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SUMMARY 
 

In the present research I expand beyond racial categorization to examine how a Black/White 

Multiracial person’s personal racial identities shape perceivers’ more substantive reactions to and 

judgments of them. In particular, a White-identified Multiracial may pose a specific threat to White 

status on the racial hierarchy by pushing the exclusive group boundaries of Whiteness, leading to 

negative emotion, concern about other’s holding Whites as a group in lower regard, and a perceived loss 

of privilege. In Study 1, I investigated how racial identification (White, Black or Biracial) affects 

White’s experience of racial status threat, moderated by social dominance orientation. Racial status 

threat did not vary due to identification, however those high in social dominance orientation perceived 

that others have a more negative image of Whites due to seeing the White-identified target.  In Study 2, I 

tested whether racial identification affects denial of opportunity for the target and the extent to which the 

target is considered and ingroup member, and if racial status threat can explain the relationship. 

Multiracial racial identification again did not shift Whites experience of racial status threat as I 

measured it, and did not explain the relationships between Multiracial racial identification and 

opportunity denial or ingroup determination. Interestingly, participants did view the target as more of an 

ingroup member when the target identified as White, but ultimately reported being less likely to give the 

White-identified target an opportunity. These findings highlight the value of studying how target racial 

identification impacts perceiver’s views of the status hierarchy and ingroup boundaries. 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

“I’m not lying when I say I’m White,” says a White/Black Biracial man discussing his racial 

identity at a social entrepreneurship conference. He was not attempting to “pass” or deceive anyone 

about his racial background: while acknowledging his ancestry, he still found himself identifying more 

as White than Black or Biracial. He personally identified this way, even though phenotypically he 

appeared to be Black. In fact, he had applied to a job and reported “White” on the application. During 

the interview, his potential employer was surprised and taken aback upon first seeing him.  

This anecdote highlights how Multiracial people can racially identify in a number of different 

ways, which may not always align with others’ perception of them. Such flexible racial identity 

challenges biological conceptions of race (Young, Sanchez, & Wilton, 2013), which is a view of race as 

a fixed, inherited trait. This static view of race helps maintain racial group boundaries and racial 

hierarchy in the United States (Ho, Sidanius, Cuddy, & Banaji, 2013; Williams & Eberhardt, 2008). It is 

therefore plausible that Multiracial people might also invoke a sense that the racial hierarchy is shifting. 

Whites, who hold dominant status within this hierarchy (Oliver & Shapiro, 1995; Knowles & Peng, 

2005), may therefore perceive Multiracials as a threat to their status within the hierarchy. This is the 

psychological experience of racial status threat (RST), a concern that one’s racial group is losing status 

within the racial hierarchy. 

While Multiracials in general likely invoke racial status threat, I contend White-identified 

Multiracials1 will do so even more than Multiracials who identify racially in other ways. Identifying as 

White may indicate a shift in racial hierarchy, as it indicates open racial ingroup boundaries, which may 

be interpreted as a loss of ingroup distinctiveness and power. This pattern should be exacerbated the 

more Whites value social hierarchy. Further, this threat may have important consequences for White-

identified Multiracial people. The more Whites perceive and feel a threat to their racial status, the more 

                                                
1 Multiracials with both racial minority and White ancestry. 
 



  

 

2 
they may ne motivated to maintain the racial hierarchy. Whites may therefore be more likely to deny 

White-identified Multiracials an opportunity, vs. Multiracial-identified and Black-identified 

Multiracials. The extent to which Whites’ perceive and feel a threat to their racial status should explain 

this opportunity denial.

1.1 A gap in research on Multiracials: Perceptions of their personal racial identity 

Despite a rapidly growing Multiracial population (Frey, 2014), research on Multiracial people is 

lacking. A growing, but still limited, literature in psychology has examined Multiracials’ own firsthand 

experiences, such as their racial identity formation (Rockquemore & Brunsma, 2002; Miville, 

Consantine, Baysden, & So-Lloyd, 2005; Stepney, Sanchez, & Handy, 2015), identity flexibility (Good, 

Chavez, & Sanchez, 2010; Townsend, Fryberg, Wilkins, & Markus, 2012; Gaither, Sommers & 

Ambady, 2013), conceptions of race as a flexible, social construct (Bonam & Shih, 2009; Shih, Bonam, 

Sanchez & Peck, 2007), and psychological wellbeing (for a review, see Shih & Sanchez, 2005; Sanchez, 

Shih & Garcia, 2009). Other work has focused on perceptions of Multiracial people, such as: how others 

racially categorize them (Peery & Bodenhausen, 2009; Ho, Sidanius, Levin, and Banaji, 2011; Chen & 

Hamilton, 2012), cognitive processing of racially ambiguous faces (Pauker, Weisbuch, Ambady, 

Sommers, Adams, & Ivcevic, 2009; Hillar & Kemp, 2008), maintenance of social hierarchy by 

categorizing Multiracials as minorities (Ho et al., 2013; Krosch, Berntsen, Amodio, Jost, & Van Bavel, 

2013), perceptions and judgments of multiracial peoples’ social potential (Sanchez & Bonam, 2009; 

Good, Sanchez, & Chavez, 2013), and how perceivers’ own individual differences influence perception 

and categorization of Multiracials (Herman, 2010; Eberhardt, Dasgupta, & Banaszynski, 2003). 

Given this limited literature, many unanswered questions regarding Multiracials’ experiences 

and perceptions of Multiracials remain. For example, studies on perceptions of Multiracials often 

provide perceivers with a Multiracial target’s racial background, tasking them with racially categorizing 

the Multiracial target (Ho et al., 2011). Lacking are studies providing perceivers a Multiracial target’s 

racial background and personal racial identity—a pressing gap because Multiracials’ personal racial 
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identity can be flexible (e.g., contextual shifts can occur within one individual; Rockquemore & 

Brunsma, 2002) and may be inconsistent with others’ categorizations of them (Remedios & Chasteen, 

2013). Here I fill this gap, expanding beyond racial categorization to examine how Multiracials’ 

personal racial identities shape perceivers’ more substantive reactions to and judgments of them. I begin 

with perceptions of Multiracials with White and Black ancestry who identify as White. 

 Particularly little is known about Black/White Biracial people who identify as White (Stepney, 

Sanchez, & Handy, 2015). Additionally, although Black/White Biracial individuals choose to identify as 

either Biracial or Black more often than White, some Minority/White Multiracial people do identify as 

White (Brittian, Umaña-Taylor, & Derlan, 2013; Townsend et al., 2012; Good, Chavez, and Sanchez, 

2010). In one sample, Brittian et al. (2013) found that 8.24% of Black/White Biracials identify as White. 

Contextual cues also open the door for people who do not primaryily identify as White to do so at times. 

These cues include the racial make-up of people in a Multiracial person’s social environment (Wilton, 

Sanchez, & Garcia, 2013) and being asked to focus on their White parent (Gaither, Sommer, & Ambady, 

2013). 

 Additionally, particularly little is known about how others perceive a Multiracial person, given 

not only the Multiracial person’s racial composition but also her or his own racial identity choice. Two 

rare exceptions do begin exploring this question, however. Sanchez and Bonam (2009) found that a 

minority scholarship applicant identifying as Black/White Biracial was rated less warm, competent and 

scholarship worthy than their Monoracial Black counterpart. A perception that Multiracials face less 

discrimination than their Monoracial minority counterparts also likely drives this kind of judgment, 

(Good, Sanchez, and Chavez, 2013). Perceptions of identity choice beyond Biracial have yet to be 

studied, however.  

I will begin filling this gap by examining perceptions of White-identified Multiracial people. 

White-identified Multiracials are a particularly interesting case because their racial identification 

contradicts hypodescent norms (Peery & Bodenhausen, 2009; Chen & Hamilton, 2012; Ho et al 2011; 
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Ho et al., 2013), which label a Multiracial person only as their minority ancestry (e.g., Ho et al., 2011). 

White-identified Multiracials may thus elicit a negative response from Whites because they are claiming 

an exclusive identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Brewer, 1991).  

1.2 Racial Status Threat 

By identifying as White, Minority/White Multiracials are implicitly communicating that minority 

ancestry does not prevent them from being White. Whites may see this kind of claim to White identity 

as shifting the definition of Whiteness. I contend that this identification against hypodescent may lead 

Whites to perceive a shift to their status in the racial hierarchy. This perceived shift may be threatening 

to Whites who may believe their group will lose status in the social hierarchy and therefore the power 

and resources traditionally afforded to the group.  

White-identified Multiracial people may be particularly threatening to Whites because they 

challenge hierarchical and biological conceptions of race that maintain racial hierarchy and inequality 

(Young, Sanchez, & Wilton, 2013; Ho et al., 2013). Multiracial people, regardless of their personal 

racial identity, already challenge biological conceptions of race (Young, Sanchez, & Wilton, 2013). I 

expect White-identified Multiracial people will challenge biological notions of race even more. A 

Multiracial identifying as White means the group is not exclusive to people who have solely White 

ancestry, discrediting biological notions of Whiteness. As a result, when faced with a White-identified 

Multiracial, Whites may believe Whiteness is losing its meaning as a biologically distinct group. 

Therefore, White-identified Multiracials may be worrisome to Whites who need the group to remain 

exclusive to maintain power (Brewer, 1991; Ho et al., 2013) by retaining social and financial benefits 

and resources for the ingroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). I expect these concerns will cause Whites to feel 

their group is losing status in the racial hierarchy. 

More specifically, when faced with a White-identified Multiracial person, Whites should feel a 

sense of racial status threat (RST). Namely, RST is the feeling of psychological threat of losing group 

status position on the racial hierarchy due to shifting definitions of race. If Whites are concerned about a 
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loss of status based on perceived shifting hierarchy, then they should perceive a loss of White privilege 

(Swim & Miller, 1999), experience negative emotions (Borelli, Sbarra, Crowley, & Mayes, 2011), and 

believe that others hold Whites as a group in lower regard (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992).  

1.2.1 Status Legitimizing Worldviews 

I expect the intensity of RST to vary within White people. Rather, White people who have been 

socialized to regularly employ status legitimizing worldviews, such as those high in social dominance 

orientation, are likely more susceptible to RST as a result of seeing a White-identified Multiracial person 

(see Figure 1). Status legitimizing worldviews (SLWs) are views that justify differences in society 

(Kaiser & Wilkins, 2010; Kaiser & Pratt-Hyatt, 2009). For Whites, SLWs aid in the maintenance of their 

place in the social hierarchy (Kaiser & Pratt-Hyatt, 2009). This may be due to threats to White social 

identity, contextually derived threats arising from membership in a given social group (Steele, Spencer, 

& Aronson, 2002), which motivate prejudice against racial out groups (Hewstone & Willis, 2002).  

Multiracials may be particularly threatening to Whites’ SLWs, as their very existence challenges 

biological notions of race and status hierarchy that is dependent on status differentials (Young, Sanchez, 

& Wilton, 2013). The psychological process of RST is probably more severe for White observers who 

report high social dominance orientation (SDO), an individual trait SLW (Hewstone & Willis, 2002): 

Those high in SDO show preference for social group based hierarchy and resulting inequalities, which 

can be threatened by concerns of changing racial group boundaries when encountering multiracial 

identity (Ho et al, 2013).  

1.2.2 Downstream Consequences 

For Whites, the shifts in racial hierarchy mean potential loss of privilege, power and resources, 

as expanding the definition of Whiteness means a sharing of these previously exclusive benefits. These 

benefits include greater access to wealth, healthcare, jobs, education, and justice than other racial groups 

(Bertrand & Mullinathan, 2004; Oliver & Shapiro, 1995; Kozol, 1991; Brown et al., 2003). A White-

identified Multiracial may be seen as a person attempting to take advantage of their White Ancestry in 
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order to obtain these privileges. Therefore, I expect a White-identified Multiracial will be denied 

White ingroup membership and benefits such as job and political opportunities, and that such 

opportunity denial will be explained by the extent to which a White person experiences RST.  
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2.  STUDY ONE: DOES VIOLATING HYPODESCENT PROMPT RACIAL STATUS 

THREAT? 
In study one, I will test the presence of RST in Whites by manipulating a Black/White Biracial’s 

racial identification (as Black, White, or Biracial Black/White). I hypothesize a target identifying as 

White (rather than as Biracial or Black) results in RST for Whites, which I anticipate will be moderated 

by social dominance orientation.  

2.1   Method 

2.1.1   Participants 

 Participants were a national sample of White U.S. citizens recruited via Amazon.com’s 

Mechanical Turk participant panel (Mason & Suri, 2011; Rand, 2012; Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 

2011). An a priori power analysis indicated 53 participants per condition (159 total) would be required 

to detect a small effect size (.25) with a power of  .8 and an alpha of .05. I have chosen to sample above 

this recommendation in anticipation of excluding participants from the analyses, and thus oversampled. 

A total of 308 White, US citizens were collected. 60.1% were female, 39.6% male, and .3% (One 

participant) defined themselves as “Other”. The mean age of the sample was 35.82 (SD = 13.21), and 

ranged from 18 to 86.  

2.1.2   Design 

 This study had three conditions: the racial identity of a target as Black, White, or Black and 

White Biracial. I held the target’s racial ancestry constant (always Black and White).  

2.1.3   Procedure 

After providing informed consent, participants were told that the study’s purpose was to 

investigate first impressions of political candidates based on social network profile information. 

Participants viewed a profile of a young male candidate for a local non-partisan political office. 

Participants were randomly assigned to view a candidate who personally identifies as White, Black, or 

Black and White Biracial. Pictures of his parents (a Black man and White woman) were present to 

indicate the candidate’s racial background. After viewing the profile, participants were asked a series of 
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initial memory questions regarding non-race related information on the profile, and then saw the 

profile once more. This procedure is intended to boost participants’ attention to the profile information. 

Next, to maintain the cover story, participants were asked to give their first impressions of the candidate, 

first free response then warmth and competence ratings (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). Participants 

then provided their understanding of the study’s purpose, measures to capture the psychological 

experience of RST, and the Social Dominance Orientation scale. Next participants completed the race 

conceptions scale (Williams & Eberhardt, 2008) and two measures of motivation to control prejudice 

(Glaser & Knowles, 2008; Plant & Devine, 1998). These two measures are unrelated to my main MA 

thesis research questions. Participants then answered a second set of profile memory questions, this time 

including the parents’ racial background and the candidate’s racial identity (as a manipulation check). 

Finally participants provided their demographic information, then were thanked and debriefed.   

2.1.4   Materials and Primary Measures 

2.1.4.1   Profile Forms.  

Participants viewed the social network profile of a young man running for city council. In 

addition to other racially benign personal facts, the profile explicitly stated that the target identifies as 

Black, White, or Black/White Biracial2. Across all three conditions, the profile featured pictures of the 

                                                
2 To develop the profile and personal racial identity manipulation, I performed 3 rounds of piloting, each time 
improving recall for the target’s identity. In the final round, I collected data from 85 White participants via 
Mechanical Turk. Of these participants, 65 (76.5%) correctly identified the target’s personal racial identity 
overall. All participants assigned to the Biracial-identified target correctly recalled his identity. Participants 
assigned the Black-identified target correctly recalled his identity 60.7% of the time, and 70% of participants 
assigned the White-identified target correctly recalled his identity. In the Black-identified condition, 25% 
mistakenly recalled the target as Biracial-identified, while the rest did not remember (14.3%). In the White-
identified condition, 10% mistakenly recalled the target as Biracial-identified, 0.03% (1 participant) recalled the 
target as Black-identified, and 16.7% did not remember. I believe manipulation check scores are low for the Black 
and White identifying conditions not because participants are disengaged from the study but because they are 
recalling the information in line with how they are racially categorizing the target.   
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target’s Black father and White mother, implicitly communicating the target’s Black and White 

ancestry3. (See Appendix A for full profile). 

2.1.4.2   Racial Status Threat 

 I operationalized racial status threat with three measures: the private regard subscale of 

collective self-esteem, state negative emotion, and acknowledgment of White privilege. 

2.1.4.2.1   Positive and Negative Affect Scale 

  The Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS) is a measure of one’s emotional state 

(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). In addition to the emotions already listed in the PANAS, I have 

added “threatened,” to measure feelings of threat. The positive items on the scale will be regarded as 

filler items. Participants indicated to what extent they feel each emotion at the moment, from 1, “Very 

slightly or not at all” to 5 “Extremely”. Higher scores indicate greater negative emotions.  

2.1.4.2.2   The Public Regard subscale for collective self-esteem 

 The Public Regard subscale of the Collective Self-esteem Race specific scale (CSE-R), a measure of 

how positively you think others view your group (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992). Participants indicated to 

what extent they agree with that statements regarding collective self-esteem from 1, “Strongly 

Disagree,” to 7 “Strongly Agree”. Higher score indicate positive collective self-esteem. In the case of 

public regard, higher scores indicate that the participant believes that others see Whites in a positive 

light.  

2.1.4.2.3   Acknowledgement of White privilege 

I used the Acknowledgement of White Privilege scale (AWPS) from Swim and Miller (1999), a 

measure of the extent to which one thinks White people experience privilege within society. AWPS 

gives insight to belief in how much power the participants believe their racial group possesses. 

Participants indicated to what extent they agree with that statements regarding White privilege from 1, 

                                                
3 In a pilot with 50 participants collected via Mechanical Turk, an independent samples t-test showed no 
difference in perceptions of age of the father (M = 3.20, SD = .99) and the mother (M = 3.43, SD = .86), t (49) =  -
1.87, p = .07.   
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“Strongly Disagree,” to 7 “Strongly Agree”. Higher scores indicate more acknowledgement of White 

privilege.  

2.1.4.3   Social Dominance Orientation 

 I administered a shortened four-item measure of Social Dominance Orientation (SDO; Knowles, 

Lowery, Hogan, and Chow, 2009) from the original scale (Pratto, et al., 1994). Participants indicated to 

what extent they agree with that statements regarding SDO from 1, “Strongly Disagree,” to 7 “Strongly 

Agree”. Higher scores indicate that the participant is high in SDO and thereby more strongly favors 

social hierarchical structures.  

2.1.4.4   Attention Checks 

 Five multiple-choice items were used to assess the extent to which participants paid attention to 

the profile (the first 3 came after the profile early on in the study, all 5 followed the primary measures): 

candidate’s birthday, candidate’s city of residence, college graduation year, target gender, and target’s 

relationship status. Additionally, four questions in the first round of attention checks asked participants 

to recall the gender of the parents in the profile and their relationship to the candidate (Two each for 

mother and father).  

2.1.4.5   Parent Checks 

 Four multiple-choice items assessed whether participants are aware of the candidate’s racial 

ancestry as both Black and White. Participants were asked to recall the relationship (to the candidate) of 

the people pictured in the candidate’s profile, as well as these individuals’ race. Participants were first 

asked to recall the relationship between the candidate and the parent4. For the Father, relationship 

options include father, stepfather, uncle, grandfather and adoptive father. For the mother, relationship 

options include mother, stepmother, aunt, grandmother, and adoptive father. The participant’s response 

to the relationship item was automatically inserted into the next item, and race (in the second set of 

                                                
4 In piloting, 95.3% of participants accurately identified the male pictured in the profile as the candidate’s father. 
94.1% correctly identified the woman pictured as the candidate’s mother.  
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attention check items after the dependent variables and measured moderators). Participants could 

select the parent as being Black, White, Asian, Hispanic, or Native American. Participants passed the 

parent attention check if they identify the male as the candidate’s father and Black, and the female as the 

candidate’s mother and White.  

2.1.4.6.   Racial Background Check and Racial Identity Manipulation Check  

Two multiple-choice items assessed memory for the target’s racial identity. Participants were 

asked to identify the candidate’s racial background by selecting one or more of the following racial 

categories: White, Black, Asian, Latino, and Native American. They were then asked to recall the 

target’s racial identification, by selecting the racial identity portion of the profile they were shown (See 

Appendix B).  

2.2   Results 

2.2.1   Predicted Results 

I predict that the seeing the White-identified target will lead to more RST than the Biracial- and 

Black-identified targets. I anticipate this pattern in all three of the dependent variables representing RST 

(Figures 1a, 1b, and 1c). This will be moderated so that those high in SDO will experience more RST 

than those low in SDO. Furthermore, I anticipate an interaction where those who are high in SDO will 

experience the most RST for the White-identified target followed by the Biracial and finally the Black-

identified target. I expect this same pattern to emerge for those low in SDO, however to a lesser extent 

than the high SDO participants. 



  

 

 

Figure 1. The anticipated results of Multiracial Personal Racial Identification on Negative Emotions, the Public Regard subscale of for Collective 
Self-Esteem, and Acknowledgement of White Privilege.  
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2.2.2   Preliminary Analyses 

Of the 308 White Participants, 13 incorrectly identified the race of the father, 8 incorrectly 

identified the race of the mother, 21 incorrectly identified the relationship of the father to target, and 18 

incorrectly identified the relationship of the mother to target. Fifty-seven participants incorrectly 

remembered the target’s racial identification. The average score for the remaining attention check items 

was 90.19% (SD  = 12.58%), and did not differ by condition, F(2,305) = 1.88, p = .155, ω2 = .006.  

Following MA thesis committee recommendations, analyses were conducted with two different 

filters. Filter 1 excluded participants who incorrectly recalled the relationship of the parents to the target 

and/or the parent’s races (N = 258; Mage = 35.39, SD = 12.54; 69.2% Female, 38.4 % Male, .4% (n = 1) 

“other”). The more stringent Filter 2 again excluded both those who incorrectly recalled the relationship 

of the parents to the target and/or the parent’s races, as well as those who failed to recall the racial 

identification of the target (N = 216; Mean age = 35.12, SD = 12.40; 63.9% Female, 35.6 % Male, .5% 

(n = 1) “other”). Only Filter 1 was used for the following main analyses. Any differences in results 

between Filters 1 and 2 are discussed in footnotes.   

  2.2.3   Main Analyses 

I conducted three one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) of target racial identity (Black, 

White, Biracial Black-White) on the three dependent variables representing RST. Inconsistent with my 

predictions, I found no effect of racial identity on negative emotion (M = 1.41, SD = .45), F(2, 252) = 

.48, p = .62, ω2 = -.004 or the Public Regard subscale of Collective self-esteem (M = 5.09, SD = 1.08), 

F(2, 253) = .11, p = .893, ω2 = -.006. Inconsistent with the predicted pattern, there was a trending effect 

of racial identity on White privilege, F(2, 255) = 1.695, p = .1865, ω2 = .005. Participants were most 

likely to acknowledge their White privilege after viewing the biracial Black/White target whom 

identified as Biracial (M = 4.69, SD = 1.47), followed by the Black- (M = 4.37, SD = 1.62) and finally 

                                                
5 As the probability of observing a racial identity effect, were it to occur, was low (observed power = .355), it is 
plausible that this racial identity effect is present and not merely due to chance. This is an issue I return to in 
Study 2. 
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White-identified targets (M = 4.31, SD = 1.53). Simple contrasts revealed that acknowledgement of 

White privilege did not differ between the Black- and White-identified targets (p = .810). 

Acknowledgement of White privilege did marginally differ between the Biracial and White-identified 

targets (p = .098) and was trending between the Biracial and Black-identified targets (p = .149).  

Next, I used hierarchical multiple regression to test whether SDO moderates the effect of 

identifying against hypodescent on the three measures of RST. In each analysis, a two-step process was 

utilized: First, the independent variable (racial identity) and moderator (SDO) were included in the 

model. In the second block, interaction terms were added to the model. A significant difference between 

the models due to the addition of the interaction terms would indicate moderation. To fully explore the 

multicatagorical nature of the racial identity manipulation, I created dummy coded variables for this 

moderation analysis (Kenny, 2015; Hayes & Preacher, 2013), with the Black-identified condition as 

reference category. I chose to use the Black-identification because the core hypotheses focus on 

identifying against hypodescent, and identifying as Black is the only option consistent with hypodescent. 

D1 compares Biracial-identified to Black-identified, and D2 compares White-identified to Black-

identified.  

SDO did not moderate the effect of candidate racial identification on negative emotion: Although 

candidate racial identification and SDO did account for a significant amount of the variance in negative 

emotion, R2 = .11, F(3, 248) = 10.09, p < .001, when the interaction terms of condition and SDO were 

added to the model, they did not account for a significant amount of the variance in negative emotion, 

ΔR2 = .01, ΔF(2, 246) = .36, p = .700, indicating no moderation. The interaction terms were not 

significant (D1 and SDO, b = -.03, t(246) =  -.66, p = .512; D2 and SDO, b = -.04, t(246) = -.76, p = 

.450). 

As with negative emotion, SDO did not moderate the effect of candidate racial identification on 

the Public Regard subscale of Collective self-esteem. Candidate racial identification and SDO did not 

account for a significant amount of the variance in public regard for collective self-esteem, R2 = .002, 
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F(3, 249) = .17, p = .920. When the interaction terms of condition and SDO were added to the model, 

they did account for a marginally significant increase in the amount of the variance in negative emotion, 

ΔR2 = .02, ΔF(2, 247) = .36, p = .085. This marginal effect appears to be driven by the interaction term 

of D1 and SDO, b = -.27, t(247) = -2.07, p = .040 (See figure 2), and not by the interaction of D2 and 

SDO, b = -.01, t(247) = -.09, p = .9316. This indicates that the Biracial-identified target significantly 

differed from the Black-identified target when interacting with SDO, while the White-identified-target 

did not.    

 
Figure 2. The results of the effect of a Multiracial person’s racial identification on the Public Regard 
subscale of Collective self-esteem, moderated by Social Dominance Orientation. 
 

Continuing the pattern, SDO did not moderate the effect of racial identity on white privilege. 

Racial identity and SDO did account for a significant amount of the variance in white privilege, R2 = 

.05, F(3, 251) = 4.17, p = .007. However when the interaction terms of condition and SDO were added 

                                                
6 In filter two, SDO did moderate the effect of candidate racial identification on public regard. Candidate racial 
identification and SDO did not account for a significant amount of the variance in public regard, R2 = .003, F(3, 
208) = .29, p = .875. When the interaction terms of condition and SDO were added to the model, they did account 
for a significant amount of the variance in negative emotion, ΔR2 = .028, ΔF(2, 206) = 2.98, p = .053. Just as in 
filter one, this effect appears to be driven by the interaction term of D1 and SDO, b = -.29, t(247) = -2.07, p = 
.037, and not by the interaction of D2 and SDO, b = .06, t(206) = .35, p = .354. 
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to the model, they did not account for a significant increase in the amount of the variance in 

acknowledgement of white privilege, ΔR2 = .001, ΔF(2, 249) = .02, p = .982. The interaction terms were 

not significant (D1 and SDO, b = .01, t(249) = .07, p = .941; D2 and SDO, b = -.03, t(249) = -.13, p = 

.898). 

2.3   Discussion  

Overall, the results did not show support for my hypotheses. Racial identification did not affect 

the Public Regard subscale of Collective self-esteem, or negative emotion. Target racial identification 

did reveal a marginal effect on acknowledgment of White privilege, albeit in in unexpected pattern. 

Acknowledgement of White was higher for the Biracial-identified target privilege compared to both the 

Black- and White-identified targets. I speculate that this pattern may be due to perceptions of the target’s 

ingroup membership. The White-identified and Black-identified targets may be perceived as upholding 

traditional forms of hierarchy by either identifying with the higher status group to potentially be 

afforded benefits, or by committing oneself full as an outgroup member. Biracial-identified targets have 

one foot on either side of the line so to speak, therefore freeing a White person to both acknowledge the 

flexibility of identity and the social construction of race, whereas the White-identified target does not. 

Study 2 will test acknowledgment of White Privilege again to see if the effect is actually there, as well 

as the other two measures of RST.  

Furthermore, social dominance orientation did not moderate the effect of the multiracial 

candidate’s personal racial identification on acknowledgement of White privilege or negative emotion. 

Although SDO did marginally moderate the effect of racial identification on the Public Regard subscale 

of Collective self-esteem, it was not in the predicted pattern. Rather than those high in SDO 

experiencing less public regard after seeing the White-identified target, public regard was lowest when 

seeing the Biracial identified, followed by the White- and finally Black-identified targets. This pattern 

may be due to heightened awareness of dual racial identities, which may have resulted in more 

awareness of the shifting demographics and hierarchy of the United States. In particular, there may be 
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some concern in the inclusion of Biracial-identified persons in the White ingroup. For those high in 

SDO, a Biracial-identified person indicates a person who may be considered partially part of the White-

ingroup, thereby pushing the boundaries of what is considered White. In particular, Whites high in SDO 

may be concerned that others will think that others do not see their group in high regard due to Biracial-

identified people occupying more than one racial identity simultaneously. This concern is not present for 

the White-identified target, which perhaps is due to acceptance because of perceived commitment of the 

target to the ingroup. Conversely, heightened concern for the openness of ingroup bounds may have 

caused Whites low in SDO to be more concerned with other’s perceptions of their groups inclusivity, 

which is why seeing a Biracial-identified target heightens public regard for collective self-esteem: 

Including Biracial-identified persons in the White ingroup makes the ingroup more inclusive, whereas 

the White-identified may be perceived as opting to choose one to be a part of the group. Study 2 will 

follow this up by examining to what extent racial identification affects perceptions of White ingroup 

membership.  

Overall, Study 1 findings do not support the hypothesis that a Black/White Biracial person’s 

racial identification as White heightened RST in Whites. Despite this overall lack of support and 

consistent with my hypothesis, participants did acknowledge marginally less White privilege when 

seeing a White vs. Biracial identified Black/White person. Study 2 will provide an opportunity to test to 

robustness of this marginal effect. 
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3.   STUDY TWO: DOES RACIAL STATUS THREAT PROMPT OPPORTUNITY DENIAL? 

The objective of study two is to examine how RST, potentially triggered by identifying against 

hypodescent, affects Whites’ willingness to give a political opportunity to a Black/White Multiracial 

person. Again, I expected a White-identified target would induce RST in Whites. I will extend this 

finding by measuring the consequences of RST for Multiracial targets. I have two competing 

hypotheses:  

3.1   Hypodescent and Opportunity Denial 

RST could cause Whites to deny a White-identified Multiracial individual an opportunity with 

social, political, and economic consequences. I expect Whites to be less supportive of the White-

identified candidate (vs. the Black or Biracial identifying candidates). I will conduct a mediation 

analysis and expect to find that experiencing RST will explain why Whites did not support this 

candidate (opportunity denial).  

Furthermore, participants should exclude the White-identified Multiracial from their ingroup, as 

per the definition of hypodescent. I will conduct a mediated moderation and expect to find that 

experiencing RST should explain why White-identified Multiracials in particular are excluded from the 

White ingroup.  

3.2   Hyperdescent and Opportunity Affordance 

Alternatively, RST could cause whites to give a White-identified Biracial an opportunity (vs. the 

Black or Biracial identified candidates). RST is the fear that social hierarchy is changing. For a White 

person experiencing RST, the fear of the hierarchy changing may result in a desire to maintain power for 

Whites by broadening the definition of Whiteness to include a White-identified target.  

Hyperdescent indicates that the participant is including the White-identified target in the ingroup. 

I will conduct a mediated moderation and expect to find that experiencing RST should explain why 

White-identified Multiracials in particular are included in the White ingroup. 
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3.3   Method 

3.3.1   Design and Participants 

 Participants were a national sample of White U.S. citizens recruited via Amazon.com’s 

Mechanical Turk participant panel (N = 309, for the same reasons stated in Study 1). The sample 

consisted of 55% females, 44.3% males, and .3% (One participant) defined themselves as “other”. The 

mean age of the sample was 37.30 (SD = 13.20) an ranged from 18 to 76 

Just like Study 1, Study 2 had three conditions: the personal racial identity of a target will be 

Black, White, or Black and White Biracial. I will hold the target’s racial ancestry constant (always Black 

and White).  

3.3.2   Procedure 

 I administered the same protocol as study one, with the exclusion of the SDO scale. I also 

measured support for the target’s city council campaign, support for putting the candidate on the ballot 

to run for office, and whether or not the participant would vote for the candidate in the election. These 

items were asked following the first impression items and before the RST items (as outlined in the 

procedure of study one).   

3.3.3   Materials and Primary Measures 

   3.3.3.1   Opportunity denial 

Two measures assessed the extent to which participants denied the target a status granting 

opportunity.  

3.3.3.1.1   Candidate support 

 Participants indicated to what they extent they both support the candidate running for city 

council and whether they support putting the candidate on the ballot for the election. For both types of 

items, participants first indicated whether or not they support or oppose the candidate, or if they are 

undecided. If at this junction the participant supports the candidate, they were routed to an item about 

the degree to which they support the candidate (Five-point likert scale, 1 = “Very Weakly”, 5 = “Very 
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Strongly”). If the participant selected oppose they were routed to an item asking for the degree of 

their opposition (Five-point likert scale, -1 = “Very Weakly”, -5 = “Very Strongly”). If a participant had 

indicated that they were unsure/undecided, they were routed to an item asking if they lean toward 

supporting (1), opposing (-1), or are still unsure (0). 

3.3.3.1.2   Voting decision 

 Participants were asked whether or not they would vote for the candidate (“Yes” or “No”).  

3.3.3.2   Ingroup outgroup determination 

Participants were asked whether or not they consider the target a member of their ingroup and to 

what extent. I first asked participants to choose whether or not they consider the candidate as part of 

their racial group (ingroup member), a different racial group (outgroup member) or both a part of their 

racial group and a different racial group. If the participant identifies the candidate as a member of the 

ingroup, they were routed to the item “To what extent to you see the candidate as a member of your 

racial group?”. If the candidate is identified as an outgroup member, the item “To what extent to you see 

the candidate as a member of a different racial group?” was displayed. Both items are measured on a 

seven-point likert scale from 1 “Somewhat,” to 7 “Very much”. Participants who identify the candidate 

as being an equal member of their ingroup and an outgroup answered both items. The final scale used 

for ingroup determination ranged from 0 to 7. If a participant indicated that they considered the target an 

outgroup member only, they received a 0 on the ingroup scale.  

3.4   Results 

3.4.1   Predicted Results 

 I expected to replicate the results of study one in regards to the relationship between racial 

identity on the three RST indicators (see Figures 1a, 1b, and 1c). I predicted participants would be more 

likely to deny an opportunity to a White-identifying biracial candidate than a Biracial- or Black-

identifying candidate. This relationship should be mediated by RST so that direct effect of candidate 

racial identity on candidate support to be simultaneously and fully mediated by the three RST indicators. 
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I also anticipated a mediated moderation in which the effect of Multiracial personal racial 

identification on perceived ingroup membership is mediated by RST, but the relationship between the 

mediator and outcome is dependent on the Multiracial identification condition: In the White-identifying 

condition, RST should predict less perceived ingroup membership, but in the Biracial- and Black-

identifying conditions, should not predict perceived White ingroup membership (Figure 3). 

Figure 3. Proposed model of the effect of Multiracial personal identification on perceived ingroup 
membership through racial status threat, moderated by Multiracial personal identification. 

 
3.4.2   Preliminary analysis 

 Of 309 White Participants, 14 incorrectly identified the race of the father, three incorrectly 

identified the race of the mother, 20 incorrectly identified the relationship of the father to target, and 17 

incorrectly identified the relationship of the mother to target. The average score for the remaining 

attention check items was 88.78% (SD  = 13.11%), and did not differ by condition, F(2,306) = .01, p = 

.994, ω2 = -.006. Sixty-eight participants incorrectly recalled the target’s racial identification. Twenty 

participated previously in study one. 

Just as in study one, analyses were conducted twice with different filters: In the first, participants 

who incorrectly recall the relationship of the parents to the target and/or the parent’s races, and also 
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participated in study one were excluded from analyses (N = 245; Mean age = 37.47, SD = 13.25; 

57.8% Female, 41.8 % Male, .4% (n = 1) chose not to report their gender). A second more stringent 

filter excluded both those who incorrectly recall the relationship of the parents to the target and/or the 

parent’s races, also participated in study one, and those who failed to recall the racial identification of 

the target (N = 192; Mean age = 37.18, SD = 13.13; 58.9% Female, 40.6 % Male, .5% (n = 1) chose not 

to report their gender). The following analyses have been conducted with the more inclusive filter one. 

Any differences in results between the two filters will be noted in footnotes.  

3.4.3   Main analyses 

I first conducted five one-way ANOVAs to test the effect of target racial identity on 1) RST 

indicators (PANAS, Public regard, and White privilege), and 2) support for the candidate (support for 

putting the candidate on the ballot and support for electing the candidate). I then conducted a Chi-square 

analysis to examine the effect of racial identification on the participants’ decision to vote for the 

candidate. 

The ANOVA results regarding the RST dependent variables replicated that of study one: There 

is no effect of racial identity on negative emotion (M = 1.48, SD = .53), F(2, 239) = .63, p = .54, ω2 = -

.003, the Public Regard subscale of Collective self-esteem (M = 5.04, SD = .99), F(2, 239) = 1.16, p = 

.315, ω2 = .001, and White privilege (M = 4.54, SD = 1.56), F(2, 241) = .93, p = .394, ω2 = -.001.  

Racial identity had a trending effect on support for putting the candidate on the ballot (M = 2.37, 

SD = 2.29), F(2, 241) = 2.10, p = .125, ω2 = .01 (observed power = .429)7. Participants reported less 

support for placing the White-identified candidate on the ballot (M = 1.93, SD = 2.40) than the Biracial-

identified (M = 2.48, SD = 2.09, p = .123) and the Black-identified condition (M = 2.66, SD = 2.39, p =  

                                                
7 Under the more stringent filter two, candidate racial identity did have an effect on support for putting the 
candidate on the ballot, F(2, 188) = 4.76, p = .015, ω2 = .033. Participants reported less support for placing the 
White-identified candidate on the ballot (M = 1.53, SD = 2.55) than the Biracial-identified (M = 2.59, SD = 1.98, 
p = .010) and Black-identified candidates (M = 2.70, SD = 2.16, p = .003). There was no difference between the 
Biracial- and Black-identified candidates in support for putting them on the ballot (p = .742). 



  

 

23 
.051).  There was no difference between the Biracial- and Black-identified candidates in support for 

putting them on the ballot (p = .619). 

Furthermore, racial identity had a trending effect on support for electing the candidate (M = .82, 

SD = 2.24), F(2, 239) = 1.60, p = .206, ω2 = .0058. Participants reported less support for electing the 

White-identified candidate (M = .51, SD = 2.38) than the Black-identified (M = 1.15, SD = 2.19), p =  

.077), but not the Biracial-identified target (M = .79, SD = 2.16, p = .420) and.  There was no difference 

between the Biracial- and Black-identified candidates in support for electing them (p = .295). Consistent 

with these trends, racial identity did effect whether the participant would vote for the candidate, X2 (2, N 

= 245) = 7.02, p = .0309, V = .17. Black- and then Biracial-identified candidates were more likely to be 

voted for than White-identified candidates (see figure 4).  

 
Figure 4. The results of the effect of candidate personal racial identification on voting.  

                                                
8 With filter two, candidate racial identity had a marginal effect on support for electing the candidate F(2, 187) = 
2.38, p = .096, ω2 = .014. Participants reported less support for electing the White-identified candidate (M = .18, 
SD = 2.36) compared to the Biracial-identified (M = .89, SD = 2.12, p = .079) and Black-identified candidates (M 
= 1.09, SD = 2.15, p = .038). There was no difference between the Biracial- and Black-identified candidates in 
support for electing them (p = .589). 
9 In filter two, candidate racial identity had only a trending effect on whether the participant would vote for the 
candidate, X2 (2, N = 192) = 3.430, p = .180, V = .13. Black- and then Biracial-identified candidates were more 
likely to be voted for than White-identified candidates. 
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Racial identification did affect the extent to which the candidate was perceived to be an ingroup 

member by the participant, F(2, 242) = 11.61, p < .001, ω2 = .08. The White-identified target (M = 4.43, 

SD = 1.43) was considered more or an ingroup member, followed by the Biracial- (M = 3.76, SD = 2.05) 

and finally Black-identified targets (M = 2.91, SD = 2.25; see figure 5). Simple contrasts revealed 

significant differences between all conditions (all p-values <.03). 

 
Figure 5. The means of the effect of Multiracial personal racial identity on ingroup determination. 
Standard error is represented in the figure by error bars attached to each column. 
 
 Next I conducted a multiple mediation analysis using the PROCESS Macro in SPSS (Hayes, 

2012; Hayes, 2013) to test the mediation of RST on the relationship between racial identification and 

opportunity denial. I used the same dummy codes from study one (D1: Biracial = 1; D2: White = 1; 

Hayes & Preacher, 2013) to conduct a multiple mediation model with a multicategorical independent 

variable. There was no indirect effect of racial identity on supporting putting the candidate on the ballot 
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through the measures of RST (See Figure 6). Further, there was no indirect effect of racial identity on 

supporting electing the candidate through the measures of RST (See Figure 7). 

 

 

Figure 6. Multiple Mediation Results: Effect of candidate racial identity on support for placing 
candidate on ballot through the measures of racial status threat. For the paths from the predictors to the 
outcome variable, numbers above the line indicate the total effect and numbers below indicate the direct 
effect. All coefficients are unstandardized and standard errors are in parentheses. 
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Figure 7. Multiple Mediation Results: Effect of candidate racial identity on support for electing 
candidate through the measures of racial status threat. For the paths from the predictors to the outcome 
variable, numbers above the line indicate the total effect and numbers below indicate the direct effect. 
All coefficients are unstandardized and standard errors are in parentheses. 

I then used the PROCESS Macro to conduct a moderated multiple mediation with racial identity 

as the independent variable (Dummy coded, Hayes and Preacher, 2013), ingroup determination as the 
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dependent variable, White-identity (dummy coded as White = 1, Black = 0) as the moderator, and the 

RST measures as the mediators. There was no indirect effect of candidate personal racial identity on 

ingroup determination through the measures of RST (See Figure 8).  

 

Figure 8. Moderated Multiple Mediation Results: Effect of candidate racial identity on ingroup 
determination through the measures of racial status threat, for candidates who identify as White. For the 
paths from the predictors to the outcome variable, numbers above the line indicate the total effect and 
numbers below indicate the direct effect. All coefficients are unstandardized and standard errors are in 
parentheses. 
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3.5   Discussion 

 Overall, the results provided partial support for my hypotheses. First, I did not replicate the 

acknowledgement of White privilege trend found in Study 1, indicating less confidence that the Study 1 

effect is not merely due to chance. More generally, I did not find evidence that Multiracial people who 

identify as White (vs. Biracial or Black) produce heightened RST in Whites, and it follows that the 

measures of RST did not mediate the relationship between the Multiracial candidate’s racial identity and 

the two main dependent measures of Study 2—candidate support and ingroup determination 

(specifically when the participant saw the White-identified target). 

However, participants did view the target as more of an ingroup member when the target 

identified as White, followed by Biracial, and finally, Black. Despite this pattern, participants did 

ultimately report being less likely to vote for the candidate, showing that the White-identified candidate 

was less likely to be voted into office than the Black- and Biracial-identified candidates. This pattern 

was also found for support for the candidate being placed on the ballot and being elected under the more 

stringent filter two.  

As predicted with the hyperdescent and opportunity affordance hypothesis, White-identified 

Multiracials are included in the White ingroup: The White-identified target was considered more of an 

ingroup member, followed by the Biracial- and finally Black-identified targets. However, the ingroup 

identification did not translate to opportunity affordance. Rather, opportunity denial was observed. 

Instead of White-identified targets being given the opportunity, they were least likely to receive it. This 

contradiction is odd, given that inclusion in the ingroup would usually result in being afforded certain 

ingroup benefits, such as jobs (Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002; Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004). 

Perhaps there is some distinction made between a White-identified Biracial person and a Monoracial 

White person. To test this finding, future research should include Monoracial White and Black targets.  

Further, because White-identified Multiracial are denied an opportunity despite being perceived as an 

ingroup member, Study 2 does provide partial evidence that Whites experience RST in reaction to a 
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White-identified White/Black Biracial person; it is perhaps functioning differently from how I 

operationalized it. I explore this idea further in the general discussion. 

All together, these findings suggest that although White-identified Biracial targets might be 

considered more of an ingroup member than Biracial- and Black-identified Biracial targets, they are not 

more likely to benefit from being considered an ingroup member in terms of being provided an 

opportunity. 
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4.   GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 This research adds to the literature on perceptions of Multiracial identity and is the first to 

examine the racial identification of a Multiracial target. By doing so, these studies attempted to highlight 

how target racial identification impacts perceivers’ views of the status hierarchy and ingroup boundaries. 

Specifically, these studies investigated whether Multiracial racial identification as White leads Whites to 

experience threat due to concerns that Whites are losing status in the racial hierarchy.  

 4.1   Multiracials’ Personal Racial Identification 

Findings revealed evidence that a Multiracials’ personal racial identification plays a role in how 

White people will likely respond to them, particularly when participants were considering whether to 1) 

afford this person an opportunity and 2) include this person in their racial ingroup. Specifically, White-

identified Black/White biracial targets were not afforded opportunities compared to Black- and Biracial-

identified targets, despite being considered to be more of a member of the White-in group (Study 2). 

This finding has real world implications for White-identified Multiracials, who will be denied 

opportunities. Perhaps the White identification is seen as a cue to amount of White ancestry or 

embodiment of White culture, which has been shown to result in denial of minority designated 

opportunities (Good, Sanchez & Chavez, 2013). However no racial qualifier was attached to the political 

position, suggesting that something about the White-identified target may have been perceived as 

making the target an inappropriate candidate for election. In particular, the White identified target may 

be perceived as either confused about their identity, only identifying as White when potentially 

beneficial, or both.  

4.2   Racial Status Threat 

Contrary to my predictions, I found that racial identification does not affect White’s experience 

of RST as I measured it (Studies 1 and 2), and I did not find evidence that those higher in SDO would 

experience RST more strongly than those low in SDO (Study 1). Although there was some evidence of a 

shift in acknowledgement of White-privilege due to candidate identification, it was not in the predicted 
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pattern. Furthermore, in Study 2 Multiracial racial identification again did not shift Whites’ 

experience of RST as I measured it, and so it follows that RST did not explain the relationship between 

racial identification and opportunity denial or ingroup determination (Study 2). In sum, neither the 

hypodescent and opportunity denial nor the hyperdescent and opportunity affordance hypotheses 

regarding these mediations were supported.  

4.3   Measurement Limitations 

Although I did not find evidence for RST, Whites may still experience it. If that is the case, then 

one possible limitation of these studies is the measurement of RST. The way I measured 

acknowledgement of White privilege, public regard, and negative emotion may not be capturing how 

White people generally experience the threat of their group losing status. I measured these concepts 

explicitly, but it is possible that RST is instead an implicit psychological experience. Indeed, White 

identity tends to operate implicitly rather than explicitly (Knowles & Peng, 2005). Future research could 

continue examining RST by measuring Whites’ implicit racial identity with a Me/Not Me response task 

measure of self-association (e.g. see Markus, 1977; Knowles, Lowery, Chow, & Unzueta, 2014). If 

Whites do experience RST, I would expect White people to demonstrate a dampened association 

between the self and Whiteness when places under threat. Further, physiological measures of emotion 

could also capture implicit expression of negative responses to a White-identified Multiracial, such as 

cortisol levels (Bachanan, al’Absi. & Lovallo, 1999). Finally, acknowledgement of White privilege 

could instead be measured implicitly using the Go/No Go Association Test (Nosek & Banaji, 2001) with 

White and not White as concept categories and privilege/status relevant words as the target stimuli to be 

sorted into these categories. 

It is also possible that I did not measure the dimensions that most accurately capture the RST 

construct. Directly measuring perceptions of change group status could be another way to capture RST. 

In the future research, I will measure Whites’ perception of their group’s social hierarchical status in the 

present to examine whether perceived status lowers under conditions that should induce RST.  
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4.4   Paradigmatic Limitations 

It is also possible that I did not identify RST not because it does not exist, but instead because of 

paradigmatic limitations. For example, it is possible that exposure to any Biracial Black/White person 

induces RST equally (regardless of personal identification). Here, my main research aim was to 

investigate the impact of racial identification on how Multiracial people are perceived and treated. I 

therefore did not include Monoracial comparison groups in these studies. However, future work with a 

primary aim of examining how Whites experience RST could do so.  

Alternatively, it is also possible that mere exposure to a Biracial Black/White person—even one 

who personally identifies as White—is not alone enough to induce RST. Instead, the shifting racial 

landscape of the United States, specifically that the Multiracials are the fastest growing racial segment of 

the population, may need to be salient to elicit RST. To examine this idea, White participants could first 

read about the growing Multiracial population (Frey, 2014) and then be introduced to the profile of a 

White-identified Multiracial. The salient concern of the shifting face of their ingroup may then result in 

a concern that their group’s status will shift downward in the future.  

A candidate running for local office may not be a salient threat to status on the social hierarchy. 

Namely, the local, non-partisan position may not be seen as having strong power or influence, which 

therefore does not induce concerns for White ingroup power loss (Lowery, Unzueta, Knowles, & Goff, 

2006). 

The paradigm might also have left participants with the option to disarm the threat by not fully 

recognizing the fact that some targets identify against hypodescent.  A number of participants did not 

recall the personal racial identification of the target (18.51% in study one and 21.04% in Study 2 failed 

to recall how the target racially identified). Those failing this manipulation check may view racial 

identity in a fixed way (Eberhardt, et al., 2003), which may have then prevented them from encoding the 

norm-violating racial identity of the White-identified target. Instead, these participants may have instead 

attended to information provided about the race of the target’s parents and ultimately used hypodescent 
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when categorizing the Multiracial target. By doing so, racial identification may not matter at all for 

how they are perceived. Consequently, participants who answered the racial identification manipulation 

check wrong might have prevented themselves from experiencing RST. This possibility might be a 

particularly interesting coping strategy, because participants with a fixed view of race would 

theoretically experience the most threat in response to a White-identified Multiracial. Future work could 

disarm this potential coping strategy to more thoroughly examine the potential experience of RST. 

Future research could also examine effect of ignoring Multiracial racial identification on Multiracial 

people, who may experience psychological consequences as a result of the identity denial (Sanchez & 

Bonam, 2009). 
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6.   CONCLUSION 

The present research examined processes involved in racial hierarchy maintenance—a pressing 

social problem. While I did not find full support for my predictions, further work in this area has the 

potential to further illuminate social psychological processes leading to discrimination and denial of 

economic resources. If Whites do experience RST, alleviating it could potentially inform interventions 

intended to stop discriminatory behavior that it might induce.  Finally, future related work will expand 

understandings of how Multiracial people are perceived and treated, as well as constraints on the racial 

identities they choose despite common descriptions of their racial experience as being wholly flexible. 

Increasing knowledge of such processes is critical, given the rapidly growing Multiracial population.  
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