Prejudice III

REDUCING PREJUDICE

CONTACT HYPOTHESIS:

GORDON ALLPORT'S 1954  IDEA   EQUAL STATUS CONTACT IN PURSUIT OF COMMON GOALS LEADING TO COMMON INTERSTS AND APPRECIATION OF COMMON HUMANITY.  [OFTEN MISCONSTREWED AND MISSTATED AS “SIMPLE”  CONTACT]

This version of contact hypothesis is quite similar if not identical to Sherif’s superordinate goal approach and “common enemy” approach.

Sherif robbers cave “data”.  Replicated in 86 by Brown and Abrams.

 COOP TECHNIQUES. 
1. JIGSAW [ARONSON  ]
2. TEAMS GAMES TOURNAMENTS TGT [SLAVIN]. SAME LESSON/ INDIV SCORES AVG’D FOR GROUP GRADE [JIGSAW II]  3. KIDS STUDY IN GROUPS WITH INDIV TESTS [STAD= STUDENT TEAMS ACHEIVMENTS DIVISIONS –SLAVIN] AND ALSO SIMILAR TECH FROM D.JOHNSON

DAVE JOHNSON, JOHNSON AND MARUYAMA 1984 META ANALYSIS OF 31 SUCH COOP STUDIES

IMPROVED ATTIT TOWARDS OUT GROUPS, LESS PERF DIFF BETW GROUPS WITH IMPROVEMNT FOR DISADVANTAGED GROUPS BUT LITTLE GENERALIZATION OUTSIDE OF CLASS. 

KEY INGREDIENT MAY BE FRIENDSHIP DEVELOPMENT

Survey studies (e.g., Pettigrew, 1997) have shown that living in an integrated neighborhood increases contact with outgroup members, but does not, per se, reduce prejudice toward the outgroup. On the other hand, when that contact results in friendships with outgroup members, prejudice wanes (Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000). 

When rp’s instructed to try to get to know each other as individuals, they subsequently show less ingroup favoritism (e.g., Bettencourt et al., 1992)

Plus it generalizes. 

Wright et al. (1997) two members of hostile groups manipulated into to friendly interaction. Less hostile themselves and after they returned to their groups, the fact that they had an outgroup friend helped reduce the level of outgroup hostility among other ingroup members 

Coop techniques: need more than one occurrence and work better if common goals are reached. Why?? People like to hold onto their stereotypes. Thus ultimate attrib error; special case defense [he is a fluke but most are all the same=bad]. So need to overcome these defenses. 

INDIVIDUATING THE ENEMY:

WILDER, 1978 jpsp
Study 1:Minimal groups [klee vs kandinsky] in task 1. In task 2, the outgroup is unamimous in their opinion on a jury award in a civil case vs one dissenter in that outgroup.  Task 3: Now distribute $ using tajfel’s rew. matrix.  Intergroup bias only with a unanimous outgroup [ingroup=88 cent /outgroup=62 cents] with NO BIAS AT ALL  if a dissenter was in the group [in=.71/out =.79 ns.]. “oops they are not all the same”.  

   Study 2: people in this session [both in/outgroups] could win $30 if you are the best coming up with solutions. Outgroup insults performance of ingoup [to heighten hostility]; then ingroup forced to request aid from outgroup when they discover they don’t have all necessary material [do you have lines 1 &2 ?]; Help from some or all. Finally, use tajfel matrix to indicate how they would assign money = least ingroup bias when some [half] help comes from “indiv”  outgroup members [ingroup = $20.22; outgroup =$9.78] vs coming from outgroup as a “whole” [$24.64/ $6.22]. [note: indiv = some of us [half] want to help vs  we as a group will help you out with half of what you asked for.”

See Bettencourt et al., 1992 just above

BLOCKING THE “WIERD CASE DEFENSE”:

 NON STEREOTYPICAL BEHAV MORE INFLUENTIAL IF IT COMES FROM A TYPICAL CASE. WILDER, SIMON AND FAITH 1996 JPSP.   READ ABOUT 12 FOLKS FROM A STUDENT GROUP WITH COMMON CHARACTERISTICS =THEY LOVE TENNIS, ROCK MUSIC, SHOPPING-ARE BUSINESS MAJORS [typical traits] AND ARE FRIENDLY, IRRESPONSIBLE, NEAT AND DULL [stereotype] .  IF GUY 13 IS a tennis playing, rocking shopper [i.e. typical] BUT IS UNFRIENDLY, AND RESPONSIBLE [contradicting the stereotype]..THE GROUP STEREOTYPE IS MORE LIKELY TO CHANGE THAN IF GUY 13 IS ATYPICAL= FRENCH MAJOR, CLASSICAL MUSIC, GARDENING. THIS IS ONLY TRUE IF THE TYPICAL GUY GIVES AN INTERNAL EXPLANATION FOR HIS BEHAV.    [REPLICATED WITH REAL CATEG=PRINCETON AS OUTGROUP [RICH, SMART, GOING PLACES] WHERE ATYPICAL IS GUY WITH UNUSUAL POLITICS AND ACADEMIC INTERESTS.] 

UNILATERAL CONCESSSIONS:

GRIT (OSGOOD 1979) GRADUATED RECIPROCAL INITIATIVES IN TENSION REDUCTION

GOALS: UP COMMUNICATON;  DROP SKEPTICISM-PARANOIA; PRODUCE RECIPROCITY- ON MULTIPLE  DIMENSIONS

TACTICS:

1. ANNOUNCE GLOBAL INTENT [WE’RE DE-ESCALATING] AND SPECIFIC INTENT [I’M GONNA NOT BOMB ON EASTER].

2. MAKE PROMISED CONCESSION-UNILATERALLY, COMPLETELY AND PROVIDE VERIFICATION

3. INVITE RECIPROCITY BUT DON’T EXPECT IT.

4. ANNOUNCE AND PROMISE NEXT CONCESSION.

5. MATCH ANY AGGRESSION WITH MEASURED RETAL.

6. DIVERSITY DIMENSIONS.

DATA: SVENN LINDSKOLD 1978 tested in pd game.

WILDER AND THOMPSON 1980  2 COOP EPISODES NEEDED TO DROP INTERCOLLEGIATE HOSTILITY [NOT REALLY FULL ON GRIT

SELF ESTEEM AND STEREOTYPING: 

SEVERAL WRITERS SUGGEST THAT LOW SE SHOULD BE RELATED TO STEREOTYPING, DISCRIMINATION AND PREJUDICE.  KATZ AND STOTLAND 59; TAJFEL AND TURNER 86.

Data all over the place:

Does discrim up S.E.   probably

Does low se up discrim? MAYBE.  

SOME STUDIES REPORT LOW SE UPS DISCRIM. 

HUNTER, STRINGER AND COLEMAN 93

STATUS DIFFS [YOU ARE THE MINORITY GROUP] INCREASES IN/ OUTGROUP HOSTILITY IN N. IRELAND.

HOGG AND SUNDERLAND 91 LOWER SE [VIA MANIP] AND SHOW MORE INGROUP/OUTGROUP MINIMAL GROUPS BIAS. [REPLIC BY MEINDL AND LERNER, 1984.

BUT LOTS OF NULL RESULTS [HUNTER ET AL. 1997] OR  HIGH SE UPPING DISCRIM. JENNIFER CROCKER’S RSCH = POS SELF SCHEMA LEADS TO CONFIRMING PERCEPTUAL BIASES. 

LONG AND SPEARS 1998 SUGGEST THAT INCONSIST. RELATIONSHIP BETW SE AND DISCRIM

DUE TO DIFF BETWEEN MEASURING CHRONIC SE [WHERE THERE IS A STRONG POS SCHEMA =CROCKERS DATA] VS MANIPULATING AND TEMPORARILY LOWERING SE [WHERE DISCRIM A GOOD MEANS OF REPAIRING SE =HOGG AND SUNDERLAND’S DATA].

ALSO THEY CLAIM A BIG DIFF BETWEEN LOW PERSONAL SE [I AM BAD] AND LOW COLLECTIVE SE [OUR GROUP IS BAD]. LATTER CLAIMED MORE LIKELY TO PROVOKE DISCRIM. THEIR DATA SUPPORT THIS LATTER VIEW. 

CROSS CATEGORIZATION and RECATEGORIZATION:

Cross Categorization:

BREWER 2000, Urban and Miller, 1998;  

General strategy: Get individuals in opposing groups to focus on other shared distinctions or  group categorizations that they have in common.  E.G. Get black and white women to focus on their common gender category and/or their common status as Moms or  Teachers or Working Women. [related to “common enemy” approach—we’re all Americans]

Brewer, 2000, Urban & Miller, 1998). One could reframe the robbers cave stuff as just attempting to accomplish recategorization. But the stress should be on the cognitive accessibility of the category. If it instead is based on cooperative interaction, then whoa..its just robbers cave.

e.g. Bettencourt and Dorr (1998) placed Republicans and Democrats in work groups. When Republicans and Democrats shared common work assignments, intergroup hostility between individuals with political differences was far less pronounced. Indeed, in one study by  Marcus-Newhall et al. (1993), a cross categorization manipulation completely eliminated intergroup hostility (see Brewer, 2000 for a review. 

Just contact hypoth/coop wine in new bottles?

RECATEGORIZATION: WE ARE ALL THE SAME

Formal treatment of “common enemy” approach:

 Common Ingroup Identity model (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). They show that there are many ways to encourage such recategorization, including stressing inclusive traits, eliminating physical distinctions (e.g., separate vs. mixed seating of group members), the use of more inclusive language (an inclusive “we” rather than the exclusive “us and them”), and pursuing superordinate goals. On this last point, they have provided evidence (e.g., Gaertner et al., 1990) that a key reason why working together towards some shared goal reduces intergroup hostility is precisely because it prompts seeing former outgroup members as members of a more inclusive ingroup. They also have shown that the benefits of such recategorization are broad, including more cooperation, more willingness to help, and more self-disclosure across old group boundaries.

Just contact hypoth/coop wine in new bottles?

Some other theoretical views of prejudiced attitudes:

Aversive racism [& Modern Racism]: 

Gaertner and Dovidio, (1986).

People have prejudice but are uncomfortable with these feelings because they violate egalitarian values: Result= Guilt: bad feelings and therefore avoidance of outgroup members.  Negative attitudes only expressed on indirect measures. 

Symbolic Racism: 

Sears, 1988.

Much in common with modern racism except that argument is that neg feeling about minorities stem from their failing to live up to values embodied in Protestant ethic [rather than stemming from childhood learning]. 

Racial Ambivalence: 

Katz & Hass (1988 jpsp,55, 893-905).  White Americans feel conflict between  positive/negative reactions regarding African Americans. This conflict is based on such things as sympathy-respect based on our egalitarian views] and  criticism for not doing enough to help themselves and aversion [based on their perceived negative behaviors]. Conflict is unpleasant and often fuels amplified feelings in an attempt to come up with a well defined orientation to outgroup. [note: conflict in Aversive Racism view is between true feelings of prej and what they should feel=Guilt]. 
Ambiv Research 

Katz and Hass (1988) develop meas of ambiv called the paaq pro-black anti-black attitude questionnaire to meas ambivalance. Each subscale has ten items: e.g. many whites show a lack of understanding of the problems blacks face.

The country would be better off it were more willing to assimilate the good things about black culture.

One of the biggest problems with a lot of blacks is their lack of self respect.

Black children would do better in school if their parents had better attitudes about learning.

Ambiv = strong scores on both subscales [multiply em togeather]

Blacks and white score differently. Subscales correlate with other meas of prej. 

Hass, Katz, Rizzo, Bailey, and Moore 1992  When racial ambiv is made salient it drops mood for those who score high [high scores on both subscales].  

Complete paaq and then work on  camoflauged Meas of mood.

 Psuedo recog test: Flash nonsense wd at 20 ms.  Which of these four wds was it. Two of the wds are affective from Watson and Tellegen list. 

Hear 6 white sidewalk speakers on audio tape: Racist and tolerant statements re: Howard Beach gang of white killers. Repeat Mood test.
Note: better strategy would be sensible/fearful statements about blacks. Their tape uses dumb racist remarks and smart tolerant remarks. 

Only noticeable drop in mood is for those high on racial ambiv.

Hass,  Katz,  Rizzo,  Bailey,  and Eisenstadt 1991
Study 1: Lottery ticket study

Expose rps in groups of 3-5 to a team trivia quiz with high involvement. We are developing a game for network TV. Winners get a lottery ticket.  Team Captain is Black or White and competent or not [picks easy items/makes clear hard ones have been saved til last and is professonal] or [Picks hard items, wastes time, drops cards, speaking errors/makes clear easy items were available by presenting em last].  Rate the Captain and then complete Paaq. Black guy gets overrated for success and over criticized for failure..  Ambiv on the Paaq correl signif with overvaluation of good captain  but not quite sig with dislike of bad captain. 

Alternative Ambivalence research
Maio Bell and Essess 1996   Canadian Students who are measured as having ambivalent attitudes toward Asians showed more evidence of systematic processing of a message regarding immigration from Hong Kong [good/bad split] than non ambivalent folks.
Ambivalence Measure: List your emotions when meeting-thinking about  Asians. List Asian characteristics. List Asian values, customs. Then rps indicate valence [+ or -]. [Formula p. 519 used Pos + Neg-2 X Pos-Neg absolute score + 36] and top and bottom third retained. I.e. Very high ambiv vs very low ambiv. 

 Also effects of message strength on AC were mediated by message related thoughts only among the ambivalent>
Social Dominance theory:

Sidanius 1993: Prejudice serves to justify positions of dominance held by the ruling class. It reduces guilt. “They are better off as underlings, they deserve it, they can’t handle responsibility etc”.  Applied Diss theory. Little data here.

                       We are a long way from home.
