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GENDER IN INTERRACIAL CONTEXTS
Abstract
This dissertation presents five studies designed to examine the role of
gender in interracial contexts. Gender intersects with race to fundamentally shape
social perception and experience, yet its influence in this area is often overlooked.
The first set of studies laid the groundwork for this program of research by
examining gender differences in cognitive representations of racial groups: In
Study 1a, White participants reported their views of Blacks’ stereotypes about
them. Specifically, they reported that Blacks see White women as less prejudiced
than White men, or White people in general. Study 1b examined Black
participants’ perceptions of the same groups, finding that Blacks also report that
White women are seen as less prejudiced. In Study 2, White participants who
completed a version of the Black/White Implicit Association Test with female
stimuli showed marginally less implicit pro-White bias than those who completed
the more traditional version, with male stimuli. Together, these studies showed
that gender predicts outcomes in two basic intergroup processes: stereotyping and
implicit bias. The next set of studies built on this intersectional approach by
investigating the underlying role of individual differences, adding contextual
factors, and examining behavioral implications of gender differences in interracial
contexts. Study 3 was a meta-analysis of the interracial interaction literature,
designed to investigate the interaction of gender, race, and context in interaction
outcomes. It demonstrated that dyadic gender composition affects participants’
experience of the interaction, and that the structure of the interaction interacts
with the gender composition of the sample to predict outcomes as well. Study 4
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measured the effect of gender identity on White women’s expectations about an
interaction with a Black female interaction partner. When gender identity was
experimentally primed, or preexisting levels of gender identification were high,
participants had more positive outcomes. Taken together, these studies
demonstrated that gender plays a role in multiple aspects of interracial contexts,
predicting not just the degree but in some cases the direction of effects. In an
increasingly diverse society, an intersectional approach that considers gender in
conjunction with race will help create a more thorough understanding of
intergroup relations.
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GENDER IN INTERRACIAL CONTEXTS
The role of gender in Black/White interracial contexts
As societies have become increasingly diverse, interactions with people of
different races have become increasingly frequent, and researchers have made
tremendous progress in identifying the factors that predict how well these
interactions go. Although a great deal is known about how individuals’ racial
backgrounds predict their experiences in these encounters, a more thorough
understanding of interracial interactions requires an intersectional approach: that
is, a consideration of how other social identities interact with racial identity to
predict attitudes and behavior. Gender is particularly important as an intersecting
identity, because both racial and gender identities are perceived immediately and
automatically (Ito & Urland, 2003); are connected to numerous, well-known
stereotypes (Devine & Elliott, 1995; Rudman & Glick, 2008); and shape how
others react to us (Eagly & Chin, 2010). Rather than treating gender and race as
static and essential categories that directly and uniformly influence individuals’
attitudes and behavior, I advocate a contextual approach, first examining the way
that the social meaning attached to these identities can shape individuals’
experiences, and then examining how those experiences in turn interact with
situational aspects of interracial interactions to predict behavior (see Cole &
Stewart, 2001).
This introduction is structured in four parts: First, the importance of prior
experience is discussed—specifically, encounters with prejudice at the
intersection of race and gender, gender differences in the content of racial
stereotypes, and the role of racial and gender socialization. Second, situational
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aspects of gender’s role in interracial interactions are considered: the gender
composition of the interaction, the type of task involved, and the salience of racial
and gender identities. Third, the representation of gender in the extant interracial
interaction literature is reviewed. Finally, the current studies are described.
A few notes about the assumptions within this dissertation: Because the
majority of the existing interracial interaction literature focuses on Black/White
interactions in a U.S. context, this dissertation also focuses on that set of
interactions; use of the term “race” throughout can be assumed to refer to Blacks
and Whites. Some of the broader theoretical points—e.g., the way in which
multiple identities interact to shape individuals’ experience and behavior—may
apply beyond the U.S. Black/White binary, however (see Shih, Pittinsky, &
Ambady, 1999). Additionally, because a great deal of research on interracial
interaction and intergroup attitudes is conducted at predominantly White
institutions, all of the empirical studies cited can be assumed to have used White
(or mostly White) college student samples, unless otherwise noted. Finally, the
studies cited did not report whether participant gender moderated the findings
(except as noted).
Interracial Interaction Concerns and the Role of Past Experience
Research on the experiences of Whites and Blacks in interracial
interactions indicates that Whites are often concerned about appearing prejudiced
to Blacks, and Blacks are often concerned about being targeted by prejudice from
Whites (see Trawalter, Richeson, & Shelton, 2009, for a review). Although
concerns about prejudice in an interracial context might be assumed to stem solely
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from past experiences with race, there are important ways in which gender
interacts with race to shape individuals’ concerns and behavior in these contexts
(Settles, Pratt-Hyatt, & Buchanan, 2008). Specifically, experiences with
prejudice, stereotypes, and socialization at the intersection of race and gender are
likely to influence prejudice concerns in interracial interactions.
Gender Differences in Experiences with Prejudice
Experiences with prejudice (broadly construed) may differ for Black
women and Black men. One theoretical perspective, the double jeopardy
hypothesis, posits that Black women experience more prejudice, because both
their race and gender are devalued (Beale, 1979; see also King, 1988). Other
perspectives argue that Black men experience the brunt of prejudice—either
because competition for resources has historically occurred among men (Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999), or because as the prototypical members of a subordinate group,
Black men are more visible, and thus are more likely to be the targets of prejudice
(Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Empirically, and across college student and
community samples, there is conflicting evidence regarding which gender
experiences more racism: Some studies find that men and boys report more
racism (e.g., Klonoff & Landrine, 1999; Seaton, Caldwell, Sellers, & Jackson,
2008; Sellers & Shelton, 2003); others find that women and girls report more
racism (e.g., Gibbons, Gerrard, Cleveland, Wills, & Brody, 2004; Swim, Hyers,
Cohen, Fitzgerald, & Bylsma, 2003).
Regardless of whether Black men or women experience more prejudice,
however, research indicates that for each group, bias is experienced at the
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intersection of race and gender. For instance, Black men report more
discrimination from the police and within the legal system than do Black women
(Krieger & Sidney, 1996). Indeed, one recent study found that in a computer
shooting simulation—in which participants’ accuracy in “shooting” at Black
versus White targets was measured—responses to Black male and female faces
differed. As in previous studies, including those with community samples (e.g.,
Correll, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 2002), White participants were biased toward
shooting at Black men (i.e., more likely to mistakenly shoot unarmed targets;
Plant, Goplen, & Kunstman, 2011). However, target gender mattered:
Participants were actually biased away from shooting at Black women (i.e., more
likely to mistakenly not shoot armed targets), just as they were biased away from
shooting at White women and men.
Research with both community and student samples indicates that Black
women report experiencing sexism, racism, and other forms of prejudice that
cannot be attributed solely to either form of bias, but represent a combination of
the two (Moradi & Subich, 2003; Settles et al., 2008; Stewart & McDermott,
2004). For example, a study of Black female firefighters found that
discrimination often could not be attributed to gender or race alone; the women
reported being the lowest-status group in the workplace, ostracized by both Black
men and White women, and being subject to stereotypes specific to their group
(e.g., viewed as incompetent “beasts of burden”—neither qualified for the job nor
deserving of the paternalistic protection White women received; Dill, 1979;
Yoder & Aniakudo, 1997). Black women from both college and community
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samples also report racialized sexual harassment— that is, sexual harassment
reflecting racial stereotypes about Black women’s bodies or behavior (e.g., the
stereotype that Black women are promiscuous; Buchanan & Ormerod, 2002;
Mecca & Rubin, 1999).
Gender Differences in Racial Stereotypes
Just as there are differences in Black women’s and men’s experiences of
prejudice, there are related differences in the content of the stereotypes applied to
each group. Many stereotypes of Black people—e.g., violent, criminal,
aggressive, and athletic—are actually applied more to Black men than to Black
women (Celious & Oyserman, 2001; Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008). This is
consistent with prior work showing that stereotypes of cultural groups as a whole
generally reflect ideas about the men of that group more than the women (Eagly
& Kite, 1987), and with the idea that as the less-prototypical members of their
racial group, Black women are less associated with the image of Black people in
general than are Black men (Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008; Purdie-Vaughns &
Eibach, 2008).
There are, however, stereotypes that apply specifically to Black women.
In general, Black women are seen as less feminine but more sexual than White
women; they are less likely to be seen in terms of the nurturing, domestic
feminine ideal associated with White women (Settles et al., 2008). There are also
specific stereotypes based on historical images of archetypal Black women—the
maternal Mammy, the promiscuous Jezebel, and the loud, sassy Sapphire (see
Hudson, 1998; Reynolds-Dobbs, Thomas, & Harrison, 2008; and West, 1995, for
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the origins of these images). More recently developed images include the welfare
queen (Celious & Oyserman, 2001).
How does differing stereotype content affect interracial interactions?
Although little research directly addresses this question, recent work has built on
the notion of Black women as less typical members of both their gender and racial
groups by looking at face categorization and memory. One study found that when
categorizing pictures or videos of Black and White women and men by gender,
participants were most likely to err when categorizing Black women, mistakenly
indicating that they were men (Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008). Another study
found that Black women’s faces were less likely to be remembered than those of
White women or White or Black men, and their contributions to discussions were
more likely to be misattributed to others (Sesko & Biernat, 2009). Because both
studies used only pictures or videos of Black targets, it is not yet clear how these
processes might affect Whites’ behavior toward Black women (e.g., in the context
of an actual group discussion). Nor is it clear to what extent participant gender
moderates the results; Sesko and Biernat (2009) reported that gender moderated
one effect in one study, but lacking a clear pattern of differences, they attributed
that finding to chance. The effect on Black women’s experiences of interracial
interaction is also not known.
Other work has found that stereotypical images influence Whites’
judgments of Black women and men even in non-stereotypical contexts: One
study found that exposure to specific, stereotypic images of Black women (e.g.,
the Mammy or welfare queen image) led participants to activate the stereotypes
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related to those images when later evaluating a Black woman in a job interview
(Monahan, Shtrulis, & Brown Givens, 2005). Other research shows that exposing
White participants to images of Black men leads to increased hostility, an
increased likelihood of misidentifying a tool as a weapon, and increased
activation of crime-related concepts (Chen & Bargh, 1997; Eberhardt, Goff,
Purdie, & Davies, 2004; Payne, 2006).
Despite calls to conduct interracial interaction research that incorporates
Blacks’ perspectives (e.g., Shelton, 2000; Swim & Stangor, 1998), there is also
too little research examining Blacks’ attitudes towards Whites, and even less on
how Blacks might view White women and men differently. Because both Whites
and Blacks report concern about prejudice in interracial interactions, the
stereotype of Whites as racist is likely to be the most relevant stereotype within
this context: Whites report concern about appearing racist, and Blacks report
concern about racism from Whites (Babbitt & Sommers, 2011; see also Vorauer,
Main, & O'Connell, 1998). The research available points to the possibility that
White women are seen as less racist than White men, however. In one study, an
ethnically diverse group of college students listed the first adjectives that came to
mind for White women and men. The list of traits most commonly applied to
White men included “racist;” this term was not used for White women, who were
more likely to be listed as pleasant and sociable (Niemann, Jennings, Rozelle,
Baxter & Sullivan, 1994). In addition, a national survey study found that Blacks
rated White women as easier to get along with than White men (Timberlake &
Estes, 2007). Other work has looked at stereotypes of White women but not
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White men (Landrine, 1985) or of White men but not White women (Conley,
Rabinowitz, & Rabow, 2010). The study examining perceptions of White men
found that Asian, Latino, and Black college students frequently rated White men
as racist; the study examining White women focused on comparisons to Black
women and among women of different class backgrounds, and did not include
“racist” among the trait options (Conley et al., 2010; Landrine, 1985).
Gender and Racial Socialization
Socialization—that is, learning about the values of a broader culture—is
another aspect of past experience that could help to shape behavior in interracial
interactions (e.g., Hughes et al., 2006). Importantly, children are shaped by both
gender and racial socialization (Hamm, 2001; Rudman & Glick, 2008). Gender
socialization occurs through exposure to messages from parents, media, teachers,
or other sources about what is appropriate for girls and women versus for boys
and men (Rudman & Glick, 2008). Girls learn that it is appropriate to be warm
and nurturing and to concern oneself with social relationships; boys learn that it is
appropriate to be aggressive and agentic and to concern oneself with ambition
(Leaper & Friedman, 2007). For example, female characters in children’s books
are shown as more nurturing than male characters, and male characters are more
likely to be shown outdoors and in paid occupations (Hamilton, Anderson,
Broaddus, & Young, 2006).
Racial socialization occurs for both White and Black children, though in
different ways (Hamm, 2001). For Black children, racial socialization occurs
through direct messages from parents: One study found that 96% of Black parents
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in a community sample had taught their children about race—usually in terms of
achievement (e.g., the importance of education), racial pride, and overcoming
racism (Thomas & Speight, 1999). And although other studies (also using
community samples) have reported no gender differences in Black parents’
socialization messages (e.g., Frabutt, Walker, & MacKinnon-Lewis, 2002),
Thomas and Speight (1999) found slight differences in the messages to girls and
boys: Girls were more likely than boys to receive messages about racial pride and
achievement, whereas boys were more likely than girls to hear about negative
stereotypes and ways to cope with racism. Similar gender differences were found
in earlier community-based research: Girls were more likely to receive messages
about racial pride, whereas boys were more likely to be told about racial barriers
(Bowman & Howard, 1985).
White children learn about race as well, though the messages they receive
may be less explicit (Hamm, 2001). Many White adults are reluctant to
acknowledge racial categories, adopting a colorblind approach with the idea that
they cannot seem racist if they do not see race (Apfelbaum, Sommers, & Norton,
2008; Norton, Sommers, Apfelbaum, Pura, & Ariely, 2006). By the age of 10,
White children are following suit: One study found that 10- and 11-year-olds
performed worse than younger children on a photo-identification task, in which
they tried to identify a target photograph from a photo array using as few
questions as possible. When success on the task involved acknowledging racial
group membership—half of the photos were of White people, and half of Black
people—younger children, who had not yet learned to avoid mentioning race,
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actually performed better than older children (Apfelbaum, Pauker, Ambady,
Sommers, & Norton, 2008). Another study identified serious consequences to
this colorblind approach: After exposure to colorblind messages, 8- to 11-year-old
children were less likely to correctly identify instances of overt racial
discrimination (Apfelbaum, Pauker, Sommers, & Ambady, 2010).
Thus, White and Black children grow up with a variety of messages that
may affect their behavior in interracial interactions as adults. For example, White
women may have learned that as women, they should work to convey friendliness
and warmth, yet as Whites, they should be cautious about acknowledging their
interaction partner’s race or speaking about race at all. Gender socialization may
also affect racial attitudes, however, leading White women to use behavioral
strategies in interracial interaction that run counter to the typical avoidance
strategy (Norton et al., 2006). Specifically, research with community samples and
high school students has generally found that White women report more positive
racial attitudes than do White men (e.g., Eagly, Diekman, Johannesen-Schmidt, &
Koenig, 2004; Johnson & Marini, 1998; Sidanius, Pratto, & Bobo, 1994). White
women also report being more personally motivated to avoid prejudice
(Hausmann & Ryan, 2004). This combination of personal motivation and
positive racial attitudes predicts positive behavior during stressful interracial
interactions (Trawalter et al., 2009). Indeed, there is evidence that White women
behave more positively than White men in interracial encounters: One study
found that White women increased their friendliness toward an other-race partner
when experiencing intergroup anxiety, whereas White men showed the opposite
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pattern and decreased their friendliness when experiencing intergroup anxiety
(Littleford, Wright, & Sayoc-Parial, 2005). This finding is consistent with earlier
work suggesting that women are more likely than men to respond in stressful
situations with friendly, engaged behavior (Taylor et al., 2000).
How do Black individuals’ past experiences—both in terms of
socialization and experiences with prejudice and stereotyping—manifest
themselves in interracial interactions? The extant interracial interaction literature
indicates that Blacks often have concerns about prejudice from a White
interaction partner, and may therefore react anxiously during the interaction
(Mendoza-Denton, Downey, Purdie, Davis, & Pietrzak, 2002; Richeson,
Trawalter, & Shelton, 2005). Given the extent of Blacks’ experience with White
racism, it makes sense that anxiety about prejudice would be a common thread
through interracial interaction experiences (Swim et al., 2003). But do Black
women and men have different expectations based on their unique experiences of
race- and gender-related prejudice and socialization? For instance, Black men
may have learned that as men, they should be confident and assertive, but that as
Blacks, they should be wary of Whites’ negative stereotypes about them (e.g., that
they are hostile; Devine & Elliott, 1995). Indeed, one study found that Black men
were less likely than Black women to respond to racist incidents—perhaps
because they were reluctant to be seen as a stereotypically hostile Black man
(Swim et al., 2003).
Gender and Situational Factors
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Gender’s influence on interracial interactions is likely to be contextdependent. For instance, research finds that even the mere fact of sharing a social
identity makes a difference: When the members of a dyad differ in race but are
the same gender, they see each other more positively than when they differ in
both race and gender, if only because they differ on one social category rather
than two (Crisp & Hewstone, 2007). Sharing a gender identity also makes a
difficult social interaction more positive: Emotional self-disclosure to a same-sex
partner is associated with a more positive cardiovascular stress response (i.e., a
challenge response) than self-disclosure to a partner of the other sex, which is
associated with a negative threat response (Mendes, Reis, Seery, & Blascovich,
2003).
The type of activity featured in an interaction is likely to interact with
gender to influence outcomes. Previous work shows that women and men
respond differently in social- or task-focused groups: Men are more likely to be
concerned about task-related aspects of group behavior, whereas women are more
likely to be concerned about social-focused aspects (Dovidio, Heltman, Brown,
Ellyson, & Keating, 1988; Wood & Karten, 1986). And although men are
generally more likely than women to become leaders in initially-leaderless
groups, women are more likely than men to become leaders when the group task
is more socially complex (Eagly & Karau, 1991).
Finally, the relative salience of individuals’ social identities is likely to
impact interracial interaction outcomes as well. In a typical interracial
interaction, Whites’ racial identity is most likely to be salient: Past work shows
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that for Whites, the prospect of being evaluated by a member of a minority group
brings to mind meta-stereotypes (e.g., that Whites are cold, arrogant, and
prejudiced), making the interaction more threatening (Vorauer, Hunter, Main, &
Roy, 2000). Blacks’ racial identity is also likely to be salient for them: Blacks
frequently experience prejudice from Whites (Swim et al., 2003), and this past
experience can lead to expectations of future bias (Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002).
A shift in context, however, can change whether a given identity is salient
(e.g., Deaux & Major, 1987). For example, one study found that for women who
took a challenging math test, the presence of even one man was enough to make
their gender identity more salient and lead to performance decrements (Inzlicht &
Ben-Zeev, 2000; for more on stereotype threat, the process that leads to this
decrement, see Steele, 1997). Another study found that the extent to which
women and men rated masculine and feminine traits as self-descriptive depended
on the context in which they imagined themselves (e.g., male participants were
less likely to endorse feminine traits when imagining interacting with male friends
compared to female friends; Smith, Noll, & Bryant, 1999). Contextual factors,
including group composition, can also lead Black women’s racial identity to
become more or less salient (Shelton & Sellers, 2000). Shifting the salience of
gender and racial identities can in turn shift which stereotypes about the self are
activated (Shih et al., 1999; Shih, Pittinsky, & Trahan, 2006). For example,
White women may act more positively when their gender identity (which involves
stereotypes of warmth and caring) is activated instead of their racial identity
(which involves stereotypes of coldness and prejudice). Because the stereotypes
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of Whites overlap with the stereotypes of men (Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001), White
men’s experience of interracial interactions may not change significantly when
their gender identity is activated. For Black men, a context in which gender is
more salient than race may lead to lower expectations of prejudice, whereas for
Black women, whose gender identity is also devalued, prejudice expectations may
not change.
The stereotypes applied to one’s partner may also shift with identity
salience—gender stereotypes may dominate racial stereotypes when gender is
more salient (e.g., Pittinsky, Shih, & Ambady, 2000; Pittinsky, Shih, & Trahan,
2006), meaning that Black women, for example, would be viewed in terms of
stereotypes about women rather than stereotypes about Blacks. Alternatively,
subtyping could occur, with stereotypes specific to Black women dominating
stereotypes of Blacks in general or women in general (see Bodenhausen, 2010, for
a review of these processes).
Taken together, these findings indicate that gender can interact with the
broader context of an interaction, rather than simply moderating responses on an
individual level. This conclusion emphasizes the importance of taking a relational
approach (Shelton & Richeson, 2006b)—that is, examining the intersection of
gender and race within the context of a social interaction between participants—in
addition to looking at individuals’ responses to other-race targets on computer
tasks and attitude surveys.
Gender in the Interracial Interaction Literature
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Because gender is so fundamental in shaping behavior and expectations,
its potential influence in interracial interactions should not be overlooked (Reid &
Comas-Diaz, 1990). Unfortunately, gender is rarely examined as a factor in
interracial interaction studies, making its effects difficult to determine. Although
differences should not be automatically tested for with the assumption that gender
is a stable, essential difference among people, gender is a useful lens in interracial
contexts (Reid & Comas-Diaz, 1990). Unfortunately, a review of the interracial
interaction literature indicates that gender is not often considered. There is no
glaring omission of either gender; both men and women are represented, but
inconsistently. Several studies include only men or only women (e.g., Eastwick,
Richeson, Son, & Finkel, 2009; Hosoda, Stone-Romero, & Stone, 2004). Others
include both women and men, but in unequal numbers that render efforts to look
for gender differences within conditions impossible (e.g., Amodio, 2008). Still
other studies do not report gender composition, or do not report whether gender
differences were tested for (e.g., Towles-Schwen & Fazio, 2006).
This muddled representation of women and men in the literature makes it
difficult to detect any broad pattern of gender effects (e.g., differences in
outcomes for mixed-sex and same-sex interactions). This is not likely to be due
to researcher bias; it simply reflects a focus on other factors—as well as logistical
challenges. For example, men are underrepresented when participant pools are
drawn from disproportionately female psychology classes. Black participants are
notoriously scarce at predominantly White institutions, meaning that White
participants often interact instead with a Black experimenter or confederate,
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typically of only one gender. The problem persists when White participants
respond to descriptions or photographs of Black targets: Participants often see
targets of only one gender, and Black men are used more often than Black women
(e.g., Goff, Steele, & Davies, 2008; Hofmann, Gschwendner, Castelli, & Schmitt,
2008; Kaiser & Pratt-Hyatt, 2009). Indeed, this use of Black men rather than
Black women is sometimes strategic—because Black men elicit stereotypes and
prejudice more easily than do Black women (Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008;
Hofmann et al., 2008), or because they are more threatening to Whites (Kaiser &
Pratt-Hyatt, 2009).
Unfortunately, this tendency to use targets, confederates, and
experimenters of only one gender—rather than naïve participants of both
genders—creates a major obstacle to learning how Whites respond differently to
Black women and men, and how Blacks’ experience of interracial interaction is
predicted by their own and their partner’s gender. Until both Black women and
men are better represented in these studies, our understanding of the interplay
between race and gender is necessarily incomplete.
The Current Studies
This dissertation presents five studies designed to examine this interplay
of race and gender, moving from simple between-group differences in cognitive
representations to the influence of context and within-group differences on
behavior in intergroup settings. In Study 1a, White participants reported their
perceptions of Blacks’ stereotypes of White women, White men, or White people
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in general. Study 1b was identical, but with Black participants rather than White
participants.
In Study 2, White participants completed one of two versions of the
Black/White Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz,
1998), a computer-based task measuring overall implicit positivity toward Blacks
and Whites. Participants completed either the traditional version of the IAT, with
photographs of men, or an otherwise-identical version with photographs of
women.
Study 3 was a meta-analysis of the interracial interaction literature,
designed to investigate the interaction of gender, race, and context in interaction
outcomes. It focused specifically on the effects of the structure of the interaction
(i.e., free-form versus structured) and the gender composition of dyads (i.e., samesex or mixed-sex dyads).
Study 4 measured the effect of race versus gender salience on White
women’s expectations about an interaction with a Black female interaction
partner. Participants were primed with either their racial or gender identity, then
completed several items about their expectations for the upcoming interaction and
their strategies for making a good impression on their partner. The role of
gender-related individual difference variables was measured as well.
The first set of studies laid the groundwork for this program of research by
examining gender differences in cognitive representations of racial groups. The
next set of studies built on this intersectional approach by investigating the
underlying role of individual differences, adding contextual factors, and
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examining behavioral implications of gender differences in interracial contexts.
These studies examined the role of gender in interracial interactions from multiple
angles, using a variety of methods: Gender differences were measured from both
the target and perceiver perspectives, using both explicit and implicit approaches,
and the role of gender was considered in terms of existing between-group
differences, situational influences, and within-group variation.
Part I: Gender and Cognitive Representations of Racial Groups
Study 1a: Whites’ Meta-Stereotypes
There are several well-known stereotypes about Whites—including
perceptions of advantage (e.g., Whites as well-educated and wealthy) and
prejudice (e.g., Whites as insensitive and biased; Conley et al., 2010; Niemann et
al., 1994). A large body of interracial interaction research indicates that Whites
frequently experience negative affect (especially anxiety) in interracial
interactions because they are concerned about confirming prejudice-related
stereotypes—that is, doing or saying something that would come across as racist
(e.g., Trawalter et al., 2009). Indeed, meta-stereotypes, or beliefs about how
one’s group is stereotyped, have been shown to play a role in Whites’ experiences
in interracial contexts: Awareness of the stereotypes about their racial group,
combined with the prospect of evaluation by an outgroup member, predicts more
negative interaction experiences (Vorauer et al., 2000; Vorauer et al., 1998).
To better understand Whites’ meta-stereotypes, Study 1a took an
intersectional approach, considering gender in conjunction with race. There are a
few reasons to believe that meta-stereotypes might vary by gender. First,
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stereotypes of social groups in general often reflect beliefs about the men in a
group more than the women (Eagly & Kite, 1987). More specifically, stereotypes
of Whites overlap with those of men (Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001). Men are
stereotyped as cold and insensitive, while women are stereotyped as warm and
nurturing—qualities that, respectively, confirm and conflict with the prejudicerelated stereotypes of Whites. Indeed, there is some evidence that these racial
stereotypes vary by gender; for example, an ethnically diverse sample of
participants reported that White men are stereotyped as racist, but did not mention
racist as a stereotype of White women (Niemann et al., 1994). In addition, White
women report more positive racial attitudes, and more internal motivation to
avoid prejudice, than do White men (Eagly et al., 2004; Hausmann & Ryan, 2004;
Johnson & Marini, 1998; Sidanius et al., 1994). It is possible, then, that the metastereotype most relevant for Whites in interracial settings—that White people are
racist—is stronger for White men than it is for White women.
To test the alternative explanation that women are simply seen more
positively than men overall, perceptions of another common stereotype—that
Whites are advantaged, particularly in terms of wealth and education—were
measured as well. Because women have more positive racial attitudes, and the
stereotype of women as warm and nurturing conflicts with the stereotype of
Whites as cold and insensitive, only perceptions of Whites as prejudiced were
predicted to vary by gender.
Method
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Participants were 87 White Americans (51 women), recruited online
through the Mechanical Turk web site and paid a small amount for participating
(see Buhrmester, Kwang & Gosling, 2011). Participants ranged in age from 18 to
67 (M = 33.92; SD = 11.69). The study was a 2 (Participant Gender: female or
male) X 3 (Target: White women, White men, or White people) betweenparticipants design. Participants completed a survey in which they were asked for
their perceptions of Blacks’ stereotypes of either White women, White men, or
White people in general. Specifically, participants were asked “How well do the
following traits describe what a Black person might expect White [women, men,
people] to be like?” Participants then rated a number of traits related to advantage
(well-educated and wealthy, ! = .89) or prejudice (unfair, close-minded,
unfeeling, insensitive, prejudiced against Blacks, ! = .89) on a 7-point scale (1 =
not at all descriptive, 7 = perfectly descriptive).
Results
As described above, traits were combined into two composites: advantagerelated meta-stereotypes and prejudice-related meta-stereotypes. As expected,
there were no differences in advantage-related meta-stereotypes (F < 1, p > .5),
but there were differences by condition in prejudice-related meta-stereotypes (F(2,
84) = 3.42, p = .037, "p2 = .075 ); planned contrasts showed that participants
reported that White women (M = 4.14, SD = 1.44) are seen as less prejudiced than
White men (M = 4.79, SD = 1.23; t(84) = 2.01, p = .048, r = .21) or White people
(M = 4.96, SD = 1.05; t(84) = 2.44, p = .017, r = .26).
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When examining the results by participant gender, however, a somewhat
surprising pattern emerged. There was a significant main effect of condition for
male participants (F(2, 33) = 5.11, p = .012, "p2 = .24), but there were no
differences across condition for female participants (F < 1, p > .5). Planned
contrasts indicated that male participants reported that White women (M = 3.83,
SD = 1.25) are viewed as less prejudiced than White men (M = 4.98, SD = 1.56;
t(33) = 2.27, p = .030, r = .37) or White people (M = 5.36, SD = 0.89; t(33) =
3.02, p = .005, r = .47). Although White women’s ratings did not differ
significantly across condition, they also did not differ significantly from those of
White men within each condition (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Ratings of perceived prejudice from Study 1a by participant
gender.

Discussion
As predicted, there were no differences in ratings of advantage (i.e., the
extent to which Whites are seen as wealthy and well-educated), indicating that the
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difference in prejudice ratings does not simply reflect a general tendency to see
women in a more positive light than men (the “women are wonderful” effect
documented by Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1991). Participants may have had a
general sense that White women and men are both more likely to be collegeeducated than are Black individuals, and may have thought about wealth in terms
of household wealth shared between women and men—and so did not expect
Blacks to see one gender as more advantaged than the other.
The ratings of perceived prejudice, on the other hand, were consistent with
past research showing that White women have more positive racial attitudes and
greater motivation to avoid prejudice: Participants reported that White women
were seen as less prejudiced than White men or White people in general.
Surprisingly, this effect was driven solely by White male participants. Within
each condition, however, White women’s ratings did not differ from those of
men—meaning that although women did not show the same difference across
groups, they also did not significantly disagree with the men’s ratings for each
group (though the failure to find differences within conditions could be due
simply to a lack of power).
Why did White women not show the same between-group differences in
their ratings of prejudice-related meta-stereotypes that White men showed? It is
possible that White men’s double privilege (i.e., membership in privileged gender
and racial groups) is simply less salient to White women—and that the potential
for Blacks to view White men differently because of this privilege is also less
salient. In addition, White men may be drawing on the stereotype of women as
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gentle and kind, thus distinguishing them from the other two groups, while White
women see their own ingroup in less stereotypical terms, recognizing that women
can be prejudiced, too. Of course, this is all post-hoc speculation, as these
different patterns of responses were not hypothesized. What we can conclude
from this study is that gender does, in fact, play a role in Whites’ meta-stereotypes,
and that future research is needed to better understand the meta-stereotypes held
by White women and White men.
How might these meta-stereotypes affect actual behavior in interracial
interactions? Two additional factors are likely to be important: prior attitudes and
the context of the interaction. For example, individuals’ pre-existing level of
prejudice may predict their experiences in interracial encounters: Lower-prejudice
people are more likely to believe that their behavior disconfirms negative metastereotypes, whereas higher-prejudice people are more likely to believe that they
are seen in terms of these meta-stereotypes (Vorauer et al., 1998). Situational
factors that affect individuals’ perceived control over the impression they create
are also likely to be important; for example, White participants are less concerned
about confirming prejudice-related meta-stereotypes in interracial interactions
with a task focus rather than a social focus, and have better outcomes in these
more structured encounters (Babbitt & Sommers, 2011).
In sum, this study showed that gender does matter in Whites’ metastereotypes; White men believe that White men and White women are seen
differently. These differences are seen only in prejudice-related meta-stereotypes,
indicating that they do not simply reflect a more general positivity toward women.
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Instead, they illustrate one way in which the intersection of gender and race
affects a cognitive component of interracial relations, consistent with past
research on gender socialization and racial attitudes. The next study built on this
work to examine gender’s role in the content of Blacks’ stereotypes about Whites.
Study 1b: Blacks’ Perceptions of Whites
The perspective of Black individuals is often overlooked in the interracial
interaction literature (e.g., Shelton, 2000; Swim & Stangor, 1998). The first goal
of this study, then, was to determine whether Blacks view White women and men
differently. Specifically, are White women viewed as less prejudiced than White
men? The second goal was to determine the accuracy of Whites’ metastereotypes: Do gender differences in Whites’ meta-stereotypes reflect actual
differences in Blacks’ stereotypes?
As outlined above, past research suggests that Blacks might see White
women as less prejudiced than White men. White women have more positive
racial attitudes than White men (e.g., Eagly et al., 2004), and other researchers
have suggested that the stereotypes of Whites and men overlap to a greater degree
than do the stereotypes of Whites and women (Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001; see also
Eagly & Kite, 1987). Although some past work has examined racial stereotypes
of White women and men, that work does not permit direct comparisons of the
extent to which each group is viewed as racist. For example, one free-response
study measured only whether participants provided a trait, not the extent to which
they endorsed it (Niemann et al., 1994). Other studies examined attitudes toward
White women or White men, but not both (Conley et al., 2010; Landrine, 1985).
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One community-based study did examine perceptions of both White women and
White men, and although Black participants did not rate White women as less
likely to discriminate against other groups than White men, they did rate White
women as easier to get along with than White men (Timberlake & Estes, 2007).
In the current study, Black participants were predicted to rate White women as
less prejudiced than White men, but to rate the two groups equivalently on
advantage-related traits—showing the same pattern that White participants
showed overall in Study 1a.
Method
As in Study 1a, participants were recruited through the Mechanical Turk
web site and paid a small amount for participating; in this study, however, Black
participants were specifically recruited (see Babbitt & Sommers, 2011, Study 2b).
There were 37 Black American participants (17 women and one unreported), who
ranged in age from 18 to 55 (M = 30.08; SD = 7.08). The items and instructions
were identical to those in Study 1a. Unlike that study, however, participant
gender was not included as an independent variable, because this study measured
stereotypes of other groups, rather than how participants of a given gender
believed others viewed their own gender group. Instead, the study included one
independent variable with three levels (Target: White women, White men, or
White people) in a between-participants design. As in Study 1a, traits were
combined into two composites: advantage-related stereotypes (well-educated and
wealthy, ! = .86) and prejudice-related stereotypes (unfair, close-minded,
unfeeling, insensitive, prejudiced against Blacks, ! = .85).
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Results
As expected, there were again no differences in advantage-related
stereotypes (F < 1, p > .5), but there were differences by condition in prejudicerelated stereotypes (F(2, 34) = 4.58, p = .017, "p2 = .21). Planned contrasts
showed that participants reported that White women (M = 3.82, SD = 1.30) are
seen as less prejudiced than White men (M = 5.04, SD = 1.35; t(34) = 2.52, p =
.017, r = .40) or White people (M = 5.00, SD = .83; t(34) = 2.67, p = .012, r =
.42).
Although there were no predicted differences by participant gender, results
did show a significant main effect, such that Black men (M = 5.10, SD = 0.94)
gave higher ratings of Whites’ prejudice than did Black women (M = 4.13, SD =
1.39; F(2, 30) = 5.31, p = .028, "p2 = .15; see Figure 2). There was no interaction
between gender and condition (F < 1, p > .5).
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Figure 2. Ratings of perceived prejudice from Study 1b by participant
gender.
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To judge the accuracy of Whites’ meta-stereotypes, the two datasets were
combined, and both trait composites were analyzed with 2 (Participant Race:
White or Black) x 3 (Target: White women, White men, or White people)
ANOVAs. There was a significant main effect of target condition for the
prejudice composite (F(2, 118) = 7.40, p = .001, "p2 = .11), with planned contrasts
showing that White women (M = 4.04, SD = 1.39) were rated as less prejudiced
than White men (M = 4.85, SD = 1.25; t(121) = 3.04, p = .003, r = .33) or White
people (M = 4.98, SD = 0.96; t(121) = 3.49, p = .001, r = .30; see Figure 3).
There was no main effect of participant race, and no interaction between target
condition and participant race (Fs < 1, ps > .5). There were also no significant
effects for the advantage composite (Fs < 1, ps > .4).
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Figure 3. Ratings of perceived prejudice from Studies 1a and 1b, collapsed
across participant gender.
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Discussion
Consistent with past research showing that White women have more
positive racial attitudes (e.g., Eagly et al., 2004), this study showed that Black
participants rated White women as less prejudiced than White men or White
people in general. This finding extends previous work, which found that White
men were more likely to be described as racist than White women, but which did
not directly measure the extent to which each gender was seen as racist (Niemann
et al., 1994). The current study provides a more nuanced view. For example, the
overall mean for Black participants’ ratings of White women, while significantly
lower than that for White men, was around the midpoint of the scale—indicating
that although ‘prejudiced’ may be a less salient stereotype of White women, it is
still seen as at least somewhat descriptive.
Although no differences by participant gender were hypothesized, Black
men reported higher ratings of prejudice overall. It is possible that these ratings
reflect greater experience with prejudice, although research on gender and
experience of prejudice is mixed—some studies report that Black men experience
more prejudice, but others find that Black women experience more prejudice
(e.g., Seaton et al., 2008; Swim et al., 2003). Other work suggests that Black men
are more likely to have been socialized as children to expect prejudice, but again,
the evidence for gender differences is mixed (e.g., Frabutt et al., 2002; Thomas &
Speight, 1999). Future work should directly measure Blacks’ experience with
prejudice and socialization to explore the potential connection to ratings of White
stereotypes.
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Future research should also delve into the behavioral consequences of
these gender differences in stereotypes, measuring whether Blacks have different
expectations for interactions with White women versus White men (and whether
Black men and Black women also differ in their expectations), and whether any
differences in expectations translate into behavioral outcomes. It is possible that
once an interaction is underway, situational factors and individuating information
about one’s partner play a stronger role in predicting outcomes than initial
expectations, and the effect of stereotypes fades (Kunda, Davies, Adams, &
Spencer, 2002). On the other hand, initial stereotypes can sometimes play a large
role in affecting the course of interracial interactions (Word, Zanna, & Cooper,
1974).
These gender differences might also have implications for workplaces and
other institutions. For example, are White female leaders better received by
ethnically diverse workforces than by all-White or mostly-White workforces? Do
Black employees have better experiences with White female colleagues than with
White male colleagues? How do the experiences of Black women and Black men
differ?
Finally, past work has shown that Blacks’ meta-stereotypes are generally
accurate (Torres & Charles, 2004); the current study showed that Whites’ metastereotypes are quite accurate as well. For both advantage- and prejudice-related
composites, there were no differences by race of participant; Whites’ perceptions
of Blacks’ stereotypes matched Blacks’ own perceptions. Importantly, Whites’
accurate readings of Blacks’ stereotypes do not necessarily translate into an
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accurate gauge of Blacks’ interest in contact. One study found that although both
White and Black college students were interested in making cross-group friends,
each group assumed that the other group did not share that interest (Shelton &
Richeson, 2005). Future work could examine the relationship between metastereotypes and interest in cross-group contact. If Whites realize that their metastereotypes are accurate—that Blacks see them as somewhat prejudiced—does
that knowledge increase or decrease their motivation to disconfirm that
stereotype? Do White men and women respond differently?
This study provided further evidence for the role of gender in a cognitive
aspect of interracial relations—in this case, both target and perceiver gender
affected ratings of stereotype content. As in Study 1a, gender predicted ratings of
prejudice-related but not advantage-related stereotypes, suggesting that gender
differences are not perceived in terms of advantages like wealth and education,
but are perceived in the interpersonal domain—possibly reflecting differences in
gender socialization that result in women identifying more as warm, empathetic,
kind, and egalitarian.
The next study moves from explicit measures of stereotype content to
implicit measures of overall positivity, turning this time to Whites’ perceptions of
Black women and men.
Study 2: Whites’ Implicit Associations
The IAT is frequently used to measure implicit bias toward Blacks;
indeed, there is evidence that it predicts behavior in interracial contexts better
than explicit attitude measures (Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009;

30

GENDER IN INTERRACIAL CONTEXTS
cf. Blanton et al., 2009). Like other measures of interracial responses, the IAT
often features only male stimuli. For example, the Greenwald et al. (2009) metaanalysis examining the predictive validity of the IAT identified 25 published
experiments using the Black/White IAT. In only 28% of those experiments was
the gender of the stimuli reported, and of those, 86% used only male stimuli. The
remaining experiment used both male and female stimuli; no experiments
reported using only female stimuli.
In some cases, the use of male rather than female stimuli may be a
conscious choice, based on the idea that Black men elicit stereotypes and threat
from White participants better than Black women (e.g., Goff, Thomas, & Jackson,
2008; Hofmann et al., 2008, Kaiser & Pratt-Hyatt, 2009). In other cases, it may
simply reflect the tendency to see men as the default gender, or the prototypical
members of a racial group (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). But does the
gender of the target stimuli matter?
Past research suggests that it does. For example, several studies have
shown that in a computer shooting simulation, White participants (including
police officers) are more likely to mistakenly shoot unarmed Black targets than
White targets (e.g., Correll et al., 2002; Correll, Park, Judd, Wittenbrink, Sadler,
& Keesee, 2007; Plant & Peruche, 2005). However, these studies all used only
male targets. When researchers used both male and female Black and White
targets, they found that White participants did not show the same bias toward
shooting at Black women. Instead, participants’ responses to Black women more
closely matched those to White men (and these in turn were slightly different
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from the responses to White women, whom participants were marginally more
reluctant to shoot; Plant et al., 2011). This is likely because some of the strongest
stereotypes associated with Black people (e.g., aggressive, criminal, and violent)
are actually more associated with Black men than with Black women (Celious &
Oyserman, 2001; Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008; Plant et al., 2011).
Does this gender difference in shooter bias extend to a broader measure of
implicit associations? I predicted that because Black men are more threatening to
Whites than Black women, participants would also show a different pattern of
responses on the IAT, with less implicit pro-White bias on the female version.
The design of the study allowed for a conservative test of this hypothesis; because
the female version featured pictures of Black women and White women, and
White people generally have especially positive views of White women (and
women show a stronger implicit gender-ingroup bias than men; Rudman &
Goodwin, 2004), participants’ White/good associations might be even stronger in
the female version of the IAT than in the male version.
As a preliminary exploration of the effect of shifting identity salience
(explored further in Study 4), I also included a race or gender prime before the
IAT. Past work has shown that the experience of taking the IAT can be
threatening for White participants (Frantz, Cuddy, Burnett, Ray, & Hart, 2004);
by priming an identity that contrasts with negative stereotypes of Whites (i.e.,
gender identity for female participants) or is consistent with those stereotypes
(i.e., gender identity for male participants), I hoped to examine whether identity
salience can affect overall performance on the IAT.
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Method
There were 62 White undergraduate participants (33 women), recruited
from the psychology participant pool and compensated with course credit.
Participants completed one of two purportedly unrelated questionnaires, designed
to prime either their racial or gender identity (adapted from Shih et al., 1999). In
the race-salient condition, the questionnaire included items such as “How many
generations of your family have lived in America?” and “Do your parents or
grandparents speak any languages other than English?” In the gender-salient
condition, the questionnaire included items such as “Is your dorm floor (or
apartment) single-sex or co-ed?” and “Do you prefer single-sex or co-ed living
arrangements?” Next, participants completed the Black/White IAT (Greenwald et
al., 1998). To determine whether Whites have more implicitly positive reactions
to Black women or Black men, participants completed either the traditional
version of the IAT, with photographs of men, or an otherwise-identical version
with photographs of women.
In each version, participants saw faces and words appear one at a time on
a computer monitor. The faces were emotionally neutral and either White or
Black, and the words were race-neutral and either positive or negative (e.g., joy,
peace, pain, abuse). Participants sorted each face and word into the appropriate
category (White/Black or positive/negative) by pressing one of two keys. In one
block, White faces and positive words shared a key and Black faces and negative
words shared another key. Latencies from this block were subtracted from
latencies from the White/negative and Black/positive block, to obtain a difference
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score reflecting pro-White bias. The order of the blocks was counterbalanced
among participants, and the two critical blocks each contained 40 trials.
Results
IAT bias scores were calculated as in Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji
(2003), dropping latencies over 10,000 ms and under 400 ms. There were no
significant differences based on the priming manipulation (F(1, 50) = 1.88, p =
.18); participants’ IAT scores were not different in the race versus gender identity
prime conditions. There were also no differences by participant gender, and no
interaction between prime condition and participant gender (Fs < 1, ps > .5).
However, the effect of target gender did approach significance: Participants who
took the IAT with photos of Black men (M = .62, SD = 0.32) had marginally
higher IAT scores than participants who took the IAT with photos of Black
women (M = .47, SD = 0.32; F(1, 58) = 3.51; p = .066, "p2 = .057). There was no
interaction between target gender and participant gender, or between prime
condition and target gender (Fs < 1, ps >.4).
Discussion
The secondary hypothesis, that priming race or gender before the IAT
might affect responses, was not supported. The prime may have been too subtle
to affect responses in this context; although implicit attitudes are malleable
(Richeson & Ambady, 2003), it might take a stronger manipulation of identity
salience (or more power) to see effects. Additionally, the difference between
women’s and men’s implicit attitudes is slight (Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald,
2002); priming might have more of an effect in a domain where behavioral
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differences are greater (e.g., where women and men show opposite behavioral
tendencies, as in Littleford et al., 2005).
There was limited support for the primary hypothesis, that White
participants would show reduced implicit bias when the targets were female faces
rather than male faces. There was a marginal difference in the predicted
direction, and it is possible that with greater power, the difference would have
reached significance.
Even the marginal finding suggests that it could be worthwhile to consider
gender when constructing measures, however. The IAT is used very frequently,
and results from male-target versions are assumed to indicate associations with
Black people in general rather than Black men specifically (e.g., Babbitt &
Sommers, 2011). Given the nearly ubiquitous nature of the measure, any
potential effect of target gender should be investigated further.
However, any finding indicating lower bias scores on the female version
of the IAT should not be interpreted as evidence that there are not prevalent,
harmful stereotypes about Black women, or that Black women are not
discriminated against. Importantly, the mean bias score on the female version of
the IAT was still significantly greater than zero (t(27) = 7.65, p < .001, r = .83)—
indicating that White participants show pro-White bias regardless of target
gender.
If this finding proves replicable, future research should examine potential
explanations. One possibility is that implicit associations with Black men are
linked to their status as the prototypical racial group members (see Purdie-
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Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Another factor might be the type of response evoked
by Black men: The physical threat associated with Black men may be more
arousing than the threat associated with Black women (which might be a moral
threat, associated with the sexually promiscuous Jezebel stereotype, or an
economic threat, associated with the welfare queen stereotype; see Plant et al.,
2011).
Future work could also examine the effect of including both female and
male stimuli in implicit bias measures. It seems likely that an IAT featuring
photos or names of women and men would be a better predictor of behavior
toward both Black women and men; some studies do use IATs with stimuli of
both genders (e.g., McConnell & Leibold, 2001), but whether these measures
better predict behavior is not yet clear. This could be tested either experimentally
or with a meta-analysis of the existing literature (the 2009 meta-analysis by
Greenwald et al. examined whether the IAT predicts behavior, but did not
examine stimuli gender or the gender of Black interaction partners).
Finally, what are the practical implications of potentially different
response patterns to Black female and male targets? Recent work found that
Black female job applicants who are described as dominant are rated more
positively than White women or Black men described the same way, and as
positively as White men—providing further evidence that Black women are
perceived differently than White women or Black men, and that understanding
this difference could improve the way we address disparity in organizational
contexts (Richardson, Phillips, Rudman, & Glick, 2011).
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Part II: Gender, Race, and Situational Factors
Study 3: A Meta-Analytic Investigation of Gender in Interracial Interactions
In Study 3, I investigated the interaction of gender, race, and context in
interaction outcomes by conducting a meta-analysis of the interracial interaction
literature. I focused specifically on the effects of the structure of the interaction
(e.g., social-focused versus task-focused) and the gender composition of dyads
(e.g., same-sex or cross-sex dyads).
In order to identify effects unique to interracial contexts, I examined
interracial interactions in comparison to same-race interactions. My analysis was
intersectional, in that it looked at race in conjunction with other social identities.
Every individual has an array of social identities, including race, age, gender,
socio-economic status, and others. These identities do not exist in isolation, but
rather influence each other in a number of ways—both in terms of perception and
experience, as gathering evidence attests (Bodenhausen, 2010; Cole, 2009; Goff,
Thomas, & Jackson, 2008; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Although most
studies on interracial interactions tend to focus solely on race, I examined
intersectional influences by assessing effects of gender on interaction outcomes.
My approach was also contextual, in that it considered situational aspects
of the interaction. Generally speaking, social psychology emphasizes the power of
the situation—however, in the typical experiment, most elements of a situation
are kept constant across conditions as only one or two main variables of interest
are manipulated. Although elements that are held constant—such as the structure
of the interaction—are usually considered incidental aspects of the design of any
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one study, across the literature as a whole they may impact the context of
interactions and, accordingly, their outcomes. This intersectional and contextual
approach to interracial interactions leads to questions that would be difficult or
unfeasible to examine via experimental studies, but that a meta-analysis is
uniquely well-suited to answer. In addition to deriving important new conclusions
from past work, I hope that this examination of the field will suggest directions
for future research.
To obtain a multi-faceted view of how interracial interaction outcomes
differ from same-race interaction outcomes, I examined four variables of
theoretical and practical interest. To explore how the individuals in an interaction
felt about each other, I utilized participant-reported ratings of their interaction
partners, and measures of nonverbal behavior toward partners. While the former
may reflect explicitly-held attitudes expressed in verbal and controlled behavior,
the latter can be indicative of more implicit and uncontrolled racial attitudes—
those that people are not aware of, or are not willing to acknowledge (Crosby,
Bromley, & Saxe, 1980; Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002; Dovidio,
Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, &
Williams, 1995). To examine how participants themselves felt during the
interaction, I also examined participant reports of personal affective states. This
was of interest because interracial interactions can evoke negative affect on the
part of the individuals involved (e.g., Amodio, 2008; Britt, Boniecki, Vescio,
Biernat, & Brown, 1996; Ickes, 1984; Stephan & Stephan, 1985), sometimes due
to concerns about prejudice (Plant & Devine, 2003; Shelton, 2003). Finally, I
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assessed performance in interactions by including results from studies where
participants undertook tasks with objective and measurable outcomes (e.g.,
Dovidio, 2001; Dovidio, Gaertner, Kawakami, & Hodson, 2002). Some research
indicates that interracial interactions can hinder task performance depending on
participants’ levels of racial bias (e.g., Danso & Esses, 2001; Dovidio, 2001;
Richeson & Shelton, 2003); other research, typically focusing on group dynamics,
demonstrates many potential benefits of diversity on performance (e.g., Phillips,
Northcraft, & Neale, 2006; Sommers, 2006, 2008). These four outcomes were
investigated in relation to the three potential moderators described below:
participant gender, dyadic gender composition, and interaction structure.
Participant Gender
In general, women report more positive race-related attitudes than men
(Eagly et al., 2004; Hausmann & Ryan, 2004; Johnson & Marini, 1998; Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999; Sidanius et al., 1994). These differences in attitudes may be due
to gender stereotypes and socialization patterns, which suggest that women should
have more nurturing and amiable personalities (Berger, Rosenholtz, & Zelditch,
1980; Eagly, 1987). Consistent with these stereotypes, women are more likely to
describe themselves as warm and nurturing (Costa, Terracciano, & McCrae, 2001;
Feingold, 1994), and women’s endorsement of these typically feminine qualities
is linked to greater internal motivation to avoid prejudice (Ratcliff, Lassiter,
Markman, & Snyder, 2006) and support for equality of social groups (Foels &
Pappas, 2004; Wilson & Liu, 2003). Another possible moderator of this
relationship between gender and racial attitudes is attributional complexity:
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Women tend to prefer complex explanations of human behavior, and this
attributional style in turn predicts more positive racial attitudes (Foels & Reid,
2010; Tam, Au, & Leung, 2008).
There may also be differences in men and women’s responses to
interracial encounters, with women being more likely than men to respond to the
stress of an interracial interaction with positive engaged behavior (Taylor et al.,
2000). For example, when experiencing intergroup anxiety, White women
responded by acting friendlier toward an other-race partner, while White men
acted less friendly (Littleford et al., 2005). Interestingly, minority group members
also feel that women respond to them more positively. A national survey study
found that Black individuals expect White women to be easier to get along with
than White men (Timberlake & Estes, 2007), and Study 1b confirmed that Blacks
see White women as less prejudiced than White men.
Gender also influences the stereotypes directed at outgroup members
(Eagly & Kite, 1987): Negative racial attitudes toward outgroup members tend to
be disproportionately directed at men (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; Sidanius
& Pratto, 1999). For example, stereotypes of Blacks are more likely to be
associated with Black men than Black women (Goff, Thomas, & Jackson, 2008;
Niemann et al., 1994). Meanwhile, racial minority women may have to contend
with the relative invisibility that comes from being the less-prototypical members
of an already marginalized group (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). This
invisibility may mean that Black women are less likely to be the targets of
prejudice, but it also means that Black women are less memorable to Whites: their

40

GENDER IN INTERRACIAL CONTEXTS
faces, and their contributions to discussions, are more likely to be forgotten
(Sesko & Biernat, 2010).
Dyadic Gender Composition
The gender composition of a dyad also seems to be a critical element of
interracial interactions. In many cases, individuals who are outgroup members in
one sense (e.g., a different race), but share another group identity (e.g., the same
gender), are evaluated more positively than individuals who are outgroup
members across both identities (Crisp & Hewstone, 2007). Therefore, cross-sex
interracial dyads may have worse outcomes than same-sex interracial dyads,
because neither race nor gender is shared by the members of the dyad. From an
evolutionary perspective, some have argued that because men have historically
been dominant and have competed with each other for resources, the greatest
interracial tension will be between men (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Van Vugt, De
Cremer, & Janssen, 2007; Yuki & Yokota, 2009). The research cited above
indicating that White men tend to have more negative racial attitudes, coupled
with evidence from Study 1b that Black men see Whites as more prejudiced than
do Black women, suggests that an interracial interaction between two men might
have more potential for tension than an interracial interaction with at least one
female partner. Another evolutionary perspective argues that men and women
both show greater bias against outgroup men than against outgroup women, but
for different reasons. Specifically, this research suggests that men’s racial bias is
linked to aggression and social dominance motives, while women’s racial bias is
linked to fear of sexual coercion (Navarrete, McDonald, Molina, & Sidanius,
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2010). While that work takes an evolutionary perspective, other research
describes cultural and historical factors that could underlie gender differences in
racial bias—e.g., longstanding portrayals of Black men as savage, sexually
aggressive, and a threat to White women (Jahoda, 1998; Pieterse, 1995). Both the
evolutionary and cultural-historical approaches suggest that the gender of both
members of an interracial interaction should be taken into account, however.
Thus, both participant gender and the gender composition of the dyad need to be
considered in interracial interactions.
Interaction Structure and Gender
I also examined interaction structure in relationship to gender. Over
decades of research on interracial interactions, experimenters have asked
participants to engage in a wide range of types of interactions, from gettingacquainted conversations (e.g., Holloway, Waldrip, & Ickes, 2009, Study 3a;
Mallett, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008, Study 2; Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001), to being
interviewed on a sensitive topic (e.g., Amodio, 2008; Richeson & Shelton, 2003;
Richeson & Trawalter, 2005) to performing cognitive tasks (e.g., Danso & Esses,
2001; Hofmann, Gschwendner, Castelli, & Schmitt, 2008). The structure of the
interracial interaction—i.e., the activity participants engage in—is rarely
considered as a factor in the outcome of that interaction, but may in fact be an
influential variable, particularly in conjunction with gender. Previous findings
have indicated that men’s and women’s behavior depends in part on the content of
the interaction. In initially leaderless groups, men tend to emerge as leaders when
the interaction is more task-oriented and structured, whereas women take more
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leadership roles in socially complex interactions (Carli & Eagly, 1999; Eagly &
Karau, 1991). Furthermore, women generally engage in more social behaviors in
interactions, whereas men engage in more task-oriented behaviors (Dovidio et al.,
1988; Wood & Karten, 1986). I was interested in how the interaction of these
factors may play out in an interracial versus same-race context.
Method
Literature Search
I started with bibliographic lists from several reviews on related topics.
Using combinations of the keywords intergroup, interpersonal, cross-race,
interracial, contact, interactions, anxiety, relations, dyads, pairs, and race
relations, I searched electronic databases of articles (PsycINFO, ERIC,
Sociological Abstracts, Current Contents, Web of Science, JSTOR, Dissertations
Abstracts International, and GenderWatch). I also performed forward and
backward citation checks for the articles that fit my criteria to see if they would
lead me to any others. I looked through the table of contents of the following
journals, as far back as I could access using print and electronic resources, to
search for additional articles that had evaded my other search methods: Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
Psychological Science, Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, Personality and Social Psychology Review, Social
Psychology Quarterly, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Child Development,
Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Applied Social Psychology,
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, Cultural Diversity and Ethnic
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Minority Psychology, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, Social Cognition,
Emotion, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Journal of Black Psychology, Journal of
Black Studies, Asian American Journal of Psychology, Hispanic Journal of
Behavioral Sciences, Sex Roles, and Psychology of Men and Masculinity. Finally,
I sent out a general appeal to the Society for Personality and Social Psychology
and Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues e-mail lists,
supplemented by personal contact with several researchers, to request any filedrawer, in-press, or in-preparation manuscripts that they would be willing to
contribute for inclusion in this meta-analysis. These methods combined provided
me with about 4,000 articles marked for closer inspection to identify those which
met my inclusion criteria.
To be included, a study had to involve interracial interactions via face-toface interactions, video, audio, Internet, or other means. As long as participants
believed they had interacted with someone else, the study was included. I
excluded studies that involved anticipated interactions (i.e., where the study was
stopped before the interaction would have begun) or where participants were
exposed only to images of out-group members without the suggestion of an
interaction. I included only studies that had two people in an interaction, because I
was interested in understanding the dynamics of this most basic form of
interaction, without introducing the more complicated dynamics of multipleperson groups. In order to calculate effect sizes, I was constrained to studies that
featured both an interracial interaction condition and a same-race control
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condition. Finally, I included only those studies whose dependent variables fell
into at least one of my designated categories:
(a) Attitudes toward partner. This category included all participantreported data on positive and negative attitudes toward the partner. These data
most frequently took the form of participants’ ratings of liking of their partner or
ratings of their partner on a list of positive and negative personality traits. Other
measures included ratings of relationship satisfaction or desire to be friends or
become romantically involved with the partner. No single measure was used in a
majority of studies; rather, researchers typically developed their own scales of
between two and 12 items and reported Cronbach’s alphas (ranging from .57 to
.95).
(b) Participants’ emotional state. This category included all participantreported data on their own emotional states. The most common measure included
in this category was anxiety, followed by composite measures of internallydirected positive and negative emotions and self-esteem. As in the case of
attitudes toward partner, there was no standardized approach to measuring
participants’ emotional state. Researchers developed scales of three to 10
emotion-related items and reported Cronbach’s alphas (ranging from .68 to .96).
(c) Nonverbal or observer-rated behavior. This category was
composed primarily of ratings of the participants’ nonverbal behavior on
attributes such as friendliness or discomfort by interaction partners or third-party
observers. In some cases observers viewed videotapes with sound, meaning that
the behavior coded was not strictly nonverbal, but I decided to include these data

45

GENDER IN INTERRACIAL CONTEXTS
because they still provided information on nonverbal leakage— or expression of
attitudes not readily apparent through the self-report measures (Ambady, Bernieri,
& Richeson, 2000). Reported inter- rater reliabilities for observers’ ratings were
between .64 and .98.
(d) Performance on task. This category included tasks that had a
preferred and objectively determinable outcome. Effect sizes included were from
a wide variety of measures, including helping behavior in various settings,
cooperative behavior in economic games, memory retention for word lists, word
search performance, math questions correctly answered, successful mentorship,
quality of health care offered to patients, and performance on Stroop (1935) tests
of cognitive interference. Reliability data were typically not reported for these
measures.
To preserve independence assumptions as I calculated effect sizes, I
combined measures from each sample that fell into the same dependent variable
category. For example, if a sample included separate measures of self-reported
anxiety and discomfort, I combined those measures into one effect size for
participants’ emotional state. In this way, I ensured that each group of participants
contributed only one effect size to each analysis. In several cases I found multiple
publications, or a dissertation and resulting publications, based on the same data
set; these were considered one sample to preserve independence. There were
some studies that did not have sufficient data to calculate effect sizes. I attempted
to contact the authors in these cases, but if no answer was received or the data
were nonrecoverable, I excluded these studies (k = 5).
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Study Characteristics
The final data set consisted of 81 articles with 108 samples comprising a
total of 12,463 participants. The sample sizes ranged from 14 participants to 1,248
participants, with a median of 72 (M = 115.40, SD = 157.91; see Table 1 in the
Appendix). The years of publication (or submission for theses and dissertations
and contribution for unpublished manuscripts) for the samples I gathered ranged
from 1964 to 2010 (the median year was 2001, and the mean year was 1994). The
distribution of publication years shows a bimodal tendency, with a peak in the
1970s, followed by a lull in the 1980s and 1990s, and then another peak across the
last decade. Figure 4 presents a stem-and-leaf plot of the publication years for my
collected samples. I noticed differences between the studies in each peak, which
may reflect changing trends in the study of psychological phenomena more
generally. The articles in the 1970s tended to focus more on explicit, behavioral
measures that were often measured in field settings, whereas those in the last
decade reflected a burgeoning interest in social cognition and implicit processes,
often inside the laboratory.
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Figure 4. Stem-and-leaf plot showing publication years for samples used in the
meta-analysis.

These differences can be illustrated with examples of representative
studies from each time period. In an article published in 1971, participants were
shoppers exiting a supermarket. A Black or White confederate stood in front of
the market with a bag full of groceries, while an accomplice watched for shoppers
leaving the store alone and relatively unencumbered. When such a shopper
approached, the accomplice would signal to the confederate, who would
surreptitiously rip the bottom of the bag, spilling its contents and giving the
shopper an opportunity to offer assistance. The dependent variable was whether
the shopper helped the confederate (Wispe & Freshley, 1971). Another method
commonly used in this time frame was the wrong-number technique, first
employed by Gaertner and Bickman (1971). Participants were selected from the
phone book and called by a Black or White confederate pretending to be a
stranded motorist. In the phone call, the motorist indicated that he or she had been
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trying to reach a garage to request assistance and had no more dimes to make
another phone call to the correct number. The participant then had the opportunity
to help the motorist by calling the provided number. The outcome variable was
the participant’s helping behavior, depending on the race of the confederate as
conveyed through vocal cues (e.g., Franklin, 1974; Gaertner, 1973; Gaertner &
Bickman, 1971).
An example of a study from the past decade is Apfelbaum et al. (2008,
Study 2), in which White participants came to the lab and interacted with a Black
or White confederate in a structured task, which involved asking questions about
an array of pictures. After the interaction, participants completed self-report
measures of anxiety and a computer task measuring cognitive depletion.
Participants were also videotaped, and their nonverbal behavior was later coded
by naive raters. Another example of a recent study design is one focused on
college roommate interactions. For example, in a study by Shelton and Richeson
(2006a, Study 2), ethnic minority participants who had either White or minority
roommates completed a series of daily questionnaires about the quality of their
contact with that roommate, their sense of closeness, and their own affective state.
A few studies from this time period also included physiological and neurological
measures (e.g., Amodio, 2009; Littleford et al., 2005; Mendes, Major, McCoy, &
Blascovich, 2008). Because of the limited number of studies of this type, I
thought it was premature to include these measures as a fifth outcome variable in
this meta-analysis, but they provide evidence of another emerging trend in the
study of intergroup relations.
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Coding Procedure
For each study, I recorded the authors, title, year, study number,
publication type, and journal name if applicable. The sex and race of first authors
was identified and noted, to the extent possible through online and personal
resources. I coded information on participants: total number of participants for
the experimental (interracial) and control (same-race) groups, race, and
percentage of female participants. I also noted whether the study featured only
same-sex dyads or included cross-sex interactions, as well as the nature of the task
that the dyads engaged in. The samples were divided into two sets: those in
which participants completed structured tasks and those in which participants
completed more free-form tasks. Structured tasks included those where the
appropriate behavior was clear and where participants were more likely to focus
their attention on the task at hand instead of social concerns. This category
comprised activities such as puzzle solving, structured discussions with a
particular end goal, and helping-behavior tasks. All other tasks were considered
more free-form types in which social concerns were more prominent, as in getacquainted tasks, interviews, speeches, assigned topics of discussion, and free
interactions. Finally, I coded each dependent variable, the source of the data
(participant, partner, or observer), and the direction of the findings.
Effect Size Calculation
I calculated effect sizes using the r statistic, as recommended by Rosenthal
(1991), through one of several methods. If the study reported an F value with one
degree of freedom in the numerator, a t value, a #2 value with one degree of
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freedom, or a Z value that directly compared the outcomes for the same-race and
interracial dyads, then I was able to calculate the r value using formulas provided
in Rosenthal (1991). Studies which reported a ! value were included as well,
using the approximation suggested by Peterson and Brown (2005). Alternatively,
if studies did not directly provide these statistics I was often able to obtain the
means, standard deviations, and sample sizes so that a two-sample t test could be
calculated comparing the same-race and interracial dyads (Rosenthal & Rosnow,
1991). When multiple values for the same category of dependent measures could
be calculated from a single participant sample, the effect sizes were averaged into
a single value, using an unweighted Fisher’s Z-to-r transformation. This allowed
me to maintain statistical independence of studies. Based on the 108 samples that
fit the criteria for this meta-analysis, I was able to calculate 165 effect sizes.
When results indicated the presence of bias in favor of same-race partners
over other-race partners, the effect sizes were considered congruent with
expectations of prejudice in interracial interactions and were assigned a positive
sign. When results showed a bias in favor of other-race partners over same-race
partners, the effect sizes were assigned a negative sign. When authors reported no
significant differences between interracial and same-race dyads, and sufficient
data could not be obtained to calculate an exact value or direction, those effect
sizes (k = 19) were set equal to zero. I performed calculations both with and
without these zero values and found that this had a minimal impact on effect
sizes. I chose to include the null results in all reported statistics as a more
conservative approach.
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Meta-Analytic Procedures
Effect sizes. Random-effects models were used to calculate the overall
effect sizes. Random-effects models are more conservative than fixed-effect
models and allow for generalization beyond the set of studies included in the
meta-analysis (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2009; Fink, 2005;
Hedges & Vevea, 1998; Overton, 1998). For random-effects models, study effect
sizes are weighted by the inverse of the variance and combined, incorporating an
estimate of between-study variance. To calculate mean effect sizes, I used the
Comprehensive Meta-Analysis software package (Version 2, Borenstein, Hedges,
Higgins, & Rothstein, 2005).
Addressing the potential for selection bias. The term selection bias
refers to the possibility that some effect sizes may be systematically missing from
the overall dataset, thus affecting meta-analytic results. A major form of selection
bias is publication bias, or the file-drawer problem. That is, most published
articles present significant findings, and thus a meta-analysis of published works
could lead to an overestimation of effect sizes if there were a substantial number
of unpublished studies with null results languishing, as it were, in researchers’ file
drawers (Rosenthal, 1979). I attempted to decrease this potential threat to validity
by contacting researchers directly, as noted above, to request any unpublished
data that fit my criteria. I also examined differences between published and
unpublished samples in my final dataset; if they differed significantly, this could
be seen as evidence of publication bias in the field in general. Egger’s regression
asymmetry test (Egger, Smith, Schneider, & Minder, 1997) was next used to
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detect asymmetry in the collected dataset, followed where appropriate by Duval
and Tweedie’s (2000) trim-and-fill procedure, which estimates the number of
missing studies and imputes an overall effect size that takes these missing studies
into account.
Moderator analyses. To test the heterogeneity of effect sizes and the
potential presence of moderators, I used both Cochran’s Q test (Cochran, 1954)
and the I2 value (Higgins, Thompson, Deeks, & Altman, 2003). To examine likely
moderators, I ran a series of subgroup and regression analyses. Continuous factors
were assessed using random-effects meta-regressions, while factors with two
levels were assessed using separate mixed-effects subgroup analyses. Mixedeffects models combine studies within each subgroup separately using the
random-effects method before comparing them. Comprehensive Meta-Analysis
(Version 2, Borenstein et al., 2005) was used to perform subgroup analyses, and
Stata (Version 10, Harbord & Higgins, 2008) was used to calculate metaregression analyses.
Results
I began by exploring the overall means for each of my four main
categories of interest. Table 2 contains the descriptive statistics, reported as r
values. Remember that higher values for the effect sizes indicate more bias in
favor of same-race dyads, zero values indicate no difference between same-race
and interracial dyads, and negative values indicate a bias favoring interracial
dyads.
Table 2
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Effect Size, Significance, and Heterogeneity Statistics for Interracial Interaction
Outcome Variables

Outcome Variable k
Attitudes toward
partner
41
Participants’
emotional state
32
Nonverbal or
observed behavior 37
Performance
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Effect Size and
Confidence Intervals
Mean r 95% CI

Heterogeneity
Qw (k-1)
I2

.07

[.00, .14]

172.42*** 76.80

.10

[.05, .16]

77.45***

.09

[.02, .15]

108.19*** 66.73

.07

[.03, .11]

165.06*** 67.29

59.97

Note. *** p $.001; k indicates number of samples, r is the point estimate for mean
effect size calculated using random effects models, with higher values indicating
more bias favoring same-race dyads over interracial dyads, 95% CI provides the
lower and upper bounds of the confidence interval for the point estimate, Z (2tailed) provides Z-values used to determine if value is significantly different from
zero, Qw(k-1) provides Cochran's test of heterogeneity; I2 measures the percentage
of variation across samples due to heterogeneity rather than chance.

Overall Mean Effect Sizes
The first outcome measure included all participant-reported data on
attitudes toward partners. Forty-one samples included this measure as a dependent
variable, with an average effect size of r = .07. The lower bound for the 95%
confidence interval was zero. Although this did not quite attain statistical
significance, the direction of the findings were consistent with other results and
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indicated that participants showed a marginal tendency to express more negative
attitudes toward other-race partners than toward same-race partners. The second
outcome measure, participants’ emotional state, had an average effect size of r =
.10 based on 32 samples. The confidence intervals did not include zero,
indicating that participants felt more negative affect in interracial dyads than in
same-race dyads. The third outcome measure, nonverbal or observed behavior
toward partners, was provided as a dependent variable for 37 samples. One
outlier, which exceeded three standard deviations from the mean, was replaced
with the next highest value (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). The average effect size was
r = .09, and an examination of confidence intervals indicated that participants
were more likely to show negative behavior toward other-race partners than
toward same-race partners. The final outcome measure, performance, was
featured in a total of 55 samples, with an average effect size of r = .07. Here
again, an examination of confidence intervals indicated members of same-race
dyads had slightly better performance outcomes than members of interracial
dyads.
Addressing the Potential for Selection Bias
When comparing effect sizes for published and unpublished samples, I
found no differences for participants’ emotional state or for performance.
However, for nonverbal or observed behavior, unpublished samples (k = 8, r = .06, 95% CI [-.21, .09]) tended to show lower effect sizes than published samples
(k = 29, r = .13, 95% CI [.06, .20]), Qb(1) = 5.26, p = .022. Also, for measures of
attitudes toward partner, average effect sizes for unpublished samples (k = 9, r = -
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.15, 95% CI [-.30, .19]) were lower than those for published samples (k = 32, r =
.13, 95% CI [.07, .19]), Qb(1) = 9.59, p =.002. These results point toward the
possibility of publication bias in the field as a whole. However, in the datasets for
these two outcome variables, Egger’s regression asymmetry test (Egger et al.,
1997) did not detect the presence of asymmetry in the distribution of studies
around the mean effect size, which would have been a potential sign of selection
bias in the dataset. The data also showed no asymmetry for measures of
performance. In the case of participants’ emotional state, Egger’s test suggested
asymmetry not on the left side, which might be seen in the case of publication
bias, but on the right side, suggesting the possibility of missing studies with
higher effect sizes. I used Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim-and-fill procedure to
calculate an adjusted value for participants’ emotional state of r = .15, 95% CI
[.09, .21], with six data points imputed. This adjusted effect size can serve to
provide a sense of the potential impact of selection bias, but because it is based
partly on imputed, not real, data points, I carried out all subsequent analyses with
the original dataset. Furthermore, caution is necessary in interpreting these tests.
Selection bias is only one of many potential causes of asymmetry in the
distribution of effect sizes, and is particularly difficult to ascertain in the case of
heterogeneous samples (Egger et al., 1997; Ioannidis & Trikalinos, 2007; Sterne,
Gavaghan, & Egger, 2000; Terrin, Schmid, Lau, & Olkin, 2003).
Tests of Heterogeneity
The results for Cochran’s Q test (Cochran, 1954) and the I2 values
(Higgins et al., 2003), included in Table 2, showed that without exception, the
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effect sizes for all variables of interest were significantly heterogeneous and that
moderator analyses were therefore warranted for practical reasons in addition to
prior theoretical reasons.
Intersectional Moderator Analyses
Percentage female. I examined the relationship between the overall effect
size and the percentage of female participants in each sample reporting gender
composition using a meta-regression. I did not find significant results for
participants’ self-reported attitudes toward partner, Qb(1,35) = 0.77, p = .38,
participants’ emotional state, Qb(1,30) = 0.14, p = .71, or measures of nonverbal
or observed behavior, Qb(1,31) = 0.47, p = .49. There was a marginal effect for
performance outcomes, such that as the percentage of female participants
increased, effect sizes tended to increase as well; this trend approached but did not
attain significance, Qb(1,43) = 3.04, p = .08. See Table 3 for results.

Table 3
Average Correlations and Tests of Significance for Intersectional Moderator
Variables
Attitudes Toward Partner
Gender Composition of Dyads
MixedSex
SameSex
Percentage Female
Participants’ Emotional State
Gender Composition of Dyads
MixedSex
SameSex
Percentage Female
Nonverbal or Observed Behavior
Gender Composition of Dyads

k

Mean r 95% CI

11
.11 [.01, .22]
24
.06 [-.04, .16]
37
! = .14
k Mean r 95% CI
11
.22 [.14, .29]
19
.04 [-.03, .10]
32
! = -.07
k Mean r 95% CI

Qb (df)
Qb (1, 35)

Test statistic
0.52

Qb (1, 35)
Qb (df)
Qb (1, 30)

0.77
Test statistic
11.75***

Qb (1, 30)
Qb (df)
Qb (1, 32)

0.14
Test statistic
1.36
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MixedSex
SameSex
Percentage Female
Performance
Gender Composition of Dyads
MixedSex
SameSex
Percentage Female
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15
.10 [.03, .18]
17
.02 [-.09, .14]
33
! = -.12
k Mean r 95% CI
32
18
45

.06 [.01, .11]
.06 [-.02, .14]
! = .23

Qb (1, 31)
Qb (df)
Qb (1, 50)

0.47
Test statistic
<.00

Qb (1, 43)

3.04a

Note. a p $ .09, *** p $.001; k indicates number of samples, Mean r is the point
estimate for mean effect size, 95% CI provides lower and upper bounds of the
confidence interval for the point estimate, Qb indicates the degrees of freedom for
the regression; Test statistic is the value of Qb.

Gender composition of dyads. To investigate the effects of gender
composition, I compared samples featuring same-sex and mixed-sex dyads.
Because the latter category of studies included both same- and cross-sex dyads
but did not typically report those data separately, this comparison between samesex only samples and mixed-sex samples resulted in a conservative test of the
effects of gender composition. Results showed that gender composition had a
significant effect on participants’ emotional state: There was more bias favoring
same-race over interracial dyads when dyads were mixed-sex (r = .22) as opposed
to same-sex (r = .04; see Table 3 for additional results). In other words,
interacting with someone of the same sex minimized the difference in negative
affect between interracial and same-race interactions. To follow up on this
finding, I compared male-male dyads with female-female dyads. Of the gathered
articles, I was able to obtain separate data for 25 studies featuring male-male and
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female-female dyads (21 of these were studies which used only male or only
female participants), and found no significant difference on any of the outcome
measures between same-sex male or female dyads.
Interaction structure and gender. I examined whether the percentage
of female participants would have a different effect on structured versus free-form
interactions using a multiple meta-regression analysis, and found significant
results for nonverbal behavior. The meta-regression showed a significant main
effect for interaction structure (Z = -2.46, p = .014), and for percentage of female
participants (Z = -2.56, p = .011), both qualified by a significant interaction
between the two terms (Z = 3.05, p = .002). In free-form tasks, as the percentage
of female participants increased, effect sizes decreased, indicating that nonverbal
behavior between same-race and other-race dyads was seen as more similar.
Conversely, in structured tasks, as the percentage of female participants increased,
effect sizes also increased, indicating that nonverbal behavior was seen as being
more favorable in same-race dyads (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Effects of interaction structure and percentage of female participants on
effect sizes for nonverbal friendliness. Positive values indicate bias in favor of
same-race dyads, zero values indicate no difference between same-race and
interracial dyads, and negative values indicate a bias favoring interracial dyads.
Discussion
The results of this meta-analysis indicated small but significant differences
in outcomes for individuals in interracial and same-race settings. Across 108
samples, participants reported experiencing less negative affect, were seen as
behaving more warmly, performed better on tasks, and marginally tended to
report liking their partners more when they were interacting with a partner of the
same race rather than a partner of a different race. The direction of these effects is
consistent with the notion that interracial interaction outcomes can be hindered by
racial bias or intergroup anxiety (e.g., Dovidio, 2001; Shelton & Richeson, 2006a;
Trawalter et al., 2009). At the same time, the magnitude of effect sizes was quite
small, whether assessed with more traditional guidelines (Cohen, 1988) or
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recently developed empirically based guidelines (Hemphill, 2003; Lipsey &
Wilson, 1993; Richard, Bond, & Stokes-Zoota, 2003). Richard et al., for example,
examined hundreds of meta-analyses and found the average social psychological
effect size to be r = .21, while these ranged from r = .07 to .10. Based on these
findings, dyadic racial composition alone would contribute only about 1% of the
total variance in interaction outcomes. This small percentage illustrates the
importance of considering the many factors in addition to race that influence these
interactions. Still, the role of race itself should not be overlooked. Even small
effects can have major consequences (Prentice & Miller, 1992; Rosenthal, 1990),
a conclusion that holds in the domain of race relations as well (e.g., Lin, Dobbins,
& Farh, 1992; Mitchell, Haw, Pfeifer, & Meissner, 2005; Sweeney & Haney,
1992).
Two considerations in interpreting these findings are the tremendous
variety of measures used and the goals of the studies themselves. Although each
study reported adequate reliability for its measures, there were scarcely more than
a handful of studies that used exactly the same set of questions or investigated
exactly the same construct within each outcome category. For example,
participants’ emotional state measures included reports of self-esteem as well as
comfort and anxiety. It is also worth noting that this data set was composed
primarily of studies intended to investigate moderators of interracial interaction
outcomes. This highlights the second goal of this meta-analysis, to investigate the
intersectional, relational, and contextual factors that may influence the outcomes
of interracial compared to same-race interactions. The results of these moderator
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analyses clearly illustrate the benefits of a more holistic approach to
understanding interracial interactions.
Gender Composition
Gender composition of dyads had an effect on participants’ emotional
state. Namely, interacting with someone of the same gender minimized the
difference between interracial and same-race interactions, whereas interracial
interactions had more negative consequences when the partner was not of the
same gender. Perhaps having a social identity such as gender in common with an
interracial interaction partner improves outcomes (Crisp & Hewstone, 2007).
Although the percentage of female participants did not significantly impact effect
sizes when considered alone, this factor did have an effect when considered
together with the nature of the task, discussed further below. I hope that future
research is able to provide more information on how other identities such as age,
socio-economic status, sexual orientation, and religious identity may intersect
with race to produce unique outcomes. Altogether, these findings highlight the
importance of taking an intersectional approach—i.e., considering multiple social
identities and the unique characteristics associated with each one—to the study of
interpersonal interactions (Cole, 2009).
Structure
For nonverbal behavior, the gender of participants interacts with the
structure of the interaction, in that women behave more similarly toward samerace and other-race partners when interactions are free-form, whereas men behave
more similarly toward same-race and other-race partners when interactions are
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structured. This echoes previous research that men and women behave differently
in interactions depending on the nature of the task (Dovidio et al., 1988; Eagly &
Karau, 1991; Wood, 1987). This interaction between structure, gender, and racial
composition highlights the importance of considering contextual and
intersectional factors in interracial interaction research. Indeed, given the
complexity of these findings and the small size of the effects, it is too early to
draw practical conclusions from this set of results. Instead, additional research
examining all of these factors is needed.
For one, future studies should carefully consider the effects of the
interaction structure. How do factors such as the presence of a task, the type of
task (collaborative or competitive, for instance), the incentives provided for task
performance, and the roles of the individuals in the interaction affect the
outcomes of the interaction? The effects of gender composition of interracial
dyads also merit further investigation. The results so far are provocative and
indicate that outcomes are affected by gender composition and participant gender,
the latter particularly in conjunction with structural aspects of the interaction.
Thus, gender effects should be carefully examined in future work. Studying other
forms of identity intersectionality, including identities such as sexual orientation,
socio-economic status, and religion, may also prove a fertile source of new
understandings about intergroup relations.
To understand the complexity of interracial interactions, we must take an
approach that is characterized by an appreciation for intersectionality, relational
dynamics, and the influence of context. Using these three themes to inform my
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analysis does not answer every question—rather, it reveals just a few of the ways
in which these factors can interact to influence outcomes, demonstrating the
relevance of this approach and opening new avenues of inquiry. For instance,
while I was able to show that the structure, racial composition, and gender
composition of an interaction interact to affect outcomes, it is not yet possible to
determine exactly how and when these three factors play a role. To take one
example, what happens when a White woman and a Black man interact during a
task-focused encounter? While the results of this meta-analysis provide some
clues, it seems clear that a more complete understanding of this type of interaction
requires considering the contextual, intersectional, and relational aspects
simultaneously—and that these factors are crucial for understanding social
interactions more broadly.
The final study in this dissertation took a first step in this direction,
examining whether shifting the salience of White women’s racial and gender
identities affects their expectations for interracial interactions. It built on the
earlier studies, moving past cognitive differences to behavioral implications, and
including the effects both of contextual factors and of individual differences.
Study 4: Identity Salience in an Anticipated Interracial Interaction
Study 4 measured the effect of race versus gender salience on White
women’s expectations about an interaction with a Black female interaction
partner. In a typical interracial interaction, Whites’ racial identity is most likely
to be salient. The prospect of being evaluated by a member of a minority group
brings to mind meta-stereotypes (e.g., that Whites are cold, arrogant, and
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prejudiced), making the interaction more threatening (Vorauer et al., 2000).
Although Study 1a showed that these meta-stereotypes can vary by gender, it also
showed that on average, White women believe Blacks see them as somewhat
prejudiced. When racial identity is salient, therefore, White women are predicted
to be more reluctant to interact with a Black partner.
What if gender identity were made salient instead? Because women are
stereotyped as socially skilled and interpersonally sensitive, activating their
gender identity might lead them to feel more comfortable with the interaction.
Having been reminded of an identity that is associated with skill in social
situations, they should experience more positive outcomes (i.e., a stereotype
boost; see Shih, Ambady, Richeson, Fujita, & Gray, 2002).
Indeed, previous work has shown that whether gender or racial identity is
salient can determine which self-relevant stereotypes are activated, and this in
turn can affect whether performance is enhanced or hindered. For example, on a
verbal task, where women are stereotyped positively and Asians are stereotyped
negatively, Asian American women performed worse when their racial identity
was made salient and better when their gender identity was made salient (Shih,
Pittinsky, & Trahan, 2006). Similarly, White women should feel more positively
about interracial interactions when their gender identity is salient rather than their
racial identity.
Shifting identity salience may not fully predict how participants respond in
this context, however—individual differences may also be important. The extent
to which members of a stereotyped group are susceptible to stereotypes—i.e.,
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whether they are likely to be influenced by a stereotype in a situation where that
stereotype is relevant—can depend on their level of identification with the
stereotyped group. For example, women are more likely to experience stereotype
threat on a math test if they identify strongly with their gender (Schmader, 2002).
In interracial encounters with a focus on the social aspects of an interaction rather
than, say, math skills, the relevant stereotypes about women are actually positive
(e.g., warm, socially skilled), and gender identification could predict positive
outcomes by making this social identity more accessible (Rydell, McConnell, &
Beilock, 2009; Smith & Johnson, 2006).
Gender self-concept may also be important. Women are more likely than
men to identify with feminine traits like warm, compassionate, and understanding
(Ratcliff et al., 2006; Eagly et al., 2004). Greater endorsement of a feminine selfconcept is linked to higher internal motivation to avoid prejudice (Ratcliff et al.,
2006; Toosi, Babbitt, Ambady, & Sommers, 2011), which in turn is linked to
greater use of approach strategies and better interracial interaction outcomes
(Plant, Devine, & Peruche, 2010). Thus both feminine self-concept and gender
identification were included as possible moderators in this design.
Method
There were 52 White female undergraduate participants, recruited from
the psychology participant pool and compensated with course credit. All
participants completed a prescreening questionnaire, which included six items
from the feminine scale of the Bem (1974) Sex-Role Inventory (e.g.,
understanding, compassionate; ! = .69), and a five-item gender identification
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measure adapted from Luhtanen and Crocker’s (1992) collective self-esteem scale
(e.g., “I am proud to be a woman/man;” ! = .65). In a later in-lab session,
participants were told that they would be exchanging Polaroid photos with a
partner down the hall, in order to form a first impression before meeting for a
brief interaction. In reality, there was no actual partner; participants were given a
previously prepared Polaroid photograph of a college-age Black woman. They
were then primed with either their racial or gender identity by filling out a
purportedly unrelated questionnaire. The questionnaires were identical to those
used in Study 2, with the addition of a control condition, in which the
questionnaire included items about campus dining preferences. Finally,
participants completed several items about their expectations for the upcoming
interaction and their strategies for making a good impression on their partner
(e.g., “I am not looking forward to the interaction;” “My goal is to avoid the
appearance of racial bias;” the strategy items were adapted from Plant et al.,
2010), as well as how they felt when thinking about the upcoming interaction
(e.g., happy, self-conscious, optimistic). Participants were then debriefed about
the true nature of the study.
Results
Expectations for the Interaction
The items capturing participants’ positive expectations about their partner
(“I think that I will like my partner,” “I think that my partner will like me,” and “I
am interested in getting to know my interaction partner”) were combined into a
positive expectation composite score (! = .80). Although there was no difference
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by condition, a regression analysis indicated that the extent to which participants
endorsed feminine traits as self-descriptive predicted their positive expectations (ß
= .37, t(49) = 2.80, p = .007). The two items capturing participants’ negative
expectations for the interaction did not have adequate reliability (! = .44), so these
were analyzed individually. There was a significant main effect of condition for
the item “I am not looking forward to the interaction,” F(2, 49) = 3.59, p = .035,
"p2 = .13. Planned contrasts indicated that participants in the race-salient
condition (M = 3.63, SD = 1.75) endorsed this statement significantly more than
participants in the gender-salient condition (M = 2.21, SD = 1.44; t(49) = 2.12, p
= .040, r = .30); the mean score for participants in the control condition (M = 2.71,
SD = 1.53) fell between the means for the race-salient and gender-salient
conditions. Between-groups differences on the other item (“I do not think my
partner and I will get along”) were not significant (F < 1, p = .4). Regression
analyses showed that individual difference measures were not significant
predictors of either item. In sum, participants who identified more with feminine
traits, or had had their gender identity made salient, were more likely to express
positive expectations and look forward to the interracial interaction than
participants who identified less with feminine traits or had had their racial identity
made salient.
Self-Reported Affect
A self-consciousness composite was created by averaging self-reported
self-consciousness and discomfort (! = .68). There was a marginally significant
main effect of condition for this composite (F(2, 49) = 2.34, p = .107, "p2 = .09).
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Planned contrasts indicated that participants in the gender-salient condition (M =
2.76, SD = 1.23) felt significantly less self-conscious than those in the race-salient
condition (M = 3.69, SD = 1.24; t(49) = 2.15, p = .036, r = .29); the mean for
participants in the control condition was between the other two condition means
(M = 3.12, SD = 1.33). A regression analysis showed that individual difference
measures were not significant predictors. For the composite of positive affect
items (happy, optimistic, friendly, confident, energetic, and content; ! = .75),
there was no difference by condition, but a regression analysis showed that
participants’ endorsement of feminine traits predicted their self-reports of positive
affect (ß = .28, t(49) = 2.06, p = .045). In other words, participants who identified
more with feminine traits, or had had their gender identity made salient, reported
more positive affect than those who identified less with feminine traits, or had had
their racial identity made salient.
Meta-Perceptions
These items captured how participants believed their partner would see
them. Traits associated with stereotypes of women (warm, considerate,
compassionate, approachable, and understanding) were combined into a female
stereotype score (! = .85). There were no differences by condition, but a
regression analysis indicated that both participants’ identification with their
gender identity (ß = .43, t(46) = 3.14, p = .003) and participants’ endorsement of
feminine traits (ß = .35, t(46) = 2.93, p = .005) were significant predictors of the
extent to which they believed they would be seen in terms of female stereotypes;
in addition, there was a significant interaction between gender identification and
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condition (ß = -.37, t(46) = -2.70, p = .01). When gender was salient, gender
identification did not affect perceived likelihood of being seen in terms of female
stereotypes. When race was salient, or in the control condition, those with higher
levels of gender identification were more likely to believe they would be seen in
terms of female stereotypes than those with lower levels of gender identification
(see Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Predicted ratings of feminine meta-perceptions. In the gender salient
condition, participants’ gender identification scores did not affect their ratings of
the extent to which their partner would see them in terms of positive female
stereotypes. In the race salient and control conditions, those with higher levels of
gender identification believed their partners were more likely to see them in terms
of positive female stereotypes.
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Approach and Avoidance Strategies
There was a marginally significant main effect of condition for the item “I
will try to avoid mentioning race,” F(2, 48) = 3.04, p = .057, "p2 = .11. Planned
contrasts showed that participants in the gender-salient condition (M = 3.26, SD =
1.56) endorsed this item significantly less than those in the race-salient (M = 4.53,
SD = 2.03; t(48) = 2.17, p = .035, r = .30) or control conditions (M = 4.41, SD =
1.50; t(48) = 2.03, p = .048, r = .28). A regression analysis showed that
individual difference measures were not significant predictors. Interestingly,
responses to the item “I will actively avoid any behavior that could come across
as prejudiced” showed the opposite pattern. While the main effect of condition
was only marginally significant (F(2, 49) = 2.45, p = .096, "p2 = .091),
participants in the gender-salient condition (M = 4.84, SD = 1.83) endorsed this
item significantly more than those in the race-salient (M = 3.50, SD = 2.00) or
control conditions (M = 4.06, SD = 1.56; t(49) = -2.05, p = .046, r = .28). In
addition, a regression analysis showed that gender identification was a significant
predictor of item endorsement (ß = .27, t(47) = 2.03, p = .048). Items indicating
an approach strategy (e.g., “My goal in the interaction is to be friendly,” “I plan to
share information about myself with my interaction partner,” “I will try to make
my partner feel comfortable”) were combined into a composite (five items; !
= .73). There were no differences by condition, but a regression analysis showed
that both identification with gender identity (ß = .44, t(47) = 3.70, p = .001) and
endorsement of feminine traits (ß = .30, t(47) = 2.53, p = .015) were significant
predictors of an approach strategy.
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Discussion
Overall, this study showed that both individual differences and context can
influence expectations and affect ahead of an interracial interaction. Participants
who identified more strongly either with being female, or with having feminine
traits, were more likely to have positive expectations for the interaction; to report
positive affect; to believe that they would be seen in terms of feminine traits; and
to endorse an approach strategy. Similarly, participants who had their gender
identity made salient were more likely than those in the race-salient condition to
have positive expectations for the interaction and to report positive affect.
Interestingly, two items related to avoidance showed opposite patterns of
results. The item “I will try to avoid mentioning race” was endorsed less by
participants in the gender-salient condition, but the item “I will actively avoid any
behavior that could come across as prejudiced” was endorsed more by
participants in the gender-salient condition (and those with higher levels of gender
identification). It is possible that the first item reflected participants’ endorsement
of a colorblind strategy (see Apfelbaum, Sommers, & Norton, 2008), whereas the
second item reflected a broader motivation to appear egalitarian. Both items were
intended to measure avoidance strategies, however, meaning that any speculation
on the different constructs they might actually be measuring is of limited value.
This surprising finding should instead be examined in future research.
Finally, there was an interesting interaction between gender identification
and condition, such that gender identification affected perceived likelihood of
being seen in terms of female stereotypes only in the race-salient and control
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conditions. In those conditions, participants with higher levels of gender
identification were more likely to believe they would be seen in terms of female
stereotypes than those with lower levels of gender identification.
This last finding suggests a possible explanation for the combination of
individual difference and contextual effects in this study. That is, the interaction
effect indicated that when gender was made salient through an experimental
manipulation, preexisting levels of gender identification became less important,
but when gender was not already salient, this individual difference did matter. It
is not clear why some outcome variables were affected more by the manipulation,
and others more by individual differences—perhaps with a stronger (but not
blatant) identity prime, the manipulation would have driven more effects (see
Shih et al., 2002). However, the broader pattern was consistent: Either identifying
with or being reminded of one’s gender led to more positive outcomes for female
participants.
Why is this occurring? The salient stereotype of Whites in interracial
interactions is negative: Past research shows that Whites are concerned about
appearing prejudiced, and that this leads to a stressful experience (e.g., Shelton,
2003; Trawalter et al., 2009). But stereotypically feminine traits, like
compassionate and warm—which women are more likely to endorse than men
(Spence & Buckner, 2000)—contrast the negative stereotypes of Whites, and are
particularly applicable when navigating challenging social interactions. Women
are stereotyped as having good social skills, and Whites are stereotyped as being
cold and intolerant, so it makes sense that White women would have more
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positive responses to an interracial interaction when their gender identity is either
made salient or already important to them. In this case, female stereotypes gave
participants a boost—as in past research on Asian women, who performed better
on verbal tasks when their gender identity was salient rather than their racial
identity (Shih et al., 2006).
One limitation of this work is that it does not examine behavior within the
context of an actual interaction; in addition, it includes only female participants.
A new study is underway to measure the behavior of both White men and White
women within an actual interracial interaction; that study will also include both
social- and task-focused activities, to follow up on the finding from Study 3 that
gender composition and task structure interact to predict outcomes.
Additionally, it is possible that participants in the gender salience
condition generally had more positive expectations because they were reminded
of the identity they shared with their interaction partner, and that men would
experience the same benefit if they anticipated interacting with a Black man and
were reminded of their shared gender. The fact that endorsement of feminine
traits also predicted positive outcomes suggests that there is something related to
women’s gender identity specifically, but the new study will help to address this
possibility by including both men and women.
In conclusion, this final study built on research examining the role of
gender in cognitive aspects of intergroup relations, and analyses of gender across
the interracial interaction literature, to experimentally investigate its implications
for behavior in social interactions. Moving beyond a simple test of difference
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between groups, these findings demonstrated the importance of factors beyond
biological sex in predicting gender differences. Even within an all-female sample,
gender mattered: Both temporary gender salience, and participants’ level of
identification with femininity and gender, predicted responses to interracial
interactions. These findings illustrate the importance of studying gender not as a
static and essential binary, but as a malleable and fluid identity, with influence
that waxes and wanes depending on individual and contextual factors.
General Discussion
Together, these studies illustrate some of the ways in which gender plays a
role in interracial contexts. Beginning with cognitive representations of race,
Study 1a demonstrated existing between-group differences in racial metastereotypes: White men believe White women are seen as less prejudiced by
Blacks than are White men (or White people in general). Study 1b demonstrated
that these meta-stereotypes are accurate, with Blacks also rating White women as
less prejudiced than White men or White people in general, and further indicated
that perceiver gender affects ratings as well: Black men rated White targets as
more prejudiced than did Black women. Taken together, these findings are
consistent with the idea that gender affects interracial contexts through its role in
shaping individual experiences and attitudes. For example, although these links
were not directly tested, the findings map onto past work showing that White
women have more positive racial attitudes than White men, and are also
compatible with studies showing that Black men have more experience with
prejudice, and are more often socialized to be wary of negative stereotypes, than
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are Black women (e.g., Seaton et al., 2008; Thomas & Speight, 1999). Future
research should explore the links between past experience and stereotype ratings.
Study 2 moved from perceptions of Whites to perceptions of Blacks,
demonstrating that White participants show marginally reduced implicit bias
when an IAT features pictures of Black women rather than Black men. Although
this finding does not suggest that Black women escape bias, it does indicate that
White participants’ responses to Black men and Black women should not
necessarily be considered interchangeable—adding to a growing body of work
showing that Black women are perceived differently (e.g., Goff, Thomas, &
Jackson, 2008; Plant et al., 2011; Sesko & Biernat, 2010). This study also
demonstrated that gender should be considered in constructing measures as well
as when recruiting participants and confederates. Even well-established measures
may merit reevaluation—after all, the IAT has been used so frequently that there
was a satirical call to extend testing to fetuses and dead people (Bones & Johnson,
2007), yet target gender had not previously been examined.
Thus, the first studies demonstrated that gender has some role in two of
the basic processes underlying interracial interactions (i.e., concerns about
prejudice and implicit bias). Study 3 built on this research to determine how
gender affects actual behavior in interracial contexts, drawing on the large
interracial interaction literature to examine patterns across studies. This metaanalysis allowed an investigation of the role of context in conjunction with
gender, showing that the gender composition of an interaction matters—in mixedsex interactions, participants experienced more negative affect in interracial
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compared to same-race pairs, but interacting with someone of the same sex
minimized this difference. In addition, the percentage of female participants
interacted with the structure of the interaction to predict nonverbal behavior: In
structured interactions, men behaved in a more egalitarian manner, but in freeform interactions, women behaved in a more egalitarian manner. These findings
have important practical and theoretical implications, highlighting both the
importance of considering the specific variables of interaction structure and
gender composition, and the importance of understanding the type of role gender
can play more broadly—that is, that gender can predict the direction of an effect,
not just the degree of an effect.
Study 4 delved into why gender might make a difference in interracial
contexts. The prior studies demonstrated that gender does matter, but in these
studies gender was generally treated as a binary category, with outcomes at one
level compared to outcomes at the other. Study 4 investigated the role of gender
within an all-female sample, keeping biological sex constant while focusing on
gender-related individual difference variables and the contextual salience of
gender identity. The results showed that both individual difference and contextual
factors matter—in some cases, identifying more with being a woman or with
feminine traits predicted more positive outcomes ahead of an interracial
interaction; in others, having had one’s gender made salient predicted more
positive outcomes. There was also an interaction between these factors: When
race was made salient, or in the control condition, those with higher levels of
gender identification were more likely to believe that they would be seen in terms
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of positive female stereotypes than were those with lower levels of gender
identification—but when gender was made salient, prior levels of gender
identification did not play a role.
Taken together, these findings showed that gender identity can affect
outcomes even within a single-sex sample; gender’s influence can be continuous
rather than binary. This variation within gender indicates that one’s biological sex
is not the ultimate predictor of tendencies in interracial contexts—gender should
be considered a fluid identity, not a static and essential difference.
The studies presented here have both theoretical and practical
implications. First, they illustrate the importance of taking an intersectional
approach to interracial research by considering participant and target gender; the
current studies indicate that these factors can predict the degree or at times even
the direction of an effect. Although it is not always feasible to include gender as a
factor in studies focused on race, the literature as a whole will benefit if
researchers recognize the potential role of gender (e.g., by acknowledging and
explaining the decision to use only male targets, as in Kaiser & Pratt-Hyatt,
2009). Second, these studies demonstrate the importance of context, showing that
gender interacts with contextual factors like structure and identity salience to
predict outcomes. For example, Study 3 showed that nonverbal behavior is
predicted by the interaction between participant gender and interaction structure,
highlighting the importance of considering both of these factors when possible—
and the limited utility of generalizing results from one gender or one type of task.
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There are also practical implications of these findings. First, they extend
the existing work on the benefits of shifting identity salience (e.g., Shih et al.,
1999) to interracial contexts. Study 4 showed that White women experience more
positive outcomes in interracial contexts when their gender rather than racial
identity is made salient. This finding suggests that White men could also benefit
if an alternative identity that is associated with tolerance—perhaps age or
education level—were made salient in interracial contexts (see Rydell et al.,
2009). Additionally, the findings of Study 3 indicate the importance of
considering structure and gender composition when organizing intergroup contact
in institutional settings—for example, at racially diverse orientation sessions—
and those of Studies 1a and 1b suggest a possible advantage for White women in
the increasingly diverse but still male-dominated business world.
These studies also provide a framework for several lines of future
research. For example, to investigate the potential benefit to White women
suggested by Studies 1a and 1b, I hope to combine two lines of research—the
work on White women in interracial contexts, and the work on women in
leadership contexts—to determine whether White women’s perceived
egalitarianism and ability to navigate difficult social environments translate into
an advantage in leadership, an arena in which women are traditionally negatively
perceived (Eagly & Karau, 2002). That is, are feminine traits like empathy seen
as more important for leaders of racially diverse groups, and are White women
seen as better leaders in diverse contexts than in all-White contexts?
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Study 4 is being followed up with another study, currently in progress, in
which both female and male White participants interact with a Black confederate
(matched for gender) after completing one of the identity-prime questionnaires.
By including both men and women, I hope to disentangle the effects that are
specific to priming gender from the effects related to priming a shared identity.
Study 3 showed that same-sex interactions had more egalitarian outcomes, so it is
possible that making a shared identity more salient also predicts more positive
outcomes, regardless of participant gender. Because the stereotypes of men
overlap with the stereotypes of Whites rather than contrasting with those
stereotypes, however, I expect that White men will not get the same boost from a
gender prime that White women do—but this remains an open question that the
follow-up study will help to address.
This new study also includes two types of activities—one structured, and
one free-form—in order to follow up on the finding in Study 3 that interaction
structure interacts with gender. Additionally, the confederates’ perceptions of
participants are being measured, to determine whether participants primed with
race versus gender are perceived differently by their Black interaction partner
(and whether participants’ beliefs about how their partner sees them are accurate).
In other work, I hope to examine Blacks’ concerns about prejudice in racesalient versus gender-salient contexts. In the introduction, I hypothesized that
Black men might have more positive expectations in gender-salient contexts,
because their gender identity is associated with privilege—while Black women’s
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expectations might not change. I look forward to investigating this question
empirically.
In sum, gender is increasingly being considered in interracial research, but
is still too often overlooked. These studies demonstrate that gender plays a role in
basic intergroup processes as well as in actual interaction behavior, and is best
understood not as a binary category but as a complex identity with importance
that varies by situation and person. Incorporating gender will complicate
interracial interaction research, but in return will further our understanding of this
increasingly common type of social interaction.
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Table 1

Information on samples included in the meta-analysis.

Reference

Stu
dy #

Desi
gn

Pub
status

Tot
alN

Partic
race

%
Fem

Ge
nde
r
co
mp

Mod
e

Lab
or
Fiel
d

Partner
ID

Freq

Str
uc
t

Ra
ce
sal
ie
nt

Amodio (2008)

1

B

P

35

majW

72.0

MS

f2f

L

Exptr

once

0

Y

Apfelbaum et al.
(2008)

1

B

P

101

majW

67.3

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

Apfelbaum et al.
(2008)

2

B

P

47

majW

45.8

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

1

B

P

46

majW

100.
0

SS

vid

L

ConfP

once

0

N

Avery et al. (2009)

2

B

P

56

majW

67.0

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

Babbitt & Sommers
(2011)

1

B

U

176

majW

64.8

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

1

Y

-.22

Bair & Steele (2010/
2007)

1

B

P

69/
72

minB

80.1

SS

vid

L

ConfP

once

0

B

.31

Baron (1979)

1

B

P

64

majW

0.0

SS

other

L

ConfP

once

1

N

Baxter (1973)

1

B

P

90

majW

100.
0

SS

other

L

ConfP

once

1

N

Bickman & Kamzan
(1973)

1

B

P

100

majW

100.
0

SS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

Avery et al. (2009)

Att
r

Emot
r

NVB
r

Perf
r

.26

.19

.00

.28

.42

.20
.00

.19
.12
.12

.02

.16
.32

.26
.20

.19
.10
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Bishop (1979)

1

B

P

63

majW

100.
0

Brigham &
Richardson (1979)

1

B

P

91

majW

59.3

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

Britt & Crandall
(2000)

1

B

P

135

all

50.4

-

txt

L

ConfO

once

1

Y

Clark (1974)

1

B

P

685

majW

-

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

Coates (1972)

1

B

P

48

majW

50.0

-

f2f

L

ConfO

once

1

N

Coleman et al.
(1991)

1

B

P

89

minB

73.3

MS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

1

N

Colliver et al. (2001)

1

M

P

114

minB

-

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

1

N

.05

-.05

Colliver et al. (2001)

1

M

P

124
8

majW

-

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

1

N

.07

.05

Conley et al. (2010)

1

B

U

61/
92

all

66.0

-

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

1

N

-.30

.01

-.07

Conley et al.(2010)

2

W

U

21

minB

71.4

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.09

Czopp et al. (2006)

2

B

P

187

majW

51.9

-

com
p

L

ConfP

once

1

Y

.00

Danso & Esses
(2001)

1

B

P

100

majW

79.0

MS

f2f

L

Exptr

once

1

N

Dew & Ward (1993)

1

B

P

64

majW

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.17

Dolderman (2003)

1

B

U

62

majW

51.6

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.00

Dolderman (2003)

2

B

U

40

majW

-

MS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

-.21

Dolderman (2003)

3

B

U

70

majW

100.
0

-

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

-.11

.00

Dovidio & Gaertner
(1981)

1

B

P

96

majW

0.0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.27

-.24

Dovidio et al. (1997)

3

W

P

33

majW

57.6

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

-.09

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.27

.00
.21

.00

.00
.09

.40
.00

.12
-.28

.16
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Duronto et al. (2005)

1

M

P

233

majA

50.2

MS

f2f

F

NaiveP

once

0

N

Dutton & Lake
(1973)

1

B

P

80

majW

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

Y

-.14

Dutton & Lennox
(1974)

1

B

P

50

majW

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

Y

-.34

Eastwick et al.
(2009)

1

W

P

54

majW

0.0

XS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

-.04

Ensher & Murphy
(1997)

1

B

P

76

minG

58.7

SS

f2f

F

Other

mult

1

N

.13

Feldman & Donohoe
(1978)

1

B

P

36

majW

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.61

Feldman & Donohoe
(1978)

2

B

P

20

minB

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

1

N

.06

Feldman & Donohoe
(1978)

2

B

P

20

majW

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

1

N

.49

Franklin (1974)

1

B

P

89

majW

77.5

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.25

Gaertner (1973)

1

B

P

457

majW

60.0

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.22

Gaertner & Bickman
(1971)

1

B

P

486

minB

-

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

-.07

Gaertner & Bickman
(1971)

1

B

P

487

majW

-

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.12

Gaertner & Dovidio
(1977)

1

B

P

32

majW

100.
0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

1

N

-.19

Gaertner & Dovidio
(1977)

2

B

P

160

majW

100.
0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.11

Gonsalkorale et al.
(2009)

1

W

P

41

majW

68.9

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.39

Grossman (1996)

1

B

U

120

majW

0.0

SS

vid

L

ConfP

once

1

N

-.14

1

W

P

165

all

80.0

MS

f2f

F

Other

once

0

N

.31

Gudykunst &

.28

.23

.00
.36
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Shapiro (1996)
Gudykunst &
Shapiro (1996)

2

W

P

364

all

67.7

MS

f2f

F

Other

once

0

N

Heider &
Skowronski (2007)

1

W

P

140

majW

-

MS

com
p

L

ConfP

once

1

N

Heider &
Skowronski (2007)

2

W

P

55

majW

-

-

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

Heider &
Skowronski (2010)

1

W

U

74

majW

-

-

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.18

Hofmann et al.
(2008)

1

W

P

86

majW

83.7

MS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

0

N

-.04

.09

Hofmann et al.
(2008)

2

W

P

77

majW

64.9

MS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

0

N

.01

.18

Holloway et al.
(2009)

3a

B

P

63

all

55.6

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

Hosoda et al. (2004)

1

B

P

180

majW

100.
0

XS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.26

.04

Katz et al. (1979)

1

B

P

99

majW

0.0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.19

-.20

Littleford et al.
(2001/ 2005)

1

B

P

123

majW

51.2

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

1

Y

-.06

-.13

Mallett et al.(2008)

2

B

P

63

majW

49.5

MS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

-.03

-.12

Mallett et al. (2008)

4

B

P

81

majW

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

Mendes et al. (2008)

1

B

P

60

minB

69.0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

1

N

-.03

-.02

.28

.07

Mendes et al. (2008)

1

B

P

62

majW

69.0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.17

.12

-.02

-.11

Nier et al. (2001)

2

B

P

184

majW

63.6

SS

f2f

F

NaiveP

once

0

N

1

B

U

44

majW

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

2

B

U

76

majW

55.3

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

N

Norton et al. (2010)
Norton et al. (2010)

.29

.26
-.22

.24

.45

-.07

.04

-.06

-.11

-.07
-.40
-.55

-.36

-.06
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Norton et al. (2006)

2

B

P

30

majW

66.7

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

Page-Gould et al.
(2008)

1

B

P

64

minL

72.2

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

mult

1

N

-.29

Page-Gould et al.
(2008)

1

B

P

80

majW

72.2

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

mult

1

N

-.21

Raymond & Unger
(1972)

2

B

P

207

minB

-

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.06

Raymond & Unger
(1972)

3

B

P

480

majW

-

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.13

1

B

P

40

majW

100.
0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.42

Riches & Foddy
(1989)

1

B

P

48

all

100.
0

SS

com
p

L

ConfP

once

1

N

.00

Richeson & Ambady
(2001)

1

B

P

95

all

100.
0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.00

Richeson & Ambady
(2001)

1

B

P

48

minB

100.
0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.00

Richeson & Ambady
(2001)

1

B

P

47

majW

100.
0

SS

aud

L

ConfP

once

0

N

.00

Richeson & Shelton
(2003)

1

B

P

50

majW

42.0

MS

f2f

L

Exptr

once

0

Y

Richeson &
Trawalter (2005)

1

B

P

60

majW

66.7

-

f2f

L

Exptr

once

0

Y

.39

Richeson &
Trawalter (2005)

2

B

P

32

majW

64.1

-

f2f

L

Exptr

once

0

Y

.44

Richeson &
Trawalter (2005)

3

B

P

68

majW

69.1

-

f2f

L

Exptr

once

0

Y

.26

Richeson et al.
(2005)

1

B

P

56

minB

36.7

MS

f2f

L

Exptr

once

0

N

.03

1

B

P

45

all

30.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

Rice & White (1964)

Sanchez-Burks et

.22

.44

.33

.06

.39

.44

.12
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al.(2009)
Sasaki & Vorauer
(2010)

2

B

P

90

majW

57.0

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

.25

.00

Sawyer et al. (2010)

1

B

U

57

minL

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

0

Y

.10

.26

Schreer et al. (2009)

1

B

P

33

majW

75.8

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

1

N

Shaffer & Graziano
(1980)

1

B

P

33

minB

-

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

-.14

Shaffer & Graziano
(1980)

1

B

P

127

majW

-

MS

aud

F

ConfO

once

0

N

-.02

Shelton & Richeson
(2006)

2

B

P

64

minG

63.0

SS

f2f

F

Room

mult

0

N

-.13

-.06

Shelton et al.
(2005a)

1

B

P

45

minG

63.0

SS

f2f

F

Room

mult

0

N

-.04

-.15

Shelton et al.
(2005b)

1

B

P

38

majW

60.4

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

Y

-.23

Shibazaki &
Brennan (1998)

1

B

P

100

maj

74.0

MS

f2f

F

Other

mult

0

N

.08

Shook & Fazio
(2008)

1

B

P

262

majW

-

SS

f2f

F

Room

mult

0

N

.22

Sibley et al. (1968)

1

W

P

24

majW

50.0

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

1

N

Simpson & Erickson
(1983)

1

B

P

16

minB

100.
0

MS

f2f

F

Other

mult

1

N

-.05

Simpson & Erickson
(1983)

1

B

P

16

majW

100.
0

MS

f2f

F

Other

mult

1

N

-.14

Stephan & Stephan
(1989)

1

B

P

68

majW

0.0

SS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

1

N

Thayer (1973)

1

B

P

80

minB

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.08

Thayer (1973)

1

B

P

80

majW

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

-.28

.35

.20

.27

.00

.00
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Thomas (1990)

1

M

P

452

all

56.3

MS

f2f

F

Other

mult

1

N

.08

.00

Towles-Schwen &
Fazio (2006)

1

B

P

115

majW

-

SS

f2f

F

Room

mult

0

N

.49

Townsend et
al.(2010)

1

B

U

135

minL

100.
0

SS

f2f

L

ConfO

once

0

N

Trail et al. (2009)

1

B

P

68

majW

57.0

SS

f2f

F

Room

mult

0

N

Trawalter &
Richeson (2008)

1

B

P

36

majW

66.0

-

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

Y

Vorauer & Kumhyr
(2001)

1

B

P

54

majW

67.9

SS

f2f

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

.33

Voraeur et al. (1998)

3

B

P

60

majW

56.7

SS

vid

L

NaiveP

once

0

N

.00

Vorauer & Turpie
(2004)

1

B

P

84

majW

52.7

SS

vid

L

ConfP

once

0

N

Wegner & Crano
(1975)

1

B

P

72

minB

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.31

Wegner & Crano
(1975)

1

B

P

72

majW

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.30

Winslow (1998)

1

B

U

80

majW

50.0

MS

f2f

L

ConfP

once

0

Y

Wispe & Freshley
(1971)

1

B

P

88

minB

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

.02

Wispe & Freshley
(1971)

1

B

P

88

majW

50.0

MS

f2f

F

ConfO

once

0

N

-.02

Word et al. (1974)

1

W

P

14

majW

0.0

-

f2f

L

ConfO

once

0

N

.08
.24

-.21

-.03

.13
.41
.13

.00

.00

.22

.25

.61

Note. Reference column provides the author(s) and publication/ submission year. Study # designates which study in the
article is featured, one-study articles are marked as 1; Design: Study design, B = between participants, W = within
participants, M = mixed-model; Publication status: P = published, U = unpublished at the time of analysis; TotalN: total
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number of participants; Participant race: maj = majority, min = minority, all = all racial groups combined; maj and min
followed by letters to signify ancestry: A = Asian, B = African, L = Latin American, W = European, and G = general
[minority only]; % Fem: female percentage of participant sample; Gender comp = gender composition: SS = same-sex
dyads, XS = cross-sex dyads only, MS = mixed-sex dyads; Mode: f2f = face-to-face, vid = video, txt = text, aud =
audio, int = internet, other = other; Lab or Field: L = lab; F = field; Partner ID: NaiveP = naive partner, Room =
roommate, ConfP = confederate-partner, ConfO = confederate-other, Exptr = experimenter, Other; Freq: frequency of
interaction, once = one-time, mult = multiple meetings; Struct: 1 = structured task, 0 = free-form task; Race salient: Y =
yes, N = no; B = by condition; Effect sizes: Att r = attitudes toward partner, Emot r = participants’ emotional state,
NVB r = Nonverbal Behavior, Perf r = Performance, with higher r-values scores indicating bias favoring same-race
partners, negative scores indicating bias favoring other-race partners, and zero scores indicating no difference in
outcomes for interracial or same-race dyads.
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