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Social identity theory predicts that perceivers strongly identified with an in-group will maximize the
distinction and maintain a clear boundary between their own and other groups by categorizing others'
membership accurately. Two experiments tested the prediction that racially prejudiced individuals,
who presumably identify highly with their racial in-group, are more motivated to make accurate
racial categorizations than nonprejudiced individuals. Results indicated that prejudiced participants
not only took longer to categorize race-ambiguous targets (Experiments 1 and 2), but also made
more nonverbal vocalizations when presented with them (Experiment 1), suggesting response hesitation. The results support the hypothesis that, compared to nonprejudiced individuals, prejudiced
individuals concern themselves with accurate identification of in-group and out-group members and
use caution when making racial categorizations.

The basic hypothesis, then, is that pressures to evaluate one's own
group positively through in-group/out-group comparisons lead social groups to attempt to differentiate themselves from each other.
Tajfel & Turner (1986, p. 16)

Individuals claim membership in numerous social groups. Indeed, the particular groups to which one belongs influence selfperceptions, including self-evaluation. Individuals often identify
and define themselves in terms of their group memberships; for
example, one identifies oneself as a college professor, a woman,
or a Catholic. Membership in positively valued social groups
generally enhances self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986).
Groups may be positively valued in either an absolute or a
relative sense.
Positive value in an absolute sense occurs when the group
achieves something culturally valued or at least valued by group
members. Members share in the in-group's positive value in
terms of their perceptions of both themselves and others. Supporting research has demonstrated that individuals are more
likely to identify themselves verbally and nonverbally as a group
member after a positive group experience (e.g., identifying oneself as a New Yorker after a Yankees World Series victory;
Cialdini et al., 1976).
Groups may also take on positive value in a relative sense,

that is, by comparison to other groups. Although the relatively
negative perceptions of out-groups may enable individuals to
make positive in-group to out-group comparisons (resulting in
increased collective and individual self-esteem), out-group prejudice may develop or be reinforced as a byproduct of this process. For example, racial prejudice is consistent with favorable
comparisons of one's racial in-group to racial out-groups.
The motivation to favorably compare racial in-groups to outgroups varies positively as a function of group salience (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1992; Skinner & Stephenson, 1981). Increases
in the salience of group membership have been found to occur
under conditions of intergroup competition (Brewer, Weber, &
Carini, 1995; D. A. Taylor & Moriarty, 1987), in-group minority status (McGuire & McGuire, 1988), and perceived threat
to the in-group (Giles & Johnson, 1986; Ng & Cram, 1987).
Note that the presence of these conditions need not be based in
objective reality. The perception of any of these conditions
should increase the likelihood that people will strive to maximize
the positive distinctiveness of their in-groups. Consequently,
these conditions can encourage the development of racial ingroup biases and prejudice.
Social identity theory suggests that the extent to which people
are motivated to maximize the perceived difference between the
in-group and out-groups should also impact the initial in~group/
out-group categorization of newly encountered individuals.
Given the motivation to maintain the positive distinctiveness
of the in-group, individuals should be especially motivated to
accurately categorize others. Failure to make accurate categorizations could result in mistakenly including an out-group member in the in-group, thereby increasing the risk of damaging
or diminishing the positive evaluation of the in-group and the
perceiver's share in it.
Consequently, racially prejudiced individuals should concern
themselves with correctly identifying members of their own
racial group. Although the race of people that one encounters
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is often perceptually unambiguous, ambiguous cases abound
(e.g., a light-skinned African American or Latino or a darkskinned European American). In such cases, people who negatively evaluate members of racial out-groups should use caution
to correctly categorize such a person. As suggested by D. M.
Taylor and Moghaddam (1994),
If we take the case of the racially prejudiced white person, when
grouping black and white others, such a person would identify with
the white group, and any racial mixing that took place would, from
that person's perspective, negatively affect his or her status. Such
a person would try to make sure not to mistakenly place any blacks
in the white group (pp. 68-69).

Despite the prediction, based on social identity theory, that
people who strongly identify with an in-group maximize the
distinction between the in-group and out-groups, few studies
have investigated potential differences in the categorization of
others as a function of racial prejudice. Indeed, few investigations have appeared that concern differences in the way perceivers categorize in-group and out-group members in general,
independent of the perceiver's personal belief systems. In a notable exception, Zarate and Smith (1990) investigated the White
male norm. By examining the manner in which people categorize others with regard to race and gender, Zarate and Smith
concluded that individuals categorize others according to dimensions on which those others deviate from the norm. Specifically,
individuals use characteristics that differentiate a target other
from the norm as bases of categorization.
In one of the few investigations of the impact of personal
beliefs on categorization, Pettigrew, Allport, and Barnett (1958)
investigated racial categorization among South Africans. In this
study, the investigators presented Afrikaner (English-speaking
Whites), "Colored," Indian, and African participants with a
variety of racially uncertain faces. Afrikaners, who were assumed to be prejudiced against Africans, exhibited a marked
tendency to overinclude racially uncertain or ambiguous faces in
the "extreme" African group rather than in the "intermediate"
groups of "Colored" or Indian (which were presumably perceived to be more similar to the in-group). This rinding lends
support to the idea that the racially prejudiced individuals are
motivated to maximize the perceived distinction between their
in-group and disparaged out-groups.
Brigham (1971) noted similar findings in his review of research on ethnic stereotypes (e.g., Allport & Kramer, 1946;
Elliott & Wittenberg, 1955; Himmelfarb, 1960; Lindzey & Rogolsky, 1950; Scodel & Austrin, 1957). Brigham speculated that
this caution stems from motivation to minimize the chances of
"contaminating" the in-group by inclusion of possible outgroup members.
The Present Research
These early studies suggest that people who highly identify
with in-groups, such as racially prejudiced individuals (see Masson & Verkuyten, 1993; D. M. Taylor & Moghaddam, 1994),
are particularly motivated to maximize the distinctiveness of
their in-group in relation to negatively evaluated out-groups.
Thus, it is surprising to note that research stemming from social
identity theory has failed to address the role of prejudice on

perceptual distinctions between in-group and out-group members. The results of Pettigrew et al. (1958) and the studies
reviewed by Brigham (1971) are consistent with the hypothesis
that highly identified group members are particularly motivated
to distinguish in-group from out-group members. However, none
of these researchers assessed the strength of in-group identification or racial prejudice directly.
In the current experiments, we examined the influence of
racial prejudice on the racial categorization process. Specifically, we examined the speed with which racially prejudiced
and nonprejudiced individuals make racial categorizations of
others. We deliberately chose both targets whose racial identity
was clear and targets whose racial identity was ambiguous. Our
rationale was that the caution of racially prejudiced individuals
predicted by social identity theory would lead to slower categorization latencies, especially for ambiguous targets.

Experiment 1
Method
Overview, Participants viewed still photographic portraits of a variety of human faces and control targets displayed on a video monitor.
Participants received instructions to identify verbally the race of each
person and the color of each control target they viewed as quickly and
as accurately as possible. The amount of time taken to make each response was measured. Control targets consisted of white, black, and
gray ovals; this enabled the investigators to rule out effects due to
differences in participants' perceptual acuity.
Participants. Fifteen undergraduate students recruited for participation in this experiment received extra credit in summer courses at the
State University of New %rk at Buffalo in exchange for their participation. All but 4 of the participants were White (of the 4 non-White
participants, 2 were African American, 1 was Asian, and 1 was Indian).
All participants were tested individually.
Design. A 2 X 2 X 3 mixed-subjects design was used in this experiment. Level of prejudice (prejudiced or nonprejudiced) varied between
subjects. Type of stimulus (facial or oval) and race-color of stimulus
(black, white, or ambiguous) were varied within subjects. The primary
dependent measure was the amount of time taken by participants to
identify the race or color of each target stimulus.
Materials. Participants sat in an acoustically controlled recording
room that contained an unobtrusive video camera and intercom system.
The room also contained a large video monitor on which the stimuli
were presented and audio speakers through which verbal instructions
were given. In addition, a hand-held pressure zone microphone, which
was used lo record their responses, was connected via audio amplifier
to both a voice-activated relay and an audiotape recorder.
A videotape was used to present photographs of individuals exhibiting
neutral facial expressions and the control oval stimuli in random order.
Each stimulus appeared on the screen for 5 s and was followed by 2 s
of blank screen. Of the 36 facial photographs presented, 14 of the
stimulus faces had been determined (through pretesting) to be easily
identifiable as White, 12 were easily identifiable as African-American,
and 10 were ambiguous. Pilot testing also established that all stimulus
faces were relatively equal in physical attractiveness. The control stimuli
included 11 white, 6 black, and 10 gray ovals.
Procedure. On arrival at the laboratory, a female experimenter
greeted participants and provided an overview of the experiment. Participants were seated upright in a comfortable chair in the recording room,
left alone, and asked to relax until receiving further instructions. Prerecorded verbal instructions were presented to participants through audio
speakers. The prerecorded female voice instructed participants that they
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would be viewing a series of pictures and that their task was to state
aloud (into the hand-held microphone) the race of the person or the
color of the oval depicted in each picture. The videotape was then started.
At the onset of each picture, a signal reset and activated a timer. The
first sound emitted by the participant stopped the timer and signaled the
computer to record the latency.
After finishing the categorization task, participants completed a selected portion (six items) of the Modern Racism Scale (McConahay,
1986) that was embedded in a number of other attitude items relevant
to current political issues. Responses to any item could range from - 2
{strong disagreement) to +2 (strong agreement). Finally, participants
were debriefed and thanked for their participation.

Results
Classification of prejudiced and nonprejudiced participants.
Prejudice level was determined by averaging participants' responses to the Modern Racism Scale items. Participants' scores
ranged from —2.0 to +0.5, with a median racism score of —1.0.
On the basis of a median split, participants with scores less than
— 1.0 were classified as nonprejudiced (n = 7), and participants
with scores of - 1 . 0 or higher were classified as prejudiced (n
= 8).'
Categorization latencies. Mean categorization latencies
were computed for each of the six types of trials (corresponding
to the levels of the stimulus type and stimulus race-color variables) for each participant. These latencies were analyzed by
using a three-way (Prejudice Level x Stimulus Type x Stimulus
Race-Color) analysis of variance (ANOVA) with repeated measures on the stimulus type and stimulus race-color variables.
This analysis yielded a significant main effect of stimulus racecolor, F(2, 26) = 29.09, p < .001, such that ambiguous stimuli
were categorized more slowly (M = 2,976.3 ms) than white
and black stimuli (Ms = 2,519.9 and 2,230.1 ms, respectively).
Planned comparisons indicated that participants' latencies to
categorize ambiguous targets (both faces and ovals) were significantly longer than those to categorize unambiguous (black
and white) targets, F(\, 13) = 12.11, p < .01, whereas the
difference between latencies to categorize black and white targets was nonsignificant, F(l, 13) = 2.11, p > .15. The main
effect of stimulus race-color was qualified by a significant
three-way interaction between prejudice level, stimulus type,
and stimulus race-color, F(2, 26) = 7.52, p < .002. fallowing
the orthogonal comparison logic described above, we conducted
additional three-way analyses, first by contrasting ambiguous
to unambiguous targets, then by contrasting black to white unambiguous targets. The results of these analyses revealed a significant three-way interaction for the first contrast, F(l, 13) —
10.71,/? = .006, but not for the second, F ( l , 13) < 1. Consequently, all subsequent analyses involved only the comparison of
ambiguous and unambiguous (i.e., black and white combined)
target conditions.
To further explore the three-way interaction involving the
significant contrast, we conducted simple effects analyses on
each type of stimulus (facial and oval). The interaction between
prejudice level and target race was significant for facia) stimuli,
F( 1, 13) = 4.66, p = .05, but not for oval stimuli, F( 1, 13) <
1. For all participants, ambiguous faces were categorized more
slowly than unambiguous faces, F ( l , 13) = 35.36, p < .001.
Further, comparisons revealed that facial target ambiguity sig-

nificantly affected both prejudiced, F(\,7) = 24.02, p - .002,
and unprejudiced individuals, F(l, 6) = 14.69, p < .01 (as did
oval target ambiguity). However, as indicated by the significant
two-way interaction for facial targets reported above (which
was not significant for oval targets), the difference between
latencies for ambiguous and unambiguous targets was significantly greater for prejudiced than unprejudiced participants (see
Figure 1 ). 2 Furthermore, although prejudiced and unprejudiced
participants significantly differed in their latencies to categorize
ambiguous facial targets, r(13) = 2.71, p < .02, they did not
differ in their latencies to categorize unambiguous facial targets,
r(13) - 1.81,p> .05.
Nonverbal vocalizations. Because any participant utterance
or noise set off the voice-activated relay, several specific categorization latencies were treated as missing data in the analyses
reported above.3 Although we had no a priori expectations about
these nonverbal vocalizations, past research (e.g., Schachter,
Christenfeld, Ravina, & Bilous, 1991) has suggested that the
occurrence of nonverbal vocalizations may be meaningful in the
present context. Specifically, Schachter et al. reported experimental results indicating that nonverbal vocalizations often reflect hesitation in decision making. Mean frequencies of such
sounds for each participant were computed for each stimulus
category (stimulus type by stimulus race-color). The relationship of nonverbal vocalizations to participants' levels of prejudice and the type of target were analyzed by using a three-way
ANOVA.
This analysis revealed main effects for target type, F(l, 26)
= 8.31, p < .02, stimulus race-color, F{2, 26) = 6.54, p <
.01, and prejudice level, F( 1, 13) = 5.23, p < .05. In addition,
the analysis revealed significant two-way interactions for target
type by stimulus race-color, F(2, 26) ~ 7.61, p < .005, and
target type by prejudice level, F(i, 13) = 5.80, p < .05, as
well as the significant three-way interaction for target type by
stimulus race-color by prejudice level, F(2, 26) = 4.71, p <
.02. As we did for categorization latencies, we conducted a
separate three-way ANO\A in which the contrast of black to
white unambiguous targets was tested. This three-way interaction was not significant, F( 1, 13) < 1. Consequently, to further
explore the initial three-way interaction, we contrasted ambiguous and unambiguous targets within each target type. This contrast was significant for facial targets, F ( l , 13) = 8.33, p <
.02, such that more nonverbal vocalizations occurred in response
to ambiguous than unambiguous faces. The contrast for oval
targets was also significant, F ( l , 13) = 11.69, p < .01;however,
1
The analyses reported in Experiment 1 are based on data from all
participants regardless of race. Excluding all but White participants
from these analyses produced exactly the same patterns of means and
significant results.
2
This two-way interaction is exactly equivalent to a comparison of
the magnitude of the differences between ambiguous and unambiguous
facial targets for prejudiced and unprejudiced individuals, r( 13) = 2.16,
p = .05. Note that this / value is the square root of the F value (4.66)
for the two-way interaction reported above.
3
Approximately 7% (84) of the total number (1,200) of participant
response latencies to individual targets were affected (i.e., missing).
However, because participants responded to multiple targets within each
target category, the analyses of mean latencies (reported above) for each
target category were not directly affected by these missing data.
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Figure 1. Mean latencies (in milliseconds) of prejudiced and nonprejudiced participants to categorize
unambiguous (black and white) and ambiguous facial and control targets (Experiment 1 ) .

for oval targets, there were more nonverbal vocalizations in
response to unambiguous than ambiguous ovals. It is important
to note here that the absolute frequency of nonverbal vocalizations was extremely low for the oval conditions, thus subsequent
analyses focused on nonverbal vocalizations that occur in response to facial targets.
Simple effects analyses conducted on the data from facial
target conditions revealed a significant main effect of prejudice
level, F( 1, 13) = 6.41, p < .03. This effect was qualified by a
significant interaction between prejudice level and stimulus race,
F ( l , 13) = 8.33, p < .02, indicating that prejudiced participants
emitted more nonverbal vocalizations than unprejudiced participants, particularly in response to ambiguous facial targets. In
fact, paired comparisons indicated that the increased likelihood
of nonverbal vocalizations in response to ambiguous faces (as
compared to unambiguous faces) occurred only for prejudiced
participants, F( 1, 8) = 12.06, p = .01, but not for unprejudiced
participants, F( 1, 6) = 3.69, p > . 10. Additional paired comparisons revealed that prejudiced participants made significantly
more nonverbal vocalizations than unprejudiced participants in
response to ambiguous targets, f(13) = 2.83, p < .02, but not
in response to unambiguous targets, f(13) = 1.78, p > .05.
Indeed, Figure 2 clearly illustrates that nonverbal vocalizations
were much more prevalent for prejudiced participants who were
confronted with an ambiguous facial target than for any other
condition.

Discussion
The results of this experiment yielded the predicted effect of
racism on latencies to categorize racially ambiguous targets.
Prejudiced individuals required more time to make a racial categorization when they encountered a target whose race was ambiguous. In addition to the categorization latency results, this

experiment yielded an interesting pattern of effects with regard
to nonverbal vocalizations. The finding that prejudiced participants made more vocalizations when encountering facial targets,
particularly ambiguous targets, lends further support to our argument that prejudiced individuals are cautious in making racial
categorizations that could potentially result in mistakenly including an out-group member in the in-group. Prejudiced participants did not differ from those who were nonprejudiced in their
latencies to categorize unambiguous targets.
The results of Experiment 1 provide initial support for our
hypothesis regarding prejudiced and nonprejudiced perceivers"
categorization latencies for racially ambiguous targets. However,
several issues suggested caution for our interpretation of these
data. The small sample size calls for replication. In addition,
although the data on participants' nonverbal vocalizations are
intriguing, they resulted in missing data on a number of trials.
This was particularly true for prejudiced participants. Consequently, in Experiment 2, we used a method for assessing nonverbal vocalizations while maintaining the ability to collect
complete latency data for all participants.
Experiment 2
This experiment followed the same basic design and procedures as Experiment 1 except for a larger sample, prescreening
for racial prejudice, and technical changes in participant response mode. Tb avoid the problem of participant sensitization
to the criterion prejudice measure, we administered the Modem
Racism Scale to over 800 potential participants during a mass
testing session several weeks prior to beginning Experiment 2.
Participants were drawn from this larger pool to eliminate the
possibility of the sensitization effects. During the categorization
task, participants used a push-button response box to record
response latencies instead of the voice-activated relay apparatus.
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Figure 2. Mean number of nonverbal vocalizations made by prejudiced and nonprejudiced participants
when presented with unambiguous (black and white) and ambiguous facial and control targets (Experiment 1).

A covert videotaping system allowed the recording of nonverbal
vocalizations. Thus, response latencies were assessed independently of nonverbal vocalizations. Tb eliminate the possibility
that longer response latencies reflected indecision over the correct label to use rather than indecision over the correct categorization, we limited participants' responses either to white versus
not white or to black versus not black. We believed that these
modifications would allow stronger inferences from the data.

Method
Overview. With the exceptions noted above, the experimental procedures used in this experiment paralleled those used in Experiment 1.
Participants, prescreened on prejudice level, categorized a series of faces
and ovals by race-color by pressing one of two buttons on a response
box. Nonverbal vocalizations were measured by using a covert audiovideo recorder.
Participants. Thirty-eight undergraduates at the State University of
New Tibrk at Buffalo participated in this experiment in exchange for
course credit. All but I of the participants (an Asian American) were
White. Participants were selected on the basis of their scores on the
Modern Racism Scale, which was administered during a mass testing
session earlier in the academic term. Participants were recruited by a
laboratory assistant to keep the experimenter unaware of participants'
classification as prejudiced or nonprejudiced.
Design. As in Experiment 1, a 2 X 2 X 3 mixed-subjects design
was used in this experiment. Level of prejudice (prejudiced or nonprejudiced) was varied between subjects. Type of stimulus (facial or oval) and
race-color of stimulus (black, white, or ambiguous) were manipulated
within subjects. The dependent measures were the response latencies to
identify the race or color of each target and the frequency of nonverbal
vocalizations.
Materials. Participants were tested in the same recording room that
was used in Experiment 1. However, instead of using the microphone
and voice-activated relay to record participants' responses, we used a
response box with two response buttons. For half of the participants,

the two buttons were labeled white and not white. For the other half,
the buttons were labeled black and not black. The position of the labels
(i.e., whether they corresponded to the left button or the right button)
was counterbalanced across participants.
Again, a videotape was used to present, in one of two predetermined
random orders, photographic portraits of individuals exhibiting neutral
facial expressions and the control oval stimuli. The stimuli presented
were the same as those described in Experiment 1. At the onset of each
stimulus, a signal reset and activated a timer. The participant's first
button press stopped the timer and signaled a computer to record the
latency.
Procedure. The procedure used was similar to that used in Experiment 1. After arriving at the laboratory and hearing an introduction to
the experiment, participants received instructions for the upcoming task.
Specifically, participants were told to identify the race or color of each
stimulus slide by pressing one of the buttons on die response box as
quickly and accurately as possible.

Results
Categorization latencies. Mean categorization latencies
were computed for each of the six types of trials (corresponding
to the levels of the stimulus type and stimulus race-color variables) for each participant. These latencies were analyzed by
using a three-way (Prejudice Level X Stimulus Type X Stimulus
Race-Color) ANOVA with repeated measures on the stimulus
type and stimulus race-color variables. The sequence of analyses for this experiment paralleled those of Experiment 1. The
omnibus three-way ANOVA yielded a significant main effect of
stimulus race-color, F{2, 72) = 35.44, p < .001, such that
ambiguous stimuli were categorized more slowly (M = 2,643.0
ms) than white and black stimuli (Ms = 2,388.3 and 2,296.3 ms,
respectively). Planned comparisons indicated that participants'
latencies to categorize ambiguous targets were significantly
longer than those to identify black and white targets, F(\, 36)
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Figure 3. Mean latencies (in milliseconds) of prejudiced and nonprejudiced participants to categorize
unambiguous (black and white) and ambiguous facial and control targets (Experiment 2 ) .

= 3.92, p < .05, whereas the difference between latencies to
identify black and white targets was nonsignificant, F ( l , 36)
< 1. This main effect of stimulus race-color was qualified
by a significant three-way interaction between prejudice level,
stimulus type, and stimulus race—color, F ( 2 , 72) = 4.83, p <
.02. Because there was not a significant difference between
latencies to identify black and white targets, further analyses
were performed to determine whether these conditions could be
combined into one, unambiguous target condition. The results
of these analyses indicated that there was a significant three-way
interaction involving a comparison of latencies to categorize
ambiguous targets and unambiguous (both black and white)
targets, F ( l , 36) = 6.41, p < .02. The same three-way interaction involving a comparison of latencies to categorize black
and white targets was not significant, F ( l , 36) < I. Thus, all
subsequent analyses involved only the comparison of ambiguous
and unambiguous (i.e., black and white) target conditions.
To further explore the three-way interaction, simple effects
analyses were conducted on each type of stimulus (facial or
oval). There was a significant interaction between prejudice
level and target race for facial targets, F ( l , 36) = 4.45, p <
.05, but not for oval targets, F( 1, 36) = 1.78, p > . 10. Furthermore, there was a significant main effect of facial target ambiguity, F( 1, 37) = 40.57, p < .001, such that ambiguous faces were
categorized more slowly than unambiguous faces. However, as
was suggested by the significant interaction with prejudice level,
the effect of ambiguity was stronger for prejudiced participants,
F( 1, 24) = 40.56, p < .001, than for unprejudiced participants,
F ( l , 13) = 12.49, p < .005 (see Figure 3). 4 Although prejudiced participants took longer to categorize ambiguous facial
targets, this difference was not significant, r(37) = 1.08, p =
.29. Prejudiced and unprejudiced participants also did not differ
in their latencies to categorize unambiguous facial targets, r(37)
= .64, p = .53.

Nonverbal vocalizations. Videotapes of participants made
during task performance were coded for several types of nonverbal responses (e.g., sounds, eye movements, facial touches,
brow movements, body movements, and sniffing). A trained
coder who was unaware of experimental conditions coded all
of the videotapes. Interrater reliability between this coder and
an independent expert coder was computed on a subset of the
videotapes (which included 2,400 slide episodes). Overall
agreement was 90%, with agreement for specific categories of
nonverbal responses varying from 74% to 99%.
The average frequencies of each type of nonverbal response
were computed for each race-color picture category for each
participant. In addition, an overall mean was computed for each
participant across all nonverbal response categories for each
picture category. These means were subjected to a three-way
AiNOVA corresponding to that used for the latency data. No
significant main effects or interactions were found.

Discussion
The results of Experiment 2 generally replicated the categorization latency results obtained in Experiment 1. As in the first
experiment, participants took significantly longer to identify facial targets whose race was ambiguous than they did for those
whose race was unambiguous. However, again, this effect was
significantly larger for prejudiced participants. These data support our hypothesis that prejudiced individuals use caution, be-

4
As in Study 1, this two-way interaction is exactly equivalent to a
comparison of the magnitude of the differences between ambiguous and
unambiguous facial targets for prejudiced and unprejudiced individuals,
/(36) = 2.11, p < .05. Note that this t value is the square root of the
F value (4.45) for the two-way interaction reported above.
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yond what can be accounted for by perceptual ambiguity, when
racially categorizing a target of ambiguous race.
Racially prejudiced individuals should be motivated to make
accurate categorizations, because a failure to do so could result
in the inadvertent inclusion of an out-group member in one's
in-group. If such a classification error occurred, the perceived
status of the prejudiced person's in-group would be damaged.
In contrast, unprejudiced individuals (who presumably hold
equally positive evaluations of both their racial in-group and
their racial out-groups) should be unconcerned with the possibility of making a classification error, because doing so would
have no effect on the perceived status of their in-group.
In contrast to Experiment 1, participants' patterns of nonverbal responses in Experiment 2 do not appear to have been influenced by their level of prejudice or by the nature of the stimulus
with which they were presented. Although post hoc, a plausible
interpretation of the failure of Experiment 2 to replicate the
nonverbal vocalization findings of Experiment 1 exists. Specifically, the sounds made by participants in Experiment 1 were
modality relevant to the required form of their response (i.e.,
verbal vocalizations). Because these sounds occurred in the
same modality of communication, they could have been used
as a tactic to delay response (i.e., hesitation). In Experiment 2,
there were few, if any, nonverbal responses that could have
served the same purpose because the nature of the required
response (pressing one of two buttons on a hand-held response
box) was not susceptible to such interference. Lending support
to this explanation, the frequency of nonverbal sounds made by
participants in Experiment 2 (M - 0.029 sounds per participant)
was substantially lower than that found in Experiment 1 (M 0.387 sounds per participant).

General Discussion
The data gathered in the two experiments reported here provide support for the hypothesis that prejudiced individuals are
more motivated than nonprejudiced individuals to accurately
categorize racially ambiguous targets. The amount of time taken
to identify unambiguous African American or European American targets did not differ significantly as a function of prejudice
level in either experiment. In contrast, the amount of time taken
to identify ambiguous targets was significantly longer for prejudiced compared to unprejudiced participants in the first experiment. This difference, although not statistically significant, was
in the same direction in the second experiment. However, in
both experiments we obtained significant two-way interactions
between prejudice level and facial target ambiguity, which
clearly indicates that there was a larger difference for prejudiced
participants in their latencies to categorize ambiguous facial
targets relative to their latencies to categorize unambiguous facial targets than there was for nonprejudiced participants. Although prejudiced participants categorized unambiguous racial
targets as quickly as nonprejudiced participants did, they required more time before coming to a categorization decision
for ambiguous racial targets.
The presentation of racially ambiguous targets elicited an
elevated frequency of nonverbal vocalizations by prejudiced participants in Experiment 1, suggesting that they were hesitant to
make a decision (Schachter et al., 1991), This, taken together

with the finding that prejudiced participants also demonstrated
longer response latencies when presented with ambiguous targets, indicates that these participants were more cautious in
situations that could potentially lead to including incorrectly
an ethnic out-group member in their in-group. This is entirely
consistent with the hypothesis that prejudiced individuals are
motivated to ensure the ethnic homogeneity of their in-group.

Theoretical and Methodological Implications
The observed variation in the extent to which prejudiced individuals use caution when making racial categorizations has important implications for understanding the consequences of racial prejudice. A large body of empirical work on the topics of
interracial prejudice and discrimination has accumulated. Most
of this research has focused on the extent to which prejudiced
individuals' beliefs influence such manifestations of discrimination as in-group bias and out-group derogation (Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986; Gaertner & McLaughlin, 1983; D.A. Taylor & Moriarty, 1987). However, our research suggests a second,
indirect route from prejudice to discrimination. Prejudiced individuals' ability to maintain perceptions of clear distinctions between races may facilitate racial in-group bias and out-group
derogation. Indeed, without these perceived distinctions, the racially prejudiced individual would be hard pressed to maintain
his or her perception of racial superiority.
In addition, the results here have timely methodological implications, given the growing trend among those who use priming
paradigms in their research on racial stereotyping (e.g., Bargh,
in press; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995) to use
visual stimuli as primes (instead of stereotypic words, as was
previously the norm). The present research highlights the importance of ensuring equal categorization latencies across different
classes of participants (e.g., between prejudiced and nonprejudiced participants). Researchers who use photographs as priming stimuli should take precautions (e.g., by presenting only
photographs of targets whose race is clearly identifiable) to
equate the amount of time required to identify the race of the
prime target, particularly when the primes are presented for only
a brief time.

Future Research
The results of this research also raise a number of interesting
questions. One concerns identification latencies for non ambiguous targets. One might expect that prejudiced individuals would
take less time to identify unambiguous racial targets because
they may be more racially schematic. Although the results of
Experiment 1 do not support this hypothesis, the results of our
larger second experiment, although not significant, are consistent with this idea. Given the inconsistency of our results in this
regard, it would be unwise to draw strong conclusions. However,
future research should determine whether individuals with varying levels of prejudice differ in the nature of their mental representations of different racial groups.
Another interesting issue concerns individuals' accuracy in
making racial categorizations. If prejudiced participants' longer
latencies to categorize racially ambiguous targets is due to
higher levels of accuracy motivation, one might expect that they
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would be more accurate in their categorizations than the less
motivated nonprejudiced participants. In contrast, the research
summarized by Brigham (1971) suggests that prejudiced individuals may actually be biased to overexclude ambiguous targets
from their in-groups. ! Thus, increased accuracy may not necessarily result from more cautious categorization. Unfortunately,
we were not able to assess accuracy in this experiment because
the veridical race of the ambiguous targets used in the photographic stimuli was by definition unknown. An interesting question for further research is whether tie greater amount of time
invested by prejudiced individuals in accurately identifying ambiguous targets actually corresponds to self-categorization of
the ambiguous racial targets themselves.
We have interpreted these data in terms of our hypothesis that
individuals who highly identify with their racial in-group (i.e.,
high prejudice individuals) will strive to maximize the perceived
difference between their group and other groups. Our use of
prejudice as a proxy for group identification yielded a pattern
of results consistent with this hypothesis. However, experimental
manipulations of identification would also be useful to cement
this interpretation. That is, by experimentally increasing or decreasing the extent of participants' identification with their ingroup (e.g., by providing them with a positive or negative evaluation of their in-group), it should be possible to increase the
response latencies of participants in a high-identification condition and decrease the latencies of those in a low-identification
condition.
Furthermore, manipulations that encourage more or less inclusive categorization strategies should also influence response latencies in this paradigm. For example, research in the nonsocial
domain has suggested that participants in a positive mood may
form broader, or more flexible, categories in which others are
placed than do those in a neutral mood (see Dovidio, Gaertner,
Isen, & Lowrance, 1995; Isen & Daubman, 1984; Isen, Niedenthal, & Cantor, 1992). Thus, it may also be the case that highly
identified (e.g., prejudiced) participants may be less concerned
with accurate categorization when in a positive mood. If so,
then differences in response latencies between prejudiced and
nonprejudiced individuals should diminish when those individuals are in a positive mood.
5

There were no differences in the frequency with which highly prejudiced and unprejudiced participants classified ambiguous targets as black
or white.
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