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Intergroup Encounters
and Threat
A Multi-Method Approach

JIM BLASCOVICH
WENDY BERRY MENDES
MARK D. SEERY

eridically assessing emotional responses that occur during intergroup
interactions often proves difficult for researchers. Educational, institu-
tional, and cultural socialization that promotes the value of, and sensitivity
toward, ethnic and racial diversity may exaggerate differences between self-
1eported and actual emotions and attitudes toward members of minority groups.
Nal surprisingly, social psychologists have become increasingly, but not exclu-
wnvely, attracted to less consciously controlled or implicit measures of affect within
the context of intergroup interactions. Here, we focus on the importance of
wang multiple measures, including both less consciously controllable, or covert,
woil more consciously controllable, or overt, ones for the study of intergroup
interactions.

"This chapter has four major sections. First, we provide a brief account of
htergroup encounters within the context of our biopsychosocial model and car-
divvascular measures of challenge and threat. Second, we describe four studies
that cxamined perceivers” emotional and motivational reactions during social
Wteractions with White and Black partners, which included both covert and
meit measures. Third, we describe the results from a meta-analysis of these

This rescarch was supported in part by National Science Foundation Award
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studies organized within a multi-method matrix that demonstrates convergences
and divergences among covert and overt measures as a function of the interac-
tion partner’s race. Finally, based on the results of the meta-analysis, we review
the utility of different types of measures and describe some apparent advan-
tages of emotion-oriented covert measures over overt measures for the study of

intergroup interactions.

A BIOPSYCHOSOCIAL PERSPECTIVE
OF INTERGROUP INTERACTIONS

In our approach, we capitalize on the value of covert psychophysiological in-
dexes for assessing emotional and motivational responses during intergroup in-
teractions (Blascovich, 2000). As Cacioppo, Tassinary, and Bernston (2000) noted,
the most meaningful physiological indexes bear a one-to-one relationship to the
psychological construct they purportedly index. A one-to-one relationship pro-
vides the strongest basis for inferring psychological meaning from physiological
responses. This type of relationship allows for the relatively unambiguous inter-
pretation of changes in physiology in terms of changes in psychological pro-
cesses. Physiological indexes have several advantages over other types of
measures. Specifically, they are on-line (i.e., parallel to in vivo behavior), co-
vert, and can be continuous (Blascovich, 2000). These qualities allow research-
ers to track emotional and motivational changes continuously even during actual
interaction episodes. Furthermore, the use of covert measures, such as physi-
ological ones, reduces concerns about demand characteristics and self-presen-
tational factors that can be evoked during intergroup interactions. Hence,
physiological measures can provide veridical assessments of emotions during
intergroup encounters.
Two recent research efforts demonstrate the utility of psychophysiological
indexes for examining perceivers’ reactions to minority group members. The
first, by Vanman and colleagues (Vanman, Paul, Ito, & Miller, 1997), employed
facial electromyography (EMG) to assess affective reactions to White and Black
targets. These researchers found evidence for greater negative affect (increased
corrugator supercilli and decreased zygomaticus major activity—physiological
responses validated as indexing affect; for a review see Blascovich, 2000) dis-
played by White participants when exposed to photographs of Black faces com-
pared to White faces. The second, by Phelps and colleagues (2000), capitalized
on recent advances in functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) techniques
to contrast activation occurring in the amygdala (a physiological response vali-
dated as an index of fear; LeDoux, 1998) of perceivers exposed to Black and
White faces. Results of this study demonstrated that upon presentation of unfa-
miliar Black faces, more amygdalar activity was associated with greater implicit
racial bias (e.g., implicit associates test and startle eyeblink),
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lowing Dienstbier’s (1989) work on physiological toughness, activation of the
sympathetic adrenomedullary (SAM) axis is implicated in positive coping,
whereas SAM activation and activation of the pituitary-adrenal-cortical (PAC)
axis are associated with “stress” or negative responses (we label the former re-
action challenge and the latter reaction threat). In our terms, challenge is marked
by SAM activation, which enhances cardiac performance, particularly left ven-
tricular contractility and cardiac output, and decreases systemic vascular resis-
tance. In contrast, threat is marked by activation not only of the SAM axis, again
increasing contractility, but also activation of the pituitary-adrenal-cortical (PAC)
axis, which inhibits decreases in systemic vascular resistance (Blascovich &
Tomaka, 1996). Thus, different patterns of CV responses differentiate challenge
and threat states.

We use three cardiovascular responses, based on Dienstbier’s work, to in-
dex challenge and threat: left-ventricular contractility (VC), measured as pre-
ejection period (PEP), or the time from the initiation of left-ventricular
contraction until the opening of the aortic valve (VC = PEP x -1); cardiac out-
put (CO), which is the amount of blood being pumped by the heart expressed
in liters per minute; and total peripheral resistance (TPR), which is the amount
of overall vasoconstriction or vasodilation occurring in peripheral blood ves-
sels.! Challenge responses are marked by significant increases in VC and CO
from baseline coupled with a significant decrease in TPR, whereas threat re-
sponses are marked by increases in VC (although typically not as large as increases
during challenge), no change or a decrease in CO, and no change or an increase
in TPR (see Figure 6.1). These markers have been used successfully to investi-
gate challenge and threat processes in many areas, including stigma (Blascovich
etal., 2001), social facilitation (Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter, & Salomon, 1999),
social comparisons (Mendes, Blascovich, Major, & Seery, 2001), and disposi-
tions (Tomaka, Palacios, Schneider, Colotta, Concha, & Herrald, 1999).

APPLICATION OF CHALLENGE AND THREAT THEORY
TO THE STUDY OF INTERGROUP INTERACTIONS

In the past, we argued that our theoretical challenge and threat framework is
well suited for the examination of emotionally charged responses that occur

during dyadic interactions because such interactions often occur within the con-
/

1. We do not include heart rate (HR) as a specific component because G'IR con-
tributes little to the differentiation of challenge and threat, though HR increases sig-
nificantly during both. This is not surprising given the complexity of neural sympathetic
and parasympathetic as well endocrine controls affecting HR. Nevertheless, HR\‘ itself
is informative within our motivated performance sitnation paradigm: we use it as an
indication of goal-relevance (Obrist, 1981).
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FIGURE 6.1. Cardiovascular responses indicating challenge and threat.
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interpersonal level, whereas other perspectives address how evaluations are af-
fected at the group level. In our model, perceptions of either or both individual
and group harm or loss might trigger high demand evaluations.

Many theories suggest that intergroup interactions result in an increase in
perceived demands. At an individual or interpersonal level, some theories sug-
gest that intergroup interactions create anxiety or tension (Devine, Plant, &
Buswell, 2000; Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Wilder, 1993). To the extent that such
anxiety represents aversive psychological states, intergroup interactions can be
regarded as dangerous. At a group level, social dominance (Sidanius & Pratto,
1993) and system-justification (Jost & Banaji, 1994) theories maintain that to
the extent that individuals belong to groups perceived as lower status, they rep-
resent a danger to members of the dominant or powerful group in a culture.

The second element of demand evaluations is uncertainty, which would
typically function at the individual level. Uncertainty, referring to the novelty
and unfamiliarity of outgroup partners, may be a critical factor during inter-
group interactions. Due to the relative infrequency of outgroup compared to
ingroup interactions (Charles, 2000), we can expect that the more novel or un-
familiar an interactant is the more uncertainty surrounding that interaction.
This uncertainty then may trigger a variety of compensatory actions that direct
attention from the task at hand, thus leaving fewer task-related resources. Thus,
in this case, uncertainty may be inextricably linked to required effort.

Vigilance efforts may increase during an intergroup interaction because

the subtle nonverbal cues that govern two-way communication may be unfamil-
iar to interactants in a cross-cultural context (Gundykunst, 1984). Intergroup
interactions may require increased cognitive effort in terms of self-monitoring
because of additional or hidden agendas. At one extreme, perceivers may strive
to present themselves as unbiased or nonprejudiced toward outgroup members
(Devine, Evett, & Vasquez-Suson, 1996; Stephan & Stephan, 1985). At the other
extreme, members of higher status groups than those of their interaction part-
ners may seek to justify or preserve this imbalance (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Sidanius
& Veniegas, 2000). Such an agenda requires perceivers to strive to perform in a
clearly superior fashion to their partner. Finally, because intergroup interac-
tions may evoke relevant negative stereotypes even in nonprejudiced individu-
als, increased effort may be expended to suppress stereotypes (Devine, 1989;
Wyer, Sherman, & Stroessner, 2000).

Perceived resources during an intergroup interaction may not offset the
increased demands and in some cases may be diminished, especially resources
associated with knowledge and abilities. At the interpersonal level, rifdividuals
may perceive that they do not know the most appropriate way to communicate
during intercultural interactions (Wiseman, 1995). Insofar as individuals per-
ceive outgroup partners to possess different conversational and interpersonal
norms than their own, they may perceive less knowledge and abilities in terms
of interaction skills with outgroup members, resulting in awkward and strained
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responses when confronted with an intergroup partner. At the group level st

reotype threat may adversely affect knowledge and abilities gurinp an ir i "
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example, we have manipulated whether or not confederates were physically
stigmatized by facial birthmarks, by their ostensible socioeconomic backgrounds,
and even by their speech accents. We have employed confederates from a vari-
ety of racial and ethnic backgrounds, including Black, White, Asian, and Latino
targets. In this review, we focus exclusively on perceivers’ responses during dy-
adic interactions comparing those involving Black to White partners.

Social Interactions with Black versus White Male Partners. Inone of our
first intergroup experiments, we examined cardiovascular responses of non-Black
male participants during social interactions with White or Black confederates
(Mendes, Blascovich, Lickel, & Hunter, 2002). We predicted that non-Black
participants interacting with Black partners would exhibit cardiovascular re-
sponses consistent with threat responses, whereas participants interacting with
White partners would exhibit cardiovascular responses consistent with chal-
lenge responses. In addition to the race of the target, we also manipulated the
target’s socioeconomic status (SES) by having confederates describe their back-
grounds as either advantaged or disadvantaged.

We observed differences in cardiovascular responses based on the race
and SES of the confederates. Specifically, participants paired with Black or dis-

advantaged partners exhibited cardiovascular responses consistent with threat |
during the speech and word-finding tasks; participants paired with White or |

advantaged partners exhibited cardiovascular responses consistent with chal-
lenge. Participants who were paired with Black-disadvantaged confederates
exhibited larger threat reactivity than any of the other conditions (an additive
effect of the two main effects). In addition, participants paired with Black part-
ners performed worse during a cooperative word-finding task than participants
paired with White partners. That is, participants cooperating with Black con-
federates generated fewer words than did participants paired with White con-
federates even though the confederates always performed at the same level.
In contrast to their physiological and behavioral data, participants’ self-
reported attitudes painted a very different picture of the interaction. Partici-
pants interacting with Black confederates rated their partner more positively
than did participants interacting with White confederates. That is, Black con-

federates were rated as more likable, independent, trustworthy, and hardworking |

than were White confederates. Participants also rated their partners on a vari-

ety of negatively valenced traits, and again Black confederates were rated as less |

unintelligent and unfriendly than were White confederates. ~ /

Social Interactions with Black versus White Female Partnérs: Moderat-

ing Factors. In this second study (Experiment 3 in Blascovich et al., 2001), |

we employed the same paradigm and experimental factors as in the previous
. . \\ .

study with two changes. First, we used female perceivers and targets (i.e., cone

federates). Second, we recruited participants who had completed acvariety of
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( }ueiggnémiris lin Fn ea(;lier mass-testing session. These questionnaires focused
on attitudes, beliefs, and contact regarding African Ameri ici

. . Participants -
pleted the Modern Racism Scale (MRS) wation to ¢ Prejudioer
: , the Motivation to Control Prejudi
l:?aictlogs Scale (MCPRS; Dunton & F azio, 1997), and the Intergroup (J]'l(l)n;i(i
;:d e d(ja apged frO{n Islam & Hewstone, 1993). The latter queried participants

/garT hng the quality fmd quantity of contact with African Americans
. e resul'ts of t'hls experiment generally replicated the first study. Partici-
I] & " s ;}111"cl<)a'rtaztmg with Black confederates during a cooperative word finding
ask exhibited greater threat responses and perf ;
: . . pertormed worse than partici
interacting with White targets. In addition s from the
. » we found that responses from th

MRS and the MCPRS were not related to cardiovascular resp(l))nses during thee

actual interaction with a Black partner. That is, participants’ self-reported atti-

'\I‘:ln‘.\s)ct‘llar responses. Howe.ver, among participants interacting with Black partners
! )’u gr01(1ip contact was significantly related to participants’ cardiovascular re.
\\|¥ii)lniefs. uring th(? word-finding task (see Table 6.1). More historical contact
. [; ‘rlgz'in A'mencans was associated with greater VG, greater CO, and lower
W C—m llce_ztmg less thr?at~during an actual interaction with a Black partner.
- ,in(t)é’lrr: zzhons a'rﬁ?r‘l}% ﬁntergroup contact and cardiovascular responses dur-
, ctions wi ite partners were not signifi i
| White gnificant. Hence, we would
e Lull]a(tie that as 'famlhanty increased then uncertainty decreased, leadin to
Y r;{t t(;lcreases in demand evaluations, and hence less threat Thése ﬁndigngs
ot to the important role that quality inter: '
o : group contact may have i io-
tating otherwise threatening intergroup interactigns e amelio

Soci . .

”ocn?_tl Cotl?qparlso?j with Black and White Partners. Social comparisons

e olten the inevitable consequences of cooperati I ial i i

e s hovtable Peration. In our social interaction

, g task allowed for the possibility for partici

pare their own performance with their ’ 1cc. Boause of 1o
‘¢ their partners’ performance. Because of this

tevitability, we carefully orchestrated the confederates’ responses during the
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cooperative tasks to represent a “typical” performance, thus maintaining equiva-
lent perceptions regarding confederates’ performance across race conditions.
In a third study (Mendes, 2002), we set out to systematically examine the ef-
fects of upward and downward social comparisons and how the race of the com-
parison other may exacerbate or ameliorate responses during the social
comparisons.

The social comparison literature offers several plausible predictions re-
garding how race of the comparison other might interact with comparison di-
rection (Brewer & Weber, 1994; Major, Sciacchitano, & Crocker, 1993; Wills,
1991). Wills (1991) argued that, although not typically pursued, comparisons
with outgroup members can have profound implications on affective and be-
havioral consequences of social comparisons (cf. Brewer & Weber, 1994; Major
etal., 1993; Wills, 1991). Based on our previous intergroup studies we reasoned
that comparisons with Black partners would be more threatening than White
partners and that upward comparisons would be more threatening than down-
ward comparisons. Thus we predicted two additive main effects such that we
would observe more threat when the comparison partner was Black versus White
and more threat when the comparison was upward versus downward.

To test the interplay of race of the comparison other with comparison di-
rection, we modified our social interaction paradigm slightly. After introducing
the “participants,” the experimenter explained to them that they were matched
on age, major, GPA, and SAT scores. After a baseline physiological recording
period, the participant was instructed how to play the word-finding task and
was told to find as many words as possible in two minutes. Following the task
the participant was advised how many valid words he/she had found and was
instructed to enter that number into the computer. The computer then ap-
peared to communicate with another computer and after a minute a list of ab-
breviations was presented on the computer monitor that consisted of ostensible
rankings of the participant, the current confederate, and past participants. In
the upward comparison conditions, of the 38 abbreviations listed the partici-
pant was ranked 29th and the confederate was ranked 8th. The downward com-
parison condition switched the two rankings.

Following a rest/recovery period, the rooms containing the participant and
confederate were connected, and the dyad was instructed to complete a second
word-finding task cooperatively for a monetary incentive based on their joint
performance. After giving final instructions, but before beginning the task, we
obtained pre-task evaluations of demands and resources. During performance
of the task, we further manipulated comparison direction by modifying the speed
at which the confederate performed the task. Confederates who were ranked
higher than the participant (the upward comparison condition) performed twice
as fast as the participant. That is, if the participant took 8 seconds to find 'a word,
the confederate took 4 seconds. For the downward comparison condition; con-
federates performed half as fast as the participant. That is, if the participant
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took 8 seconds, the confederate waited 16 seconds to say the word. Followin
completion of the cooperative task, we obtained post-task ratings of perceiversg’
positive and negative affect (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988)
- The results of this study were generally consistent with our I’)reviou's ones
IhaF Is, we again observed a main effect for race of the confederate such that
participants interacting with Black targets exhibited cardiovascular res onses
consistent with threat, whereas participants interacting with White targI()ats ex-
hibited challenge responses. Also, consistent with other social comparison studies
not manipulating race (Mendes et al., 2001), we observed a main effect for
comparison direction, such that upward comparisons resulted in more threat
:md downward comparisons resulted in more challenge. The additivity of these
main effects supported our prediction that perceivers exhibited greater chal-
lenge responses during downward social comparisons with White compared to
Black targets, and greater threat during upward social comparisons wifh Black
compared to White targets. ’
Consistent with the previous studies, the same apparent dissociations be-
tween self-reported attitude measures and emotional/motivational measures
were observed. Participants’ self-reported ratings of targets were more positive
for Blz?ck than White partners, and participants reported greater positive affect
\\'!ngn interacting with Black partners compared to participants interacting with
White partners. However, in this study, some self-report measures were gener—
ally consistent with the cardiovascular findings. Our pre-task evaluationsgof de-
m:m'd.s and resources were consistent with the cardiovascular findings. That is
Participants interacting with Black compared to White confederates were more

likely to evaluate the demands of the situation to be greater than their personal
tesourcees to cope.

teedback from Black versus White Evaluators. The fourth experiment
rvaunined the extent to which positive or negative evaluations by a same-race or
thfferent-race partner would affect challenge and threat responses (Mendes
MeCoy, Major, & Blascovich, 2002, Study 1). Again, we employed White an(i
Black confederates. We allowed the participant to view the other “participant”
tthe confederate) via a video monitor to confirm they did not knowpeach cE)ther
Iy this study we did not allow for face-to-face meetings. Participants were tol(i
they had been randomly assigned to the “performer” condition and their part-
ner (the confederate) was randomly assigned to the “evaluator” condition PThe
pticipants were further instructed that they would be delivering a speeéh on
‘\\ hy I make a good friend” that the other participant would be evaluatin
Following the speech the participant received a rating form, ostensibl fror%
the evaluator, that contained either positive or negative SOCi;ll feedbac}l; (i.e
lm\\'. much they would like to be the participant’s friend). Following t.h;;
Piticipant’s review of the evalnation form, we connected the recording rooms
wthat the dyad could hear each other and instructed them how to play t]l(l'
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vord-finding game. After playing the word-finding game for four minutes, par-

icipants completed the post-task survey that allowed for participants’ ratings of

he confederates.

Results from this study revealed a main effect for feedback: positive feed-
wack was associated with greater performance and more challenge responses,
vhereas negative feedback resulted in worse performance and threat responses.
\Iso, a main effect for race of the evaluator was observed. Consistent with the
hree previous studies, participants interacting with Black evaluators exhibited
nore threat responses than participants interacting with White evaluators. In
wldition, performance was significantly better with White evaluators than with
3lack evaluators. Similar to the previous studies, we again observed participant
elf-report ratings of evaluators that were inconsistent with their physiological
md behavioral data, though consistent with our other intergroup studies. Par-
icipants who interacted with Black partners rated them more positively than
»articipants who interacted with White partners.

Summary of Intergroup Studies

As described above, we have conducted many other experiments within the

ntergroup context beyond pairings comparing the effects of Black versus White

‘onfederates. Consistent with the finding that historical contact with the inter-

wction partner’s group moderates challenge and threat responses, we typically
ind that when the outgroup member is “unusual” or novel in some way (e.g., an
ittractive woman with a large port-wine stain birthmark or a Chinese woman
vith a thick South Carolina accent), the more likely participants will exhibit
hreat during the social interaction. Thus, we believe experience and contact
wre implicated as the likely mechanisms through which evaluations of demands
md resources, most likely via uncertainty and knowledge, are affected.

The four intergroup studies that we described here converge on a basic
inding: among non-Black perceivers, Black partners engender more cardiovas-
‘ular responses consistent with threat and poorer performance than the same
nteractions with White partners. In addition, we found that perceivers” self-
cported ratings of the partner (e.g., how likable, intelligent, hard-working, etc.)
ndicate that participants interacting with Black partners evaluate them more
»ositively than participants interacting with White partners. Related to this find-
ng. in the social comparison study, we found that participants interacting with
Black partners reported more positive affect than did participants who cooper-
ted with White partners.

Similar to the dissociations between the covert emotion-oriented measures
md the overt measures that we observed, Vanman and colleagues (1997) found
hat participants rated Black targets as more likable than White targets even
hough facial EMG indicated more negative affect toward the Black targets,
\Iso, Phelps and colleagues (2000) fonnd that although amygdalar activity was

MULTI-METHOD APPROACH

correlated with other implicit measures of racial bias (implicit associates test
:nd startle-blink), it was not correlated with explicit measures of racial attitudes
{c.g., Modern Racism Scale).

Collectively, these studies demonstrate the utility of covert physiological
measures for the study of intergroup interactions. The lack of convergence be-
tween the covert measures (i.e., physiological responses) and the overt measures
i.c., self-report responses) points to the possibility that external pressures to
Appear nonprejudiced may overcome any motivation on the part of interactants
(o express their true beliefs and feelings (Dunton & Fazio, 1997). We believe
his disjunction between covert and overt measures demonstrates the inherent
ifliculties in the study of intergroup relations. As demonstrated in our four
< u(‘lies described here (and other studies), participants’ overt, more controlled
«ll-report responses can differ quite dramatically from their covert, less con-
trolled responses (i.e., physiological responses).

META-ANALYSIS OF OUR INTERGROUP STUDIES

We performed a meta-analysis of the data obtained from the four studies to
“xamine the extent to which the various dependent variables were related to
cach other. This method provides increased reliability and enables us to ad-
dress several important points related to studying emotion-oriented responses
during intergroup interactions. First, we can determine the nature of the rela-
Lionships of the various dependent variables to each other. Specifically, we can
cvamine the relationship between the emotional/motivational responses (as
measured by cardiovascular responses indicating challenge and threat) and self-
teported attitude responses and then examine how the direction and magni-
hude of the relationships differ between responses obtained from intragroup
‘w1sus intergroup interactions. Also, if behavior is the “gold-standard” we can
wwsess which measures are the best predictors of behavior. To address these
points and other questions, we organized the results of our meta-analysis within
+ nulti-method framework.

To conduct the meta-analysis, we first calculated all of the intercorrelations
within each study and then averaged the correlations to provide an overall indi-
vation of the magnitude and direction of the relationships of the various mea-
wres. We then calculated confidence intervals around those correlations to
determine their stability and difference from zero. Importantly, we calculated
hese intercorrelations separately for participants who had interacted with White
pariners versus Black partners.

The four studies shared three categories of measures: physiological, be-
Ivioral, and self-report. For physiologiéal variables, we used cardiac (avérag-
e correlations from VO and CO)Y and vascular (TPR) ones. For a behavioral
measre, we nsed performanee on the word-finding task - specifically, the num-
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“of accurate words identified during the word-finding task. Self-report rat-
s included an index of how positively the partner was rated and an indication
10w stressful the task was (a proxy variable for re-appraised task demands). ¢
the social comparison study, we also obtained pre-task evaluations of de- © g =
nds and resources and post-task ratings of positive and negative affect at !
\NAS). We included the intercorrelations from these measures as well, al-
ngh confidence intervals could not be calculated. The average inter- E
relations from participants interacting with White partners are presented in PRES R 23
Jle 6.2a and the intercorrelations from participants interacting with Black £ =7 '
tners are presented in Table 6.2b. %
<
5| 23 s os
lationships between Physiological and Behavioral Measures: g S b 7T
ss Controlled with Less Controlled 5
mparing physiological and behavioral responses among participants inter- b v
ing with either White or Black partners, we observed similar magnitude and gl g 2R =
ection of the correlations. That is, for both greups of participants the greater 21 ° ' !
- cardiac responses the better the performance (White: r = .18; Black: r = o
), and the lower the vascular responses the greater the performance (White: o &
—.19; Black: r = —.17). These intercorrelations indicate that cardiovascular %0 g &b o
ponses consistent with challenge were correlated with better performance. £ N E 3 S ot
nce, we observed the predicted relationship between the less controlled £ tooes 9=
asures regardless of the race of the interaction partner. 2 R
2 g —
) g a L
lationships between Physiological and Self-Report Attitude ElsE = ﬁ
easures: Less Controlled with More Controlled g E = 8 28 =53
o |
observed a very different pattern of responses from the one described above s L
en we compared the intercorrelations between physiological responses and £ 5 § 24
-report attitude ratings. Among participants interacting with White part- S| .= = B
s, the more positively they rated their partner, the greater the cardiac re- 2l § ;'; ;’ <
mses (r = .20) and the lower the vascular responses (r = —.15). This is consistent 5 7 e :| 8§ 5 ?DT
h the idea that self-reported positive traits of the partner are associated with 2 N
re positive physiological responding (i.e., challenge). In contrast, participants | S g =z =8
cracting with Black partners exhibited a different pattern of responding, | ol g = 29 :
wong this group the more positively participants rated their partner the lower 3|° 3 = Sz ;L o
cardiac responses (r = —.20) and the higher the vascular responses (r = .11), e T~ a4 = gf SI =
irectional pattern consistent with threat.
If participants were merely responding positively to all Black partners then ., 2
would have observed no relationship between physiological responses and - = S L8 < .
f-report responses. However, the oppositional relationship found indicates <y gog z E E g_ 5, £ 2 g% ¢
t participants were distorting their self-reported responses in a systematic i—?@ T% 53 z b ;:;:"J ‘E £ g }50 § £ 2
@5 —E,U/ ,_sﬁ-q o« A dn & A R A
a s Bl @ B g RS @ s o

v when interacting with a Black partner; that is, the greater the threat the
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more positively participants rated their partner. One explanation is that partici-
pants interacting with Black partners were compensating verbally for their ex-
perienced emotion. That is, participants experiencing the most threat may be
more motivated to distort their controlled verbal responses for self-presenta-
tion purposes than those experiencing little or no threat, possibly due to the
guilt associated with their negative state. This is similar to the notion of “preju-
dice with compunction” (Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & Elliot, 1991). Fur-
thermore, this finding is consistent with the idea that self-report ratings may be
more affected by deliberate distortions than less controlled measures.

The relationship between the physiological responses and the self-reported
stress ratings were lower in magnitude when participants interacted with I
outgroup members than with ingroup members. For participants who inter-
acted with White partners the correlation between physiological responding
and post-task stress was —.27 for cardiac and .12 for vascular. This is consistent
with the prediction that more stress would be associated with less cardiac and :
ureater vascular responding (the threat pattern). However, among participants “
iteracting with Black partners the correlations with cardiac responses and stress “
were of lower magnitude, but in the same direction (r = —.11), and vascular and U
stress were not correlated (r = .02).

This general pattern was also observed with performance and self-report
ratings. Among participants interacting with White partners the more they re-
ported agreement with their partner having positive traits and the lower their
reported stress, the better their performance (r = .17 and r = -.31, respec-
tively). In contrast, participants interacting with Black partners showed no rela-
tionship between their ratings of their partner and performance (r = .01), and a
lower magnitude of relationship between performance and stress (r = —.21),
than observed with participants paired with White partners.

The intercorrelations including subjective self-ratings of positive affect

provide some confidence in the use of self-report measures. Among the
mtercorrelations between physiological responses and perceivers’ reports of their
own positive affective state, the same general pattern emerged for participants
mtcracting with White and Black partners. On average, participants who re-
ported more positive affect exhibited greater cardiac activity (White: r = .19;
Black: r = .17) and lower vascular activity (White: r = ~.11; Black: r = -.17),
providing evidence that positive affect of perceivers is associated with more
challenge physiological reactivity. However, the intercorrelations using nega-
tne affect and cardiovascular responses did yield modest correlations in the
eypected direction among participants interacting with White partners (cardiac:
1 22; vascular: r = 26), but the same magnitude of relationships were not
obscrved among the participants paired with Black partners (cardiac: r = —.18;
vascalar: 7 = .07). Thus, it would appear that participants might be less inclined
to report veridical experiences that are negative in nature within an intergroup
setting, but more inclined to veport veridical positive feclings.

8.
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-31

.30
-22

levels separated by colons.

7.
Negative
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13
.00
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28
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00
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Relationships among Self-Report Measures

Finally, some interesting relationships are noted among self-report measures.
We observed significant correlations between positive affect and evaluations of
demands and resources when the partner was White, but small or nonsignifi-
cant correlations when the partner was Black. In contrast, when the partner
was Black we observed significant correlations with negative affect and evalua-
tions, and no relationships when the partner was White. Thus, positive affect
was associated with coping evaluations when the partner was White, and nega-
tive affect was associated with coping evaluations when the partner was Black.
However, these data are from only one study and thus should be interpreted

cautiously.

INTERPRETATIONS AND FINAL COMMENTS

Many theorists have hypothesized that negative emotions such as anxiety, stress, i

and threat underlie the negative or awkward nature of intergroup encounters
(Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Gundykunst, 1984; Stephan & Stephan, 1985, 2000).
However, for a variety of reasons, the precise natures of these negative reac-

tions to intergroup contact have proven difficult to identify because of mea- |

surement problems. Various concerns of interactants may inhibit or distort
self-reported attitude responses within intergroup contexts, particularly if the
reactions are negatively valenced (Guglielmi, 1999). Additionally, the discrep-
ancy between expressed and felt reactions may operate below conscious aware-
ness (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995).

Our multi-method framework identifies associations and dissociations of
various types of dependent measures as a function of the interaction partner’s
race. Overall, we found that physiological responses and behavioral (perfor-
mance) responses were correlated in the predicted direction regardless of
whether perceivers’ partners were White or Black. However, perceivers’ self-
report ratings of their partners were not consistently correlated with the physi-
ological responses and the performance responses. When the partner was White,
participants’ physiological responses and ratings of their partner were signifi«
cantly correlated with each other in the expected direction. That is, the more
positively they rated their partner the more challenge reactivity they exhibited.

However, we anticipated that we would not observe the same relationship
when the partner was Black because of the pervasive finding across our inter
group studies that Black partners were consistently rated more positively than
White partners even though Black partners engendered more threat reactivity
than White partners. If all of the participants interacting with Black partners
rated their partner’s attributes with the highest point value, ceiling effects would
obfuscate any lincar relationship between self=reports and physiological res
sponses, thus we would have obtained a zero correlation. Tnstead, we observed

MULTI-METHOD APPROACH

« significant rela'tionship in the opposite direction than we observed when the
I;artner was White. The more positively participants rated their Black partner
the more threat they exhibited physiologically. We are hesitant to provid

interpretation of this finding other than to comment that several fact(P;rs ma; ig

operating to facilitate more distortion of the sel

-reports at higher levels of nega-

tive Pbysiolcggicgl states. Whether this oppositional pattern is a function of the
|;;lrt191pants guilt or shame associated with their negative physiological state or
due simply to participants who are more threatened having more reason to dis-

semble remains to be investigated.

Although the results of our resear
invalidity of more overt controlled res
argue that covert, less consciously con
or implicit measures might simply rel
vounters. For example, responses fro

ch could be construed as indicating the
ponses (such as self-reports), we would
trolled and more consciously controlled
ate to different aspects of intergroup en-
m overt measures might predict more de-

hl).erate or orchestrated responses, such as approaching or helping, In a similar
‘¢in, covert measures might predict more reflexive responses such as distanc
ng. Focusing on disentangling and identifying the predictive nature of cov rt-
and overt measures in different contexts will likely be an important and int . I
part of future research examining intergroup emotions and relations e
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