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ABSTRACT

Although an extensive research base exists for attachment effects i@h seve
interpersonal behaviors (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007a for a review), recent \8ork ha
suggested the important role of attachment theory in mitigating intergrasgsband conflict
(see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b for a review). Two experiments tested theseaffesecure,
neutral, and insecure attachment primes on intergroup bias, conflict schemas, and
cooperative, competitive, aggressive, and altruistic behaviors within an inteognatgxt. In
Study One, participants in the secure attachment prime condition displayednpieit
outgroup bias relative to participants in the neutral and insecure attachmentpnditions.
Additionally, attachment primes interacted with ingroup identification filicn outgroup
bias. Specifically, attachment primes were more likely to influencaainputgroup bias for
participants who strongly identified with their ingroup, rather than participemisvere low
on ingroup identification. In Study Two attachment primes did not significantlyeimée
conflict schema activations or subsequent behaviors within an intergroup context.

Implications, weaknesses, and avenues for future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1: OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED STUDIES

Human history documents intense conflicts between ethnic, religious, and politica
groups which have led to some of the most enduring and lethal social problems humans have
ever faced. Slavery, conquest, exploitation, war, terrorism, and genocide aretbhenorast
extreme manifestations of intergroup conflict. Such conflict remains als anpart of the human
condition today as ever. Beyond inciting anger, fear, frustration, threat, amdyamdergroup
conflict often leads people to contemplate questions like “why do they hate us&s atated by
President Bush in his address to Congress shortly after September 11, 2001 (CRROIOmM

Several theories emphasize the evolutionary need for humans to be interdependent and
belong in groups (e.g., Brewer, 1997; Caporael, 2001b; Baumeister & Leary, 199%; Buss
Kenrick, 1998). However, belonging in groups is often associated with catégoriag
ingroups and outgroups and eventual differential treatment, usually in the form of ingroup
preference or positivity, between the two groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Thisdiote bias”
(Hewstone, Rubin & Willis, 2002) is often the preliminary step leading to intergroupot@mid
aggression (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

Research has identified several theories and factors important in reshienggoup bias
and conflict (see Hewston et al, 2002; Fiske, 2002 for a review). Although an exteaemeine
base exists for attachment effects on several interpersonal behas@hiksilincer & Shaver,
2007a; Cassidy & Shaver, 1999 for reviews), recent work has suggested the impa@tait rol
attachment theory in mitigating intergroup biases and conflict (see Mikun&&aver, 2007b
for a review). The focus of Study One was to further understand the effettactfiment on

intergroup bias and conflict.
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Specifically, we predicted that individuals with a secure attachmeat(hronic or
temporarily activated) would have lower implicit outgroup bias, have a highthdikd of
cooperative instead of competitive schemas activated during intergrouptiotesaand
ultimately choose more cooperative and altruistic behaviors for both ingroup and outgroup
members. Conversely, we expected that individuals with an insecure attatiasethronic or
temporarily activated) would have higher implicit outgroup bias, have a higaindod of
competitive instead of cooperative schemas activated within intergrougcindas, and
ultimately choose more competitive and aggressive options overall, but egpebet
interacting with outgroup members.

Two main studies tested the above hypotheses. Study One was an expertowntal s
testing the effects of temporary activated secure, neutral, and ins¢aaheresnt primes on
implicit outgroup bias using the Implicit Association Task (Greenwald, McGh&ethwartz,
1998). Several other theoretically relevant variables were asseggsdtéuller understanding
of attachment effects on intergroup bias. Study Two was an experimental stirtty tiee
effects of temporary activated secure, neutral, and insecure attagimmesg on conflict
schemas and subsequent behavior while interacting within an intergroup conteradl Sther
theoretically relevant variables were assessed to get a fuller wamakingt of attachment effects
on intergroup conflict.

Overall, the goals of the two studies were to understand attachmerd effentplicit
outgroup biases and conflict schemas activated within intergroup contexts, aodhthieed
influence of these respective cognitive effects on intergroup behaviors. Resultthese
studies provide a better understanding of the relationship between attachifeesrn chfs,

intergroup biases, and conflict.
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CHAPTER 2: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR INTERGROUP BIAS
Intergroup Bias and Social Identity Theory

At an individual level, identification with groups is motivated by the universal and
evolutionary human need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and obligatory interdegende
(Brewer, 1997). For long-term survival, we must be willing to rely on others fomafown, aid,
and shared resources, and similarly give these resources back to othemingdodgocial
Identify Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), individuals hayeersonalidentities that define
characteristics differentiating self from others, as weiagsal identities which represent
categorization of self into inclusive social units, essentially changmge This inclusion or
belonging often leads individuals to identify their personal attributes with tdiageups they
belong to (i.e., ingroups), differentiate their ingroup from other groups of whiclatbeot
members (i.e., outgroups), and consider their ingroup to be superior to outgroups. These
behaviors and their associated mental processes are thought to be motivateldpryotestive
function, through which individuals want to feel good about themselves and the groups they
belong to (Fein & Spencer, 1997). One mechanism for achieving this is to diiezdrgtween
own (us) and other (them) groups, and to do so in a way that enhances ingroup preference and
positivity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

Intergroup bias is any preferential evaluation or treatment of the ingroup over the
outgroup. This can take the form of liking the ingroup more, of distributing more rewards to the
ingroup, or of protecting the ingroup from negative outcomes (Hewston et al., 2002). Other

examples of intergroup bias include providing more self-serving causal exptaiat

! Although self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987) explains intergroup

bias to some extent, its focus is more on the process of social identification, rather than intergroup bias (Brewer &
Kramer, 1984; Deaux, 1996). Given that the focus of this dissertation is on intergroup bias, self-categorization theory is
not discussed in depth.
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outcomes obtained by ingroup but not out-group members (e.g., Hamilton & Trolier, 1986),
attaching positive associations to in-group but not outgroup labels (e.g., Perdue, Dovidio,
Gurtman, & Tyler, 1990), and the linguistic intergroup bias (e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 1993;
Maass, Salvi, Arcuri, & Semin, 1989). The linguistic intergroup bias is the tendedegdribe
positive ingroup behaviors in abstract terms but negative ingroup behaviors in details
Interestingly, the tendency to view self and ingroup in a positive sense @xes when groups
are arbitrarily created (e.qg., Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). Howeesearch suggests
that in the absence of perceived threat, such intergroup bias appears to be milde(eay,, Br
1979), or nonexistent (Park & Judd, 2005).

Lending support to the self-protective motivation behind intergroup bias, studies show
that individuals increase their self-esteem by social comparison wittoapsgrespecially on
dimensions that are important to their self and group identities (e.g., Mummeriigy&iber,
1984). Additionally, Fein and Spencer (1997) found that negative reactions to out-groups
increased after failure feedback. In other words, when self-esteem wasrtadegeople were
motivated to protect it by devaluing out-groups. Interestingly, the resultseatsaled that when
participants were given the opportunity to affirm their self-identity, theg \ass likely to react
negatively toward out-groups. Moreover, some studies have found that persons with high self-
esteem, who tend to be motivated to protect their self-esteem, show more negativas¢o
out-groups than persons with low self-esteem, who tend to be less driven by tsitips
motives (e.g., Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Hogg & Abrams, 1990). Although research
consistently finds support for the claim that intergroup bias enhances selfietfteaotion that
threatened self-esteem motivates intergroup bias is less supported and quatiéadib

conditions (Aberson, Healy, & Romero, 2000). Specifically, it seems thatstedre motivates
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intergroup bias that is designed to bring about social change (e.g., social tompdtajfel &
Turner 1979) or among those who highly identify with their ingroup (e.g., Branscomban& W
1994; Gagnon & Bourhis 1996; Tajfel & Turner 1979).

It is useful to consider that members of an ingroup often have variable levels of
identification with the ingroup. Mere categorization or acknowledgement wibereship within
an ingroup is not the same as identification with the ingroup. Group identificatiols enta
affective and evaluative processes that are above and beyond mere cogisisifieation of the
self and others into a shared social category (Brewer, 2007). Specificallp, igentification
represents the extent to which the ingroup has been incorporated into the sense ofateli@nd,
same time the self into the ingroup. At high levels of identification, the ggautomes and
welfare become closely connected to one’s own sense of well-being (Brewer, hgat),
ingroup positivity is often described as the hallmark of ingroup identification (By@@@7).
Not surprisingly, research has found group identification to be an important moderator f
intergroup bias (e.g., Aberson et al., 2000; Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999;
Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002). Specifically, intergroup bias effectseeialy prominent
for those who are highly identified with their ingroups.
Ingroup Bias

Ingroup preference and positivity does not necessarily have to lead to outgroupodislike
hostility (Brewer, 2001), yet it in many contexts it often does. For exampla) sompetition
for positive valuation can often shift from initial indifference about outgroups oetom
concern for the relative position of the ingroup over outgroups. Under these conditions,
benefiting the ingroup comes at an expense of outgroup benefits, and positive outcomes for the

outgroup may arouse resentment and antagonism. Still, the experimeralrigen intergroup
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discrimination provides evidence that the primary motivation is to benefit the prgather than
harm the outgroup (for a review see, Mummendey & Otten, 1998). For example, in studies
where evaluations of the ingroup can be assessed independently of evaluations ofdhe,outgr
enhancement of ingroup evaluations rather than decreased evaluation or derogationwb®utgr
is observed (e.g., Bettencourt & Dorr, 1998; Brewer, Manzi, & Shaw, 1993). When the outcomes
to be distributed are negative or harmful, the usual intergroup discrimination magdreetksr
may disappear all together (for a meta-analysis of discrimination onveasitd negative
resources, see Buhl, 1999). An example of a task that entailed distributing negttomaes
was asking participants to subtract money from ingroup and outgroup recipiewst@hie,
Fincham, & Jasper, 1981). Although some ingroup bias was observed in this context,she leve
were lower than those obtained with the standard positive allocation matrices.

This positive-negative asymmetry in intergroup discrimination can be explamed b
normative constraints that make it more difficult to justify differentil@lcations that harm
others directly than just benefit some more than others (Mummendey & Otten, 1998)gAs |
everyone obtains some benefit, it is relatively easy to find justificationigrthe ingroup might
be entitled to benefit more than the outgroup. Thus, allocation that favors the ingroup over the
outgroup may be motivated primarily by intentions to be a “good” ingroup member, ttshe
by any sentiments against the outgroup (Brewer, 2001). Of course, these misrastedifted in
light of actual or perceived conflict, or when outgroups are viewed with hatred or gbrtem
emotions that justify outgroup harm above and beyond ingroup benefit (Mackie, Devos, &
Smith, 2000). Wars of conquest, pogroms, and ethnic cleansing are examples of intergroup
discrimination that goes beyond that of achieving positive distinctiveness fogtoep.

Research shows that bias in both positive and negative domains can be instigatedaby sever
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aggravating conditions such as: increasing the salience of intergroup distinatibnge threat
to social identity and/or the stability of the status hierarchy, and involvingytidgntified
individuals (e.g., Mummendey et al. 1992, Mummendey & Otten 1998, Otten, Mummendey, &

Blanz,1996; Blanz, Mummendey, & Otten, 1995).
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR INTERGROUP CONFLICT
Intergroup Bias, Intergroup Comparison, and Intergroup Conflict

As mentioned earlier ingroup positivity does not necessarily lead to intergrougiconfli
Ingroup bias may reflect positive sentiments (e.g., trust, empathy, coopgtatvards the
ingroup which are withheld from the outgroup, but intergroup conflict often entails
discrimination that reflects hostility, derogation, and intent to harm the outgrouisimetion
is similar to the distinction between subtle and blatant prejudice (e.ggréets Meertens,

1995). Specifically, subtle prejudice is often due to defense of traditional vataggeeation of
differences between ingroups and outgroups, and withholding of positive emotions from

outgroup members. Blatant prejudice, however, is much more extreme in that toepuggr
perceived to be a threat, inferior, and generally avoided (Pettigrew &éniee995). Given

that intergroup bias is not necessarily related to outgroup hostility, how then, éogsound

biasat timeslead to intergroup conflict? Factors such as intergroup comparison, trust, and threat
can be used to understand how the interests of the ingroup and those of the outgroup come to be
perceived as in conflict.

Intergroup comparisondAlthough some group standards can be evaluated based on
internal standards of goodness and satisfaction (i.e., regardless of outgroupajemosso
clear-cut. Thus knowledge of some outgroups’ position on those standards becomes relevant to
assessing the state of welfare of the ingroup. In other words, the need foc@ogarison is
aroused when there is uncertainty that can be resolved by comparing one’s positadrot
relevant others (Brewer, 2001). Of course, comparison is not inherently comgetijiveself-
correct or self-improvement). The problem occurs when comparisons argeraladi evaluative

such that the better the other is judged to be, the worse the self-evaluation. Thiésessitua
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combined with motivations for self-enhancement, turn social comparison intbsmuojgetition
where the pursuit of positive self-regard can only be achieved at the expemnsetbietr.
Intergroup bias based on social competition strives to maintain positive dvetimess of the
ingrouprelativeto the outgroup. Bias of this kind becomes a second form of intergroup
discrimination that can be conceptually differentiated from simple ingroup figno(iBrewer,
1996).

Trust in intergroup context$ntergroup competition often arises from distrust of the
“other” group and an effort to protect the ingroup from anticipated outgroup defedten. T
cooperative interdependence and trust that holds the ingroup members togetherntendetdn
outgroup members (Insko, Schopler, Sedikides, 1998). Intergroup threat is especakynapp
under conditions of realistic group conflict such as life-and-death competitisndore
resources or open warfare (LeVine & Campbell, 1972), but can also be perceivenl tneen i
absence of realistic conflicts. For example, perceptions of conflict cafileniced by
intergroup interactions which involve common tasks or goals (e.g., Rabbie, & Murray, 1969).
Without the mechanism of trust, usually based on common identity, the risk of exploited
cooperation becomes apparent. In this case, even if one group intends to cooperatghthey m
eventually defect based on the fear that the other group cannot be trusted and is probably
motivated by selfish interests. In fact, research suggest thamtilsgoationof positive
interdependence with an outgroup, brought on by perceptions of commons goals or common
threat, actually promotes intergroup conflict and hostility (Brewer, 2000).

Threat in intergroup context3 he important role of threat in intergroup bias is
highlighted by the Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000). In this maglelput

appraisals and attitudes are influenced by four types of threats. First, outgrolgers may
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pose a realistic threat to one's physical and psychological well-bewngjlass to the political,
economic, and cultural power of one's group (e.g., Quillian, 1995). Second, outgroup members
may symbolically threaten one's worldview, which is derived from intergrougreliftes in

values and beliefs (e.g., Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993). Third, the encounter with outgroup
members may arouse anxiety because of anticipation of negative outcomesdisap@sval

and rejection (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 1985; 1993). Fourth, stereotypes of outgroup members
may elicit negative expectations of conflict-laden interactions (egph8h, Ybarra, Martinez,
Schwarzwald, & Tur-Caspa, 1998). Several studies have supported the Integratedfdwea

and found that such threats do indeed, contribute to the development of negative reactions
towards various out-groups (see Stephan & Stephan, 1993; Ybarra & Stephan, 1994, for
reviews). In fact, across 10 samples, the threat variables accounted foraaye afé55% of the
variance in prejudice (Berrenberg, Finlay, Stephan, & Stephan, 2002).

Intergroup aggression:

Competition within intergroup contexts has different motivations when compared to
aggression. In social motives literature, a clear distinction is made neta@petition- the
motivation to seek relative gain for the ingroup over others -aggression- the motivation to
harm the other as an end in itself (McClintock, 1972). Intergroup aggression cambed def
any behavior intended to harm another person because he or she is a member of an out-group and
the behavior is viewed to be undesirable by its target (Struch & Schwartz, 1989) hEhus) t
previously mentioned forms of intergroup discriminations: (1) based solely on ingroup
favoritism, and (2) positive distinctiveness based on the relative comparisonragring
versus the outgroup, can be distinguished from this third form which entails an actp@neor

of outgroup derogation and aggression (Levin & Sidanius, 1999; Struch & Schwartz, 1989).
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Although, aggression directed against an outgroup may originate in the service of@ratecti
enhancement of the ingroup, a dissociation between action and intention occurs whesiaggre
becomes an end to itself. Therefore, intergroup aggression, relative to other famtasgobup
discrimination, is more socially disruptive as it entails a direct intenbitvatm the outgroup
irrespective of gains to the ingroup.

To aggress against an outgroup in the interest of the ingroup, the very existence of the
outgroup, or its goals and values, must be seen as a threat to the maintenanogafutpeand
to one’s own social identity (Brewer, 2001). Beyond realistic or perceived tme@iduals’
discomfort and uneasiness in intergroup context when dealing with an outgroup can furthe
produce negative affect (Stephan & Stephan, 1985; 1993). This negative affect, through a
process of misattribution of arousal, can be translated into fear, hatred, or disgudst
outgroup members. Whereas, mild forms of negative affect (e.g., disgust) cancafax®idant
behaviors, strong emotions (e.g., threat, anger) can provoke hostile behaviors tatgnalgp
members (Mackie et al., 2000). It is this emotional component that is considered t@igctie
ingredient turning intergroup comparison into intergroup antagonism (Doosje, Branscombe,
Spears, & Manstead, 1998; Mummendey & Otten, 2001; Mackie, et al., 2000). Although the
general aggression literature differentiates hostile aggressicagtaveeaction with the ultimate
motive of harming the victim, from instrumental aggression, a proactive actionah wh
aggression occurs in the process of achieving some other outcome (Anderson & Bushman,
2002), research on intergroup aggression does not clearly distinguish between the two forms
Intergroup Conflict and Conflict Schemas

Beyond the influence of group identities, trust, and social comparison, thersaare al

individual differences in whether people engage cooperative or conflict scdenmasg any
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interpersonal or intergroup conflict (Bar-Tal, Kruglanski, & Klar, 1989). Speifi, people
who hold a cooperative schema anticipate constructive interactions and engayeenatve
and satisfactory conflict-resolution discussions. These cooperative igsaiagurn, reduce the
potential of hostile or aggressive responses towards opponents. In contrast, people who hold a
competitive schema anticipate hostile and competitive interactions and engageasanpand
antagonistic conflict-resolutions. These competitive strategies, in turnppdrastility and
aggression towards opponents. Conflict schemas are learned social constrdefsbgh)
what kinds of social situations may be regarded as conflicts, (b) when and howc starts
and how it should end, and (c) the most desirable ways of dealing with such conflictalBar-
al., 1989). Conflict schemas are acquired through normal processes of culturalitaced pol
socialization. Content within conflict schemas is generated and reinforcedidysvsocializing
agents such as parents, mass media, and educational and societal authosaltig#) ugays that
link them to broader ideologies, worldviews, and social identities. Furthermorestiesaas
may be brought about by either person factors (e.g., prosocial orientation; Gad&rabst,
1998) or situational factors (e.g., contextually priming conflict scheBa®reu & Nijstad,
2008).

Past research has linked high need for closure to a preference for compapitosches
in conflict (Federico, Golec, & Dial, 2005; Golec, 2002a; Golec, 2006; Golec & Federico, 2004;
De Dreu, Koole, & Oldersma, 1999; De Dreu, Koole, & Steinel, 2000). Interestihglgffect
of need for closure on conflict style preference is found to be dependent on conflichschem
(Golec de Zavala, Federico, Cislak, & Sigger, 2008). Specifically, a cooperatiffieteschema
(chronic or temporarily activated) can attenuate the preference for coarpetier cooperation

otherwise characteristic of people with a high need for closure (Golec29G8).
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Several interesting results were also found between conflict schemagatieahought
in a recent set of studies (De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008). Researchers hypothkatzzdampetitive
schema leads individuals to focus their attention on conflict-related issues ashigsdr
ignore conflict-irrelevant issues. As a result, a competitive schethiaawvalve broader and more
inclusive thinking about conflict, but will result in narrow-minded, black-and-whiteing
about conflict-irrelevant issues. Indeed, the findings indicated that activatabcompetitive
schema was associated with more inclusion of weak prototypical exemptansflaft-related
categories but less inclusion of weak prototypical exemplars of neutral ¢casedoother
words, participants with a competitive schema had narrower non-conflietd-¢hanking but
broader conflict-related thinking relative to participants with cooperativersas. In a
subsequent negotiation task, participants who were primed with a competitive, as opposed to a
cooperative, schema designed fewer and less original cooperative tactgsnénatted more
numerous and more unique competitive tactics. Thus, activation of a competitive $ethéona
cognitive inflexibility in neutral and cooperative domains but led to grelabability in conflict
domains. Conversely, activation of a cooperative schema led to cognitivehititigxn conflict
related domains but led to greater flexibility in cooperative domains.

De Dreu and Nijstad (2008) suggested two interesting ideas for future reseastclht. i5
useful to identify conditions under which cooperative schemas are activated anditbaempet
schemas are suppressed. Given that past studies have experimentallydaotttatooperative
and competitive conflict schemas, it seems that most people have the poteptaboths
aspects of conflicts, even if certain individual characteristics or isitzicues make them more
likely to rely on one rather than the other. Thus, strategies aimed at ingréessalience of

cooperative schemas may help reduce the likelihood of adopting destructive apptwaches
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conflict, while increasing the likelihood of adopting cooperative approaches. Sedsndeaful
to study conflict schemas in ongoing conflict settings, in which partiesattever a period of
time and affect each others’ outcomes. In such contexts, it is possible plgdiis with
conflict schemas relax their focus once they are winning the conflict, thusrrgdieir fluency,
cognitive flexibility, and original thinking in conflict-related mattersdeed, it would seem that
when one is winning a conflict, there is no further need to be creative. Those withatimoper
schemas, however, may continue to be creative outside the conflict-relatad degaadless of
how the conflict process unfolds. This is because their creativity is not acfutiand not
functional to, the conflict situation but just the result of being aroused and cognittighted
(De Dreu et al., in press). Both of these ideas for future research are explnisdiissertation

in the context of attachment theory.
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CHAPTER 4: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR REDUCING INTERGROUP Bl AS
AND CONFLICT

Mitigating intergroup bias and conflict

Several theories provide explanations and processes through which intergroup bias an
conflict can be reduced (see Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000 for a review). Among thesenthin
models (i.e., decategorization, recategorization as common identities, ancharasetef
category distinctions) are based on categorization processes underlysng.déot example, the
Common Ingroup Identity model suggests that a superordinate identiig@atiooutgroups can
be formed through cooperative interdependence such as common goals and shast intere
(Gaertner, Dividio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993). This common superordinatey icamtit
then promote trust and reduce intergroup differentiations and biases. Howeversitisdes
how such a strategy could be used if intergroup relations have moved into the realm of outgroup
hate or overt conflict. In such situations there is likely distrust and fehrezttbetween the two
groups, and the prospect of superordinate common group may not be possible. More importantly,
the reality of belonging into groups is that social categories will continbe goprominent
aspect of human interactions, and categorization will ultimately lead tgrotgr bias in most
situations. Thus, the challenge is to identify ways in which category boundariesiatained
while intergroup bias is kept at a minimum (Park & Judd, 2005).

One such strategy which can reduce intergroup bias while maintaining group
categorizations is self-affirmation (e.g., Steele, 1998). Specifjeatign faced with self-esteem
or self-identity threat within intergroup context, individuals can affirm othetipesspects of
their identity, thereby, reducing threat to self, and lowering potential rotgogias. Attachment

theory is another strategy that underscores the importance of reducingnimégating
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intergroup bias (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). Unlike self-affirmation whiehsislf-
protective defensive mechanism that individuals use as a result of perceiegig thttachment
theory suggests that a secure base with an ingroup might make individuals yelatmehe to
the perceptions of threats. This is an important distinction considering thredfsestesem
influence intergroup biases under only the certain conditions mentioned earlier. Thessvher
the effect of self-affirmation in mitigating intergroup biases mayrnédd to only these
qualifying conditions, attachment effects may influence a variety afiep contexts. The
specific influence of attachment theory on intergroup biases is explored in neitendine next
few sections

When considering strategies to reduce intergroup conflict, the notion of conflictaxhem
mentioned earlier also becomes important. Specifically, the results tindreson conflict
schemas suggest that increasing cooperative schemas may cancel aastrsagnificantly
reduce the likelihood of aggressive choices in intergroup conflicts. Thus, it is amptristudy
the conditions under which the tendency to adopt constructive, cooperative approaclees towar
intergroup conflict not only suppresses, but actually prevails over a tendency te choos
destructive, confrontational strategies. Results from recent studiessstiggt secure attachment
may be one factor that reduces the likelihood of adopting competitive schemas duoungtensc
with outgroup members (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010). The specific processes throwdh whi
attachment influences conflict schemas and reduces intergroup bias arecikptbe next few

sections.
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CHAPTER 5: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK FOR ATTACHMENT STYLE
DIFFERENCES
Attachment Theory Overview
Attachment behaviors (e.g., crying and proximity seeking) serve an evolutionary
function. Infants protect themselves and increase their chances of survivaidyglbsely
attached to their primary caregivers (Bowlby, 1980). The theory is based dinyBo{#969;
1973; 1980; 1988) clinical observations of children’s mental health and social functioning based
on different parent-child relationships. According to Bowlby (1969; 1982), the functibe of t
attachment system is to protect a person from danger by assuring that henairghms
proximity to caring and supportive others (i.e., attachment figures). Ttiaskraent figures
provide protection, support, guidance, and relief in times of adversity. Activation of the
attachment system may also be apparent when exploring a new environment oitfaced w
unknown or uncertain stimuli as these situations are likely to arouse threat rafRbfetoy,
1969). In response to felt threat and fear, individuals are motivated to seek praoaimity
attachment figures, whose availability and supportiveness can alleviat@abe fear reaction. If
caregivers are present and respond warmly, individuals feel secure enoxplote the
threatening environment. However, if caregivers are unavailable or respond-amdijfe
individuals feel insecure and refrain from further exploration. Thus, attachhesmy
emphasizes that secure attachment must be met before individuals proceedratiexge.g.,
Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978).
Three patterns differentiate distinct attachment styles (Ainswoeth, £978). First,
children withanxiousattachment style worry about the availability and supportiveness of their

caregivers. Second, children wakioidantattachment style keep a distance in relation to their
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caregivers. Finally, children witbecureattachment style feel comfortable in both distance and
intimacy with their caregivers. These three categorizations are cegamsimng two orthogonal
dimensions (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). The first dimension, avoidance, riféeeident
to which people distrust others' goodwill, strive to maintain emotional distancesranthr
independent from relationships. The second dimension, anxiety, reflects the dednexhto w
people worry that a partner might not be available or supportive in times of neszher
scoring low on these two dimensions exhibit the secure style and are alegddig a chronic
sense of secure base. Research suggests that continuous measures @inanaietiglance using
the two dimensional approach are much more sensitive than the categorical snesediie
earlier research (Fraley & Waller, 1998).

Individual differences in attachment style are shaped by interactionsméth
attachment figures across the lifespan, but especially in childhood (Bowlby, 1i83@&0fth et
al, 1978). Interactions with attachment figures who are available and respoostribute to a
core dispositional sense of attachment security. However, when attaciguesg &re not
reliably available and supportive, a sense of security is not attained andagcstrategies of
affect regulation come into play. According to Bowlby (1973), interactiorts ngjecting and
unsupportive attachment figures push a child towards other attachment sradegietime
interactions between self and others, including attachment figures, tehaeaparticular mental
representations called internal working models (Bretherton & Munholland, 2008). &heaint
working model of theselfgoverns how children think about themselves, and whether they
perceive themselves as worthy and loved individuals. The internal working madieécs
governs how children think about others, and whether they perceive them as trustworthy and

benevolent in general. These working models allow a person to predict futuretioteravith
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attachment figures and activate generally reliable strategi@stéracting with them. Like other
cognitive networks, working models and their associated responses are matibnaadtivated in
relevant situations. Although pervasive, attachment working models tend to bby/ rativated
within three situations: Fear-provoking situations, challenging situations, anpargonal

conflict (Kobak, 1994). These three situations create separate, attachseshtdbaires such as:
seek out supportive others, make contact with others who are seen as a secure bassraad pr
the relationship with the other person (Kobak & Duemmler, 1994).

Adult attachment theory has been applied to many interpersonal behaviorsc8lpecif
this line of research compares persons who report a secure style with those wihooepor
insecure styles (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007a; Feeney, 1999; Shaverk& 104 ; for
reviews). Behaviors such as coping with interpersonal conflict (e.g., C&llieeney, 2004;
Feeney & Collins, 2001; Simpson, Rholes, & Phillips, 1996), trust of others (e.g., Collins &
Read, 1990; Mikulincer, 1998c), daily interactions (e.g., Pietromonaco & FeldmesttB2997;
Tidwell, Reis, & Shaver, 1996), viewpoints on religiousness (e.g., Kirkpatrick, 2002; Rwatt
Kirkpatrick, 2002), cognitive openness and curiosity (e.g., Mikulincer & Arad, 1999; Mdeuli
1997), empathy and prosocial behaviors (e.g., Mikulincer, Shaver, Gillath, & Nitzberg, 2005),
fear of death and threat (e.g., Mikulincer & Florian, 2000), and anger and aggressivieliseh
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007a) have all been linked to the emotional bonding process between
caregiver and child. Overall these results show that relative to insadureluals, secure
individuals are more empathetic, trustful, open-minded, prosocial, satisfiedfeyitnid better
able to handle conflicts. Secure individuals are also less likely to feeleiheelaand angry in

conflicts or respond in competitive and aggressive ways compared to insecucugdivi
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Note that even though the sense of having a secure base may be formed during early
interactions with primary caregivers, every meaningful interactiom swgnificant others
throughout life may affect a person's beliefs about others' availamlitysupportiveness
(Bowlby, 1988). Moreover, although a person’s attachment orientation is often conzeptaal
a single global orientation toward close relationships, it is actuallgadonta complex network
of mental representations involving cognitive and affective processes. Bextunding general
attachment representations, this network also contains many episodic, celattext; and
relationship-specific representations (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003). Inlilaetevery cognitive-
affective representation, the sense of having a secure base can baiatintestivated by actual
or imagined encounters with available and responsive others, even among persons who have
chronic doubts about their secure base (e.g., Baldwin, 1992, 1994, 1997). For example, secure
attachment can be induced among habitually insecure individuals by experipreniady (e.qg.,
Baldwin et al., 1996; Collins & Reas, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001; Mikulincer et al., 2005).
Contextual priming of security may remind people of similar experiencesistomemory,
inhibit incongruent memories of attachment insecurity, and bring to mind schemasethat
congruent with security. Interestingly, research suggests that the tegnptiects of activating
the secure base schema can coexist with the effects of chronic attachmegt Box example,

a person’'s response to out-groups can be concurrently affected in opposite dirggirangly
the secure base schema, on the one hand, and by chronically accessible memotesrasd sc
related to attachment anxiety, on the other (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001).

Group attachment~ollowing this view on multiple attachment patterns, attachment

theory has recently been validated as a useful framework for understgrulipglevel

phenomenon, beyond childhood developmental attachment (Smith, Murphy, & Coats, 1999;

www.manaraa.com



21

Smith, Coats, & Murphy, 2001; Rom & Mikulincer, 2003). Group attachment is an individual’s
psychological attachment to his or her group (Smith et al., 1999). Similar to childhood
attachment, group attachment involves working models of self and the group. Wineraad, t
model perceives whether the self is a worthy or unworthy group member, the grodp mode
perceives the group as a supportive or harsh base (Smith et al., 1999). Thus, an indwidual ¢
feel securely attached to her group when she has a positive working model &f the. sher
belief that she is worthy member of the group) as well as a positive warkidgl of the group
(i.e., her belief that the group accepts her). Conversely, if she has a positivegwoddel of

the self (i.e., confidence in her ability) but a negative working model of the groypé¢value

the group membership), she would be referred to as having an avoidant attachment to the group.
Lastly, an anxious group attachment would be a result of having a positive workingafibae
group (i.e., value the group membership) but a negative working model of theesetfquibt
regarding her ability and competence).

Research with both large social groups and small task groups has demonstrated that
group attachment and interpersonal attachment make unique, nonredundant contributions to an
individual’'s functioning in groups (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003; Smith et al., 1999). Although these
studies reveal the effects of group attachmenbtagroup processes, the effects of group
attachment withinntergroupcontexts are largely unknown. To my knowledge, group
attachment has only been manipulated (priming secure vs. neutral group attachaeagtudy
to observe its effects on intergroup bias (Lee, 2005, Studies 2 and 3). In study 2, Lee
manipulated self-construal (interdependent vs. independent), threat (ego threaVs. s
exclusion threat), and group attachment prime (secure vs. neutral) and measuyeauiptoias

as a dependent variable. Results revealed that the group secure primesmitigedeoup bias
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for only those with independent self-construal and under certain threat conditioat (soci
exclusion but not ego threat). Study 3 assessed and tested the effectsmidalial and
ingroup attachment on social identification and intergroup bias among U.S. and Korean
participants. Here, self construal and ingroup attachment were measured, insiad of
primed. Group attachment did not yield significant or interactive effects agrotp bias.
However, these results should be interpreted with caution for several reasstnghé-i
group attachment manipulation used in Study 2 was the first of its kind and did not undergo pilot
testing. Related to this point, chronic ingroup attachment was not assessed to détermine
attachment priming effects are qualified by chronic ingroup or relatiprrgtachment styles.
Second, the group attachment manipulation occuaftedthreat and self-construal
manipulations. This convolutes the potential unique effects of group attachmenbprime
intergroup bias. Finally, the usual intergroup bias characteristic of intergrtaupdtions was
not found in study 3 among both groups: U.S. American and Korean participants. Instead, a
reverse pattern (i.e., outgroup favoritism) was observed for both groups. Given thatgrouipter
bias occurred, chronic ingroup attachment yielded nonsignificant main arattivie effects.
Given these complications, the question of whether ingroup attachment stylesiptedjcoup
bias remains unanswered.
Some conceptual resemblance between group attachment and group identifinzgti
seem apparent. However, whereas group identification assesses the exkecit tmvindividual
is close to a group and the group is part of an individual’'s identity, group attachmenttkagps at
experience one has faced with a group and its reflection on whether the sedfoted within
the group and considered a valued or unvalued member. For example, someone who scores low

on group avoidance and high on group attachment anxiety might score fairly high averal

www.manaraa.com



23

measure of group identification. Yet that person's experience with the grghphbmeilargely
negative, marked by frequent negative emotions, conformity to group norms motivatéedny
of rejection, and dissatisfaction with social support from the group. The conceptesd ot
between group attachment and group identification is further supported by the fhratiggoup

avoidance, but not group anxiety, is strongly related to standard measures of gnafipatien

(Smith et al., 1999).
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CHAPTER 6: THE LINK BETWEEN ATTACHMENT AND INTERGROUP BIAS AND
CONFLICT

Attachment and Intergroup Bias

The set of studies by Mikulincer and Shaver (2001) were among the first to apply
attachment theory to intergroup bias&sross five studies, using different secure-base priming
techniques, different outgroups, and samples researchers found severalngtezsestts. First,
higher scores on a self-report measure of attachment anxiety werai@ssaith more hostile
responses to a variety of out-groups. Second, experimental heightening of the sense of
attachment security (e.g., subliminal presentation of securityedatedrds such as love and
proximity; evocation via guided imagery of the components of security-enlgantempersonal
interactions; and visualization of the faces of security-enhancing agatHigures) eliminated
any differential reactions for willingness to interact (with an ingroup orouggmember) as
well as negative responses to outgroups. This finding implies that a situationzdraey
activation of the secure base schema leads even chronically insecure fiersansto
outgroups in a more accepting and tolerant manner. Third, these effects weredhimdiateat
appraisals and were found even when participants’ sense of personal valbeeat@néd or
their in-group had been insulted by an out-group member. Interestingly, results foune that in
group members who criticized the participant's country were evaluatexsjosgatively as
neutral outgroupers. These results imply that secure base priming may n@&duty negative
reactions towards outgroup members but any individual that poses a threat. Fourthhaseur
priming had no significant effect on reactions to ingroup members. Thus, the poteatieltale

explanation that perhaps secure base priming improves perceptions of evgryuhecing
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positive models (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) does not hold true. Finally, these effects
secure base priming were not attributed to changes in affect.

Several underlying mechanisms responsible for these effects weretedggesh as
changes in motivational orientation, increases in self-efficacy, positiied socms, cognitive
flexibility, and reduction in threat appraisal. Below | provide a detailed eaptan for two of
these — threat appraisals and cognitive flexibility — which | beliewsetyrrelate to the purpose
of this dissertation. First, the sense of a secure base is thought to reducel poteatsaand
fears usually experienced in response to strangers or those differanidr The fact that an
available caregiver reduces an infant's fear of strangers supports thig\ge Morgan &
Ricciuti, 1969; Sorce & Emde, 1981). Moreover, secure children have more favordbtieatt
toward novel stimuli and engage in more positive interactions with strangers thaeaoens
children (e.g., Arend, Gove, & Sroufe, 1979; Moss, Gosselin, Parent, Rousseau, & Dumont,
1997). Finally, secure individuals also tend to trust other individuals more readiyliiMer,
1998c). These findings lend support to the idea that a sense of secure base servestaga cog
affective shield that reduces threat appraisal and the activation of attadkrase defenses
(Mikulincer & Florian, 1998).

These findings are also important considering infant's categorizationsohganto
familiar and unfamiliar classes eventually extends to categorizationiaf gomups that define
"us" (the in-group) to be different from the unknown, unfamiliar "them" (thegyouip) (Allport,
1954). Additionally, Stephan and Stephan (1985) have argued that the appraisal of out-groups in
threatening terms leads to negative reactions to these groups. Thus, reductiat anthfear
towards outgroups may be one mechanism through which a secure base attenuatasgointergr

bias.
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A second mechanism responsible for the effects of secure base on intergroup/tbhas ma
cognitive openness and tolerance to others. As mentioned previously, secure individuals are
more likely to explore novel situations and engage in risk-taking activitegsveeto insecure
individuals (e.g., Bowlby, 1988). Secure children also show higher cognitive fligxibdn
insecure children (e.g., Arend et al., 1979; Cassidy, 1986). Moreover, secure persons, as
compared with insecure, show more tolerance of unpredictability and ambigwsllaas more
reluctance to endorse rigid beliefs (Mikulincer, 1997). In an interesting seii¢s
participants were first classified according to attachment stylen@ndaere exposed to new
evidence that contradicted either initial impressions or ethnic stereatlypata target person.
Finally, participants were asked to rate this target person on relevant donesnks Rhowed
that secure persons were more prone than insecure persons to integrate netheiatsocial
judgments. Specifically, secure persons were less likely to show impagssion effects or rely
on ethnic stereotypes following the presentation of new evidence (Mikulincer, 1997).

The importance of open-mindedness and tolerance within intergroup contexts should be
apparent. Consideration of each side’s perspectives, opinions, and needs are important i
reaching a compromising strategy for any intergroup conflict. High reeezdddsure, for
example, is associated with greater intergroup bias (Federico et al., 2006, Z002a; Golec,
2006; Golec & Federico, 2004; De Dreu et al., 1999; De Dreu et al., 2000). Furthenreatey, g
cognitive flexibility and tolerance may increase perceived similantyinclusiveness of one’s
group boundaries; factors which are known to reduce intergroup bias (Gaertned& Divi
2000). Thus, increasing cognitive flexibility and tolerance may be another ngchtarough

which a secure base attenuates intergroup bias.
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Although, Mikulincer and Shaver (2001) suggest several explanations for the effect
secure-base on intergroup bias, it is unclear what cognitive changes takaffga a secure
prime leading to reduction in intergroup bias. Does a secure-base prime aitiaalie
individual's underlying schemas and associative networks towards outgrouge@t
somehow inhibit or slow down the automatic activation of stereotypes and negatuetienal?
Or does it simply allow one to engage in more effortful, controlled processing intorctarect
automatic activation of negative stereotypes?

This last interpretation may be the most accurate explanation of the Ineseslch on
attachment and intergroup bias for three reasons. First, across the five 8tilkdiescer and
Shaver (2001) used explicit questions to assess the applicability of five positivecanegative
traits as well as willingness to interact with outgroup and ingroup membeisciEgquestions
are often thought to reflect controlled, socially desirable responses (Faksprjadunton, &
Williams, 1995; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998; Fazio & Olsen, 2003). Beyond issues
of social desirability, explicit measures are unable to answer what dagmitive changes are
occurring in regards to outgroup member’s cognitive representations. Secondhgiliek
between secure base and cognitive flexibility, it is possible that se@eg@bming “corrected”
automatically activated negative effects towards outgroups by motiyaitigipants to be
tolerant and open-minded. Finally, secure base effects on intergroup bias wexededi
threat appraisal. It is possible that automatic negative evaluationslexistavere activated
when participants evaluated outgroup members, but priming secure base allowezhptato
objectively evaluate any potential threat and its consequence. If no esdldRisted or was
inconsequential, participants were able to override or control the initial atitoragative

evaluations.
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In sum, there is a need to test attachment effects using implicit measichsare
unaffected by social desirability issues and can assess underlyocgtags networks involving
outgroups. Study One fulfills this need by exploring the effects of securealnend insecure
prime on the Implicit Association Test (Greenwald et al., 1998).

Attachment and Intergroup Conflict:

According to Mikulincer and Shaver (2007a), competent management of interpersonal
conflicts is originally learned during interactions between infants andgheiary caregivers,
mainly when infants search for a caregiver’s protection or support. During sscdegpi
children must not only express their needs for proximity and support but they musaaido le
manage occasional goal conflicts between them and their caregiverablitgiand flexibility
of responsive caregivers who can assist children’s attempts to deal alitogdicts allow
children to learn effective conflict management skills and practice ainé teEm. However,
unavailable or unresponsive attachment figures force a child to acquiratlteiconflict
management skills. These alternative skills may seem adaptive in tgg@abcontext (e.g.,
inhibiting expression of one’s needs when a parent responds badly to need expression) but ca
cause trouble later on, when a person encounters new relationship partners wéht diffieent
needs and preferences.

Lending support to the above ideas, research shows that secure individuals ate likely
resolve interpersonal conflicts through positive, constructive, compromising, and ¢oepera
strategies (e.g., Creasey, Kershaw, & Boston, 1999; O’Connell & Malddtk2000; Sanderson
& Karetsky, 2002; Shi, 2003; Simpson et al., 1996). These individuals are also willing to discuss
a conflict until it is resolved (O'Connell & Mallinckrodt, 2000) and not attempt to dominate or

use coercion when attempting to solve a problem (Creasey, 2002). Moreover, rsgivideals
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are more creative when attempting to solve a problem (Mikulincer & Sheffi, 200@f{ua sisl

in a conflict situation. Within marital relationships, secure attachmetls#g been associated
with more engagement in validation or negotiation behaviors during conflict epigade

Collins & Read, 1990; Kobak & Hazan, 1991; Wampler, Shi, Nelson, & Kimball, 2003). These
positive beliefs about conflict and conflict management are rooted in secuiliduiagt views

of others as “well intentioned and kind hearted” (Hazan & Shaver, 1987) and their vi¢hethat
are capable of handling life’s problems (e.g., Mikulincer & Florian, 1998).

Insecure people are likely to appraise interpersonal conflicts in meehing terms
and apply less effective conflict-resolution strategies (Mikulinceh&@r, 2007b). Moreover,
they report having relatively poor conflict-management skills (e.g., uadelisg their partner’s
perspective), being unlikely to rely on compromising and integrative stratagie being
relatively likely to escalate conflicts (e.g., using coercion or outrightihg) or leave a conflict
unresolved (e.g., Gaines, Reis, Summers, Rusbult, Cox, Wexler, et al., 1997; O'Connell &
Mallinckrodt, 2000). Within relationship contexts, attachment insecuritieekated to several
conflict issues. Specifically, attachment insecurities have been asslomigh reports of less
expression of affection and empathy during conflicts, less frequent rebareamampromising
strategies, more frequent use of coercive or withdrawal strategiesfremuent engagement in
verbal and physical aggression, and higher levels of post-conflict distrese-€994; Heene,
Buysse, & Van Oost, 2005; Roberts & Noller, 1998).

The above studies suggest that increasing one’s secure base should have a positive
influence on their conflict management style. Specifically, secure individtalsore likely to
resolve conflicts in compromising, cooperative, and positive terms relativeetunes

individuals. Indeed, a recent set of studies support the above ideas by observing attachment
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effects on conflict schemas activated when anticipating interactibrewibutgroup member
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010). As mentioned previously, conflict schemas contain etiorm
about what the conflict is, goals between parties, and any potential incompydigiteen these
goals (Bar-Tal et al., 1989). People with cooperative schemas anticipateicivesinteractions
and engage in cooperative and satisfactory conflict-resolution discussions.rastGqreople
with competitive schemas anticipate hostile and competitive interactions argg emga
competitive conflict-resolutions. In this study, Israeli Jewish partitgavere invited to have a
conversation with an Israeli Arab student about the Middle-East conflict (Mdeul& Shaver,
2010). Participants were exposed to either secure or neutral primes and thaskedr®
complete the category inclusion task (e.g., De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008; Rosch, 1975fc8lpeci
participants received four neutral categories and three conflictdelategories (randomly
ordered), and for each category they rated three objects in terms of thatiygoatity using a
10-point scale ranging from hdt at all) to 10 {ery prototypica). In this task, inclusion rather
than exclusion of the less prototypical exemplars is assumed to reflect bro#t/eagtegories
and flexible rather than rigid processing (Rosch, 1975; Carnevale & Probst, 1988ptalwv
scores for each participant were calculated: (1) inclusiveness oflreaiégories (average for
the four neutral categories) and (2) inclusiveness of conflict categaviea@e of three conflict
categories). Results showed that chronic attachment insecurities involved lanoddeore
inclusive thinking about conflict, whereas, contextual secure priming reduced ltigviecess
of conflict categories. For neutral categories, however, chronic attatimsecurities involved
less broad and inclusive thinking and contextual secure priming led to inclusions of weak
exemplars in neutral categories. Beyond these findings, a significamicimerbetween secure

priming and attachment anxiety revealed that attachment anxiety wamtestsogth lower
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inclusiveness of neutral categories in the neutral priming condition, but not in the peming
condition. In other words, secure priming was able to mitigate anxiously attpaltecipants’
tendency to think about neutral categories in less broad and inclusive terms.

Although the finding that secure base priming can reduce the tendency to adopt a
competitive conflict schema is promising, its potential for activating cobpeschemas is
much more significant. Given that secure individuals are more likely to resogisoiiirough
positive, cooperative strategies, it is possible they have an increased tetodatapt a
cooperative schema during conflicts relative to insecure individuals. StualyfTthis
dissertation explored this idea by testing the effects of secure, nentrahsacure prime on
competitive, neutral, and cooperative schemas through the category inclulsion tas
Attachment, Prosocial Behavior, and Intergroup Aggression

Attachment effects on intergroup aggression can be considered an extension of
attachment effects on interpersonal and intergroup conflict. According tdbRB¢¥873),
extreme anger, aggression, and violence is most typical of children who not onigmrcger
repeated separations but are constantly subjected to the threat of being abarelpned (i
insecurely attached individuals). Indeed, attachment insecurities pestibet and observer
ratings of verbal aggression, fighting and bullying in preschool childrenk@omc Sroufe, &
Egeland, 1985). Similarly, attachment insecurities predict teacher andesgings of
aggression in elementary school children (Renken, Egeland, Marvinney, Mangelsdarfif&, S
1989).

Beyond childhood, research finds a positive association between attachment iasecurit
and antisocial behavior, such as delinquency and criminality (reviewed by ii&uB Shaver,

2007a). Interestingly, although both anxious and avoidant individuals are more likelydtan th
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secure counterparts to engage in antisocial behavior, they do so for diffasamsieAnxiously
attached people sometimes engage in delinquent or criminal behavior a®cnayg out for
attention and care, or of expressing anger and resentment (Allen, Moore, Kupé&riaik
1998). Avoidant individuals engage in antisocial behavior to distance themselves from others
(e.g., parents) or to demonstrate, by violating rules and laws, their lack of caorcettmefrs
(Allen et al., 2002).

Secure individuals, on the other hand, tend to have a more prosocial orientation (Shaver
& Hazan, 1993). Prosocial behavior is guided by a caregiving system which mamt@ynamic
interplay with the attachment system (Bowlby, 1969). In Bowlby's view,ahegtving system is
guided by the altruistic motive of alleviating others’ distress and ismEsitp provide
protection and support to others who are either chronically dependent or temporagég.im
this view, humans have an altruistic, innate tendency to attend empathically & digtezss
and provide care when needed (Gillath et al., 2005; B. C. Feeney & Collins, 2001). However,
this tendency can be interfered with, suppressed, or overridden by attachmemttynsFor
example, under conditions of threat, adults often think first of turning to others for sapgort
comfort rather than providing support to others. At such times they are likely to be sedfoous
their own needs that they lack the mental resources necessary to attend aithp@tluthers’
distress and to engage in altruistic behavior. Only when relief is attaides sense of security
is restored can many people easily direct attention and energy to other klsgtmms, such
as caregiving. In such conditions, only a relatively secure person canpeaséive others not
just as sources of security and support, but also as suffering human beings whqaooateaim

needs and therefore deserve support.
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Several studies support the view that secure individuals are more likely teengag
prosocial behaviors than their insecure counterparts. In normative sasegla®ly attached
youths engaged in more prosocial behaviors and were rated by adults as patteccand
compliant (Allen & Land, 1999). Beyond adolescence, secure, relative to insedivguals
are found to be more compassionate (Florian, Mikulincer, & Hirschberger, 2000) and irespons
toward others' suffering (Westmaas & Silver, 2001), more likely to take otrenspective
(Mikulincer et al., 2001), and more empathetic and willing to help a person in distress
(Mikulincer et al., 2005). Moreover, secure priming increased compassion and willirignes
help even when there was no egoistic reason for helping (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b).

These findings suggest that increasing one’s secure base should lead tgigneesion
levels and results from three additional studies support this view. First, mmpesaf delinquent
adolescents, formation and maintenance of secure attachment relationghgiafivmembers at
a residential treatment program led to reduction in antisocial behaviors (Baval@r, &
Humblet, 1997). Second, in a year-long study of adolescents residing in antisedsient
center, Gur (2006) found that those who formed secure attachment bonds with staéfsniesal
lower rates of anger, depression, and behavioral problems and more positive emotional
experiences during the year. Adolescents who formed more secure atthbbnas with staff
members actually changed in the direction of security on measureaabinaéint orientation and
exhibited less aggressive behavior toward peers and authorities.

Finally, within intergroup contexts, Mikulincer and Shaver (2007b) found that increasing
people’s sense of attachment security reduced actual aggression betweediegrgroups.
Specifically, Israeli Jewish students participated in a study togeitteanother Israeli Jew or

an Israeli Arab (in each case, the same confederate). Participaptthen randomly assigned to
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one of the three priming conditions: name of own security-enhancing attachgueef fiame of
a familiar person who was not viewed as an attachment figure, or the name giaintance.
Following the priming procedure, participants were asked to give the contetletatauce to
evaluate; the amount of hot sauce allocated to the confederate was the depeiadbdat va
Participants were indirectly made aware that the confederate stahslked spicy foods.
Participants who were not primed with an attachment figure’s name showed&hetergroup
bias. Specifically, they delivered a larger amount of hot sauce to the Aralde@téthan to the
Jewish confederate. However, participants who were primed with an attachgunegisfname
delivered equal (relatively low) amounts of hot sauce to both the Arab and tisé Jewi
confederate. In addition, participants scoring higher on chronic attachmenyaaie more hot
sauce to the outgroup member (Israeli Arab) than to the ingroup member (Isxe®verall,
results suggested that people who are either dispositionally secure or induetdnioréesecure
have a lower tendency to exhibit intergroup aggression than their insecuragaudste

As mentioned previously, although the effects of a secure base in reducing intergroup
conflict and aggression are promising, its potential role in increasing coepayaprosocial
behaviors within intergroup contexts is much more significant. Based on the cégurksious
studies showing the relationship between secure base and prosocial behaviorssilles thas
increasing one’s secure base would lead to an increased tendency ohipgrtaoperative and
prosocial behaviors with both ingroup and outgroup members. Study Two explored thig idea
testing the effects of secure, neutral, and insecure primes on cooperativejtoamnpe
aggressive, and altruistic behaviors. It further explored whether tHestsefre different for

interactions with ingroup as opposed to outgroup members.
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CHAPTER 7: KEY QUESTIONS AND GOALS FOR CURRENT SET OF STUDIES

Past research has tested the effects of secure base attachment @mumieag using
explicit questionnaires (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). It is important to tese tekscts using
subtle, implicit measures of prejudice for two reasons. First, implicitunesare relatively
invulnerable to social desirability concerns and do not assume that people pdsddss re
introspective access to their biases (Fazio et al., 1995; Greenwald et al., @888 &\Banaiji,
2001). Second, implicit measures can assess underlying associative natwalkkeg
outgroups which are likely to produce automatic responses and reactions towamigoutg
members (Fazio & Olsen, 2003). It is possible that secure base effectsazhlggochanges in
explicit measures but not implicit measures. This would suggest that seciadtbasates
intergroup bias through a relatively controlled process which corrects f@auammyatically
activated negative reactions towards outgroups. The goal of Study One washe ¢fects of
secure, neutral, and insecure primes on implicit outgroup bias using the irdpsiociation Test
(Greenwald et al., 1998). This study was also the first to explore thesaeffansecure prime
within intergroup contexts. Although previous studies have not specifically maeipalat
insecure attachment base, based on overall findings of insecure individuals, \wsuraa that
an insecure attachment prime will likely increase outgroup bias. Givearthasecure schema
reflects thdack of available support, activating it should produce anxiety, threat, and distrust of
others, especially outgroup members.

Past research has also found secure base effects on conflict schieratedaturing
intergroup interactions (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010). Among other things, this studg that
secure base priming can reduce the tendency to adopt a competitive schemahAitisoug

finding is important, several other significant questions remain unanswerstd bEyond
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reducing the likelihood of adopting a competitive schema, does increasing @ne's Base also
increase the likelihood of adopting a cooperative schema? Given that secure indaneluadse
likely to resolve conflicts through positive, cooperative strategies, it isg@ssey have an
increased tendency to adopt a cooperative schema during conflicts relativextoens
individuals. Second, does the activation of competitive or cooperative schemas predict one’s
cooperative or competitive behaviors within an intergroup context? Third, in addition to
cooperative or competitive behaviors, does the activation of competitive or coopscaeveas
predict one’s aggressive or altruistic behaviors within an intergroup contexti®/Fihe effects

of insecure prime on conflict schemas are unknown. It is possible that increassnmseeure
base leads to an increased tendency of adopting a competitive schemalySinataasing

one’s insecure base could suppress their tendency to adopt a cooperative schema. Stigly 2 of t
dissertation will attempt to answer these questions by testing tlotsedfesecure, neutral, and
insecure prime on competitive, neutral, and cooperative schemas.

Beyond intergroup bias, past research has found that secure base reduces teadencies t
engage in intergroup aggression (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b). Based on this finding, several
other interesting questions arise. First, does a secure base inkbecsalency to engage in a
cooperative behavior with an outgroup member? Second, beyond cooperation, can a secure base
increase the tendency to engage in an altruistic behavior with an outgroup measbeeadarch
found secure base prime to increase a range of prosocial behaviors, includiaticditehaviors
which produce no egoistic benefit (Mikulincer et al., 2005). It will be interesting towabse
whether the effects of secure base on altruistic behaviors can be extendegtaup members.
Third, does the effect of secure base increasing prosocial behaviors andg@ttecgroup

aggression remain in ongoing interactions with outgroup members? For example, it i possibl
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that secure base initially increases one’s cooperative or altruistierteies, however, after
mutual trust is achieved, individuals strive for the usual ingroup preferencie whic
characteristic of most intergroup contexts. Fourth, the effects of inseaue=qor interactions
with ingroup and outgroup members remain unknown. It is possible that an insecure prime
would increase competitive or aggressive behaviors in general, but espegvallgls outgroup
members. Finally, is the likelihood of cooperative or competitive behaviors witlengratip
conflicts due to activations of cooperative or competitive conflict schemasriiloé study 2 is
to address these questions by testing the effects of attachment primedionhsabhr@mas and

subsequent conflict-related behaviors within an intergroup context.

www.manaraa.com



38

CHAPTER 8: USING ARABS AS AN OUTGROUP

Although negative attitudes and prejudice exists for several groups, this studylfonuse
using Arabs as an outgroup for three reasons. First, research on negative Aiddsdias
practical implications. The Arab-American community has faced a seyrobem with racial
discrimination since September 11, 2001. Most of these instances are in the fecurioy-s
related discrimination, such as the illegal denial of services on airplieeba@arding. The
American Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee (ADC) has confirmed over 76<as/olving
more than 250 people in which persons perceived to be Arabs have been expelled frim aircra
after or during boarding on the grounds that passengers or crew did not like thewmpk
(ADC Fact Sheet: The Conditions of Arab Americans Post 9/11, 2002). Although the rate of
reported discrimination has significantly dropped since 2002, discriminajuoytseare
considerably higher than pre-9/11 days (ADC: Report on Hate Crimes and [natiaom
Against Arab Americans, 2008). Beyond security related discrimination, violentiraes and
harassment in school and workplace contexts have been reported (ADC Fact SheetD2002; A
Report on Hate Crimes and Discrimination Against Arab Americans, 2008).

Second, bias and prejudice against individuals who are (or even who are perceived to be)
Arab, Middle Eastern, or Muslim has been expressed in various national opinion suexweys (P
2005; 2008; Saad, 2006; Newport, 2006; Chopra, 2008). For example, a recent Gallup poll
reveals many Americans admit to holding negative views about people of thenMeigh, with
39% saying they have at least some feelings of prejudice againstrid({Slaad, 2006).
Moreover, nearly 4 in 10 Americans support stricter security measurgkigtims, as compared
to other U.S. citizens, including requiring U.S. Muslims to carry specié@9%), and to

undergo differential security checks before being allowed to board airphatiesU.S. (41%)
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(Saad, 2006). In another study, self-categorization as an American wagsteffective
predictor of anti-Arab sentiment providing validation to conceptualization of Asatieea
outgroup for the American ingroup (Oswald, 2005).
Finally, because the current set of studies was not designed to use pgeetestass
testing procedures to identify participant’s existing ingroups and outgroups, dedreeselect
a group that would be considered an outgroup by most participants in the available population.
The overall proportion of students enrolled in lowa State University of an Arabrdesdess

than 5%.
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CHAPTER 9: OVERVIEW OF STUDY ONE

Past research has tested the effects of secure base attachment @mumbeag using
explicit questionnaires (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). The goal of Study One westtihé
effects of secure, neutral, and insecure primes on implicit outgroup bias usimgplicé
Association Test (Greenwald et al., 1998). This study is the first to exploeffelsts of insecure
prime within intergroup contexts. Although previous studies have not specificallpuneted
an insecure attachment base, based on overall findings of insecure indivigulaygothesized
that an insecure attachment prime will increase outgroup bias. Given thaeaare schema
reflects thdack of available support, activating it should produce anxiety, threat, and distrust of
others, especially outgroup members.
Main Hypotheses

The main goal of Study One was to test the effect of an attachment primpaula@on

on implicit outgroup bias. Specifically, it was hypothesized that participaul®isecure prime
condition would have significantly lower levels of implicit outgroup bias compared to
participants in neutral and insecure prime conditions. Conversely, participanésinsecure
prime condition were expected to have significantly higher levels ofamplitgroup bias
compared to participants in the neutral and secure prime conditions.
Ancillary Hypotheses

Other dependent variables of intereBeyond implicit outgroup bias, several other
conceptually important dependent variables were assessed to obtain a fulldaoddeyof
attachment effects on intergroup relations. Specifically, emotionalarad¢bwards outgroup
members (Mackie et al., 2000), explicit evaluations of ingroup and outgroup members

(Greenberg, Pyszczynski, Solomon, Rosenblatt, Veeder et al., 1990), and subtle and blatant
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prejudice towards outgroup members (Pettigrew, 1995) were measured. Partinifamtsecure
prime condition were expected to have lower levels of negative affect, blathstlatle
prejudice, and relatively equivalent explicit ingroup/outgroup evaluations cechfiar
participants in the neutral and insecure prime conditions. Conversely, participtrgsnsecure
prime condition were expected to have higher levels of negative affeentdaitd subtle
prejudice, and evaluations reflecting ingroup preference compared togazartscin the neutral
and secure prime conditions.

Other individual difference measures of interdéstaddition to the main hypotheses
several variables theoretically relevant to attachment or intergragpvare assessed and
considered in analyses. Four measures— chronic relationship attachmenthtyaic ingroup
attachment styles, social desirability, and ingroup identification— a&sessed prior to the
experimental manipulation.

First, similar to previous research (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001), it was prediwéd t
chronic relationship insecurities, specifically attachment anxiety,dMeald to greater implicit
outgroup bias. Previous research has not found the secure base priming effect to kednogera
chronic relationship attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001), thus no imeraetween
attachment prime manipulations and chronic relationship attachment stytxpexted.

Second, a significant relationship between ingroup attachment styles and implicit
outgroup bias was expected. Specifically, it was predicted that ingroup attacd@mety would
lead to greater implicit outgroup bias. The effect of ingroup attachmenrd styl@tergroup bias
had been examined in only one study (Lee, 2005). However, due to several methodological

issues discussed previously, the results from this study could not be generalizied t&im
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relationship attachment, an interaction between attachment prime maoimsiktid chronic
ingroup attachment styles was not expected.

Third, social desirability was assessed and used as a covariate to reneotialduas in
explicit questionnaires. Finally, based on previous research (see Ell¢rakr2@02 for a

review), implicit outgroup bias was expected to be higher among those who weye highl

identified with their ingroup.
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CHAPTER 10: METHODS OF STUDY ONE

Study Design

A one-way (prime: secure, neutral, insecure) between-subject experichesital was
used to test the main and ancillary hypotheses.
Participants

Participants in the present study were recruited from the researcippattpool in
introductory psychology courses at a large Midwestern university. Partsiggaived one
course credit for their participation, which typically lasted 50 minutes. D&@ pérticipants
were discarded because of the following reasons. Fourteen participaplsteainthe entire
study within 25 minutes or less; ten participants took over an hour and had to be stopped by the
experimenter, debriefed and given credit for their time; three partisipaetrupted the critical
priming task to ask the experimenter a question; two participants did not comprehendyhe st
guestions clearly because of language problems; and one participant’s sessitengpted by
maintenance workers. Data of another 35 participants were discarded feomalgdles because
they were rated as highly suspicious during the suspicious questionnairestel@that the end
of the study. Of the discarded participants, 20 were in the secure attachmembcobdiin the
insecure attachment condition, and 25 in the neutral condition. Number of discardedgrdsti
did not vary significantly by condition? = 0.97,p >.20. Of the remaining 319 participants, 129
were male, 171 female; 19 unidentifiable; 258 self-identified as White or §lancdhe mean
age of participants was 19.450= 1.93). All participants were treated in accordance with the
APA ethical guidelines.

Measures
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Attachment Priming Procedur8efore the priming procedure, participants were told that
this part of the study examines how people visualize social situations ana rémactghts and
emotions elicited from these visualizations. Participants were randowndigdiinto three
priming conditions and received written instructions for the guided imaginasikn ta

In the secure priming condition, participants were instructed as follomsagthe a
situation in which you deal with a life problem that you cannot solve on your own. Close your
eyes, try to visualize such a situation, and write a brief description of whate/saang on the
blank sheet you have in front of you." There were several lines provided for ticgpats to
describe the situation visualized. Next, participants read, "Now, imagingaénatare other
people in your surroundings, who are sensitive and responsive to your distress, wanyoaol hel
only because they love you, and they leave other activities to assist and suppolbs®yoGr
eyes, try to picture the faces of these persons and imagine being with todowirfg the
guided imagination task, participants were asked to rate the vividness atydotldreir
visualization—on 7-point scales ranging frormbt(at all) to 7 {zery much A mean
manipulation check score was calculated by taking the average of the vividdedaray
ratings,M =4.83, alpha = 0.94. They were also asked to write on a blank sheet of paper the
thoughts elicited by the exercise. This writing task was intended to givasaljgjustification
for the imagination task (Baldwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh Rangarajoo, 1996).

In the insecure priming condition, participants were instructed as followagfira a
situation in which you deal with a life problem that you cannot solve on your own. Close your
eyes, try to visualize such a situation, and write a brief description of whate/saang on the
blank sheet in front of you." There were several lines provided for the participatdgscribe the

situation they visualized. Next, participants read, "Now, imagine thatdhem@her people in
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your surroundings, who are insensitive and unresponsive to your distress, These argqueopl
know but are too busy with their own activities and schedule to help or assist you. Yanare al
with this problem. Close your eyes, try to picture the faces of these personsagintei being
around them." Next, participants were asked to rate the vividness and clarity of the
visualization and any thoughts and feelings the instructions elicited usingtiesipre

described above.

In the control condition, participants were instructed as follows, "Imagineegibgoing
to a grocery store and buying products you need for your house, apartment, or dornrmdoom, a
imagine other persons who are also buying products, talking among themselves &pout dai
issues, examining new brands, and comparing different products. Close your egegictiyre
the faces of these persons and imagine being with them." Next, participaatasked to rate
the vividness and clarity of their visualization and any thoughts and feelingsthections
elicited using the procedure described above.

Although secure and neutral primes have been successfully induced using tnsipgroc
in prior studies (e.g., Baldwin et al., 1996; Mikulincer & Arad, 1999; Mikulincer & Shaver,
2001), this was the first time this task was used to induce an insecuré ptorggnificant
differences in the vividness and clarity average scores across the threg pomditions
existedF <2.00,p > .20.

Implicit Arab bias An Implicit Association Test (IAT) was the main dependent measure
of implicit outgroup (Arab) bias. The Arab IAT has been successfully used iwjphashe same

participant population (Saleem, 2008). The IAT measures the relative btodragisociations

Ttis important to note that the insecure prime imagination description mentioned above does not necessarily
differentiate between avoidant or anxious insecurities. Past research has primed avoidant and anxious insecurities by
asking participants to visualize a person with whom they have an avoidant or anxious attachment and testing the effects
of these primes on subsequent tasks (Baldwin et al., 1996). The current set of studies, however, is interested in observing
the effect of a lack of secure base instead of differences between anxious and avoidant insecurities.
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between pairs of concepts labeled as category and attribute. When compléfiig a
participants rapidly classified individual stimuli that represented oageand attribute into one
of four distinct categories with only two responses. The underlying assumptna ik
responses will be facilitated — and thus will be faster and more accurate — \wdgoriea that
are closely associated in memory share a response, as compared to whemthte.ane,
Banaji, Nosek, & Greenwald, 2007). Ten Arab and 10 European male first names eetedsel
from Park, Felix & Lee, (2007). In addition, 10 pleasant and 10 unpleasant words weezlselec
from Park, Felix & Lee, (2007) and Greenwald and colleagues, (1998) (see Table 1).
Participants categorized a series of randomly generated stiautivio groups by
pressing the appropriate response keys with left and right index fingerdATneas composed
of five blocks. Participants first completed two practice blocks in which thegaazed Arab or
European names and pleasant or unpleasant words using left or right response keyamés
of the two racial groups were combined with pleasant or unpleasant words tedikeddy
sharing the same response keys (e.g., Arab and pleasant, European and unpleasasppidee
latency was measured for each trial and used as the major dependent. \Asftiabénother
block of practice, these associations were reversed (e.g., Arab and unpled$amtogpean and
pleasant). Each of the two critical blocks were composed of 80 trials by repeath name and
word twice in a random order. The order in which these blocks were administered was

counterbalanced between participants.
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Arab Names European Names Pleasant Words Unpleasant Words
Rashid Chip Joy Evil
Jaafar Adam Honor Grief
Zahir Justin Peace Poverty
Ammar Jonathan Wonderful Pollute
Muhammad Andrew Rainbow Vomit
Saad Matthew Glorious Disaster
Hassan Harry Laughter Sickness
Haashim Roger Happy Rotten
Umar Stephen Miracle Filth
Nadeem Frank Lucky Stink

Name Familiarity:Participants rated their familiarity with each stimulus name used in the
IAT on a 5-point scale ranging from Ad{ at all familiar) to 5 {very familiar (see Appendix A).
There is some research attributing IAT effects to participant’s iyl with names used in the
IAT (e.g., Dasgupta, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2003). Measuring participtamsfiarity with each
name was helpful when testing this alternate explanation for the IATieffecean familiarity
score was calculated for all Arab names used in the current IAT. The mehis ferale wa
=2.06, alpha = 0.89. Similarly, a mean familiarity score was computed Bupean names in
the current IAT. The mean for this scale Wwhs4.34, alpha = 0.90. As expected, participants
were much more familiar with European nantéz97) = 38.68p < .001.

NegativeEmotional Reactions Towards AralfZarticipants rated the extent to which they
felt angry, furious, threatened, afraid, disgusted, hostility, fear, ataded towards Arabs on a
scale from 1rfot at al) to 5 Eextremely (see Appendix B). The mean for this scale Mas
1.99, alpha = 0.95. Other groups were added to the questionnaire to reduce suspicion. This scale
has been successfully used in past research to assess feelings towardesgibdiMackie et

al., 2000; Smith, Seger, & Mackie, 2007).
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Semantic differentialSemantic differential items (adapted from Greenberg et al., 1990;
and Snider & Osgood, 1969) assessed participants’ explicit ingroup, outgrtugbest(see
Appendices C & D). Ten semantic differential items for Arabs (Amerjoarse provided.
Statements asked how beautiful-ugly, good-bad, pleasant-unpleasant, honestglisitenes
awful, friendly-unfriendly, peaceful-violent, helpful-unhelpful, mean-nice, andaote
intolerant the typical Arab (American) is on a 7-point bipolar scale rgrigpm -3 fiegative to
3 (positivg. The mean for this scale wik= 3.72, alpha = 0.93. Other groups were added to the
guestionnaire to reduce suspicion. The Semantic Differential items haveulseeassully used
to assess explicit Arab attitudes in the past with the same participant pop(Gaieem, 2008).

Blatant and Subtle Prejudic8latant and subtle prejudice was the second explicit
measure used to assess attitudes towards Arabs. The scale was origgigiigaito measure
prejudice among British people of individuals from the West Indies. In thentstrely, the
scale was adapted from Pettigrew and Meeterns (1995) by substitutisg B1th American
and West Indian or people from the West Indies with people of Arab descent (see Apendi
Sample items included “Americans and Arabs can never be really comfavitbksach other,
even if they are close friends” and “l would be willing to have sexual relatipnshih a
member of Arab decent” (reverse coded). Participants rated eachoten fstrongly disagrep
to 6 (strongly agreg The mean for this scale wik= 3.30, alpha = 0.84. Other ethnic groups
were added using similar statements to reduce suspicion. The Blatant andP8jbtee Scale
has been successfully used to assess explicit Arab attitudes in the past satiéhgarticipant
population (Saleem, 2008).

Attitudes Toward Other Groups Scalde third explicit attitudes measure was a

guestionnaire adopted from Pratto, Sindanius, Stallworth, and Malle (1994) contaiaing f
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statements about Arabs (e.g., “Most of the terrorists in the world today ave”ArParticipants
rated the degree of positive or negative feeling towards each statémesrly(negative7 =
very positivg (see Appendix E). The mean for this scale Mas 3.57, alpha = 0.71. Other
groups were added to the measure using similar statements to reduce suspicion.

Chronic Relationship Attachment StyRarticipants’ chronic relationship attachment
styles were assessed using the Experience in Close RelationshipEStidrennan et al.,
1998). This scale is designed to assess the two major dimensions of attachmentastidece
and anxiety (see Appendix F). Participants read each item and rated titdeextbich it
describes them on a 7-point scale ranging fromot &t all) to 7 {tery much Eighteen items tap
attachment anxiety (e.g., “I worry about being abandoned”) and 18 items tdymegteac
avoidance (e.g., “I prefer not to show a partner how | feel deep down”). The rigliabd
validity of the scale have been demonstrated in past studies (e.g., Brennan et al., 1998;
Mikulincer & Florian, 2000). In the current sample the trait anxiety mearMva$.36, alpha =
0.92, and the trait avoidance mean Whs 2.90, alpha = 0.94. Higher scores indicated higher
anxiety and avoidance; low scores on both dimensions indicated attachment.security

Ingroup secure bas®articipant’s ingroup attachment style was assessed usingen®0-it
scale (Smith et al., 1999). This scale measures participants’ experietitgsonps, in this case,
their ingroup-Americans (see Appendix G). It is a 7-point Likert-tgsponse scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagregto 7 Gtrongly agreg Eleven items tap group attachment anxiety (e.qg.,
“l find it difficult to completely trust fellow Americans”) and 10 items tapyp attachment
avoidance (e.g., “It helps to turn to fellow Americans in times of need”) (eeeded). The
reliability and validity of the scales have been demonstrated in previous gtbiwhigls et al.,

1999). In the current sample the group anxiety mearMvas3.09, alpha = 0.79, and the group
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avoidance mean wag = 3.19, alpha = 0.81. Higher scores indicated higher group anxiety and
avoidance; low scores on both dimensions indicated group attachment security.

Social Desirability Social desirability bias was measured using the Marlowe—Crowne
33-item scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), in which affirmative replies tostara summed (see
Appendix H). Participants were asked to “read each item and decide whethatehest is
true or false as it pertains to you personally”. Previous research has édetwidi factors of the
social desirability scale: attribution and denial (Loo & Lowen. 2006). Thewitn factor
assesses an exaggeration of social status, intellectual abilit@symahstability, as well as an
indication of egotistical tendencies. Individuals exhibiting this form of seléjokson will have
unrealistically positive perceptions of themselves and will typically lzamarcissistic style to
their presentation. The denial factor assesses a tendency to deceivelynéseifing socially
disapproved or deviant thoughts or behaviors. Individuals who score high on this factor attempt
to present themselves as highly virtuous, “saint-like,” and have overly posithgesstptions
pertaining to their restraint, dutifulness, as well as moral and ethicalifiertiAn example of an
attribution item is “I always try to practice what | preach” wheraasexample of a denial item
is “There have been occasions when | took advantage of someone”. In the currentlsample
average social desirability attribution score was SSion= 9.30, alpha = 0.64, whereas the
average social desirability denial score was k5= 4.88, alpha = 0.66.

Ingroup identification Ingroup identification for each participant was measured using a
brief four-item scale (derived from Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1995) (seadippe Even
though only U.S. citizens were allowed to participate in this study, an initigieuesking
whether participants are indeed U.S. citizens or not was asked. Next, partiegaotsded to

statements using a 7-point scale anchored @b h@t agree at alland 7 &gree complete)y
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Sample items included “I feel strong ties with fellow Americans,” andéhtify with other
Americans.” A mean for the four items was calculdted 5.99, alpha = 0.90, with higher scores
representing greater identification with ingroup.

DemographicsParticipant gender, age, race, political identity, religious affiliation, and
socio-economic status (based on parental income and education) were assegsepe(isdix J).
Measures used for cover stgryrposes

Need for CognitionAs part of the cover story, participants completed the 18-item
version of the Need for Cognition scale (Cacioppo, Petty, & Kao, 1984) (see Appen8ixal®)
items included “The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me” and “I only thihkralsas
| have to” (reverse coded). Participants were told to rate how chatcteach statement is of
them on a 5-point scale from éxremely uncharacterisito 5 Extremely characterist)c
Participants were told that their scores from this “cognitive ability’suesawould be used to
generate political questions that match their cognitive ability.

Political Knowledge As part of the cover story, participants completed a political
knowledge questionnaire (see Appendix S). Participants were told that these quaestlmased
on their “cognitive ability” assessed by an earlier scale (Nee@dgnition). Participants
answered several multiple choice questions pertaining to U.S. government and is¢se
items were taken from the practice U.S. naturalization test. After angwbkese questions,
participants were told that we were also interested in understanding whdtothes predict
one’s political knowledge. They answered questions assessing their civyeeregd and
exposure to daily news (see Appendix S).

Procedure
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Participants were recruited for the study through an online sign-up systemarriving
at the laboratory, they read and signed an informed consent document. As a cover story,
participants were told that the objective of the study was to understand the effe@sualized
imagery on cognitive ability and political knowledge. Participants were tialdthey would
complete several personality variables, a cognitive ability testd e Cognition), a visual
attention task, and questions assessing political knowledge. Next, participentakea to a
cubicle where they answered a set of questionnaires on the computer aseessthgonic
relationship style, group attachment style, group identification, need foitiomg and social
desirability. Participants were told that a political knowledge questionwasegiven to them in
the second half of the study based on their performance on the need for cogniéon scal
Participants were led to believe that the difficulty of an upcoming political latye
guestionnaire was based on a cognitive ability test (Need for Cognition).

After they finished answering the first set of questionnaires, partisipeere randomly
assigned to receive one of the guided imagination tasks (i.e., secure, neutsdcorg).
Participants were led to believe that this imagination task was a way téhg&amind so none
of the earlier questions influenced their upcoming cognitive and visual attersisn Eallowing
the priming method, participants completed a “visual attention measure” in whychati¢o
quickly and accurately identify words (the Implicit Association Te&T)). After completing
the IAT, participants were told that their cognitive ability test wag/abgraded. While waiting
they answered some questions for another unrelated study which looked at “pegmiessions
and opinions”. At this point, they completed a set of questionnaires on the computengssess
their emotional reactions towards Arabs, explicit ingroup and outgroup attitudesi laliati

subtle prejudice, and familiarity with Arab and European names used in the Ii&T tiAdy were
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done with these questionnaires participants were told that their cognitit talst is now
graded. In the next task they will complete a political knowledge testn@aeiralization
guestions) based on their cognitive ability scores. To give further support vtrestory,
participants answered questions assessing their civic engagemexpasualre to political news.
Lastly, participants completed a questionnaire assessing demographiairgarriinally,

participants were probed for suspicion of the hypotheses (see Appendix Q), fwibfetl and

dismissed.
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CHAPTER 11: RESULTS OF STUDY ONE
This chapter describes and summarizes the statistical analyses asatliate the
research questions and hypotheses established in the previous chapters.mhm@aprelnalyses
section first describes how the two dependent variables were computed aondrtieéations
with each other. The individual difference measures section includes thenshgi between all
the individual difference variables and both of the dependent variables. Tharmaglisection
also provides a table summary of the attachment prime and each of the indivigweh dée
variables’ main effects and interactions for the two dependent variables. Thamakyses
section provides the hypotheses and results relevant to each of the dependent.\@nailes
the number of highly correlated individual difference measures in this stuthyinelddadual
difference measure was analyzed separately with the experimertgdulation for the two
dependent variables in preliminary analyses. Only the individual differe@asures that
yielded a significant main or interactive effect with the experini@ngamipulation were included
in the main analyses.
Preliminary Analyses
Dependent Variables
Implicit Association Test (IATPata from the IAT were analyzed basedtloa scoring
algorithm provided by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (2003). The response latencidsefrom t
two critical blocks (i.e., blocks three and five) were analyzed and the dataticgtdocks
discarded. AD scorewas computed as the difference in average response latency between the
IAT’s two combined tasks (i.e., (Arab + pleasant) — (Arab + unpleasant)), diwdibe Ipooled
standard deviation of subject response latencies in the two combined tasks. Tiak@isgores

were multiplied by -1 to match the direction of other explicit measures. TiposjtaveD score
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indicates a faster response to an Arab + unpleasant association comparedato aipldasant
association. Greenwald et al. (2003), suggest that response latendiesstgeegal0,000ms be
deleted. They also suggest that participants for whom more than 10% of trialhayg lass
than 300 ms were deleted. None of the participants in this study had such data Féditeerns
meanD score for all participants in this sample was significantly greader2bro, 1 = 0.77,p
<.01) indicating an anti-Arab implicit bias in general.

Explicit QuestionnaireSeveral explicit measures were used to assess attitudes towards
Arabs; Semantic Differential ltems, Attitudes Towards Other GroopkeSSubtle and Blatant
Prejudice Scale, and Negative Emotional Reactions. Higher scores on tilesergticated
higher anti-Arab bias. The means for the Semantic Differential Sctiieid&®s Towards Other
Groups Scale, Subtle and Blatant Prejudice Scale, and Negative EmogactbRs werd =
3.72,M =3.57,M =2.92,M =2.92,M =1.99, respectively. Correlation coefficients were
calculated between these measures in order to examine the relatddhese measures. The
correlations between these measures and the implicit Arab bias meagepoaed in Table 2.
The correlations between these measures range from very small tbridrgeual correlation
coefficients vary between| F 0.04 andr| = 0.66) and in all cases in the theoretically predicted

direction (all positively related).
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients and alphas (on the diagonal) of semantierdité&rattitude

towards other groups, subtle and blatant prejudice, and negative emotional seaction

1 2 3 4 5
1. Semantic Differential 0.93
2. Attitudes T. Others 0.44 *** 0.71
3. Blatant & Subtle 0.44 *** | 0.66 *** 0.84
4. Neg. Affect 0.49*** 0.50*** 0.54%** 0.71
5. IAT D score 0.04 0.11+ 0.13* 0.07 -

Note. The low correlations between the implicit and explicit attitudesurease partly due to
the significant experimental effect on implicit attitudes and lack ofrafgignt attachment
prime effect on explicit attitudes.

1. Semantic Differential Items, 2. Attitude Towards Other Groups, 3. SubtlelatachiB
Prejudice Scale. 4. Negative Emotional Reactions, 4. Implicit Arab biasessiraed by the IAT.
Ns range from 295 to 313.

+p =.05, p <.05, *** p<.001.

Given the consistently significant relations among the explicit measheze may be an
underlying pattern of behavior for all of these measures. It wasthkgathe four explicit
measures correlated quite well with each other, and that their assoeiatth the implicit
measure (IATD score) were considerably weaker. These results suggested that combining the
four explicit measures would be both simpler and more informative than separgteamath
individual measures. Therefore, a single explicit anti-Arab attitude meass created by
standardizing the four explicit measures, taking their average and aéinelastizing it. This
computational method has been successfully used to assess explicit anttiArddsan the past

with the same patrticipant population (Saleem, 2008). This overall explicit scalgositively

but not significantly correlated with implicit anti-Arab bias; .11,p = .06.
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Name Familiarity A mean familiarity score was calculated for all the Arab names used
in the IAT. The distribution for this scale was positively skewed (skewness= 1.24 jkertos
1.65). A logarithmic transformation was performed; however, the scale did not hauaa
distribution even after the transformation (0.69 and -0.07 respectively)a8ymnd mean
familiarity score was calculated for all the European names used inTh&h& distribution for
this scale was negatively skewed (skewness= -2.01, kurtosis = 5.37). A sgosi@tmation
was performed; however, the scale did not have a normal distribution even after the
transformation (skewness=-1.35, kurtosis = 1.94). The lack of a normal distributibe farhe
familiarly measures is consistent with previous studies (Saleem, 2008 Way (prime:
secure, neutral, insecure) ANOVA was conducted separately on the tragtsférabn and
European name familiarity scores. There were no significant effects 1.50ps > .10. As
noted earlier, however, participants were more familiar with European tladonnames.

Individual Difference Measure$he correlations and alphas (on the diagonal) between
all the individual difference measures and the two main dependent variabhbeessmeted in
Table 3.

Main Analyses
Implicit anti-Arab bias as measured by the Implicit Association Test

Initially, all possible interactions with attachment prime and each ofhdnadual
difference measures were analyzed separately (see Table dudndentification yielded a
significant main and an interactive effect with the attachment priaregulation. None of the
other individual difference measures yielded a significant main or ittexasffect and thus

were dropped in subsequent analyses of implicit anti-Arab bias.
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As predicted, a one-way ANCOVA revealed that the attachment primipufation
significantly influenced implicit anti-Arab biak(2, 296) = 7.00p < .01. The standardized
means for the secure, neutral, and insecure prime conditiondwerd.28, 0.02, 0.21,
respectively. A specific contrast demonstrated that participants indheeggime condition had
significantly lower implicit anti-Arab bias than participants in thatred or insecure conditions,
F(1, 296) = 4.49p < .05,d = 0.25,F(1, 296) = 13.87p < .01,d = 0.43. The contrast between the
neutral and insecure attachment prime conditions was not signit€an96) = 1.75p > .10,d
= 0.15, though it was in the expected direction. These results provide support for the hypothesi
that contextually priming individuals to have a sense of secure attachmentahdswer
implicit bias against an outgroup, at least temporarily. Although the mesnesin the predicted
direction, the hypothesis that an insecure prime could increase implickrabtbias relative to

the neutral condition was not strongly supported.
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients and alphas (on the diagonal) of all measusddes

Individual Difference 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Trait anxiety 0.92
2. Trait avoidance 2;3:6 0.94
3. Group anxiety 0.31 0.29
*k* *k%k 079
4. Group avoidance 0.23 0.27 0.60 0.81
*k* *k%k *k*%k "
>- SDS Attribution 0.16* | 009 | 001 | -007| 064
6. SDS Denial 033 | 016r | 009 | -006| %2 | o066
7.1 I tificati - -
ngroup Identification | 5o | g5« | 030 | 053 14 0 0.90
8. Implicit anti-Arab bias 08 0 10 - 03 06 02 14 )
9 Explicitant-Arab bias |, 5, -.03 07 -.03 o1 | -1z 20 11 0.89
Ns range from 298-313.

1. Trait attachment anxiety, 2. Trait attachment avoidance, 3. Ingroup attacdmesty, 4. Ingroup avoidance anxiety, 5. Social
desirability attribution, 6. Social desirability denial, 7. Ingroup (Amexiedentification, 8. Implicit anti-Arab bias, 9. Explicit anti-
Arab bias.

*p<.05, *** p < .001.
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Table 4. F-values, standardized individual difference measure slopes, andmalaes of implicit anti-Arab bias

Implicit anti-Arab Bias Means by Stnd.
. o F values
. . Experimental Condition Slopes
Individual Differences Stnd
Measure Attachment Individual L
. ) Attach x Indiv.
Secure Neutral Insecure Prime Difference i . .
indiv. diff Diff.
Measure
Slopes
1. Trait anxiety 0.69 0.78 0.84 6.19** 1.99 0.09 0.10
2. Trait avoidance 0.69 0.78 0.84 6.43** 0.00 2.90 -0.16
3. Group anxiety 0.69 0.78 0.84 5.39* 3.12 0.12 0.14
4. Group avoidance 0.69 0.78 0.84 6.35** 0.07 2.61 0.10
5. SDS Attribution 0.67 0.78 0.84 8.67+** 0.95 0.20 0.09
6. SDS Denial 0.67 0.78 0.85 8,554+ 0.00 0.60 0.08
7. Ingroup 0.68 0.76 0.83 7.00%* 7.87% 5.14* 0,14+
Identification
8. Participant sex 0.69 0.78 0.84 5.86% 1.20 0.56 -
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Ingroup identification yielded both a significant main effect and a sigmifimteraction
with attachment prime#;(1, 296) = 7.87p < .05,b = 0.14,F(2, 296) = 5.14p < .05,
respectively (Figure 1). As shown in Figure 1, for participants in the irsérer0.28) and
neutral prime conditiond(= 0.30), higher ingroup identification was associated with higher
implicit anti-Arab biasfs < .05). The slope was nonsignificant for the secure condiisn (
0.07,p >.10). Additional tests revealed that the attachment prime effect wafscsigt at +1 s.d.
on ingroup identificationH(2, 296) = 11.34p < .01], but was not significant at -1 s.d. on
ingroup identification (2, 296) = 0.51p > .20]. In other words, the attachment prime effect on
implicit anti-Arab bias was quite strong for participants who strongly idedtfith their
ingroup, whereas it was quite weak for those who do not have a strong ingroupciaksonifi
This makes sense in the context of the main effect of American identificatithat those who

do not strongly identify themselves with the in-group "American” also showed hnab bias

scores.

0.8
«n 0.6 - Secure 0.49
8 - M- Neutral ~A
o 04 -
o = A =Insecure o .

" 4 *

®© 0.2 o’ oot 0.32
< 007 e et
= 0 o .*
+—J ’ . .
- .
5 02 028 m**"
=-0.4 021
Q 0.35
£-0.6

-0.8

-1 American Identification 1

Figure 1. Implicit anti-Arab bias as a function of ingroup identificaiod attachment primes.
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To address the possibility that these IAT effects may be due to faiylidth names,
Arab and European name familiarity transformed scores were added aatesvarthe model.
Attachment prime remained significant in this mo#€g, 289) = 6.46p < .01. The ingroup
identification main effect and interaction also remained signifi¢gft,289) = 4.48p < .05,d =
0.25,F(2, 289) = 5.82p < .01, respectively. None of the other main effects or interaction terms
approached significancEs < 2.00ps > .10, indicating that these effects are not due to name
familiarity.

Explicit anti-Arab bias as measured by composite attitudes scales

Initially, all possible interactions with attachment prime and each ohtinadual
difference measures were analyzed separately as predictogdioit @xti-Arab bias (see Table
5). There were main effects of trait attachment anxiety, sociabtésy denial, and ingroup
identification. None of the other individual difference measures yielded sigmifinain or
interactive effects and thus they were dropped in subsequent analyspboitfaxti-Arab bias.

A one-way ANCOVA revealed that the attachment prime manipulation did not
significantly influence explicit anti-Arab biaB(2, 294) = 0.46p > .10. The standardized means
for the secure, neutral, and insecure prime conditions Mer®.05, -0.06, 0, respectively. In
addition, none of the contrasts involving the three conditions were signifitsant].00,p > .10.
The hypothesis that a secure prime can lower explicit anti-Arab bedisvego a neutral and
insecure prime was not supported. Similarly, the hypothesis that an insemeepuld
increase explicit anti-Arab bias relative to the neutral and secure pra® not supported.

Both trait attachment anxiety and ingroup identification yielded sogmt main effects
on explicit anti-Arab biag:(1, 294) = 5.07p < .05,b = 0.11,F(1, 294) = 14.69 < .01,b =

0.18, respectively. In other words, people who are chronically anxious were moredikepyprt
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explicit anti-Arab bias. Similarly, people who strongly identify with thegroup were more
likely to report explicit anti-Arab bias. Social desirability denial didyield a significant effect

in this modelF < 3.00,p > .10.
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Table 5. F-values, standardized individual difference measure slopes, andmalyaes of explicit anti-Arab bias.

Explicit anti-Arab Bias Means F values Stnd.
- . Slopes
Individual Differences Stnd
Measure Attach. Attach x In div'
Secure Neutral Insecure Prime Indiv. Diff indiv._ diff Diff.
Slopes
1. Trait anxiety 0.04 -0.03 -0.01 0.23 5.93* 0.01 0.11*
2. Trait avoidance 0.05 -0.05 -0.01 0.36 0.19 0.57 0.04
3. Group anxiety 0.06 -0.05 -0.02 0.42 1.32 0.21 0.08
4. Group avoidance 0.05 -0.04 0.00 0.27 0.00 1.92 0.02
5. SDS Attribution 0.05 -0.05 -0.01 0.15 0.19 0.99 0.05
6. SDS Denial 0.05 -0.06 -0.01 0.31 5.46* 2.84 0.08*
7. Ingroup 0.06 -0.06 -0.01 0.58 11.07* 0.77 0.10%*
Identification
8. Participant sex 0.04 -0.03 -0.03 0.27 0.03 2.50 -

www.manaraa.com

79



65

CHAPTER 12: DISCUSSION OF STUDY ONE

This chapter discusses the implications of results from Study One. Firshdings of
the main analyses will be discussed in reference to possible explanatibagionflings, and
their convergence or divergence with previous literature. Next, theoretical aadcres
implications for the study will be discussed. Finally, limitations and suggestor future
research will be presented.
Attachment primes and implicit anti-Arab bias

The main goal of Study One was to test the effects of an attachment paimplation
on implicit outgroup bias. Specifically, it was hypothesized that participatite secure prime
condition would have significantly lower levels of implicit outgroup bias compared to
participants in neutral and insecure prime conditions. Conversely, participamsinsecure
prime condition were expected to have significantly higher levels ofamplitgroup bias
compared to participants in the neutral and secure prime conditions. Resultserionplicit
Association Test (IAT) demonstrated that participants in the sedachatent prime condition
had significantly lower implicit anti-Arab bias than participants in thérakand insecure prime
conditions. Although the means were in the right direction (i.e., from high to lowesacone,
neutral prime, insecure prime), the difference between the neutral acdnaprime conditions
was not statistically significant. It is possible that the insecureepliaifed to activate an insecure
attachment working model. This is especially likely because the ingagome used in this study
was novel and does not have documented reliability and validity.

Previous studies have tested the effects of a secure attachment prirpéainadtitudes
towards outgroup members (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). The finding that a secuberesté.c

prime can reduce implicit outgroup bias is novel to this study. These resultstshgyése
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positive effects of attachment security on intergroup biases may ocgugthunintentional,
automatic processes. Of course, it is unclear if these changes in imptigites are a result of:
(1) an actual positive change occurring within an outgroup schema; (2) difer@nehether
positive or negative outgroup traits are more likely to be activated; or (edifes in whether
positive or negative outgroup traits are more accessible. Future research shatilgatevi the
effect of a secure attachment prime on implicit outgroup bias is a result of threse
possibilities.

In addition to the above effects, ingroup (American) identification yieldégh#isant
main and interactive effect with the attachment prime manipulation on ingiitiArab bias.
Specifically, ingroup identification was associated with higher implicitArdb bias.
Additionally, the attachment prime effect on implicit anti-Arab bias wagarong for
participants who strongly identified with their ingroup, whereas it was quitk feeghose who
do not have a strong ingroup identification. These results are consistent widupmesearch
that has found group identification to be an important moderator for intergroup bisseasse
through both implicit and explicit measures (e.g., Sassenberg & Wieber, 2005p0Ak¢al.,
2000; Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002).
Specifically, intergroup bias effects are especially prominent for thbheeare highly identified
with their ingroups. It is important to note that the interaction effect betteattachment
prime manipulation and ingroup identification suggests that the secure prime condlitjaesh
the effect of ingroup identification on implicit anti-Arab bias. This findimgvides initial
evidence for the claim that activating a sense of attachment seoutitypp§e who strongly
identify with their ingroup could reduce these individuals’ intergroup biases. Of ctuge

research should empirically test this assumption to provide a stronger conclusion.
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Although there is some research attributing IAT effects to participantigiérity with
names used in the IAT (e.g., Dasgupta, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2003), the results tofdidid
not find any evidence for this familiarity effect. The main analyses wighicit anti-Arab bias
indicate that the attachment prime effect on implicit anti-Arab biasirexd significant even
after controlling for familiarity with Arab and European names.

Attachment primes and explicit anti-Arab bias

Ancillary hypotheses were made regarding the influence of attachmemispsimexplicit
anti-Arab bias. Specifically, participants in the secure prime conditioa &ected to have
lower levels of explicit anti-Arab bias compared to participants in the neudahsecure prime
conditions. Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition were expected to ha
higher levels of explicit anti-Arab bias compared to participants in the nenttaeaure prime
conditions. The attachment prime manipulation was not a significant predicexpiazit anti-
Arab bias. These results are inconsistent with previous studies that foungh@atsicn a secure
attachment prime to have lower explicit intergroup bias than participantseutial prime
condition (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001).

There are several possible reasons that explain why this effect wagifotaant.

Explicit measures of attitudes usually suffer from social desiraideMaio, 1984) and
contextual effects (Schwarz, Groves, & Schuman, 1998; Tourangeau, Ripsn&kR&x0)00).
Of course, even after controlling for participants’ social desirapthigy attachment prime effect
did not significantly affect explicit anti-Arab bias in the present studyti#ergossibility is that
the attachment prime effect did not last long enough for it to have an influence avhieipg@nts

were answering the explicit questionnaire. Future research should tefietite of secure,
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neutral, and insecure attachment primes on explicit outgroup attitudes by ingpaspticit
attitudes immediately after the attachment prime manipulations.

Although the attachment prime manipulation did not significantly influence exdguohit-
Arab bias, trait attachment anxiety was significantly and positivédyee to explicit anti-Arab
bias. This is consistent with previous studies in which chronic attachment amagefssociated
with more hostile responses to a variety of out-groups (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001) and highe
levels of intergroup aggression (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b). Note in both of these studies
chronic attachment avoidance did not yield a significant effect on the outcoralelesriThe
fact that chronic attachment anxiety was associated with higheciegpiii-Arab bias suggests
that the lack of an attachment prime effect on explicit anti-Arab bias prédsent study may
have been due to the attachment prime not lasting past the implicit measurg, pnel@eus
studies that found a significant effect of attachment primes on negativiemsdoivards
outgroup members measured the main outcome variable immediately after the prim
manipulation (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001; 2007b).
Recommendations for future research

In addition to the future ideas outlined above, the findings of Study One merit further
research that focuses on replication and extension. For example, the presestztuidyented
with naturally existing groups in which intergroup bias is relatively easypserve (Hewstone &
Rubin, 2002). What remains to be explored is whether the secure attachment petseaffe
implicit outgroup bias hold in arbitrarily created minimal group settings — inhwihtergroup
bias is less likely to occur. Additionally, it is important to test if seatti@®hment primes can
mitigate stereotypes and attitudes assessed through other implisitreseauch as the

stereotypic explanatory bias (Sekaquaptewa, Espinoza, Thompson, Vargas, & von Hippel, 2003),
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affective priming task (Fazio et al, 1995), and the Go/No-Go Association NaskK & Banaji,
2001). In addition to influencing implicit and explicit attitudes, future researchdhestlif a

secure prime can mitigate direct and indirect discriminatory behaviths\an intergroup

context.
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CHAPTER 13: OVERVIEW OF STUDY TWO

Past studies suggest that the effects of attachment prime on intergreagorbesbe a
result of underlying conflict schema activations (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010). Aratirey
things, this study found that secure attachment priming can reduce the terdadaytta
competitive schema. Given that secure individuals are more likely to resohietsdhfough
positive, cooperative strategies, we wanted to explore if a secure attagnmencould
increase one’s likelihood of adopting@operativeschema during perceived conflict situations.
The second goal was to explore if the activation of a cooperative or competigraasc
influence one’s cooperative, competitive, aggressive, or altruistic behavtbis am intergroup
context. Finally, the effects of insecure prime on conflict schemas and sufisieef@viors
within an intergroup context were unknown. It is possible that an insecure attaghment
activates a competitive schema and in turn increases the likelihood of competaygressive
behaviors. Similarly, an insecure attachment prime could suppress thé@ttfa cooperative
schema reducing the likelihood of cooperative or altruistic behaviors. StudyfThis o
dissertation tested the effects of secure, neutral, and insecure primmpetitive, neutral, and
cooperative schemas and subsequent behaviors within an intergroup context.

Main hypotheses:

There were two main goals for Study Two: (1) test the effects of atéathprimes on
conflict schemas and (2) test the potential mediating effects of adtivandlict schemas on
subsequent intergroup behaviors. Regarding conflict schemas, it was expegbadtitipaints in
the secure prime condition would be significantly more likely to adopt a comgesahema and
less likely to adopt a competitive schema compared to participants in the nedtirsgecure

conditions. Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition would be sighificané
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likely to adopt a competitive schema and less likely to adopt a cooperativeaschiemared to
participants in the neutral and secure conditions.

Intergroup behavior assessed through an iterated prisoner’s dilemma tastpeeted to
be partially mediated by the activation of cooperative or competitive sshé&imst, it was
expected that participants in the insecure, relative to neutral and secureg@naiteon would
choose more competitive and aggressive and fewer cooperative and altruistis opthe
iterated prisoner’s dilemma task. Second, it was expected that this effddtlve more likely to
occur when interacting with an outgroup as opposed to an ingroup member. Third, this effect
was expected to be partially mediated by the activation of a competitiveacGenversely, it
was expected that participants in the secure, relative to neutral and insemegesgordition
would choose more cooperative and altruistic and fewer competitive and aggoggeons
when interacting with ingroup and outgroup members. It was further predictedishaffect
would be partially mediated by the activation of a cooperative schema. Basediongpre
research, the identity of the hypothetical partner (ingroup versus outgrouppiv@gected to
influence behavioral choice in the secure prime condition.

Ancillary Hypotheses

Other Dependent Variables of IntereBeyond conflict schemas, several other
conceptually important dependent variables were assessed to obtain a fulldaodaeyof
attachment effects on interpersonal conflict. Given that intergroup and interpesaffiats are
often influenced by individual variations in conflict handling style, two measuressisg
conflict and negotiation beliefs were used — Conflict Management Stylesdiiil & Thomas,
1977) and Social Values Orientation (adapted from Beersma & De Dreu, 2002diRgga

conflict management styles, it was expected that participants in the geicne condition would
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be significantly more likely to display a cooperative or collaborating atydeless likely to
display an avoiding or competitive style relative to participants in theat@utmsecure
conditions. Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition would be sighficané
likely to display an avoiding or competitive style and less likely to disptayoperative or
collaborating style relative to participants in the neutral or secure mrediOf course, these
effects were expected to be mediated by the activation of cooperative petdtomm schemas.

Regarding Social Values Orientation, it was expected that participathis secure prime
condition would be significantly more likely to display prosocial motivations arsdilesy to
display pro-self motivations compared to participants in the neutral and insecdligons.
Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition would be significaotky likely to
display pro-self motivations and less likely to display prosocial motivatiompared to
participants in the neutral and secure conditions. Finally, the effects of attaqgtmmee on
social values orientation was expected to be mediated by the activation of doepmarat
competitive schemas.

A partner evaluation measure was used to assess attitudes towards ingrougrang@ out
members. Overall, it was expected that participants in the secure prichearowould evaluate
their partners more favorably than participants in the neutral and insecurecprichgons.
Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition would evaluate theergartore
unfavorably than participants in the neutral and secure prime conditions. Howewer, thes
evaluations were expected to be influenced by the kind of choices a participaatimilee
prisoner’s dilemma task.

Other Individual Difference Measures of Intergstven that the main hypothesis

predicts a significant relationship between attachment primes and intergidiipt cvariables
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theoretically relevant to attachment or intergroup conflict were astessl considered in
analyses. Three measures-chronic relationship attachment stylesgygraission, and trait
prosocialness were assessed prior to the experimental manipulation.

First, similar to previous research (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010), it was prediwéd t
chronic relationship insecurities, specifically attachment anxiety,dMeal to greater likelihood
of adopting competitive schemas. Participants with chronic attachment esxietie also
expected to choose more competitive and aggressive options in the iterated gritararha
task. Previous research did not find a significant interaction between attagirimesd and
relationship attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010), thus no interactioneloetwe
attachment prime manipulations and chronic relationship attachment stytxpexted.

Second, trait aggression (Buss & Perry, 1992) was expected to affect cohfictasc
and competitive and aggressive behaviors. Specifically, participants high @aggeEssion
were expected to have a greater likelihood of adopting competitive schemasvantikelihood
of adopting cooperative schemas. Based on previous studies (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b),
these participants were also expected to choose more competitive andiaggrasms in the
prisoner’s dilemma task. It was unclear whether there would be an irderbetiveen
attachment primes and trait aggression and thus no specific predictions were made.

Finally, trait prosocialness (Carlo & Randall, 2002) was expected to affedictonf
schemas. Specifically, participants high on trait prosocialness wergexpehave a greater
likelihood of adopting cooperative schemas and lower likelihood of adopting competitive
schemas. Participants with high trait prosocialness were also expectexse ecnore

cooperative and altruistic options in the iterated prisoner’s dilemma tagks linclear whether
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there would be an interaction between attachment primes and trait prosociathéassano

specific hypotheses were formulated.
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CHAPTER 14: METHODS OF STUDY TWO

Study Design

A 3 (prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2 (ingroup versus outgroup) between-subject
experimental design was used to test the main and ancillary hypotheses.
Participants

Two hundred fifty three participants from a large Midwestern Univepsityicipated in
the current study for partial course credit for their undergraduateesladf the 253 participants,
150 were male, 103 female; 197 self-identified as White or Caucasian The sageagfehe
participants wad/l = 19.42 ED= 1.37) years. All participants were treated in accordance with
the APA ethical guidelines.
Measures

Attachment Priming Procedur& different attachment priming technique from Study
One was used in Study Two. Participants were subliminally primed usinthadraeveloped by
Aradt, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, and Solomon (1997). Specifically, participantldeteat
they will take a computerized word-relation test that assesses teveerrelationship between
social concepts. This technigue has been used successfully in the past to primensecatdral
schemas (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). The word-relation task was presentedropuaer
over several trials. In each trial two words were flashed sequentially aorniy@uter screen and
the participants were asked to indicate whether the presented words avelgosiated or
opposed to each other by pressing either the right or the left shift key, redpettinee
following example was provided: "If you see the words ‘rose’ and ‘petdl’yau think they go
together, you should press the right shift key. However, if you think they are oppasites, y

should press the left shift key."
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Each trial of the task consisted of a sequential presentation of three wordisstldned
third words were social concepts between which participants were supposed taneeteem
type of relationship. Unknowingly to the participant, these words served asaadanask (and
fixation point) and as a backward mask, respectively, for the subliminabtptimes; these
mask words were displayed for 500 ms. The critical primes—related to eitheura base,
insecure base, or neutral theme, depending on the experimental condition—watedres
between the two mask words for 20 ms. This temporal parameter was similar to gtse us
prior studies (e.g., Murphy & Zajonc, 1993). Even when a prime is presented fdeass|20
ms, the pattern may remain temporarily active in the early stages of misaaksing. To avoid
this problem, the prime was masked on each trial with the second social concept, whacadappe
immediately after the prime.

The word-relation task consisted of 60 trials in which different pairs of 12 conceps w
sequentially presented. The critical subliminal primes consisting of fordsysee below for
details) were randomly presented 15 times during the 60 trials. Trialsavmelemly ordered
across participants. Participants were randomly assigned to one of threw memditions. For
participants in the secure base priming condition, the prime words connotecith@ et of
proximity to others (i.e., closeness, love, hug, support). For participants in tberenpeming
condition, the prime words connoted the lack of proximity to others (i.e., abandon, separated,
alone, isolated)

For participants in the neutral priming condition, the prime words had no positive or

negative connotations and no link to attachment (i.e., office, table, boat, picture).

3As mentioned above, although this task has been successfully used in the past (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001) to prime
secure and neutral schemas, this was the first time it was being used to prime insecure base. However, similar to insecure
prime of study 1, words used in the word-relation task are meant to reflect the lack of a secure base, not necessarily
differentiate between anxious and avoidant attachment insecurities.
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Domain-specific Cognitive Flexibility (Category Inclusion Tagldsed on previous
research (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010), the category inclusion task (De DrewstadliR008;
Carnevale & Probst, 1998) assessed activation of conflict schemasicfigcarticipants
received three neutral categories, three conflict-related categand three cooperation-related
categories (randomly ordered). For each category they ratedbthests in terms of their
prototypicality using a 10-point scale ranging frormat(at al) to 10 {ery prototypical. The
three neutral categories (with strong, intermediate, and weak exempdaesyegetable (carrot,
potato, garlic), clothes (shirt, shoes, handbag), and furniture (couch, lamp, telepherteye®&
conflict-related categories (with strong, intermediate, and weak exenplare weapon (gun,
hammer, pencil), army (Cavalry, Al Qaeda, hooligans), and ammunition (bullet, dgnami
paving stones). Given that previous research has not assessed category inclasiperatice
categories, three cooperative categories and three exemplars withiof éaem were selected
based on a pilot study. The three cooperative categories (with strong, insgenadd weak
exemplars) were community (neighborhood, bee hive, chat room), allianced Blations,
worker ants, pond fish), and group (church, facebook friends, passengers on a bus). The three
exemplars for each category differed in their prototypicality to represemig, intermediate,
and weak exemplars (see Study Two preliminary results section ferdatails). Category
inclusiveness shows up more in prototypicality ratings for the weak exemplarstiiaa f
moderate or strong exemplars (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; Rosch, 1975), thus arelgses w
focused on weak exemplars. We took the average of the three weakest exefrgaah
category (i.e., cooperative, neutral, conflict-related).

Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma Taskn iterated prisoner’s dilemma task was used to

assess cooperative, competitive, altruistic, and aggressive behaviorsstowgaodp and
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outgroup members (see Appendix K). Participants played this game with a higabtene-
sex ingroup (i.e., typical European same-sex name) or outgroup (i.e., typical Arabesame
name) participant on a computer. Participants were told that in this task botts pidlyer
individually decide how to split community points for each of the ten trials. Even though both
players were individually making a choice about the distribution of community pointgual/e
outcome points were based on both players’ choices. For example, if player A chomsea opt
(50 points for self and 50 points for other) and player B chooses option C (40 points for self and
10 points for other), the final point distribution for this trial will be 60 points for playéy0A
self allocated points + 10 points allocated from other player) and 90 points for Bled@iself
allocated points + 50 points allocated from other player). In this task, both plagefs thee
most if they choose the altruistic option (D: 110 points for each player). Otherctamce
outcomes are: cooperative option A= 100 points for each player; competitive option B= 90
points for each player; and aggressive option C= 50 points for each player. However, if one
considers own gain, irrespective of other player’s choice, the competitive dptié@ points for
self) is the most advantageous, followed by cooperative (A: 50 points for self), and then both
aggressive (C: 40 points for self) and altruistic options (D: 40 points for self).

A cooperative option (A) distributes equal amounts of points to both players (50 points to
self and 50 points to other). A competitive option (B) aims for gaative to other player’s
points (60 points for self and 30 points for other). An aggressive option (C) aims to hurt the other
person’s points even if it comes as a cost to self points (40 points for self and 10groints f
other). Given that one can earn more self points through the competitive (B: 60 for self) or
cooperative options (A: 50 for self), there is no reason to pick an aggressive option (C: 40 for

self) unless one is motivated to hurt the other player’s points. Note that therdifen self and
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other points (30 points) is the same in both competitive (60 for self and 30 for other) and
aggressive options (40 for self and 10 for the other). An altruistic option (D) is uniquéiin tha
gives the other player more points than one is earning (40 points for self and 60 points or other
It is different from cooperation (A: 50 points for self and other) because one idyatakig a

loss to benefit the other player. Interestingly, self points are the sam¢hi aggressive and

altruistic options (40 points to self), however the aggressive option is likely to obear w
motivated to hurt the other person (10 points for other) and the altruistic option igdiloslgur

when motivated to help the other person (60 points to other).

An iterated prisoner’s dilemma task was chosen to observe behaviors with ingroup and
outgroup members in an ongoing interaction. The first trial’s response whasigee main
dependent variable to assess behaviors towards ingroup or outgroup members. Responses on the
subsequent nine trials were a function of a tit-for-tat strategy such thatabihétical “other
player” (i.e., the computer) mirrors the choices of the participant. The carspelieice on the
first trial was pre-programmed to cooperate (A). Starting tridl€ computer was programmed
to mirror the participant’s last choice. For example, if the participanedoosompete in trial 1,
the computer was pre-programmed to cooperate (A) in trial 1. In trial 2, thautemvas
programmed to mirror the participant’s last choice, in other words select tipeitive option
(B). Whatever the participant’s choice is in trial 2 was the computer’'sehotdal 3 and so on.

This tit-for-tat strategy is representative of several realdhiotergroup conflicts (Axelrod,

1984; 1986; Reiss, 2006; Downs, Rocke, & Siverson, 1986; Downs & Rocke, 1990; Conybeare,
1986; Mitra, 2001; Gow, 2007). In addition to using the participant’s first game choice as a
dependent variable, a total score for each game choice across the tarafriedsnputed (range

0 — 10). The average scores for cooperative, competitive, aggressive, andcattnoisgs across
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all ten trials werevl = 4.91, 3.30, 1.00, 0.79, respectively. As the means indicate, most
participants did not choose the aggressive or altruistic options. Thereforepweralsuted a
dichotomous variable for each choice to assess if that particular choichogas at all across
the ten trials (yes/no).

Participants played the iterated prisoner’s dilemma task on a computgghltawisual
basics program (see Figure 2 for game screen shot). Participsintgdied their full name for
Player A and then they saw the full name of their hypothetical partneayes Bl. The point
allocation table for each option was displayed at the top of the screen pRati@elected one
of the four options on the table for trial 1. Once they made their selection, theyhsawption
the other player selected (which was always pre-programmed to be a aweprraice). To
make the task more realistic, the computer’s choice was randomly timed. irvotds, for
some rounds the computer’s choice was displayed immediately after tlogopatis but for
other rounds it was displayed a few seconds after. During the wait timejgzarts saw an
animated hour glass on the screen with a message stating “waiting foparti@pant”.
Participants were able to view the distribution of points (for player A rsardelayer B name)
as a result of both players’ choices. In addition to viewing the trial-byelis&ibution of points,
participants were also able to keep track of total points each player had esossdize
completed trials. To motivate participants to take this task seriously, thieytale that the total
number of points earned through the 10 trials will be converted into the number of chances they
have to win a drawing for a $200 gift card (see Appendix L). For example, someonbasko ¢
the altruistic option (D) for all 10 trials earned a total of 1100 points (thenmuaxxinumber of

points possible) and had their name entered in the drawing five times. Someone whbechose t
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aggressive option (C) for all 10 trials earned a total of 500 points (the minimum noipoents

possible) and got zero chances to enter the drawing.

It is now Fatima Muhammad's turn

(points) L —— —
You Earn: 50 60 40 40
Other Earns: 50 30 10 60
O | | ©
Points for this Round
. You | They .
Total Points Across All Rounds Player Earn | Eam [CNOIce
Rounds| P1aYer Fatima Player A 40 | 10 | C
A Muhammad Fatima Muhammad | 60 | 30 | B
1 110 80 Round Total for Player | .
Total: 110 80 A:
J Round Total for Fatima 70
Muhammad:

Figure 2. Game screen shot with hypothetical outgroup female opponent.

Conflict Handling StylesConflict handling style characterizes the manner in which

negotiators are motivated to structure deals along two dimensions: condiirforwn

interests and concern for the interests of their negotiating partner.drffietchandling styles

have been identified in the literature (Blake & Mouton, 1964). An avoiding style isctbigzad

by a low degree of concern for both the self and the other; an accommodating style is

characterized by a low degree of concern for the self and a high degreeevhdoncthe other;

a competitive style is characterized by a high degree of concern falftia@d a low degree of
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concern for the other; a cooperative style is characterized by a modeyate dieconcern for
both the self and the other; a collaborating style is characterized by a higlh dégoncern for
both the self and the other. Conflict handling styles were measured through thet Gtotde
Instrument (Kilmann & Thomas, 1977). This survey included 30 pairs of items in which
participants were forced to choose between two statements that eachedesicifiérent
bargaining style (see Appendix M). In total, each bargaining style viiesi paith every other
bargaining style three times. Sample items included “There are tinegsldt others take
responsibility for solving the problem” (avoiding); “Rather than negotiate thgglon which
we disagree, | try to stress those things upon which we both agree” (accommptiatingo
find a compromise solution” (compromising); “I attempt to deal with all of my ownlzndther
party’s concerns” (collaborating); and “I am usually firm in pursuing mysjgabmpeting).
Based on Kilmann and Thomas’s (1977) recommendation, each participant had a szach for
of the five conflict handling styles. The average for the avoiding, accommaodating
compromising, collaborating, and competing conflict scores Weres.32, 4.21, 5.60, 3.75,
3.37, respectively.

Social Value OrientatianSocial value orientation refers to the degree of concern that
negotiators have for their own outcomes and the outcomes of their negotiating (daes=ck
& McClintock, 1968). A five-item measure used by Beersma and De Dreu (2002)a@ecto
measure social value orientation. Two items measured participants’ presotiation (“In
negotiations, | am supposed to try to achieve beneficial outcomes for myself aredjotyating
partner” and “I try to achieve beneficial outcomes for myself and my neggtiadirtner”).
Three items measured participants’ pro-self motivation (“I am supposedttoachieve the best

possible outcome for myself regardless of what others would receive”; “Inistenu, |
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particularly try to win resources from my negotiating partner”; and “iqaddrly try to achieve
beneficial outcomes for myself in a negotiation”). Each item was rated ¢poant scale
anchored at 1very strongly disagreeand 7 yery strongly agree Each participant had two
scores: prosocial motivation and pro-self motivation. The average prosatieation scores
wereM = 5.59, alpha = 0.83. The average pro-self motivation scoredverd.25, alpha =
0.83.

Game Opponent EvaluatioAfter playing the iterated prisoner’s dilemma game,
participants evaluated the “other player” on a 7-point scale rangingiobit all (1) to very
much (7). Specifically, they were asked how characteristic each of FAwemstof the other
player. The 12 traits included: intelligence, skill, competence, honesty, réjiabili
trustworthiness, kindness, warmth, impulsivity, manipulative, rudeness, and colegess (s
Appendix N). Higher scores on this measure indicated more favorable evaluatioasefdge
evaluation score wad = 5.49, alpha = 0.92.

Trait AggressionThe Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire (BPAQ); Buss & Perry,
1992) assessed trait aggression (see Appendix O). This is a 29-item questitraasks
participants to indicate how much they believe items are characterigtierofon a 1ot at all
characteristic of meto 7 Extremely characteristic of meating scale. Certain items are reverse
scored and averaged together such that higher numbers indicate higher teagiaggA sample
item includes, “Once in awhile, | cannot control the urge to strike another pefdusmscale has
four subscales, including physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, dityl st total
score rather than the subscales was used in the final analysis. The &agraggression score

wasM = 3.15, alpha = 0.93.

www.manaraa.com



84

Prosocial Tendencies Measuighe Prosocial Tendencies Measure consists of six
subscales assessing public, anonymous, dire, emotional, compliant, and altryastg hel
tendencies (Carlo & Randall, 2002). Participants rated their agreement on @festatesing a
five-point scale (1 = “Does not describe me at all’, 5 = “Describes méyjhdaee Appendix
P). Sample items included “I can help others best when people are watchiagadrié’dften
help even if I don’t think I will get anything out of helping”. Certain itemsraxerse scored and
averaged together such that higher numbers indicate higher trait prosociahsessal score
rather than the subscales was used in the final analysis. The avatagesoxialness score was
M = 3.33, alpha = 0.82.

Chronic Relationship Attachment Styldhe same scale from Study One was used to
assess participant’s chronic relationship attachment style. Thegavead anxiety score wéd
= 3.13, alpha = 0.92. The average trait avoidance scor®wa®.76, alpha = 0.94.

DemographicsThe same demographic questionnaire from Study One were used for
Study Two.

Procedure

Participants were recruited for the study through an online sign-up sysftemarriving
at the laboratory, they read and signed an informed consent document. Partregparitdd that
the objective of the study is to understand the effects of vocabulary skill on cognitions and
interactions with others. Participants were also told that they will bearting with another
participant on a joint task. Of course, there was no real partner in this stutyugkit
participants were told that they would be interacting with another personyéneyinaware of

the other person’s ingroup/outgroup status until the prisoner’s dilemma task.
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After explaining the objectives of the study, participants were givemuatgtns about
the upcoming iterated prisoner’s dilemma task. Participants were askechtogghtan
instructional PowerPoint which explained the upcoming “decision making gamet,” Nex
experimenters guided participants through a series of standardized pr@atids in the actual
game. At the end of the practice session, experimenters asked participgtgistions to
assess comprehension of game rules. A sample question asked was ‘b lchvagse option A
in this round and you were to choose option C in this round, how many points would each of us
get?” Experimenters were trained to go over any incorrect answers antighapeestions
related to the game. Once participants were familiar with these beeskariswered a set of
guestionnaires on the computer assessing their chronic relationship styéggrassion and
trait prosocialness. Next, participants completed the word relation task wontained insecure,
neutral, or secure primes. Following the priming method, participants coohfiieteategory
inclusion task assessing activation of conflict schemas on a computer. Afteetiogtiie
category inclusion task, participants played the iterated prisoner’s ddeyame. Next,
participants answered a second set of questionnaires on the computengésespartner
evaluations, conflict handling style, social value orientation, and demografdnmation.

Finally, participants were probed for suspicion of the hypotheses, fully debraefe dismissed.
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CHAPTER 15: RESULTS OF STUDY TWO

This chapter describes and summarizes the statistical analyses usdddtedhe
research questions and hypotheses established in the previous chapter. Mireapyednalyses
section first describes how the dependent variables were computed. Thaualdikiference
measures section includes the relationship between all the individual diffeseraddes and
both of the dependent variables. The main analyses section provides the hypothese#tsand res
relevant to each of the dependent variables. Given the number of highly correlatethaldivi
difference measures in this study, each individual difference meaasaranalyzed separately
with the experimental manipulation for the two dependent variables in prelinanalyses.
Only the individual difference measures that yielded a significant mainevaative effect with
the experimental manipulation were included in the main analyses.

Preliminary Analyses

Dependent Variables

Domain-specific Cognitive Flexibility (Category Inclusion Tagkpilot study was
conducted to generate prototypicality ratings for various words within hexgrdlict-related,
and cooperative categories (see categories and words included in Table ddlowyAthe
neutral and conflict-related categories and their associated exsralar been used in previous
studies (De Dreu & Nijstad, 2008), the cooperative categories and theilmtsg@xemplars
were novel to this study.

Participants in the pilot study were recruited from the researcleipartt pool in an
introductory psychology courses at a large Midwestern university. Partsiggaived one
course credit for their participation in an online study, which typically [&8@edinutes. Data of

six participants were discarded because their first language wasgishE®f the remaining
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eighty five participants, 57 were male and 28 female. The mean age appatSavas 19.45,

(SD = 1.93). All participants were treated in accordance with the APAaéthicelines.

Participants rated the three exemplars (randomly ordered) withircategdory

(randomly ordered) in terms of their prototypicality on a scale fronofldt al) to 10 {ery

prototypica). An average prototypicality rating for each exemplar within a categasy

calculated. Initial analyses revealed that participant sex did not ysdphidicant main or

interactive effect and thus was dropped. A one-way (exemplars: strongedtate, weak)

ANOVA was run on each category (see Table 6). All category main effestell as exemplar

comparisons within each category were significant (see Table 6 fdrragaos and F values).

Table 6: Means for exemplars within each category and categonfispecalues

Category Strong exemplar Inéirer::qepdlgarte Weak exemplar mca?;eggg:t
Vegetable Potat = 8.34' CeleryM = 6.8% | GarlicM = 4.53 9725***
Furniture SofaM = 9.8 LampM = 5.95 Telegr}ogd\/l - 261F.0?3***
Clothes ShiM=9.88 | Shoem=7.5¢ | FandbeM= | P~
Weapon GuM = 9.97 Ha”gfgiﬁ'\" = PencilM = 3.68 239&7:6***
Ammunition BulletM = 9.8F Dyngr'zi;[t(]aM ~ | StonesM =4.54 14;2:7***
Army CavalryM = 8.99 Al Q; %%aM - HOOIES?ESM - 98.F1§***
Community Neigh%(ﬁr;god\/l - Bee7l-'|i\$M ~ | InternetM = 5.37 69.F12:***

Alliance United NationaVl = | Worker AntsM = | Pond fishM = F=

8.8¢8" 7.2 4.98 66.32***
Group | churatm=9.07 | P e 688 | 27.57

Notes: Within each row, means not sharing a superscript are significdfehgwli atp < .05.

Ns = 84-87, **p <.001
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Previous research suggests cognitive flexibility within a domain is askbggocusing
on the weakest exemplars of a given category (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; Rosch, E975). W
computed cognitive flexibility for each domain by taking the average of thkeseexemplar
from each category within that particular domain. For example, cognitivieifigxwithin the
conflict-related category was calculated by taking the average éblitbwing three words;
pencil, stones, hooligans. The cognitive flexibility means for the cooperativeahand
conflict-related categories wekds = 5.74, 5.59, 4.06, respectively.

Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma GamRecall that the computer was programmed to choose
a cooperative choice for the first trial and then follow a tit-for-tat styd@gthe subsequent nine
trials. Because participants had to make their first choice without messef the other player’s
choice, the first trial’s response was used as the main dependent variabistbehaviors
towards ingroup or outgroup members. The ratio (percentage) of participants vabedsale
cooperative, competitive, aggressive, or altruistic first choice were 1388%),(75/247
(30%), 21/247 (9%), 13/247 (5%), respectively. In addition to the first choice, a total score for
each game choice across the ten trials was computed (range 0 — 10). Thessnozesg®r
cooperative, competitive, aggressive, and altruistic choices across akitewéareM = 4.91,
3.30, 1.00, 0.79, respectively. As the means indicate, most participants did not choose the
aggressive or altruistic options. Therefore, we also computed a dichotomous Varighleh
choice to assess if that particular choice was chosen at all across thedd€gpes/no). The ratio
(percentage) of participants who had a score of O for cooperative, competitivesaggrand
altruistic choices across all ten trials were 38/253 (15%), 86/253 (34%), 149/253 (59%), 173/253

(68%), respectively.
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Individual Difference Measures

The correlations and alphas (on the diagonal) between all the individual difference

measures are presented in Table 7. The correlations between all the indivieuehdef

measures and both the category inclusion task scores and iterated priscgrarisadibtal scores

are presented in Table 8.

Table 7. Correlation coefficients and alphas (on the diagonal) of all individéeietite

measures.

Individual Difference 1 2 3 4
1. Trait anxiety 0.92
2. Trait avoidance 0.46 0.94

*%k%k
3. Trait aggression 0.37 0.22 0.93

*%k% *%
4. Trait Prosocialness -0.06 -0.18 -0.22 0.83

*% *%

N = 246.

1. Trait attachment anxiety, 2.

prosocialness.

** <01, *** p < .001.

Trait attachment avoidance, 3. Trait aggre$sirait
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Table 8. Correlation coefficients between all individual difference messdomain-specific
cognitive flexibility as assessed by the category inclusion task, and atiepecompetitive,

aggressive, altruistic total game scores.

Dependent Variable Trait anxiety Trait Trait Trait
avoidance | aggressiveness prosocialness

Cognitive Flexibility in 0.00 0.05 -0.05 -0.05

Neutral Domains

Cognitive Flexibility in 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00

Cooperative Domains

Cognitive Flexibility in 0.09 0.15* 0.22** -0.04

Conflict-related Domains

Total Cooperative Game| -0.01 0.04 0.03 0.04

Choices Across 10 Trials

Total Competitive Game| 0.12+ 0.04 0.01 -0.15*

Choices Across 10 Trials

Total Aggressive Game | -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01

Choices Across 10 Trials

Total Altruistic Game -0.20** -0.15* -0.09 0.16*

Choices Across 10 Trials

Ns range from 240-246.
+p=.05, < .05 *p< .0l
Main Analyses

Domain-Specific Cognitive Flexibility

The category inclusion task was used to assess domain-specific codextilvditly
(Carnevale & Probst, 1998)s indicated previously category inclusiveness shows up more in
prototypicality ratings for the weak exemplars than for the moderate agstremplars
(Carnevale & Probst, 1998; Rosch, 1975), thus analyses focused on weak exempdaiss. dhiti
possible interactions with attachment prime and each of the individual ddéeneeasures
(including participant sex) were analyzed separately. There was ficaignhcategory type by

trait aggression interaction. None of the other individual difference measeiesdya
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significant main or interactive effect and thus were dropped in subsequent suwdlise
category inclusion task.

A 3 (category type: cooperative, neutral, conflict-related) by 3 (atachptime: secure,
neutral, insecure) ANCOVA was conducted on the rated inclusion of the weakegtl@sefor
each category. Contrary to expectations, attachment prime did not signyficéstact with
category typeF (4,484) = 0.55p > 0.20. Similarly, none of the specific contrasts between
experimental conditions were significaRg < 1.00ps > 0.20. The hypothesis that participants
in the secure prime condition would be more likely to display cognitive flexibiithin a
cooperative domain and less likely to display cognitive flexibility withaoaflict-related
domain compared to participants in the neutral and insecure conditions was not supported.
Similarly, the hypothesis that participants in the insecure prime conditaldvee more likely
to display cognitive flexibility within a conflict-related domain and lissly to display
cognitive flexibility within a cooperative domain compared to participants in theeahend
secure conditions was not supported.

There was a significant trait aggression by category type interalet{@y84) = 7.28p
< 0.01. Specifically, trait aggression was positively related to rated inclusweadf exemplars
for the conflict-related categori€s(1,245) = 12.66p < .001,b = 0.22. Participants who were
higher on trait aggression displayed greater cognitive flexibility in mb#lated categories.
Trait aggression did not yield a significant effect on cognitive flexybitr neutral or
cooperative categori¢s < 1.00ps > 0.20.

Iterated Prisoner’s Dilemma Game
We focused on three different kinds of analyses for the iterated prisohemsndi game:

(1) the first choice in the game, (2) a dichotomous yes/no variable indicatingewbegiven
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choice was selected at all across the ten trials, and (3) the total numlggvest ahoice across
all ten trials.

First choice in the game\ 3 (attachment prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2
(opponent group: ingroup vs. outgroup) Catmod analysis was run on the first choice. Note that
because of the low frequency of aggressive and altruistic choices, we conhieiradtduistic and
cooperative choices into one helpful choice category, and the aggressive and cangbetities
into one hurtful choice category. Neither the main effect of attachmeme¢grnor the main
effect of opponent group status was significXAt(2,246) = 3.16p > .20,X? (1,246) = 0.11p >
.20,d = 0.04 respectively. Additionally, the interaction between attachment primes and mippone
group status was also nonsignificaxft,(2,246) = 2.27p > .20. Table 9 reports the frequencies
of helpful and hurtful choice categories by each experimental condition.

Table 9. Frequencies (percentages) of helpful and hurtful choice catdgoaash experimental

condition on the first game trial.

Ingroup Opponent Outgroup Opponent
Choice Secure | Neutral | Insecure | Secure | Neutral | Insecure | Total N
Type prime prime prime prime prime prime by Row
n=43 n=43 n=43 n=46 n=41 n=30

Helpful 26 (60%)| 27 (63%) 27 (63%) 23 30 (73%)| 17 (57%) 150
(50%)

Hurtful 17 (40%)| 16 (37%) 16 (37%) 23 11 (27%)| 13 (43%) 96
(50%)

In sum, the hypothesis that participants in the secure attachment primeocowaitild

be more likely to select a cooperative or altruistic first choice coedparparticipants in the

neutral and insecure prime conditions was not supported. Similarly, the hypdthésis t

participants in the insecure attachment prime condition would be significaatk likely to

select a competitive or aggressive first choice compared to participanésriattral or secure
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prime conditions was not supported. Finally, the hypothesis that participants ineth@&énand
neutral attachment prime conditions would be more likely to select a competitiggressive
first choice against an outgroup, as opposed to an ingroup opponent, was not supported.
Dichotomous variable for each choice being selected at least once across all ten trials
Recall that the number of participants who selected an aggressive or altluste across all
ten trails was quite low. Thus, we calculated a dichotomous variable (yes/naglioofehe four
choices assessing if a given choice was selected at least onceadlders trials. A 3 (attachment
prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2 (opponent group: ingroup vs. outgroup) Catmad analys
was run on four dichotomous variables. Likelihood of selecting cooperative choices did not
significantly differ by attachment prime manipulatiogs(2, 246) = 1.92p > .20 (see Table 10
for exact ratios/percentages). Opponent’s group status yielded a margigiaificant effect on
selection of cooperative choicg$,(1, 246) = 3.01p = .08,d = 0.22 (see Table 10 for exact
ratios/percentages). Results suggest participants were more likelgecb@operative choices
when the opponent was a member of the ingroup, as opposed to an outgroup. Neither the main
effect of attachment primes nor the main effect of opponent group status wasangridr
likelihood of selecting competitive, aggressive, or altruistic chok#ss 3.00,p > .20.
Additionally, the interaction between attachment primes and opponent group status wa

nonsignificant for all four dichotomous game choice variat{es(2,246) < 3.00p > .20.
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Table 10. Frequency (percentages) of each game choice beingdsatdetest once across all ten

trials by experimental condition.

Ingroup Opponent Outgroup Opponent
Choice Type Secure | Neutral | Insecure | Secure | Neutral | Insecure| Total
prime prime prime prime prime prime N
n=43 n=43 n=43 n=46 n=41 n=30
Cooperative 37 (869%) 39 (91%)| 41 (95%) 38 (83%)33 26 214
(80%) (87%)
Competitive 31 (72%) 27 (63%)| 30 (70%) 33 (72%)26 19 166
(63%) (63%)
Aggressive 20 (47%) 15 (35%)| 16 (37%) 21 (46%)15 17 104
(37%) (57%)
Altruistic 10 (23%)| 16 (37%)| 14 (33%) 17 (37%)15 7(23%) | 79
(37%)

In sum, the hypothesis that participants in the secure attachment primeocowaitild
be more likely to select cooperative or altruistic choices compared tageantsin the neutral
and insecure attachment prime conditions was not supported. Similarly, the hyptbthesi
participants in the insecure attachment prime condition would be more likehkgtb se
competitive or aggressive choices compared to participants in the neutralie attachment
prime conditions was not supported. Finally, the hypothesis that participantsnsebere and
neutral attachment prime conditions would be more likely to select competitiveressigg
choices against an outgroup, as opposed to an ingroup, opponent was not supported.

Total score for each game choice across all ten trlle computed a total score for
each game choice across the ten trials (range 0 — 10). The average samegdiative,
competitive, aggressive, and altruistic choices across all ten trisddvive 4.91, 3.30, 1.00,
0.79, respectively. It is important to note that these four scores are not independehtatihea
and thus it is possible that the potential effects of the independent variables on oge fufuhe

choices is an artifact of the effects on another choice. For example, itelidevthat the
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attachment primes only effect cooperative scores, and any potentiéd efflecompetitive
choices is an artifact of the effect on the cooperative choices (or vieg.vers

Unlike the other game score analyses presented previously, the total as@e w
numerical variable allowing us to consider the influence of other individual differ@measures.
Initially, all possible interactions with attachment prime, opponent’s griaipss and each of the
individual difference measures (including participant sex) were ambbg@arately. There was a
significant game choice by trait anxiety interaction. In additiongthes a significant game
choice by trait prosocialness interaction. None of the other individual differmeasures
yielded a significant main or interactive effect and thus were droppethseguent analyses of
the total game scores.

A 3 (attachment prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2 (opponent groupiataiug vs.
outgroup) by 4 (game choices: cooperative, competitive, aggressive, allrilsCOVA was
conducted, with game choice as a repeated measures factor. Tharsigraicant effect of
game choicel: (3,696) = 94.28p < 0.01. As previously stated, participants were most likely to
select cooperative choicdad € 4.91), followed by competitive choicead € 3.30), followed by
aggressive choiced$/(= 1.00), and finally altruistic choiceM (= 0.79). More important to the
hypotheses of this study, attachment prime did not significantly interdcgeuhe choices;
(6,696) = 0.75p > 0.20 (see Table 11 for means). Similarly, none of the specific contrasts
between experimental conditions were signific&st< 2.00ps > 0.10. Contrary to expectations,
the game choice by opponent’s group status interaction was also nonsigrifi¢a686) =
1.11,p > 0.20 (see Table 11 for means). None of the other effects were significantmoties

Fs <2.00ps > 0.10.
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Table 11 Means for total scores of each game choice across all tebytexigerimental

condition.
Ingroup Opponent Outgroup Opponent
Choice Type | Secure | Neutral Insecure | Secure Neutral Insecure
prime prime prime prime prime prime
n=43 n=43 n=43 n=46 n=41 n=30
Cooperative | 4.83 5.53 5.18 4.29 4.97 4.37
Competitive | 3.36 2.80 3.36 3.61 3.42 3.27
Aggressive 1.38 0.76 0.69 1.22 0.73 1.47
Altruistic 0.43 0.91 0.77 0.88 0.88 0.89

In sum, the hypothesis that participants in the secure prime condition would be
significantly more likely to choose cooperative and altruistic game chaicekess likely to
choose competitive and aggressive game choices compared to participa@tsaattal and
insecure attachment prime conditions was not supported. Similarly, the hypdtiadsi
participants in the insecure prime condition would be significantly more likedfioose
competitive and aggressive game choices and less likely to choose cooperatitiistid al
game choices compared to participants in the neutral and secure attachmeopditions
was not supported.

The hypothesis that participants in the insecure prime condition would becsigtiyfi
more likely to choose competitive and aggressive game choices against anmuagropposed
to an ingroup, opponent compared to participants in the neutral and secure attactmeent pri
conditions was not supported. Similarly, the hypothesis that participants in therépeme
condition would be significantly less likely to choose cooperative and altrgastie choices
against an outgroup, as opposed to an ingroup, opponent compared to participants in the neutral

and secure attachment prime conditions was not supported.
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Conflict Management Styles

Recall that there are five conflict management styles (avoidingnpanodating,
collaborating, competing, and compromising) identified by previous literaBlake & Mouton,
1964). Based on Kilmann and Thomas’s (1977) recommendation, each participant received a
score for each of the five conflict management styles. Initiallpaasible interactions with
attachment prime, opponent’s group status, and each of the individual differenceaseasur
(including participant sex) were analyzed separately. Conflict mamagestyles significantly
interacted with trait attachment avoidance, trait aggressiveness, ampidsaicialness. None of
the other individual difference measures yielded a significant main or itweratfect and thus
were dropped in subsequent analyses of conflict management styles.

A 3 (attachment prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2 (opponent groupiataiusp vs.
outgroup) by 5 (conflict management styles: avoiding, accommodatingy@altang,
competing, compromising) ANCOVA was conducted. There was a signifitfent ef conflict
management styleB, (4,948) = 58.27p < 0.01. Participants were most likely to display a
compromising styleNl = 5.74), followed by an avoiding stylM(= 5.45), followed by an
accommodating styleM = 4.32), followed by a collaborating stylel & 3.83), and finally a
competing styleNl = 3.49). More important to the hypotheses of this study, attachment prime
did not significantly interact with conflict management styfeé3,948) = 0.80p > 0.20 (see
Table 12 for means). Similarly, none of the contrasts between the attachmentepnditions
were significantFs < 1.00ps > 0.20. Additionally, opponent’s group status did not significantly
influence conflict management styl€s(4,948) = 1.93p > 0.10 (see Table 12 for means).

The hypothesis that participants in the secure attachment prime conditi@hbgoul

significantly more likely to display a cooperative or collaboratingestiyld less likely to display
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an avoiding or competitive style relative to participants in the neutral owiresattachment
prime conditions was not supported. Similarly, the hypothesis that participahé&sinsecure
attachment prime condition would be significantly more likely to display an avoiding or
competitive style and less likely to display a cooperative or collaborsityeyrelative to
participants in the neutral or secure attachment prime conditions was not supported.

Table 12 Means for all five conflict management styles by experimeoriditon.

Ingroup Opponent Outgroup Opponent
Conflict Secure Neutral Insecure | Secure Neutral Insecure
Management | prime prime prime prime prime prime
Styles n=43 n=43 n=43 n=46 n=41 n=30
Competing 3.04 3.10 3.41 3.74 3.64 3.97
Collaborating 4.08 4.10 3.83 3.69 3.96 3.29
Compromising | 5.68 5.85 5.44 5.90 6.00 5.58
Avoiding 5.65 5.35 5.66 5.46 5.19 5.61
Accommodating 4.54 4.58 4.06 4.17 4.21 4.48

Although the main manipulated independent variables did not yield significansyesult
there was a significant conflict management style by traithatiant avoidance interactiof,
(4,948) = 3.33p < 0.05. Results from the specific ANOVASs found that trait attachment
avoidance was negativellg € -0.35) associated with collaborating and positively 0.26)
associated with avoiding conflict management styfsg1,245) = 8.74; 5.09s< 0.05,ds=
0.38; 0.29. In other words, participants who are chronically avoidant were lesddilseliect
collaborating and more likely to select avoidant conflict management choleese fesults are
consistent with previous studies which suggest that trait attachment avoidposgively
related to avoiding and negatively related to collaborating conflict managetylest (Corcoran
& Mallinckrodt, 2000). Trait attachment avoidance was not significantly cetateompeting,

compromising, or accommodating conflict management stykes, 1.00ps > 0.20.
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There was a significant conflict management style by trait aggresgeractionf
(4,948) = 12.96p < 0.01. Results from the specific ANOVAs found that trait aggression was
negatively associated with avoiding= -0.40) and accommodatinigy £ -0.39) conflict
management stylegs (1,245) = 11.86; 12.33s< 0.01,ds= 0.44, 0.45. Conversely, trait
aggression was positively associated with a competing conflict managstyle,F (1,245) =
24.90,p < 0.01,b =0.75). In other words, participants who are chronically aggressive were less
likely to select avoiding and accommodating conflict management choices amdikalyrto
select competing conflict management choices. These results areesdngith previous studies
which suggest that trait aggression is positively related to aggressive atidetggelated to
prosocial behaviors. Trait aggression was not significantly related to congimg or
collaborating conflict management stylés,< 2.50ps > 0.05.

Finally, there was a significant conflict management style biydrasocialness
interaction F (4,948) = 2.89p < 0.05. Results from the specific ANOVAs found that trait
prosocialness was positivelly € 0.39) associated with accommodating conflict management
styles,F (1,245) = 12.49 < 0.01,d = 0.45. In other words, participants who are chronically
prosocial were more likely to select accommodating conflict manageim@ioes. These results
are consistent with previous studies which suggest that trait prosocialnessivelgosiated to
prosocial behaviors (Carlo, Eisenberg, Troyer, Switzer, & Speer, 19%li) pfosocialness was
not significantly related to the other conflict management stiykes;, 1.00ps > 0.20. None of
the other effects were significant in this modkd,< 2.00ps > 0.10.

Social Value Orientation
Recall that social value orientation refers to the degree of concern tbéaterg have

for their own outcomes and the outcomes of their negotiating partner (MessickC8nhck,
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1968). Each patrticipant had two scores: prosocial motivation and protelation. Initially,

all possible interactions with attachment prime, opponent’s group status, and dech of t
individual difference measures (including participant sex) were ambbggarately. Social value
orientation significantly interacted with trait aggressiveness aftdonosocialness. None of the
other individual difference measures yielded a significant main or ittexasffect and thus
were dropped in subsequent analyses of social value orientation.

A 3 (attachment prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2 (opponent groupiataiug vs.
outgroup) by 2 (social value orientation: pro-self vs. prosocial) ANCOVaawaducted. There
was a significant effect of social value orientatibr{1,237) = 116.08y < 0.01. Participants
were more likely to have a prosoci € 5.61), as opposed to, a pro-self orientatMr=(4.26).
More important to the hypotheses of this study, attachment prime did not signjficéethct
with social value orientatiork (2,237) = 1.54p > 0.20 (see Table 13 for means). Similarly,
none of the contrasts comparing attachment prime conditions were signiigan8.00ps >
0.05. Additionally, opponent’s group status did not significantly influence social value
orientationF (1,237) = 0.08p > 0.20 (see Table 13 for means).

The hypothesis that participants in the secure prime condition would be sighyfica
more likely to have a prosocial orientation and less likely to have a groregitation relative to
participants in the neutral or insecure attachment prime conditions was not edpSortilarly,
the hypothesis that participants in the insecure attachment prime condition woigjdifoeastly
more likely to have a pro-self orientation and less likely to have a pabso@ntation relative to

participants in the neutral or secure attachment prime conditions was not siipporte
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Table 13 Means for social value orientation by experimental condition.

Ingroup Opponent Outgroup Opponent
Social Value Secure Neutral Insecure | Secure Neutral Insecure
Orientation prime prime prime prime prime prime
n=43 n=43 n=43 n=46 n=41 n=30
Prosocial 5.41 5.78 5.65 5.36 5.68 5.76
Pro-self 4.40 412 4.37 421 4.15 4.29

There was a significant social value orientation by trait prosocialmesaction F
(1,237) = 10.33p < 0.01. Results from the specific ANOVAs suggest that trait prosocialness
was negativelyl{ = -0.22) associated with pro-self orientation and positively 0.20)
associated with prosocial orientatidfs (1,244) = 5.86; 5.3§s< 0.05. In other words,
participants who are chronically prosocial were less likely to digmiaself and more likely to
display prosocial values within negotiations. None of the other effects in dlisl nwere
significant,Fs < 2.00ps > 0.10.
Game Opponent Evaluation

Recall that participants were given the opportunity to evaluate the ‘father” on 12
traits. Higher scores on this measure indicating more favorable rafitigs “other player”.
Initially, all possible interactions with attachment prime, opponent’s griaipss and each of the
individual difference measures (including participant sex) were ambbgearately. There were
significant main effects of trait aggressiveness and trait prasesis. None of the other
individual difference measures yielded a significant main or interaetieet and thus were
dropped in subsequent analyses of game opponent evaluations.

A 3 (attachment prime: secure, neutral, insecure) by 2 (opponent group: ingroup vs.
outgroup) ANCOVA was performed with trait aggression and trait prosocsafisesovariates.

Neither the attachment prime main effect nor any of the contrasts sagiiijiinfluenced
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opponent group evaluatiorss (2,245) < 3.00ps > 0.10 (see Table 14 for means). Additionally,
opponent’s group status did not significantly influence social value orientgt{@m245) = 0.09,
p > 0.20 (see Table 14 for means).

The hypothesis that participants in the secure attachment prime conditiahevaluate
their partners more favorably than participants in the neutral and insecuheredtd prime
conditions was not supported. Similarly, the hypothesis that participants in tberense
attachment prime condition would evaluate their partners more unfavorably thaipgats in
the neutral and secure attachment prime conditions was not supported.

Table 14 Means opponent evaluation scores by experimental condition.

Ingroup Opponent Outgroup Opponent
Secure Neutral Insecure | Secure Neutral Insecure
prime prime prime prime prime prime
n=43 n=43 n=43 n=46 n=41 n=30
Evaluation 5.35 5.58 5.61 5.35 5.58 5.51

Both trait aggression and trait prosocialness yielded significant ri@atseon game
opponent evaluation§s (1,245) < 4.25; 8.8¢s < 0.05. Whereas trait prosocialness was
positively @ = 0.12) related to game opponent evaluations, trait aggressiveness was negatively
=-0.18) related. In other words, participants who were chronically prosesialmore likely to
give the “other player” favorable evaluations. Conversely, participants whe ahronically

aggressive were more likely to give “the other player” unfavorable evahsati
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CHAPTER 16: DISCUSSION OF STUDY TWO

This chapter discusses the results from Study Two. First, the findingstefdmeain
dependent variables will be discussed. Next, these findings convergence gerteewith
previous literature will be discussed. Finally, limitations and suggestofigtiire research will
be presented.

Attachment primes and domain-specific cognitive flexibility

One of the main goals of Study Two was to test the effects of an attaichnmee
manipulation on conflict schema activations assessed through cognitive itigxbil
cooperative, neutral, and conflict-related domains. Specifically, it wastihgsized that
participants in the secure prime condition would be more likely to adopt a cooperaugasc
and less likely to adopt a competitive schema than participants in the aewtiasecure
conditions. Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition were expectaddoebe
likely to adopt a competitive schema and less likely to adopt a cooperativeaschiemared to
participants in the neutral and secure conditions. These expectations were digpdtteebe
reflected in the domain-specific cognitive flexibility scores. Res@tealed that attachment
primes did not significantly influence cognitive flexibility scores.

These results are inconsistent with previous studies that have found that a secure
attachment prime, as opposed to a neutral prime, increases cognitiveitiewalfilin neutral
domains and decreases cognitive flexibility within conflict-related dosn@tikulincer &
Shaver, 2010). Of course, there are three key critical differences betwgeadbet study and
the Mikulincer and Shaver (2010) study which complicate direct comparisortse (i3e of a
different attachment priming method, (2) a different subject pool, and (3) aediffatergroup

context.
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First, Mikulincer and Shaver used a different attachment priming technique tdeactiva
people’s sense of secure or neutral attachment base. Specifically, poaritg in the
laboratory participants had filled out a WHOTO scale (Fraley & Davis, 199 Michwhey were
asked to provide the names of their security-enhancing attachment fijueescale included 6
items (e.g., Who is the person you would count on for advice? Who is the person you can always
count on?). For each item participants wrote the name of the person who best servgdtdte ta
attachment-related function. Participants also provided names of otiterazind
acquaintances that did not fit the above attachment descriptions. These nagntbewer
incorporated into a 30-trial computerized word-relation task that partisipantpleted in the
laboratory session. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two condiicurity or
neutral priming. In the security priming condition, participants were subliipi@goosed (for 20
milliseconds) to the name of their most security-enhancing attachmeret fizaged on the
answers to the WHOTO scale). In the neutral priming condition, participenéssubliminally
exposed to the name of a familiar person who was not selected as an attdigureerit is
possible that the world relation task used in the present study did not successaltg act
different attachment working models. However, this version of the word relatlohdaseen
used successfully in the past to prime secure and neutral attachment basksqdi& Shaver,
2001). Of course it is possible that differences in equipment used in previous andlike
present study could result in presentation times that are too short for primirayitoTdaat is,
different computers and monitors yield varied stimulus displays (i.éerelit in size, clarity,
and time). This possibility is further discussed below.

Second, previous studies testing the effects of attachment primes withinanperg

contexts have predominantly used an Israeli sample (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001;I2(10).

www.manaraa.com



105

possible that the attachment priming methods used in previous studies is esjlcsialiy |
work for this sample as opposed to other samples. For example, previous studies find tha
attachment effects on conflict-related behaviors are strongetéodependent individuals as
opposed to independent individuals (Lee, 2005).

Finally, previous studies testing the effects of attachment primes witkigioup
contexts have focused on Israeli-Jewish and Israeli-Arab intergroupmnsléiikulincer &
Shaver, 2001; 2010). It is quite possible that the dynamics of these groups is difi@nethiet
dynamics of the groups used in the present study (i.e., Americans and Acalejafple, the
historical religious and political conflict between Arabs and Jewsmwisinael might exacerbate
intergroup biases to a greater extent than for Americans and Arabs. Thus, itk pgbasthe
attachment prime effects within intergroup contexts discussed in previgatulieeonly work
for groups that have established intense hostility towards each other. Of faturgeresearch
should empirically test this assumption to provide a stronger conclusion. Additjahall
expression and display of intergroup biases and conflict is socially unapprovedthétiinited
States, at least explicitly, whereas this might not be the case ih Israe

In addition to these differences between the present study and previous studies, the
present study included at least two novel aspects; (1) the inclusion of an inseEamaent
prime, and (2) the inclusion of cooperative categories assessing cogniikgityewithin a
cooperative domain. First, as mentioned in the Study One methods and discussion sections,
previous studies have not used an insecure attachment prime. Thus, it is possiiée that t
insecure attachment prime used in this study failed to strongly activamtsecure attachment
working model. This is especially likely because the insecure attachnmaetysed in this study

was novel and does not have documented reliability and validity. Second, previous sttidies tha
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have used the category inclusion task to assess conflict schema activateosaliiazompared
cognitive flexibility within neutral and conflict-related domains (De UD&Nijstad, 2008;
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010). It is possible that the new cooperative categorieswaubke
present study are systematically different in some way than the neuti@rshdt-related
categories used in previous studies.
Attachment primes and behaviors within intergroup contexts

The second goal of Study Two was to test attachment prime effects onativeper
competitive, aggressive, and altruistic behaviors within an intergroup contextitfiras
expected that participants in the insecure, relative to neutral and se@alenatit prime
conditions would choose more competitive and aggressive, and fewer cooperativeussiit alt
options in the iterated prisoner’s dilemma task. Second, it was expected thdethiwebld be
more likely to occur when interacting with an outgroup as opposed to an ingroup member. Third,
this effect was expected to be partially mediated by the activationaohpetitive schema.
Conversely, it was expected that participants in the secure, relative to aedtrakecure,
attachment prime conditions would choose more cooperative and altruistic, @nd few
competitive and aggressive options when interacting with ingroup and outgroup membass. It w
further predicted that this effect would be partially mediated by the aoctivatia cooperative
schema. Results revealed that neither the attachment prime nor the opponaptsajus
manipulations significantly influenced choices within the iterated prisondeaia task. In
addition, because the attachment prime effect did not significantly influenfetschema
activations, the hypothesized mediating role of conflict schemas in undengtatidichment
prime effects on cooperative, competitive, aggressive, and altruistic behaNiorsintergroup

contexts did not find support.
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These results are inconsistent with previous studies that have found that a secure
attachment prime, as opposed to a neutral prime, reduces intergroup aggredsionadi&
Shaver, 2007b). However once again there are three key critical differehwesrbthe present
study and the Mikulincer and Shaver (2007b) study which complicate direct compaflgdhe
use of a different attachment priming method, (2) a different subject pool, and ({&randif
intergroup context. As discussed previously it is possible that each of these défeoea
combination of them influenced the results of the present study.

Outside of the intergroup contexts, research suggests that a secure aitgechmee
increases a range of prosocial behaviors including altruistic behaviors whichgraxagoistic
benefit (Gillath et al., 2005; Mikulincer et al., 2005; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007hjil&ly,
studies show that secure individuals are likely to resolve interpersonal cotiffimiigh positive,
constructive, compromising, and cooperative strategies (e.g., CreasdawefsBoston, 1999;
O’Connell & Mallinckrodt, 2000; Sanderson & Karetsky, 2002; Shi, 2003; Simpson et al., 1996).
Conversely, previous studies suggest that attachment insecurities aratadseith
competition, increased threat appraisals, poor conflict resolution and manag&iterand
aggressive behaviors (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007a; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b).

Again, it is difficult to compare previous studies with the present study becaune of t
methodological differences in the kinds of measures used (e.g., attachmeng pnietihods,
outcome variables). For example, the iterated prisoner’s dilemma gansesheed in the
present study have not been used previously within the attachment literaturedo asses
cooperative, competitive, aggressive, or altruistic behaviors. Of coueseselof a new measure
provides additional methodological concerns which convolute the interpretation of the

nonsignificant results. For example, it is unclear if the pre-programmedratiopehoice in
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trial one influences the participant’s choices in subsequent trials ictegpef the earlier
attachment prime or opponent group status manipulations. Similarly, it is u¢heatit-for-tat
strategy influences the participant’s choices regardless of tharattat prime or opponent
group status manipulation.

Finally, it is possible that the attachment prime manipulation used in Studdidvaot
successfully activate different attachment working models. In factsthieisimplest
explanation for the results of Study Two. Several of the individual differenasureeffects on
the main dependent variables seem to confirm the validity of iterated prsdilemima game
task, the cognitive flexibility task, the conflict-management styles uneaand the opponent
evaluations. Additional work is needed to test the attachment prime manipulation &edyi
Two in order to determine whether the prime stimuli were presented for tba peeiod to
properly prime the relevant attachment working models.

Ancillary Hypotheses

Several ancillary hypotheses were made pertaining to the following rasasanflict-
management styles, social value orientation, and game opponent evaluations nB@gauftict
management styles, it was expected that participants in the secure@nieon would be
significantly more likely to display a cooperative or collaboratingestiyld less likely to display
an avoiding or competitive style relative to participants in the neutral omurgsegnditions.
Conversely, participants in the insecure prime condition would be significaotky likely to
display an avoiding or competitive style and less likely to display a coopeaatcollaborating
style relative to participants in the neutral or secure prime conditionstdReg&ocial Values
Orientation, it was expected that participants in the secure prime condition waidphibeantly

more likely to display prosocial motivations and less likely to display pro-s#lzations
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compared to participants in the neutral and insecure conditions. Conversely, pasicighe
insecure prime condition would be significantly more likely to display pro-sativations and
less likely to display prosocial motivations compared to participants in thehauotr secure
conditions. Regarding game opponent evaluations, it was expected that participlaaitseicure
prime condition would evaluate their partners more favorably than participahtsmettral and
insecure prime conditions. Conversely, participants in the insecure prime aconebtild
evaluate their partners more unfavorably than participants in the neutral arel@éne
conditions. The hypothesized attachment prime effects on conflict-manageyeshaiatl social
value orientation were expected to be partially mediated by confliatnschetivations.

Results revealed that the attachment prime manipulation did not significdhtgnce
conflict-management style, social value orientation, or the game opponentienaluat
Additionally, because the attachment prime manipulation did not significarthgmue conflict
schema activations, the hypothesized mediation was not supported by the data. Although
previous research has not tested the effects of attachment style déteoemsocial value
orientation, the effects of attachment differences on conflict-managetylestisave been found
across various studies (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007a for a review). It @aumdly the
hypothesized effects of attachment primes were not found on conflict-mandgemes. As
mentioned previously, there is a possibility that the attachment primingi¢ee used in Study
Two did not successfully activate underlying attachment working models. &walliyr, because
these questionnaires were measured after the category inclusion and the'pridenama
tasks, it is also possible that any potential effect of the attachmentmpamipulation did not
last long enough to influence the conflict-management style, social valaéatioa, and game

opponent evaluation questionnaires.
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Recommendations for future research

Results did not find support for the hypotheses of Study Two. However, several
methodological concerns involving the attachment prime manipulation, iterated pasone
dilemma task, and the specific ingroup and outgroup used in the present study certiy@icat
interpretation of these results. Future research should test the effetisiofn@nt prime
manipulations on intergroup behaviors using a different attachment priming metinderli
future research should test the effects of attachment primes on cooperativdjto@npe
aggressive, and altruistic behaviors within an intergroup context using differsiaingeof the
prisoner’s dilemma task. For example, in the present study the computer vpasgresnmed to
cooperate in the first trial which might have influenced participants toroeafe with more
cooperative choices, even if they chose to compete on the first trial. Isiblpdbat if the
computer was pre-programmed to compete or aggress in the first trigghttlmve influenced
participants to choose more competitive and aggressive options in subsequernt add#idn
to manipulating the first choice, the computer can also be pre-programmedge shategy
mid way through the game. For example, a computer can be pre-programmed to choose
cooperative options in the first five trials but then choose competitive options irstiigda
trials (or vice versa). It would be interesting to observe how participarmtstoethis change of
strategy and if these reactions are influenced in any way by underlyachragnt style
differences.

Finally, it is important to test the effects of attachment style éifi@es on behaviors
within intergroup contexts using different groups. As mentioned previously, pagsstesting
the effects of attachment style differences on intergroup bias andctoiaflie used groups that

have historically been in conflict for some time (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001; 2007b; 2@10). |
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the United States, a group that has historically been the target of intebgasgnd
discrimination is African Americans. Future research should test thet®fif attachment style

differences on intergroup behaviors using a sample of Caucasian Amendaffiean

Americans.
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CHAPTER 17: CONCLUDING REMARKS ON BOTH STUDIES

The overall goal of these two studies was to further understand the effatteecbment
primes on implicit and explicit outgroup attitudes and cognitions and behaviors within an
intergroup context. Previous work suggests the important role of a secure attachmeim prim
mitigating negative reactions and behaviors towards outgroup members withinrgrouye
context (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010).
However, in addition to attenuating negative reactions and behaviors, attachmegnstigeests
the potential of a secure attachment base to promote positive attitudes and behawarsety
of interpersonal contexts (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007b; Miklunicel,2@05). It is
important to explore if a secure attachment base might be useful in promotitiepaititudes
and behaviors within aimtergroupcontext. Study Two of this dissertation was intended to
explore this idea; however, due to several methodological weaknesses it did rag provi
conclusive answer.

From the body of Mikulincer and Shaver’s work there is considerable reason to be
enthusiastic about the potential benefits and broad application of secure primedupesc
However, as the research advances it is important to identify who benefitandashether
there may be unintended negative consequences for some individuals. For exaraplethew
end of their article, Mikulincer and Shaver (2007) briefly mentioned a study tkeyoima
finding that securely-attached Palestinians in Israel-occupied tesitweremorerather than
less hostile toward Israeli Jews andreaccepting of violence toward them. Mikulincer and
Shaver (2007) went on to say that security and pacifism are not synonymous. Seanehess
suggested that perhaps a sense of secure attachment and its priming leaatotwnviard others

in culturally-endorsed ways (Peterson & Park, 2010). Thus, if negative att@utdebaviors
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towards a certain outgroup are acceptable in one’s culture, a secure attgotime might
increase the endorsement of such attitudes. Therefore, future research neeldsddhe
effects of attachment primes in diverse samples and intergroup dynamicgpdro@ch may
also add precision in identifying individuals who do not benefit or are harmed by acspygaf
of prime. After identifying subgroups of individuals who do not benefit from existinggst the
search for alternative primes could begin.

The exclusive use of an Israeli sample and focus on Israeli Jewibhreagroup
relations raise several limitation and generalizability issuels as if a secure attachment base
can only mitigate negative reactions and behaviors within groups with a hisaryrmsity and
hostility towards each other. It is also possible that some of the priming methdds past
studies are especially likely to work within an Israeli sample, as opposdtetasamples. For
example, it is possible that the Hebrew words used in a word relation task (e.gnis&ki
Shaver, 2001: Study One) are more conceptually relevant or semantigalisilent to
successfully activating attachment working models. In fact, sevethloaiological issues
concerning the use of adult attachment measures in cross-cultural résaerdeen identified
(Shaver, Mikulincer, Alonso-Arbiol, Lavy, 2010). Of course, it is also possiblehbet ire
differences in the availability, accessibility or activation chettment working models in
different samples. Therefore, it is important to test (and pilot-test}tdehenent priming
methods used in past studies with different samples. Finally, Study One of tarsatiiss found
that attachment primes were more likely to influence implicit outgroup brgsafticipants who
strongly identify with their ingroup. This finding suggests that perhaps the pafiteets of a
secure attachment base on intergroup relations are not generalizable tehtbakenot strongly

identify with their ingroup.
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In addition to the limitation and generalizability issues mentioned above it is anptot
explore the role of an insecure attachment prime on attitudes and behaviors mvithin a
interpersonal setting. Attachment theory suggests that the activation of amréenatachment
working model should lead to more negative attitudes, reactions, and behaviors within
interpersonal contexts (Bowlby, 1988). Most of the previous studies using attagrimers
have not used an insecure attachment prime (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001; Mikulincev& Sha
2007b; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2010). The few studies that have used an insecure attachment
prime have compared it to a secure attachment prime instead of a neutdlgrong (e.qg.,
Green & Campbell, 2000). For example, Green and Campbell (2000) found thapaatsici
primed with a secure attachment style were more open to exploration thaipa@ttiprimed
with insecure attachment styles (avoidant and anxious). However, the lack ofed cantrol
convolute the interpretation of these results in understanding whether the foutslaefeatue to
the positive effects of a secure attachment prime or the potential nezfédists of an insecure
attachment prime. To fully explore and understand the effects of attachnmees om important
outcome variables, it is necessary to test and compare the effects of bothesetinsecure
attachment primes with a neutral control prime condition.

Attachment security has been associated with a host of positive attihadlestaviors
within interpersonal contexts. The application of attachment theory within intergootgxts is
novel and the positive results found by Mikulincer and Shaver are truly remaikaktever,
there is a critical need to “broaden and build” this line of work in order to better wardbitst
limitations, generalizability, and underlying mediators and moderatordiridkaodt, 2007,

Schaller, 2007; Peterson & Park, 2007).
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APPENDICES
Appendix A: Name Familiarity Scale

Please rate your degree of familiarity for every name listed below on the givescale.

1. Ammar 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
2. Adam 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
3. Jaafar 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
4. Andrew 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
5. Haashim 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
6. Chip 1 2 3 4 5

rfot at all familiar very familiar
7. Hassan 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
8. Frank 1 2 3 4 5

rjot at all familiar very familiar
9. Muhammad 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
10.Jonathan 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
11.Nadeem 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
12. Justin 1 2 3 4 5

rjot at all familiar very familiar
13.Rashid 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
14. Harry 1 2 3 4 )

(ot at all familiar very familiar
15. Saad 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
16. Matthew 1 2 3 4 5

rfot at all familiar very familiar
17.Umar 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
18.Roger 1 2 3 4 5

Qot at all familiar very familiar
19. Zahir 1 2 3 4 5

rjot at all familiar very familiar
20. Stephen 1 2 3 4 5

(ot at all familiar very familiar
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Appendix B: Emotional Reactions

For each of the groups listed below please rate how you feel about them on vstedus |
dimensions using the following scale:
1: not at all 2 3 4 5: extremely

To what extent do you feel anger towards Arabs?
To what extent do you feel anger towards Latinos?
To what extent do you feel satisfied by Arabs?

To what extent do you feel disgust towards Arabs?
To what extent do you feel disgust towards Latinos?
To what extent do you feel happy towards Arabs?
To what extent do you feel happy towards Latinos?
To what extent do you feel furious towards Arabs?
To what extent do you feel furious towards Latinos?
10 To what extent do you feel guilty towards Arabs?
11.To what extent do you feel guilty towards Latinos?
12.To what extent do you feel satisfied by Arabs?
13.To what extent do you feel afraid of Arabs?

14.To what extent do you feel pride towards Arabs?
15.To what extent do you fear Arabs?

16.To what extent do you fear Latinos?

17.To what extent do you feel irritation towards Arabs?
18.To what extent do you feel irritation towards Latinos?
19.To what extent do you feel grateful towards Arabs?
20.To what extent do you feel threatened by Arabs?
21.To what extent do you feel threatened by Latinos?
22.To what extent do you feel hostility towards Arabs?
23.To what extent do you feel uneasy towards Arabs?
24.To what extent do you feel uneasy towards Latinos?
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On each line below there are two adjectives that can be used to deseré typical Arab.
Please look at each line separately and think about which adjective on thahéi best
describes a typical Arab by circling a number between 3 and -3.

1. Is atypical Arab:

2. Is atypical Arab:

3. Is atypical Arab:

4. Is atypical Arab:

5. Is atypical Arab:

6. Is atypical Arab:

7. Is atypical Arab:

8. Is atypical Arab:

9. Is atypical Arab:

10.1s a typical Arab:

Friendly

3
Peaceful

3
Helpful

3
Nice

3
Beautiful

3
Good

3
Pleasant

3
Honest

3
Tolerant

3
Nice

Unfriendly
-3

Violent
-3
Unhelpful
-3

Mean
-3

Ugly

Unpleasant
-3

Dishonest
-3

Intolerant
-3
Awful
-3
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On each line below there are two adjectives that can be used to deseri typical American
person. Please look at each line separately and think about which adjective thrat line best

describes a typical American by circling a number between 3 and -3.

1. Is atypical American:

2. Is atypical American:

3. Is atypical American:

4. Is atypical American:

5. Is atypical American:

6. Is a typical American:

7. Is atypical American:

8. Is atypical American:

9. Is atypical American:

10.1s a typical American:

Friendly
3
Peaceful
3
Helpful

3
Nice

3
Beautiful

3
Good

3
Pleasant

3
Honest

3
Tolerant

3
Nice

3

Unfriendly

-3
Violent
-3

Unhelpful

-3
Mean

-3
Ugly

Unpleasant
-3
Dishonest
-3
Intolerant
-3

Awful
-3
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9. Most Latinos living in the United States who receive support from welfare could ge
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Appendix E: Blatant and Prejudice Scale
Please rate the following statements given the scale below.

1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly agree) (strongly disagree)

Arabs have jobs that Americans should have.

Most Arabs living in the United States who receive support from welfare couddoget
without it if they tried.

American people and Arabs can never be really comfortable with each othreif, ey
are close friends.

Arabs come from less able races and this explains why they are not af welinost
American people.

| would be willing to have sexual relations with an Arab*.

| would NOT mind if a suitably qualified Arab was appointed as my boss*.

| would NOT mind if an Arab who had a similar economic background as mine joined
my close family be marriage*.

Latinos have jobs that Americans should have.

along without it if they tried.

10. American people and Latinos can never be really comfortable with each otheff, even i

they are close friends.

11.Latinos come from less able races and this explains why they are not aff @welinost

American people.

12.1 would be willing to have sexual relations with a Latino*.
13.1 would NOT mind if a suitably qualified Latino was appointed as my boss*.
14.1 would NOT mind if a Latino who had a similar economic background as mine joined

my close family be marriage*.
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Appendix F: Relationship Attachment
The statements below concern how you feel in emotionally intimate relaifisn$Ve are
interested in how you generally experience relationships, not just in what is heppeai
current relationship. Respond to each statement by using the scale below te imalicat
much you agree or disagree with the statement:
1. strongly agree 2 3 4 5 6 7: strongly disagree

1. I'm afraid that | will lose my partner's love.

2. | often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me.

3. | often worry that my partner doesn't really love me.

4. | worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as | cardfaoout

5. | often wish that my partner's feelings for me were as strong &sefings for him or her.
6. | worry a lot about my relationships.

7. When my partner is out of sight, | worry that he or she might become interested amsome
else.

8. When | show my feelings for romantic partners, I'm afraid they will mbtihe same about
me.

9. | rarely worry about my partner leaving me.

10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself.

11. 1 do not often worry about being abandoned.

12. | find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as | would like.

13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apgssent r
14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.

15. I'm afraid that once a romantic partner gets to know me, he or she wonhdkeeally am.
16. It makes me mad that | don't get the affection and support | need from my.partne
17. 1 worry that | won't measure up to other people.

18. My partner only seems to notice me when I'm angry.

19. | prefer not to show a partner how | feel deep down.

20. | feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with niyygpa

21. | find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners.

22. | am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.

23. | don't feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.

24. | prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.

25. | get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close.

26. | find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.

27. It's not difficult for me to get close to my partner.

28. | usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.

29. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need.

30. | tell my partner just about everything.

31. I talk things over with my partner.

32. | am nervous when partners get too close to me.

33. | feel comfortable depending on romantic partners.

34. | find it easy to depend on romantic partners.

35. It's easy for me to be affectionate with my partner.

36. My partner really understands me and my needs.
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Appendix G: Ingroup Attachment Style
Instructions: Please respond to the following statements on the basis of beimgacaA.
There are no right or wrong answers to any of these statements; wiesested in your own
personal reactions and opinions. Please select a number on the scale below deltbgsi f
describes your feelings for each statement.
1:strongly disagree 2 3 4 5 6 &trongly agree

1. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on fellow Americans.

2. | sometimes worry that | will be hurt if | allow myself to become toseko fellow
Americans.

. I want to feel completely at one with other Americans.

. I find it relatively easy to get close to fellow Americans.

. 1 do not often worry about Americans getting too close to me.

. Itis very important to me to feel independent and self-sufficient.

. I am nervous when fellow Americans get too close.

. My desire to feel completely at one sometimes scares fellow Amegrica

. | prefer not to depend on fellow Americans or to have Americans depend on me.
10. | often worry that other American does not really accept me.

11. I am comfortable not being close to fellow Americans.

12. | often worry Americans will not always want me as a member.

13. I am somewhat uncomfortable being close to other Americans.

14. Americans are never there when | need them.

15. | find it difficult to completely trust Americans.

16. |1 don't worry about being alone or not being accepted by fellow Americans

17. 1 find fellow Americans are reluctant to get as close as | would like.

18. I am not sure that | can always depend on other Americans to be there when émeed th
19. Often fellow Americans want me to be more open about my thoughts and feelingie#dian
comfortable being.

20. I am comfortable having Americans depend on me.

21. | sometimes worry that other Americans don’t value me as much as |heroe t
22. 1 am comfortable depending on fellow Americans.

23. I know other Americans will be there when | need them

24. | want to be emotionally close with fellow Americans, but | find it difficoiftrust
Americans completely or to depend on them.

25. I do not often worry about being abandoned by fellow Americans.
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Appendix H: Social Desirability

Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudesitgn®&ad each item
and put an X through the “T” if the statement is True for you, or put an X through thethig” if
statement is False for you.

1. Before voting | thoroughly investigated the qualifications of all the candidateé

2. | never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. T F

3. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if | am not encouraged. T F

4. | have never intensely disliked anyone. T F

5. On occasion | have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life. T F

6. | sometimes feel resentful when | don’t get my way. T F

7. 1 am always careful about my manner of dress. T F

8. My table manners at home are as good as when | eat out in a restaurant. T F

9. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure | was not see, | probably
woulddoit. TF

10. On a few occasions, | have given up doing something because | thought too little
of my ability. T F

11. I like to gossip at times. T F

12. There have been times when | felt like rebelling against people in authority

even though | knew they were right. T F

13. No matter who I'm talk to, I'm always a good listener. T F

14. 1 can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. T F

15. There have been occasions when | took advantage of someone. T F

16. I'm always willing to admit it when | make a mistake. T F

17. I always try to practice what | preach. T F

18. 1 don’t find it particularly difficult to get along with loud-mouthed, obnoxious people. T F
19. | sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget. T F

20. When | don’t know something | don't at all mind admitting it. T F

21. | am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. T F

22. At times | have really insisted on having things my own way. T F

23. There have been occasions when | felt like smashing things. T F

24. | would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrongdoings. T F
25. | never resent being asked to return a favor. T F

26. | have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from myfown. T
27. 1 never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car. T F

28. There have been times when | was quite jealous of the good fortunes of others. T F
29. | have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off. T F

30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. T F

31. | have never felt that | was punished without cause. T F

32. | sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what theyede3ek
33. | have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings. T F
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Appendix |: Group Identification
Are you a U.S. citizen? YES NO

Instructions: Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree \hitbf ¢lae following
statements using the scale below:

1: do not agree at all 2 3 4 5 6 7: agree completely

1. | see myself as an American.

2. 1 am pleased to be an American

3. | feel strong ties with fellow Americans
4. | identify with other Americans.
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Appendix J: Demographics

Please answer the following questions as accurately as possible. If you a question does not apply
to you, write “NA” in the blank.
1. Whatis your gender?

A. Female

B. Male

2. What is yowurrent agein years?

3. What s your race?

A. American Indian/Alaska Native

B. East Asian
South Asian
Native Hawaian or other Pacific Islander
Black or African American
White or Caucasian

@ T mo o

Hispanic

H. More than one race
4. What is your political identity?
Strongly conservative
Moderately conservative
Slightly conservative
Neutral
Slightly liberal
Moderately liberal

nmoo w2

G. Strongly liberal
5. What is your religious affiliation?
6. What was yo@PA (on a four point scale) in th@evious semeste?

7. How many years eflucation has youmother received (e.g., “12” for a high school
graduate)?

8. How many years eflucation has yourfather received (e.g., “12” for a high school
graduate)?

9. What is yoyrarents' approximate householdcome each year (in dollars)?
10. How many times have you taken the Implicit Association Task (IAT) in tt®e pas
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A B C D
You Earn 50 60 40 40
Other Earns 50 30 10 60
Prisoner’s Dilemma Matrix
Player A Name
Player B B C
Name
100 110 90 90
100 80 \ 60 110
90 \ 70 70
90 70 120 \
50 50
50 110 \
110
110
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Appendix L: Conversion of Points into Number of Chances to Win Drawing
Below 600 = 0 chances
600-799 — 1 chance
800-899 — 2 chances
900-999 - 3 chances
1000-1099 — 4 chances

1100 — 5 chances
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Appendix M: Conflict Mode Instrument

INSTRUCTIONS: Consider situations in which you find your wishes differing from those of
another person. How do you usually respond to such situations? On the following pages are
several pairs of statements describing possible behavioral responsexh-paie, please circle
the “A” or “B” statement which is mot characteristic of your own behaWiomany cases,

neither the “A” nor the “B” statement may be very typical of your behavior, leasplselect the
response which you would be more likely to use.

1. A There are times when | let others take responsibility for solving ttéepn.
B Rather than negotiate the things on which we disagree, | try to strestgseupon
which we both agree.

2. A ltry to find a compromise situation.
B | attempt to deal with all of his and my concerns.
3. A I am usually firm in pursuing my goals.
B I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship.
4. A l'try to find a compromise solution.
B | sometimes sacrifice my own wishes for the wishes of the other person.
5. A | consistently seek the other’s help in working out a solution.
B I try to do what is necessary to avoid useless tensions.
6. A | try to avoid creating unpleasantness for myself.
B I try to win my position.
7. A | try to postpone the issue until | have had some time to think it over.
B | give up some points in exchange for others.
8. A | am usually firm in pursuing my goals.
B | attempt to get all concerns and issues immediately out | the open.
9. A | feel that differences are not always worth worrying about.

B | make some effort to get my way.
10. Al am firm in pursuing my goals.
B I try to find a compromise solution.
11. A | attempt to get all concerns and issues immediately out in the open.
B I might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship.
12. A | sometimes avoid taking positions which would create controversy.
B 1 will let him have some of his positions if he lets me have some of mine.
13. A | propose a middle ground.
B | press to get my points made.
14. A 1 tell him my ideas and ask him for his.
B I try to show him the logic and benefits of my position.
15. A | might try to soothe the other’s feelings and preserve our relationship.
B I try to do what is necessary to avoid tensions.
16. A 1 try not to hurt the other’s feelings.
B I try to convince the other person of the merits of my position.
17. A | am usually firm in pursuing my goals.
B 1 will let him have some of his positions if he lets me have some of mine.
18. A If it makes the other person happy, | might let him maintain his views.
B 1 will let him have some of his positions if he lets me have some of mine.
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A | attempt to get all concerns and issues immediately out in the open.

B I try to postpone the issue until | have had some time to think it over.

A | attempt to immediately work through our differences.

B I try to find a fair combination of gains and losses for

A In approaching negotiations, I try to be considerate of the other persdmes wis
B | always lean toward a direct discussion of the problem.

A ltry to find a position that is intermediate between his and mine.

B | assert my wishes.

A | am very often concerned with satisfying all our wishes.

B There are times when | let others take responsibility for solving the problem
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You had a chance to interact with another participant through the point allocatiorBza®e.
on your experiences, please provide some feedback about the other participant usaig the sc
below.

Strongly Disagree: 1

1.

2.

8.

9.

My partner is intelligent.

My partner is skillful.

. My partner is competent.
. My partner is helpful.

. My partner is kind.

. My partner is warm.

. My partner is trustworthy

My partner is manipulative.

My partner is cold.

10. My partner is dishonest.

11. My partner is unfair

12. My partner is greedy.

7: Strongly Agree
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Appendix O: Buss Perry Aggression Questionnaire

ase rate each of the fO||OWIHg |tems in terms of how charactehisyi@ate of you. Use the

foI owing scale for answering thése items.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
extremeI%/ . extremely
un?harac eristic charfalcterlstlc

1) Once in a while | can't control the urge to strike another person.
2) Given enough provocation, | may hit another person.

3) If somebody hits me, | hit back.

4) 1 get into fights a little more than the average person.

5) If I have to resort to violence to protect my rights, | will.

6) There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows.
7) | can think of no good reason for ever hitting a person.

8) | have threatened people | know.

9) | have become so mad that | have broken things.

10) I tell my friends openly when | disagree with them.

11) I often find myself disagreeing with people.

12) When people annoy me, | may tell them what | think of them.
13) I can't help getting into arguments when people disagree with me.
14) My friends say that I'm somewhat argumentative.

15) I flare up quickly but get over it quickly.

16) When frustrated, | let my irritation show.

17) 1 sometimes feel like a powder keg ready to explode.

18) I am an even-tempered person.

19) Some of my friends think I'm a hothead.

20) Sometimes | fly off the handle for no good reason.

21) | have trouble controlling my temper.

22) | am sometimes eaten up with jealousy.

23) Attimes | feel | have gotten a raw deal out of life.

24) Other people always seem to get the breaks.

25) | wonder why sometimes | feel so bitter about things.

26) | know that "friends" talk about me behind my back.

27) 1 am suspicious of overly friendly strangers.

28) | sometimes feel that people are laughing at me behind my back.
29) When people are especially nice, | wonder what they want.
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Appendix P: Trait Prosocialness

Below are sentences that might or might not describe you. Please indicatéddCH EACH
STATEMENT DESCRIBES YOUWby using the scale below.

DOES NOT DESCRIBE SOMEWHAT DESCRIBES DESCRIBES
DESCRIBE ME ME ALITTLE DESCRIBES ME ME WELL ME GREATLY
AT ALL
1 2 3 4 5

_Pub1l. I can help others best when people are watching me.

_Emot 2. It makes me feel good when | can comfort someone who is very upset.
_Pub_ 3. When other people are around, it is easier for me to help others in need.
*Alt_ 4. | think that one of the best things about helping others is that it makes me look good.
_Dire_ 5. |tend to help people who are in a real crisis or need.

_Com_ 6. When people ask me to help them, | don't hesitate.

_Anon_ 7. | prefer to donate money without anyone knowing.

_Dire_ 8. Itend to help people who are hurt badly.

_*Alt_9. | believe that donating goods or money works best when | get some benefit.
_Anon_10. Itend to help others in need when they do not know who helped them.
_Emot_11. I tend to help others especially when they are really emotional.
_Pub__12. Helping others when | am being watched is when | work best.

_Dire_13. It is easy for me to help others when they are in a bad situation.
_Anon_14. Most of the time, | help others when they do not know who helped them.
_Emot_15. I respond to helping others best when the situation is highly emotional.
_Com_16. | never wait to help others when they ask for it.

_Anon_17. | think that helping others without them knowing is the best type of situation.
_*Alt_18. One of the best things about doing charity work is that it looks good.
_Emot_19. Emotional situations make me want to help others in need.

*Alt__20. | feel that if | help someone, they should help me in the future.

Emot_21. | usually help others when they are very upset.
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Appendix Q: Suspicion Questionnaire

PARTICIPANT ID# DATE TIME

Say to participant: “We are now finished with the study. | would now like to ask fgw a
guestions before you leave. Is that OK with you?”

1. What did you think of the study?

2. Were you confused by any of the tasks or instructions? YES NO
If Answered Yes, Please Ask Participant to Elaborate:

3. Do you think that there might have been more to this study
then you were told? YES NO
If Answered Yes, Please Ask Participant to Elaborate:

4. What do you think the study was about?

5. Did you think that the imagination task, visual attention task, and/or questionnares wer
related? YES NO
If Answered Yes, Please Ask Participant to Elaborate:

Rate the participant’s suspicion level:

1: not at all suspicious 2: suspicious about some 3: Very suspicious
parts of the hypothesis about the true purpose of
the study
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Appendix R: Need for Cognition

For each of the statements below, please indicate whether drerstatement is characteristic
of you or of what you believe. For example, if the statementtreraely uncharacteristic of

you or of what you believe about yourself (not at all like youagdeclick "1" as your answer.
If the statement is extremely characteristic of you owloét you believe about yourself (very
much like you) please click "5" as your answer. You should useliogving scale as you rate

each of the statements below.

1 2 3 4 5

extremely somewhat uncertain somewhat extremely
uncharacteristic uncharacteristic characteristic cltegiistac

of me of me of me of me

1. | prefer complex to simple problems.

2. | like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a kin&frtg.

3. Thinking is not my idea of fun.**

4. | would rather do something that requires little thought than something that is sure t
challenge my thinking abilities.**

5. | try to anticipate and avoid situations where there is a likely chandenbwe to think in
depth about something.**

6. | find satisfaction in deliberating hard and for long hours.

7. 1 only think as hard as | have to.**

8. | prefer to think about small daily projects to long term ones.**

9. | like tasks that require little thought once I've learned them.**

10. The idea of relying on thought to make my way to the top appeals to me.

11. I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems.

12. Learning new ways to think doesn’t excite me very much.**

13. | prefer my life to be filled with puzzles | must solve.

14. The notion of thinking abstractly is appealing to me.

15. 1 would prefer a task that is intellectual, difficult, and important to one teatmswhat
important but does not require much thought.

16. | feel relief rather than satisfaction after completingsk that requires a lot of mental
effort.**

17. It's enough for me that something gets the job done; | don’t care how or Wikt
18. l usually end up deliberating about issues even when they do not affect meliyersona

Note: **=reverse scored item.
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Appendix S: Political Awareness Test

The questions below pertain to U.S. government and history. Please answer each gu@stion be
by clicking on the correct answer from the list of choices provided.

1. What ocean is on the West Coast of the United States?
A. Pacific Ocean B. Southern Ocean C. Arctic Ocean D. Atlantic Ocea

2. What was one important thing that Abraham Lincoln did?
A. saved (or preserved) the Union B. established the United Nations

C. declared war on Great Britain D. purchased Alaska

3. Why does the flag have 13 stripes?

A. because the stripes represent the members of the Second Continental Congress
B. because it was considered lucky to have 13 stripes on the flag

C. because the stripes represent the original colonies

D. because the stripes represent the number of signatures on the U.S. Constitution

4. Who did the United States fight in World War 11?

A. Austria-Hungary, Japan, and Germany B. the Soviet Union, Germany, and
Italy
C. Japan, Germany, and Italy D. Japan, China, and Vietnam

5. What is the name of the Speaker of the House of Representatives now?
A. Hilary Clinton B. Robert Byrd C. Joe Biden D. Nancy Pelosi

6. How many amendments does the Constitution have?
A. ten (10) B. twenty-three (23) C. twenty-one (21) D. twenty-seven (27)

7. We elect a U.S. Representative for how many years?
A. eight (8) B. four (4) C. two (2) D. six (6)

8. How many justices are on the Supreme Court?
A. nine (9) B. ten (10) C. eleven (11) D. twelve (12)
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9. There were 13 original states. Name three.
A. New York, Kentucky, and Georgia B. Washington, Oregon, and California
C. Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina D. Virginia, North Carolina, and Florida

10. Who lived in America before the Europeans arrived?
A. American Indians B. Floridians C. no one D. Canadians

11. What does the judicial branch do?
A. resolves disputes B. decides if a law goes against the Constitution
C. reviews laws D. all of these answers

12. The House of Representatives has how many voting members?

A. one hundred (100) B. two hundred (200)

C. four hundred thirty-five (435) D. four hundred forty-one (441)

13. What did the Declaration of Independence do?

A. declared our independence from Great Britain B. freed the slaves

C. declared our independence from France D. gave women the right to vote

14. Name one of the two longest rivers in the United States.
A. Ohio River B. Rio Grande River C. Colorado River  D. Mississippi River

15. What territory did the United States buy from France in 18037
A. Quebec B. Haiti C. Alaska D. the Louisiana Territory

16. Name one state that borders Canada.
A. Maine B. Rhode Island C. South Dakota D. Oregon

17. What is one right or freedom from the First Amendment?
A. to bear arms B. to vote C. Speech D. trial by jury

18. Who was the first President?
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A. George Washington B. John Adams C. Abraham Lincoln D. Thomas Jefferson

19. Name one branch or part of the government.
A. United Nations B. Parliament C. state government D. Legislative

20. What ocean is on the East Coast of the United States?

A. Arctic Ocean B. Indian Ocean C. Pacific Ocean D. Atlantic Ocean

www.manharaa.com




160

Involvement Behaviors

We are trying to understand what kinds of factors predict people’s political knowidégse
answer the following questions by clicking on the appropriate answer.

1. Using the scale below, plase tell us how many hours you have spent doing eackofgoll
kinds of activities over the previous twelve months?

None 10 hoursorless 11-25hours  26-60 hours 61-120 hours More than 120
hours

A. Participated in community service

B. Conducted community-based research

C. Wrote a policy analysis paper

D. Worked or volunteered for a political campaign

E. Participated in a protest, march or demonstration

F. Helped to raise money for a charitable cause

G. Participated in online political discussions or visited a politically oriewielokite

H. Contacted or visited a public official (at any level of government) to askskistance or

to express my opinion
Contacted a newspaper, magazine, radio, or television program to express my opinion on
an issue or candidate
Attended a meeting of town or city council, school board or neighborhood association
Volunteered through a social or non-profit organization
Helped to raise awareness around a particular social issue
Attended a civic issue related conference or seminar
Attended a speaker event on a particular issue
Helped to organize efforts aimed at solving environmental issues

VOoOZZIrRC

Helped to promote political involvement or assisted with voter registration.

2. Using the scale below, please tell us how often you engage in the following kintisabbe

Every day Several times a week Several times a month Never
A. Read a newspaper
B. Watch the news on TV
C. Read the news on-line
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Listen to the news on the radio

Personally read "blogs" on the Internet that deal with political issues
Personally read "blogs" or campaign websites of candidates for office
Discuss politics or social issues with your friends

I &G mmo

Talk with one or both of your parents about politics or social issues?

3. Using the scale below, please tell us how many days a week do you watchhengenfis
shows listed below?

Zero Less than once/week One day/week Two days/week Three dalys/we
Four days/week Five days/week Six days/week Seven days/week
CNN

CBS Evening News

NBC Nightly News

ABC World News

MSNBC

Fox News

The Daily Show with Jon Stewart
The Colbert Report

Other (please specify):

Using the scale below, please indicate your level of agreement with edehfolldwing
statements.

Strongly agree  Agree Neither agree nor disagree  Disagree Stisagyee

A. It is important that equal opportunity be available to all people.

B. It is hard to get me genuinely interested in what is going on in my community.
C. | unselfishly contribute to my community.

D. Meaningful public service is very important to me.

E. | would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole commuvrety ié

it harmed my interests.

n

| consider public service my civic duty.
| am interested in seeking information about local or national issues.
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