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Abstract
This paper tests who Multiracials consider as part of their racial ingroup. A
Multiracial’s racial ingroup is flexible, or has multiple ingroup member
possibilities. Blacks, Asians, and/or Whites who share a Multiracial’s component
racial group, Multiracials with different racial backgrounds (different-race
Multiracials), and Multiracials with the same racial backgrounds (same-race
Multiracials) can potentially be considered ingroup members by Asian/Whites
and Black/Whites. Across two studies, I used an anticipated online interaction
paradigm to determine if Multiracials consider Monoracials (Study 1) and
different-race Multiracials (Study 2) as ingroup members to the same extent as
same-race Multiracials. Study 1 revealed that a Minority individual is an ingroup
member more than a White individual while Study 2 revealed that different-race
Multiracials are considered ingroup members, but more so the different-race
Multiracial with a shared Minority racial background. Implications of these
findings for intra- versus inter-group interactions and mental and physical health
are discussed.
Keywords: Multiracials, ingroup, identity
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Who do Multiracials consider part of their racial ingroup?
Multiracials are a growing population in America. According to the 2010
US Census, there was a 32% increase from 2000 to 2010 in the number of
individuals who selected more than one race. It is estimated that by 2050, 20% of
the population will be Multiracial (Lee & Bean, 2004). However, in comparison
to the social psychological research on Monoracials (individuals whose parents
are of the same race), little is known about Multiracials. Multiracial research has
typically focused on Multiracial identity development (i.e. factors such as
phenotype and socioeconomic status that influence Multiracials to racially
identify as Multiracial compared to as Monoracial; Townsend, Fryberg, Wilkins,
& Markus, 2012; Rockquemore, 1998) and Multiracial racial categorization (i.e.
Monoracials racially categorizing Multiracials with their lower status racial group
or as Multiracial; Ho, Sidnaius, Levin, & Banaji, 2011; Chen & Hamilton, 2012).
However, it has yet to be determined who Multiracial individuals consider as part
of their racial ingroup? Do Multiracials consider individuals from component
racial groups as in-group members? For example, would a Black/White
Multiracial see Blacks and Whites as racial ingroup members? Additionally, do
Multiracials consider other Multiracials of different racial compositions as part of
their racial ingroup? For example, would a Black/White Multiracial consider an
Asian/White Multiracial or even a Latino/Asian as part of their racial ingroup?
This paper will seek to answer these research questions to determine who are part
of Multiracials’ racial ingroup.
Ingroups and Social Identity
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Gordon Allport (1954) broadly defined ingroups as individuals who would
use the pronoun “we” to describe themselves. More specifically, an ingroup is a
group to which an individual relates him or herself, or at least aspires to relate.
Individuals not part of the ingroup are automatically categorized as part of the
outgroup and can be described as “them.” Ingroup members typically have many
similar characteristics such as looks, experiences, and/or common goals (Allport,
1954). Individuals develop their social identities based on being a part of social
ingroups, and thus, ingroup and identity are often discussed interchangeably
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Ingroups are important because according to social
identity theory, individuals derive their self-esteem from being a part of ingroups
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). For example, if an individual experiences discrimination
based on their identity, they may look for social support from an ingroup member.
An ingroup member is expected to give better and more genuine social support
than an outgroup member because of the expectation that an ingroup member is
more similar than an outgroup member and has the ability to sympathize with the
individual. The received social support from an ingroup member increases the
individual’s self-esteem (Allport, 1954; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Monoracial Racial Ingroups
Racial ingroups, a specific type of ingroup, tends to be fixed in that
Monoracials typically only have one racial ingroup because they belong to only
one race, and racial ingroups do not vary over their lifetime or across different
situations (Allport, 1954; Wijeyesinghe & Jackson, 2001). Racial ingroups are
particularly prominent given the implications of a minority person’s race for
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important life outcomes such as academic achievement and socioeconomic status
(Sellers & Richeson, 2003; Simpson, 2001). Racial minorities often turn to racial
ingroup members for social support after racial discrimination experiences
(DeGarmo & Martinez, Jr., 2006; Harper, 2007) in order to raise their self-esteem
(Dumont & Provost, 1999) which reduces the likelihood of developing negative
and mental health issues (Brittain et al, 2015; Smith-Bynum, Lamber, English, &
Ialongo, 2014). Racial discrimination often leads to lower levels of self-esteem,
and prolonged or consistent feelings of lower self-esteem may lead to negative
mental and physical health issues.
A variety of previous research has shown that Blacks consider other
Blacks and Asians consider other Asians as ingroup members. For example, ownrace bias research shows that Blacks, Asians, and Whites are more likely to
remember faces of the same race as themselves than of a different race (Meissner
& Brigham, 2001; Michel, Roisson, Han, Chung, & Caldara, 2006). Interracial
interactions research demonstrates that Whites reported less anxiety and were
more likely to look forward to upcoming interactions with other Whites (i.e.
ingroup members) compared to upcoming interactions with Blacks (i.e. outgroup
members; see Shelton & Richeson, 2015 for a review). Social and friendship
network research shows that individuals tend to have more racially homogenous
networks indicating that people of the same race associate more with each other
(Wimmer & Lewis, 2010). The previously mentioned research provides evidence
that Monoracials consider other Monoracials, of the same racial background, as
racial ingroup members. It is also worth noting that the previously mentioned
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research has also shown that Whites consider other Whites as ingroup members.
However, a White racial ingroup and identity may not function the same way as
Blacks and Asians because Whites do not typically experience daily negative
experiences such as being disrespected and excluded as a result of their race. (A
more thorough discussion of White identity will appear in a later section of this
paper).
Previous research has also looked at whether Monoracials perceive
Multiracials as either racial ingroup or outgroup members. Both Black and White
participants had difficulty remembering racially ambiguous Black/White faces
compared to faces of the same race as the participants, supporting the own-race
bias hypothesis (Pauker, Weisbuch, Ambady, Sommers, Adams, & Ivcevic,
2009). When participants were motivated to include Black/White faces as part of
their racial ingroup, overall memory for Black/White faces improved. However,
Whites still remembered White faces better than Black/Whites faces, whereas
Blacks remembered Black and Black/Whites faces equally. This suggests that
although White participants exhibited improved memory for Black/White faces
when they were motivated to be inclusive, they were still unable to fully include
Black/Whites into their racial ingroup, unlike the Black participants. Hypodescent
research, or racially categorizing a Multiracial with their lower status racial group,
has also shown that Blacks and Whites diverge on why they categorize
Black/Whites as Black in comparison to as White or equally Black/White. Whites
who are high in social dominance orientation, or have a strong desire to maintain
the hierarchy, are more likely to categorize a Black/White as Black when their
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social status is threatened (Ho, Sidanius, Cuddy, & Banaji, 2013; Ho, Roberts, &
Gelman, 2015) suggesting that Whites perceive Multiracials as outgroup
members. On the other hand, Blacks who are egalitarian, or believe all
individuals should be treated equally, are more likely to categorize a Black/White
as Black when they believe that Black/Whites and Blacks face similar racial
discrimination resulting in a shared fate (Ho, Kteily, & Chen, 2017). The mutual
understanding of the other’s racial experience suggests that Blacks perceive
Multiracials as ingroup members. Overall, research indicates that Blacks consider
Black/Whites as ingroup members, but Whites do not consider Black/Whites as
ingroup members.
Event related potential studies have shown how specific brain waves such
as the P200 is expected to be larger for images of outgroup members than ingroup
members (Ito & Urland, 2003; 2005). Whites exhibited smaller P200 amplitudes
when shown images of Asian/Whites, the observed pattern when viewing ingroup
members, suggesting that Whites perceive Asian/Whites as part of their ingroup
(Willadsen-Jensen & Ito, 2006). Asians also exhibited smaller P200 amplitudes
for racially ambiguous Asian/White faces (Willadsen-Jensen & Ito, 2008) which
also suggests that Asians perceive Asian/Whites as part of their racial ingroup.
The above research suggests that Blacks see Black/Whites and Asians see
Asian/Whites as racial ingroup members in addition to Blacks and Asians,
respectively. However, Whites’ racial ingroup seems to include Asian/Whites
(Willadsen-Jensen & Ito, 2006) but not Black/Whites (Ho et al, 2013; Ho,
Roberts, & Gelman, 2015). These racial ingroup differences among Whites also
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suggest that perhaps for the lay individual, perceptions of Multiracials differ
depending on the Multiracial’s racial background despite both being Multiracial.
Monoracial Racial Identity and Experiences
Racial identification is how central an individual’s racial group
membership is to their sense of self and develops after racial ingroups have
formed (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). The rejection identification model suggests
that when racial minorities experience racial discrimination, racial group
identification increases in order to seek acceptance from ingroups members and to
reduce the psychological distress of rejection (Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey,
1999). Additionally, research on racial identity and mental health has shown that
racial identity can serve as a protective mechanism against poor mental health
outcomes for racial minorities that experience prejudice and discrimination
(Sellers, Caldwell, Schmeelk-Cone, & Zimmerman, 2003).
Because the present research investigates the racial ingroup of both
Black/White and Asian/White Multiracials, it is important to note that both Blacks
and Asians are considered racial minorities in America and similarly face racial
discrimination (Sellers et al., 2003; Gee, Spencer, Chen, Yip, & Takeuchi, 2007).
However, research and historical differential treatment suggest that the reasons
differ as to why Whites may discriminate against Blacks and Asians. Blacks
(particularly Black men) are stereotyped as violent, criminal, and unintelligent or
inferior (Devine, 1989; Steele & Aronson, 1995). Black history in America began
with Blacks being treated as property to be bought and sold in the slave trade, the
legacy of which persists today as Blacks continue to fight for the same rights as
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Whites (Painter, 2006). As a result, Black racial identity may form in a
sociocultural context in which Blacks must be cautious to reduce the likelihood
that their actions are not interpreted as hostile and try to overcome achievement
racial gaps in education and the workplace (Demo & Hughes, 1990). On the other
hand, Asians are stereotyped as foreigners, immigrants, and intelligent
overachievers (Zou & Cheryan, 2017; Shih, Pittinsky, & Ho, 2012). Asian
American history began with Asians immigrating to the U.S. to work as laborers
in undesirable jobs (Lee, 2015). Today, Asians face consistent push back against
their attempts to be perceived as “American” and as legitimately belonging in the
U.S. (Cheryan, & Monin, 2005). As a result, Asian identity may form under
circumstances in which individuals feel the need to prove the legitimacy of their
American identity and overcome the model minority myth, or the added pressure
of doing well due to the expectation that Asians will excel in math and science
related fields (Sue, Bucceri, Lin, Nadal, & Torino, 2007).
It is important to note that a White racial identity may not function in the
same way as a Black or an Asian identity. Social psychology researchers typically
discuss Minority identities by either manipulating or measuring identity as a
potential mechanism or intervention that can reduce or exacerbate the negative
effects of racial discrimination. Whites typically do not experience racial
prejudice and discrimination (Phillips & Lowery, 2015) and therefore, would not
need to increase their racial group identification as a means to combat lowered
self-esteem levels the same way as Blacks and Asians (Branscombe, Schmitt, &
Harvey, 1999). Optimal distinctiveness theory suggests that individuals balance
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the need to be included and assimilated within a social group with the need to be
distinct and different from others in that social group (Brewer, 1991). Even for
Whites who are included and assimilated into their White racial group, the need to
be distinct and different is not fulfilled with membership in a majority group, or a
White racial identity. However, having a strong female identity in women
(Bussey, 2011) or a strong ethnic identity such as Irish or Italian (Koutrelakos,
2013) does fulfill both the inclusion and distinct needs. Whites who highly gender
identify as female, or ethnically identify as Irish, feel included in those respective
social groups however, but not all Whites identify as female or Irish fulfilling the
need to be different from others in the White racial group. Thus, both optimal
distinctiveness theory and the rejection identification model suggest that a strong
White identity should not be as prominent or necessary for Whites in comparison
to racial minorities. However, despite researchers’ awareness of the differences in
the experiences and functions of Black, Asian, and White racial identities, there is
often one scale that most researchers use that asks how participants feel about
belonging to a social group in general. Researchers who are interested in racial
identities, for examples, often replace the term social group with either Black,
Asian, or White in these social identity scales (for examples see Cheryan &
Bodenhausen, 2000; Sanchez, 2010; Kaiser, Drury, Malahy, & King, 2011).
Although this is the norm, it should be noted that using the same racial identity
measures for all racial groups overlooks the unique experiences and cultural
differences among Blacks, Asians, and Whites and assumes these racial identities
are the same.
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Asian/White and Black/White Multiracials have Asian and White racial
backgrounds and Black and White racial backgrounds, respectively. As a result of
these racial component groups, Multiracials may also racially identify as
Monoracial (either Asian, Black, or White) in addition to or instead of racially
identifying as Multiracial (Harris & Sim, 2002). Therefore, it is important to
discuss Monoracial identities separately and how they relate to each other in order
to better understand how Multiracials may construe their racial ingroup.
Multiracials
Ingroups
In comparison to Monoracial racial ingroups, a Multiracial’s racial
ingroup is considered to be more flexible because of the many possibilities as to
who can be in their racial ingroup (Shih & Sanchez, 2009). For example,
Black/Whites can consider both Blacks and Whites as part of their racial ingroup
because they make up the Multiracials’ racial component groups. Additionally,
Black/Whites can consider other Multiracials such as Black/Whites (same-race
Multiracials) part of their ingroup but the overall Multiracial group also includes
Asian/Whites (different-race Multiracials). One would assume that Black/Whites
would consider other Black/Whites as part of their ingroup because of a similar
Multiracial background and more specifically, a Black and White racial
background. But would that same Black/White individual consider an
Asian/White individual as part of their ingroup? While they necessarily do not
share the same specific racial background, they both share a more common
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Multiracial background – both Black/Whites and Asian/Whites have parents of
two different races.
The common ingroup identity model suggests that a salient superordinate
ingroup or identity increases the likelihood that a potential outgroup member is
considered part of the ingroup (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust,
1993). A salient superordinate identity is theorized to blur the ingroup-outgroup
boundaries resulting in a recategorization process to include outgroup members as
part of the ingroup and thus, reducing intergroup prejudice (Gaertner, Mann,
Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989; Gaertner, Mann, Dovidio, Murrell, & Pomare, 1990).
For example, if students from two different universities are reminded that they
have a common identity, such as they are both college students, this should result
in students from both schools perceiving each other as ingroup members rather
than outgroup members as they normally would. However, there have been some
cases where a common ingroup or identity has actually increased intergroup
prejudice because of individuals’ desire to be distinct (Brewer, 1991). If
individuals feel that their identities or ingroups are no longer distinct, then a
common ingroup or identity may actually result in more negative attitudes
towards outgroup members because ingroup members do not want to be perceived
as similar to outgroup members (Crisp, Stone, & Hall, 2006).
A discussion of the common ingroup identity model is important in
determining who Multiracials consider part of their racial ingroup because the
Multiracial population consists of Multiracial subpopulations separated by
different racial background compositions. Despite differences in different-race
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Multiracials’ racial compositions, the common Multiracial background can
potentially serve as the potential mechanism that Multiracials use to determine
whether a different-race Multiracial is an ingroup or outgroup member. Although
a common ingroup or identity can potentially increase intergroup prejudice, it is
unlikely that a superordinate Multiracial identity will increase intergroup
prejudice among different-race Multiracials because a Multiracial identity and the
experiences associated with being Multiracial should fulfill the distinct need
(Brewer, 1991). Additionally, the current percentage of Multiracials, regardless of
racial background, in America is already very small (US Census, 2010) and
further separating Multiracials based on their racial background would decrease
the size of their racial ingroup even more.
Identity and Experience
There are a variety of ways that Multiracial identity is defined
(Rockquemore, 1998; Brunsma & Rockquemore, 2001; Brunsma, 2006).
Multiracials describe their Multiracial identity as either being equally of both
component groups or navigating a middle space between both component racial
groups (Gaskins, 1999). Regardless of how Multiracial individuals define their
Multiracial identity, there is an understanding that choosing one racial group such
as White, Black, or Asian, does not fully explain how Multiracials view
themselves. There are many factors that influence a Multiracial’s decision to
racially identify as Multiracial such as racial composition, socioeconomic status,
and phenotype. Townsend, Fryberg, Wilkins, and Markus (2012) found that
Asian/Whites are more likely to racially identify as Multiracial than
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Black/Whites. Additionally, Multiracials from a middle-class background were
more likely to racially identify as Multiracial than Multiracials from a workingclass background perhaps as an artifact of lighter skin tone Blacks tend to be
middle-class Blacks than working-class Blacks (Keith & Herring, 1991).
Separately, Rockquemore (1998) suggested that Multiracials whose parents are
higher status are more likely to have contact with White individuals, and
therefore, less likely to develop a Minority identity. The final and most influential
factor that shapes a Multiracial’s decision to racially identify as Multiracial is
phenotype. For example, Multiracials who look prototypically Black or White are
more likely to racially identify as Black or White compared to Multiracials who
look racially ambiguous, or do not look prototypically Black or White, are more
likely to racially identify as Multiracial (Herman, 2004; Rockquemore, 1998).
The skin color of a Multiracial, in comparison to other facial features such as eye
shape, lip fullness, and nose thickness, can have the biggest influence in
phenotype especially for Black/White individuals (Herman, 2004; Rockquemore,
1998). Darker skin toned Black/Whites are more likely to racially identify as
Black compared to lighter skin toned Black/Whites. Skin tone typically is not
discussed the same way for Asian/Whites as Black/Whites, perhaps due to Whites
and Asians having a similarly fair skin complexion.
In the previous paragraph, I discussed the broader Multiracial identity as
opposed to discussing Black/White identity or Asian/White identity more
specifically. Previous research has only discussed the broader Multiracial identity
when comparing Black/Whites to Asian/Whites (i.e. Townsend et al., 2012) or
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has used the terms “Multiracial” and “Black/White” identity interchangeably (i.e.
Rockquemore, 1998). However, it is possible a salient specific identity, like a
Black/White or Asian/White identity, compared to a salient broader,
superordinate Multiracial identity can lead to differences in how Multiracials
interpret experiences related to their race. A specific Multiracial identity is more
likely to invoke the two racial component groups for a given Multiracial
individual compared to the broader Multiracial identity. For example, priming a
Black/White identity can activate the Black and White racial groups while
priming an Asian/White identity can activate the Asian and White racial groups.
An Asian/White or Black/White identity can potentially result in Multiracials
thinking about their racial ingroup in relation to Monoracials while a broader
Multiracial identity can result in Multiracials thinking about their racial group in
relation to different-race Multiracials. To my knowledge, there is not any research
that explores the differences in perceptions or experiences between Multiracials
who racially identify more broadly as Multiracial compared to racially identifying
more specifically as Asian/White or Black/White. In this paper, I am exploring the
broader Multiracial identity because there are experiences, many of which are
negative, that regardless of racial background most Monoracials do not
experience. If a negative Multiracial-related experience occurs, Multiracials will
most likely look for emotional support from Multiracials, who presumably can
relate to the same negative experience.
An experience common to Multiracials of varying racial compositions is
that a Multiracial’s racial identity is flexible or fluid, with the caveat that their
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phenotype allows for this flexibility (Shih & Sanchez, 2005). Similar to the
reasoning of why a Multiracial’s racial ingroup is flexible, Asian/Whites, for
example, can racially identify as either Asian, White, or Multiracial. For example,
Asian/Whites in a predominantly Asian context can racially identify as Asian but
racially identify as Multiracial in a predominantly Multiracial, or racially diverse
context, to increase the likelihood they are considered part of the majority group
(Miville, Constantine, Baysden, & So-Lloyd, 2005). It is possible that switching
between racial identities can either be a conscious or unconscious process.
However, Multiracial experiences suggest that switching between racial identities
is a conscious decision due to differing expectations or stereotypes of being in a
predominantly Black or White context for a Black/White Multiracial, for example
(Rockquemore, 1998). Another common Multiracial experience is identity denial
(Shih & Sanchez, 2005), or when an individual is not recognized as part of an
ingroup that the individual considers as important (Cheryan, & Monin, 2005). For
example, Blacks can say that Black/Whites are not Black enough while Whites
can say that Black/Whites are not White enough therefore denying both Black and
White identities. Identity denial among Multiracials is related to lower self-esteem
(Tonwsend, Markus, & Bergskier, 2009) and as a result, Multiracials’ may
attempt to increase their self-esteem by acting more stereotypical of the group to
prove their identity choice is valid (Gaskins, 1999). A final common Multiracial
experience is being asked “What are you?”, or generally being asked about their
racial background, due to Multiracials’ racial ambiguity (Gaskins, 1999). When
perceivers encounter Multiracials, they immediately try to place them into a racial
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category (Freeman, Nakayama, & Ambady, 2013). If perceivers fail to racially
categorize a Multiracial, perceivers often have no issues asking Multiracials
“What are you?” at any point during a conversation (Tran, Miyake, MartinezMorales, & Csizmadia, 2016). When Multiracials are asked “What are you?” it
often leads to negative reactions because Multiracials feel that for others, their
identity is encompassed in their race and nothing else.
The literature on Asians, Blacks, and Multiracials suggest that all three
groups have unique experiences as a result of their racial identities. However,
both Blacks and Asians do not experience being part of two racial groups and
having to navigate through a world where being part of one racial ingroup is the
norm the way Multiracials do (Rockquemore, 1998). These unique Multiracial
experiences are distinct from other racial groups but also lead to feelings of
inclusion within the Multiracial group. A Multiracial identity fulfills both needs of
the optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991) but also decreases the
likelihood that the common Multiracial identity will increase intergroup bias
among different-race Multiracials (Crisp, Stone, & Hall, 2006).
Asian/White versus Black/White Multiracials
In the previously reviewed Multiracial literature, the two most heavily
researched Multiracial racial compositions are Asian/White and Black/White but
there is little research that directly compares the experiences or perceptions of
these two Multiracial groups. For example, the most common practice is to test an
effect on Black/Whites and then in the discussion suggest replicating the same
effect on Asian/Whites (see Gaither, Pauker, Slepian, & Sommers, 2016 for an
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example). If researchers do study both groups in the same paper, they do so by
first testing the effect on Black/Whites in the first study and then in the second
study, test the same effect on Asian/Whites or vice versa (see Chen & Hamilton,
2012 for an example). When researchers do compare Asian/Whites and
Black/Whites they often find differences. For example, Ho et al (2011) found that
both Multiracial groups are categorized according to hypodescent. However,
among Multiracials who have 1 Minority grandparent and 3 White grandparents,
Black/White targets were categorized as more minority than Asian/White targets.
When it comes to comparing experiences of Asian/Whites to Black/Whites,
Asian/Whites are more likely to racially identify as Multiracial than Black/Whites
(Townsend et al, 2012). These two findings initially suggest that there are
differences between these two Multiracial groups and that perhaps effects found
using a Black/White sample may not necessarily replicate or work through a
similar mechanism in an Asian/White sample.
Overview of Studies
Across two studies, I will separately test if Multiracials consider both
Monoracials and different-race Multiracials as ingroup members. Blacks, Asians,
and Whites can potentially be considered as ingroup members by Black/White
and Asian/White Multiracials because they share either a Minority (i.e. Black or
Asian) or a White racial identity. Different-race Multiracials (i.e. Black/Asians,
Black/Latinos, or Latino/Asians) can be considered as ingroup members because
they share a Multiracial identity with Asian/Whites and Black/Whites despite
having either only one shared racial identity or none at all. These two studies will
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determine the flexibility of a Multiracials’ ingroup if they consider beyond samerace Multiracials as ingroup members.
Study 1 will look at the Multiracials’ component racial groups and address
the research question: Do Minority/White Multiracials consider members from
their Minority and White racial component groups as ingroup members? I
hypothesize that Multiracials will perceive Minority individuals as ingroup
members more than White individuals. Research on Monoracials’ perceptions of
Multiracials as ingroup members suggest that Minorities are more likely to
consider Multiracials as ingroup members than Whites (Ho et al, 2013; Ho,
Roberts, & Gelman, 2015; Willadsen-Jensen & Ito, 2008). Thus, Minorities are
expected to be more accepting of Multiracials than Whites which would lead to
Multiracials interpreting interactions with Minorities as more positive than Whites
and could be indicative of an intragroup interaction. Additionally, racial identity
is strongly tied into who is considered a racial ingroup member (Allport, 1954;
Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). Multiracials who racially
identify with one race are more likely to racially identify with their Minority
identity (Harris & Sim, 2002), which serves a different purpose than a White
identity (Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999). Together, this would lead to the
hypothesis that Multiracials would consider Minorities as ingroup members more
than Whites.
Study 2 will look within the Multiracial group and address the research
question: Do Minority/White Multiracials consider different-race Multiracials as
part of their racial ingroup? The different-race Multiracials in Study 2 will have
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either one or zero shared racial backgrounds as the Multiracial participants. The
common ingroup identity model suggests that making participants aware of a
superordinate Multiracial background will increase the likelihood that
Multiracials will include different-race Multiracials as ingroup members. I
hypothesize that overall, different-race Multiracials will be considered ingroup
members. However, the direction of the relationship between different-race
Multiracials who either share one or zero racial backgrounds is not clear based on
the lack of literature on how Multiracials perceive other Multiracials. Therefore,
testing the ingroup relationship between different-race Multiracials will be an
exploratory analysis.
In both studies, I will recruit both Asian/Whites and Black/Whites in the
study samples. Multiracial research suggests that there may be differences
between these two Multiracial groups (Ho et al., 2011; Townsend et al., 2012) and
therefore, both are included to test for any differences if they appear. I do not
have any hypotheses about the nature of the potential differences that may arise
when comparing an Asian/Whites’ ingroup to that of a Black/Whites’ ingroup and
so, in both studies, participant race analyses will be exploratory.
Study 1
In Study 1, Multiracial participants were told that they were going to have
three separate online interactions with three other individuals who were also
participating in the study. In reality, none of the other individuals existed.
Participants were shown a same-race Multiracial partner, a Minority partner, and
a White partner in random order. Black/White participants expected to interact
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with a Black/White partner, a Black partner, and a White partner while
Asian/White participants expected to interact with an Asian/White partner, an
Asian partner, and a White partner. I expected participants to rate the Multiracial
interaction partner as an ingroup member more than the Minority interaction
partner and then followed by the White interaction partner.
Methods
Design and Participants. The study design was a 2 (participant race:
Asian/White, Black/White) x 3 (partner race: Multiracial, Minority, White)
mixed-model design with the latter being a within-subjects factor. Asian/Whites
were defined as individuals having one Asian and one White parent while
Black/Whites were defined as individuals having one Black and one White parent.
Multiracials in these studies did not necessarily have to racially identify as
Multiracial or have to indicate that they were Multiracial to be included just as
long as they indicated they had parents of two different races.
A power analysis (GPower: Faul, Erfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) using
a medium effect size (hp2 = 0.06, f = 0.25) determined that the approximate
number of participants required for an 80% chance of detecting a significant
effect was 27 per Multiracial group for a within-subjects design with three levels.
Participants were recruited through a Qualtrics panel, a probability-based panel
designed to be representative of the U.S. population, and compensated $5 to
complete the study. The total sample size was 64 participants (32 Asian/Whites,
32 Black/Whites; 19 men, 45 women) and the average age was 43.19 years (SD =
17.56).
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Procedure. Participants were informed that they were going to have three
separate online interactions with other individuals also completing the study.
(None of these other individuals actually existed.) However, prior to the
interactions, participants were told that they needed to complete an interaction
survey which was ostensibly exchanged with the three other participants. The
interaction survey asked participants to select their age range, gender, racial
background, and complete a shortened Big 5 Personality Inventory (Rammstedt &
John, 2007). (The personality survey was included in efforts to reduce the
transparency that this study was about race. See Appendix A for blank and
completed interaction surveys.)
Participants exchanged information with their first partner by being given
their partner’s completed interaction survey. The first partner’s interaction survey
revealed that they selected their race as “Biracial/Multiracial” and entered either
“Black/White” or “Asian/White”, depending on the participants’ race, when asked
to enter the racial background. The first partner also selected their age range as
“20 – 29 years”, the gender selected was matched to that of the participants, and
the personality survey was completed to have an overall, neutral/positive
impression of the partner. Then, participants were asked to complete first
impression measures about their first partner which included the following items:
anticipated interaction, perceived similarities, and racial ingroup (see Appendix A
for a full list of the items). All ten of the anticipated interaction items (adapted
from Remedios & Chasteen, 2013) were measured on a 7-point scale (1 = Not at
All; 7 = Extremely) and asked participants items such as “How well do you think
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you will get along with the interaction partner?” and “How pleasant do you expect
your interaction will be?” The perceived similarities items were measured on a 7point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) and asked participants to
rate the following items: “The interaction partner is similar to me”, “The
interaction partner and I share similar experiences”, and “The interaction partner
and I share similar qualities.” The racial ingroup items were measured on a 7point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree), and asked participants to
rate the following items: “The interaction partner is part of my racial ingroup” and
“The interaction partner considers me as part of his/her racial ingroup.”
After participants completed their first impression measures for the first
partner, they then exchanged information with the second partner. Participants
saw that the interaction survey indicated that the second partner selected their race
as “Black” or “Asian”, depending on the participants’ race, “20 – 29 years” as
their age range, and their gender was matched to the participant. In order to
control for personality, the personality survey results were the same as the first
partner’s, however, in a different order1. The participants then completed the same
first impression measures for the second partner as they did for the first partner.
Afterwards, participants ostensibly exchanged information for a final time with
the third partner who selected their race as “White”, “20 – 29 years” as their age

1

Participants did not comment on the results of their partners’ personality survey

in the open-ended comments at the end of the survey in both studies and in a
previous pilot study.
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range, their gender was matched to the participant, and like the first and second
partner, had the same responses to the personality survey but presented in a
different order. Participants completed the first impression measures for the third
partner. In the actual study, the partner order was counter balanced.
After exchanging information with all three partners, participants were
asked to complete identity and prototypicality measures which previous
Monoracial research has shown that racial identity is predicted by prototypicality
(Wilkins, Kaiser, & Rieck, 2010) and predicts racial ingroup determination
(Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999). The identity measures included the
following scales: Multiracial, Black or Asian, and White-modified Collective
Self-Esteem Scales (CSE: Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992), which asked participants
to rate items on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) such
as “I am a worthy member of the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group” and
“In general, belonging to the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group is an
important part of my self-image.” Participants also completed the Multiracial
Experiences Measure (MEM: Yoo, Jackson, Guevarra Jr., Miller, & Harrington,
2016), which asked participants to rate items on a 7-point scale (1 = Strongly
Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) such as “Due to my Multiracial background, I get
asked about my racial background” and “Due to my Multiracial background, I
change the way I racially describe myself to other people.” Participants first
completed the Monoracial identity items first in random order followed by the
Multiracial identity and experience items in random order. The prototypicality
items asked participants to separately rate how racially ambiguous, prototypically
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Black or Asian, and prototypically White they looked on a 7-point scale (1 =
Strongly Disagree; 7 = Strongly Agree) in random order.
Finally, participants completed a demographic questionnaire.
Additionally, there were debriefed by being told that the other participants never
existed, and the online interactions were never going to happen.
Results and Discussion
Racial Ingroup. A racial ingroup composite score was created for each
partner (aMulti = 0.84, aMin = 0.89, aWhite = 0.94). I conducted a 2 (participant
race) x 3 (partner race) mixed-model Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on the
racial ingroup composite score. Results are shown in Figure 1. There was not a
significant main effect of participant race, F(1,61) = 0.38, p = 0.54, hp2 = 0.01.
There was a significant main effect of partner race, F(2,122) = 24.28, p < .001,
hp2 = 0.29. Planned simple effects revealed that there was not a significant
difference in ratings between the Multiracial (M = 5.25, SD = 1.42) and Minority
(M = 4.99, SD = 1.42) partners, F(1,61) = 2.04, p = 0.16, hp2 = 0.03. However, the
Multiracial partner was rated as ingroup member more than the White partner (M
= 3.48, SD = 1.94), F(1,61) = 36.12 p < .001, hp2 = 0.37.
There was also a significant interaction between participant race and
partner race, F(2,122) = 5.38, p = 0.006, hp2 = 0.08. Bonferroni-adjusted post hoc
analyses revealed that within the Minority partner condition, Black/Whites’
ratings (M = 5.41, SE = 0.24) were significantly higher than Asian/Whites’ ratings
(M = 4.57, SE = 0.25), p = 0.018. For the Black/White participants, White partner
ratings (M = 3.06, SE = 0.34) were significantly lower than both the Multiracial
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partner (M = 5.48, SE = 0.25), p < .001, and the Minority partner (M = 5.41, SE =
0.24), p < .001. However, for the Asian/White participants, the White partner
ratings (M = 3.92, SE = 0.34) were significantly lower than ratings of only the
Multiracial partner (M = 5.02, SE = 0.25), p = 0.033.
I also conducted one-sample t-tests for the racial ingroup composite item
for all participants and then separated by participant race. The test value was 4,
the midpoint of the scale, which I defined, based on the scale labels, as the
minimum ratings threshold for a target to be considered an ingroup member
(versus an outgroup member). Results are listed in Table 1. The overall
Multiracial and Minority partners’ ingroup ratings were significantly greater than
the midpoint (both p’s < .001) which was also reflected for both Asian/White and
Black/White participants separately (all p’s < .01). The overall White partners’
ingroup rating was significantly less than the midpoint (p = 0.039), which was
also observed for Black/White participants (p = 0.012) but not for Asian/White
participants (p = 0.81).
Anticipated Interaction. An anticipated interaction composite score was
created for each partner (aMulti = 0.93, aMin = 0.94, aWhite = 0.95). A 2x3 mixedmodel ANOVA conducted on the anticipated interaction composite score. Results
are shown in Figure 2. There was not a significant main effect of participant race,
F(1,62) = 0.34, p = 0.56, hp2 = 0.01. There was a significant main effect of partner
race, F(2,62) = 9.59, p < .001, hp2 = 0.13. Planned simple effects revealed that
there was not a significant difference in ratings between the Multiracial (M =
5.08, SD = 0.95) and Minority (M = 5.04, SD = 1.08) partners, F(1,62) = 0.16, p =

MULTIRACIALS’ RACIAL INGROUP

26

0.69, hp2 = 0.00. However, there was a significant difference between the
Multiracial and White (M = 4.69, SD = 1.13) partners, F(1,62) = 17.84, p < 0.001,
hp2 = 0.22. There was not a significant interaction between participant race and
partner race, F(2,124) = 2.06, p = 0.13, hp2 = 0.03.
Perceived Similarities. A perceived similarities composite score was
created for each partner (aMulti = 0.86, aMin = 0.92, aWhite = 0.94). A 2x3 mixedmodel ANOVA conducted on the perceived similarities composite score. Results
are shown in Figure 3. There was not a significant main effect of participant race,
F(1,61) = 0.07, p = 0.79, hp2 = 0.00. There was a significant main effect of partner
race, F(1,61) = 28.10, p < .001, hp2 = 0.32. Planned simple effects revealed that
there was not a significant difference in ratings between the Multiracial (M =
4.57, SD = 1.35) and Minority (M = 4.67, SD = 1.34) partners, F(1,61) = 0.39, p =
0.53, hp2 = 0.01. However, there was a significant difference between the
Multiracial and White (M = 3.98, SD = 1.53) partners, F(1,61) = 11.90, p = 0.001,
hp2 = 0.16. Finally, there was not a significant interaction between participant race
and partner race, F(2,122) = 1.21, p = 0.30, hp2 = 0.02.
Ingroup ratings suggest that Multiracials perceive same-race Multiracials
and Minorities as equal ingroup members and as more likely to be ingroup
members than Whites. One-sample t-tests also supported this interpretation of the
data: Multiracial and Minority partners were rated significantly higher than the
midpoint of the ingroup ratings scale, or, in other words, higher than the minimum
threshold to be considered as ingroup members, while the White partner was rated
significantly below the ingroup threshold. Multiracials also anticipated a more
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positive interaction and saw more similarities between themselves and both the
Multiracial and Minority partners than the White partner. These findings support
my hypothesis that the Minority partner would be perceived as a racial ingroup
member more than the White partner, but not my hypothesis that the Multiracial
partner would be perceived as racial ingroup member more so than the Minority
partner. Study 1 findings also suggest that there are differences between
Asian/Whites and Black/Whites and how they construe their racial ingroups.
Black/White participants perceived the White partner as less of an ingroup
member than both the Black/White and Black partner, but Asian/White
participants perceived the White partner as less of an ingroup member than only
the Asian/White partner. Additionally, Black/Whites perceive the Black partner to
be more of a racial ingroup member more than Asian/White with the Asian
partner.
Study 2
Study 2 follows a similar procedure as in Study 1 except that Multiracial
participants were told they will have an online interaction with four other
individuals. However, in reality all participants were shown the same four
Multiracial individuals in random order: a Multiracial who shared both of the
participant’s racial backgrounds, a Multiracial who shared the participant’s White
racial background, a Multiracial who shared the participant’s Minority (i.e. Black
or Asian) racial background, and a Multiracial who did not share any racial
backgrounds with the participant. Black/Whites expected to interact with a
Black/White partner, an Asian/White partner, a Black/Asian partner, and a
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Latino/Asian partner while Asian/Whites expected to interact with an
Asian/White partner, a Black/White partner, a Black/Asian partner, and a
Black/Latino partner.
Methods
Design and Participants. The study design was a 2 (participant race:
Asian/White, Black/White) x 4 (partner race: 2 shared, 1 shared-White, 1 sharedMinority, 0 shared) mixed-model design with the latter as a within-subjects factor.
I used the same participant eligibility criteria as in Study 1.
Using the same power analysis criteria as in Study 1, the total sample size
was 60 participants (30 Asian/Whites, 30 Black/Whites; 17 Males, 43 Females)
and the average age was 36.15 years (SD = 12.23). Participants were recruited
using a Qualtrics Panel and compensated $10 for participating in the study2.
Procedure. The procedure was the same as that of Study 1 with the
exception that the racial backgrounds of the ostensible partners in this study
differed from the backgrounds of partners in Study 1 as previously mentioned.
Participants completed the same first impression, identity, and prototypicality
measures as in Study 1.
Results and Discussion
Racial Ingroup. A racial ingroup composite score was created for each
partner (a2shared = 0.92, a1sharedWhite = 0.92, a1sharedMinority = 0.92, a0shared = 0.96). A

2

Participants were compensated more in Study 2 than in Study 1 due to difficulty

in recruitment for Study 1.
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2x4 mixed-model ANOVA was conducted on the racial ingroup composite score.
Results are shown in Figure 4. There was not a significant main effect of
participant race, F(1,58) = 0.19, p = 0.67, hp2 = 0.00. However, there was a
significant main effect of partner race, F(3,174) = 10.04, p <.001, hp2 = 0.15.
Planned simple effects revealed that there was a significant difference between
the two-shared partner (M = 5.12, SD = 1.58) and the one-shared White partner
(M = 4.17, SD = 1.80), F(1,58) = 15.41, p < .001, hp2 = 0.21; the two-shared and
one-shared Minority partners (M = 4.87, SD = 1.78), F(1,58) = 4.89, p = 0.03, hp2
= 0.08; and the two-shared and zero-shared partners (M = 4.02, SD = 1.98),
F(1,58) = 15.65, p < .001, hp2 = 0.21. Additionally, post-hoc analyses revealed
that the zero-shared partner was rated as less of an ingroup member than the oneshared Minority partner, p = 0.017. Finally, there was not a significant interaction
between participant race and partner race, F(3,174) = 1.40, p = 0.25, hp2 = 0.02.
I conducted one-sample t-tests to determine if different-race Multiracial
partners were rated significantly different from the midpoint of the scale, or from
the threshold to be considered an ingroup member. Results are listed in Table 2.
Both the two-shared partner (p < .001) and one-shared Minority partner (p =
0.011) were rated significantly greater than the midpoint while ratings of both the
one-shared White partner (p = 0.30) and the zero-shared partner (p = 0.95) were
not significantly different from the midpoint. One-sample t-test results separated
by participant race will not be discussed as there was not a significant interaction
between participant race and partner race; however, results broken down by
participant race are listed in Table 2.
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Anticipated Interaction. An anticipated interaction composite score was
created for each partner (a2shared = 0.92, a1sharedWhite = 0.95, a1sharedMinority = 0.93,
a0shared = 0.94). A 2x4 mixed-model ANOVA conducted on the anticipated
interaction composite score revealed there was not a significant main effect of
participant race, F(1,58) = 0.15, p = 0.70, hp2 = 0.00, nor a significant main effect
of partner race, F(3,174) = 1.78, p = 0.15, hp2 = 0.00, nor a significant interaction,
F(3,174) = 0.44, p = 0.73, hp2 = 0.01. Results are shown in Figure 5.
Perceived Similarities. A perceived similarities composite score was
created for each partner (a2shared = 0.91, a1sharedWhite = 0.91, a1sharedMinority = 0.93,
a0shared = 0.93). A 2x4 mixed-model ANOVA conducted on the perceived
similarities composite score revealed there not a significant main effect of
participant race, F(1,58) = 0.08, p = 0.77, hp2 = 0.00, nor a significant main effect
of partner race, F(3,174) = 2.53, p = 0.06, hp2 = 0.04, nor a significant interaction,
F(3,174) = 1.14, p = 0.33, hp2 = 0.02. Results are shown in Figure 6.
The results suggest that different-race Multiracials, to some degree, are
considered by Multiracials to be racial ingroup members. One-sample t-test
results indicate that while the two-shared and one-shared Minority partners
significantly surpassed the ingroup threshold (i.e. the midpoint of the scale), the
one-shared White and zero-shared partners were right at the ingroup group
threshold. But both Asian/Whites and Black/Whites perceive Multiracials that
share the same two racial backgrounds as themselves as ingroup members more
than Multiracials that share either one or zero racial backgrounds. However, it is
interesting to note that there were null findings on the anticipated interaction and
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perceived similarities items despite participants rating the different-race
Multiracials as ingroup members to a lesser extent than same-race Multiracial.
General Discussion
Multiracial individuals have many potential racial ingroup members due to
their multiple racial backgrounds and racial identities. Across two studies, there is
evidence that both Asian/Whites and Black/Whites consider Monoracials and
different-race Multiracials as part of their ingroups and, thus, that ingroup
membership, in this case, goes beyond Multiracials who share the same racial
background. The present findings suggest that Multiracials consider individuals
who not only share the same component racial identities as themselves (i.e.
Monoracial individuals) but also who share a Multiracial background (i.e.
different-race Multiracial) as ingroup members.
In Study 1, I hypothesized that the same-race Multiracial would be
perceived as an ingroup member more than the Minority individual, followed by
the White individual. I found support that the White individual was perceived as
less of an ingroup member than the Multiracial however, the same-race
Multiracial and Minority individual were rated as equal ingroup members. But
Black/Whites perceived the White partner to be less of an ingroup member than
the Black partner while Asian/Whites did not perceive any racial ingroup
differences between the White and Asian partners. It is possible that these
findings are reflective of how Multiracials are treated by Monoracials as a result
of whether or not Multiracials are perceived as ingroup members. Blacks view
Black/Whites and Asians view Asian/Whites as ingroup members (Ho, Kteily, &
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Chen, 2017; Willadsen-Jensen & Ito, 2008), however, Whites view Asian/Whites
(Willadsen-Jensen & Ito, 2006) but not Black/Whites as ingroup members (Ho et
al, 2013; Ho, Roberts, & Gelman, 2015). Asian/Whites may have more positive
interactions with Asians and Whites while Black/Whites have more positive
interactions with Blacks but less positive interactions with Whites, resulting in
Asian/Whites considering both Asians and Whites as ingroup members but
Black/Whites only Blacks as ingroup members. Additionally, these positive
interactions may also be a factor of Asian/Whites having more frequent contact
with Whites compared to Black/Whites having less frequent contact with Whites.
Middle-class Multiracials are more likely to racially identify as Multiracial than
working-class Multiracials (Townsend et al, 2012) most likely due to the fact that
in middle-class versus working-class areas there are more opportunities for
Multiracials to interact with Whites. Additionally, Asians and Whites are more
likely to be in the middle class while Blacks are more likely to be in the working
class as suggested by the race distribution of household median incomes (US
Census, 2016). Therefore, Asian/Whites are more likely to be in the middle class
and have more interactions with Whites while Black/Whites are more likely to be
in the working class and have less interactions with Whites. Then, when presented
the opportunity for Asian/Whites and Black/Whites to interact with Whites,
Asian/Whites would gravitate to interactions with Whites because of prior
interactions, potentially resulting in Asian/Whites perceiving Whites as part of
their ingroup to a greater extent than Black/Whites perceive Whites as part of
their ingroup. Another interesting finding from Study 1 was that Black/Whites
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perceived Blacks to be more of an ingroup member in comparison to
Asian/Whites perceiving Asians to be less of an ingroup member. This finding
could be a result in differences between how Asians view other Asians as ingroup
members compared to how Blacks view other Blacks as ingroup members. While
previous literature has found that both Asians and Blacks view Asian and Blacks
as ingroup members, respectively, (Meissner & Brigham, 2001; Michel et al,
2006) it is unclear exactly if there are differences in how Asians construe their
ingroup compared to Blacks.
In Study 2, I hypothesized that different-race Multiracials (i.e. one-shared
Minority, one-shared White, and zero-shared Multiracials) would be considered
as racial ingroup members. However, I did not have any a priori hypotheses, of
the three different-race Multiracials, who would be an ingroup member more due
to the lack of literature that would suggest how Multiracials perceive other
Multiracials. The results suggest that the same-race Multiracial was considered an
ingroup member more than any of the different-race Multiracials. This finding
supports previous literature that an individual who would have the most amount
of similarities (i.e. a Multiracial background with the same two racial
backgrounds) with the perceiver would be considered an ingroup member more
(Allport, 1954). However, among the different-race Multiracials, the one-shared
Minority different-race Multiracial was considered an ingroup member more.
These findings make sense in relation to Study 1 where the Minority individual
was perceived as an ingroup member more than the White partner. Additionally, it
is possible that with the one-shared Minority different-race Multiracial, they are
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the only other Multiracial individual who understands the specific experiences
such as racial discrimination associated with having a Black or Asian identity,
which strengthens their identification with the Minority racial group
(Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999). But ingroup determination has to be
more specifically experiences of discrimination related to being Black or Asian
and not being a racial minority in general, otherwise the zero-shared different-race
Multiracial, a Minority/Minority Multiracial, would have been perceived as equal
ingroup members as the one-shared Minority different-race Multiracial. Overall,
my results suggest that while an Asian/White or Black/White individual may
share a broader Multiracial background or identity with a different-race
Multiracial, the actual racial composition of the Multiracial still matters in racial
ingroup determination.
Implications and Future Research
Based on Study 2’s results, it would be interesting to see if there are
individual differences in racial identity strength and choice on ingroup
determination for Multiracials. Previous literature suggests that racial identity
strength predicts racial ingroup determination (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992;
Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999) and Multiracials can vary in whether they
racially identify as Multiracial or Monoracial (Rockquemore, 1998; Brunsma &
Rockquemore, 2001; Brunsma, 2006). I would then expect that whether a
Multiracial strongly identifies as Multiracial versus as Minority (i.e. as Black or
Asian) changes how same and different-race Multiracials are perceived as ingroup
members. I hypothesize that Multiracials who highly-identify as Multiracial will
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consider both same-race Multiracials and all three different-race Multiracials as
equal ingroup members while Multiracials who highly-identify as Minority will
consider only the same-race Multiracial and the one-shared Minority differentrace Multiracials as equal ingroup members. Individuals with a high Multiracial
identity will be more cognizant of unique Multiracial experiences which they will
presumably have in common with different-race Multiracials, thus increasing the
likelihood that different-race Multiracials are part of the ingroup. Multiracials
with a high Minority identity will be more cognizant of experiences associated
with having a particular Black or Asian identity and may not necessarily perceive
all different-race Multiracials as ingroup members but rather only different-race
Multiracials with a shared Minority identity. It is possible to answer this research
question with the current studies because I measured participants’ Multiracial and
Minority identities. In the future, I will conduct the appropriate analyses to test
the effects of Multiracial’s racial identity on ingroup determination. Additionally,
Dr. Remedios and I will be starting a study where we prime Multiracial
participants with their Multiracial identity prior to an interaction with a same-and
different-race Multiracial to determine if both are equally perceived as ingroup
members.
In this line of research, I wanted to utilize two practices not often used
when studying the experiences of Multiracial individuals that potentially limit our
full understanding of Multiracials. The first is that in this paper, I defined
Multiracials as individuals who reported having two parents of different races
regardless of whether they racially identified as Multiracial or as Monoracial.
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Recruiting Multiracials who select “Multiracial” on a demographics form implies
that the individual racially identifies as Multiracial. While there are some
researchers that wish to recruit only Multiracials who racially identify as
Multiracial, this recruitment method excludes Multiracials who racially identify
as Monoracial (i.e. Black, Asian, or White) and limits our ability to generalize to
the entire Multiracial population. Research suggests that the Multiracial
population includes individuals who racially identify as Multiracial, Minority,
White, or even individuals who choose not to racially identify with any racial
group (Rockquemore, 1998). However, these individuals would still fit the
Multiracial definition, an individual whose parents are of two or more different
races (Harris & Sim, 2002). Individuals who do not racially identify as Multiracial
should be included in Multiracial research because the differences that may arise
from both racial identity strength and choice implies differences in Multiracial
experiences. More importantly, this increases the number of potential number of
Multiracial participants which can allow for easier study recruitment. The second
practice is recruiting more than just one racial combination of Multiracials within
a study. Typically, Multiracial researchers have either recruited Black/Whites, or
are the targets of interest, in one study and have replicated the effect with
Asian/Whites in a follow up study or recruited Black/Whites and then suggest that
future research should be conducted on Asian/Whites to test if the effect still
applies. The combination of the few studies that have been able to directly
compare Asian/Whites to Black/Whites (Townsend et al., 2012; Ho et al., 2011)
and my findings suggest that there are differences between the Asian/White and
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Black/White Multiracial experience. My hope when implementing these two
practices was to provide evidence for the benefits of using both practices and as a
suggestion for future Multiracial research to implement these practices.
This line of research is one of the few studies to explore the Multiracial
experience from the Multiracial individual’s perspective (i.e. Remedios &
Chasteen, 2013; Townsend et al, 2012) and is the first to look at whether
Multiracials view Monoracials and different-race Multiracials as ingroup
members. My findings suggest that a Multiracial’s ingroup extends beyond samerace Multiracials to include Minorities and one-shared Minority different-race
Multiracials. These findings have implications for whether Multiracials will
perceive interactions with Monoracials and different-race Multiracials as either
inter- or intra-group interactions because intragroup interactions are expected to
be less anxiety provoking compared to intergroup interactions (Shelton &
Richeson, 2015; Trawalter, Richeson, & Shelton, 2009). Future research should
look at what factors result in both groups, either Multiracials and Monoracials or
Multiracials and different-race Multiracials, perceiving an interaction as an
intergroup interaction versus an intragroup interaction. Additionally, ingroup
determination is especially important to both mental and physical health. Had
Multiracials only considered same-race Multiracials as ingroup members, it would
greatly decrease the size of their ingroup and therefore, the number of individuals
that a Multiracial can turn to for social support during racial discrimination.
Having increased social support decreases the likelihood that an individual will
experience feelings of isolation that are correlated with poor mental health issues,

MULTIRACIALS’ RACIAL INGROUP

38

such as depression, (Abramson, Metalsky, & Alloy, 1989; Sowislo & Orth, 2013)
and poor physical health issues, such as cardiovascular diseases (Pascoe &
Richman, 2009). Overall, the number of Multiracials is growing in the United
States and while the Multiracial literature in psychology is also growing there is
still a fair amount of information that is unknown about how Multiracials
experience the world. In order to better understand this growing Minority group,
we need to conduct more studies that focus on Multiracials’ experiences to
compliment the studies that have been conducted that focus on perceptions of
Multiracials.
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Tables and Figures

Figure 1. Study 1 racial ingroup ANOVA results

Figure 2. Study 1 anticipated interaction ANOVA results
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Figure 3. Study 1 perceived similarities ANOVA results

Figure 4. Study 2 racial ingroup ANOVA results
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Figure 5. Study 2 anticipated interaction ANOVA results

Figure 6. Study 2 perceived similarities ANOVA results
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Table 1
Study 1 racial ingroup one-sample t-tests results
One-Sample t-test (test value =
M (SD)
4)
Multiracial Partner: Overall

5.28 (1.42)

t(63) = 7.21, p < .001, d = 0.90

Asian/White

5.08 (1.37)

t(31) = 4.46, p < .001, d = 0.79

Black/White

5.48 (1.47)

t(31) = 5.72, p < .001, d = 1.01

5.05 (1.43)

t(63) = 5.07, p < .001, d = 0.71

Asian/White

4.63 (1.28)

t(31) = 2.77, p = 0.009, d = 0.49

Black/White

5.41 (1.48)

t(31) = 5.38, p < .001, d = 0.95

3.48 (1.94)

t(62) = -2.11, p = .039, d = -0.27

Asian/White

3.92 (1.83)

t(30) = -0.25, p = .81, d = -0.04

Black/White

3.06 (1.98)

t(31) = -2.68, p = .012, d = -0.47

Minority Partner: Overall

White Partner: Overall
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Table 2
Study 2 racial ingroup one-sample t-tests results
One-Sample t-test (test value =
M (SD)
4)
2 Shared: Overall

5.08 (1.47)

t(59) = 5.70, p < .001, d = 0.74

Asian/White

5.17 (1.50)

t(29) = 4.26, p < .001, d = 0.78

Black/White

5.00 (1.47)

t(29) = 3.73, p = .001, d = 0.68

4.25 (1.70)

t(59) = 1.14, p = .30, d = 0.15

Asian/White

4.35 (1.65)

t(29) = 1.17, p = .25, d = 0.21

Black/White

4.15 (1.77)

t(29) = 0.46, p = .65, d = 0.08

4.58 (1.72)

t(59) = 2.63, p = .011, d = 0.34

Asian/White

4.43 (1.78)

t(29) = 1.33, p = .19, d = 0.24

Black/White

4.73 (1.68)

t(29) = 2.40, p = .023, d = 0.44

4.02 (1.92)

t(59) = 0.07, p = .95, d = 0.01

Asian/White

3.80 (1.88)

t(29) = -0.58, p = .56, d = -0.11

Black/White

4.23 (1.96)

t(29) = 0.65, p = .52, d = 0.12

1 Shared White: Overall

1 Shared Minority: Overall

0 Shared: Overall
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Appendix
Materials and Measures

Figure 7. Blank Demographic Survey
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Figure 8. Sample Partner Demographic Survey: Asian/White Female Condition
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Table 3
First Impression Measures: Anticipated Interaction and Perceived Similarities
Items
Item
Anticipated Interaction
How trustworthy is the interaction partner? a
How friendly is the interaction partner? a
How intelligent is the interaction partner? a
How knowledgeable is the interaction partner? a
How well do you think you will get along with the interaction partner? a
How likely is it that you would be friends with the interaction partner? a
How compatible do you expect to be with the interaction partner? a
How pleasant do you expect your interaction will be? a
How accepted do you think you will feel during this interaction?
To what extent do you think you can be yourself during this interaction?
Perceived Similarities
The interaction partner is similar to me.
The interaction partner and I share similar experiences.
The interaction partner and I share similar qualities.

Note: aRemedios & Chasteen (2013)
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Table 4
Identity and Experience Measures
Item
Identity (Collective Self-Esteem Scale; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992)
I am a worthy member of the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group.
I feel I don’t have much to offer to the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group.
I am a cooperative participant in the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group.
I often feel I’m a useless member of the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial
group.
I often regret that I belong to the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group.
In general, I’m glad to be a member of the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial
group.
Overall, I often feel that membership in the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial
group is not worthwhile.
I feel good about the (Black/White, Asian/White, Multiracial) racial group I belong
to.
Overall, the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group is considered good by
others.
Most people consider the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group, on the
average, to be more ineffective than other racial groups.
In general, others respect the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group.
In general, others think that the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group is
unworthy.
Overall, belonging in the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group has very little
to do with how I feel about myself.
Belonging to the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group is an important
reflection of who I am.
Belonging to the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group is unimportant to my
sense of what kind of a person I am.
In general, belonging to the Asian/Black/White/Multiracial racial group is an
important part of my self-image.

MULTIRACIALS’ RACIAL INGROUP
Table 4 (cont.)
Identity and Experience Measures
Item
Multiracial Experience (Yoo, Jackson, Guevarra Jr., Miller, & Harrington, 2016).
Due to my Multiracial background,
I change how I describe my racial identity in different settings (e.g. work, home,
and school).
I act different depending on where I am at (e.g., home, school, and work).
I change the way that I present myself to other people.
I change the way that I racially describe myself to other people.
I shift how I racially express my identity around certain people (e.g., talk and
dress).
People are curious to know my background.
I get asked about my racial background.
I get asked “What are you?”
People say I’m exotic.
I get asked “Where are you from?”
I create my own space (e.g., formed social groups) with other multiracial people.
I am active in multiracial organizations or groups.
I attend multiracial events and social gatherings (e.g. Loving Day).
I connect to other multiracial individuals through the internet (e.g., Facebook and
Myspace).
I read multiracial literature (e.g. articles, books, and Internet websites).
I live in more than one culture.
I participate in cultural practices (e.g. special food, music, and customs) “…”
associated with different cultures.
I celebrate holidays/celebrations of more than one culture.
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Table 5
Prototypicality Measures
Item
To what extent do you think you look racially ambiguous (i.e. people cannot tell what
your race is)?
To what extent do you think you look prototypically Asian (i.e. your facial features
such as eyes, nose, and lips look like that of an average Asian individual)?
To what extent do you think you look prototypically Black (i.e. your facial features
such as eyes, nose, and lips look like that of an average Black individual)?
To what extent do you think you look prototypically White (i.e. your facial features
such as eyes, nose, and lips look like that of an average White individual)?
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