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Abstract
Five experiments investigated the hypothesis teeggective taking—actively contemplating
others’ psychological experiences—attenuates automgpressions of racial bias. Across the
first three experiments, participants who adopkedgerspective of a Black target in an initial
context subsequently exhibited more positive autaniaterracial evaluations, with changes in
automatic evaluations mediating the effect of pectipe taking on more deliberate interracial
evaluations. Furthermore, unlike other bias-reducstrategies, the interracial positivity
resulting from perspective taking was accompaniethtreased salience of racial inequalities
(Experiment 3). Perspective taking also produd¢ezhger approach-oriented action tendencies
toward Blacks (but not Whites; Experiment 4). Adli experiment revealed that face-to-face
interactions with perspective takers were ratedenpassitively by Black interaction partners than
were interactions with non-perspective takers)aimship that was mediated by perspective
takers’ increased approach-oriented nonverbal hetgfas rated by objective, third-party
observers). These findings indicate that perspettiking can combat automatic expressions of

racial biases without simultaneously decreasingisigity to ongoing racial disparities.
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The 20th century witnessed a dramatic shift in lbéhpublic espousal and legal
enforcement of the principle of racial equalitydéed, survey data have revealed a substantial
decline in overt expressions of racial bias simeegassage of civil rights legislation nearly 50
years ago (Schuman, Steeh, Bobo, & Krysan, 199@jnpting one researcher to claim that this
shift toward egalitarianism represents “[t]he senglearest trend in studies of racial attitudes”
(Bobo, 2001, p. 269). This collective attitudisaift notwithstanding, the attainment of genuine
racial equality continues to be impeded by contarmyomanifestations of bias—ones that are
gualitatively distinct from the “old-fashioned” riam that plagued previous generations but that
are equally capable of exerting pernicious effe@scause these biases are driven, in part, by
normal psychological processes that operate relgtautomatically (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004;
Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000), designing strategiesrnbat them presents a formidable
challenge.

The current research investigated the efficaqyesfpective taking-the active
contemplation of others’ psychological experiences-a strategy for counteracting automatic
expressions of racial bias. Although there is r@osubstantial literature attesting to the promise
of perspective taking for attenuating overt expaessof bias (Batson, Polycarpou, et al., 1997;
Dovidio et al., 2004; Galinsky & Ku, 2004; Shih, Wp Bucher, & Stotzer, 2009; Vescio,
Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003; Vorauer & Sasaki, 2008)e is currently known about whether
perspective taking likewise tempers the more irdliamd automatic forms of racial bias that
pervade contemporary society. To fill this emg@tigap, we conducted five experiments
examining the impact of perspective taking on savaitical (but largely untested) intergroup
outcomes: automatic evaluations, approach—avoida&awions, and behaviors displayed during

face-to-face interactions.
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Contemporary Racial Bias: Automatic Negativity andBehavioral Avoidance

The various forms that contemporary racial biastelie have been articulated in several
prominent theories (e.cambivalent racismKatz & Hass, 1988versive racismDovidio &
Gaertner, 2004nodern racismMcConahay, 1986&ymbolic racismSears & Henry, 2005).
Despite differences in their defining features apdrating characteristics, these theories
generally posit that many Whites (and others) aepee an inner conflict arising from
competing response tendencies toward Blacks. émnaf $endencies is grounded in the
democratic principles of justice and equality dmastencourages nonbiased responses; the other
is based on an underlying, automatically activaiegative affective reaction that encourages
discriminatory responses. Numerous studies haweshown that, despite a personal disavowal
of prejudice, individuals’ underlying interraciaggativity often finds behavioral expression,
particularly in behaviors that are difficult to mtwr and control (e.g., many nonverbal
behaviors; Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004).

Face-to-face interracial interactions provide omehscontext. Because the prospect of
interracial contact can be a source of anxietydisdomfort (Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter,
Lickel, & Kowai-Bell, 2001; Stephan & Stephan, 198%awalter, Richeson, & Shelton, 2009),
many people try to avoid interracial contact whemgyossible. Yet, oftentimes interracial
contact is unavoidable; in such cases, individuatglerlying negativity may “leak out”
behaviorally. For instance, studies have showh\Wadtes who harbor negative automatic
reactions toward Blacks tend to display less ndwadéffriendliness’—fewer approach-oriented
(e.g., smiling, forward body leaning) and more aanice-oriented (e.g., gaze aversion, increased
interpersonal distance) behaviors—during intertaotaractions (e.g., Dovidio, Kawakami, &

Gaertner, 2002; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Willia@895; McConnell & Leibold, 2001; see
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Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhimann, & Banaji, 2009, fareda-analytic review). Insofar as Black
interaction partners are able to detect underlintgyracial negativity in Whites’ nonverbal
behaviors (see Dovidio et al., 2002; Richeson &lt®he2005), they, like Whites, may approach
future interracial interactions with a sense oicezice (Shelton, Dovidio, Hebl, & Richeson,
2009; Tropp, 2007). Importantly, this reticenca cadermine attempts to establish the rapport
and trust that are critical to the developmentasifive intergroup relations.

Although social scientists have long been intetksteinearthing effective strategies for
reducing intergroup bias, only recently has attenshifted to strategies targeting automatically
activated intergroup reactions. Despite a comnssaraption that automatic intergroup
reactions reflect highly robust mental represeotatithat are rooted in long-term socialization
experiences (e.g., Rudman, 2004; Wilson, Lindsegc&ooler, 2000), there is now considerable
evidence that automatic intergroup reactions adikginfluenced by a variety of contextual and
psychological variables (e.g., Blair, Ma, & Lent@®01; Gawronski, Deutsch, Mbirkou, Seibt,
& Strack, 2008; Kawakami, Phills, Steele, & Dovidi®07; Olson & Fazio, 2006; Richeson &
Nussbaum, 2004; Turner & Crisp, 2010; see Gawrofskiitharan, 2010, for a comprehensive
review). The current research sought to add ®abcumulating body of research by exploring
the effects of one promising bias-reduction stnategerspective taking—on automatically
activated expressions of racial bias.

Perspective Taking and the Attenuation of Contempary Forms of Bias

The ability and propensity to consider others’ pjogical perspectives is an invaluable
tool for inferring the contents of others’ mindsidor predicting and explaining their actions.
Social theorists have long argued that a well-dgyedl perspective-taking capacity is critical for

managing the complexities of social life (Higgia981; Mead, 1934; Piaget, 1932; Smith,
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1759), with some viewing it as a critical antecaderaltruistic behavior (Batson, 1991) and to
the development of moral reasoning more gener8iynjan, 1980). Its presence can promote
cooperation (Batson & Moran, 1999) and facilitadeftict resolution (Galinsky, Maddux, Gilin,
& White, 2008a). Perspective-taking deficienciassontrast, have been linked to severe social
dysfunction (as in the case of autism; Baron-Coti®A5) and to arrogant, inconsiderate, and
even aggressive styles of interpersonal respon@®ipardson, Hammock, Smith, Gardner, &
Signo, 1994)—behaviors certain to add fuel to alyeeery conflict situations.

Given the wide range of interpersonal benefitsltiegufrom strategic perspective taking,
there is good reason to suspect that actively agpitging outgroup members’ psychological
perspectives could be an efficacious strategy diinating more positive intergroup relations.
Consistent with this supposition, there are now enaus studies attesting to the merits of
perspective taking as a strategy for reducing gnterp bias. Whereas some studies have linked
perspective taking to decreased activation andegifun of negative group stereotypes
(Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000), others have showrt @dopting the perspective of a particular
outgroup target leads to more positive evaluatadrgher individual members of the target’'s
group (Shih et al., 2009) and of the target’s gras@a whole (Batson, Polycarpou, et al., 1997;
Dovidio et al., 2004; Galinsky & Ku, 2004; Vescibat., 2003; Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009).

Although these findings have greatly enhanced adetstanding of the intergroup
consequences of perspective taking, this work b@assked almost exclusively on overt forms of
bias (e.g., deliberate evaluations) to the exclusicthe more subtle forms of bias discussed
previously (see Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000, forexception). Indeed, we are not aware of
any published studies investigating the effectgavbpective taking on automatic expressions of

racial bias. Very few studies, moreover, have araththe behavioral implications of
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intergroup perspective taking, and what little exsh there is has yielded mixed results (Blatt,
LeLacheur, Galinsky, Simmens, & Greenberg, in préssauer, Martens, & Sasaki, 2009;
Vorauer & Sasaki, 2009).

Why might perspective taking engender more pos#i®matic interracial reactions?
Research indicates that associative representaifanany, if not most, social groups contain a
mixture of both positive and negative aspects @iskuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). One
implication of this representational ambivalencéhat factors that highlight the positive
associations should promote more positive autonnatiécgroup reactions (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006). To the extent that the cegniiaboration stemming from perspective
taking calls to mind different (and more positigepup-based associative content than might
otherwise be considered, perspective taking hbldgotential to engender more favorable
automatic interracial evaluations. Furthermor¢hé positive mental representations activated in
the course of perspective taking elicit correspoglyi more positive spontaneous behavior
during interracial encounters, then perspectiventaklso holds the potential to produce more
positive interracial contact experiences. Indeesearch indicates that when a given variable
influences the activation of mental associatiohsre are often corresponding downstream
effects on spontaneous forms of behavior (e.g.yexral behavior; see Gawronski & Sritharan,
2010).

Despite the benefits accrued from altering autamaterracial evaluations and
behaviors, strategies whose primary goal is toeiase interracial harmony can have unintended
consequences that limit their utility. For instapalthough focusing on intergroup
commonalities has long been argued to promote pasiive intergroup evaluations, focusing

solely on commonalities can limit motivation fottaal social change by desensitizing people to
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the persistence of interracial disparities (Dovjdiaertner, & Saguy, 2009; Saguy, Tausch,
Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009). If perspective takinghieh has been shown to increase perceptions
of intergroup commonality (Galinsky, Ku, & Wang,®3) Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000;
Galinsky, Wang, & Ku, 2008b), is susceptible tasthnintended side effect, its general value as
a strategy for navigating interracial contexts ddu limited. However, providing evidence that
perspective taking can produce more positive auticrivderracial reactions without shrouding
interracial disparities would indicate that the &#ts of perspective taking do not come with
psychological strings attached.
Overview of the Current Research

The aim of the current research was to investittetempact of perspective taking on
automatic interracial reactions and behaviors.néted earlier, we define perspective taking
broadly as the active contemplation of others’ psyagical experiences. In each of our
experiments, we manipulated perspective takingninsensibly unrelated context prior to the
administration of the dependent measures. Spaltyfjave introduced participants to a Black
male (either via video or a photograph) and inseédithem to adopt his perspective as they
watched him in a video or as they wrote a briehgsthout a day in his life. Because previous
research has found important psychological diffeesrdepending on how perspective taking is
manipulated (see Batson, 2009, for a review), wkitted two different manipulations of
perspective taking in Experiment 1. Whereas soangqgipants tried to imagine the target’s
perspectiveferspective-taking—othgrothers tried to imagine their own perspectivé dsey
were in the target’s situatiopérspective-taking—sélf In the remaining experiments, we
employed only the perspective-taking—other manipata For comparison purposes, we

introduced other participants to the same Blackeraald instructed them to adopt an objective
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focus, or we provided them with no additional instrons. Thus, the current research is perhaps
most aptly described as an investigation of theatsfof a perspective-taking mindset
automatic expressions of racial bias.

Our first two experiments assessed the influenqeecgpective taking on automatic
evaluations of Black Americans versus White AmergcaBecause prior research has
demonstrated that factors that produce more pedititergroup evaluations can have the
unintended consequence of obscuring intergroupuglésps (Dovidio et al., 2009; Saguy et al.,
2009), Experiment 3 investigated whether perspedtiking is vulnerable to this unintended
side effect. Our final two experiments explored biehavioral implications of perspective
taking. Experiment 4 explored whether changesitoraatic interracial reactions following
perspective taking are target-group-specific bgssisg approach—avoidance action tendencies
separately for Black and White targets. Experinteexamined the impact of perspective taking
on behaviors displayed during an actual interrantgraction and on interaction partners’
subjective experiences of the interaction.

In general, we predicted that perspective takingld/éead to more positive automatic
interracial evaluations and action tendencies.eBam the proposition that changes in mental
representations elicit corresponding changes imyieh(see Gawronski & Sritharan, 2010), we
further predicted that perspective-taking-induckdnges in automatic interracial reactions
would lead to more positive interracial interacton

Experiment 1: Automatic Interracial Evaluations

The primary purpose of Experiment 1 was to exartiieeémpact of perspective taking on

automatic evaluations of Black Americans relatw&\thite Americans. Participants watched a

video depicting a series of discriminatory actedied toward a Black man versus a White man
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(Dovidio et al., 2004; Esses & Dovidio, 2002). they watched the video, participants either
adopted the Black man’s perspective or they attethft remain objective and detached. We
included two different perspective-taking condigan this experiment. Some participants tried
to imagine the Black man’s thoughts, feelings, experiencesperspective-taking—other
condition) as they watched the video; others ttgetinagine their own thoughts, feelings, and
experiences as if they were in the Black man’sasibm (erspective-taking—setbndition).
Because both approaches have been used in pastcieée.g., Batson, Early, & Salvarini, 1997;
Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996; Galinsky et, &008b) and, in some cases, have been
found to have different psychological consequeriBesson, 2009), we wanted to explore
whether the specific form of perspective taking ldagualify our results. After watching the
video, participants completed a variant of the tA@t assesses automatic evaluations of Black
Americans relative to White Americans (i.personalizedvaluative racémplicit Association
Test [IAT]; Olson & Fazio, 2004).

If adopting the perspective of a Black target ateg different (and more positive)
group-based associative content than the negativieist ordinarily activated when processing a
Black exemplar (Devine, 1989), then one could reably expect that perspective takers would
exhibit more positive automatic interracial evaloas than would non-perspective takers.
Alternatively, it is possible that adopting the gective of a Black target simply heightens the
motivation to be—or at least to appear to be—urddg®lant & Devine, 1998) and that
perspective taking, despite having benefits farisglorted interracial evaluations (Dovidio et
al., 2004; Vescio et al., 2003), exerts little effen automatic interracial evaluations.

Method
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Participants and design. Fifty-one undergraduates (57% female; 67% Whitép 33
Asian) received $8 for participating. They weredamly assigned to one of three experimental
conditions: perspective-taking—other vs. perspeetaking—self vs. objective focus.

Procedure and materials. On arriving to the laboratory, participants wereeged by an
experimenter and led to an individual cubicle wheery were asked to perform several
ostensibly unrelated experimental tasks. All tagkge administered via computer.

Perspective-taking manipulatianFirst, as a part of a “documentary assessmesi] ta
participants watched a 5-min video clip depictinglack man (Glen) and a White man (John)
engaging in a variety of everyday activities (Dawidt al. 2004). Participants watched as the
two men received differential treatment while browgsin a department store, attempting to
purchase an automobile at a car dealership, aacheting with local police. It was clear from
the content of the video that Glen was treateditdpflaecause of his race.

Before watching the video clip, participants reeeivwne of three sets of instructions.
Participants in both perspective-taking conditiose asked to take Glen's (the Black man's)
perspective. Participants assigned topdespective-taking—otheondition received additional
instructions urging them to visualize clearly amddly what Glen might be thinking, feeling,
and experiencing as he goes through the varioustes depicted in the documentary.
Participants assigned to tperspective-taking—seatbndition, on the other hand, were asked to
imagine what they might be thinking, feeling, axgeriencing if they were Glen, looking at the
world through his eyes and walking in his shoeBeagoes through the various activities
depicted in the documentary. Finally, participaagsigned to thebjective-focugondition were

asked to remain objective and emotionally detacsetthey watched the video—to not let
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themselves get caught up in imagining what the migiht be thinking, feeling, and
experiencing as the men go through the variousiaet depicted in the documentary.

Personalized evaluative race IATNext, as part of a “speeded categorization” task,
participants completed@ersonalizedvaluative raceéAT (Olson & Fazio, 2004), which
consisted of seven blocks of trials. In the fiolsick (20 trials), participants assigned four facia
images of Black people (two male, two female) & ¢hategory African American (left-hand key)
and four facial images of White people (two malg female) to the category European
American (right-hand key). In the second block {24ls), participants assigned 10 normatively
positive words (e.ghonestylove, vacatior) and 10 normatively negative words (eaancer
failure, vomif) to the categories | Like (left-hand key) and slike (right-hand key). The third
(20 trials) and fourth blocks (40 trials) consistdéc combination of the first two blocks.
Specifically, participants pressed the left-hang wlenever an image of a Black person or a
disliked word appeared and a right-hand key whenawemage of a White person or a liked
word appeared. In the fifth block (40 trials), th&ial target-concept discrimination completed
in the first block was repeated but with the catemgion keys switched. The sixth (20 trials)
and seventh blocks (40 trials) consisted of revkvsesions of the third and fourth blocks (i.e.,
left-hand key for images of White people and dedlikvords, right-hand key for images of Black
people and liked words).

Before each block of trials, participants receibei@f instructions and were urged to
respond as quickly as possible. No error feedbaskprovided (see Olson & Fazio, 2004). An
inter-trial interval of 250 ms followed each respen We counterbalanced the order of the

experimental blocks across participants and rangednihe order of the trials within each block
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for each participant. Preliminary analyses rewale effects of block order; therefore, we
collapsed across this factor in the analyses regdoélow.

Manipulation check. Finally, participants completed three manipulatibeck items
assessing the orientation they adopted while wagrtiie video: “To what extent did you try to
imagine what Glen might be thinking, feeling, axgeriencing?” “To what extent did you try
imagine what you might be thinking, feeling, anghesiencing if you were Glen?” and “To what
extent did you try to be objective and emotiondkyached?” These ratings were made on 7-
point scales (0 not at all 6 =very much sp
Results and Discussion

Preliminary analyses in each experiment alwaysuohed participant gender and
participant ethnicity. We retained these varialihethe reported analyses as covariates when
significant effects emerged; otherwise, we collapbe data across these variables.

Manipulation check. Inspection of the manipulation check items reeddhat
participants in both the perspective-taking—otih&=(4.75,SD = .78) and perspective-taking—
self conditions 1 = 4.95,SD = .91) reported imagining Glen’s thoughts, feedingnd
experiences more than did objective-focus partiap@ = 3.56,SD= 1.75),ts> 2.48,ps <
.022,ds> 1.09, whereas the two perspective-taking conditiid not differ from each othetr €
1,p>.49,d = .24). Participants in the perspective-takingeoiM = 4.69,SD=1.01) and
perspective-taking—self conditiondl € 4.63,SD = 1.26) also reported imagining what they
might be thinking, feeling, and experiencing ifyheere Glen more than objective-focus
participants did¥ = 3.69,SD= 1.40),ts> 2.25,ps< .029,d > .65, whereas the two perspective-
taking conditions did not differ from each othek(1,p > .89,d = .04). Finally, objective-focus

participants 1 = 4.00,SD= 1.27) reported trying to be more objective anmsbeonally detached
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than did participants in the perspective-takingeo(l = 2.50,SD= 1.97) and perspective-
taking—self conditionsM = 2.63,SD= 1.57),ts> 2.49,ps< .029,d > .72, who did not differ

from each othert< 1,p > .81,d = .07). Overall, the effect of instruction setsagagnificant for

all three items in separate one-way analyses ddveg (ANOVAS) Fs> 3.39,ps< .042,11,,2 >

.12. Thus, it appears that our two sets of petsmetaking instructions had largely comparable
effects.

Automatic interracial evaluations. We computed IAT scores using the scoring
algorithm developed by Greenwald, Nosek, and B428j)3), with higheD-scores reflecting
an automatic preference for Whites over Blacks, (pe-White bias). Because the two
perspective-taking conditions were virtually inchguishable from each other on the
manipulation check items, we examined our hypothegeconducting two planned contrasts
(Rosenthal, Rosnow, & Rubin, 2000): The first cast compared the two perspective-taking
conditions to the objective-focus condition; them®d contrast compared the two perspective-
taking conditions to each other (see Davis etl&B6, for a similar analytical approach). We
also report the omnibus ANOVA.

If perspective taking encourages less negativedmositive) automatic evaluations of
Black Americans relative to White Americans, thewe evould expedbwer IAT scores in the
two perspective-taking conditions than in the otiyecfocus condition. The critical contrast
testing our primary hypothesis revealed that paditts in both the perspective-taking—othdr (
=.32,SD=.59) and perspective-taking—self conditioMs< .43,SD = .41) exhibited
significantly weaker pro-White bias than did objeetfocus participantsM = .80,SD= .37),

t(48) = 3.06p = .004,d = .88, whereas the two perspective-taking conastidid not differ from
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each othert(48) = 1.07p = .47,d = .21. Overall, the effect of instruction set veagnificant in a
one-way ANOVA F(2, 48) = 4.84p = .01,n," = .17.

These findings provide initial support for our cemtion that adopting the perspective of
a Black target in one context can engender mormar&éle automatically activated interracial
evaluations in a subsequent context. Furthernveedpund no differences between the two
perspective-taking conditions, a pattern that wagioned by the results of the manipulation
check, which indicated that participants did natidguish between the two perspective-taking
instruction sets. Although some previous reseheshdemonstrated important emotional,
cognitive, motivational, and neurophysiologicafeli€nces when comparing these two
perspective-taking conditions (Batson, 2009), nuugmnther studies have observed null effects
(Davis et al., 1996, Experiment 1; Davis et alQ20Experiment 2; Finlay & Stephan, 2000;
Galinsky et al., 2008b, Experiment 2a). Batsor0@as argued that null effects are especially
likely when participants have very limited infornmat about the target whose perspective they
are asked to adopt, though this was not necesshaelgase in Experiment 1 or in Finlay and
Stephan’s (2000) study. Nevertheless, becauskipartts in our remaining experiments
received very little information about the perspextaking target, we dropped the perspective-
taking—self condition from these experiments.

Experiment 2: Automatic Interracial Evaluations Redux

The goal of Experiment 2 was to replicate and ektée results from Experiment 1
using a different induction of perspective takirigstead of watching a video depicting racial
discrimination, participants received a photograph young Black male and wrote an essay
about a day in his life (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2Q0@acrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten,

1994). In this way, and unlike Experiment 1, pap@nts were unconstrained in the context in
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which they chose to imagine the target and the mainnwhich they described him. As they
wrote their essays, participants either imaginedéinget person’s thoughts, feeling, and
experiences or they remained objective and detacA&drwards, participants again completed
apersonalized evaluative radAT (Olson & Fazio, 2004).

Method

Participants and design. Thirty-eight undergraduates (79% female; 58% W22
Asian, 10% Latino[a]) received either partial caucsedit or $7 for participating. They were
randomly assigned to one of two experimental caonbt perspective taking vs. objective focus.

Procedure and materials. On arrival at the lab, participants were led taoratividual
cubicle where they were asked to perform sevetahsthly unrelated experimental tasks. All
tasks were administered via computer.

Perspective-taking manipulatianFirst, as part of a linguistic task investigatithgw
people construct life event details from visuabmfiation,” participants wrote a short narrative
essay about a randomly-selected person whom treepdager met. To emphasize the seemingly
random selection of the target, we presented paatits with 8 different numbered boxes, each
of which ostensibly corresponded to a specificvidiial. After clicking on one of the boxes, all
participants saw a photograph of the same targebpda young Black man) along with
instructions to spend about 5 min writing about# oh his life. Participants in thgerspective-
takingcondition received additional instructions that @similar to theerspective-taking—
otherinstructions from Experiment 1. Participantshieabjective-focusondition received
additional instructions that were modeled aftesthxom Experiment 1.

Personalized evaluative race IATNext, participants completecparsonalized

evaluative racdAT (Olson & Fazio, 2004) that was similar to thiee used in Experiment 1,
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with the following exceptions. First, we changbld humber of trials in each block: The first,
second, third, and sixth blocks contained 24 (ratien 20) trials, and the fourth, fifth, and
seventh blocks contained 48 (rather than 40) triSkscond, instead of using normatively
positive and negative words, we included 12 emstiteeg. coffee football, tequild) shown in
previous research to have no clear normative etratubut a large degree of variability in
personal evaluation (see Olson & Fazio, 2004).aliinbecause there were no effects of block
order in Experiment 1 and because our primary @starvas to examine relative differences in
associativeevaluations as a function of instruction set rathan the absolute magnitude of
associationper se we did not counterbalance the order of the afitidal blocks

Results and Discussion

As in Experiment 1, we computed IAT scores usirgg@reenwald et al. (2003) scoring
algorithm, with higheD-scores reflecting an automatic preference for @ghitver Blacks (i.e.,
pro-White bias). Once again, if perspective talengourages less negative (more positive)
automatic evaluations of Black Americans versust&/Americans, then we should observe a
lesspronounced IAT effect among perspective takers tiigective-focus participants. As
expected, perspective takekd € .01,SD = .52) exhibited significantly weaker pro-Whitebi
than did objective-focus participantd € .49,SD=.70),t(36) = 2.39p = .02,d = .78.

These findings provide additional support for oontention that perspective taking can
attenuate the automatic interracial negativity ttretracterizes contemporary racial bias. Taken
together, the results of Experiments 1 and 2 ansistent with previous research documenting
decreases in self-reported prejudicial attitudésviong perspective taking (Batson, Polycarpou,

et al., 1997; Dovidio et al., 2004; Galinsky & K2Q04; Vescio et al., 2003; Vorauer & Sasaki,
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2009) and suggest that the effects of perspedkiad on deliberate interracial evaluations are
not fully explained by an increased motivation pp@ar unbiased to oneself or others.
Experiment 3: Automatic and Deliberate Interracial Evaluations and Perceptions of
Interracial Inequality

Experiment 3 sought to replicate these findingagisi different measure of automatic
interracial evaluations. Another goal of Experitn@nvas to determine what other types of race-
related associations are automatically activatédviing perspective taking. Galinsky and
Moskowitz (2000) discovered that one mechanismudiinovhich perspective taking reduces
intergroup bias is by increasing perceptions of mmmality between the self and the target of
perspective taking (and other members of the targedbup). However, studies have shown that
heightened perceptions of intergroup commonalitihoagh beneficial for reducing intergroup
prejudice, can inadvertently cause perceivers &logk and underestimate intergroup
inequalities (Dovidio et al., 2009; Saguy et ab02). Thus, even though perspective taking
appears to be an effective strategy for reducinigraatic prejudice, it might simultaneously
reduce acknowledgment of intergroup inequalitidsictv would raise concerns about its general
utility as a strategy for improving intergroup #d@s and motivating social change.

To examine these issues, we first had participeonplete the narrative essay task from
Experiment 2. As before, some participants reckparspective-taking instructions, whereas
others wrote their essays without any additionsirurctions. Including this control condition
allowed us to determine whether the results obthimehe first two experiments reflect the
benefits of perspective taking or the detrimentarobbjective focus.

After writing their essays, participants completed IATs, one of which was

conceptually similar to the personalized evaluataee IAT used in Experiments 1 and 2—it
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assessed automatic evaluations of Black Americglatve to White Americans{andard
evaluative racdAT; Greenwald et al., 1998). Because there argroversies surrounding
which IAT is optimal for assessing automatic evétues (e.g., Gawronski, Peters, & LeBel,
2008; Han, Czellar, Olson, & Fazio, 2010; Han, @|s® Fazio, 2006; Nosek & Hansen, 2008a,
2008b; Olson & Fazio, 2004; Olson, Fazio, & HanQ20) Experiment 3 utilized the standard
IAT to extend the findings from Experiments 1 andAthough we expected the effects of
perspective taking on the two IAT variants to benparable, it is ultimately an empirical
guestion.

The second IAT was designed to capture automatatetecies to perceive interracial
inequalities. More specifically, this latter IABsessed automatically activated associations
between Black Americans (vs. White Americans) appression-related (vs. privilege-related)
conceptsr@acial oppressiodAT; Uhlmann, Brescoll, & Paluck, 2006). If peesgtive taking
produces more favorable automatic interracial eatadas without shrouding the existence of
racial disparities, then perspective takers shehtmv aveakerassociation between Black
Americans and negative concepts, coupled witr@ngerassociation between Black Americans
and oppression-related concepts.

Finally, we assessed deliberate intergroup evanstiising a set of feeling thermometer
items. Participants reported their feelings of midr versus coldness toward each of several
different racial/ethnic groups (including Blackdawhites).

Method

Participants and design. Fifty-six undergraduates (54% female; 71% Whiteé21

Asian, 4% Latino[a], 4% mixed or other races/ethi@s) received $8 for participating. They

were randomly assigned to one of two experimematitions: perspective taking vs. control.
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Procedure and materials. On arrival at the lab, participants were led toratividual
cubicle and were asked to perform several ostgnaiinielated experimental tasks. All tasks
were administered via computer.

Perspective-taking manipulatianFirst, participants composed a brief essay ahalaty
in the life of a photographed Black male as in Expent 2, following one of two sets of
instructions. Participants in tiperspective-takingondition received the same perspective-
taking instructions from Experiment 2, whereasipgrants in thecontrol condition simply
wrote about the person in the photograph withoytaatditional instructions.

Evaluative race IAT. Next, participants completed two separate IATsd€omdas
counterbalanced across participants). Jlaedard evaluative raddT (Greenwald et al., 1998)
assessed the degree to which participants autatiptissociate Blacks and Whites with
positivity versus negativity. This IAT was neartientical to thepersonalized evaluative race
IAT employed in Experiments 1 and 2, except thach@&nged the categories | Like and |
Dislike to Good and Bad, respectively. The stincoinsisted of the same 8 facial images of
Black and White men and women and the same 10ymwaid 10 negative words used in
Experiment 1.

Racial oppression IAT Theracial oppressiorAT (Uhimann et al., 2006) assessed
automatic associations of Blacks and Whites withregsion versus privilege. In this IAT,
participants assigned Black and White facial imaayes oppression-related (e.ggtimized
mistreatedexploited and privilege-related words (e.gdvantageddominant powerfu) to the
categories African American, European American, ©®gged, and Privileged, respectively. In

all other respects, the IATs were identical botkdch other and to the IATs used previously.
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Feeling thermometersLastly, participants completed items assessingléuygee of
warmth versus coldness they felt toward four dédferacial/ethnic groups: Whites, Blacks,
Asians, and Latino(a)s. Participants were askdddas on their feelings toward each group and
to provide their ratings on 7-point scales (@ery cold 6 =very warn).

Results and Discussion

Automatically activated associations.Once again, we computed IAT scores using the
Greenwald et al. (2003) scoring algorithm. Fordkeluative racdAT, higherD-scores reflect
an automatic preference for Whites over Blacks, (pe-White bias); for theacial oppression
IAT, higherD-scores reflect strong&lack—oppresse@Vhite—privileged associations.

If perspective taking encourages less negativedmositive) automatic evaluations of
Black Americans versus White Americans, then weaikhobservdower scores on the
evaluative racdAT among perspective takers than control paréiotg. Similarly, if perspective
taking heightens (implicit) recognition of raciakiquality, then we should obsetwgherscores
on theracial oppressiorlAT among perspective takers than controls. Aseeked and displayed
in Figure 1, perspective takers exhibiteeakerpro-White bias on thevaluative racdAT, t(54)
=2.01,p < .05,d = .55, andstrongerBlack—oppressed (White—privileged) associationthen
racial oppressiorAT, t(54) = 2.03p < .05,d = .55, than did control participants.

Deliberate intergroup evaluations. If perspective taking engenders more positive
deliberate evaluations of Black Americans, thetirige of warmth toward Blacks as a group
should be greater for perspective takers than cbpérticipants. Furthermore, if the effects of
perspective taking are target-group-specific, tieetings of warmth toward the other groups
should not differ as a function of instruction séis expected, perspective takdvs£ 4.52,SD

= 1.24) reported stronger feelings of warmth towBlatks as a group than did control
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participants 1 = 3.88,SD= 1.09),t(54) = 2.02p < .05,d = .55, whereas feelings of warmth
toward Whites, Latino(a)s, and Asians did not difte perspective takers and control
participants {|s < 1.44ps > .15,d|s < .43).

Mediation analyses. We next conducted several mediation analyses tmieeathe
underlying relationship between perspective takind changes in automatic and deliberate
interracial evaluations. According to the assaagatpropositional evaluation (APE) model
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006), several differsatlitational patterns could be expected.
First, perspective taking could exert a direct&ffen automatic interracial evaluations, which
then exert an indirect effect on deliberate evadmatof Blacks. Second, perspective taking
could exert a direct effect on deliberate evaluetjavhich could exert an indirect effect on
automatic interracial evaluations. Third, perspectaking could exert both direct and indirect
effects on both automatic and deliberate evaluat{sae Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006, for a
more detailed discussion of these meditationakpad).

Using the bootstrapping procedures advocated bgubland Bolger (2002) and the SPSS
macros created by Preacher and Hayes (2008), stafisessed whether the effect of instruction
set (0 =control, 1 =perspective takingon deliberate evaluations (i.e., feeling thermtane
ratings) of Blacks was mediated by automatic iligied evaluations (i.eegvaluative racdAT
scores). As displayed in Figure 2, results retealsignificant direct effect of automatic
evaluations on deliberate evaluations ¢1.93,p = .06). When controlling for this effect, the
effect of instruction set on deliberate evaluatia@s no longer significant € 1.48,p = .14).

We also observed a 95% confidence interval arohedndirect effect of automatic evaluations

ranging from .0138 to .4727, indicating significam¢diation p < .05).
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Next, we examined the reverse meditational patteéhat-deliberate evaluations of
Blacks mediated the relationship between perspetaiking and automatic interracial
evaluations. This analysis yielded no evidencerfediation; the 95% confidence interval
around the indirect effect included zero (-.13900@87).

Finally, we tested whether automatic perceptionstefrgroup inequality (i.eracial
oppression IATBcores) mediated the relationship between peligpdeking and deliberate
evaluations of Blacks. Results failed to revediract effect of the mediating variable on the
outcome variablet= 1.28,p > .22).

These findings are notable for several reasonst, ke replicated the findings from
Experiments 1 and 2 using a different measure whaatic evaluations. Second, we replicated
previous research showing that perspective takiadd to more positive deliberate evaluations
of African Americans as a group (e.g., Dovidio let2004; Vescio et al., 2003). Third, we
demonstrated that changes in automatic evaluat@isated changes in deliberate evaluations.

Taken together, the results of Experiment 3 sughestperspective taking might create a
complex web of automatic interracial associatio@s the one hand, perspective taking
strengthened automatic associations between B(&¢kies) and general positivity (negativity).
On the other hand, it strengthened automatic as$oics between Blacks (Whites) and concepts
related to oppression and disadvantage (power avitege), which are clearly negative in
valence. Arguably, the most important questiowhsch of these seemingly inconsistent
associations exerts a more pronounced effect oavimh One way to explore this question is to
examine the effect of perspective taking on bagppr@ach—avoidance action tendencies.

Experiment 4: Approach—Avoidance Action Tendencies
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One of the most basic functions of attitudes iprtavide an orienting framework for
interactions with the social environment, with festole evaluations leading to engagement with
a stimulus and negative ones to disengagement Eatpn, Majka, & Visser, 2008).
Accordingly, extensive research has confirmed éipgroach-related motor responses (e.qg.,
pulling an object toward oneself) are facilitatelden people have a positive evaluation of a
particular entity, whereas avoidance-related resesife.g., pushing an object away from
oneself) are facilitated when people harbor a negatvaluation of that entity (e.g., Chen &
Bargh, 1999; Duckworth, Bargh, Garcia, & Chaike®d)2, Eder & Rothermund, 2008; for a
review, see Neumann, Forster, & Strack, 2003). gda of Experiment 4 was to determine
whether perspective taking might affect basic nateial approach—avoidance tendencies.

We investigated this possibility by having partamps complete the same narrative essay
task (with perspective-taking versus control ingiians) used in Experiment 3, after which they
completed a motor task that involved moving a ganpaystick either toward (approach) or
away from (avoidance) themselves in response talfeages of Black people, White people,
and inanimate objects (i.e., pieces of furnitulBgcause participants were required to respond to
faces otbothraces using theamemotor response (and to pieces of furniture udnegopposite
motor response) within the same block of trialg thsk allowed us to assess approach—
avoidance reactions to Blacks and Whites separagefigr completing the joystick task,
participants were asked to help a different re¢eassistant with a separate, unrelated task in a
different room in the lab. In preparation for ttask, participants were instructed to set up two
chairs (one for themselves, the other for the rebeassistant), with the distance between the
chairs serving as a second measure of automatioagp-avoidance reactions (e.g., Kawakami

et al., 2007; Macrae et al., 1994). Dependingandion, participants were informed that the
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research assistant’s name was either “Jake” (aatigrically White name) or “Tyrone” (a
stereotypically Black name), which again allowedaassess approach—avoidance reactions to
Blacks and Whites separately.
Method

Participants and design. Seventy-one undergraduates (58% female; 39% 68,
Asian, 3% mixed or other races/ethnicities) rec&i$8 for participating. They were randomly
assigned to one of four conditions in a 2 (instarcket: perspective taking vs. control) x 2 (race
of research assistant interviewer: White vs. Bldeween-participants design.

Procedure and materials. Participants arrived to the lab individually amdre greeted
by an experimenter who led them to an individuddicke where they were asked to perform
several ostensibly unrelated experimental taske fifst task was same the narrative essay task
used in Experiments 2 and 3. Participants wrotareative essay about a young Black male who
appeared in a photograph, following either perspedtaking or control instructions.

Approach—avoidance joystick taskNext, as part of “motor task” investigating “how
quickly people can make different motor movementsesponse to different stimuli,”
participants responded to different images eitlygoddling the joystick toward themselves or
pushing it away from themselves. The images ctetsisf the same 8 facial images of Blacks
and Whites from Experiments 1-3 as well as 8 imadelfferent pieces of furniture (e.qg., table,
chair, sofa), each of which appeared one-by-ortearmiddle of the screen.

The task consisted of two experimental blocks ofrBls each, both of which were
preceded by blocks of practice trials (16 precednsgfirst experimental block, 32 preceding the
second block; see Nosek et al., 2007). In onekddbexperimental trialsapproach facedavoid

furniture), participants were asked to gerpiyll the joystick toward themselves as quickly as
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possible if the image isfaceand to gentlyushthe joystick away from themselves as quickly
as possible if the image ipé@ce of furniture In the other block of experimental triaés/0id
facegapproach furniturg, participants received the opposite instructiotspushthe joystick if
the image is #éaceand topull the joystick if the image is@iece of furniture Critically, there
was no mention of race or the terapgproachandavoidat any point during the task.

Each trial began with a fixation cross presented. @0 ms, followed by a single image
(either a face or a piece of furniture) that reradion the screen until participants moved the
joystick in the appropriate direction. Incorreesponses were accompanied by a red “X”, which
appeared in the center of the screen until pagitgmade the correct movement. An inter-trial
interval of 250 ms followed both correct and ineatrresponses. We randomized the order of
trials within each trial block for each participaahd we counterbalanced the order of the trial
blocks across participants. Preliminary analysdgcated that block order did not moderate the
results; thus, we collapsed across this variabtheranalyses reported below.

Seating distance taskUpon completing the “motor task,” participants ei@rformed by
the computer that the experiment had ended. Agjpants exited their cubicle, the
experimenter casually asked participants if theuldroemain in the lab for another 5 min to help
a different research assistant with an unrelatekl tdhe experimenter explained that this other
research assistant (either “Jake” or “Tyrone,” aejdeg on condition) would soon be starting a
new experiment in which he would be interviewingdsints about their experiences in college. It
was further explained that Jake/Tyrone neededdctige his interviewing skills before he could
begin the new experiment. All participants agreethe interview, at which point the

experimenter led them to an adjacent room in the la
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On entering the room, the experimenter (pointing stack of chairs in the corner of the
room) instructed participants to remove two chams the stack, to set them up across from
each other, and to have a seat. The experimémeieft the room, presumably to get
Jake/Tyrone. A few seconds later, the experimaeterned, informed participants that the
experiment had ended, and asked participants tpledena final questionnaire in their original
cubicle. Contained within this questionnaire wisve manipulation check items asking
participants to recall the name of the intervieamd to guess the race/ethnicity of the
interviewer. As participants completed the questaire, the experimenter measured (to the
nearest quarter-inch) the distance between thehaws. During debriefing, no participant
voiced suspicions that the interview was relatethéother experimental tasks.

Results and Discussion

Approach—avoidance reactions.After eliminating incorrect responses (3%) and
response latencies < 300 ms and > 1500 ms (< 1é&c3ujected the remaining latencies to a
log-transformation prior to analysis (Chen & Bar@B99). For interpretive ease, descriptive
statistics are reported in milliseconds. Meanaesp latencies and standard deviations for the
different conditions appear in Table 1.

If perspective taking elicits more favorable ingaial approach—avoidance reactions, then
perspective takers should be faster to approaatkBéagets and slower to avoid Black targets
relative to control participants. Furthermorehié effects of perspective taking are specific to
Black targets, then approach—avoidance reactioWghiite targets and inanimate objects should
not differ as a function of instruction set. Ai@sfruction set: perspective taking vs. controB x
(movement: approach vs. avoidance) x 3 (targetclkBteople vs. White people vs. inanimate

objects) mixed ANOVA, with repeated measures onldketwo factors, revealed the critical
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three-way interactiorf;(2, 138) = 3.62p = .O3,np2 =.05. This analysis also yielded main effects
for movementF(1, 69) = 27.96p < .001,n,> = .29, and targeE(2, 138) = 12.27p < .001,n,” =

.14, indicating that approach reactions were fabi@n avoidance reactions and that reactions to
the facial images were faster than reactions taitiure, respectively.

To specify the critical three-way interaction imnes of the current hypotheses, we
calculated indices of approach-oriented action@eotks by subtracting participants’ approach
latencies from their avoidance latencies for eddhetargets. As expected and displayed in
Figure 3, perspective takers exhibited strongeraguh reactions for Black targets than did
control participants(69) = 2.78p < .01,d = .67, whereas approach reactions for the White
targets and inanimate objects did not differ betwgerspective takers and control participants
(ft|s < 1,ps > .37,d|s < .22).

Seating distance.Due to time constraints in several experimergas®ons, four
participants were unable to complete the seatisdce task. We also excluded data from two
other participants for failing to correctly idemntithe intended race of the interviewer, leaving 65
participants for the analyses reported below.

If perspective taking engenders stronger approaemed action tendencies toward
Black Americans, then seating distances from thenssbly Black interviewer (“Tyrone”) should
be closer for perspective takers than for contastipipants. Moreover, if the effects of
perspective taking are specific to Black targetatiag distances from the ostensibly White
interviewer (“Jake”) should not differ as a functiof instruction set. As expected and displayed
in Figure 4, perspective takers sat closer to thelBinterviewer than did control participants,
t(32) = 2.15p = .04,d = .76, whereas seating distances from the Whierewer did not differ

for perspective takers and control participabts {,p > .41,d = .30). Furthermore, whereas
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control participants sat closer to the White inimer than to the Black interviewe(31) = 2.00,
p =.05,d = .72, perspective takers sat non-significantbsel to the Black interviewer than to
the White interviewer(30) = 1.12p = .27,d = .41. This pattern of means produced a
significant instruction set by interviewer raceeiratction,F(1, 61) = 4.86p = .03,11p2 =.07.

Employing two different measures of approach—aaoig action tendencies, the results
of Experiment 4 indicate that adopting the perdpeaf a Black male target in one context
strengthened automatic approach reactions towackBlas a group and encouraged stronger
behavioral approach tendencies toward a differéatkBtarget in a subsequent context. These
findings are consistent with our prediction—deri¥eaim the attitudes literature (Neumann et al.,
2003)—that the changes in automatic interracialuatsns found in Experiments 1-3 should
translate to stronger approach reactions and weasdeédance reactions to Black Americans.
Furthermore, the effects of perspective taking vepexific to Black targets (see also Batson,
Polycarpou, et al., 1997; Shih et al., 2009; Vestial., 2003), suggesting that the results of the
first three experiments are likely to reflect iresed positivity toward Black Americans rather
than increased negativity toward White Americans.

Thus far, we have primarily examined the impagb@fspective taking omtrapersonal
dependent variables, albeit ones that should thieallg have noteworthy interpersonal
consequences. Although showing marked differennabese outcomes is valuable in its own
right, a critical litmus test of any bias-reductistnategy is whether it produces positive changes
in actual behavior during encounters with membéthetargeted group.

Experiment 5: Interracial Contact Experiences
The goal of our final experiment was to more disettvestigate thénterpersonal

consequences of perspective taking. More speltyfieae examined its effects on behaviors
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displayed during an interracial interaction. Rap&nts first completed the narrative essay task
used in the previous experiments; some participactsived perspective-taking instructions,
others received objective-focus instructions, amdaining participants received no additional
instructions (i.e., no-instruction control conditjo Inclusion of these two control conditions
afforded an assessment of how participants behaiveil the absence of perspective taking as
well as under default circumstances. Afterwards)er than completing a response-latency
measure of automatic interracial reactions aserfitist four experiments, participants instead
engaged in a brief, unexpected interracial intévaavith one of two Black female
experimenters, who later provided her perceptidrieepositivity of the interaction. These
interactions were videotaped and later coded byedgudges, who rated participants’ nonverbal
behaviors along several dimensions indicative graach versus avoidance (e.g., smiling, eye
contact, body posture; Andersen, 1985).

Based on the results of the first four experimeot® could reasonably predict that
positive changes in automatic evaluations and ampreavoidance reactions might provide the
impetus for more positive spontaneous behaviomdurtergroup interactions (see Gawronski &
Sritharan, 2010). In contrast to this view, Vonaaed colleagues (2009) have argued that
perspective taking, despite its bias-reducing dakim non-interaction contexts, can disrupt
displays of positive behavior when enacted durimgetual interaction. Specifically, Vorauer et
al. (2009, Experiment 4) found that Aboriginal Cdiaa students reported less positive affect
after face-to-face interactions with White Canadstudents who had (versus had not) actively
taken their perspective during the interactiortenastingly, this was only true for interactions
with lower-prejudiced White participants; perspeetiaking produced non-significantly positive

effects for interactions with higher-prejudicedtmapants. Thus, contrary to the current
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hypotheses, Vorauer et al.’s (2009) work suggéstsgerspective taking may, at best, have
small effects during actual interracial interaci@nd might even backfire, resulting in more
negative contact experiences.

Method

Participants and design. Forty-nine undergraduates (67% female; 77% Whitép 1
Asian, 6% Latino[a]) received partial course crédittheir participation. They were randomly
assigned to one of three experimental conditioasspgective taking vs. objective focus vs. no-
instruction control.

Procedure and materials. Participants arrived to the lab individually fos@dy
investigating “the dynamics of interpersonal int#i@ns.” On arrival, participants were greeted
by a White male experimenter (blind to experimentaidition) and led to an individual room in
the laboratory where they learned that they woel@¢dmpleting several unrelated tasks. These
included a linguistic task that involved writinghort essay, which was to be followed by a brief
discussion with another student on a “to-be-deteedfii topic. Participants also learned that
after the discussion with the other student theyldranswer a few questions prepared by their
introductory psychology instructors. Before leaythe room, the White experimenter informed
participants that another experimenter would afisesh during the remainder of the
experimental session. At this point, participardd received no information regarding the race
of the other experimenter. During the linguistisk, participants composed a narrative essay
about a photographed Black male target, followirigee perspective-taking, objective-focus, or
control instructions.

After completing their essays, participants weretgd by one of two Black female

experimenters (both blind to experimental conditimil hypotheses) and led to another room in
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the laboratory for the interaction (see McConnell&bold, 2001, for a similar procedure). This
room was equipped with a table and two chairsaddition (and unbeknownst to participants), a
hidden video camera was positioned to record ppaints as they interacted with the
experimenter. Upon entering the room, the Blagheexnenter informed participants that the
other student with whom they would have their déston had arrived late and was still
completing the first task. In actuality, there wmasother student. The Black experimenter then
informed participants that, so as not to waste tiivaie, they could answer the questions
prepared by the introductory psychology instrucamshey were waiting for the other student to
finish the linguistic task. After assuring pantiants that their responses would remain
confidential, the Black experimenter asked a safasundane questions about their
introductory psychology course (e.g., “What arenfaworite and least favorite aspects about the
class?”), pausing between each question and pratetawlrecord participants’ responses on a
notepad. The interactions lasted for approximadetyin.

After the interaction, the Black experimenter examiberself to “go check on the other
participant.” In actuality, she reported her sohye experiences of the interaction (&ack
experimenter ratingbelow). At this point, the original experimenteturned, informed
participants that the experiment had ended, angestgd permission to analyze their videotapes.

Black experimenter ratings.Immediately following the interaction, the Black
experimenters completed items assessing (a)keteptions of participants’ behaviofise.,
friendly, pleasant, likeable, engaged, relaxed],colirt, tense, uncomfortable= .94; see
Dovidio et al., 2002) and (b) thesubjective enjoyment of the interacti@m®., enjoyable,
awkward, comfortabley = .80; see Apfelbaum & Sommers, 2009). All rasingere made on 9-

point scales (0 not at all 8 =very much spand were reverse-coded where applicable.
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Nonverbal video coding.Several weeks after data collection, we extraat8@-sec
video clip from the middle of each interaction (Aadly, Bernieri, & Richeson, 2000). We then
edited each clip so that only the participant wiagle, thereby concealing the interracial
composition of the interaction. Video clips for tyarticipants were lost due to a recording
malfunction, and an additional participant requesket his videotape be erased. Therefore,
analyses are based on the 46 remaining particip@nise female coders (two Black, one White)
who were blind to experimental condition and hyests viewed the videos without sound and
rated for the presence of approach-oriented attiodencies, which were operationalized here in
terms of several spontaneous nonverbal behaviflestiag an approach orientation (i.e.,
smiling, eye contact, leaning toward [vs. away ff@xperimenter, fidgeting; see Andersen,
1985). All items were rated on 9-point scales €ree-coded where applicable), with endpoints
tailored to the particular behavior (e.g., @at smiling at all 8 =smiling a o). The judges’
ratings were sufficiently reliablenfraclass r=.68) and, thus, their ratings were combineé (
.82), with higher scores reflecting more approachrted nonverbal behaviors.
Results and Discussion

Preliminary analyses revealed main effects of pigdnt gender on the Black
experimenters’ ratings, indicating more positivéngs for female than male participants; thus,
we retained participant gender as a covariatededlanalyses. Additional analyses revealed no
differences as a function of the particular Blaggerimenter (#1 vs. #2) or participant ethnicity,
so we collapsed across these variables.

Because previous research has observed null effeti®en objective-focus and control
conditions (e.g., Dovidio et al., 2004), we exandineir hypotheses by conducting a planned

contrast (Rosenthal et al., 2000) comparing thegeative-taking condition to both the
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objective-focus and no-instruction control condisqsee Dovidio et al., 2004, for a similar
analytical approach). We also report the resudltdlsimple comparisons and the omnibus
analyses of (co)variance.

If perspective taking encourages more positive ehs, then the Black experimenters
should report more positive perceptions of paréioig’ behaviors and more positive subjective
experiences of the interaction itself followingardactions with perspective takers than following
interactions with objective-focus and control papants. Furthermore, we expected that
perspective takers would exhibit more positive m#tc reactions (operationalized here as
objective, third-party observers’ ratings of papants’ approach-oriented nonverbal behaviors)
than would objective-focus and no-instruction cohparticipants. Means and standard
deviations appear in Table 2.

Black experimenters’perceptions of participants’ behaviors. As predicted, the
critical contrast comparing the positivity of pegspive takers’ behaviors to that of non-
perspective takers was reliabi@4) = 2.41p = .02,d = .73. Additional comparisons revealed
that behavior ratings for perspective takers weoeenpositive than were ratings for objective-
focus participantg(44) = 2.24p = .03,d = .68, and marginally more positive than werengsi
for control participantg(44) = 1.91p = .06,d = .58. Behavior ratings for control and objective
focus participants did not diffet € 1,p > .70,d = .11). Overall, the effect of instruction setswva
marginally significant in a one-way ANOVA(2, 44) =2.93p = .O6,np2 =.12.

Black experimenters’ subjective experiencesAlso as expected, Black experimenters
reported more positive subjective experiencesatg interactions with perspective takers than
following interactions with non-perspective take(44) = 2.60p = .01,d = .78. Additional

comparisons indicated that interactions with perspe takers were rated more positively than
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were interactions with either objective-foct(@4) = 2.26p = .03,d = .68, or control
participantsf(44) = 2.23p = .03,d = .67. Ratings for control and objective-focustiggpants
did not differ (< 1,p > .98,d = .02). A one-way ANOVA testing the omnibus etfet
instruction set on the Black experimenters’ suliyecexperiences was significaf(2, 44) =
2.93,p=.04,n,° = .13.

Approach-oriented nonverbal behaviors. Consistent with predictions, perspective
takers displayed more approach-oriented nonverts\dors than did non-perspective takers,
t(43) = 2.39p =.02,d = .73. Additional comparisons revealed that pectipe takers displayed
more approach-oriented behaviors than did eithgrctibe-focust(43) = 2.10p = .04,d = .64,
or control participantd4(43) = 2.01p = .05,d = .61. Ratings for control and objective-focus
participants did not differt< 1,p > .87,d = .16). A one-way ANOVA testing the omnibus
effect of instruction set on approach-oriented reshal behaviors was marginally significant,
F(2, 43) = 2.86p = .07,1,° = .12.

Mediation analysis. We next conducted a mediation analysis testingthdr the effect
of instruction set on the Black experimenters’nmgsi was mediated by objective, third-party
observers’ ratings of approach-oriented nonverbhbliiors. Because the two sets of ratings
provided by the Black experimenters were highlyifpasdy correlated ( = .87,p < .001), we
combined them to form positivity of interactiorcomposite. To dichotomize the independent
variable, we tested the effect of the contrast @mng perspective takers to the combination of
objective-focus and control participants (see Dmvet al, 2004). As shown in Figure 5, results
revealed a significant direct effect of approaciemted behaviors on positivity of interactions (
= 2.45,p =.02). When controlling for this effect, the pi@usly significant effect of instruction

set on positivity of interactions € 2.36,p = .02) was no longer significartt£ 1.50,p = .14).
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We also observed a 95% confidence interval arobedndirect effect of approach-oriented
behaviors ranging from .0271 to .2386, indicatiiggngicant mediationf§ < .05).

These results indicate that face-to-face interastiwith perspective takers were viewed
more positively by Black experimenters than wetergctions with objective-focus and control
participants. Furthermore, the increase in appraaiented nonverbal behavi@asiong
perspective takers (as assessed by objective;ghityg observers) mediated the relationship
between perspective taking and the positivity eigoered by the Black experimenters. These
findings generally complement those obtained infitlsé four experiments by demonstrating that
the salutary effects of perspective taking extendterpersonalprocesses and outcomes.

These findings are entirely consistent with whagimibe predicted from the results of
Experiments 1-4 and with theorizing by Galinskgle{2005), who assert that one of the
primary functions of perspective taking is to faatle both the creation and maintenance of
social bonds. Although other research has obseregdtive intergroup behaviors following
perspective taking (Vorauer et al., 2009; Voraue8asaki, 2009), our procedures differed from
those of Vorauer and colleagues in several notabies that could potentially account for the
divergence in findings. We elaborate on theseqwtoral differences in the General Discussion.

General Discussion

The current research investigated the viabilitp@fspective taking as a strategy for
attenuating automatic expressions of racial bRasults obtained across five experiments, using
two different perspective-taking manipulations, teffferent comparison conditions, and a
combination of self-report, latency-based, and bienal dependent measures, consistently
documented the merits of perspective taking folegaimg more favorable automatic interracial

evaluations, approach—avoidance tendencies, amghersonal behaviors. Specifically, we
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provided the first empirical demonstration thatgpective taking—regardless of the specific
form (perspective taking—self vs. perspective tgkother)—can positively alter automatic
intergroup evaluations. We also demonstrated timdike other bias-reduction strategies
(Dovidio et al., 2009; Saguy et al., 2009), persipedaking does not blind perceivers to the
realities of interracial disparities. Not only didveaken associations between Blacks and
general negativity (Whites and general positivibyt it also strengthened associations between
Blacks and oppression-related concepts (Whiteganidege-related concepts). Furthermore,
perspective taking elicited parallel effects oroauditic and deliberate interracial evaluations,
with changes in the former mediating changes ifdtier (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006).

The current research also revealed that the beraéfgierspective taking were evident
both in participants’ action tendencies and theiual behavior. First, we showed that
perspective taking strengthened automatic approaehted action tendencies toward Blacks
(but not Whites) as a group and toward a speciiciB(but not White) person. Whereas the
IATs employed in Experiments 1-3 were unable ttirtisish between positive reactions to
Black targets and negative reactions to White tar@e vice versa), the results of Experiment 4
suggest that the effects of perspective takingrateed target-group-specific (Batson,
Polycarpou, et al., 1997; Shih et al., 2009; Vestial., 2003). Second, we found that
perspective taking led to more favorable interdaai@ractions, according to Black interaction
partners and to objective, third-party observéisrthermore, the perspective-taking-induced
changes in approach-oriented nonverbal behavisreafad by the observers) mediated changes
in the experiences reported by Black interactiontngss. Collectively, these findings indicate
that perspective taking can be a viable strateggrigendering more positive automatic

evaluations, approach—avoidance reactions, andapaous behaviors in intergroup contexts.
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Mechanism(s) Underlying the Current Findings

We demonstrated that perspective taking can emtelracial contact experiences by
increasing the positivity of automatic reactionsafically by strengthening approach-oriented
action tendencies. But how exactly does perspetaiking produce shifts in automatic
intergroup reactions? According to the APE mo@awyronski & Bodenhausen, 2006), strategic
attempts to alter automatic reactions can prodheages either (a) by temporarily modifying
the activation pattern of preexisting associationg) by reshaping the underlying structure of
associations in memory. Although determining h@nspective taking alters automatic
interracial evaluations was not the focus of theent research, we believe that it could produce
changes through either route described by the AB&em

First, because representations of African Americamgain both positive and negative
aspects (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002; Katz & Hass8),98is possible that perspective taking alters
automatic interracial reactions by activating mpositive group-based associative content than
the predominantly negative content that is ordipactivated upon encountering a Black
individual (Devine, 1989). Consistent with thigwi, Galinsky and Moskowitz (2000) showed
that accessibility for negative group-based stgmeest can be attenuated by perspective taking.

Second, it is possible that perspective takingai@tomatic evaluations by increasing
perceptions of psychological connectedness bettveeself and the target of perspective taking
(e.g., Davis et al., 1996; Galinsky et al., 200@)&b; Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000). The logic
underlying this associative self-anchoring accasitihat once an associative link between the
self and an object of evaluation is establishedhéoextent that people espouse positive
automatic evaluations of themselves—as most petple.g., Bosson, Swann, & Pennebaker,

2000)—these positive self-evaluations should tiemsf the object of evaluation (Gawronski,
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Bodenhausen, & Becker, 2007; Prestwich, Perugiailifyy, & Richetin, 2010; Zhang & Chan,
2009). Consistent with this reasoning, Galinskg Ea (2004) found that only people with
higher levels of self-esteem evince more positalergported intergroup attitudes following
perspective taking. Future research could examregther positive automatic self-evaluations
moderate the effects of perspective taking on aatmnmtergroup evaluations.

Prospects for Perspective Taking in Interaction Cotexts

The results of Experiment 5 indicate that perspedtaking may offer a valuable tool for
curbing behavioral displays of bias. Although #hessults are entirely consistent with what
might be predicted based on the results of theftiwg experiments, they are at odds with other
research showing that perspective taking can hagative behavioral consequences during
intergroup interactions (Vorauer et al., 2009; \Wma& Sasaki, 2009). How then can we
reconcile this divergent pattern of findings? Aead earlier, there were a number of procedural
differences across the two research programs.

First, Vorauer et al.’s (2009) participants learnedy early on that they would be
interacting with an outgroup member—in fact, thesrevexplicitly told that the experiment was
investigating “first meeting situations involvingembers of different ethnic groups” (p. 821).
Participants in the current research, in contrasgived no indication that they would have an
interracial interaction prior to its occurrenceguing little time for participants to dwell on race
based evaluative concerns before the interactself ifcf. Vorauer, Main, & O’Connell, 1998).

Second, whereas Vorauer and colleagues (2009t ipanis’ were explicitly instructed
to engage in perspective taking (or not) duringitiberaction itself, participants in the current
research engaged in perspective takirngr to the interaction (ostensibly as part of another

study) and thus were never explicitly instructec@dopt their interaction partner’'s perspective.
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These procedural differences suggest the posgithlitt approaching an intergroup interaction
with a perspective-taking mindset may foster pesibutcomes, whereas actively taking the
perspective of the outgroup individual with whomeas interacting may have negative
consequences. Future research could examinedbsshility by varying whose perspective is
taken and when. A related possibility is that dolapthe perspective of an interaction partner
during the interaction itself may impose additioatiéntional demands on participants (see also
Malle & Pearce, 2001)—ones that may be absentdofperspective takers or participants
induced with a perspective-taking mindset. Theétmtaonal demands could interfere with
otherwise egalitarian thought processes among kpnegudiced individuals, thereby producing
negative behavioral outcomes. Future researctd@a@mine this possibility by including a
condition wherein participants’ attentional res@sare taxed during the interaction via a
secondary task that disallows the opportunity tuoon potential evaluation.

Third, our interaction scenario was much more ganstd than the one utilized by
Vorauer and colleagues. In the current reseamnticpants answered a series of innocuous
guestions about their experiences in introductegchology for approximately 3 min. In
contrast, participants in the Vorauer et al. (2088)ly had a much lengthier interaction
(approximately 15 min), during which they discusaatlmber of different topics (e.g., career
goals, relationships with family members). Thesmedural differences raise the possibility that
perspective taking may be more likely to yield pieibehavioral effects when interactions are
relatively brief and/or when discussion topics r@latively innocuous. In line with this
reasoning, research has shown that behaviors geptiuring interracial interactions can vary
substantially depending on both the duration ofitieraction and the nature of the discussion

topic(s) (Shelton & Richeson, 2006; Trawalter & lRéson, 2008; Trawalter et al., 2009). Future
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research could examine these possibilities by agrthe length of the interaction, the topic(s) of
discussion, or both.

In sum, there are a number of procedural differefetween the current research and
that of Vorauer and colleagues (Vorauer et al. 28@rauer & Sasaki, 2009), any one (or
combination) of which may have accounted for theepbed differences. Based on these
considerations, it seems that the most pressingtignefor future research is not whether
perspective taking yields positive or negative v@ral effects in intergroup contexts, but rather
under what circumstances and for whom positiveusenegative behaviors can be expected.
Concluding Remarks

Although the blatant racism of earlier eras hadined dramatically in recent decades,
contemporary forms of bias continue to thwart #ization of genuine racial equality. The
current research provided converging evidenceherutility of perspective taking as a strategy for
combating automatic expressions of racial biasfantacilitating more favorable interracial
contact experiences. Although this research mosttty addresses the efficacy of intergroup
perspective taking under relatively controlled ¢taimditions, we believe it has important
implications outside the laboratory as well. Speaily, we hope these experiments lay an
empirical and theoretical foundation upon whicteefive intergroup relations programs (i.e., in
classrooms, workshops, etc.) may be based. Frgsearch should continue to explore the
implications of intergroup perspective taking byatmining the contexts in which its benefits can

most effectively be harnessed.
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Footnotes
! In keeping with the Wiirzburg School (e.g., Kulp804; see also Gollwitzer, 1990), we use the
termmindsetto refer to a cognitive orientation or procedurattis derived from a prior,
unrelated context and that, when enacted, candavg-over effects on judgment and
behaviors.
% We should also note that, although counterbalangiogk order is a common practice in
research using response interference tasks suble 8T, research indicates that doing so can
introduce systematic error variance and therebyrmohe statistical power (for a more detailed
discussion of the costs associated with countemibadg block order, see Gawronski, Deutsch, &
Banse, in press). Nevertheless, to help limitamdous influences stemming from block order,
as in Experiment 1, we doubled the number of tdaisng the fifth block (Nosek, Greenwald, &

Banaji, 2007).
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Evaluative race IAT and racial oppression IB3scores as a function of instruction
set (perspective taking vs. objective focus); ebams depict standard errors (Experiment 3).
Figure 2. Automatic interracial evaluations mediate theetffof instruction set on deliberate
evaluations of Blacks. Numbers represent stangiddiegression coefficients; numbers in
parentheses represent simultaneous regressioncte@l (Experiment 3).
Figure 3. Approach (vs. avoidance) reactions as a funafdarget (Black people vs. White
people vs. pieces of furniture) and instruction(petspective taking vs. control); error bars
depict standard errors (Experiment 4).
Figure 4. Seating distance as a function of ostensiblevigeer race (Black vs. White) and
instruction set (perspective taking vs. contraljpebars depict standard errors (Experiment 4).
Figure 5. Approach-oriented nonverbal behaviors (as rayethiod-party observers) mediate the
effect of instruction set on positivity of interratinteractions (as rated by Black interaction
partners). Numbers represent standardized regressefficients; numbers in parentheses

represent simultaneous regression coefficientsgBxent 5).
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Table 1

Mean response latencies in milliseconds as a fanadf target (Black people vs. White people
vs. pieces of furniture), movement (approach vsidance), and instruction set (perspective
taking vs. control), Experiment 4

Target
Black People White People Furniture
Approach Reactions
Perspective Taking 517 (64) 538(79) 550 (82)
Control 540 (90) 532 (81) 531 (50)
Avoidance Reactions
Perspective Taking 569 (91) 552 (76) 568 (83)
Control 539 (62) 541 (60) 561 (69)

Note.Standard deviations appear in parentheses.
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Table 2

Black experimenter ratings (positivity of behawamd subjective experiences) and third-party
observer ratings of approach-oriented nonverbaldabrs as a function of instruction set
(perspective taking vs. no-instruction control efsjective focus), Experiment 5

Instruction Set

No-instruction

Dependent Variable Perspective Taking Control Objective Focus
Black Experimenter Ratings
Positivity of Behaviors 6.34,(.98) 5.47%(1.68) 5.30,(1.16)
Subjective Experiences 6.12,(.82) 5.35 (1.40) 5.20, (1.26)
Approach-oriented Nonverbal 5.15,(.68) 4.48, (1.23) 4.43, (.79)
Behaviors

Notes. Standard deviations appear in parentheses; width eow, means with different
subscripts differ gp < .05.



