PREJUDICE I

THEORIES OF PREJUDICE

{SKIPPING   BUBBA-PSYCH:


  PEER /CULTURAL PRESSURE--U.S. SOUTH


CONDITIONING:

1.  FREUD  

DISPLACED  THANATOS (DEATH WISH)  TO 

SCAPEGOATS

DERIVATIONS:   FRUSTRATION/AGGRESSION 

HYPOTH (MILLER AND DOLLARD)  ALL AGGRESS CAUSED BY FRUST

     MILLER AND BUGELSKI 48  SAT/ NITE CAMP 

STUDY



[Japanese/Mexican attit]

 SEARS ET AL.  LYNCHING AND COTTON PRICES

2. 

AUTHORITARIAN PERSONALITY 

[ADORNO/FRANKL-BRUNSWICK--THE BERKELEY PROJECT]    STRICT/ SEXUALLY UNPERMISSIVE/ PUNATIVE/AUTHORTARIAN 

PARENTS>[REPRESSED FRUST/HOSTILITY]>>PREJ

EG.’S


THE MOST IMPORTANT THING  CHILDREN 


NEED TO LEARN IS TO OBEY THEIR PARENTS..

OBEDIENCE AND RESPECT FOR AUTHORITY 


ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT VIRTUES CHILDREN 

SHOULD LEARN

RULES LOOSE ALL THEIR MEANING ONCE 

PEOPLE BEGIN TO BEND THEM.

TRADITIONS AND CUSTOMS EXIST FOR A 

REASON AND SHOULD BE CLOSELY FOLLOWED.

THINGS WORK BETTER WHEN PEOPLE KNOW 

THEIR PLACE AND DO WHAT THEY ARE 

EXPECTED TO.  

CRITIQUE: SES; IGNORES LEFT WING 


AUTHORITARIANS; 

3. MORE FRUEDIAN INFLU: 
EGO DEFENSIVE ATTIT [KATZ & STOTLAND]  

4..  REALISTIC CONFLICT THEORY 

SHERIF'S ROBBERS  61 CAVE RSCH  11-12 YR OLDS   


3 STAGES: Group formation; Competitive-conflict; De-escalation


THEORIES:  CONDITIONING???
 FRUST/AGGRESS?

? EGO DEFENSE??

REPLICATION:  ONE CAMP STUDY          PLUS

ARONSON'S JIGSAW CLASSROOM…  Coop >>LIKING UP, and 

LEARNING UP FOR MINORITIES…..  

NO PANACEA:  UNEVEN SES ADVANTAGES; 

“SLACKERS”, DISORGAN AND LOUD.

 HEAVY PREP BY TEACHERS


31 REP'S   JOHNSON, JOHNSON AND 

MARUYAMA 84 

COOP WORKS TO LOWER PREJ  [IN CLASS]  AND 

HEIGHTEN ESTIMATES OF OUTGROUP MEMBERS 

IQ. 

NOTE: VARIOUS COOP TECHNIQUES  [LEARN ON OWN BUT COMPETE AS TEAM—Learn and test as individuals but pool scores etc]

0SHI 83  COOP ELIM INITIAL Racial GROUP DIFFS IN PERF

5.  COGNITIVE PERSPECTIVE  

A.  MINIMAL GROUPS RSCH   TAJFEL 1970;  TAJFEL 

AND BILLIG

                                             Fair                                favoritism

Menu # 1: Ingroup   gets:  14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 etc

                  Outgroup gets: 14 13 12 11 10   9 ……..   6      


Response code           1   2   3 etc

                                             Fair +Favoritism

Menu # 2: Outgroup gets:  14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 etc

                  Ingroup gets:     14 13 12 11 10   9 ……..   6      

            response code           1   2   3 etc

Menu #3:  Ingroup   gets:  24   25   26 27  28  29

                  Outgroup gets:  20   22  24  26  28  30 

Menu 1: A far left response 14/14 in menu 1 [response code 1] would be motivated by fairness at the expense of favoritism.  A response code 6 would indicate extreme favoritism.   Comparing the response on menu 1 to rps’ response on menu 2 provides one means of indicating the “Pull” of favoritism on fairness.   

Reponses to Menu 3 provide information regarding whether ingroup favoritism pulls from the option of max benefit for all, and max benefit to ingroup i.e. 29/30

THEORY:  

Rps LOOK FOR ANY CATEGORY DIFFS;

PAST  REINF FOR LOYALTY

SELF ENHANCEMENT VIA GROUP 


[SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY] 

B. STEREOTYPES CREATION AND USE:  WE LIKE IT 

SIMPLE/ ALL OF EM ARE THE SAME/ AND “THEY” 

ARE SIMPLE AND WE ARE COMPLEX


CAMPBELL 56    
CLOSE TOGEATHER AND FAR 

APART: THE DYNAMICS OF STEREOTYPE 

CREATION:


TAJFEL  & WILKES 63 FOLKS  JUDGE THE  “A” 

LINES AND THE “B” LINES.  A’S ARE A BIT LONGER 

BUT ARE SEEN AS MUCH LONGER.

  SAME LINES WITH NO A OR B LABELS ARE NOT 

DISTORTED.  WHEN A CATEGORY “A’ IS POSSIBLE 

WE JUMP ON IT.  

THUS A LINE OF 16.2 CENTIMETERS IS SEEN AS 


15.6 =“A” 


WHILE A “B” LINE OF 22. 8  IS SEEN AS 24.6.

 C. MODERN WORK ON SAME THEME


QUATTRONE AND JONES 1980


HERE IS WHAT ONE PRINCTONIAN THINKS 

ABOUT ABORTION…” IT SUCKS. …I’M  A TEN OF 

TEN ON THE PROLIFE SCALE….”

WHAT DO YOU THINK IS TRUE OF MOST 

PRINCETONIANS????


PARK AND ROTHBART: 82 [WHAT % OF GUYS 

AGREE "I LIKE ACTION MOVIES MORE THAN 

ROMANCES" ETC.}


HOW SIMILAR ARE WOMEN IN YOUR 

SORORITY RE;  FASHION, SEX BEHAV. , STUDYING 

ETC.  VS THAT OTHER SORORITY


LINVILLE AND JONES  83

HOW MANY DIMENSIONS DO YOU THINK ABOUT 

WHEN YOU REACT TO FOLKS YOUR AGE???? OLD 

FOLKS.   PUT EM IN PILES BASED ON KEY 

DIMENSIONS..  

CHOCOLATE CHIP STUDY:  FLAVOR, SMELL, 

CONSISTANCY, CHOCOLATE QUALITY, NUMBER 

OF CHIPS, APPEARANCE, DONE ENOUGH, SWEET 

ENOUGH, MOIST ENOUGH, AFTERTASTE, FINGER 

GOO.

D. STEREOTYPES AND SOCIAL DISTORTION [THEY DISTORT WHAT WE SEE, 


REMEMBER AND HOW WE INTERPRET]



HASTORF AND CANTRIL 54 


PRINCETON/DARTMOUTH STUDY



CLAUDIA COHEN'S 77   WAITRESS STUDY



DUNCAN 76 VIDEO RUNNING 

INTERNAL ATTRIBUTIONS FOR AGGRESSION

SAGAR AND SCHOFIELD 80  CARTOON STUDY


BARON, BURGESS AND KAO, 1991  SECRET 


SEXISM STUDY: Read scenarios of male on female sexism OR female on female sexism. Male perps>female perps re: frequency and intensity.
See graph. 

Also: Women rps>male rps re intensity [but not number]—empathy? Accessibility?

Is it ingroup/outgroup bias?? Or prototypes affecting perception.



INMAN & BARON, 1996

Racism Study: White on black racism > than  all other target/perp patterns [see graph] re both number and intensity.  Exception: Black Rps.

Study 2. Full replication of Baron et al 91 with both male/female targets. Perp effect only significant with women targets. [Note: different content in M/F scenarios].
MARTI, BOBIER & BARON, 2000

Expands proto model. 

Assumptions:

1. Prototypic instances of prej are more strongly associated with concept “prejudice”. 

2. What is proto depend on [a] target/perpetrator configuration AND [b] the dimension of human variability that is focused upon [the “form” of the prej]

3.  What is Prototypical is culture and era specific re: target/perp and dimensional form.

4. Prototypic>>>accessible>>>automatic.

Measuring the prototype


a. What is the best eg of prej [open ended


b. List most common forms of prej. [open ended


c. Rank order those 12 listed in b.

General paradigm: Hiring discrimination based on age, wt,  race,  or sex. Read qualifications of two applicants in which less qualified applicant hired in certain critical cases. Lame justification offered by hiring officer.  

Study 1 Prototypic [yes/no] X priming 2 X 2. 

Priming manip: Mgt really cares about equal opportunity.
Results: Proto> non proto but effect wiped out by prime [see graph]

Study 2. Prototypic [yes/no] X Load  2 X 2

 Cog load manip = listening task [listen for the letters-this is a test. Are you listening?].

Load drops prej identification ONLY for non-proto cases [graph] [AB not sig].

General outcome: proto cases recognized more often and seen as “more severe”. How much concern do you have over this issue
Priming wipes out this proto effect. Load only hurts cases of non proto recognition.

Strong evidence for accessibility with some support for automaticity. 

D.  STEREOTYPES AND SELF FULLFILLING 


PROPHESY.


SNYDER AND SWANN 78


DALLAS   AND  BARON 85

E.  ULTIMATE ATTRIBUTIONAL ERROR 

(PETTIGREW) OUR SUCCESS IS DUE TO INTERNAL CAUSES [BRAVERY]/OUR FAILURES ARE EXTERNALLY CAUSED.   

VISA VERSA FOR “THEM”.

 EMOTION AND PREJUDICE

MECHANISMS: 

EMOTION DROPS CAPACITY>UPS HEURISTICS 

[STEREOTYPING-ILLOGICAL PROPAGANDA-PEER PRESSURE—RUMOR TRANSMISSION]

DATA:  KIM AND BARON [88];

WILDER AND SHAPIRO [89

BARON, INMAN, KAO AND LOGAN [92

SANBONMATSU AND KARDIS 

EMOTION MISATTRIB TO OUTGROUP AS ANGER:

ZILLMAN & OTHERS 

