love, miracle, beauty) and unpleasant (e.g., rotten, poison, hatred)
evaluative attributes.

Consistent with previous studies (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998; Ottaway, Hayden,
& Oakes, 2001), results indicated a negative implicit bias on the part of Caucasian
college students toward Native Americans. Response latencies wefieanglyi shorter
for compatible associations (European American + pleasant/Nativaamer
unpleasant) compared to incompatible associations (European American +
unpleasant/Native American + pleasant), suggesting a negative imgutiait bias toward
Native Americans.

In Experiment 2, Chaney et al. (2009) utilized the IAT to examine implicit
attitudes toward Native American mascots in relation to Caucasian mabBeotEipants
were 79 Caucasian college students enrolled in introductory psychology doufses

southwestern United States. Similar to the methodology in Experiment 1, the $AT wa

16



individually administered in a research laboratory on campus. Target-conceptist
items were labeled as Native mascots (e.g., Redskins, Braves, Chisfs) @aucasian
mascots (e.g., Celtics, Pirates, Vikings). These categories wereusanbination with
pleasant (e.g., love, miracle, beauty) and unpleasant (e.g., rotten, poison, hatred)
evaluative attribute stimuli. Consistent with Experiment 1, results indicatedpdicit
racial bias by Caucasian college students toward Native Americanthagtesponse
latencies were significantly shorter for compatible judgment combinat@mscésian
mascot + pleasant/Native mascot + unpleasant) compared to incompatible combinat
(Caucasian mascot + unpleasant/Native mascot + pleasant).

Even though results of Chaney et al. (2009; Studies 1 & 2) suggested that the
observed negative evaluation of Native mascots was a function of implicit ragal bi
these authors explored a potential alternative explanation for their findipgsifially,

King and colleagues (2002) have pointed out that non-Native people are also among
those who oppose the use of Native American mascots. Thus, it is possible that the IAT
results in Chaney et al. (Study 2) reflected a negative emotional reachoiCaucasian
participants who believed the use of Native American mascots to be an offensive
practice. In other words, the results may not have been due to negative associati
toward Native mascots based on dislike or antipathy, but to the offensive naturevef Nati
mascots in general. IAT performance based on this type of attitude @ial,aa@rsion

to the usef Native mascots) would be indistinguishable from IAT responses resulting
from negative associations with Native American mascots based onhiasial

Chaney et al. (2009; Study 3) addressed this in a follow up study. Participants were

41 Caucasian college students enrolled in introductory psychology courses at the same
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university. In addition to the IAT administered in Experiment 2, participasds al
completed a self-report measure that included a series of questions addyesgiral
perceptions about various social issues. Embedded within the questionnaire was a
relevant item that asked participants to rate the extent to which they founsktbé
Native American mascots offensive.

Results indicated that only five out of 41 participants (12%) agreed that the use of
Native American mascots was offensive. For the remaining 36 partiGipaspense
latencies for compatible word pairings (Native mascot + unpleasant&ia@aucaascot +
pleasant) were significantly shorter than incompatible word pairingsv@Naascot +
pleasant/Caucasian mascot + unpleasant), demonstrating a negativé mgditoward
Native American mascots. Similar analyses conducted on all 41 participaasted
that regardless of whether offended participants were included or excludey, nea
identical results were observed. In other words, for all 41 participants, resaiemsees
for compatible combinations were also significantly shorter than incompatible
combinations. Moreover, correlational results indicated a non-significanonelat
between responses on the offensive item and IAT performance. Thus, despaie expli
positive construal of Native mascots as an acceptable social practicetieeniegalicit
bias toward Native American mascots was observed.

Empirical Demonstrations of the IAT in Predicting Behavioral Outcomes

The IAT has also been used to examine the relationship between implicit bias and
inter-racial social interactions. Specifically, McConnell and Leibold (200/Bstigated
the relationship of IAT performance with inter-racial behavioral resparsgexplicit

measures of prejudicial attitudes. Participants met with a Caucagi@nneenter to
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complete measures of racial prejudice and a race-based IAT and to engage i
unexpected social interaction with either an African American or Caucasian
experimenter. Social interactions were videotaped and later rated b jradges. In
addition, the Caucasian and African American observers independently rated the
interaction over the duration of the experiment to assess their impressionscqigrds’
behavioral responses toward African American and Caucasian experimelhtees
anticipated that participants with stronger negative implicit attgwoeard African
Americans on the IAT would also demonstrate a more negative interactiornevith t
African American experimenter.

Participants were 42 Caucasian undergraduates enrolled in introductory
psychology courses. They completed semantic differential scales filo€haatasians
and African Americans, as well as a feeling thermometer for Cansaama African
Americans. Participants then completed an IAT using African Americaehég.,
Jamal, Yolanda), Caucasian names (e.g., Fred, Mary), desirable words (e.g.fulionder
awesome), and undesirable words (e.g., offensive, disgusting). Social iotexyagth
Caucasian and African American experimenters were independently codathby t
judges according to the following criteria: smiles, laughter at expetaris jokes, eye
contact time, comfort level, body lean toward experimenter, openness oijjaaitts
arms, fidgety body movements, facial expressions, speech errors anddmesitatd
various extemporaneous social comments made by the participant. AdditiofiadlgnA
American and Caucasian experimenters provided ratings regardingwimeinteractions
with a 5-item inventory following similar criteria as the judges (e.g,cntact,

abruptness or curtness, friendliness, comfort level of both participant and extterim
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As hypothesized, results revealed that participants who demonstrated stronger
negative implicit evaluations of African Americans on the IAT also demdadtraore
negative social interactions with an African American experimenter godieel more
negative prejudicial attitudes toward African Americans on explicit measur
Importantly, significant implicit racial bias was demonstrated on the &d,IAT
performance was related to measurable biases in inter-racial seefattions.

Amodio and Devine (2006) conducted a series of three experiments that examined
the applicability of the IAT in examining implicit evaluative and stereetggsociations,
as well as the capability of the IAT in predicting instrumental (e.g., jegdghormation)
and consummatory (e.g., social distance) behaviors. Two separate IAT dasayeed
to assess either implicit evaluative bias or implicit stereotyping. Téleawe IAT was
comprised of pictures of ten White and ten Black faces as the target-camepis
items. Similar to the methodology of Greenwald et al. (1998), evaluative atéribute
consisted of pleasant and unpleasant words (e.g., lucky, evil). Compatible pairings
consisted of ‘White or Pleasant/Black or Unpleasant’ categories, while patiiie
pairings consisted of ‘White or Unpleasant/Black or Pleasant’ categories

The stereotyping IAT consisted of the same 20 pictures of White and Blask fac
for target-concept stimuli as in the evaluative IAT, as well as two @aésghat
characterized the dimensions of intelligence (e.g., brainy, educatedhéetitism (e.g.,
boxing, run), labeled as ‘mental’ or ‘physical’. Therefore, the compatiblerjady
combination consisted of ‘White or Mental/Black or Physical’ categomisaland the
incompatible judgment combination consisted of ‘White or Physical/Black ordVlent

labels.
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In Experiment 1, 151 Caucasian college students (82 women, 69 men) enrolled in
introductory psychology courses participated for extra credit. Both the evalaad
stereotype IAT were administered, and the IAT order was counterbalamosd ac
participants. As found in previous studies (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998; Study 3;
McConnell & Leibold, 2001), results indicated a negative implicit toward Blactust
on the evaluative IAT. Results also revealed a significant pattern of imicibias on
the stereotyping IAT; response latencies were significantly siorteompatible
judgment pairings (White + mental/ Black + physical) relative to incormlegtidgment
pairings (White + physical/Black + mental). Importantly, there was latiog between
the evaluative and stereotype IAT’s, indicating that stereotyping anctingdaluation
are independent constructs.

In Experiment 2, Amodio and Devine (2006) examined the degree to which
performance on stereotype and evaluative IAT related to both instrumental and
consummatory behaviors toward an African American student. Instrumental behaviors
were measured by assessing participants’ stereotypes while famprgssions of an
African American student based on the student’s writing sample. To assess
consummatory behaviors (e.g., avoidance responses), participants’ reported their
preference for the writer as a potential friend. Affective ratinggobus racial groups
were also collected by using a feeling thermometer.

The sample consisted of 36 Caucasian introductory psychology college students
(15 men, 21 women) participating for extra credit. The study was divided into two part
First, participants were to form impressions of others on the basis of a shioig wri

sample. Folders were shown that contained different writing samples, acgaats
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were asked to randomly choose one; however, all folders contained the sameOsgsay
participants had selected a folder, he/she they read a demographiagdicaéhg the
writer was an African American male.

Participants read an essay, which contained grammatical and spethrsy and
provided ratings of the essay (e.g., organization, grammar) and the wiatieng=for the
writer contained items regarding stereotypes associated with Aficeerican
stereotypes (e.g., lazy, dishonest, unintelligent, untrustworthy) and seemnmesuogdys!
stereotypes (e.g., modest, assertive, thoughtful), and participants weeettenat
impressions of the student on anbt(at all) to 10 {fery much) Likert scale.
Additionally, similar ratings were made for five items that were thaseaffective
responses that questioned befriending and socializing with the student (e.gvrit€he
and | have a lot of things in common”) on a Likert scale ranging frastrdngly
disagree) to 10 §trongly agree). In the second part of the experiment, participants
completed the evaluative and stereotyping IAT’s used in Study 1, presented in
counterbalanced order.

Similar to Experiment 1, results indicated an implicit negative evaluatiomdowa
Black faces relative to White faces on the IAT, as well as a signtfimplicit bias on
the stereotyping IAT. Evaluative and stereotyping IAT performancesagaia
unrelated. However, whereas evaluative IAT scores were unrelatecetat\ges ratings
of the African American writer, greater implicit bias on the stereolfpepredicted
more stereotypic ratings of the writer. In contrast, more biased avaliaTl scores
were associated with less desire to befriend the African Americam.wfikeis, as

hypothesized, biased stereotype IAT performance was related to instaliivehaviors
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(e.g., stereotype formation), whereas biased evaluative IAT perfoenveas associated
with consummatory behaviors (e.g., affective responses, negative feelings

For Experiment 3, Amodio and Devine (2006) investigated observable responses
toward an African American student in an ostensibly realistic socialisituathe
experiment was conducted in two separate sessions that consisted of: 1) ptaticipa
completing both the evaluative and stereotype IAT in counterbalanced order;arad 2)
later date, participants were led to believe they would be interacting wAlriaan
American student on various tasks involving academic and nonacademic knowledge. In
the first session, participants were 43 introductory psychology students, 21 of whom
successfully returned for the second session (13 women, 8 men).

The second session involved individual participants returning to the laboratory to
complete various tasks with a partner. After rating their own abilities inusadomains
(i.e., mathematics, verbal skills, knowledge of sports and popular cultural trivia),
participants were instructed to choose which tasks they would complete and winich the
partner would complete (i.e., mathematics, verbal ability, sports trivia, and popula
cultural trivia). Then, participants rated how well they thought they would pedorm
each task on a scale ranging fronvéry poorly) to 9 (ery well); similar ratings were
provided on how well they thought the partner would perform on each task. Self and
partner ratings of expected enjoyment on each task were also reported @rarggab
from 1 (ot at all) to 9 fvery much). After the ratings were complete, the participant was
led to believe that they were meeting with their partner. Participantdedeir@o the

hallway where eight identical chairs were equally spaced. A coat arut@aloi
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ostensibly belonging to the partner were placed on the chair closest to thenexperi
room doorway. The experimenter recorded their seating position.

Results revealed significant negative evaluations of Black faces on thatexal
IAT, as well as significant levels of implicit bias on the stereotype IAMIl& to
Experiments 1 and 2, evaluative IAT and stereotype IAT performances weratethrel
Moreover, higher stereotyping IAT scores were significantly tated with stereotype-
consistent expectations of the African American’s performance (e.gyipanf poorly
on tasks of academic knowledge), whereas evaluative IAT bias was unrelated to
performance expectations. Similarly, stereotype IAT bias (but not evaluAl bias)
was related to ratings of expected partner enjoyment on more stereohgistent tasks
(e.g., sports, popular culture). In contrast, evaluative IAT performancassasiated
with seating distance (consummatory behavior) from the African Americamepa
whereas stereotype IAT performance was not. Taken together, findingEfmeniment
3 support the notion that negative implicit evaluation and implicit stereotyping are
independent constructs that predict qualitatively different race-biaseditesh@vg.,
consummatory versus instrumental).

Rudman and Ashmore (2007) conducted two studies that explored the relationship
between both evaluative and evaluative stereotype IAT’s with harmful iatgrgr
behaviors (e.g., verbal slurs, avoidance/exclusion, hostile threats, and economic
discrimination). Participants were 64 (21 male, 43 female; 52 Caucasiann6 Asia
American, 6 Latino) college students enrolled in introductory psychology courses. Both
an evaluative IAT and evaluative stereotype IAT were administaredunterbalanced

order. The evaluative IAT consisted of Caucasian male names (e.g., Pad¢rzt
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African American male names (e.g., Lamar, Malik) as target-garstenuli. Evaluative
attributes consisted of generic pleasant and unpleasant words (e.g., smile, luck).
Similarly, the evaluative stereotype IAT consisted of the same tapgetpt stimuli
(e.g., Caucasian and African American names) paired with positive and negative
stereotype attributes (e.g., lazy, ambitious).

Participants were then given a questionnaire that measured expligindistory
behaviors. Specifically, participants were asked how often in their lifehestcehgaged
in specific actions on a scale ranging fronmévér) to 7 (very often). Three indices were
used; verbal, defensive, and offensive. The verbal index included questions pertaining to
racially offensive jokes or comments, either in the presence of the tangghout them
present. The defensive index included questioning about avoiding or purposefully
excluding others from organizations or social activities based on ethnic membérkbi
offensive index consisted of questions that asked about nonverbal hostility (e.g., giving
the “finger) and physical harm toward a target or their property due tadceir For
each item, participants were first asked how often they had been a targetitie t
ethnicity in order to encourage honest reporting of discriminatory behaviors (e.g
justification of their own behavior).

Results revealed significant negative implicit evaluations of Africanrfzue
names compared to Caucasian names on the evaluative IAT, as well asasiplebels
of implicit bias on the evaluative stereotype IAT. Additionally, the evaledAT was
positive correlated with verbal discrimination (e.g., offensive jokes), whal@valuative
stereotype IAT was related to all three behavioral indices (verbahslede offensive).

In other words, the more implicit racial bias demonstrated on the evaluafiyéhé
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more verbal discrimination was endorsed. Similarly, the more implicit biasrd#rated

on the evaluative stereotype IAT, the more verbal, defensive, and offensive behaviors
were endorsed. Therefore, although both IAT’s predicted discriminatory behaweors, t
evaluative stereotype IAT was predictive of more variations of discrimm#tan the
evaluative IAT.

For Experiment 2, Rudman and Ashmore (2007) expanded the methodology from
Experiment 1 to investigate IAT performance in relation to economic disaiion
against African Americans, Asians, and Jews. Data were collected ingperate
phases for each group. Each phase used an evaluative stereotype IAT and a questionnaire
regarding budget cuts for minority student organizations. Only the Africami¢aneand
Asian phases included an evaluative IAT as well; the Jewish phase did not use an
evaluative IAT.

In the first phase of data collection, 89 participants (37 men, 52 women; 64
Christians, 25 Jews) were given an evaluative stereotype IAT con®tiegvish
surnames (e.g., Katz, Shapiro) and Christian surnames (e.g., Miller, Tizajil@g with
positive Christian stereotype (e.g., generous, friendly) and negatwshJgereotype
(e.g., controlling, dominating) attributes. For the Asian phase, both an evaluative
stereotype IAT and evaluative IAT were administered to 89 participd®tsmén, 51
women; 59 Caucasians, 30 Asians) in counterbalanced order. Both IAT’s used Asian
(e.g., Chang, Kwan) and Caucasian (e.g., Miller, Taylor) surnames asdangept
stimuli. The evaluative IAT’s attributes (pleasant/unpleasant word®) identical to
Experiment 1's. The evaluative stereotype IAT used negative Asian (eegvaesstiff)

and positive Caucasian (e.g., warm, outgoing) stereotype attributes. lakdwigg the
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African American phase of the experiment, the same two IAT's werefisad
Experiment 1 and were administered to 126 participants (34 men, 92 women; 89
Caucasians, 37 African Americans) in counterbalanced order.

Before completing the IAT’s from the specific phase (e.g., Jewisstid]
Asian/Caucasian, or African American/Caucasian), participantsas&ezl to complete a
budget recommendation survey. This measure was presented as a survey conducted on
behalf of the college’s Psychology Department and as separate from thstuui.

Eight student organizations were listed, including the target groups & Trsimuli

(Chabad Jewish Student Organization, Japanese Cultural Association, and Bléeéts Uni

to Save Themselves) and five filler items (e.g., marching band, drama chrigipants

were asked to recommend which organizations should have their funds decreased and by
how much money.

Results indicated that all IAT’s given (evaluative and evaluative steeotyr
each phase (Jewish, Asian, and African American) demonstrated implidioweasl the
target minority group. Additionally, majority groups (Christians and Caagki
demonstrated greater economic discrimination compared to minority gdmypisig,

Asians, African Americans). In regards to the relationship between evalsttreotype

IAT performance and economic discrimination, the evaluative stereotype 18 Teleed

to the budget measure in each phase. In other words, participants who demonstrated high
levels of implicit bias were also likely to recommend budget cuts for that targerity

group organization. Evaluative IAT performance with Asian and African farer

target stimuli was also reliably linked to recommended budget cuts for thataartic

minority group organization (Jewish phase did not have evaluative IAT). Therefore,
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performance on both evaluative stereotype and evaluative IAT’s wetedréda
economic discrimination.
Summary

The preceding review demonstrates the utility of the Implicit Associatest
(IAT) for investigating implicit racial attitudes across a varidtyanget populations (e.g.,
Chaney et al., 2009; Greenwald et al., 1998; Ottoway et al., 2001), and the social validity
of these biases in predicting intergroup race-biased behaviors (e.g., Amodio & Devine,
2006; McConnell & Leibold, 2001; Rudman & Ashmore, 2007). Because IAT
performance is directly related to measurable biases in social tiiasgmegative
implicit bias revealed on the IAT is considered a valid indicator of unfavortlielas
toward a target group. Additionally, although the IAT has been used to demonstrate
implicit biases toward both Native Americans and Native American mascioéséy et
al., 2009), no empirical data exist documenting the relationship between imphoedest
toward Native mascots and race-biased social behaviors (e.g., consummatory,
instrumental) toward Native American people. In the absence of such ehygateait is
not known if negative biases toward Native mascots translate into socialhynggil
consequences. Therefore, the principle objective of the following studies isrimexa
the relationship between negative implicit bias toward Native mascots and sit#gos

impact of these images on Native people.
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CHAPTER IlI

THE PRESENT STUDIES

The present studies were designed with two primary goals in mind: 1) to expand
on the IAT methodology of Chaney et al. (2009; Studies 1, 2, and 3) to examine people of
Native American descent versus people of European American descent usingtéevalua
stereotype IAT; 2) to examine negative implicit stereotype biasesddvative
American mascots using a similar evaluative stereotype IAT; and 3) nurex¢he
association between evaluative stereotype biases on the mascot IAT and both
instrumental (e.g., stereotype expectations) and consummatory (e.d.dsbarece)
behaviors exhibited toward a Native American individual. Thus, whereas Chaney et al.
used generic positive and negative words as evaluative attributes, the presesustedi
positive and negative stereotypical items (e.g., lazy, smart).

In IAT Study 1, words describing people of Native American descent versus
words describing people of European American descent were randomly paired wit
positive or negative descriptors (e.g., dirty, healthy). Study 2 was designgzhtalen
existing mascot IAT studies (e.g., Chaney et al. 2009, Studies 2 and 3) and to examine
the association of implicit bias toward Native mascots on the IAT with negative

behavioral responses and stereotypical expectations toward a Native anmstudent
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A number of outcomes were anticipated: 1) in Study 1, Caucasian college
students would demonstrate an implicit negative bias toward people of NativecAmeri
descent relative to people of European American descent on the IAT; 2) in Stady 2, a
implicit negative bias toward Native American mascots would be observed dklthe |
and 3) the Native American mascot IAT effect demonstrated in Study 2 wouldtpredi
negative behavioral responses and stereotype-consistent performancatiexysect a
Native American student.

Study 1
Method
Participants and Procedure

Participants were 43 (13 male, 30 female) self-identified Caurcasidents
recruited from undergraduate psychology courses at Oklahoma State Uyifegrait
study involving a computerized word association task. This sample size exdezded t
required number of participants (n = 39) needed in order to achieve adequateastatistic
power of .80 and to reject the null hypothesis with two-tailed.05 (Greenwald, Nosek,

& Banaji, 2003). Class credit was given for participation in this study. Reatits

ranged in age from 18 to 2 (= 19.65,SD = 1.82). The majority of participants had a
parent with a college degree (46.5%). Additionally, 16.3% of participants had a parent
with a post-graduate degree, 25.6% had some college, and 20.9% completed high school.

This study took place in a research laboratory located at the university. All
information was kept confidential by assigning the participant a numbercipants
took part in individual 20-minute sessions led by a graduate student. After reading and

signing consent forms, participants completed a demographic questionnaireipdrast
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were then administered the computerized IAT program. Once the IAT bhgan, t
experimenter exited the room while participants completed the task. Aftptetong
the IAT, a debriefing statement was provided that explained the purpose afdicast
well as provided information regarding counseling services that are availab&e
community.

Measures

Demographic Information Questionnaire. The demographic questionnaire
(Appendix A) is an 8-item self-report questionnaire that recorded partisifza,
gender, race, and socioeconomic background. This questionnaire was developed to
identify participants who classify themselves as Caucasian, assnsher variables that
may have been worth examining in further analyses.

Implicit Association Test (IAT). The IAT methodology used in the present study
is similar to Chaney et al. (2009) and others (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Avendano, 2006;
Greenwald et al., 1998; McConnell & Leibold, 2001; Ottaway, Hayden, & Oakes, 2001,
Rudman & Ashmore, 2007). Specifically, the IAT examined the strength of alssosi
for compatible judgment (Native American + negative/European Amerigasitive)
and incompatible judgment (Native American + positive/European American +veggati
word-pair combinations.

Once participants were seated at the computer, the experimenter exi@ohthe
Instructions for completing the task were given on the computer screen hafonghe
program. Participants read:

Participation in the computer task requires that you can read English fluextly, a

that your vision is normal or corrected to normal. If you do not consider yourself

fluent in English, OR IT YOU ARE HAVING DIFFICULTY READING THIS
DESCRIPTION, PLEASE ask the experimenter now whether or not you should
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continue (you will receive participation credit in any case).

Our research investigates cognitive processes used in making decisions. We are
seeking to develop and test theories of the cognitive processes that occur inside
and outside of awareness. On this task, different stimuli will be presented to you
on the computer screen, and you will enter your responses on the keyboard.
INSTRUCTIONS FOR SORTING TASKS: For each of several sortingstgsu

will be shown words one at a time in the middle of the computer screen. Your
task is to sort each item into its correct category as fast as you cagsbing

EITHER the ‘D’ key or the ‘K’ key. The categories associated with the ‘D’

and ‘K’ keys will be shown at the top of each screen. Please pay close attention
to these category labels—they change for each sorting task!

For one of the sorting tasks you will be classifying words that describe plersona
traits that are either
‘POSITIVE’ or ‘NEGATIVE’

In the other sorting task you will be classifying words that describe pebple

either

‘NATIVE AMERICAN ' or ‘'EUROPEAN AMERICAN’ descent

For each task, your job is to place the word into one of two categories.

Participants were told, “If you make an error you will see a red ‘XoWwehe
stimulus—when this happens, you have to make the correct response to proceed.”
Throughout the procedure after each trial/block, the participant was reminded to
“examine the next page carefully. It will tell you which keys to use ®ngxt series of
categorization trials.” Additionally, after each block, participants \garen
performance feedback that included the percentage correct and mean respoogéna
milliseconds.

The IAT task began with 36 practice trials which required participants to sort
Positive and Negative stereotypic descriptors into correct categories. TitnePos

category appeared on the upper-left side of the computer screen, and the Negative

category appeared on the upper-right side of the computer screen. PartiGpignisda
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the evaluative attributes (e.g., worthless, smart) to the appropriateryabggressing
the ‘D’ key for Positive and the ‘K’ key for Negative.

For the second set of 36 practice trials, participants categorized targepiconc
words (e.g., Cherokee, Irish) into Native American or European Americarodateg
The ‘European American’ and ‘Native American’ categories appeattesr @n the
upper-right or upper-left side of the computer screen depending on whether compatible or
incompatible pairs were presented first. The order of presentation for cblapati
judgment and incompatible judgment pairs were alternated between every other
participant. Participants sorted the target-concept stimulus words (eogta®@h
German) into the correct category by pressing the appropriate ‘B’ &ey.

The third trial introduced either the compatible combined category (European
American + Positive/Native American + Negative) or the incompatible cuedbi
category (Native American + Positive/European American + Negativa)example,
participants exposed first to compatible combinations would be presented with 36
practice trials consisting of the category ‘European American onrosicated in the
upper-left side of the computer screen and the ‘Native American or Negzdtegory in
the upper-right side of the computer screen. Stimulus words were sorted into the
appropriate category by using the ‘D’ key for ‘European American/Resand the ‘K’
key for ‘Native American/Negative’. Following practice trials, papants conducted
the same task, except they were informed that the trials are tisst G&tegory
placement was the same as in the practice trials, and key assignments Hahget ¢
After the test trial, participants received the following instructions:

The next few blocks will change one of the categorization tasks. You will have
on-screen reminders at the top throughout the block. Please use this block to
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remember the instructions and learn the task so you will be able to respond
rapidly in the following blocks.

These instructions indicated that a category was going to reverse sides. Fo
example, if participants were first asked to sort words into compatible judgment
categories, target-concept category labels switch so that ‘Natiegidan’ is on the left
side of the screen and ‘European American’ is on the right; attributes did nat.swit
After category labels switch to their respective sides, participamespresented with 36
practice trials of sorting target-concept words into either ‘Nativerfoae’ or ‘European
American’ categories.

Trial blocks 6 and 7 presented the new combined categories. For example, if
participants were first asked to sort words into compatible categories in Blackk4,
‘Native American or Positive’ then appeared on the upper-left side of the computer
screen, and ‘European American or Negative’ appeared on the upper-right side
Participants sorted stimulus words into the correct category by preélsifigy key for
Native American/Positive and the ‘K’ key for European American/Negative. ™ie ne
combination was introduced with 36 practice trials, followed by 36 test trials. At the
conclusion of the IAT, the computer screen informed participants that the task is
completed.

Stimuli

The six words used to describe people of Native American (Cherokee, Navajo,
Sioux, Apache, Comanche, Iroquois) and European American descent (English, Irish,
German, French, Scottish, Dutch) were the same as those used by Chanep@dal. (
Study 1). The six positive traits (successful, responsible, intelligerthneaean,

educated) and six negative traits (worthless, lazy, dirty, fat, freeloadey were
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determined from two separate surveys pre-tested on introductory psychologysatde
Oklahoma State University. The first survey was given to 125 students and cbosiste

48 stereotypes that could be used to describe a person. The stereotypes included an equal
number of both positive (e.g., healthy, responsible) and negative (e.g., poor, lazy). They
were instructed to circle as many of the words on the list that descrilve Ratericans.

The negative words that were most often endorsed were worthless, lazyfatlirty

freeloader, primitive, poor, and drunken. The positive words that were least often

endorsed were successful, responsible, intelligent, healthy, sophisticatetean.

The second survey was given to 40 students and was created as a valence measure
to ensure target words were viewed as either inherently positive or negdiesurvey
comprised the most frequently chosen negative stereotypes and least fyechuzseh
positive stereotypes of Native Americans from the first survey, as wail additional
stereotype from Amodio and Devine (2006) (e.g., educated). Participantsskede@
rate the favorability of each stereotypical trait on a Likert scalgimgrfrom (1) to (7).

Results of this survey indicated that the six most unfavorable traitsnoeit@ess,
freeloader, fat, poor, lazy anddirty, and the six most favorable traits wamt=lligent,
healthy, responsible, educated, clean, andsuccessful. Finally, to more closely
approximate balanced word length for both positive and negative categuakigent
was replaced witemart (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998; Study 2).
Results and Discussion
To analyze the IAT effect in both studies, a one sample analysis of \eanasc

conducted, in which the value Dfis compared to zero. O is significantly different
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from zero, then the IAT effect (average difference between incompptidgeent and
compatible judgment pairings) is considered statistically significant.

Results for Study 1 were consistent with the primary hypothesis of the study.
Specifically, Caucasian participants demonstrated negative implittidas toward
Native American people relative to people of European American descent. Aateivar
analysis of variance was conducted in which the fixed grouping factor iddak in
SPSS, such that the test comparesitha@ue to zero. A significant IAT effect was
revealedd = .22,n* = .44),F (1, 41) = 32.6p = .001. In other words, results indicated
an implicit negative stereotype bias toward people of Native American destzivie to
those of European American descent. As anticipated, responses were faster when
compatible judgment pairings were presented (@83han when incompatible judgment
pairings were presented (98%).

Exploratory analyses indicated no significant gender differences iAtheflect,
F(1,41) =1.92p=.174. Therefore, both med f .30,F(1,11) = 14.2p = .003] and
women f = .19,F(1,28) = 19p = .001] demonstrated significant negative implicit
attitudes toward people of Native American descent compared to people of European
American descent.

Although the results from Study 1 demonstrated potential negative stereasgpe bi
toward Native American people, the social implications of such attitudeslatieely
unknown due to lack of empirical data. Additionally, the question remains whether these
stereotype biases apply to Native American mascots relative to Caucesaots, as
well as whether these implicit stereotypes influence actual behaegirfstrumental

and consummatory) toward Native Americans. Study 2 was designed to examine the
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potential relationship between negative implicit stereotypes toward Nats@tand
intergroup race-biased behaviors.
Study 2

Method
Participants and Procedure

Participants were 42 (25 male, 17 female) self-identified Caucasidents
recruited from undergraduate psychology courses at Oklahoma State Uyiversit
Participants ranged in age from 18 to BL< 21,SD = 2.6). The majority of participants
had a parent with a college degree (47.6%). Additionally, 28.6% of participants had a
parent with a post-graduate degree, 19% had some college, 31% completed high school,
and 2.4% had a parent complete middle school.

Participants were told that this study consisted of two parts that aesratad
occurring at different sessions. Additionally, participants were inforimegurpose of
the study was to examine how well they work individually on certain tasks, asswell a
how well they cooperate with a partner on other various tasks. The first sessiordnvol
a computerized word association task to be completed individually. The second session
was held two weeks later and required them to do various tasks that entailed tests of
academic (mathematical and verbal) and nonacademic (general culture and
environmental issues) knowledge with an assigned partner. Class credit wasmiven
participation in both sessions.

Session 1. The first session was completed in the same manner as Study 1, except
that participants were not debriefed until after the second session of the study.
Participants were also given a demographic information questionnaire itunkatt

survey consisting of general perceptions about various social issues, as evebedded
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guestions regarding views of Native Americans and opinions on the Native American
mascot issue. The order of completing the attitudes survey and the IAT task was
counterbalanced. In other words, half the participants received the suroesy thef

IAT, and half completed it after the IAT. After participants completeditbesession of
the study, they were reminded of their scheduled date to return for the seoi. ses
Measures

Demographic Information Questionnaire. (Appendix A) This questionnaire was
the same 8-item self-report questionnaire used in Study 1. Participamtecetweir
age, gender, race, and socioeconomic background.

Attitudes Survey. The Attitudes survey (Appendix B) consisted of questions that
assessed participants’ general attitudes about various social issues. &esmrasated
on a Likert scale ranging from &ongly disagree) to 5 @trongly agree). Importantly,
this survey contained imbedded items that assessed the degree to which participant
found the use of Native American mascots offensive. This item was included to address
a potential explanation for negative associations revealed by Chaney et al. (2009)
Specifically, they observed that individuals who construed the use of Native mascots a
offensive produced the same IAT results as those who deemed their use aptaiblacce
practice. To minimize the possibility that a negative implicit bias obseon the IAT
may result from participants’ social aversion to tkeof Native American mascots, and
not to perceived negativity of Native mascots per se, participants wareated from
the primary analyses if they reported that they ewlgese or strongly agree (1 or 2 on
the scale) that the use of Native mascots is offensive. Therefore, obs=wks should

be due to negative implicit bias toward Native American mascots and not to negative
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emotional reactions to Native American mascots because they are seeofi@nsive
social practice.

Implicit Association Test (IAT). The IAT used in this study examined the strength
of association for compatible judgment (Native Mascot + negative/Caucassamot\ia
positive) and incompatible judgment (Native Mascot + positive/Caucasian Mascot
negative) word pair combinations. As in Study 1, the order of incompatible and
compatible judgment pairings were alternated for each participant. Thiei/Astudy 2
was essentially the same IAT used in Study 1 except target-conceptshaaged to
Native mascots (e.g., Chiefs, Braves) and Caucasian mascots (e.gs, ¥dtngs).
Thus, instructions for completing the IAT task were similar to Study 1, except
participants read the following:

For one of the sorting tasks you will be classifying words that describe plersatisahat
are either
‘POSITIVE’ or ‘NEGATIVE’

In the other sorting task you will be classifying mascots of sports teésnhare

‘el\llt,z'(le':VE AMERICAN MASCOTS ' or “CAUCASIAN MASCOTS’

For each task, your job is to place the word into one of two categories.

Participants were first presented with 36 trials to sort positive (e.git,sma
healthy) and negative (e.g., dirty, fat) evaluative words. The ‘Positivejagtéabel
appeared on the upper-left side of the computer screen, while the ‘Negativergatego
label appeared on the upper-right side. Participants again used the ‘D’ key for
categorizing the positive words and the ‘K’ key for assigning negative words

The second block of 36 trials consisted of categorizing target-concept words that

described either Native Mascots or Caucasian Mascots. As in Study 1, ticas@a
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Mascot’ or ‘Native Mascot’ categories were located either on the uppersrdghor the
upper-left side, depending on whether compatible or incompatible combinations were
presented first. Participants sorted stimulus words by pressing the ‘B key mapped
onto the appropriate category.

For the third and fourth block of 36 trials, participants sorted target-concgpt (e
Celtics, Redskins) and attribute (e.g., smart, dirty) stimuli into compatibl
incompatible combined categories. Half the participants were presentedmipatible
pairings first; the other half viewed incompatible categories first. g2titvle judgment
categories were labeled ‘Native Mascot or Negative’ and ‘Cauch&acot or Positive’;
incompatible judgment combined categories were labeled as ‘Native Masastitore?
and ‘Caucasian Mascot or Negative.” Stimulus words were sorted by prédssing t
appropriate ‘D’ or ‘K’ key. The first block were practice trials, dolled by a block of
test trials.

As in Study 1, target-concept stimulus words switched sides for the fiaal thr
blocks of trials. Specifically, ‘Native Mascot’ and ‘Caucasian Mascatctwd sides of
the computer screen; attributes did not switch. Participants were firshi@eseath 36
practice trials consisting of only the ‘Native Mascot’ and ‘CaucasiarctMasategory
labels after changing to their respective sides. Then, 36 practicatihB6 test trials of
the combined categories for either compatible (‘Native Mascot or Nef§adiveasian
Mascot or Positive’) or incompatible word-pairs (‘Caucasian Mascot ortNefdative

Mascot or Positive’) were presented.
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Stimuli

The six Native American (Redskins, Braves, Indians, Warriors, Chiefsjrigight
Sioux) and six Caucasian mascots (Celtics, Vikings, Pirates, Rebels, Moergaarel
Fighting Irish) were the same as those used by Chaney et al. (2009, Studys?). The
positive traits (successful, responsible, smart, healthy, clean, educatesiy aegative
traits (worthless, lazy, dirty, fat, freeloader, poor) were the sanileuddis from Study 1.
Session 2. Thirty-three participants (18 male, 13 female) returned to complete the second
session. Out of the returning participants, the age ranged from 18Nb=321,SD =
2.8). The majority of returning participants had a parent with a college degree (48.5%).
Additionally, 27.3% of participants had a parent with a post-graduate degree, 18.2% had
some college, and 36.4% completed high school.

Session 2. Similar to Amodio and Devine (2006; Study 3), participants were led
to believe that they would be interacting with a Native American partner on tasks
involving tests of academic (verbal and mathematic) and nonacademic (genaral cult
and environmental issues) knowledge. When each patrticipant arrived, the experimente
informed them they would be filling out paperwork separately from their partmetthe
participant was then led into the experiment room. The experimenter askedaf his
name is the participant’s name or the (imaginary) partner’s. The panaene
alternated betweejoe Tallchief andJoanna Tallchief, depending on the participant’s
gender. Female participants heard the name Joanna Tallchief; mzipgait heard
Joe Tallchief. The last nan@llchief was derived from a survey given to 60
introductory psychology students at the same university. The survey requirea tism t

as many last names as they could think of that were easily recognizedgpkldteve
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American origin. Tallchief was the name most frequently listed on the survey as being
readily identifiable as a Native American person.

Ostensibly due to the partner not yet arriving, the experimenter told the
participant that he/she could begin part of the task. Participants weredlgviatiowing
instructions (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Study 3):

We're studying people’s abilities to cooperate with another person on some tasks
assessing different types of general knowledge. You and a partner ayéogoomplete

a set of tasks, and then your combined score on these tasks will be compared with other
teams who are in this study. You should try your best on these tasks, because the teams
with the top five combined scores will be entered into a drawing for $100 each.

The experimenter then exited the room to see if the other participant had arrived
while the participant rated his/her own abilities in various areas such asmatthend
verbal skills and their knowledge of general culture and environmental issuesa After
few minutes had passed, the experimenter returned to the room and told the participant
that their partner had arrived and was filling out the consent form and questionnaires
The participant was then given an information sheet with the partner’'s name (Joe
Tallchief/Joanna Tallchief), race (Native American), age (19), andiysahool
(Sophomore). Participants were asked to fill out their information underneath the
partner’s.

The experimenter then commented that the session was running behind schedule
and gave the following instructions (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Study 3):

To save time, I'm going to have you decide which tasks you’'ll do and which yooepart
will do. Then we’ll all go to the main testing room. Remember, you want to choose
tasks for yourself and your partner that will give you the best combined sobjast so
that only you or he/she will do well. There are 2 different tasks consistiroggdémic

and nonacademic knowledge: one has questions from the math SAT and verbal SAT,
and the other has questions about general cultural knowledge and environmental issues.
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After participants chose their tasks and their partner’s tasks, they ptosittegs
on how well they expected themselves and their partners to perform on each &sthe tas
The experimenter left briefly to check on the partner, and then informedpeamtgthat
they and their partner would now meet in the main testing room to complete the tasks.
The experimenter led the participant into the waiting room and explained thatttier par
left to use the restroom. Participants were asked to sit and wait. Eightatlehairs
were arranged in a line against the wall, equally spaced apart in thrgwadm. A
Pendleton backpack ostensibly belonging to the partner was placed on the chditacloses
the doorway. After the participant sat down, the experimenter discreeailgeecthe
participant’s seating position. The experimenter then probed the participamsparien
regarding the cover story by asking, “What do you think the purpose of this experime
is?” Finally, participants were debriefed for both sessions of the expeamentere
given a full explanation of the experiment and procedures before being dismissed.
Measures
Rating Scales. On a scale ranging from ety poorly) to 9 {ery well), participants rated
how well they think they would perform on tests of SAT mathematic and verbal akills
well as general cultural knowledge and environmental issues. They were atstoaske
rate their expected enjoyment on each task on a scale ranging froiratlgl) to 9
(very much) (Appendix C). Using the same scales, participants were asked to rate their
expectations of their partner’s performance and enjoyment on the sam@Ataskbo &
Devine, 2006; Study 3) (Appendix D).

Results

|AT Results
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Forty-two participants arrived for the first session of Study 2. Seven of those
participants answerearee (rating of 1) orstrongly agree (rating of 2) to the question,
“The use of Indian sports mascots is offensive” and were removed from adlrprim
analysesFor the remaining participant®(= 35), mascot IAT results were consistent
with the primary hypothesis. Response latencies were significantly fastmmpatible
judgment combinationd = 876ms) compared to incompatible judgment combinations
(M = 1030ms), d = .20,n? = .38),F(1,33) = 21.2p = .001. Thus, participants
demonstrated a negative implicit preference for words describinga\atnerican
mascots relative to words describing Caucasian mascots.

In the sample of participants who returned for the second session of Stuidy 2 (
27), results also indicated a negative implicit bias toward Native mastaiige ¢o
Caucasian mascotd € .14,n* = .30),F(1, 25) = 11.4p = .002 . Response latencies
were significantly faster for compatible judgment pairings<(891ms) compared to
incompatible judgment pairing®(= 1012.6ms). Exploratory analyses indicated no
significant gender differences in the IAT effect for those who returnec$sian 2F(1,
25) = .612p = .441.

Sereotype Expectations of Task Performance

It was hypothesized that mascot IAT performarizewould be predictive of
stereotype expectations of task performance (i.e., instrumental behavioes)fically,
an index was created to represent the extent to which participants exhibietypt
expectations, characterized by the expectation that they would do better thaartiner
(Native American) on academic tasks, but that the partner would do better on

nonacademic tasks. This index of stereotype expectations was created dstisgbtr
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participants’ self-expectation ratings on each task from partner-etipaaiaings on the
same task. These scores were standardized into z-scores.

To generate an index in which higher values on all discrepancy scores reflect
greater stereotyping, academic task ratings were reverse-code@=1.e8=2, etc.).
Discrepancy scores for both academic and non-academic tasks weredardg
reflected stereotype-consistent expectations of the partner’s parfoemelative to self-
performance expectations (e.g., Amodio & Devine, 2006). Pearson’s zero-order
correlation was used to examine the relationship between mascot IAT perter@a
and stereotype-biased task expectations. Correlations revealed that W@scot |
performanceld) was not predictive of stereotype expectations of task performance (i.e.,
instrumental behaviors)(1, 25) = .049p = .809 (see Appendix E for descriptive
statistics).

Social Distance

It was hypothesized that mascot IAT performarizewould be related to social
distance (i.e., consummatory behaviors). Specifically, it was anticipatedrdater
negative implicit associations on the mascot IAT would be related to incresset)s
distance from the Native American student’s belongings prior to intenagith the
hypothetical student. On average, participants sat 3.3 chairs from the garglerigings
(range = 2t0 5). Pearson’s zero-order correlation was used to examissdbtiataon
between IAT performanc®] and seating distance. The relationship between IAT
performance and seating distance was not significéint25) = .20p = .31 (see
Appendix E for descriptive statistics).

Sereotype Expectations of Non-Academic Task Enjoyment
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Ratings of expected partner enjoyment on the two stereotype-consisterit.éasks
non-academic tasks) were averaged. Pearson’s zero-order correlat@iedey
significant relationship between IAT performance and expected partngnembon
non-academic tasks(1, 25) = .39p = .04. Alternats}, IAT performance was not
related to perceived partner enjoyment on academic tasks (i.e., matheveakiab
skills), r(1, 25)=-.073,p = .717. Thus, consistent with hypotheses, greater implicit
stereotyping on the mascot IAD) was related to greater perceived partner enjoyment
on stereotype-consistent tasks (i.e., culture, environmental issues)(sewliXgpéor
descriptive statistics).
Task Assignment

It was hypothesized that mascot IAT performarizewould be related to
assignment of the non-academic knowledge task (i.e., cultural knowledge, envirdnmenta
issues) to the partner. Participant’s choice of task for their partner was ¢oded (
academic; 2 = non-academic) and sum scores were calculated. Peasnoisier
correlation revealed no relationship between IAT performance and assigoin&sks,
r(1, 25) =-.10p = .64. Interestingly, 63% chose for the partner to complete the
nonacademic material, while 37% of participants chose for their partner toetertiy

academic tasks.
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CHAPTER IV

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Native American sports mascots have become a controversial media subject in
recent years, with the greater part of information emanating from highlciagolipolls
and surveys supporting the popular claim that Native American mascots are honorable
representations of Native American culture and people (e.g., Sports téds2a02).
Except for surveys demonstrating opposition to Native American mascots (egjgrke
1999; University of North Dakota, 2000), there are few empirical data regarding the
Native mascot issue, particularly research investigating potential uteaeial
implications of Native American mascots. One exception is a series ofsshydkyberg
et al. (2008) demonstrating the negative effect of Native mascots on NatemcAm
students’ self-efficacy and achievement-related expectancies. Howevsocial
implications of how Native mascots are construed by non-Native individuals have not
been studied.

The present set of studies utilized the Implicit Association Test (IATerGvald
et al., 1998) to examine potential implicit stereotype biases among non-Native
individuals toward Native American people and Native American mascots. THenpre

studies also investigated the social implications of these Native masemtgpes by
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examining the relation between Native mascot stereotype bias on the IAT and
race-biased behaviors toward Native people.

Consistent with existing studies utilizing stereotypes (e.g., lazy, sasart
attributes for judgment categories (Amodio & Devine, 2006; Rudman & Ashmore, 2007),
Study 1 demonstrated a negative stereotype bias toward Native Amezagaa.p
Response latencies were significantly shorter for compatible judgmebirations
(e.g., Native American + negative/European American + positive) than for patide
combinations (e.g., Native American + positive/European American + negdtive).
Study 2, stereotypes were again utilized as attributes and target stenelicomposed of
words describing Native American (e.g., Chiefs) and Caucasian (e.qig¥)jknascots
on an evaluative stereotype IAT. Results from Study 2 indicated a similaiveegat
evaluative stereotype bias toward Native American mascots relative tasiau
mascots (i.e., response latencies were significantly shorter for coragatgment
categories relative to incompatible categories). Consistent withngxsttidies (e.g.,
Chaney, Burke, & Burkley, 2009), Native people and Native mascots may be
indistinguishable to the extent that they both elicit similar negative stpeebigses.

Further, one of the four proposed hypotheses regarding the relation between IAT
mascot bias and race-biased interactions was supported. Specificaltyppatsi who
demonstrated greater Native Mascot IAT bias were significarahe ikely to perceive
their Native American partner as enjoying stereotype-consistent(eagkscultural and
environmental knowledge). In other words, greater implicit stereotype biasdtow
symbolic representations of Native people (i.e., Native mascots) was related to the

expectation that a Natiyaerson would be more likely to enjoy tasks of a non-academic
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nature. These findings indicate that implicit stereotype bias toward Natiregican

mascots may be related to stereotype expectations (i.e., judgments)vef AlaBrican

people. Although the majority of the hypotheses regarding behavioral predictiéis of
performance were not supported, the present data provide suggestive evidence that Native
American mascots are not merely insignificant representations afeNwtiericans and

may have social implications for the perpetuation of stereotypes of Nateedan

people.

There are several explanations for why the majority of anticipatedidsFsocial
behavior relations were non-significant. First, it is possible that findings hmeited due
to the nature of the measures used to assess race-biased behavior. SpetiSagliye
possible that the methods of examining behavioral outcomes (e.g., task assignment,
performance expectations, seating distance) were not sufficientigeli$c evoke
automatic stereotype-biased behaviors. To illustrate, although 92.6% of returning
participants believed the study’s deception (i.e., that they would be working Wétve
American partner), during debriefing nearly half reported that they tholglpurpose of
the study was to investigate their perceptions of Native Americans. Thus, the
transparency of the study design and/or the behavioral measures may hagé mesult
more conscious, deliberate responses rather than automatic race-biase@sespons
Consequently, more socially desirable or less prejudicial judgments and behayior
have resulted. Perhaps future studies should employ behavioral outcome meatsures tha
assess racial discrimination more generally, such as past occuméneédsal, defensive,
and offensive behaviors toward minority groups or assessing economic diseaminat

toward various minority groups (e.g., Rudman & Ashmore, 2007).
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The nature of the stimuli used in the present IAT may have also contributed to the
lack of significant findings. The IAT used in Study 2 to examine the relatiorekbatw
biased IAT performance and biased behavioral responses was comprisediloisstim
words derived from a pre-study survey that specifically asked particijpafwérite
down the most common stereotypes you have heard about Native American people.” The
items that were most frequently endorsed and the items least frecrreshtlged were
used to make up the stimulus items in the present IAT, which included both negative and
positive stereotype words as attributes for judgment categories. Baeaia prejudice
(e.g., evaluation) has been shown to predict discriminatory (e.g., consummatory)
behavior, and because stereotyped attitudes are associated with stereqgpgotations
(Dovidio, Brigham, Johnson, & Gaertner, 1996; Fiske, Harris, Lee, & Russell, 2009;
Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991; Talaska, Fiske, & Chaiken, in press; Tropp & Pettigrew,
2005), it was anticipated that such a combined evaluative stereotype IAT would predic
both consummatory (e.g., social distance) and instrumental (e.g., stereqigp@agans)
behaviors. However, it is possible that because the stimulus items welg large
stereotypical in nature (and not evaluative or prejudicial) biased responses o the 1A
Study 2 largely reflected stereotype attitudes and not prejudicial (@esigative)
attitudes. Thus, although the Mascot IAT included both positive and negative stereotype
words, it may have functioned more as a measure of stereotype bias rather tha
prejudicial bias, which explains the predictive relation between the biasedbiMa3
performance and stereotype-consistent instrumental behavior (e.g., exgrgotament)
and the absence of any link between IAT bias and evaluative or consummatorpisehavi

(e.g., social distance). Future studies examining the potential associaiveeméiased
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IAT performance and instrumental and/or consummatory behaviors should employ both a

purely stereotype IAT and a purely evaluative IAT to fully explicateetmekationships.

Additional Considerations

Although the IAT data from the present studies were interpreted as aniordicat
of a negative stereotype bias toward Native people and mascots, altenplveatons
warrant consideration. First, in both Studies 1 and 2, the faster associationscbeerve
the IAT for compatible judgment categories compared to incompatible categould
have been due to participants’ greater familiarity with words describinggebpl
European descent (e.g., German, French) and Caucasian mascots (e.g., Q&trays,
resulting in favorability for ingroup (i.e., Caucasian) stimulus items. leratiords, the
present IAT results may not reflect a negative implicit bias due tdinegevaluations of
Native people or mascots, but may be a function of increased favorability for ingroup
stimulus items due to greater familiarity with those words (see Zajon8).18@&hough
perceived favorability for familiar stimulus items cannot be completédgd out as an
explanation for the present results, previous studies have demonstrated thatifamili
cannot explain the totality of IAT findings in the literature (e.g., Dasg@rteenwald, &
Banaji, 2003; Dasgupta, McGhee, & Banaji, 2000; Ottaway et al., 2001). Additionally,
the IAT target stimuli utilized in the present studies were derived frorstpds-surveys
conducted at the same university with a similar Caucasian college studerg.sampl
Specifically, students in that survey were asked to generate a list obteommon
Native American tribes and popular Native mascots (see Chaney et al., 2069). It

unlikely that students participating in the survey listed items that were both@oand
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unfamiliar; it is equally improbable that participants in the current study wreamiliar
with the target stimuli generated by cohorts at the same institution. Tluspttlikely
that the present findings represent positive associations largely due tarfgmilith
non-Native stimulus words.

Further, the observed negative associations toward Native American people and
mascots observed on the IAT were interpreted as demonstrating negagoeypter
evaluations based on racial prejudice or dislike. However, it is possible that tbet pres
findings are a result of egalitarian negative associations based on histvacaness of
the hardship and plight of Native Americans (e.g., Uhlmann, Brescoll, & Paluck, 2006).
In other words, the negative IAT biases found in Studies 1 and 2 could reflect
participants’ identification with Native Americans as a historically epged group,
which may have produced automatic negative associations that do not neceskautly ref
antipathy or dislike (see Florak, Scarabis, & Bless, 2001; Hugenberg & Basdemha
2004). Thus, egalitarian negative associations, and not genuinely negative racial
attitudes, could be a possible explanation for the automatic negative associatiods towa
Native Americans and Native mascots observed in the present studies. Unflyitalate
existing measures of implicit bias (e.g., Affect Misattribution Proce@aMP], Payne,
Cheng, Govorum, & Stewart, 2005), Go/No-Go Association Test [GNAT], Nosek &
Banaji, 2001; Single Category Implicit Association Test [SC-IAT],i@ski &

Steinman, 2006) suffer from a similar shortcoming, in that they are limited mrattibiy
to assess only the sum total of negative/positive associations with target abgketre
not capable of identifying the specific source of negative affect assberdtea target

group (Payne, Burkley, & Stokes, 2008). Therefore, Native mascot IAT perfeemanc
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may not have translated behaviorally due to IAT results possibly reflexgedgarian
associations that do not represent dislike or prejudice toward Native Amenaans i
social interaction. In other words, if IAT scores are representing pegelitarian
feelings of empathy for the plight of Native American oppression, the mastohay
not be predictive of negative behavioral outcomes.

Although this explanation is plausible, similar studies indicate that explici
construal of Native mascots as offensive and/or dishonorable is unrelated taimplici
negative bias toward Native mascots observed on the IAT (e.g., Chaney et al.,ri2009). |
addition, Study 2 was designed to minimize potential egalitarian negative aessdigt
removing participants who indicated that they were offended by the use vé Nati
mascots on the attitudes survey (which represented a relatively smgith ofathe total
sample). Although the potential influence of egalitarian negative aseasigannot be
ruled out entirely as an alternative explanation for the current findings, it isfulaihlat
the present results are due to egalitarian negative associations vgtighihef Native
Americans when participants in the sample explicitly endorsed Native raassotially
acceptable (i.e., inoffensive) practice.

An additional methodological confound inherent in the IAT is that it lacks an
absolute zero-point. As a result, it cannot be stated unequivocally that the presiést re
were due to a negative stereotype evaluation of Native people and mascots in an absolute
sense. To illustrate, Brendl et al. (2001) demonstrated several plausible expsafuat
significant IAT results, other than an absolute negative bias. For examgplpo#sible
that both Caucasian and Native American stimuli were evaluated positively, but

Caucasian stimuli were evaluated more positively. Likewise, it is adssiple that
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participants evaluated both Caucasian and Native American stimuli négdimeever
Native American stimuli were merely evaluated more negatively thanaSiancstimuli.
It could also be argued that the present results represent positive evalo&tt@ucasian
stimuli with neutral evaluations of Native American people or mascots.

Although the present data are consistent with an interpretation suggesting a
negative stereotype bias toward Native people and mascots, a relativenddfere
stereotype performance could have produced the same results (see also Blanton &
Jaccard, 2006). However, results from Study 2 suggest that regardless of absolute
positive or negative stereotype bias of target groups, the relative difarestereotype
bias on the Mascot IAT has a relationship with social judgments of Nativeildgener
people. Likewise, previous studies indicate that even relative differencaveibby
IAT performance are predictive of race-biased behavior and other sociahymnggil
outcomes (e.g., Amodio & Devine, 2006; Avendano et al., 2006; McConnell & Leibold,
2001; Rudman & Ashmore, 2007). Although the majority of hypotheses regarding the
connection between the Mascot IAT and race-biased behaviors was not supported in the
current study, future research should examine this connection further with various
methodological improvements. To illustrate, future studies examining inmpikst
toward Native people and mascots could employ different measures of sgigion
that do not use opposing judgment categories (i.e., compatible vs. incompatible) and/or
do not assess automatic associations by comparing response latency timad,.g
GNAT, IAT, SC-IAT) in determining the occurrence of implicit bias. Tieme these

alternative measures are better equipped to address the zero-point problem and may
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provide for a more precise assessment of the association between individaal targe
concepts and stereotype/evaluative attributes.
Summary and Conclusions

In conclusion, the present set of studies demonstrated an implicit stereaiype bi
toward Native Americans and Native mascots based on IAT performance. rFurthe
although three out of four hypotheses regarding race-biased behavioral predictions of
IAT performance were non-significant, Native Mascot IAT performarae related to
stereotyped expectations (i.e., judgments) toward a Native American student.
Specifically, participants who demonstrated greater implicit stgvedtias on the
Mascot IAT were significantly more likely to perceive their Native Aican partner as
enjoying nonacademic material (e.g., environmental and cultural knowledgese The
findings indicate that implicit stereotype bias toward Native Amenastots may be
related to stereotype judgments (i.e., instrumental behavior) of Native dampedple.
Therefore, Native American mascots are not merely innocuous symbols; thetosee
have socially meaningful consequences for Native American people.

Further, the present data support conceptualizing the Mascot IAT as aerdasur
stereotype bias rather than prejudicial bias; this provides suggestive euiugnoeplicit
stereotype bias elicited on the Mascot IAT has predictive ability inrdaeteg
instrumental (i.e., judgments, initial impression) behaviors toward Nativeigans.
Because Native mascots and Native people appear to be indistinguishable, the mere
existence of Native American mascots may perpetuate these stereoiypents (i.e.,
instrumental behavior) of Native people, resulting in various social consequences. To

illustrate, if the Mascot IAT is indeed a predominantly stereotype-basasunee
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previous research would suggest Mascot IAT performance was driven pyitmaril

cognitive processes (e.g., Amodio & Devine, 2006) which have been predictive of furthe
endorsement of stereotypes and support for policies that disadvantage miority gr
members (Dovidio et al., 2004). Thus, individuals who hold implicit stereotype biases
toward Native American mascots may also possess stereotypes/nisgieut Native
American people. Consequently, the presence of Native mascots may propagate
stereotypes of Native Americans and serve to perpetuate their disadvardfige st
current society. Indeed, the present findings are contradictory to popular ¢latms t
Native American mascots are simply positive representations of Natipée@ral

culture.

Moreover, if the majority group (e.qg., self-identified Caucasians) ohargons
and societal institutions believe that Native Americans would significanjoy
nonacademic material, this could likely marginalize Native Americgrstédering them
toward occupations and activities that reflect this stereotype judgmerthelwoords,
individuals who hold these stereotype expectations could substantially impactfpgp hiri
and occupational categorizations of Native people. Further, this stereotypejdgm
could greatly affect Native American children in school if teachers hold #teseotype
expectations of Native students enjoying certain activities more thars.otRexvious
literature has documented that children learn about social identities of esrmed
others, which become salient in certain situations and impact social behavior and
stereotype judgments (Levy & Hughes, 2009). Particularly for children ttérdaa
school with a Native American caricature as the school mascot, Nativecamer

children may adopt these stereotype consistent expectations of themselhakaas w

56



non-Native children holding stereotype judgments of Native children. For both Native
American adults and children alike, if the larger social group holds these lablefs
Native Americans, Native people may also hold the self-expectation thahthey
succeed more in activities of nonacademic domain; thus, a self-fulfilling prypieey
occur that influences Native Americans’ choices and behavior. UltimatetiyeNeeople
may come to accept these beliefs associated with their group (see S2&0§0r
Identification of specific social/behavioral consequences due to the usgivé N
American mascots remains somewhat unclear. This is an area that desme/es
attention and exploration to further examine how implicit stereotype and evalbéats
toward Native mascots translates into other race-biased behaviors and untoward
interactions with Native American people. In order to investigate this, iiguee
studies should consider employing more robust assessments for measuringnaismry
behavior toward racially dissimilar group members. For example, perhaps $tiidies
could employ various behavioral outcome measures that assess racial deg@mi
more generally, such as past occurrences of verbal, defensive, and offensive $ehavior
toward minority groups or assessing economic discrimination toward varioosityi
groups (e.g., Rudman & Ashmore, 2007). Further, the Mascot IAT’s predictive abilit
for instrumental versus discriminatory behavior toward Native Americapl@eemains
guestionable due to the present Mascot IAT’s combined evaluative/stereotyye nat
Future research should investigate the possible connection between biasedlAM&asc
performance and stereotype judgment/discriminatory behaviors by desigretaegively
pure stereotype IAT and separate evaluative IAT to fully clarifgahelationships.

Importantly, clarifying the difference between performance outcomes orahratve
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versus stereotype IAT would allow further exploration of how these impliciebias

impact social interactions and stereotype judgments of Native American people
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APPENDIX A

Participant #

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1. Age: 2. Gender: 3. Race/Ethnicity:

4. What is your country of birth? USA: Other:

For item 5, refer to the parents/guardians with whom you spent the marity of your
upbringing.
5. What are/were your parents/guardians’ education level (circle onacloy?e
Father
1) Middle School
2) High School
3) Some college (specify # of years: )
4) College degree
5) Post-graduate degree
Mother
1) Middle School
2) High School
3) Some college (specify # of years: )
4) College degree
5) Post-graduate degree
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APPENDIX B

ATTITUDES SURVEY

PARTICIPANT#

Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagsath
the following statements bycircling the number associated with your answer
Remember, your answers are confidential.

KEY
Strongly Disagree Disagree Don't Agree or Disagee ~ Agree Strongly
Agree
-2 -1 0 1 2

1. Some groups of people are just more worthy tibers.

-2 -1 0 1 2
2. It would be a good idea if all groups coulddogial.

-2 -1 0 1 2
3. In getting what your group wants, it is sometinmecessary to use force against other groups.
-2 -1 0 1 2
4. Group equality should be our ideal.

-2 -1 0 1 2
5. The use of Indian sports mascots honors Na&tigericans.

-2 -1 0 1 2
6. Affirmative action for minorities in educatiésunfair to Whites.

-2 -1 0 1 2
7. All groups should be given an equal chancéen |

-2 -1 0 1 2
8. Superior groups should dominate inferior groups

-2 -1 0 1 2
9. We should do what we can to equalize conditfonslifferent groups.

-2 -1 0 1 2
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10. Affirmative action in education gives opportyrto qualified minorities who might not have had a
chance without it.

-2 -1 0 1 2
11. Native Americans were basically wild creaturefore the arrival of White men.

-2 -1 0 1 2
12. To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessasyep on other groups.

-2 -1 0 1 2
13. If certain groups of people stayed in theicplave would have fewer problems.

-2 -1 0 1 2
14. Increased social equality would be a good thing

-2 -1 0 1 2
15. Affirmative action forces colleges and univiesi to admit unqualified students.

-2 -1 0 1 2
16. The use of Indian sports mascots is offensive.

-2 -1 0 1 2
17. It's probably a good thing that certain groaps at the top and other groups are at the bottom.
-2 -1 0 1 2
18. We would have fewer problems if we treatededédht groups more equally.

-2 -1 0 1 2
19. Inferior groups should stay in their place.

-2 -1 0 1 2
20. We should strive to make incomes more equal.

-2 -1 0 1 2
21. No one group should dominate in society.

-2 -1 0 1 2
22. Sometimes other groups must be kept in thatepl

-2 -1 0 1 2

23. Affirmative action helps make sure that the Aican education system remains competitive.
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APPENDIX C
Performance perceptions
We are interested in how well you think you will do each of the tasks (including the ones
that your partner will do). Also rate how much you’'d enjoy the test. Pledseyuoar
ratings below. Be honest and answer to the best of your ability.
1. SAT math
How well do you think you'll do?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

very poorly average very well

How much do you think you'll enjoy the math task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much
2. SAT verbal

How well do you think you'll do?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very poorly average very well
How much do you think you'll enjoy the verbal task?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

not at all neutral very much

3. Cultural knowledge

How well do you think you'll do?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

very poorly average very well

How much do you think you'll enjoy the cultural knowledge task?
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much

4. Environmental issues

How well do you think you'll do?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very poorly average very well
How much do you think you’ll enjoy the environmental issues task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much
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APPENDIX D
Performance perceptions for partner
We are also interested in our perceptions of how well you think your parnihdo each
of the tasks (including the ones that your partner will do), and how much he or she will
enjoy the tasks. Although this questionnaire is completed before you actuallyauneet
partner, just answer with your best guess or gut feeling. Make yoursraghgy, and
please be completely honest.
1. SAT math
How well do you think your partner will do?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very poorly average very well

How much do you think your partner will enjoy the math task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much
2. SAT verbal

How well do you think your partner will do?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very poorly average very well
How much do you think your partner will enjoy the verbal task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much

3. Cultural knowledge

How well do you think your partner will do?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very poorly average very well
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How much do you think your partner will enjoy the cultural knowledge task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much

4. Environmental issues

How well do you think your partner will do?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very poorly average very well
How much do you think your partner will enjoy the environmental issues task?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at all neutral very much
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APPENDIX E

Descriptive Statistics for Study 2

Mean Range Standard Deviations
Academic performance of 6 3.5t08.5 1.4
self
Academic performance of 6 Oto 8 1.6
partner
Nonacademic performance 5.8 25t08 1.3
of self
Nonacademic performance 6.3 3.5t08 1.1
of partner
Academic enjoyment of 5 lto7 1.4
partner
Nonacademic enjoyment gf 5.4 lto7.5 1.4
partner
Seating Distance from 3.3 2to 5 9
partner
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APPENDIX F

Participant #

Thank you for participating in our study. Before you fill out the survey and complete the computer task,
please read the following consent form and sign below.

Consent Form

I hereby authorize John M. Chaney, Ph.D. or his research assistant to examine and record my responses on
the computer task that will follow this consent form. I understand the following:

¢ John M. Chaney, Professor of Psychology at Oklahoma State University and his research team, is

conducting this study.

I should be able to complete this task in less than one hour.

There are no risks posed to me by completing this task

If course credit is being offered for my participation, I understand that my instructor has made
alternative means of attaining this credit available. See your instructor for other research credit
options.

» 1 understand that this task will be measuring my response times to a word association task on the
computer. The purpose of this experiment is to see how quickly people associate certain words into
different categories. This is done by pressing two designated keys on the keyboard to place a word
into one of two categories.

e My responses will be anonymous, entered into the computer under a numerical code and kept
separate from this consent form.

e If I have any questions regarding this survey, I may contact
through the Department of Psychology in room 215 of No
6027).

o My participation is voluntary and I will not be penalized if I choose not to participate. I am free to
withdraw my consent and end my participation at any time without penalty if I notify the
investigators listed above.

e If] have questions regarding my rights as a research participant, I may contact Dr. Sue Jacbos, IRB
Chair, 219 Cordell North (405-744-1676) or at irb@okstate.edu.

urray Hall (phone number

[ have read and fully understand this consent form. I sign freely and voluntarily. A copy has been given to
me.

Date: o Time: (a.m./p.m.)
Name:
(Printed) (Signature)
Address:
Telephone: Email:
Witness:

Please note that two copies of this form are attached to the survey. Sign and date each and make s
person administering the survey signs as a witness and gives you a copy. Please be sure to includg your
contact information, as we may wish to consider you for participation in later studies conducted infour @SLI
laboratory. Thanks again for taking time to complete our computer task.
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APPENDIX G

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date Wednesday, February 28, 2007 Protocol Expires:  2/27/2008

IRB Application No: AS0479

Proposal Title: Implicit Attitudes of Caucasian College Students Toward Native American
Reviewed and Expedited

Processed as: Continuation

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved

Principal

Investigator(s) :

Amanda Burke John M. Chaney

215 N. Murray 215 N. Murray
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

Approvals are valid for one calendar year, after which time a request for continuation must be
submitted. Any modifications to the research project approved by the IRB must be submitted for
approval with the advisor's signature. The IRB office MUST be notified in writing when a project is
complete. Approved projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB. Expedited and exempt projects
may be reviewed by the full Institutional Review Board.

E/The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB
approval stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during
the study.

Si_quure : C
9 ' Wednesday, February 28, 2007

Sue C. Jacobs, @f4r, Institutional Review Board Date
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APPENDIX H

R T .

Thank you for participating in our study. Before you fill out the survey and complete the tasks, please read
the following consent form and sign below.,

Consent Form

By signing this consent form, you are authorizing John M. Chaney, Ph.D. or his research assistant to examine
and record your responses on the tasks that will follow this consent form. Understand the following;

¢ John M. Chaney, Professor of Psychology at Oklahoma State University and his research team, is
conducting this study.

*  You should be able to complete both tasks in one hour combined.

»  There are no risks posed to you by completing this task

¢ 1 hour of Course credit is being offered for your participation, Understand that your instructor has
made alternative means of attaining this credit available by attending research colloquiums, writing
research papers, etc. See your instructor for other research credit options.

¢ The first task will be measuring your response times to a word association task on the computer.
The purpose of this experiment is to see how quickly people associate certain words into different
categories. This is done by pressing two designated keys on the keyboard to place a word into one
of two categories.

¢ The second task will be working with a partner on tests of academic and nonacademic knowledge to
see how you work with others on various tasks.

* The teams during the second task with the top 5 combined scores will be entered into a drawing for
a cash prize of $100 dollars each ($100 for you and $100 for your partner).

*  Your responses will be anonymous, entered into the computer under a numerical code and kept
separate from this consent form.

* [fyou have any questions regarding this study, you may contact Amanda L. Burke, Maria Welch, or
John M. Chaney through the Department of Psychology in room 116 of North Murray Hall (phone
number 405-744-6027).

* Your participation is voluntary and you will not be penalized if you choose not to participate. You
are free to withdraw your consent and end your participation at any time without penalty if you
notify the investigators listed above.

e Ifyou have questions regarding your rights as a research participant, you may contact Dr. Shelia
Kennison, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078 (405-744-1676) or at
irb@okstate.edu.

By signing this form, you demonstrate that you understand informed consent, you are signing freely and
voluntarily, and a copy is being given to you.

Date: Time: (a.m./p.m.)
Name:
(Printed) (Signature)
*Address:
*Telephone: *Email:
Witness:

*Please note that two copies of this form are attached to the survey. Sign and date each and make

sure the person administering the survey signs as a witness and gives you a copy. Please be sure to

include your contact information if you wish to participate in later studies conducted in our OKia, State Uniiv
laboratory. Thanks again for taking time to complete our experiment. : :
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APPENDIX |

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Thursday, February 28, 2008

IRB Application No  AS0811

Proposal Title: Behavioral Correlates of Evaluation and Stereotyping of Native American
Mascots

Reviewed and Expedited

Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 2/27/2009

Principal

Investigator(s):

Amanda Burke Maria Welch John M. Chaney

116 N. Murray 116 North Murray 116 N. Murray
Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46.

[i{fl'he final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRE office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions
about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth.mcternan@okstate.edu).

Sincerely,

ShElia Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board
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Pages in Study: 80 Candidate for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
Major Field: Psychology

Scope and Method of Study: The purpose of the present studies was to examine implicit
biases toward Native American people and mascots using an Implicit Agsociat
Test (IAT), as well as to investigate the relationship between Natseot IAT
performance and race-biased behaviors toward Native Americans. Pasiapant
Study 1 were 43 Caucasian students enrolled in psychology courses at Oklahoma
State University. Participants individually completed the Implicit Aisgimn
Test (IAT), which examined implicit bias toward Native people compared to
Caucasian people. Participants in Study 2 were 42 Caucasian students enrolled at
the same university. Each participant individually completed an attitudes survey
and an IAT. The IAT examined implicit bias toward Native American mascots
compared to Caucasian mascots. Additionally, 27 participants returned ik wee
for a second session involving working with a partner on tasks of various subjects
(academic and nonacademic). Participants were told their partner viiaes Nat
American, and they answered questions regarding perceived performance and
enjoyment expectations of their partner, assigned which tasks the partner and
themselves would complete, and were measured on how far they sat from their
partner’s belongings in a laboratory setting. A univariate analysis iafearon
the IAT effect was conducted to determine if negative implicit bias was
demonstrated toward Native people/mascots compared to Caucasian people/
mascots. Pearson’s zero-order correlation was used for the remaining hygpothese
to examine the relationship between mascot IAT performance and raed-bias
behavioral outcomes.

Findings and Conclusions: Results indicated that participants elicited inspdic@otype
bias toward Native American people and mascots compared to Caucasian people
and mascots. In Study 2, Native mascot IAT performance was correlated wi
perceived partner enjoyment of completing nonacademic tasks. The present data
support conceptualizing the Mascot IAT as a measure of stereotype bias providing
evidence that implicit stereotype bias elicited on the Mascot IAT hdgpve
ability in determining instrumental (i.e., judgments, initial impression)\nersa
toward Native Americans. Future studies should examine the extent to which
these implicit biases are related to other forms of race-biased behaviors.
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