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Abstract

The United States is undergoing a series of transitions both in politics and its
demographic composition. Recent rebesuggests that these demographic shifts

may influence attitudes towards public policies. Additionally, public policies are
often presented using polarizing figurative language, particularly metaphors, that may
sway voter attitudes more than the aparameters of these policies.

Understanding how these factors may influence public opinion is critical to ensuring
that voters can make informed choices. Through four experiments, this dissertation
investigates whether the metaphoric framings usecatibelesversity policies

influence political attitudes, particularly when individuals are made aware of the
imminent demographic changes. Experiments 1 and 2 explored whether using
positivesum or zeresum metaphors for affirmative action would moddrate t

effects of racial shift information on attitudes toward diversity polices, and this
hypothesis was partially supported. Experiment 3 asked participants to evaluate a
university applicant whi {senoczerswsn der i ng
apprach to affirmative action and found some evidence that these metaphorical
framings affected perceptions of applicant merit, but not quality. Finally,
Experiment 4 attempted to reduce the susceptibility of participants to metaphorical
framings by informindhem that metaphors could influence their attitudes. This
intervention was unsuccessful and alternatives are discussed. Overall, this
dissertation adds to the body of research examining the influence of political
metaphors on attitudes toward publicgeesi while accounting for changes that may

be tied to demographic and societal shifts.
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The Effect of Metaphoric Framing on Attitudes toward Diversity Policies

in the Face of Racial Shift

The political structure and climate in the United States is complex and
politicians often use figurailanguage to make the meaning of proposed or existing
policies more accessible to the public. Metaphors, in particular, may help individuals
infer information about a topic by applying concepts within a metaphor to new
subjects (Ottati & Renstrom, 201Dyring the first presidential debate of 2016,
both candidates frequently described their policies using metaphoric framings. For
exampl e, when discussing border security D
is seriously tr owsl.ed.PeoWd@&r earleo iorug i mmwgr ojv
By using thé WMumgkeeguodacumented immigrantsto a
body of water exceeding the boundaries of the Me&xigarican border. This
comment alspresentedhe idea that Americans are untegdt and this threat is
posedby a specific group of peopkes theUnited States becasmore racially and
ethnically diversendividuals who have previously held racial majority status may
experience feelings that their group is under thidg dissertatiorexaminshow
metaphors used to describe social policies and issues can affect political attitudes,
particularly when voters are made aware of pending demographic shifts, hereafter
referred to as racial shift.
Metaphors are conceptual devinasallow us texplainone thing, the
target, in terms of another, the soy@ameron, 2008Pepending on the context,
we tend to use 20 metaphors per every 1000 w@@isneron, 2008Yonceptual

Metaphor Theory argsihat we understarahd structure abstract concepts (targets)



through dissimilar, concrete concéptameron, @8; Lakoff & Johnson, 1980;
Landau, Robinson, & Meier, 20Edr example, we can think of Ipaeelatively
abstract conceps a battlefiel@night & Chapman, 1983We camse more than
one source for the same targetaddition to a battlefieltbve has also been
described asdance, and a journey. Depending on which metapbourceis
being used different aspects of a target will be emphdadsizddng of love as a
battlefield emphasizéte vulnerabilitgnd umpredictability of relenships
However, thinking about love as a dance might highlight feeling yesync,
sometimestepping omne anothé toes.

Using metaphors intentionally ls¢tpconvey arguments and make complex
concepts more accessible. Asserting a partictédghorecan allow us to better
comprehend another person's perspective on aToEdssimilar to perspective
taking, but different in that instead of trying to understand something from someone
else's perspective we are able to conceptualize amtisgue of the same
metaphor and thus expand our own perspective, even if we do n(taulyee
Galinsky, 2014While the present studies focus on linguistic metaphors as they are
the most prevalent in jtiical speech, there has been extensive research suggesting
that metaphors expressed in the form of smells, tactile experiences, aneldvésual
can influence our perceptions of others, ourselves, and @fjeckagsi, Song,
Malahy, & Bargh, 201Raspar, 2013; Lee & Schwarz, 2012; McQuarrie & Phillip,
2005; Sun, Wang, & Li, 2011)

Why Metaphors Often Appear in Political Speech
Political speech is intended to be informative and perstdsigewishing

to attan elected offices must be able to communicate how they would serve their



constituents and the kinds of policies they would implement or supporesults
of a metaanalysis suggest that metaphors are more persuasive than literal
communications, are steeffective at the beginning of communications so that they
can be used to interpret the following information, and are the most beneficial to
speakers with loeredibility(Sopory & Dillard, 2002further, ae of the most
prominent persuasion theories, the Elaborati@ihoodModel, proposes that
attitude change occurs along two routes, the central which uses careful reasoning to
consider facts and dence and the peripheral route which relies on superficial
indicators of an arguments merit, such as the expertise of the speaker (Cacioppo &
Petty, 1983) . |l ndi vidual s are more |ikely
when they are liketo be dected by the topic discussed or are highly involved
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1979). However, most people are never directly affected by the
policieshey are being asked to consideentf a policy is implementad the
personal levelve rarely notice cha®in our everyday lives, suggesting low
involvement and that we may be more likely to take the peripheral route to
persuasion. Though outside the political domain, one experiment found that
metaphors tended to increase how cognitively involved pagitattanhen
evaluating arguments leading to more attitude change (Kendall, 20htgy béais
one of the wayis which metaphors may lead individuals to undergoaiol
attitude change.

With regard to metaphors in politics, research suggests #patorsefirst
work to shape the understanding of a particular policy, and then begin to affect
endorsemer{tau & Schlesinger, 2005urther, and in line with the findings of

Sopory and Dillard (2002), individuals with the least political knowledge are the most



likely to be swayed by metaphors in palidiscourse, particularly when these
metaphors appear at the end of communication and provide them with a framework
for interpreting information they have already been expdstattiman, 2010)

Thus, metaphors in political speech may be especially powerful and useful tools
when communicating to the public.

Construal level theory can also speak to the prevalence of metaphors in
political communication§Vhen describing paks, there are typically two broad
categories of language used, abstract and coGmestrual level theory suggests
that when events or items are psychologically near we think of them in more
concrete terms, while when they are psychologicallyesthimk of them in
abstract term@rope & Liberman, 2010}-or example, when we consider
something that is psychologically near such as what to have for lunch tomorrow, we
might think concretely about whether we have bread to make a sandwich or whether
there will be lunch served at a colloquium. However, when we consider what to
have for lunch next week, we might think about our broader dietary goals, and think
osomething healtby daefinitély not pizza.

In the political domainpatract languagends to focus on values and why a
policyshould be implemented, while concrete language tends tmnfbousa
policycould be enacted and what the consequences wohi$tioact
communication tends to be most effective when we anticipate that owoeagidie
large, far away, or very divexseh as attalevised town hall meeting qudditical
rally. Abstract language in these circumsti@mmeissto benore accessible and
relatable to more peogloshi & Wakslak, 2014; Joshi, Wakslak, Raj, & Trope,

2016)Also impactingerceptions of policies is that there seems to be a preference



for abstracpolitical speech weh a vote is psychologically distahtle concrete
political speech seems to be preferred when a vote is psychologi¢iiy neao,
& Lee, 2009)Though these studies focused on literal laagsiaglar findings have
been observed when considering metaphorical speech.

Jia and Smit{2013 examined whether construal level theory could predict
when we were likely b influenced byetaphorsn political speeddia & Smith,
2013). Participants read an article suggesting that airborne bacteria were either
harmful or harmless and then read an article regarding immigrtt@b/nited
States in which the United States was desasadubdyParticipantthen indicated
their attitude toward a series of social issues as parbsfensiblgilot study
Participants were askedrtagine responding to the items in a few days
(psychologically near condition) or next year (psychologically distant cdndition).
the psychologically distt condition, participantgo believed bacteria were
harmful were more likely to support more restrictive immigration pilitires
with protecting the bodhan those irthe harmless condition. However, for those
in the psychologically neanditon, there was no effect of the metaphoric framing
on the attitudes toward these policiebeMsomething seems abstract we are more
likely to rely on metaphors to understand them and this may influence our policy
attitudes.

Research has demonstrateatthe effects othe metaphoric framing of an
issue can affect attitudes toward policies that affect crime, immigration, organ
donation, obesity, and the environn{Batry, Brescoll, Brownell, & Schlesinger,
2009Blewitt, 2005; Foster, 2005; Landau, Sullivan, & Greenberg, 2009; Lauri, 2009;

Thibodeau & Boroditsky, 2011Hor example, in one study participants read



descriptions of a city's rising crime rate in which crime was described as either a
"beast” or a "vus" (Thibodeau, & Boroditsky, 2011). Participants who were told
that crime was a beast were more likely to endorse addressing the crime rate with
increased enforcement measures, in line with "caging a beast,” than were those who
were told crime was a waruSimilarly, when given the opportunity to look for more
information about ways to address the crime rate participants in the beast condition
selected more information on enforcement strategies, while participants in the virus
condition selected moreanfation on reform strategies which are more in line
with "preventing the spread of a virus." Throughout these studies, participants were
not aware that the metaphors had influenced their attitudes.

Regardingssues ofliversity and immigration, the npétars we use to
describe people we consider outgroup members can have serious consequences for
their weHlbeing, treatment, and the attitudes individuals develop towards them.
Evidencesuggests that in times of economic stability, increasing immigrtten t
United States is typically viewed favorably as immigrants are viewed as a source of
labor for unskilled tasks, like those ncatjure and mininfAna, 1999) However,
in times of economigancertainty or decline, immigrants tend to be viewed as having
taken jobs andsposing a threat to citizens. In both cases immigrants are often
dehumanized by being described using animal metgptars9990 6 Br i e n,
2003) Examplegound in news articl@scludel dluringd immigrants tahe United
States under the guise of pursuing the American dream, dasuniligngntsas
predators thaipreyd on retural citizens by taking advantage of their kindaress
asomule® that bring drugs and discord to unsuspecting neighborhoods. While

other groups, such as businesspeople or athletes are also described using animal



metaphors, such as being "beasts on the field" or "sharks in the bqatdi®om
type of language did reggpear in the news articles reviewed and was limited to
relevant contas (Ana, 1999) In comparisorgescribing immigrants in terms of
animals was preval@mtheoretically factual and objective news articles,oahich
exacerbate negative attitudes (Ana, 1999).

The use of animal metaphors to describe people may alseitaws
consequences for people who havemmmigrated to the United Statés.a series
of studies, researchers found that there may be a persistent metaphor between Blacks
and apegGoff, Eberhardt, Williams, & Jackson, 2008)s metaphor, though
largely absent from present day explicit communications, persists in word choices
In one study, they found that when participants were primed with apes they were
more likely to view violence against a Black, but not White suspect, as justified. They
also found that in news coverage of delgible cases in Pennsylvania, Black
defendants were more likely to be described using ape representations than were
White defendants. Further, even after controlling for a series of factors that can
predict sentencing outcomes, they found that Black defendants that were sentenced
to death wereore likely to have been described usingetaded words (e.g.,
barbaric, stalk, prowl) in the news than those whose lives were spared. These
researchers propahat this association between blacks and aghas ha
dehumanizing effect on judgments thatkacerbated because most individuals are
not aware that they hold this metaphorical mapping. Findings like this further
recommend the need to investigate how the metaphors used in political discourse

may be subtly influencing the decisions of thecparidi policy makers.



The Transition to a More Diverse Nation

Historically, the majority of the United States population has been White,
nonHi spanic, (hereafter referredthao as
by 2060 the United States walvé transitioned to a plurality in which no racial or
ethnic group will constitute a majo(@plby & Ortman, 2015)This change in the
demograpic composition of the United States has been dubbed the shift to a
0 Maj-Mi nbyi t yWach af this change is due to immigration and to
differing birth rates along racial lines. As the nation becomes more diverse, the
number of people that cantaegetedy metaphorical political speeelated to
racial and ethnic minorities will increase. Understanding how metaphors in political
speech can influenpsliticalattitudes during this transitigrarticularly regarding
policies that address divistsvill become increasingly important.

There is a growing body of research examining the consequences of the
transition to a racial and ethnic plurality. Much of this research suggekenthat w
Whitesarepresented witBuchracial demographic projecis they demonstrate
increased anger and hostility towagethbers of all minority groups amcreased
sympathy for other WhitéSraig & Richeson, 2014a; Outten, Schmitt, Miller, &
Garcia, 2035kinner & Cheadle, 2018 ost relevant to the present research is
evidence that when \tés are presented with information about racial shifts they
tend to exhibit more conservative attitudes toward public policies, like affirmative
action(Craig & Richeson, 20141A recent study further suggests \Haite
participants exposed to racial shift information reghardre perceived group
threat, particularly if they were high in ethnic identifigiiajor, Blodorn, & Major

Blascovich, 2016 hese participants were atsarginally more likely to hold

0 Whi i
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positive attitudes towabnald Trump, significantly more likely to report intending
to vote for him, and less likely to support immigration than those in the control
condition. This is likely because Donald Trump's policy stances seemed the most
likely to protect the current tsta of White Americans and limit immigratibhese
increasingly negative attitudes towacthl and ethniminoritiesand conservative
shifismay be explained by the perceptionititatasing racial and ethnic diversity
constitutes a threat to Whitasaagroup.

Perceptions that the racial shift poses a threat to Whites may be related to
past research suggagthat discrimination is perceived as a-zeno game in
which any advantages gained by a group will be marked by similar disadvantages for
othe groupgNorton & Sommers, 2011; Wilkins & Kaiser, 20@¥i)kins and
Kaisern(2014 found that when White parifpants who endorsethtudegitimizing
beliefspeliefs that our place in the social hierarchy is the result of our own efforts,
were presented with evidence of racial progress they were more like to report
perceiving antiVhite bias. This effect howewsas eliminated when participants
were allowed to sedffirm after being exposed to information about racial progress,
suggesting that racial progress is seen as a threat to Sty Whites who
were primed with status legitimizing beliefe were likely to report perceiving
antiWhite bias, holding zesoim beliefs, and opposing affirmative a¢Weliman,
Liu, & Wilkins, 2016)

In many cases, increased representation is used as a marker of progress.
However, in terms of gender diversity, some findings suggest that aswgesitier d
in leadership increases, so do sexist b&8ledsgeac & Rattan, 201 T the same

holds true for racial representation, perceptions that racial diversity has increased
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may lead tthe misperception that diversity policiesgffkenativeaction, are no
longer needed though systemic barriers to entry may persist. In states where
affirmativeaction policies have been revoked, the representatamadfand ethnic
minoritieshasdropped precipitously at the university level and has yetverrec
(Chinoy, 2016).

Background on Diversity Policies

Affirmative action policies facilitate the entry of minority and
underrepresented students into higher education and the workplace. Affirmative
action policies date back to the 1960s and whileattyigihought of as a temporary
solution to providing equal educational and employment opportundieiatand
ethnicminorities, the disparities in higher education and hiring persist today
(American Psychalacal Association Presidential Task Force on Educational
Disparities, 2012)hus, despite the changing racial composition of the United
Statesmany would argue thedfirmative action and other initiatieesstill needed.
While what constitutes afffiative action has changed over time and has been, and
will continue to be, reviewed by the United States Supreme Court, what remains
consistent is that how affirmative action is presented aff@etteisomeone
supports it and its beneficiarieBhe prasent studies focus on htive metaphors
used to describdfiamativeactionpolicies (AAPs) and the racial shift can influence
attitudes toward these policies and social issues as the represeraeiabard
ethnicminorities increases.

Attitudestovar d af fi rmative action have variec
1992 bookTalking Politicsany Whites and people of colare opposed tAAPS

though for very different reasons (Gamson, 1B8#)ed as reverse racism by
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opponents, affirmative actioanactivate feelings of unfairnésssome
Affirmative action policies force individuals to confronfutheomfortable for
somej)dea that there i equalityf opportunity forallpeople AAPs are also
opposed because they are seen as creating lote@eiracial and ethnic
minorities and other disadvantaged groups, such as those of low socioeconomic
status. Poor Whites and mihoimdividualsnay have similar experiences of
poverty that limit their opportunities in the workplace and educativle. W
disparities by socioeconomic class are significant, the present studies focus on AAPs
targeting race as this is what most individuals think of when considering AAPs and
what has gained the most attention in the court system.

How attitudes toward AARare assessed also seems to influence opinions.
In 2014, the Pew Research Center conducted a telephone survey and asked
respondents whether they believed affirmative asegointo increase the
representation of Blacks and other minootiesollege capusesvas a o0good
thingd or a 0b a. dlheirresultsgugygestdd that B38o,0f 2 0 1 4)
respondents thought affirmative action was a good thing. However, a more recent
Gallup poll suggests the opposite: 65% of their respondents disagreed with the
United States Supreme Court 2016 decision t
affirmative action policy (Jaschik, 2016). Further, their respondents believed that
economic circumstances, athletic abilitygemsération status, and whether a parent
is an aimnus should all be considered prior to race or gender. The Gallup pollsters
do acknowledge, however, that considering some of these factdtddiie ability
and parent alumni status) could systematically advantage those with more resources,

who mg alsobe White.
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Many of the objections to affirmative action are based on feelings that it is
detrimental to WhitesAcross three studies, researchers found that when AAPs were
presented as not affecting outcomes for Whites, the support for AAPstedhsorela
how beneficial they would beréwial and ethnminoritiesLowery, Unzueta,

Knowles, & Goff, 2006)Howe'er, when the policy was framed as being hurtful to

Whites, how helpful it would bertial and ethniminorities did not influence

support. Further, in some cases the desire to protect group interests can be

presented in disingenuous Waydd Br i en, Garci a, .amandal l , &
individuals object to affirmative action because it can harm bendjicisuadsng

them doubt their qualifications and hurting theiesédem. However, O'Brien, et

al. (2010) found that this objection was only raised by Whites when the AAP was

presented as hurting Whites, this objection was not raised when the policy was

described as having no effect or being helpful to Whites. Therefore, even seemingly

altruistic objections may have-sg#rested underpinnings.

Whileaffirmative action policiese generally unfavorably vievegtitudes
toward these policies tend torbest positive among the young, people of color,
liberals and those who have personal experience with discrirfimatitn etal.,

2000; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993)is may also be related to findings that there is
little agreement about what affirmative action is and who should qualify for it
(Arriola & Cole, 20QKravitz & Klineberg, 2000)Arriola and Col@00) asked
participargto report their beliefsboutand attitudes toavd affirmative action.

While a majority of the sample reported wanting AARslaxhl 40% thought that

it consisted of quotas practicéhat has not been legaicel978. Sill another

38% couldot provide a single example of wdifitmativeaction is This suggests
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that while there are many opinit;msard &irmativeaction, these attitudes may not
be based on accurate information, if they are based on information at all.

Framing Diversity Policies

Thereis substantial evidence to suggest that attitudes toward AAPs are
affected by framing effects. Bugg(2016) asked panpiants what they believed
affirmative action was and what they believe diversity policiegWvieeboth
kinds of policies were associated with race and equal opportunities, affirmative action
policies were more likely to be associated with unfairdeisamination and
were viewed as having similar numbers of positive and negative qualities. Diversity
policies, alternatively, were viewed as having more positives than negatives and were
preferred to affirmative action policies. Participants temgeefeér diversity
policies to affirmative action policies reporting that they believed affirmative action
policies were based on quotas and that diversity policies were based on equality and
non-discriminatory practices. Experimentally, even when th@ehiay was
presented with only the label being manipulie¢edffirmative action policies or
diversity polici@sffirmative action policies were viewed neutrally while diversity
policies were viewed favorably, especially among White participants.

Smilarlythe value placed on affirmative action policies was higher when
they were framed as "equal rights" policies, as opposed to "affirmative action"
policiegPlumm, Borhart, & Weatherly, 201Rhight and Hebl (2005) found that
the belief that affirmative action is beneficial was higher when it was justified by
emphasizing benefits to both students of cobb#dmte students, rather than a
single justification, though the actual policy remained thésaghe & Hebl,

2005) While the issue frame, either remedying past injustices or i divers
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benefiting everyone, used to justify affirmative action did not directly affect support
for affirmative action, the diversity frame did reduce the effect of past interracial
attitudes on support for affirmative action and incread#lgmk affec(Richardson,
2005) These studies suggest that some of the opposition to affirmative action
largelyderivedrom the perceived asymmetrytebenefits When the benefits or
fairness to all racial and ethnic groups are enmgazhaszhough it were a positive

sum game, opposition tends to wane.

The difference in policy label can also influence how candidates are perceived
(Awad, 2013). In one study, researchers manipulated whether the social policy that
an African American caddie was hired under was described as "affirmative action”
or a "diversity initiativfAwad, 2013)hey then measutréow favorably White
participants viewed the candidate's resume. White participants viewed the candidate
that was hired under a diversity initiative as being much more favorable and
competent than the candidate that was hired under affirmative amtigin thie
candidate's credentials were exactly the same. These resulsppdhahat the
framing of AAPssa strong predictor @fttitudes. If the conversation about
affirmative action changes from one considering it-sw@rgame to one
consideng it a positivsum game, in which everyone can win, negative reactions
and emotions that are evoked by the phrase affirmative action may be reduced.

The Present Research

Thepresenstudies assesthow participants viesdaffirmative action and
its intended beneficiaries when the polieges framed using metaphors and
participantsvare exposed to information about the projected racial and ethnic shifts

in the United States. Studgskessed whether using-&eim versus posithgeim
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metaphors to degbe AAPs would affect the extent of the conservative shift that is
typically observed when Whites are presented with racial shift information.

Study 2 replicadeStudy 1 with new zesum and positiveum metaphors
for affirmative action policiemdextendsit by using metaphors to describe the
pendingacialkshifts to determine if this can negate the effects of this information on
atitudes toward social policiéhe demographic shiftdescribed using either a
pessimistic metaphoric framinguggeing that the outcomes of the racial shift will
definitely be negative for Whitesr an optimistic metaphoric framinguggesting
that the racial shift might improwetcomes for minoritiesThis study also recred
a more diverse sample to verify thatdfiects extend beyond the college student
population

Study 3 examined happlicants to colleges that emlffiymative action
policiesare perceived and evaluated. In this study, college student participants were
informed of the pending racialshiftse d t hei r universityods affir
either using positivesum metaphoor zeresum metaphor. Theyere then asked
to review the college application of high school students whose race was
manipulated as either Black or Whé primary nterest wethow the metaphor
used to describe theiaffative action policies affectemiv qualified and likely to
succeedhcademically and socidhy Black applicantsere perceived.

Study 4 examaglone potential way to counter the effects of metagath
framings on political attitudes. Past research on stereotype threat suggests that
teaching an individual about stereotype threat can reduce its effect on their
performancéJohns, Schmader, & Martens, 2005). Similarly, we exanatiest

informingindividuals that their policy attitudes can be affected by metaphorical
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framings can reduce the likelihood that their attitudes will be s\Wéinyied.
metaphors can make policies more accessible to the public, their ability to influence
attitudes and shaphe kind of information that is retained may limit the ability of
the public to make informed choices, especially since participants are often unaware
that metaphors are influencing them (Thelaod& Boriditsky, 2011). sum, the
present research exaesmow metaphors in policy descriptions can affect political
attitudes, perceptions of applicants that are affected by these policies, and how these
effects can benoderated
Experiment 1

Study 1 examines wheth@taphoricgbolicy framings canoderatehe
political attitude shifts observed when White participants are presented with racial
shift information.

Method

Design

Experimentl was a 2 (Projection Condition: Racial Sh@batro) by
3(Affirmative Action FraeLiteral, PositivSum, oZero-SumMetaphor)
betweersubjects design. Participants were randomly assigned to one of six
conditions and completed all tasks individually and anonymously.
Participants

Three hundred and eigisix participants were recruited through the course
credit and pd participanpools at a university in the Northea87(men,246
women 3 unreported62%Whitg Mage= 19.59SD= 4.26. Three hundred and
thirty-one participantd 15men,214women2 unreported62%White Mag= 18.91

SD =1.26 were from the case credit pool arsb(22men,32women,1
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unreported61% White Mayge= 23.74SD= 10.0) were from the paid participant
pool. Fifty-five percent of alparticipants identified Beemocrag, 4%as
Republicag 21%as Independesitl 6.1%asundecided,ral 3.1% as not listedn
average, participants repdtheir political ideologybset ween ol i ber al 6 ano
0s !l i ght Dryanleaslreeof sadial status (1 = people with the fewest
resources, education, and influence to 7 = people with the mastegsou
education, and influence in society), participants on average reported themselves as
being of higher social statis< 5.48,SD= 1.18). Additional participant
demographic information is included in Tabledtticipants were compensated
with eitrer partial course credit or entry into a drawing for one of four $25.00
Amazon gift cards. All participants provided informed consent.

As theprojection manipulation was only expected to affect White
participants, the primary analyses were conductgaiata from th239White
participants95 men,141women3 unreportedMa.ge= 19.61 SD = 4.34. Fifty-nine
percent of the participants identified as Demoéfatgercent as Republicai2%
percent as Independsg?% as undecided, and 4% as netllisOn average,
participants reported their political ideo
| i b eParéicipants on average reported being of higher sociaMtatbs4,SD
= 1.00).The results of the analyses when people of color aredrelegeovided
in Appendix A
Materials

Pre-screen questions.To determine if one's political ideology and previous
attitudes toward public policmeditedthe degree to which tpeojection and

affirmative action franmaanipulations influengattitudes, all participants
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completed a series of items to assess their political ideology, political affiliation, and
attitudes towards issues such as the death penalty, healthcare reform, affirmative
action, and gun control. The primary question of intesiegheir support for

affirmative action. Responses to this item were included in the analysis of the
primary dependent variables: attitudes toward affirmative action and the politicians

that support affirmative action.
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Table 1
Additional Demographic flormation on Participants in Experiment 1

All Participants ~ White

n n
Race
White 239 239
Black 17
Asian 73
Latino/Hispanic 16
Biracial/Multiracia 23
Not Listed 17
Total 394
Education
High School 8
Some Colleg 32
College Graduat 12
Advanced degre 3
Total 55
Income
$10,000 or les 9 3
$10,000 to $29,9¢ 27 9
$29,000 to $49,9¢ 17 7
$50,000 to $74,9¢ 23 16
$75,000 or mor 227 155
Total 303 238
English Proficiency
Average 2 1
Good 32 11
Excellent 351 226
Totd 394 238
Participant Sample
Course Credit Participant Pc 331 206
Paid Participar 55 33
Total 386 239

Note Totals vary because participants were free to decline to answer any question
they wished. Participamteo were recruited from the credit participant pool did
not respond to the education question, as they were current undergraduates.
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Projection condition manipulation. To manipulate the presence of racial
shift informationparticipants were randonalgsigned to read a description of the
pending shift to a "Majoritlinority" nation by 2042 or a description of increasing
geographic mobility. These descriptions were adapted from Craig and Richeson
(2014b) and have been used previously to assespdhsas of Whites to
projected shifts in the racial and ethnic composition of the United Bxategles
of how someone might explain these social issues to others were generated and
provided at the end of these passages to be consistent with thefftirenat
affirmative action descriptionsfter reading the passage describing increasing
geographic mobility (control conditiopdrticipants read:

| think the geographic mobility issue is basically that people are

moving more frequently now than theyehiavthe past, especially to

the suburbsA lot of people are talking about it because we don't

know what will happen if too many people move to the suburbs and

it could affect our daily lives.

After reading the racial shift passage participants read:

| think the majorityminority issue is basically that within our

lifetimes Whites will no longer be the majority in the United States. A

lot of people are talking about it because we don't know what will

happen when minorities actually outnumber Whitéisefdirst time

and it could affect policies and how we think about America moving

forward.

Affirmative action frame manipulation. Each participant was provided
with apassage describ@frmative actionEach passage was followed by an
example degption of how someone might explain affirmative action to someone
else. Each example description began with:

Affirmative action is how colleges try to increase campus diversity.

To do this they treainority status as an additional factor when
t h e yakingeadmissions decisiolrsthe past, Black people faced
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Jim Crow and discrimination, so they had to work a lot harder to get
into coll egesé

In the control condition this example did not include a metaphorical frame:

This made the chance thaharities would get into college a lot
lower, and minority students were therefore underrepresented at
most colleged®Vith affirmative action, they treat minority status as
another quality, like being a legacy or an athlete, and take that into
consideration en deciding between applicants.

In the positivesum condition participants read the following example:

It was basically like if everyone was racing toward a college
acceptance on a round track, where the people in the inner lanes have
a shorter distaedo run than people in the outer lanes; the White
people were in the inner lane to get into colleges and the Black
people were in the outer lafdis made the chance thahorities

would get into college a lot lower, and minority students were
therefoe underrepresented at most collddew, to make up for

this, colleges give special consideratiBl ack st udent sod
applicationsl t 6 s | i ke s$tastfrdmifuntiger downmno r i t |
their lane on the outside of the track so that everyone haghe run
same distance.

€es

In the zeresum condition participants read the following example:

It was basically like if everyone was racing toward a college
acceptance on a round track, where the people in the inner lanes have
a shorter distance to run than geap the outer lanes; the White

people were in the inner lane to get into colleges and the Black

people were in the outer lafdis made the chance thahorities

would get into college a lot lower, and minority students were
therefore underrepresentdnost collegelslow, to make up for

this, colleges give special consideratiBl ack st udent s o

applicationsl t 6s | i ke switching the places of
so that Whites are in thater lanes and minorities are initimer
lanes.

Thesemetaphos were préested prior to uge this experiment.
Affirmative action framing pre-test The selected metaphors were
evaluated by a naive sangbl@5participantérom the course crédgarticipant pool

(7 men,28women 60%White).Fifty-seven percent of the participants identified as
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Democrats4%as Republican, 21% as Independet] 8% as not listed. On
average, participants reporteadd t heir
0s | i ght IRgsultk of theeprestisuggest that the zeromand positivesum
metaphostended to be perceivennilarly in terms of claritggnciseness, accuracy,
and t he a udedhgpendisBogresultd) &@he selected metaypk did
differ in tone in that the positrgem metaphoM = 3.29,SD=0.71) was perceived
as more positive in tone than the znm metaphoM = 2.54,SD=0.92, F (4,
136)= 20.26p< 0.01. This differencavasanticipated as zesnm metaphors are
likely perceived as more negats2o meone o0l oses. 6

Similarly, the zersum metaphor waerceiveésmore likely authored by
an ideologicallgonservativpersonM = 3.31,SD= 0.93) and the posithgaim
metaphomwas perceived awore likely authordaly an ideologicalliiberalpersonM
=2.71,SD=0.67)F (4,136)= 16.96p= 0.054, but this difference was marginally
statisticallgignificant. Further, perceiving affirmative action as-auraro
endeavor, likeeverse racisns, more consistentitiv the conservative ideology,
while perceiving affirmative action as creating opportdimitgsoplefrom
underrepresented grouigsmore consistent with the liberal ideology. Thus, we
moved forward with these descriptions despite these differfentteszerosum
conditionparticipants read that affirmative action shifted advantage from Whites to
Blacks, while in theositivesum conditiorparticipants read that affirmative action
provided equal opportunities for Blacks and Whites

Dependent measues. The primary dependent measurae \we
participants' attitudes toward affirmative action policies and the politicians that

support these policies. One item assessed how much participants supported
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affirmative actian

Some people say that becaugasif discrimination, racial minorities

should be given preference in hiring and promo@timers say that

such preference in hiring and promotion of racial minorities is wrong

because it discriminates against Whitéeat about your opinion?

Are you fo or against preferential hiring and promotion of racial

mi nor i t=iSteosgl édupport pteferential hiring and promotion for racial

minoritiee 7 = Strongly oppose preferential hiring and promotion for racial

minoritig€Craig & Richeson, 2014b)
Theother asked how willing participants would be to vote for a political candidate
that advocated for affirmative actiono How | i kel y woul d you
candidate that suppowuslidelpd Evenylikahat i v e
Attitudes toward immigration, naturalization, defense spending, and universal
healthcare were also included to distract from our hypothesis. Including these items
also allowed for analyses replicairgggandRichesor{20145).

Manipulation check. To ensure that the manipulations were attended to,
several items were included to assess the participants' memory for the article
describing the state of the United States and affirn@iore@oliciesParticipants
wereasked to respond to the question: "Which of the following best describes the
article about the United States that youwreadiThe=United States will become a
Majoritinority nation by 2@42 Unsure8 = Geographialitity in the United States
has incregsesimilarly, to assess memory foaffianative action frame
manipulation the item, "Which of the following best describes the explanation of
affirmative action that you ré€al= Affirmative action is jastil poji2y=
Affirmativactioevens the playing field for n8roAfifgsnative action disadvantages

Whiteswas intuded. Other items assesedparticipants' perceptions of the

accuracy of the metaphor used and their agreement witttaipaon.

be

acti

t

0]
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Individual difference measurespotential mediators,and
demographics. We included th®lcConahay, Hardegnd Batts' (1981) Modern
Racism Scalerhich has been founddorrelate with both subtle prejudice towards
Blacks and conservative attisitimvard social policies, even when accounting for
political ideolog{Olson, 2009)Items assessipga r t i ethnic @enttation,
systej usti fying beliefs, feelings of threat
future were included as in Craig and Richeson (2014b) as these may be potential
mediators Additionally, demographic markers praylictattitudes towards sokia
policies and participants were asked to provide their social status, gender, age, race,
income, English language proficiency, political party affiliation, and political
ideology.
Procedure

Participants were recruited to participate in a study ogtensastigating
how students explain United States social policies and issues to international students
or recent immigrants. Participants were told that after reading a brief description of
each policy or issue they would be asked to write their oamatigpl of the policy
or issue and then answer a few questions about their attitudes and beliefs. The first
and second issue/policy descriptions that they reviewed constitytexgeation
condition andaffirmative action franmaanipulations, respectiveA third
description of the Affordable Care Act was
hypothess. Participants then completed tependent measuragnipulation

checls,and demographic questions before being fully debriefed and compensated.
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Reaults
Summary

Our primary hypothesis was that there would be an interaction between
affirmative action frame and projection condition. Specifically, we predicted that
participants who reviewed a literal description of affirmative action would report
more sipportive attitudes in the control condition compared to those in the racial
shift condition, in line with Craig and Richg20a4b, and that this effect would
be exaggerated in the zsuon metaphor condition. However, in the posstive
condition, wepredicted that participants who reviewed a pesitivemetaphor for
affirmative action would report similarly supportive attitudes toward affirmative
action regardless of control and racial shift condition. This hypothesis was partially
supported.

Therewas a statistically significant interaction on the measure of attitudes toward
affirmative action, and participants who were in the literal condition did report more
support for affirmative action in the control as opposed to the racial shift condition.
However, in the metaphorical conditions, the trend was that participants int the zero
sum condition reported similar attitudes regardless of projection condition and those
in the positivesum condition reported statistically significantly more support for
affirmative action in the racial shift compared to the control condition (see Table 2
for descriptive statistios all measurgsA similar pattern of results was observed
on the measure of attitudes toward proponents of affirmative action, but this

interaction was not statistigadignificant.



Table 2

Adjusted Means and Standard Errors for Primary Dependent Measures in Study 1
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Affirmative Action Frame

Literal Positive Zero-Sum
Sum
Projection M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) Total
Condition
Support for Affirnative Action
Control 4.21 (0.26) 3.93(0.28) 3.82(0.27) 3.99(0.16)
Racial Shif 3.69 (0.27) 4.75 (0.27 4.11 (0.25) 4.18 (0.15)

Total 3.95(0.19) 4.34 (0.20) 3.97 (0.18)

Likelihood of Voting for Affirmative Action Proponents

Control 5.340.19) 5.01(0.21) 4.97(0.19) 5.11(0.11)
Racial Shif 5.07 (0.20) 5.43(0.20) 5.28(0.19) 5.26(0.11)
Total 5.21(0.14) 5.22(0.14) 5.13(0.13)
Overall Policy Attitudes
Control 0.05(0.08) 0.12(0.08) 0.14 (0.08) 0.10 (0.05)
Racial Shif 0.12 (0.08) -0.04 (0.08) -0.06 (0.07) 0.00 (0.04)
Total 0.08 (0.05) 0.04 (0.06) 0.04 (0.05)
RaceRelated Policy Attitudes
Control 0.01 (0.09) 0.14 (0.10) 0.18(0.10) 0.11 (0.06)
Racial Shif 0.15 (0.10) 0.01 (0.10) -0.14 (0.09) 0.00 (0.06)
Total 0.08 (0.07) 0.07(0.07) 0.02 (0.07) 0.06(0.04
RaceNeutral Policy Attitudes
Control 0.09 (0.10) 0.08 (0.10) 0.06 (0.10) 0.08 (0.06)
Racial Shif 0.07 (0.10) -0.12 (0.10) 0.06 (0.09) 0.00 (0.06)
Total 0.08 (0.07) -0.02 (0.07) 0.06 (0.07) 0.04(0.04

Note.Particpant demographics were included as covariates on all measures.
Participantsd® prior attitudes toward

the measure of attitudes toward affirmative action and attitudes toward affirmative

action proponents. othe overall, ragelated, and raceutral measures, higher

numbers indicate more conservative attitudes. Means with matching subscripts are

statistically different from each otlpet,0.05.

affi

r
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Manipulation checks

Projection manipulation. Seventyseva percent of the participants in the
control projection conditiotorrectly identifiethe controlprompt, addressing
geographic mobility in the United Statésle8®% of participants in thecial shift
projection conditiosorrectly identified thecal shiftprompt The results of g
analysisevealed that there wamarginally significaassociation between the
projection conditiomanipulation and whether participants answered the
manipulation check question corredtlyl,N = 239 = 3.78 p= 0.052 The
participants in theacial shift conditioseemed to be somewhat better able to
identify the correct prompt than those indbetrol condition

Affirmative action frame manipulation. Thirty-four percent of the
participants in thieral conditiortorrectly identified titeralprompt while8(%
of participants in theositivesum conditiortorrectly identified thgositivesum
affirmativeactionframe and30% of participants in theero-sum condition correctly
identified theero-sum affirmativeactionframe. The reslts of aj* analysis revealed
that there was an association betweegifitmeativeactionframecondition
manipulation and whether participants answered the manipulation check question
correctlyg? (2, N = 239 = 72.37p< 0.0011t appears that paripants had
difficulty distinguishing between titeralconditionand thezeresum netaphor
condition This may be because lay understandings of affirmativéeactiorbe
more consistent with a zesom frame. Aus even without the metaphor
particimntsmay have beenclined to believe that affirmative action disadvantaged
Whites. In future studies, we will adjust the manipulatioare clearly distinguish

between theerosum metaphaandthe literal description.
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Attitudes toward Affirmative Action!

We conducted two regression analyses to assess whether individual
differences or the psereen items predicted attitudes toward affirmative action.
The individual differences model statistically significantly predicted whether
participants supportedfirmative actionAdj. R>= 0.24,F (7, 178) = 9.4§< 0.01.
Participantspg §ed®@Ber af A po0.39%8<00@) i deol ogy
were included as covariates in this anaBgsiscipants in theacial shiftondition
(M =418 SE= 0.15 reportednoresupport foraffirmative action timaparticipants
in thecontrolcondition M = 3.99, SE= 0.16), but this difference was not
statistically significaft(1192?= 0.79 p= 0.38,— =0.0Q Participants in the
positivesum condition reported the most support for affirmativengMie 4.34
SE= 0.20, followed by those in tlzeresumcondition M = 3.97 SE = 0.18;
those in thditeralcondition reported the least support for affirmative afion
3.%, SE= 0.19, butthis difference was not statistically signifiEg@t 192 =
1.31p= 027~ =0.01

There was a statistically significant interdotioveen theffirmativeaction
frameandprojection condition$ (2,192 = 3.19p= 004, — = 0.03(Figure)1 A
simple effects analysias conducted to identify statistycsifjnificant differences.
Results suggest thparticipants in thigeral conditiomeported morsupport for
affirmativeaction in thecontrol(M= 4.21, SE= 0.2 as opposetb theracial shift

condition(M = 3.69 SE = 0.Z), p= 0.16,nsIn the pogive-sum condition,

1 An analysis of the descriptions of affirmative aptimrided by participants can be found in
Appendix C.

2Degrees of freedom vary due to missing data.
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participants reported more support for affirmative action in the racial shift condition
(M =4.75,SE = 0.27) than in the control conditiavi € 3.93,SE= 0.28),p =0.04
Alternativelyparticipantsn thezerosum condition reportd moresupport for
affirmative action in thacial shiftondition M = 4.11, SE= 0.25 than in the
controlcondition(M = 3.82 SD=0.27, p =0.44ns Further examination suggests
that participants in the racial shift condition when presentedaevitbsitivesum
metaphorM = 4.75,SE =0.27) were much more supportive of affirmative action
than those who saw the literal descriptba 8.69,SE =0.27)p= 0.02. These
findings maywgygest that the presence of metaphors in political Spegpaiera)
mayelicit more positive attitudes, but contrary to my hypothesis this ntégllgspe
be the case for positigam metaphorsVhen the covariates are not included in
analyses of this measure, none of the effects are statistically significant, but th

pattern of results is the same.

b a,b

Support for Affirmative Action
IO NG I NS B < BN
H

Literal Positive-Sum MetaphoZero-Sum Metaphor
Affirmative Action Frame

m Control ORacial Shift

Figurd. Support for affirmative action as a function of projection condition
affirmative action frame. Adjusted for prior attitudes toward affirmative ac
participantsd political i deegréateg vy ,
support. Matching notations indicate statistically significant differences.
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Likelihood of Voting for Affirmative Action Proponents

The regression model predicting the likelihood of a participant voting for an
affirmative action proponent was statistically signitfajnR2= 0.28,F (7,177) =
11.31p< 0. 001. Parti o p@.nQ0 3)e nared43j e =1 ®@gyl 9(
< 0.001) predicted attitudes toward affirmative action proponents and were included
as covariates in this analyBiarticipants in the racial shift conditiein=6.26,SE
=0.11) reported a greater likelihood of voting for an affirmative action proponent
than participants in the control conditivh=5.11,SE= 0.11), but this difference
was not statistically signific&n(1,191) = 0.899= 0.35~ = 0.00. Participants in
the positivesum conditionN] = 5.22,SE = 0.14) reported the greatest likelihood of
voting for affirmative action proponents, followed by those in the literal condition
(M =5.21,SE =0.14); those in the zesam condition reportatie lowest
likelihood of voting for an affirmative action proponkht (5.13,SE= 0.13), but
this difference was not statistically signifiEg@t,191) = 1.1%= 0.88,~ = 0.00.
There was no observed statistically significant interaction between affirmative action
frame and projection conditidgn(2, 191) = 1.7§=0.17—- = 0.02.When the
covariates are not included in analyses of this measurdetheopeesults is the
same.

Overall Policy Attitudes

Theresponses that each participant provided to the public policy related
guestions were standardized aretagetb compose a measure of attitudes toward
al | p o D.7jcraceetated pdl c3 e 6.63,(aAd raeeeutral policie6 a =
0.63 as inCraig and Richeson (2014Higher numbers indicate more conservative

attitudes.We conducted avo-way ANCOVA withprojectioncondition and
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affirmative action franssfixedfactos, overall plicy attitudes as tlependent
measure and genderd political ideology esvariate’. There were five outlieos
this measure, but their removalmitiaffect results and the results with their
inclusion are reported hefearticipants in theontol conditionreported more
conservative policy attitud®s< 0.10, SE= 0.05 than participants in thacial

shift conditionM = 0.00 SE= 0.04), but this trend was not statistically signifieant
(4,229 =2.29p=0.13 - =001 Participants in the literal condition reported the
most conservative policy attitudds=(0.08,SE = 0.05), while those in the zero
sum M = 0.04, SE= 0.06) and positivaum M = 0.04,SE = 0.06), condition
reported somewhat more lidgralicy attitudes; (2, 229) =0.21p=08L - =

0.@.

While the interaction between affirmative action frame and projection
condition on overall policy attitude wasstatistically significatiite trends are
described here as ylwualifythe unexpectetlend observedthen examinintpe
main effect of projection condition on overall policy attited@s229) = 1.74 =
0.18— =0.02 In the literatondition, as in Craig and Richeson (2014b),
participants in the racial shifihdition M = 0.12,SE = 0.08) reported more
conservative attitudes than those in the control conditier0(05,SE = 0.08)
However, among participants in the posgiva condition those in the control
condition M = 0.12,SE= 0.08) reported more cegrvative attitudes than those in

the racial shift conditioM(= -0.04 SE= 0.08). Similarly, among participants in the

3In Craig and Richeson (2014b) age and education were also included as covariates, but these factors
did not influence our results.
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zerosum condition, those in the control conditidrn=(0.14,SE = 0.08) reported

more conservative attitudes than those in the shifialondition 1 = -0.06,SE=

0.07). When the covariates are not included in analyses of this measure, the pattern
of results is the same.

We also conductedt@eewaymixedmodelANCOVA to assess if the
projectionand affirmative action framempulationslifferentially affected attitudes
toward raceelated versus raneutral policiewith projectioncondition and
affirmative action framees thebetweersubjects factgrpolicy typeas the within
subjects factor, and participant geaderpditical ideologgscovariate There
were ten outliers on this dependent measure, but their removal did not alter the
results and they are included h&texre was a statistically significant main effect,
such that raeeelatecpolicy attituded = 0.06, SE= 0.09 tended to be more
conservative than rageutral policy attitudelsl & 0.04 SE= 0.04, F (1, 229) =
19.58p< 0.001— = 0.08 There were no statistically significantway
interactiongpd s > Tie thEedvay interaction was also not statistically
significantF (2, 229) =2.26p=0.11, — = 0.®2. When the covariates are not
included in this analg, none of the effects are statistically significant, though the
threeway interaction is marginally statistically significant. However, the pattern of
results is the same.

Potential Mediators

Several items were included in the survey to assessomseitiat might
explain some of the differences we observed. We conducted a series of ANOVAs
with projection conditioandaffirmative action framing conditias fixed factors

and eaclpotential mediator as a dependent measure in turn. Our resaksthat)g
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neitherattitudes towards Blagkss measured by the Modern Raci
0.799concerns about threats to the American W
about Ameri cads f uagraementwitethehmetapmori dent i f i cat
systerqjustifying beliefs were affectedobgjectionconditionor affirmative action
frameconditionpd s  ¥seeCApp2ndix D for full result$joweverfeelings of
threat to Whites as a group did vargrojection conditiosuch that participants in
theraaal shift conditiofM = 4.57 SD= 1.37 reportel greater feelings of threat
toward Whiteghtan those in theontrolCondition 1 = 4.01,SD= 1.47)F (1, 233)
=9.44p=0.002- = 004, which is consistent with the findings of Craig and
Richeson (2014b)lt is possible that the metaphoric framings used in this study are
countering the feelings of threat that mediate the conservative shift, but more
research is neededexamine this further.
Discussion

The results of Experimehprovidel some evidendbat metaphorical
framings can influence how policies are perceived when participants are presented
with racial shift informatiorilhough our results were not in tliedicted pattern,
we did observea statisticallgignificant interaction effdmtweerprojection
conditionand theaffirmative action frame. Notably, while there were no differences
in attitudes whether participants reviewed the racial shift or pasgages in the
literal and zersum conditions, there wastatistically significaeftfect such that
those in the positiveum metaphor condition were more supportive of affirmative
action in the racial shift than in the control condition. Furthecipants in the
racial shift condition were more supportive of affirmative action when they were

presented with a positigsam metaphor than when presented withitdral
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descriptionThese results suggest that the positiae metaphor had the most

effect on attitudes and did counter the conservative shifts typically obdenwed
political attitudes are assessed after exposaogaicshiftnformation

Interestingly, the zesum metaphor, which was perceived as similar to the literal
condition, dichot further shift attitudes in a conservative direction.

We did not observe differences in the participants reported likelihood of
voting for a proponent of affirmative actidn general, participants reported being
very likely to vote for a proponei affirmative actionThis may be due fmarty
loyalty(Verkuyten & Maliepaard, 201Buringdata collectigrihe 2016
presidential election cycle was underway and it is possible that regtreliess of
attitudes toward affirmatieetion specifidgl much of the samplaay have
concluded that they would be voting for the democratic candidate, Hillary Clinton,
who isasupporter of affirmative actio@linton, 2016 The potential foparticipant
ideology and political affiliationgredict attituds toward our dependent measures
was further explored in Experiment 2 where we recruited a more politically diverse
sample from an online participant pool.

We also examinachether the projection and affirmative action frames
would affecbverall policytitudes. Though we did not observe statistically
significant effects on this measure, the trend of the interaction suggests that in the
literal condition, participants in the radi#t sondition reported more conservative
attitudes than in theontrolcondition, as in Craig and Richeson (2014b), while in the
positivesum and zersum conditions attitudes were more conservative in the
control as opposed to the racial shift conditions. lbetimat metaphorsn

generalshifted attitudes more libdyathough more research is needed to explore
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this. We alsmbserved a main effect of policy type in that attitudes toward race
related policies were more conservative than those towardutakpolicies. This
effect was not observed in Craig antds3ien (2014b). It may be that being
presented with information aboutaerelatedoolicy resulted in more conservative
attitudes in general. Despite the largely liberal, Democratic sample, attitudes toward
affirmative action do tend to be negativehagiadighting these policies may have
resulted in this effect.
Experiment 2

Experiment 1 revealdaatmetaphoricdramings may be able to moderate
the effect of racial shift information on attitudes toward affirmative action.
Experiment 2xtends thisesearch by examining whether metaphorical framings can
also be used tughlight ominimizethe potentiathreat the racial shift poses to
White AmericansTo manipulate this, we presented participants with one of two
metaphorical descriptions of theghieg racial shift. In one description, the risk to
Whites was emphasized, while in the other the potential benefits to racial and ethnic
minorities were emphasized. A literal description was also included, as in
Experiment 1. We alsonceptually repkte Experiment 1 by using npretested
metaphors for affirmative action to determine if there is something about sports
metaphors thaxplain ouresults, or if other types of positsten and zersum
metaphors could be as influential.

Method

Design

Experimen® was a RaciaBhift Frane: Literal,Optimistic Metaphor

Pessimistic Metaphdsy 2(Affirmative ActioRrame PositiveSum orZero-Sum
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Metaphor) betweesubjects design. Participants were randomly assigned to one of
six conditions and owpleted all tasks individually and anonymously.
Participants

Fourhundred and siparticipants were recruited throughThekPrime
academimterfacdor Mechanical TurR31men,175women,77%White Mage
36.30SD= 11.12. Fortyfive percent of tk participants identified as Demag;rat
19%Republicag 32%as Independegtl.5% as undecided, and 3&9fot listed.
On average, participants repdtheir political ideology bstweertslightiyl i ber al 6
andomoderat® Paricipants were compenghteith $250. All participants
provided informed consenSeventyone percent of participants who began the
survey completed it and 20% of potential participants that viewed the survey chose
not to participateAs in Study 1, only y@snses from Whitgarticipants we
included in the analyses provided belsaditional participant demographic
information is included in Tal8eThe results when people of color are included
appear il\ppendix E.
Materials

Racial shift frame manipulation. To manipute the type of
metaphor used to describe the pending demographic shifts, participants were
randomly assigned to read a description of the pending shift to a "Majority
Minority" nation by 2042 which was adapted from Craig and Richeson
(2014b). In the lital condition, participants viewed the same description as
in Experiment 1n theexperimental conditions, this passage was followed
by an example description that used either an optimistic or pessimistic

metaphor to describe the pending shift. The tgticnmetaphor described
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the shift as:

| think the majorityminority issue is basically that within our
lifetimes Whites will no longer be the majority in the United

StatesA | ot of people are talking about it
thereds vae bkmnusvww iftiglel, cl ear the way for
trees to take root, but we dondt know w

look like. It could clear the way for less bias against minorities, but
no one really knows.

While the pessimistic metaphor described tigiqgedemographic shift as:

| think the majorityminority issue is basically that within our
lifetimes Whites will no longer be the majority in the United

StatesA | ot of people are talking about it
thereds a brtulhl fdlrear wtehe& nwaw if or new ¢
trees to take root, but we dondt know h

the processilt could clear the way for more bias against Whites, but
no one really knows.

These metaphors wereqpgsted prior to use in the peat study.

Racial shift framing pretest Thirty participants (18 men, 12 women, 19
White,M,g& 32.34SD= 7.31) were recruited using the TurkPrime academic
Mechanical Turk interface. Thitttyee percent of these participants identified as
Democras, 20% as Republicans, 33% as Independents, and 13% as not listed. On
average, participants reported their ideol
omoderate, middle of the roaThe (see Append
optimistic and pessimistic mdtays were perceived as similar in clarity, accuracy,
conciseness, gender of the author, tone, and political ideology. The last statement of
the prompts was added to further differentiate between the optimistic and

pessimistic frames.
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Table 3
Additioral Demographic Information on Participants in Study 2
All White Participants
Participants
n n
Race
White 314 314
Black 30
Asian 52
Latino/Hispanic 20
Biracial/Multiracia 10
Not Listed 3
Total 406
Education
High School 38 30
Vocatonal or 2 Year Technic
School 29 26
Some Colleg 124 91
College Graduat 175 136
Advanced degre 40 28
Total 406 311
Income
$10,000 or les 23 19
$10,000 to $29,9¢ 109 89
$29,000 to $49,9¢ 96 64
$50,000 to $74,9¢ 75 60
$75,000 or mor 89 68
Total 392 300
English Proficiency
Good 14 11
Excellent 386 296
Total 400 307
Participant Recommends Da
Yes 404 311
No 1 0
Total 405 311

Note Some totals may vary because participants were free to skip questions if they
wished.
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Affirmative action framing manipulation. Each participant was provided
with a literal description of affirmative acéienn Experiment 1n the
experimental conditions, the literal description was followed by an example
description that used eittegvositivesumor zeresummetaphor to describe
affirmative action. To ensure that the effecExpérimentl were generalizable to
other types of metaphors we used a new set of metaphors in which receiving a
college acceptance was like winning a lo&ery Experiment 1, participants
reviewed the same information about affirmative action and thepasitivesum
metaphoicondition read:

It was basically like getting a college acceptance is a lottery: based on

your grades and test scoresyouwotldgei cket s and maybe youi
get picked, but White people had more tickets in the lottery than

Black people no matter their qualificatidiies made the chance

thatminorities would get into college a lot lower, and minority

students were therefore underespnted at most collegésw, to

make up for this, colleges give special considecaBtaTk

studentsdl applicaei making sure that eve
same amount of tickets for the same qualifications so that everyone

has the same chandayetting into college.

While the zersum metaphor described affirmative action as

It was basically like, getting a college acceptance is a lottery: based on

your grades and test scores you would g
get picked, but White peeglad more tickets in the lottery than

Black people no matter their qualificatidries made the chance

thatminorities would get into college a lot lower, and minority

students were therefore underrepresented at most cblegetm

make up for thig;olleges give special considerati@iack

studentsodol appl il caei baking out some of t
the White applicants, and replacing them with extra tickets from
Bl ack applicants so that. itds easier fo

Thesanetaphors were ptested prior to use in the present study. Irsthdy we

did not include a control condititor thismanipulation as tHigeralcondition was
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perceivedssimilarto the zeresum metaphor condition ExperimentL.
Affirmative action framing manipulation pretest The selected
metaphors were evaluated by a naive sesnpl@ed using TurkPrinfE7 men,13
women22Whiteg 2 Black, 4 Asian, and 2 Latibg, = 34.33,SD=9.73. Thirty
percent of these participants identifieBemocrats, 13% as Republicans, 40% as
Independents, and 17% as not listed. On average, participants reported their
i deol ogy as between o0somewhat | iberal 6 and
Results of the p#est suggest that thesitivesum metaphor arzerosum
metaphomereperceived asgmilar in claritygccuracy, conciseness and gender of
the autho(seeAppendix Hor full results) The positivasum metaphoM = 3.77,
SD= 0.68)was perceived as more positive in tone than thewarmetaphoiM
=2.93SD=0.74)F (4, 116) = 21.46< 0.001. Theeresum metaphot =
2.87 SD= 0.99 was also perceived as being more conservative thasitikie
sum metaphdiM = 2.33,SD= 0.66),F (4, 116) = 9.9 = 0.05.As in Experiment
1, these maphors were use@spite tesedifferencs.
Dependent measuresAs in Experiment he primary dependent
measures were the participants' attitudes toward affirmative action policies and the
politicians that support these polic& changed the iterssassing affirmative
action to remove the Howevauklyoo descpbegofirer ent i al
attitude toward af f strongladpposeestranglytsuppont pol i ci e
The same item was used to assess the likelihood of moéimgdponent of
affirmative action as in ExperimentHowever, we also asked participants to
indicate the impact that they believed the shift to a "mapamidyity nation” would

have on the United Stated/laat kind of impact do you think the pendamgal
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shifts will have on the United Stai€4 = extremely posifizeextremely negative
This item was reverse scored in the actual analysis so that higher numbers indicate
more positivity.

Manipulation checks. Participants were asked to indicat 0 Whi ch of t he
foll owing best describes the example of af
Affirmative action provides equal opportunities 2or Adfiivonidigdgaction disadvantages
Whites3 =none of theabdve To as s e s ratidhshiftfvamé i di ty of th
mani pul ation participants were asked to re
foll owing best describes the arThecl e about
United States will become a-Magority nation by 2042 and theareewill likely be
negative for WhitesThe United States will become awtaatitynation by 2042 and
this will likely be positive for miderifies United States will become dwWiaatity
nation by 2042 and this will likexraBfecan poljcles Unsune

Mediators and individual differences measuresParticipants responded
to the same potentially mediating items as in Experiment 1. They wetedatso as
report their gender, age, education level, race, iqoomerylanguagegnglish
proficiency, political paraffiliation, angbolitical ideologymotivation to complete
the study to the best of their ability angther they believed we should use their
data in our analyse®nly one of the potential mediators @asstically
significantly affected by our manipulatamgis discussed below, the othatsare
not discussed furthdyut are reported ippendix H.

Procedure
The procedure was identical to thaExgberimentl, with the exception that

participantsvere told that we were interested in how United States social policies
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and issues were communicated to recent immigrants in general, not just in how
students communicated them.
Results
As this study was completed online, we first examined how lokg it loo
participants to complete the study tasks. On average, participants took 18 minutes
and 8 seconds to complete the st8@y500:09:14). There were five extreme
points that were removed from all analyses.

Summary

Our primary hypothesis in this expernitveas that there would be an
interaction betweaffirmative action frame and racial shift frame condition on
attitudes toward affirmative action. We predicted ttia iiteral racial shift frame
condition, participantgouldreport more support forfainative action in the
positivesum as opposed to the zston affirmative action frame conditias in
Experiment 1 We also predicted that in thgtimistic racial shift frame condition,
participantsvouldreport more support for affirmative actiothe positivesum as
opposed to the zesum affirmative action frame conditibtfowever, in the
pessimistic racial shift frame conditwem predicted that there would be no
difference in support faffirmative actigras the pessimisframewouldnegte
the effects of the affirmatiaetionframe This hypothesis was not suppoifEable

4).
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Table 4
Adjusted Means and Standard Errors for Primary Dependent Measures in Study 2

Affirmative Action Frame
PositiveSum Zero-Sum
Racial SHiFrame M (SE) M (SE) Total
Support for Affirmative Action
Literal  4.27 (0.22) 3.99 (0.23) 4.13 (0.16)
Optimistic  3.96 (0.23) 3.91 (0.22) 3.93 (0.16)
Pessimistic  4.09 (0.23) 4.06 (0.23) 4.08 (0.16)
Total 4.11(0.13) 3.96 (0.13)
Likelihood of Votg for Affirmative Action Proponents
Literal  4.50 (0.21) 4.46 (0.22) 4.48 (0.15)
Optimistic ~ 4.52 (0.21) 4.12 (0.21) 4.32 (0.15)
Pessimistic  4.14 (0.21) 4.49 (0.21) 4.32 (0.15)
Total 4.39(0.12) 4.36 (0.12)
Positivity toward the Impact of the RaStaift
Literal  4.14 (0.21) 4.44 (0.21) 4.30 (0.15)
Optimistic ~ 4.19 (0.21) 3.85(0.21) 4.02 (0.15)
Pessimistic  3.89 (0.21) 4.28 (0.21) 4.09 (0.15)
Total 4.07 (0.12) 4.19 (0.12)
Overall Policy Attitudes
Literal  0.00 (0.07) -0.03 (0.07)  -0.01 (0.05)
Optimistic  -0.04 (0.07) 0.09 (0.06) 0.02 (0.05)
Pessimistic  0.03 (0.07) -0.04 (0.06) -0.01 (0.05)
Total -0.01 (0.04) 0.01 (0.04)
RaceRelated Policy Attitudes
Literal  0.02 (0.09) -0.09 (0.09)  -0.04 (0.06)
Optimistic  -0.00 (0.09) 0.07 (0.08) 0.04 (0.0p
Pessimistic  0.03 (0.09) -0.03 (0.09)  -0.00 (0.06)
Total  0.02 (0.05) -0.02 (0.05)  -0.00(0.04)
RaceNeutral Policy Attitudes
Literal -0.03 (0.08) 0.07 (0.08) 0.02 (0.06)
Optimistic  -0.10 (0.08) 0.12 (0.08) 0.01 (0.06)
Pessimistic  0.02 (0.08) -0.05(0.08) -0.01(0.06)
Total -0.04 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) 0.01 (0.03)

Note.Means are adjted to control for participan©n the overall, ragelated, and
raceneutral measures, higher numbers indicate more conservative attitudes.
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On the measures of attitudes toward affirmative action, proponents
of affirmative action, and the racial shift, the pattern of results was such that
participants in the positrg@m condition were always more supportive
(positive) than those in the zstm condition; however, on no measure was
this statistically significant. Regarding the racial shift frame manipulation, the
patter of results was such that participants who viewed the literal description
always reported more support (positivity) than thibsevere provided with
metaphorical framings, though these differences were not statistically
significant. The results of analyses on the manipulation checks suggest that
the frames used may have been ineffective, though the qualitative analysis
providessome evidence that the affirmative action frame may have
influenced attitudes toward people of color (Appendix G).
Manipulation Checks

Affirmative action frame. Eighty-eight percent of participants in the
positivesum condition correctly identifiee thositivesum prompt, while just 17%
of participants in the zesmum condition correctly identified the zewm prompt,
¢ (1,N = 311) = 160.34< 0.001. It appears that participants tended to select the
positvesum description, oOAffirmative action pr
minorities,0 in response to this question
interpretatn of results.

Racial shift frame.Seventgix percent of participants in theral
condition correctly identified the literal prompt, while 36% of those in the optimistic
condition correctly identified the optimistic prompt, and 28% of those in the

pessimistic condition correctly identified the pessimistic prgfnpiN = 310) =
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72.37p< 0.001. It appears that participants in all conditions tended to select the
l'iteral prompt, OThe UnMinorgychatintbya2042s wi | | be
and this wildl i kely aff eemandtmewllibe an pol ic
considered in the interpretation of results.
Attitudes toward Affirmative Action

A regression analysis with individual difference measures as predictors and
attitudes toward affirmative action as a dependent measure was statistically

significantAdj. R2= 0.34 F (10, 284) = 15.26< 0.001. Paii pant s 6 gender ( /
0.021p<0. 001), politi ©4adp=paDd2) tayd paticdl i | i ati on (A
i de ol o@4pp<(0AO1) predicted attitudes toward affirmative action and
were included as covariates in #malysiarticipants in the piivesum
affirmative action frame conditiovi € 4.11,SE =0.13) reported more support for
affirmative action than those in the z&wm conditionM = 3.99,SE= 0.13)F (1,
302) = 0.44p=0.51~ =0.0Q ns Participants in the literaliedshift frame
condition M = 4.13 SE =0.16) reported the most support for affirmative action,
followed by those in the pessimistic conditibs ¢.08, SE= 0.16); those in the
optimistic condition reported the least support for affirmative adtor8(93,SE
=0.16)F (1, 302) = 0.4@=0.67—~ =0.00. There was no statistically significant
interaction between racial shift frame and affirmative actionFréna02) = 0.18,
p=0.84,— = 0.00. If the participant demographics smmoved fronthe analysis,
the pattern of redslremains the same.
Attitudes toward Affirmative Action Proponents
A regression analysis with individual difference measures as predictors and

attitudes toward affirmative action as a dependent measure was statistically
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significantAdj. R>= 0.3§ F (10,283) =19.2%< 0. 00 1. Participants?d
0.20p<0. 001) ;01lpge 0( A3 ¥, edpec@a2),mltca( A = 0. 11,
party af fOil8p<at®i 8®10A =and poAdp<0.00d)a | ideol og

predicted the likelihood of voting for afirafative action proponent and were
included as covariates in the analysis. Participants in the positaférmative
action frame conditioh(= 4.39 SE =0.12) reportech greater likelihood of voting
for an affirmative action proponent thihose irnthe zeresum conditionM = 4.36
SE=0.12,F (1,298 =002, p=0.88 — = 0.0Q ns Participants in the literal racial
shift frame condition = 448 SE =0.15) reported the most support for
affirmative actioproponentsfollowed by those in tloptimisticcondition M1 =
432 SE= 0.15); those in thpessmisticcondition reported the least support for
affirmative actioproponentgM = 4.32 SE=0.15,F (2,299 = 038 p= 0.69
— =0.00. There was no statistically significant interaction between racial shift frame
and affirmative action frante(2,298) = 1.55p=0.21, — = 0.0L. If participant
demographics are not included as covariatas amalysighe pattern of results for
the racial shift frame manipulation somewhat changes in that those in the pessimistic
condition(M = 4.36,SD = 1.99 reported more support than those in the optimistic
condition(M = 4.15,3D = 1.8), but this was not statistically signifidat, 304)
=0.001p=0.97~ =0.00ns
Attitudes toward the Racial Shift

A regression analysis with individliderence measures as predictors and
attitudes toward the racial shift as a dependent measure was statistically significant,
Adj. RZ=0.15,F (10, 284) =6.29<0.001.Par t i popanht séal- i deol ogy

0.41p< 0.001), predicted attitudes &od/ the pending racial shift and was included
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as a covariate in the analysis. Participants in the fmositiedfirmative action

frame conditionM = 4.19, SE =0.12) reportednore positive attitudes toward the
impact of the racial shift than those ingbsitivesum condition ] = 4.07,SE=

0.12),F (1,309 = 045 p=0.50 - = 0.00. Participants in the literal racial shift
frame condition\] = 429 SE =0.15) reported the mogisitive beliefs about the
racial shiftfollowed by those in the pessimistic conditibs @.09, SE= 0.15);

those in the optimistic conditi reported théeasipositive beliefs about the racial
shift(M = 4.02 SE=0.15), F (2,309 = 088 p= 042 — = 0.0L. There was no
statistically significant interaction between racial shift frame and affirmative action
frameJF (2,304) = 1.79=0.17, — = 0.0L If the participant demographics are not
included as covariates in the analysis, the pattern of results for the affirmative action
frame manipulation somewhat changes in that those in tseimeconditionNl =
4.18,SD= 1.6 reported more positive attitudes than those in the optimistic
condition M = 4.08,SD= 1.66), but this was not statistically signifi€gt, 305)
=0.35p=0.56, — =0.00,ns

Overall Policy Support

As in Experiment 1, all policy attidsdvere standardized and averaged to

measure overall policy suppart (=  @and 3upport foracer e | at ed pol i ci es

0.65),andragee ut r all policies (a = O0.Hdghor as i
numbers reflect more conservative policy @gstuA regression model using

individual difference measures to predict overall policy support was statistically

significantAdj. R= 0.58 F (10, 284) =41.2p< 0. 00 1. Part-ici pants?®

010p<0. 001), @9eO. A0 E) 00.08Bc0dMeand(pditical

(
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i deol og yp<0.001)predictedoderall policy attitudes and were included as
covariates in the analysis. Participants in thewaroonditionNl = 0.01,SE=

0.04) reported more conservative policy attithdaghose in the positigem
condition M = -0.01,SE=0.04),F (1, 289) = 0.0§ =0.78~ = 0.00. Participants

in the optimistic racial shift frame conditigh~0.02,SE = 0.05) reported the

most conservative policy attitudes, followeddsetn the pessimistic conditith (

= -0.01,SE= 0.04); those in the literal condition reported the least conservative
attitudes,Nl = -0.01,SE= 0.05),F (2, 289) = 0.1%4 =0.83,- = 0.00. There was

no statistically significant interactiomieen racial shift frame and affirmative action
frameJF (2, 289) = 1.2% =0.28~ = 0.01. There were seven outliers on this
measure, when these data pevais removed the resut@re the sameSimilarly,
when participant demographics atammuded as covariates, the pattern of results

is the same.

A threeway mixed model ANCOVA was conducted with affirmative action
frame, and racial shift frame as fixed factors, policy type as-aubignits factor,
and partici pameandpolgieandéaogy as cogsiaitere was o
a statistically significant main effect of policy type in that participants reported more
conservative attitudes toward atated policied/ = -0.01,SE= 0.03) than raee
neutral policiesM = -0.00SE= 0.03),F (1, 276) = 14.5%,<0.001- = 0.05.
There were no statistically significantway interactiongd s 0.16, and the three
way interaction was also not statistically signifiodnt276) = 0.7 =0.47- =

0.01.If the participant demographics are not included as covariates in the analysis,
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the main effect of policy type is not statistically significéin805) = 0.00p,=
0.97, — =0.0Qns
Agreement with the Racial Shift Frame

The results of a twwway ANOVA with racial shift frame and affirmative
action frame as fixed factors and agreement with the racial shift frame as a
dependent variable suggests a main effect in which participants agreed most with the
literal description of the racial shift£ 5.25 SD= 1.16), followed by the
optimistic framé¢M = 5.07 SD= 1.18), and lastly the pessimistic frévire 4.78
SD=1.49,F (2, 305) = 3.45% =0.03~ =0.02. Simple effects tests indicate that
the differences between agreement with the literal and optimisticdfrafeés)
and the differences between agreement with the optimistic and pessimiste frames (
= 0.32) were not statistically ffigant. However, the difference between agreement
with the literal frame and the optimistic frame was statistically sigpifd@06.
The potentially mediating effect of this result was not explored further as the main
and interaction effects on gwemary dependent variables were not statistically
significant. The main effect of affirmative frame was not statistically signii¢gnt,
305) =0.35 =0.56,- =0.00, nor was the interaction efféd2, 305) = 0.3&
= 0.68~ =10.00.

Discussion

The results from this studsereinconclusive as both manipulation checks
indicated potential probleraisd there were few statistically signifidéatts.
However, the trends in some cases did follow that of Experiment 1. For example,

on the measure of attitudes toward affirmative action, in both experiments
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participants who viewed the posiBuen metaphor were more supportive than
those who viewkethe zeresum metaphor.

In this experiment, on both attitudes toward affirmative action and attitudes
toward affirmative action proponents the trend was such that participants in the
literal racial shift frame condition reported the greatest likatiheatthg for an
affirmative action proponent, followed by those in the pessimistic condition, and the
optimistic condition. This pattern, though not statistically significant, is interesting
because we predicted that optimistic frame would be lesnihgetitan the
pessimistic framélhis might reflect the findings@&orgeac & Rattan (2017) that
the more progress is reported,rtieee theperceived necessity of continuing efforts
to reduce disparities may diminish. In the preseniteagght be hat highlighting
the potential for the racial shift to reduce bias against minorities resulted in the
perception that programs like affirmative action were no longer needed.
Alternatively, Lowery and colleagues (2012) found that when White participants we
presented with information that suggested that Whites were advantaged, as opposed
to Blacks or minorities being disadvantaged, they tended to report greater support
for policies that would disadvantage Whites (Lowery, Chow, Knowles, Unzueta,
2012). Lowry, et al .d6s (2012) findings may
present experiment. It is possible that emphasizing the past advantages of Whites
and that the racial shift may harm Whites may have lead to greater support for
affirmative actiothan when the benefit to minorities was highlighted. However, as
the effectiveness of these manipulations is unclear, this is speculation.

When examiningverall policy attitudgthe observed trend was also similar

to Experiment 1 in that parpeints who viewed the zesom affirmative action

al
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frame reported momnservative attitudes toward affirmative action than those in
the positivesum condition Additionallyandconsistent with the trend discusead
the attitudes toward affirmative actmeasurgoarticipants in the optimistic racial
shift frame reported the most conservative attitudes followed by those in the
pessimistic and literal conditions. This pattern is the opposite of what we observed
in Experiment 1 in which the metaphors éehih elicit more liberal respongés.
may be that the use of the brush fire metaphorwhemfocusing on new growth
in theoptimistic framgwas too negatiand generally threateninglternative
metaphors might be examined in a future sfusbther potential explanation is that
there were too mg novel metaphor®erhaps, the presence of two metaphorical
framings was too much information and thus neither manipulation was as effective.
A future study could examine the racial shift frames inldsylgrio determine if
this would have an effewt perceptions of the racial shifinally, as in Experiment
1, weobserved a main effect of policy type in that attitudes toward|eded
policies were more conservative than those towanteatcalpolicies. This again
may be attributed to highlighting reglevant policies in tresperiment
Experiment 3

The previous experiments have examined how the metaphorical framings
used tadescribe social policies can influence attitudes towargdahogs when
participants are made aware of the pending raciaHsdhwitszer, they do not enable
us to predict whether these changes in attitude may also lead to changes in
perceptions and behavidxperiment 3 examines whether metaphorical framings
cango beyond influencing attitudes toward policies and influence perceptions and

attitudes towarthe applicants that are considered under these pdicilegie
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student participants were asked to evaluate the application of either a Black or White
appli@ant that was to be considered under an affirmative action policy that used
either a positiveum or a zersum frame.
Method

Design

ExperimenB was a 2(Affirmative Actiégimame PositiveSum Metaphor or
Zero-Sum Metaphor) by 2(Applicant Race: WhiteamkBbetweesubjects design.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions and completed all
tasks individually and anonymously.
Participants

One hundred and twertyieparticipants were recruited throughabwrse
credit participnt pool at a university in the North€agmen,87women 64 White,
10 Black, 24 Asian, 7 Latino, 4 Middle Eastern, 8 Multiracial, and 4 unidpgprted,
= 18.94SD= 1.19. All participants reported their English proficiency as average
or better. Seventyonepercent of the participants identified as Dens ke
percent as Republicgreight percerds Independegtand16%as not listed. On
average, participants repdtheir political ideology as betweeh i baed a | 6
0 s | i g h.b Oryaetagepaeticipartseported themselves as being of higher
social statud= 5.22,SD= 1.23). Participants were compensated paittial
course creditAll participants provided informed consent.
Materials

Pre-Screen measuresParticipants repodeheir prior attitudes toward
affirmative action, the pending racial shiftthaedise of metaphors in political

discourseTo assess prior attitudes to affirmative action we modified the previous
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item to remove the e mpBamwicae hovmughyoatf er ent i a
support or oppose the following United Statesypélitrmative Action: A set of
procedures designed to eliminate unlawful discrimination between applicants (e.g.,
those seeking admission to an educational program or lookirafessional
employment), remedy the results of such prior discrimination, and prevent such
discrimination in the futubél= strongbppose 7 = strongguppgrt Participants
were also asked to indicate their attitudes toward the racial shif vieim
ORecent projections suggest that by 2060 Whitéjispanic individuals will no
longer be the majority group in the United States. Instead, there will be a plurality
such that no ethnic or racial group will compose a majority of the populatibn. W
kind of impact do you think this change will have on the United5tatésl =
extremejysitivid 7 = extremelyegativ&inally, participants indicated their attitudes
toward the use of me tHawpwouwdysu desaribeyyaut i t i cal d
attitudes toward the use of metaphors in political discourse? For example, describing
i ssues related to subst aexvemehppodibgee as t he 0
extremehegative
Affirmative action framemanipulation. Prior to evaluatindné ostensible
common application from a high school student, participants were provided with
instructions that described how their university approached admissions decisions.
This documentvas fabricated by the researchessiggest than consideratioof
pending racial shifthe university was-examining its approach to diversity and
was interested in the qualifications that current students believed were necessary to
bengsuccessfidt the universityParticipants were told that the university

employed affirmative action and werevided with an explanation of how the
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university viewed affirmative actidrhis explanation includeither the positive
sum or zergum metaphorical description of affirmative action, as used in
Experiment Isee Apendix for full-textof instructions participants received

Applicant race manipulation Participants reviewed the ostensible
common application @ applicant to Tufts University whose name and racial
identity was manipulated to reflect eitheh@a@)\horHispanic, or Black, nen
Hispanic, applicant. Names typically given to White or Black women in the 1990s
were located on the social security website and baby naming websites. Thirteen
research assistants reviewed the names and those motdchgstbcether White
or Black women were chosen for this study. Specifically, in the White applicant
condition participants reviewed an application from a woman eiémeegdianaor
Jessica and in the Bl ack apptheibDioanet condi t i
or Jada

Common applicationmanipulation and measures A common
application was nddied to reflect a student wivas ambiguously qualified for
admission to Tufts University based on the profile of the admitted Class of 2020
(Tufts Univergy, 2016see Appendix J for exampM/e also used this profile to
create an application that refle¢ckedmost common characteristics of a student
admitted to Tufts University. Thusistapplicanivas applying regular decision,
interested in majognn Political Science and Peace and Justice Stigiies]y
from the Boston, Massachusetts,amea had standardized test scores in the mid
range of admitted applicants. We also included information abayratiheipoint
averagelass rank, acadie course load, and extracurricular activities. We chose to

exclude personal statemeatd informed participants that they would only see part
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of the applicantds material s.
Participants were asked to evalitejuality of the application on a serie
of items, suchasHow woul d you describe the quality
poi nt avtenblioy e&xcelgitRarticipants were also asked to indicate
how academically and socially successful they believed the applicant would be if
admited, how much they would agree with the applicant being offered a merit
scholarshipand how likely they would be to recommend this applicant to the next
round of review Participants weralsoasked to rank how important grade point
average, standardizedt scores, advanced placement classes, extracurricular
activities, rigor of academic course load, and heamgo their evaluation
Additional measures. Participantsvereasked to indicate their attitudes
toward affirmative action and the pendauwat shift.
Manipulation checks. Participants responded to four items assessing the
validity of the manipulations. Two of these questions addressed the affirmative
action frame manipul ati on. One asked, 0Wh
way hatTufts University viewdfamativeac t i o naffirmétite action evens the
playing field for minpBtredfirmative action disadvantagesnNBhitasther of the
aboveo The s ec byodhadto desoriba BuksdJdiversity'sraaph
to affirmativeaction as a game, would it be more like aszeTogame or a positive
sum game? A zesoim game is one in which in order for one person to win another
person must loséA positivesum game is one in which everyone cag wirf. 1 =
definely zesunto 5 =definitely posgivg The last manipulation check item asked
participants, OWhat race was the applicant

White 2= Black 3 = Americaimdian or Alaskiative4 = Asian 5= Native Hawaiian
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or Racifitslandeb=Not listgd

Mediators and individual differences measuresParticipants reported
their agreement with the threat to White Americans measure used in the previous
experimentsgs well as their gender, age, social status, race, peatiticfiliation,
political ideology, anfithey believed we should use their data in our analyses.
Individual differences did not affect the measures of quality, applicant success, or
willingness to recommend the applicant to the next round of r@vikargnot
discussed furthgr, & 6.30. Further, items from the psereen only affected
attitudes toward the racial shift and affirmative action and are only discussed with
regard to those measuggss > 0. 27 .

Results

Summary

We predicted th&lackapplicants auldbe evaluated more
favorably under an affirmative action policy described using a-positive
metaphols opposed to a zesam metaphor, while White applicaviisld
be evaluated more favorably under affirmative action policies desonidped
a zeresum as opposed to posits@m metaphorThis hypothesis was not
supported.

The pattern of results ¢ne dependemheasures was such that
applicants tended to be evaluated more favorably by participants in the
positivesum as opposed toetlzeresum conditionbut this was not
statistically significant. The pattern of results concerning the applicant race
manipulation was not consistent across measures. We didasbserve

interaction effeain the measure assessing agreement with affering
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applicant a merit scholarship, but the pattern was not consistent with the
hypothesis. Instead, participants evaluated the White and Black applicant
similarly when considering them under a pasitmanetaphorical frame,

but tended to favor the Blaagplicant over the White applicant when
considering them under a zstom metaphorical frame. Further, we found
evidencehatparticipants weigdd certain aspects of the application
differently when evaluating White versus Black applicants, but tlos was

hypothesized-griori (Tableb).
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Table 5
Adjusted Means and Standard Errors fiondey Dependent Measures in Study 3

Applicant Race

White Black
Applicant Applicant
Affirmative Action Fram« M (SD) M (SD) Total

Applicant Quality
PositiveSum Metapho 4.68 (0.66) 4.73 (0.70) 4.71 (0.67)
Zero-Sum Metapho 4.0 (0.47) 4.70(0.65) 4.70 (0.57)
Total 4.69 (0.57) 4.71(0.67)
Applicant Success
PositiveSum Metapho 5.38 (0.83) 5.18 (1.35) 5.27 (1.13)
Zero-Sum Metapho 5.19 (1.00) 5.21(1.02) 5.20 (1.01)
Total 5.28(0.92) 5.20(1.19)
Recommend for Furth®eview
PositiveSum Metapho 4.18 (1.83) 4.73 (1.79) 4.48 (1.81)
Zero-Sum Metapho 4.48 (1.24) 4.81(1.72) 4.65(1.51)
Total 4.33(1.55) 4.77 (1.74)
M (SE) M (SE) Total
Offering a Merit Scholarship
PositiveSum Metapho 3.34 (0.28) 3.10(0.26) 3.22(0.19)
Zero-Sum Metapho 2.67 (0.29) 3.62 (0.27) 3.14 (0.20)
Total 3.01(0.20) 3.36(0.19)
Support for Affirmative Action
PositiveSum Metapho 5.46 (0.19) 5.13(0.17) 5.29(0.12)
Zero-Sum Metapho 5.28 (0.18) 5.09 (0.18) 5.18 (0.13)
Total 5.37(0.13) 5.11(0.12)
Positivity toward the Racial Shift
PositiveSum Metapho 5.30 (0.27) 5.44 (0.24) 5.40 (0.18)
Zero-Sum Metapho 4.87 (0.26) 5.27 (0.25) 5.07 (0.18)
Total 5.09(0.19) 5.35(0.17)
Note.Matching superscripts indicate statistically significant diffepen6e3s A
indicates marginally statistically significant differerc@sl0
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Manipulation Checks

Ninety percent of participants in fi@sitivesum condition correctly
identified the positiveum affirmative action frame, while just 28% of participants in
zerosum condition correctly identifiedthezezrom af f i r mat #(¢,e acti on |
N =121) = 91.53)< 0.001. Participants in # positivesum affirmative action
frame conditionM = 3.52,SD= 15) and those in the zesam affimative action
frame conditionM= 3.53,SD= 1.19) viewed the affirmative action description they
reviewed as simikalikely to reflect a posithgeim gemnet (119) = 50.04= 0.97.
That participants seemed to be unable to differentiate between thesuositane
zerosum metaphors will be considered in the interpretation of the rdgudts
one percent of participants in the White applicant conddrrectly identified the
applicant as White and 97% of participants iBlthak applicant condition correctly
identified the applicant as Black, there was no statistically significant difference
bet ween t he$(&Npr)pl76=i0d8rs (¢
Evaluations of Applicant Quality

Evaluations of applicant quality were assessedhesagrage of the
participant sd rgade poigtaverage, standaedized pept scoresa nt 0 s
awards, class rank, advanced placement score, rigmoofs$keeschedule, the
number and societal impact of their extracurricular agtasitiesverall qualifya =
082. Threeoutliers were identifiedut removing them did not affect the results
and they are included here.

On thecompositeneasure of quality, participants in the positiue
condition M = 4.71, SD= 067) indicated that the applicant wase qualified than

those in the zersum conditionNl = 4.70, SD= 057),F (1, 117) = @1, p= 0.94,
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— =0.00,ns Participants in tH&lack applicardondition M = 4.71 SD= 067)
indicated that the applicant was more qualified than tteeafpjpiicant\] = 4.69
SD=057,F (1, 117) =08 p= 081, - =0.00,ns Theinteractiorbetween
affirmative action frame and applicant race was not statistically signh{ficdrit7)
=006 p=08L—- =0.0,ns
Importance of each Factor to Evaluation®
Participants were asked to rank how i mp
average, standardized test scores, awards, extracurricular activities, advanced
placement scores and academic schedule (application componenth&ere to t
evaluation of the applicant. A thvegy, mixegnodel ANOVA with affirmative
action frame and applicant race as betsidgacts factors and the application
component as a withgubjects factor was conducted. There was a statistically
significant rain effect ofpplication component importance to the evaluatién
(4.53, 109) = 39.66< 0.001— = 0.26. To determine which components were
the most important to evaluation, we conducted a simple &eff¢dike results
suggest thajrac point averag®l(= 4.74,SD= 1.33) was rated as more important
than standardized test scoMs=(3.15,SD= 1.63), award$4=2.41,SD= 1.36)
and advanced placement scaves 2.54SD=1.37)pods <0. 00 1. Further,
extracurricular activitidd €4.12,SD= 1.43) and rigor of the current academic
course load\ = 4.03SD= 1.73 wererated as equally importgmt- 0.9) both

factors were viewed as more i mpoMtant to t

4 These scores were eesecoded so that higher numbers indicate more importance to the
evaluation.

5 The sphericity assumption was violated and the Higldhcorrection was used throughout.
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=2.41,SD= 1.36) and advanced plaestnscored = 2.54,SD=1.37)p@ s <
0.001Additionally, extracurricular activitigls®4.12,SD= 1.43) were rated as
more important than standardized test scbtes3.15,SD= 1.63),p= 0.001.

There was also a statistically significartvlayaneraction between
application component and applicant ra¢4,53, 109) = 8.3~ 0.02~ = 0.03.
The results of a simple effects test suggedtatisticallyignificant effects.
Specificalygr ade poi nt average was rated as mor e
gualitywhen evaluating BladW € 5.02,SD= 1.15) as opposed to Whitgphcants
(M =4.45SD= 1.46)p= 0.02. Alternatively, the rigor of the academic course load
was rated as more important when evaluating \Mhitéd 43,SD= 1.59) as
opposed to Black applicaris£ 3.67 SD= 1.77),p= 0.02. The twoeway
interactio between application component and affirmative action frame was not
statistically significait(4.53, 109) = 0.36= 0.86,— = 0.00. The threway
interaction between application component, affirmative action frame, and applicant
race was not statistically signifida4,53, 109) = 0.8@= 0.53~ = 0.00. There
were fourteen outliers on this measure, Wieme data points are removed the
resultsverethe same
Anticipated Applicant Success

Participants were asked to indicate how academically and socially successful
they believed the applicant would be if admitted to Tufts Univéisiise scose
were agragdt o cr eate a measur e Wefidengfiecdhtteeeal succes
outliers and one extreme data point on this mebatiresultslid not differand
thesedatapointsareincluded hereParticipants in the positigeam conditionNl =

5.27,SD= 1.13) indicated that the applicant would be more successful at Tufts
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University than those in the zexom conditionNl = 5.20,SD=1.01)F (1, 117) =
0.16p=0.69~ =0.00,ns Participants in the White applicant conditba (
5.28,SD= 0.82) indicated that the applicant would be more successful than those in
the Black applicant conditiavi € 5.20,SD= 1.19)F (1, 117) = 0.19%= 0.66,—
= 0.00,ns Theinteractiorbetween affirmative action frame and applicanvesce
not staistically significanf, (1, 117) =0.29p= 059 - =0.00,ns
Recommendfor Further Review

Participants were asked to indicate how likely they would be to recommend
this applicant to the next round of reVieResponses to this question were
submitted to a twavay ANOVA with affirmative action frame agblicant race
condition as fixed factorParticipants in the posittgam conditionN] = 4.48,SD
= 1.81) were somewhat more likely to be recommended to the next round of review
than thosen the zeresum conditionM = 4.65,SD= 1.50)F (1, 117) = 0.4 =
0.53~ =0.00,ns Participants who reviewed a Black appligent4(77,SD=
1.79 were somewhat more likely to recommend them to the next round of review
than those who considered White appliddhts4.33SD= 155, F (1, 117) =
2.07p=0.15- =0.@, nsThe interaction between affirmative action frame and
applicant raceas not statistically significan(l, 117) = @4, p=0.71, - = 0.00,

ns

6 These scores were revessered so that higher numbers indicate greater likietihoo
recommendation.
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Agreement with Offer of Merit Scholarship’

A regressiomodel predicting thirmeasure using individual differeveas
statistically significantAd). R= 0.12,F (8, 106) = 2.8§= 0.006. Participant
race, specificall y-0.29p70002) andveaslincludedas measur e
covariateParticipants were asked tpae whether they would agree with offering
the applicant a merit scholarship if they were admittede weréwo outliers on
this measurandthe results with them excluded from the analysis are reported here.
When these data points are includetitbevay interaction is marginally statistically
significant.Participants in thgositivesum conditionN] = 322, SE = 019
reported more agreement with the offer of a merit scholarship than those in the
zerosum ondition M = 314 SE = 020),F (1,114 =008 p=0.77,— =0.00,ns
Participants who reviewed a Black applivant3.36 SE = 0.19 were more likely
to agree with an offer than those who revialieite applicantdf= 301, SE =
0.20,F (1,114 =1.63p=0.20,— = 0.4, ns Therewasa statistically significant
interaction on this measuiFg1,114 = 4.74p=0.03 — = 0.04 Among
participants in the positrgeim condition, thsewho reviewed @Whiteapplicant§
= 3.34, SE = 028 reported more agreemievith the offer of a merit scholarship
than those that reviewedlkackapplicantjl = 3.1Q SE = 026), p =0.53
However, in the zersum conditionthere was more agreement with offering the
Black applicanM = 3.8, SE = 028 a merit scholarshipdn there was with
offering a White applicant a merit scholar@hip 267, SE = 029), p =0.02(see

Figure2). When participant race is not includedavariate the interaction is

7 These scores were revessered so that higher numbers indicate more agreement with the offer.
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marginally statistically significéntl, 115) = 2.8p=0.10~ = 0.02. The main
effect for applicant race also becomes marginally statistically significadt) =

3.15p=0.08- =0.03.

a A

Positive-Sum Metaphor Zero-Sum Metaphor
Affirmative Action Frame

Agreemment with the Offer of a
Merit Scholarship
= N w EaN (6] (o] ~

m Black Applicant OWhite Applicant
Figure Agreement with an offer ot a merit scholarship as a tunction of

affirmative action frame and appl

Higher numbex indicate more support for gun control. Matching notations

indicate statistically significant differepee).01.
Attitudes toward Affirmative Action

The model predicting attitudes toward affirmative actioratiagczally

significantAdj. R=0.11F(8,106)=28%= 0. 00 7. Partpcipant r a
= 0.01), Engli sihp=p0 o055k, emrcd -2t iOcdl9,i de
= 0.02) predicted attitudes toward affirmative action and wledethas covariates
in the analysis of this measukaegression model predicting attitudes toward
affirmative action wadsostatistically significartdj. R>= 0.43,F (5, 96) = 16.23

< 0.001. Participant 6st p(rA gx0.03)tahd,t udes t o

af firmati ve pal00l) wedictdd Attitrdes Gowddlaffirmative action
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were included as covariates in this analysse were eight outliers observed on
this measure, when these data points are removed tsedrésdt differ and the
results with them included are reported Heagticipants in the positisam
condition M = 529 SE = 0.13 reported more support for affirmative action than
those in the zersum conditionN] = 519, SE = 0.13,F (1,108 = 037, p= 055
— =0.00,ns Participants who reviewed a White applibant%37, SE = 0.13
reported more support for affirmative action than those who reviewed Black
applicants\| =5.11, SE=1.12,F (1,108 =2.01p=0.16— =0.02 ns There
was no statistically significant interaction between affirmative action frame and
applicant racé, (1,108 = 015 p=0.70,— = 0.00,ns Removing the covariates
from this analysis did not alter results.
Attitudes toward theRacial Shift

Theindividual differences model predicting attitumieard the racial shift
wasstatistically significartdj. R2= 0.16,F (8, 103) = 3.5 = 0.001. Participant
i de ol o@®46p<(0A0l)ypredicted attitudes toward the racial shift and was
includedasacovariate in this analysisregression model usitig prescreen
items topredict attitudes towards the racial alssstatistically significaritdj. R>=
0.21F((,94)=63%< 0. 001. Participantds prior att
( A024p< 0.02) and po-0.34p=0.008)lpredictbe adtitudesg y ( A =
toward the racial shift and were included as covariatsamatiisisParticipants in
the positivesum conditionN] = 5.37, SE = 0.18 reported stronger feelingat the
racial shift would have a positive effect than those in theurer@onditionN] =
507, £ =0.19,F (1, 112) = 0.3(a= 0.25~ = 0.01,ns Participants who

reviewed a Black applicavit£ 5.35 SE = 0.17 reportedstronger feelingsdhthe
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racial shift would have a positive impact than those who reviewedppliasnts
M=506SE=0.19,F(1,12) =110 p=0.30— =0.01,ns There was no
observed statistically significant interaction between affirmative acecsndam
applicant racé, (1, 12) = 024, p=0.63 — =0.00,ns
Potential Mediators

We conducted a twwayANOVA with affirmative action frame and
applicant race as fixed factors and perceived threat to Whites as racial minorities
increase istatus as the dependent measure. Participants in thememndition
(M =4.62,SD= 1.40) reported more agreement with the statement that White
individuals would lose influence as racial minorities increased in status than those in
the positivesum candition M = 4.54,SD= 1.50)F (1, 117) = 0.04=0.61- =
0.00. Participants in the Black applicant condifien4.64,SD= 1.43) reported
more agreement with the statement than those in the White applicant céhdition (
=4.51,SD=1.48)F (1, 117) =0.2h= 0.61~ = 0.00.There was nstatistically
significant interactiof (1, 117) = 3.0p= 0.09~ = 0.03. We also assessed
whether the manipulations affected attitudes toward spatesermine if this
predicted the persuasiveness of the metdpltdhis was not statisity significant
(Appendix K).

Discussion

Experiment 3 examined whether the metaphors udeddobe &fmative
action policies would influence how applicants under these policies are perceived.
Generally, the trend of results was that participamtsd/iapplicants considered

under a positiveum policy more favorably than those considered undersairero
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policy, though these effects largely failed to meet statistical significarardy

statistically significant difference observed as it rdgasgsplicant race

manipulation was in how participants weighted application components. When
viewing Black applicanparticipants tended to weight grade point average more
heavily than when viewing White applicants, while they tended to weight dfie rig

the academic course load as more important when evalllateygas opposed to
Blackapplicants This may speak to a shifting of standards, but additional research is
needed to assess the reliability of this fifBieghat& Kobrynowicz, 1997)it is

worth noting that this study is somewhat underpowered and may be unable to detect

some effectgnd those effects that at@served may not be reliable.

There was ongtatisticallgignificant interactiogffect in that in the positive
sum conditionparticipants were equally likely to agree with the White or Black
applicant being offered a merit scholarship, while in thsurarcondition there
was more agreement with Black applicants being offered a merit scholarship than
White applicants. Thienhd is unexpected and contrary tchiypothesis We
predicted that when presented with a-geno explanation of affirmative action that
Black applicants would be viewed less favorably because the policywiewuktbe
as disadvantaging Whaggplicarg. This contrary finding suggests tthateffect of
zerosum metaphors may not always be negative for the targets of affirmative action.
It is possible thahe zeresum metaphor emphasized the disadvantage that Black
applicants might have encountendtie pasandthatparticipants were attempting
to accommodate for this on this measure. However, because the manipulation check
for the affirmative action frame was unsuccessful, these results are difficult to

interpret.
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The results of this experimeagiarding policy and social issue attitudes
though inconclusive do followetpattern observed inxgeriment 1 and
Experiment 2 All participants were made aware of the pending racial shifts and the
trend observed was that participants who reviewediagmgn description
reported more support for affirmative acaod more positive attitudes towtrel

impact of the racial shiftan participants who reviewed a-zenm description.

In this experiment, the influence of racial shift informatiornand t
metaphorical frame interacted on one measure to influence perceptioB&okthe
applicantsTheseeffectsareinteresting given that the racial shift is largely being
driven by immigration and the Latino/Hispanic populaéiod yet its influence
seems to extentb Black applicants whose demographic proportion of the United
States is projected to stay roughly the séime suggests thidite influence of the
racial shift on political attitudes may generalize toward racial and ethnic minority
groupsin general, not just those associated with the shift. However, research has yet
to assess whether shifts in attitudes and perceptions of groups that are associated
with the shift will be more pronouncd€lture examinations of the effect of
metaphoricallescriptions on applicant evaluations stexathine applicants of

other races, and citizenship statuses.

Additionally, several participants reported that they felt their evaluation of
the application was superficial because they were umabndle appl i cant 0 s
essay. At Tuftdniversityt he appl i cati on essay, at | east

perspective, is very important to admissions decismmasporating a student essay
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in a future study or recruiting participants from a university whergsahésewmt as

central to the application may yield different results.

Experiment 4

Two of the previous three experiments suggests that metaphorical frames
can influence attitudes and perceptions in the face of racial shift. However, ideally,
pod i tical attitudes should be based on
the metaphor a policy is presented wittExjmeriment 4wereturn b theinfluence
of metaphorical framings on political attitiadetve attempt to reduce the
influerce of metapharal frame®y informing participants that metaphorical
descriptions may influence their political attitudes. Participants were told that
metaphorical descriptions could either influence their political attitudes, or not, and
then reviewedther a series of ideologically conservative or ideologically liberal
policy descriptiorisefore reporting theattitudes.

Method

Design

Study 4vas a 2(Metaphor Influence Condition: Metaphors can influence
political attitudedr{fluenceCondition) or Mtaphors cannot influence political
attitudes (NdnfluenceCondition) by 2(Political Lean: Conservdtean or
LiberaiLean) betweesubjects design.
Participants

Threehundred participants were recruited through the TurkPrime academic
interface for Meamical Turk (164 men, 133 women, 2 not |i2&&¥\Vhite,28
Black, 15 Asian, 16 Latino/Hispanic, 9 Multiracial, 6 Not IMigd,33.76 SD

=10.22. Fortythree percent of the participants identified as Derade4é&t as

t

h e
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Republicag 28% as Independsii?% as undecided, and 3% as not listed. On
average, participantsrepdtt hei r pol i t i c agdlightlyidielné oaglyé asn d et
omoderate Participants weandeall provideg ieformeglt e d wi t h
consentNinetythree percent of parigants who began the survey completed it and
14% of potential participants that viewed the survey chose not to participate.
Additional participant demographic information is included in@able
Materials
Political lean manipulation Participants revies four policy descriptions
addressing affirmative action, the Affordable Care Act, the death penalty, and gun
control. Descriptions of these policies were manipulated to reflect conservative or
liberal ideologies as determined by public opinion patiecki2017; Drake, 2014;
Kirzinger, Sugarman, & Brodie, 2016; Oliphant, 2016). All descriptions-were pre
tested to ensure that they were similar in clarity, accuracy, tone, metaphorical use,
and gender of the speaker, but differed in political ideaegypsendix L for
results). For example, participants in the consefteainreg condition viewed the

following description of affirmative action:

Showing preference based on race is wrong. If Blacks have had one hand tied

behind their backs while thegd to apply jobs and colleges, then tying the

hands of Whit es dAffienativedattiommsgusteanothdrat r i ght
way to give one group benefits based on their race.

Those in the liberdg¢aning condition read:

Showing preference based on imegong. However, Blacks have had one

hand tied behind their backs while they tried to apply to jobs and colleges for
generationsT hat ki nd of di sadyvAfitrhatvge doesnodt
action is just one to way to untie their hands and givetbleamce in hiring

and education.



Table 6
Additional Demographic Information on Participants in Study 4

n

Education
High School 37
Vocational or 2 Year Technical Scf 16

Some Colleg 98
College Graduat 115
Advanced degre 33
Total 299
Income
$10,000 or les 13
$10,000 to $29,9¢ 63
$29,000 to $49,9¢ 86
$50,000 to $74,9¢ 75
$75,000 or mor 54

Total 291
English Proficiency
Average 6
Good 19
Excellent 275
Total 300
Eligibility to Vote
Yes 294
No 4
Total 298
Participant Reenmends Data
Yes 294
No 6
Total 300

NoteTotals may vary as participants were free to skip any dinestisshed



73

If descriptions differed in tone this was deemed acceptable if consistent with the
political lean. For exampiethe conservatideaning description was perceived as
more positive toward the death penalty than the fieenasthg description this was
deemed acceptable because in general, conservatives are more positive toward the
death penalty than liberalsipbant, 2016). The full text of the descriptions can be
found in Appendix M.

Metaphor influence manipulation. The instructions for this study were
manipulated to inform participants that they would be reading descriptions of public
policies that may ilutle metaphors. Participants in the no influence condition read,
OPlease be aware that some of these descriptions may include metaphorical language,
or describing one thing in terms of another, but this should not influence your
attitudes.né tPartiindil nemtce icondition read, o0
these descriptions may include metaphorical language, or describing one thing in
terms of another, and this mMfgrful nfl uence vy
text).

Dependent measures After reviewing each policy description, participants
were asked to indicate their attitude toward the policy they had reVieasskss
attitudes toward affirmative acteomd the Affordable Care Apgrticipants
responded t o t he icribeyoyrattiudeotowarlgo ul d you des
affirmative action polverystrengly sudrtfvery dabl e Ca
stronglyoppose At ti tudes toward gun control were
would you describe your attitude towards incregmegnment regulation of the
manufacture, sale, and pos svengtrenglpapposef f i r e

to 7 =\ery strongly suppdtitudes toward the death penalty were assessed with the
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item,0How would you describe your attitude towardt he deat terypenal ty?6
strongly opposé=very strongly sypgdertally, participants were asked to report
their attitudes toward the pending racial
suggest that by 2060 White, 4rbispanic, individusa will no longer be the majority
group in the United Statdsistead, there will be a plurality such that no ethnic or
racial group will compose a majority of the populafidrat kind of impact do you
think this change wi(ldextreragipstiveo’/n- t he Uni ted
extremetggative

Mediators and individual differences measuresParticipants were asked
to report their attitudes toward metaphors in political discourse,w woul d y ou
describe your attitudes toward the use of mewphpolitical discourse? For
example, describing issues related to subs
extremely posiiivé = extremely negptivelditionally, the potential mediators from
the prior studies were included assessing partidgbanis identification, system
justifying beliefs, feelings of threat to
were included as in Craig and Richeson (2014b). Participants were also asked to
report treir gender, age, educati@te, income, Endliproficiency, eligibility to
vote, political party affiliatigpolitical ideologymotivation to complete the study to
the best of their ability, and whether they believed we should use their data in our
analyses

Manipulation checks. Two items werencluded to assess the validity of
the manipulations. To assess whether participants believed that metaphors would
influence their p8dsedtontlegpdssagetyduireviemwede s we ask

earlier, how likely is it that metaphors in political spekaffluence your attitudes
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t owar d publ itremplplikély® iexeem&younlifelyio assess
whether participants viewed the policy descriptions as leaning toward liberal or
conservative ideol ogi e s ythathespslikye d , ol n gene
descriptions vy o extrendigerale Weedtrematpnservgtive 6 ( 1 =
Results

As participants completed this study online, the time to complete the study
was examined. On average, participants took five minutetyamght secorsto
complete the studgD= 00:03:42). There were three extreme points on this
measure, they were removed from all the analyses reported below.
Summary

We hypothesized that informing participants that metaphorical
descriptions could infence their politad attitudes would reduce the
influence of metaphors on their attitudes. Specifically, we predicted that
participants told that metaphorical descriptionklinfluence their policy
attitudes wuldreport similar levels of support fmlicies whether they
weredescribed using liberal or conservative metaphorical descriptions, while
those told that metaphorical descriptiooslénot influence their policy
attitudesvouldtend to report attitudes consistent with the policy
descriptionghey revieed This hypothesis was not supported.

In general, the pattern of results was such that participants tended to
report attitudes that were consistent with the political lean condition they

were exposed to, though this was only statistigalficant onthe measures

8 This item was reverseored in the analysis below so that higher numbers indicated greater
likelihood.
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of attitudes toward affirmative action and the Affordable Care Act. Similarly,
participants itheinfluence condition tended to report more support for the
policies presented than those in the no influence condition, thowggsthis
only statistically significant on the measure of attitudes toward the Affordable
Care Act, and was reversed on attitudes toward the death penalty. Finally, we
observd a spreading interaction between the manipulations on attitudes
toward gun controhowever, this was counte our prediction as
participants in the no influence conditM@relessaffected by the political
leanmanipulation than those in the influence condition (Table
Manipulation Checks

We conducted twitests to assess thdidity of thepoliticalleanand
metaphor influenamanipulations. Participants who viee@tservatiweaning
policy descriptiaM = 5.24 SD= 144) viewed them as mocenservative than
those who reviewed libelaaning policy descriptiomg £ 3.11, SD= 1.38),t (295
= -1300, p< 0.001 indicating that the manipulation was effecti®articipants who
were told that metaphors in policy descriptions vicfluénce their attitudel &
3.25SD= 1.5(Q reported that metaphors warere likelyto affect their attitudes
than partipantsm the noinfluencecondition(M = 3.1Q SD= 1.39), but this
difference was not statistically significé2tb) = -087, p= 0.38 That participants
did not differentiate between these conditions will be ecetsidh the interpretation

of results.
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Table 7
Adjusted Means and Standard Errors for Primary Dependent Measures in Experiment 4

Political Lean
Liberat Conservative
Leaning -Leaning
Metaphor Influenct M (SE) M (SE) Total
Condition

Support for Affrmative Action

No Influence 4.12 (0.16) 3.77(0.19) 3.94 (0.13)

Influence 4.24 (0.20) 3.80 (0.20) 4.02 (0.14)
Total 4.18(0.13) 3.78 (0.14)

Support for the Affordable Care Act

No Influence 4.14 (0.16) 3.97 (0.19) 4.05 (0.12)

Influence 4.71(0.19) 4.16 (0.19) 4.44 (0.14)
Total 4.42(0.12) 4.06 (0.13)

Support for the Death Penalty

No Influence 4.26 (0.20) 4.06 (0.24) 4.16 (0.15)

Influence 3.86 (0.25) 4.23 (0.25) 4.05 (0.18)
Total 4.06 (0.16) 4.15(0.17)

Support for Gun Contto

No Influence 3.83 (0.19) 4.39(0.23) 4.11 (0.15)

Influence 4.77 (0.23)* 4.11(0.23) 4.44(0.16)
Total 4.30(0.15) 4.25(0.16)

Positivity toward the Racial Shift

No Influence 4.48 (0.13) 4.42(0.16) 4.45 (0.10)

Influence 4.64 (0.16) 4.60 (0.16) 4.62(0.11)
Total 4.56 (0.10) 4.51(0.11)

Note.Participant demographics are included as covariates. Means with matching
subscripts are statistically different from each pther,0 . 0 5 . A indicates
marginally statistically significaffecencep< 0.10.
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Affirmative Action

A regression model using individual difference measureditd attitudes
toward affirmative action was statistically signiffesdntR?= 0.24,F (11, 272) =
9.07p< 0.001. Participafige nder p=A O=. 004)12and political
0.43, p < 0.00predicted attitudes toward affirmative action and were included in
the primary analysis@warates. We observed a maeffectof political leammn
attitudes toward affirmatieetion such that participants in liberalleaning
condition(M = 4.18 SE= 0.13 reported morsupport for affirmative action
policies than those in tikenservativeaning endition M = 3.78 SE= 0.14, F (1,
289 =4.48p=0.04,— =0.02 Participants in thefluencecondition(M = 4.02
SE= 0.19 reported morsupport for aifmative action policies than those in the
no influenceCondition M = 3.94 SE= 0.13, but this was not statistically
significantF (1,289 = 0.17,p=0.68 — =0.0Q0 There was no observed
interaction effect betwegpalicylean conditiomndmetaphor influence conditién
(1,289 =007, p=0.80 - =0.00 When covariates are not included, the main
effect of policy lean condition is not statally significarf, (1, 293) =2.5Qp=
0.2,— =0.01.
Affordable Care Act

A regression model using individual difference measures to predict attitudes
toward the Affordable Care Agas statistically significahdj. R2= 0.34,F (11,
272)=14.28p< 0. 00 1. polRialrparty affiligtich M +t0stidp = 0.08)
and politi c@5Fp<iodelpptediaey attitudes towtrel
Affordable Care A&nd were included in the primary analysis as covawées.

observed a ain effect opolicy learcondition on attitudes toward tA&ordable
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Care Acsuch that participants in thigeralleaning conditio(M = 4.42 S = 0.13
reported morsupport for he Affordable Care Attitan those ithe conservative
leaning endition M = 4.06 SE= 0.13,F (1,288 = 3.96p=0.05- =0.2
There was also a main effeatnetapholinfluence conditiosuch that participants
in theinfluencecondition M = 4.44 SE= 0.14 reported morsupport for the
affordable care aittan those in theo influence conditiofM = 4.05 SE= 0.13,F
(1,288 = 4.42p=0.04~ =0.2 There was no observed interaction effect
betweerpolicy lean conditicandmetaphor influence conditidn(1,288 = 1.14p
=0.29 — =0.00 When covariates are not included the main effpoticy lean
condition is not statistically signific&n(l, 293) = 1.8%= 0.17—~ = 0.01, nor is
the main effect of metaphor influence condittdid, 293) = 1.2=0.27- =
0.00.
Death Penalty

A regression model using indixdtidifference measures to predict attitudes
toward the death penalty was statistically signifdang?= 012 F (11, 22) =
333p< 0.001. PartioOcl8p<@add) sandnopomet{BAaft i deol
0.28 p< 0.001) predicted attitudesviard thedeath penaltyere included in the
primary analysis as covariatBarticipants in theonservativeaningondition(M
=4.15 SE= 0.1 reported morsupport for thaleath penalty than those in the
liberalleaningcondition M = 4.06 SE= 0.1§, but this difference was not
statistically significaft(1,287) = 013 p= 0.72 — = 0.00. Participants in the
influence conditiofM = 4.16 SE= 0.15 reported morsupport forthe death

penalty than those in th#luence conditiorM = 4.05 SE= 0.18, but this
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difference was not statistically signifi¢afit,281) = 0.24p=0.63 - = 0.00.
There was also no observed interaction bepadien lean conditioandmetaphor
influence conditigr (1,287 = 1.5Qp=0.22 — =0.01 Removing the covariates
from the analysis does not alter the results
Gun Control

A regression model using individual difference measures to predict attitudes
toward the death penalty was statistically significgn®?= 0.19,F (11, 271) =
693p< 0.001. Partici ppxh0s)spbltielddectogyhi en (A = 0.
030p< 0.001), and pol i0.48ps0D02) poedicteady af f i | i at i
attitudes towarduncontrol andvere included in the primary analysis as covariates.
Participants in theberalleaning conditioM = 4.3Q SE = 0.15 reported mar
support for gun contrahan those in theonservatiweaning ondition M = 4.25
SE=0.19,F (1,289 =005 p=083 - =0.0Qns There was alsm main effect
of metaphor influence condition; thoymrticipants in thmfluencecondiion (M
= 4.44 SE= 0.19 reported morsupport forgun controthan those in theo
influencecondition(M = 4.11 SE= 0.15,F (1,289 = 2.27p= 0.13—- =0.01,ns

There was statistically significant interaction effetweerpolicy lea
conditionandmetaphor influence conditidn(1,289 = 7.72p=0.006— = 0.03
The results of a simple effects segfgesthatamongparticipants in theo
influence conditigrthose who reviewetnservatieaningolicy description®1
= 4.39 SE= 023 reported morsupport forgun control than those who reviewed
liberal leaningoolicy description® = 3.83 SE= 0.19), but this difference was

marginallytatistically significaptz 0.06. Howeveramongparticipants in the
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influence conditionthose who reviewditberalleaningoolicy description$A =
4.77 SE= 0.23) reportethore support for gun contrtblan those who reviewed
conservatiweaningolicy descriptiondA= 4.11 SE= 0.23)p= 0.04(Figure)3

Among participats who reviewed liberal leaning policy descriptions, those
told that metaphors may influence their attitides4.77,SE = 0.23) reported
more support for gun control than those told that metaphors would not influence
their attitudes = 3.83,SE= 0.19),p= 0.002. The same was pattern was not
observed among participants who viewed conseiteativeg policy descriptions;
participants who were told that metaphors would not influence their attitedes (
3.39,SE= 0.23) reported more support for gamtrol than those told that
metaphors may influence their attitutes ¢.11,SD= 0.23),p= 0.38. When
covariates are not included in the analysis, the interaction is still statistically
significantF (1, 292) = 7.33%= 0.007- =0.02.
Racial Shift Attitude

A regression model using individual difference measures to predict attitudes
toward the death penalty was statistically signifcan®2= 0.25,F (11, 272) =
9.70p< 0. 001. Parti ci p a0d?p<®.00d)qpddictedi ¢ a | i deol o
attitudes toward the racial shift and was included in the primary analysis as a
covariate. Participants in the libedebning conditiorM = 4.56,SE = 0.10)
reported more positive attitudes toward the impact of the pending racial shift than
those in the conservatikeaning conditiorM = 4.51,SE= 0.11), but this
difference was not statistically signifi¢ait, 290) = 0.1(= 0.75~ = 0.00.
Participants in the influence conditish«4.62,SE=0.11) reported more positive

attitudes than those in the no influence condition 4.45,SE=0.10),F (1, 290) =
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1.33p=0.25,—- =0.00. There was no observed interaefilect between policy
lean and metaphor influence conditions on attitudes toward the rad{shift,

290) = 0.00p= 0.95- =0.00.

HH

"b ab

Support for Gun Control
= N w I ol (o)) ~

No Influence Influence
Metaphor Influence Condition

m Conservative-LeaningO Liberal-Leaning

Figure RAttitudes toward gun control as a function of policy lean condition and

metaphor influence conditia Adjusted for participantsd

political party affiliation. Higher numbers indicate more support for gun control.
Matching notations indicate statistically significant differprc@s, 0 5 . A indi
marginally statisticallgmsificant differences.

Potential Mediators

As in the previous studies, we examined whihey lean condition and
metaphor influence conditionn f | u e n ¢ e dongems aboutcthreptato thes 0
American way of | i f e, reyathoieidentiicaton,or about
systerqjustifying beliefs. None of these potential mediators were statistically
significantly affected) s 2%(se@ Appendix O for full resulta)Ve also examined

whethetthe policy lean and metaphor influence condgitbested attitudes toward

cat
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the use of metaphors in political discourse and there were no statistically significant
effects on this measuFe(1,291) = 023 p=0.63 - =0.00.

Discussion

We hypothesized that informing participants that their attitudes could be
swayed by metaphors in policy descriptions would limit the influence of these
metaphors. The results of thaentiaintervention were inconclusara counter
to the hypothesisOn two measures, attitudes toward affirmative action and
attitudes toward the Affordable Care &, licyleanmanipulation affected
reported attitudes with participants inliberalleaning conditions reporting more
syoport for these policies than those in the conserkadingg conditigrwhen
contr ol | i ngindvidual diferencedVe didmlaserte s Spreading
interaction effect on attitudes toward gun control in that pattieipants in the
liberalleaning condition were more supportive of gun control in the influence as
opposed to the no influence conditions, yet there were no differences in attitudes in
the conservativieaning conditiond his finding is contrary to our hypothesis. It
appears thaelling participants that metaphors might influence their attitades
them more susceptible.

However, it may also be the case that instead of increasing susceptibility to
the metaphorical frames, the influence condition may have had an unanticipated
effect on attitudeshough participants did not seem aware of this effect in the
manipulation checkWVhile only statistically significant on the measure of attitudes
toward the Affordable Care Act, the trend was always such that those in the
influence ondition tended to report more liberal attitudes than those in the no

influence conditionWhile it is possible that this is the result of demand
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characteristictat this pattern reversed for attitudes toward the death penalty, for
which more support tgpically a more conservative position, might suggest that
something else is at work.

In recent months, there has been much discussion about what political

speech shoukehntail pr i mari ly because President Tr umj
Vice Presidd Pence explicitly statedtRat e si dent Trump i s not a o0
politiciand and there has been a focus on

is meant (Blake, 2016)Thus, it might be that believing that political speech cannot
influence ouattitudes is becoming a more conservatiiwede while believing that
political speech is independently influential is a more liberal attitude. It might be that
the influence and no influence instructigmniatentionallgerved as an additional
political ideology prime, though more empirical research is needed to assess this.
General Discussion

The present dissertation examined whether metaphors in political speech
could moderate the effects of the racial shift on attitudes toward diversity policies
(Experiments 1 and 2), perceptions of applicants considered under diversity policies
(Experiment 3), and whether being informed of the potential influence of metaphors
on political attitudes could counter their effects (Experiment 4). In Experiment 1
wefound evidence that metaphorical framings, particularly pssitiv@etaphors,
not only countered the trend toward more conservative attitudes usually observed
when White participants learn of the pending racial shift, but elicited more positive
attitudegoward affirmative action thanany other condition. While this finding
was not replicated in Experiment 2, the overtly destructive nature of the racial shift

metaphors used may have overwhelmed any potential effects of the affirmative
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action frameshough this requires further investigation. In Experiment 3 we found
some evidence that while thetaphoricaffirmative action frame may have
influenced perceptions of merit, perceptions of applicant quality were unaffected.
However, the underpowereature of this study makesawingurther conclusian
premature. Finally, Experiment 4 provides evidence, as in past studies, that
metaphorical frames can shift political attitudes and that informing participants of
this phenomena does not inoculate thgainst these frames. Overall, in three out
of four experiments we provide evidence that metaphorical framings can influence
attitudes and perceptions, ewdren considerintpe pending racial shifts.
Implications

Two of the present studies provedgdence that political attitudes can be
easilyswayed, even during this time of transition when many argue that we have
never been more divided. These experiments were able to shift attitudes with very
short policy descriptions and while further relséareeded, the implication is that
regardless of oneds political l eani ngs, at
studies suggest that as the United States approaches a racial and ethnic plurality,
attitudes toward public policies may become pnwrservative and predict support
for President Trump (Craig & Richeson, 2014b; Major, Blodorn, & Major
Blascovich, 2016). This is not a negative outcome on its own, and in general,
political attitudes toward highly contentious issues, like marridigye bgua
evolved over time along with shifting societal norms. However, the racial shift may
be one factor that contributed to the support garnered by President Trump and may

help to explain why now, as the emphasis on the threats facing White Anaaricans
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somewhat diminished, his approval/disapproval ratings (43%£&%jypical for

sitting presidents at this stage (Blanton, 2017).

Based on the present experiments, metaphors may be used to present public
policies in ways that are Abneatening.This may counter the effects of fear which
canresult in suboptimal voter decision making. Importantly, as seen in Experiment
4, this does not only apply to raekated policieas attitudes toward the Affordable
Care Act were also shifted either ncoreservatively or liberally based on the
metaphorical description presented. While the ability to allow voters to see
alternative sides to political issues using metaphors is useful in certain circumstances,
the potential for abuse is also possible llydeater decisiemaking would be
based on facts and values, not the metaphors used in their presentation. Our efforts
to eliminate the effects of metaphorical framing in Experiment 4 were unsuccessful.
Rather than rendering participants less vulnéoabletaphorical framings, telling
them of the potential influence of metaphors on their attinalevave madkem
more vulnerable. Thus, further research is needed to determine ways to make
individuals aware of the potential influence of metaphtiratdbey can take that
into account when considering their attitudes toward political issues, without

increasing their susceptibility.

Limitations and Future Directions
Despite preesting thaffirmative action frammaanipulations, the

manipulatiorthecks were incsistent limiting the conclusions we can draw from

9 These ratingserereported o March 15 Some polls report his approval rating as low as 35% from
March 2&8, 2017.
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the results presented. In Experiment 1, participants had difficulty distinguishing
between the zersum affirmative action frame and the literal description of
affrmative actonWeatt i but ed this to the | ikelihood t
understanding of affirmative action wasaffatnative action & zeresum game
We thugpredicted that when participants were forced to choose between the
positivesum and zersum metaphorical degptions (Experiment 2 and 3) they
would be able to correctly identify their assigned condition. This prediction was not
supported ifExperiment 2r Experiment 3.

In both experiments, participamsll conditionslefaulted to selecting the
positivesum metaphorical description of affirmative action as the one they had
viewedThis was the case even when participants were asked to indicate whether the
affirmative action description they read was more like a pasgitive zeregsum
gamgExperiment 3)It may be the case that participants were concerned that
oAffirmative action disadvantages Whiteso
thus opted to select the option, O0OAffirmat
mi n o rand repertsth@at ivas more of a posithgeim game-loweverthis
patterncould also be explained by the way the optieesphrased. He positive
sumoptionincluded sports metaphor, oOevens the play
sumoptiondln ot , o0di s ad viamghtbgtieasparii¢lpantse s . 0
remembered reading about college admissions being a race, but did not remember
the nuance of how that race was affected by affirmative action, and thus selected the
option that seemed most related to a race. In the futemregahese options so

that they both include metaphors, or both are literal, would allow us to eliminate this
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as a potential explanation for the problemswdxsén the manipulation checks and
better understand the true effects of these metaphonoeas fra

This dissertatioalsoleaves several avenues for further research unexplored.
Past research on persuasion and attitude change suggests that we can be persuaded
by one of twdVhile we found evidence that metaphorical framings can shift political
attiudes, it is not clear how long these effects would persist, or if they would be
more impactful with repeated exposure. In the present dissertation, participants
were only exposed to the metaphorical frames once. When naturally exposed to
political contenit is more likely that individuals will experience repeated exposure,
particularly if exposure is through the news media whichrsfalB#aour cycle and
frequently repeats content. To examine this, a longitudinal study could be conducted
to assess thefluence of metaphorical framings over time, particularly as we quickly
approach racial and ethnic plurality.

Recruiting participants that are not as familiar with politics would also be an
advantage to this research program, particularly in bettestanding the results of
the experiments that recruited online participants. In these studies, participants had
the ability to search for experiments based on their interests. For example, if a
participant had sear chegbardivo rE xoppesryi cnheonltosg y2, 6
and 4 would have been presented in their search results. This creates the potential
for selection bias and those already interested in these topics might have been more
likely to participate which could be associated with otlestaetdid not account
for in ourresults. Recruiting participants that are younger and have not had as much

exposure to political content or who are from countries in which they would not
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have been exposed to American politics would help to clarfiie the e
metaphors on political attitudes.
Additionally, there was limited representation of conservatives and
Republicans across the studies, thus recruiting more participants from these
populations, or recruiting participants who have yet to alga patitical party or
ideology, would help to ensure that the results are generalizable. Similarly, recruiting
a more racially diverseamplaevould allow us to investigate if people of color react
similarly to racial shift information and metaphoraailes.We would speculate
that being presented with information that
numerical minority might be empowering. However, this could lead to either more
liberal attitudes toward diversity policies as individuals recall soendifitulties
that racial and ethnic minorities/efacel, and likely will continue to faoe more
conservative attitudes as diversity policies targeting racial and ethnic minorities may
be viewed as no longer needed. Further investigation istoessdass this.
Another limitation of the present dissertation isithgeneral, the
metaphors used in the present experiments were novel and generated by the
researchers. I't i s unclear whether more c
drugs®d®tdowrkl|leconomi csé6 would have elicited
Experiment 4, the death penalty was described using the more conventional
met aphor of justice needing to oObalance th
which we did not observe statially significant effects. It could be that the death
penalty has been such a longstanding issue in the United States that attitudes were
not as easily swayed, or that there was something about the metaphor used that was

not persuasive. It is also pdssthat participants are @aocustometb justice being
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described in terms of oObalanced6 that they
description, but more research is needed to assess whether this would apply to other,
more familiar, metaphors.

Finally, as previously mentioned, most exposure to political content is
through the news and broadcast media which is often presented in multiple
mediums. Typically, individuals are exposed to visual, audio, and written (through
captions) political contesimultaneously. The present dissertation was limited to
written metaphors which may not be as salient, or as familiar a presentation, as visual
and verbal metaphors, like those presented in political advertisements. Future
research should examine & thedium of presentation influences how persuasive
the metaphors are. istabo important to assess whether presenting racial shift
information in the form of a video would moderate feelings of threat.
Conclusion

Issues of race and politics are corsileome of the most divisive topics in
the United States. Parents urge their children not to discuss such things over dinner
and many dread the holidays when they will yet again encounter distant relatives who
they see as unreachable, yet this dissematstigated both topics and provides
evidence for hope. Since the 2016 presidential election, people have been
encouraged to oOcross the aisled and exit o
doing this may be difficult, especially if the effort cepped as futile. This
dissertation presents some of the first evidence that even in this time of transition
and uncertainty, minds can be changed. With brief passages, we were able to change
the conversation around one of the most contentiousetaed policies in the

United States. This provides evidence thatpatgr conversations can be effective
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and persuasive, and perhaps, that fears surrounding the demographic and political

shifts can be overcome. For eMleavetoPr esi dent
remember that we're actwually all on one te
Republicans first, we are Americans first.

for this country" (President Obama, 2016). This dissertation proviuss furt

evidence that using metaphors to present political content can moderate changes in
attitudes that are tied to transitions in the United States. While we aim to find ways
to prevent the unintended influence of metaphors on political attitudes, tieey can

used intentionally to foster dialogue between people with differing political views.
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Appendix A
Adjusted Means and Standard Errors for Primary Dependent Measures in Study 1
with People of Color Included in Analyses

Affirmative Action Frame
Literal PositiveSum  Zero-Sum
Projection M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) Total
Condition

Attitudes toward Affirmative Action
Control 4.38(0.22) 4.26 (0.24) 4.29(0.22) 4.31(0.13)
Racial Shif 4.15 (0.22) 4.58 (0.22) 4.20(0.23) 4.31(0.13)
Total 4.27 (0.15) 4.42(0.16) 4.25(0.16)
Likelihood of Voting for Affirmative Action Proponents
Control 5.38 (0.15) 5.16 (0.16) 5.28 (0.15) 5.27 (0.09)
Racial Shif 5.17 (0.15) 5.36 (0.15) 5.36 (0.16) 5.30 (0.09)
Total 5.27(0.11) 5.26 (0.11) 5.32(0.11)
Overall Paty Attitudes
Control 0.03 (0.07) 0.08 (0.08) -0.01(0.07) 0.03(0.04)
Racial Shif 0.05 (0.07) -0.04 (0.07) 0.01(0.07) 0.01(0.04)
Total 0.04 (0.05) 0.02(0.05) 0.00 (0.05)
RaceRelated Policy Attitudes
Control -0.02 (0.08, 0.02 (0.09) -0.01(0.08) 0.11 (0.06)
Racial Shif 0.07 (0.08) -0.03 (0.08) -0.10(0.08) 0.00 (0.06)
Total 0.03 (0.06) -0.01(0.06) -0.05(0.06) -0.010.03}
RaceNeutral Policy Attitudes
Control 0.01(0.08) -0.01(0.08) -0.16(0.08) 0.08 (0.06)
Racial Shif -0.01 (0.08) -007 (0.08) 0.04 (0.08) 0.00 (0.06)
Total 0.00 (0.06) -0.04 (0.06) 0.01(0.06) -0.008(0.03)
Note.Means are adjusted for participant demographics and prior attitudes toward
affirmative action where applicable. On the affirmative action measures, highe
numbers indicate greater levels of support. On the overaklated and race
neutral measures, higher numbers indicate more conservative attitudes. Means with
matching goerscripts are statistically different from each qike0,05.
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Appendix B
Demographic Information on Participants in Study-T&stng
n
Gender
Man 7
Woman 28
Total 35
Race
White 21
Black 0
Asian 12
Latino/Hispanic 0
Biracial/Multiracia 1
Not listed 1
Total 35
English Proficiency
Average 1
Goaod 4
Excellent 30
Total 35
Political Party Affiliation
Democrat 16
Republicar 1
Independent 6
Not listed 5
Total 28
Measure M (SD)
Age 18.63 (0.81)
Social Statu 5.31 (1.08)
Political Ideology (1= Extreme
Liberal to 7 = Extremel 2.83 (0.79)

Conservative

NoteTotals may vary as participants were free to skip any question they wished.
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Affirmative Action

PositiveSum  Zero-Sum
Metaphor Metaphor

Measure M (SD) M (SD) df F p p

Clarity 3.06 (1.03) 3.46 (0.92) 4,136 8.49 <0.001 0.14
Accuracy 2.94(0.94) 2.23(1.03) 4,136 15.62 <0.001 0.06
Concise 2.63 (1.06) 2.89(1.05) 4,136 19.20 <0.001 >0.95
Gender 2.94(059) 2.80(053 4,136 1.15 034 0.64
Tone 3.2900.7)  2.54(092 4,136 20.26 <0.001 0.003
Political 2.71(0.67  3.31(0.939 4,136 16.96 <0.001 0.25

Ideology

NoteMultiple metaphors were tested and submitted to@aneepeated measures
ANOVA for each dependent measure above.eWhtalomnibus test may have
been statistically significant, the difference between the selecteesposdive
zerosum metaphor may not have been statistically significaptjtheported as

thepvalue of the simple effects test between theesklaetaphorainless the

omnibus test was not statistically significant, in which taset reported.
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Appendix C
Analysis of thaffirmative ActionQualitative Responses in Study 1

Affirmative Action Frame

Literal PositiveSum  Zero-Sum
Projection M (SE) M (SE) M (SE) Total
Condition
Informative( @ = 0. 79)
Control 4.33(0.16) 4.78(0.17) 4.57 (0.16) 4.56 (0.09)
Racial Shift 4.54 (0.16) 4.66 (0.16) 4.35(0.15) 4.52 (0.09)
Total 4.44(0.11) 4.72(0.12) 4.46 (0.11)
Persuasivea = 0. 84)
Control 3.63(0.18) 3.71(0.20) 3.98(0.19) 3.77 (0.11)
Racial Shift 3.68 (0.18) 3.90 (0.19) 3.85(0.18) 3.81(0.11)
Total 3.65(0.13) 3.80 (0.14) 3.91(0.13)
Political Leaninfa = 0. 71)
Control 4.37(0.19) 4.14(0.20) 4.10 (0.20) 4.21 (0.11)
RaciaBhift 4.44(0.19) 4.04 (0.20) 4.10(0.19) 4.19 (0.11)
Total 4.41(0.14) 4.09(0.13) 4.10 (0.13)
Attitude toward Affirmative Actigha = 0. 7 9)
Control 4.80 (0.14) 4.93(0.15) 4.87 (0.14) 4.87 (0.08)
Racial Shift 4.76 (0.14) 4.94(0.14) 4.89 (0.13) 4.8 (0.08)
Total 4.78 (0.10) 4.94(0.10)  4.89(0.10)

Note.Two raters, who were blind to the experimental conditions and the

hypotheses, coded the descriptions of affirmative action that were provided by
participants to assess how informative and peestiasy were, as well as the extent

to which they reflected conservative or liberal ideologies, and support for affirmative
action. Ratings were averaged and submitted tensyi®NCOVA with the

indicated dependent measure, affirmative action frameopautign condition as

fixed factors, and prior attitude toward affirmative action as the covariate. Higher
numbers indicate higher levels of measure. On the political leaning measure, higher
numbers indicate more conservative attitudes. On the datvade affirmative

action measure, higher numbers indicate greater support.
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Appendix D
Analysis of Potential Mediators in Study 1
Source df F p -
Modern Racism Scale
Affirmative Action (2,233) 0.07 0.93 0.00
Frame
Projection (1,233) 1.28 0.26 0.01
Interaction (2, 233) 0.03 0.97 0.00
Feelings of Threat to the American System
Affirmative Action (2,233) 0.24 0.19 0.00
Frame
Projection (1,233) 0.17 0.68 0.00
Interaction (2, 233) 0.85 0.43 0.001
Uncertainty about Americ
Affirmative Action (2,232) 0.20 0.82 0.00
Frame
Projection (1,232) 0.96 0.33 0.00
Interaction (2, 232) 1.15 0.32 0.01
Feelings of Threat toward Status ofté&/Americans
Affirmative Action (2,233) 0.15 0.86 0.00
Frame
Projection (1,233) 9.44 0.002 0.04
Interaction (2, 233) 0.22 0.80 0.00
Ethnic Identification with Whiteness
Affirmative Action (2,233) 1.82 0.17 0.02
Frame
Projection (1,233) 0.23 0.64 0.
Interaction (2, 233) 0.73 0.48 0.01
System Justifying Beliefs
Affirmative Action (2,233) 0.33 0.72 0.00
Frame
Projection (1,233) 1.12 0.29 0.01
Interaction (2, 233) 0.49 0.61 0.00
Agreement with Affirmative Action Metaphor
Affirmative Action (2,3)]) 0.72 049 0.
Franme
Projection (1,23} 0.11 0.74 0.
Interaction (2, 23) 0.24 0.79 0.00

Note.Feelings of threat toward the status of White Americans is further explored in
Experiment 2.
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Appendix E
Adjusted Means and Standard Error®fpendent Measures in Study 2 with
People of Color Included

Affirmative Action Frame
PositiveSum Zero-Sum
Racial Shift Frame M (SE) M (SE) Total
Attitudes toward Affirmative Action
Literal 4.23 (0.20) 4.28 (0.20) 4.26 (0.14)
Optimistic 4.20 (0.19) 4.15 (0.20) 4.17 (0.14)
Pessimistic  4.27 (0.19) 4.20 (0.21) 4.23 (0.14)
Total 4.23 (0.11) 4.21 (0.12)
Likelihood of Voting for Affirmative Action Proponents
Literal 4.45 (0.19) 4.66 (0.19) 4.56 (0.14)
Optimistic 4.68 (0.18) 4.40 (aL9) 4.54(0.13)
Pessimistic  4.40 (0.18) 4.58 (0.20) 4.49 (0.13)
Total 4.51 (0.12) 4.55 (0.11)
Attitude toward the Impact of the Racial Shift
Literal 4.28 (0.19) 4.43 (0.18) 4.35(0.13)
Optimistic 4.20 (0.18) 4.04 (0.19) 4.12 (0.13)
Pessimistic  3.96(0.18) 4.33 (0.20) 4.15 (0.13)
Total 4.15 (0.11) 4.27 (0.11)
Overall Policy Attitudes

Literal  0.00 (0.07) -0.03(0.07)  -0.01 (0.05)
Optimistic ~ -0.04 (0.07) 0.09 (0.06) 0.02 (0.05)
Pessimistic  0.03 (0.07) -0.04 (0.06)  -0.01 (0.05)

Total -0.01 (0.04) 0.01 (0.04)
RaceRelated Policy Attitudes

Literal  0.02 (0.09) -0.09 (0.09)  -0.04 (0.06)
Optimistic ~ -0.00 (0.09) 0.07 (0.08) 0.04 (0.06)
Pessimistic  0.03 (0.09) -0.03(0.09)  -0.00 (0.06)

Total  0.02 (0.05) -0.02 (0.05)  -0.00(0.04)

RaceNeutral Polly Attitudes
Literal  -0.03 (0.08) 0.07 (0.08) 0.02 (0.06)
Optimistic ~ -0.10 (0.08) 0.12 (0.08) 0.01 (0.06)
Pessimistic ~ 0.02 (0.08) -0.05 (0.08) -0.01(0.06)
Total  -0.04 (0.05) 0.05 (0.05) 0.01 (0.03)
Note.Means are adjusted to controlgarticipant demographics. On the affirmative
action measures, and attitudes toward the racial shift higher numbers indicate greater
levels of support (positivity). On the overall;raeged, and raceeutral measures,
higher numbers indicate more sEnvative attitudes.
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Demographic Information on Participants in Study -2 &stng Studies

Affirmative Action Frame  Racial Shift
(N=30 Frame
(N =30
n n
Gender
Man 17 18
Woman 13 12
Race
White 22 19
Black 2 5
Asian 4 5
Latino/Hispanic 2 1
Education
High School 1
Vocational or 2 Year Technic
2
School
Some Colleg 12 8
College Graduat 11 14
Advanced degre 3 2
Income
$10,000 or les 3 2
$10,000 to $29,9¢ 7 11
$29,000 to $49,9¢ 9 6
$50,000 to $74,9¢ 6 5
$75,000 or mor 5 4
Unreported 0 2
English Proficiency
Good 1 1
Excellent 29 29
Political Party Affiliation
Democrat 9 10
Republicar 4 6
Independen 12 10
Unlisted 5 4
Measure M(SD) M(SD)
Age 34.33 (9.72) 32.34 (7.31)
Political Ideolog{l= Extremely
Liberal to 7 = Extremel 3.07 (1.48) 3.07 (1.55)
Conservative
Bounce Ratt 21% 12%
Completion Ratt 86% 79%
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Study 2 Prgesting Results for Metaphorical Framing Manipulations

Affirmative Action Metaphors

PositiveSum  Zero-Sum
Metaplor Metaphor
Measure M (SD) M (SD) df F p p
Clarity 3.77 (1.01) 3.80(1.00) 4,116 5.10 <0.001 >0.95
Accuracy 3.60 (0.72) 3.13(1.14) 4,116 4.12 <0.001 0.14
Concise 3.27 (1.20) 3.43(1.04) 4,116 4.71 <0.001 0.93
Gender 2.90 (0.76) 2.80(0.81) 4,116 2.80 <0.001 0.98
Tone 3.77 (0.68) 2.93(0.74) 4,116 4.02 <0.001 <0.001
f;"e'g:gg; 2.33(0.66) 2.87(0.94) 4,116 3.22 <0.001 0.05
Racial Shift Metaphors
Optimistic ~ Pessimistic
Metaphor Metaphor
Measure M (SD) M (SD) df F p p
Clarity 3.43(1.17) 3.43(1.22) 4,116 6.66 <0.001 >0.95
Accuracy 3.37(1.00) 2.93(1.17) 4,116 5.98 <0.001 0.23
Concise 3.33(1.09) 3.33(1.06) 4,115 8.58 <0.001 >0.95
Gender 2.60 (0.72) 2.48(0.99) 4,115 150 0.06
Tone 2.87 (0.82) 2.40(1.00) 4,116 3.78 <0.001 0.91
B"e'g:gg'y 3.03(0.93) 3.23(1.17) 4116 272 <0.001 0091

NoteMultiple metaphors were tested and submitted to@wayneepeated measures
ANOVA for each dependent measure above. While the omnibus test may have
been stistically significant, the difference between the sehetégudhos may not
have been statistically significant, phissreported as thevalue of the simple
effects test between the selected metaphors, unless the omnibus test was not
statisticallgignificant, in which cagds not reported.
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Appendix G
Analysis of the Affirmative Action Qualitative Responses in Study 2
Affirmative Action Frame
PositiveSum  Zero-Sum

Projection Fram M (SE) M (SE) Total
I nformat8l)lve (a = 0.
Literal 3.81(0.16) 3.67(0.15)  3.74(01))
Optimistic 3.58(015 3.88(0.15) 3.73(01))
Pessimistic 3.96 (0.15) 3.75(0.15) 3.86(011
Total 3.78(009 3.77(009
Positive8)Tone (a =
Literal 4.10 (0.12) 3.85(0.13) 3.97 (0.09)
Optimistic 4.09 (0.13) 405(0.12) 4.07 (0.09)
Pessimistic 4.15(0.13) 4.06(0.13) 4.11 (0.09)
Total 4.11 (0.07) 3.99 (0.07)
Political Leaning (i
Literal 3.67(0.15) 3.85(015 3.76(011)
Optimistic 3.66(015 3.68(015 3.67(01)
Pessimistic 3.71(0.15) 3.61(0.15) 3.66(011))
Total 3.68(009 3.7. (009

Note.Two raters, who were blind to the experimental conditions and the

hypotheses, coded the descriptions of affirmative action provided by paxditipants

the above measurd?atings were averaged aobmitted to a twavay ANCOVA

with the indicated dependent measure, affirmative action frame and pfigjeation

condition as fixed factors, grarticipant demographicscasariate Higher

numbers indicate higher levelsathmeasure. On the pwtal leaning measure,

higher numbers indicate more conservative attitdhdeans with matching

superscripts are statistically different from eachpther 0. 05. A i ndi cat es
statistically significant differenges,0.10.
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Analysis of the Affirmative Action Qualitative Responses in Study 2 (continued)

Affirmative Action Frame

PositiveSum  Zero-Sum
Projection Fram M (SE) M (SE) Total
Support for Affirmative Actioh a 82 O .

Literal 435(015 4.08(015 421(01)
Optimistic 421(0.5B) 429(0.15) 425(010
Pessimistic 4.20 (0.15) 4.22(0.15) 4.21(0.11)

Total 4.25(009 4.19(009

Positivity t®@Fard Whi

Literal 414(005 412(005 413(004
Optimistic 4.12(005 4.13(005 412(004
Pessimistic 4.05 (0.05) 4.10(0.05) 4.07 (0.04)

Total 410(003 4.10 (M3

Positivity towardd) Peopl

Literal 3.88(008 3.80(009 3.84(006
Optimistic 3.73(008 3.77(008 3.75(006)
Pessimistic 3.88 (0.08) 3.71(0.08) 3.80(0.06)

Total 3.83(009H 3.76005
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Appendix G
Analysis of the Racial Shift Qualitative Responses in Study 2
Affirmative Action Frame
PositiveSum  Zero-Sum

Projection Fram M (SE) M (SE) Total
I nformat7/ve (a = 0.
Literal 3.92(0.1) 3.72(0.1) 3.82(010
Optimistic 3.71(0.19) 4.10(0.1) 3.90(010
Pessimistic 3.92 (0.14 3.83(0.14 3.87(0.10
Total 3.85(008 3.88(009
Positive Tone (a =
Literal 3.89 (0.08) 3.98 (0.8) 3.93 (0.06)
Optimistic 4.01 (0.08) 3.96(0.08) 3.99 (0.06)
Pessimistic 3.87(0.08) 3.98 (0.08) 3.92(0.06)
Total 3.92 (0.05) 3.97 (0.05)
Political Leaning (i
Literal 409(010 404(0.10) 4.87 (0.9
Optimistic 3.87(010 401(0.10) 4.87 (0.0)
Pessimistic 416(010 405 (0.1p  4.19 (®@7)
Total 403(006) 404(006)

Note.Two raters, who were blind to the experimental conditions and the

hypotheses, coded the descriptions of the racial shift provided by participants on the
above measures. Ratings were averaged and submittedicag AMCOVA with

the indicated dependent measure, affirmative action frame and projection frame
condition as fixed factors, and participant demographics as covariates. Higher
numbers indicate highlevels of each measure. On the political leaning measure,
higher numbers indicate more conservative attitudes. Means with matching
superscripts are statistically different from eachpther 0. 05. A i ndi cat es
statistically significantfeéifencesp <0.10. There was a marginally statistically
significaninteractiorbetween affirmative action frame and racial shift frathe on
informativemeasure (2, 298F 2.6Q p =0.08, 0.02.

r
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Appendix G
Analysis of the Racial Shift Qualitaftesponses in Study 2 (continued)
Affirmative Action Frame
PositiveSum  Zero-Sum

Projection Fram M (SE) M (SE) Total
Positive Attitude toward
Literal 3.93(0.09 3.96(009 3.95(006)
Optimistic 4.10(0.09 4.00(0.09 4.05(006)
Pessimistic 3.87 (0.09) 3.97 (0.09) 3.92 (0.06)
Total 3.97(005 3.97(005
Positivity to@ard Whi
Literal 406(0.05 403(005 4.05(004)
Optimistic 4.04 0.09 4.16(0.05 4.10(004)
Pessimistic 411(0.09 400(0.09 4.05(0.09)
Total 4.07(003 406(003
Positivity toward Peopl
Literal 3.89(006 3.94(006) 3.91(0.®)
Optimistic 3.87(006 3.93(005 3.90(0.3%)
Pessimistic 3.82(0.09 3.98 (0.06 3.90 (0.0
Total 3.86(0.03y  3.95(0.03}

Note.Two raters, who were blind to the experimental conditions and the
hypotheses, coded the descriptions of the racial shift provided by participants on the
above measures. Ratings were averaged and submittedviaya AMEOVA with

the indicated dependent measure, affirmative action frame and projection frame
condition as fixed factors, and participant demographics as covariates. Higher
numbers indicate higher levels of each measure.
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Appendix H
Analysis of Potential MediatarsStudy 2
Source df F p -
Feelings of Threat to the American System
Racial Shift Frame (2, 305) 1.73 0.18 0.a
Affirmative Action (1, 305) 2.56 011 0.aL
Frame
Interaction (2, 305) 025 0.78 0.00
Uncertainty about Americ
Racial ShifFrame (2, 305) 0.31 0.73 0.00
Affirmative Action (1, 305) 0.24 0.63 0.00
Frame
Interaction (2, 305) 2.15 0.12 0.01
Feelings of Threat toward Status of White Americans
Racial Shift Frame (2, 305) 0.78 0.46 0.01
Affirmative Action (1, 305) 0.46 0.50 0.00
Frame
Interaction (2, 305) 0.23 0.79 0.00
Ethnic Identification with Whiteness
Racial Shift Frame (2, 304) 0.34 0.71 0.00
Affirmative Action (1, 304) 2.31 0.13 0.01
Frame
Interaction (2, 304) 0.02 0.98 0.00
System Justifying Beliefs
Racial Shifframe (2, 304) 0.63 0.53 0.00
Affirmative Action (1, 304) 2.10 0.15 0.01
Frame
Interaction (2, 304) 0.49 0.61 0.00
Agreement with Racial Shift Metaphor
Racial Shift Frame (2, 305) 3.45 003 0.
Affirmative Action (1, 305) 0.35 056 0.01
Frame

Interaction (2, 305) 0.38 0.8 0.00




105

Appendix |
Instructions Participants Received in the PoSitive Metaphor Condition

Dear Student,

In cooperation with the Admissions Office, we are working to assess the
gualifications that current students believeeam@ssary to be successful at Tufts
University. To do this, we are asking current students to evaluate the Common
Application of a student that previously applied to Tufts University. We will not
disclose whether or not this student was actually adimittéastead wish to

understand your perspective on their qualifications. These students have consented
to having their applications used for research purposes.

Please read all materials carefully and keep in mind that Tufts University values
diversityin all its forms on campus. As the nation becomes increasingly diverse in
terms of age and racial composition we wish to ensure that Tufts University is an
inclusive place of learning and free expression. To encourage diversity and enrich
the student bodwe employ affirmative action in our admissions decisions.

To us, affirmative actias one way in which we can try to increase campus
diversityTo do this we treahinority status as an additional factor when making
admissions decisions. the pastminorities and underrepresented students have
faced discrimination and have had to work a lot harder to get into colegedke

this easier to conceptualize, it was basically like if everyone was racing toward a
college acceptance on a track, wherpdople in the inner lanes have a shorter
distance to run than people in the outer lanes; majority group members were in the
inner lanes to get into colleges and Black people, for example, were in the outer
lanes.This made the chance thanhorities wald get into college a lot lower, and
minority students were therefore underrepresented at most ddteges.make

up for this, colleges like Tufts University, give special considerBtark
studentsdl appl i c & esarbfers further Jowmin ther lane on thee s
outside of the track so that everyone has to run the same distance.

Please let the experimenter know if you have any questions and thank you again for
your participation.

Sincerely,
The Research Team
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Appendix |
Instructions Participants Received in the-Bemm Metaphor Condition

Dear Student,

In cooperation with the Admissions Office, we are working to assess the
gualifications that current students believe are necessary to be successful at Tufts
Univasity. To do this, we are asking current students to evaluate the Common
Application of a student that previously applied to Tufts University. We will not
disclose whether or not this student was actually admitted, but instead wish to
understand your pgective on their qualifications. These students have consented
to having their applications used for research purposes.

Please read all materials carefully and keep in mind that Tufts University values
diversity in all its forms on campus. As thematoomes increasingly diverse in
terms of age and racial composition we wish to ensure that Tufts University is an
inclusive place of learning and free expression. To encourage diversity and enrich
the student body we employ affirmative action in oussidns decisions.

To us, affirmative actias one way in which we can try to increase campus
diversityTo do this we treahinority status as an additional factor when making
admissions decisions. the past, minorities and underrepresented ssuloiavd

faced discrimination and have had to work a lot harder to get into colegedke

this easier to conceptualize, it was basically like if everyone was racing toward a
college acceptance on a track, where the people in the inner lanes have a short
distance to run than people in the outer lanes; majority group members were in the
inner lanes to get into colleges and Black people, for example, were in the outer
lanes.This made the chance thanhorities would get into college a lot lower, and
minority students were therefore underrepresented at most citeges. make

up for this, colleges like Tufts University, give special considerBtark
studentsdél appl il caeiewstching the places of
are in thmuter lanes and minorities areer thees.

Please let the experimenter know if you have any questions and thank you again for
your participation.

Sincerely,
The Research Team
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Appendix J
Example of Common Application Participafiesved (page 1)

mECOMMON FIRST-YEAR APPLICATION

APPLICANT
Legal Name_” Dionne F
ast/Family/Sur (Enter name exactly as it appears on official documents.) First/Given liddle (complete) Jr., ete.
Preferred name, if not first name (only one) Former last name(s)
Birth Date 07/01/1998 O Female O Male  US Social Security Number, if any XXX-XX-XXXX
mm/da/yyyy Required for US Citizens and Permanent Residents applying for financial aid via FAFSA
Preferred Telephone O Home O Cell Home (XXX ) XXX-XXXX Cell (XXX-_ ) XXXX
Area/Country/City Code Area/Country/City Code
E-mail Address [N IM Address |
Permanent home address W
Number ree Apartment #
Lowell Middlesex MA USA 01852
City/Town County or Parish State/Province Country ZIP/Postal Code
If different from above, please give your current mailing address for all admission correspondence. (from to )
(mm/dd/yyyy) (mm/dd/yyyy)
Current mailing address
Number & Street Apartment #
City/Town County or Parish State/Province Country ZIP/Postal Code

If your current mailing address is a boarding school, include name of school here:

FUTURE PLANS
Your answers to these questions will vary for different colleges. If the online system did not ask you to answer some of the questions you see in this section, this college
chose not to ask that question of its applicants.

College Tufts University Deadline January 1, 2016

mm/dad/yyyy
Entry Term: ®ral (Jul-Dec) O Spring (Jan-Jun) Do you intend to apply for need-based financial aid? O Yes @ No
Decision Plan Regular Decision Do you intend to apply for merit-based scholarships? @ Yes O No
Academic Interests Political Science, Peace and Justice Studies Do you intend to be a full-time student? @ Yes O No

Do you intend to enroll in a degree program your first year? ®Yes O No

Do you intend to live in college housing?_Y€S

Career Interest Lawyer What is the highest degree you intend to eam? Bachelor of Arts
DEMOGRAPHICS

Citizenship Status U-S. Citizen 1. Are you Hispanic/Latino?

Non-US Citi i O Yes, Hispanic or Latino (including Spain) @ No It yes, please describe your background.

2. Regardless of your answer to the prior question, please indicate how you identify
yourself. (Check one or more and describe your background.)

Birthplace Boston MA USA
City/Town State/Province Country O American Indian or Alaska Native (including all Original Peoples of the Americas)
Years lived in the Us? 18 Years lived outside the US? O Are you Enrolled? O Yes O No Ifyes, please enter Tribal Enrollment Number

Language Proficiency (Check all that apply.)
S{Speak) R{Read) W(Write) F{First Language) H(Spoken at Home)

S RWFH O Asian (including Indian subcontinent and Philippines)
English 00000
00000 @ Black or African American (including Africa and Caribbean)

O00O0O0

Optional The items with a gray background are optional. No information you
provide will be used in a discriminatory manner.
i Undecided O White (including Middle Eastern)

O Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (Original Peoples)

US Armed Services veteran status Nt a veteran

<2014 The Common Application, Inc. AP-1
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Appendix J
Example of Common Application Participants Viewed (page 2)

EDUCATION
Secondary Schools
Most recent secondary school attended | N
Entry Date 09/2012 G ion Date 06/21/2016 School Type: @ Public O Charter O Independent O Religious O Home School
mm/yyyy mm/dd/yyyy
Address | CEEB/ACT Code 221218
Number & Street
Lowell MA USA 01852
City/Town State/Province Country 2ZIP/Postal Code
Counselor’s Name [N C s Title Guidance Counselor
E-mail — | (XXX XXX-XXXX Fax (XXX ) XXX-XXXX
Area/Country/City Code Number Ext. Area/Country/City Code Number
List all other secondary schools you have attended since 9" grade, including academic summer schools or enrichment programs hosted on a secondary school campus:
School Name & CEEB/ACT Code Location (City, State/Province, ZIP/Postal Code, Country) Dates Attended (mm/yyyy)
Please list any ity prog ization that has provided free assi with your application process:
If your ion was or will be i pted, please indicate so here and provide details in the Additional ion section:

Colleges & Universities List all college/university affiliated courses you have taken since 9th grade and mark all that apply: taught on college campus (CO); taught on
high school campus, excluding AP/IB (HS); taught online (ON); college credit awarded (CR); transcript available (TR); degree candidate (DC).

College/University Name & CEEB/ACT Code Location (City, State/Province, ZIP/Postal Code, Country) CO HS ON CR TR DC Dates Attended Degree Earmned
mm/yyyy - mm/yyyy
O00O00O0
O00O00O0
O000O0O0
If you indicated that a transcript is available, please have an official copy sent to your colleges as soon as possible.
ACADEMICS
The self-reported information in this section is not intended to take the place of your official records. Please note the requirements of each institution to which you are
applying and arrange for official transcripts and score reports to be sent from your y school and the appropriate testing agencies. Where “Best Scores” are
requested, please report the highest individual scores you have earned so far, even if those scores are from different test dates.
Grades  Class Rank 40 Class Size 229 Weighted? O Yes @ No GPA 3.5 Scale 4.0 Weighted? O Yes @ No
(if availabie) (if available)
ACT Exam Dates: Best Scores:
(past & future) mmiyyyy mmiyyyy mmAyyyy (s0 far) COMP mmiyyyy English mmyyyy ‘Math mmyyyy
Reading mmAyyy Science mmiyyyy Writing mmiyyyy
SAT Exam Dates: 10/03/2015  11/07/2015 Best Scores: 670 11/07/2015 660  11/07/2015 5 10/03/2015
(past & future) mm/ddyyyy mm/ddlyyyy mm/adyyyy (50 far) Critical Reading mmvddiyyyy Math mnvadyyyy Writing mm/ddlyyyy
TOEFL/  Exam Dates: Best Score:
|ELTS (past & futwre) ~ mmAyyyy mavyyyy mmiyyy (s0far) Test Score mmyyy

AP/IB/SAT Best Scores: 05/2015 AP English Literature 4 05/2015 AP Calculus B 4
mmiyyyy Type & Subject Score mmiyyyy Type & Subject Score.

Subjects

4
mmiyyyy Type & Subject Score. mmiyyyy Type & Subject Score
mmiyyyy Type & Subject Score. mmyyyy Type & Subject Score
mmyyy Type & Subject Score mmyyyy Type & Subject Score

Current Courses Please list all courses you are taking this year and indicate level (AP, IB, advanced, honors, etc.) and credit value. Indicate quarter classes taken in
the same on the appropri line.
Full Year/First Semester/First Trimester Second Semester/Second Trimester Third Trimester

or additional first/second term courses if more space is needed
U.S. Government
A.P. Calculus C
A.P. Psychology
A.P. Biology
___Honors English Literature 4
World History
Photography Ceramics Creative Writing
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Appendix J
Example of Common Application Participants Viewed (page 3)

Honors Briefly list any academic distinctions or honors you have received since the 9* grade or international equivalent (e.g., National Merit, Cum Laude Society).
S(School) S/R(State or Regional) N(National) l{international)

Grade level or Honor Highest Level of
post-graduate (PG) Recognition
9 10 11 12 PG SSRN |
O ® ® @ O Honor Roll [ YeoXeJe)
00000 0000
00000 0000
00000 0000
00000 0000

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES & WORK EXPERIENCE
Extracurricular Please list your principal extracurricular, volunteer, and work activities in their order of Importanoe to you. Feel free to group your activities and
paid work experience separately if you prefer. Use the space available to provide details of your activities and 1ts (specific events, varsity letter, musical
instrument, employer, etc.). To allow us to focus on the highlights of your activities, please complete this section even if you plan to attach a résumé.

Grade level or Approximate When did you participate

If applicable,
post-graduate (PG) time spent mmeacsu::‘y;er/ postons e, honors won. etrs st or emploger ts(:)zz?c‘::;:e
9 10 11 12 PG . :ro‘:v; . p"e'fiﬁir 552:?4 %crggal L
QOO0 2 === @ O Member o
Activity National Honor Society

[ele] I le) ® O Delegate 0
Activity Model United Nations

00000 0 === @ @ ShortStop °
Activity Softball

coooo ... . O O o
Activity

ooooo ... O O o
Activity

QOO0 O O o
Activity

@leoiee) . O] (@ o
Activity

0000 ... .0 ©O o
Activity

@feleiere) Q) D) o
Activity

coooo ... . O O o
Activity
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