UC Merced

UC Merced Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
The Relationship of Attachment Patterns and Inter-group Bias, using Minimal Groups

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/51d5j1bl|

Author
Light, Pauline Elizabeth

Publication Date
2014

Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Diqital Library

University of California


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/51d5j1b1
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, MERCED

The Relationship of Adult Attachment Patterns ameérgroup Bias, using Minimal Groups

A Dissertation submitted in partial satisfactiortlod requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

in
PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCES
by

PAULINE E. LIGHT

Committee in Charge:
Dr. Jeff Gilger, Chair
Dr. Linda Cameron
Dr. Yarrow Dunham
Dr. or Jack Vevea

2014



Copyright
2014
Pauline E. Light



The Dissertation of PAULINE E. LIGHT is approveddait is acceptable

in quality and form for publication on microfilm drelectronically:

Dr. Linda Cameron

Dr. Yarrow Dunham

Dr. Jack Vevea

Dr. Jeff Gilger

Chair of Dissertation Committee

University of California, Merced

2014



This Dissertation is dedicated to Christine Price,

my soul-mate, and my best friend.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

List of Figures

List of Tables

Acknowledgements

Curriculum Vitae

Abstract

Chapter 1: Overview of Proposed Studies

Chapter 2: Attachment Theory and Research

Chapter 3: Intergroup Bias

Chapter 4: Explicit and Implicit Attitudes of Bias

Chapter 5: Adult Attachment and Intergroup Bias

Chapter 6: Study 1

Chapter 7: Study 1 Analysis

Chapter 8: Study 1 Discussion

Chapter 9: Study 2

Chapter 10: Study 2 Analysis

Chapter 11: Study 2 Discussion

Chapter 12: Study 3

Vii

viii

Xi

10

16

28

23

36

48

52

60

72

75



Chapter 13: Study 3 Analysis
Chapter 14: Study 3 Discussion
Chapter 15: General Discussion
References

Appendices

81

94

96

103

113



List of Figures

Figure 1. Scatterplot of Regression of Attachmemxidty on the Percentage of 44
Angry Faces by Attachment Avoidance.

Figure 2. Scatterplot of Effect of Positive Affdatime on Attachment Patterns showing 68
Percentage of Angry Faces

Figure 3. Scatterplot of Effect of Neutral ConditiBrime on Attachment Patterns 71
Showing Percentage of Angry Faces.

Figure 4. Scatterplot showing Explicit Identificatitowards Orange Group at 93
Time 2.

Figure 5. Scatterplot showing Difference ScoredAdr from Time 1 to Time 2. 95

vii



List of Tables

Table 1. Study 1 Demographic Information.
Table 2. Predictors of Percentage of Angry Facsgasd to the Out-Group.

Table 3. Regression Coefficients for Low, Moderated High Attachment
Anxiety predicting Percentage of Angry Faces byagltiment Avoidance.

Table 4. Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Exptitdentification, and Implicit
Preferences.

Table 5. Predictors of Explicit Attitudes towartie tOrange Group.

Table 6. Study 2 Demographic Information.

Table 7. Regression of Positive Affect and Neu@rahdition Primes and
Attachment Patterns on Percentage of Angry Faces.

Table 8. Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Exptitdentification, and Implicit
Preferences.

Table 9. Study 3 Demographic Information.

Table 10. Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Exgtildentification, and Implicit
Preferences at Time 1.

Table 11. Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Exgtildentification, and Implicit
Preferences at Time 2.

Table 12. Regression of Attachment Anxiety and Aaoice on Explicit
Identification towards Orange Group at Time 2.

viii

39

42

43

a7

48

63

67

72

84

90

90

92



Acknowledgments

| want to express my immense gratitude to Jeff &jlgny advisor and Dissertation
committee chair. | would not have been able to deteghis Dissertation without his endless
encouragement and support. When | would becomeutiaged, Jeff was always there for me.
He had the ability to draw alongside me and liftupexvhen | was down. He was there to help
me re-focus and continue on with my research. Hieussl in me and this belief enabled me to
believe in myself.

| also wish to thank the other members of my dissien committee, Yarrow Dunham,
Linda Cameron, and Jack Vevea, for their uniqudrdmrtions and suggestions throughout my
work. | am especially grateful to Yarrow becausevas my first advisor. He spent many hours
with me helping me to determine the subject forresearch including intergroup bias and
minimal groups. He was a great inspiration to me lathoroughly enjoyed working with him.

Finally, I would like to thank Christine Price fher love, friendship and faithfulness
during some very difficult times. She was the rbbking onto when times got really tough. She

believed in me and her belief never wavered.



Curriculum Vitae

Education - 2000 to the present time:

2007-2014: PhD in Psychological Sciences, UnivedtCalifornia, Merced.

2004 to 2007: MA in Psychology with Distinction, I@arnia State University, Chico.
2002 to 2004: BA Honors in Psychology, Summa cumdea California State University,
Chico.

2001 to 2002: Butte Community College, Chico, Qahfa.

2000 to 2001: Mesa Community College, San DiegdifcZaia

Education - prior to 2000 in England

LLB, Honors Law Degree, University of Wales, Abewygth.
Post-Graduate Qualifying Solicitors Exams (Hono®¥)ester, England.

Teaching Experience:

2014, 2013, 2012 (Summer Session): DevelopmenyahBtgy, University of California,
Merced.

2006 to 2007: Biological Psychology, California tgtiniversity, Chico (Lecture and Lab).
2005 to 2006: Biological Psychology, California t8tlniversity, Chico (Lab only).

2000 to 2001: Developed adult tutoring programaat Biego Mesa Community College.



ABSTRACT
The Relationship of Adult Attachment Patterns amergroup Bias, using Minimal Groups
Pauline E. Light
PhD Psychological Sciences
University of California, Merced 2014

Dr. Jeff Gilger, Dissertation Committee Chair

The three studies in this dissertation explorerdetionship of attachment patterns and
inter-group bias using the minimal group paradi@articipants were undergraduates from four
main ethnic groups. Although not all analyses veggeificant across the three studies, the
results did indicate that secure attachment daksceeintergroup bias in randomly created
groups in the laboratory (minimal groups). To théhar's knowledge, this is the first time that
minimal groups have been used to investigate attaoh patterns and intergroup bias.

In Study 1, securely attached participants andetlwath both high anxiety and high
avoidance showed less intergroup bias towards tlsigroup in a Face Categorization Task.
Securely attached subjects also showed more pnekefer their in-group. In Study 2, priming
with the secure base of attachment was not efiedidowever, positive affect priming led to less
negative reactions toward their out-groups in salguattached and anxiously attached subjects.
All three studies showed a preference for the ougrand a stronger identification with the in-

group. The strengths and limitations of all threeles are addressed.

Xi



CHAPTER 1: OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED STUDIES

As human beings, we need to belong with other gedplolution has given us a strong,
internal motive to form close relationships witlhet people in groups (Baumeister & Leary,
1995). John Donne, the English poet, describedhooran need very succinctly when he said
"No man is an island" (Meditation 17, 1624), megrtimat we are not meant to be alone.
However, here we meet with a conundrum: we wafdnm relationships with other people and
belong with them. Yet, sometimes, when we meet people who are different from ourselves
(e.g. by way of color, race, gender, etc.), instafadanting to pursue a relationship with them,
our reaction is to draw back and become suspi@oadgudgmental. This reaction can then lead
us to show intergroup bias, which has been defaseithe “tendency to evaluate one’s own
membership group (the in-group) or its members nfarerably than a non-membership group
(the out-group) or its members” (Hewstone, Rubinjvdéllis, 2002). When people are different
from us, we make a distinction between them an@asause of this distinction, we relegate
them to the out-group and this is often followeddscrimination or prejudice being showed
towards the members of the out-group.

Previous research has explored various ways oftnegintergroup bias (See Hewstone,
Rubin, & Willis, 2002, for a review). More recenthgsearchers have investigated how
attachment relationships are reflected in intergroias. Research exploring the effect of adult
attachment patterns on intergroup bias has fousidsétcurely attached individuals show less
intergroup bias towards people who are differemnfthemselves (i.e. the out-group) (e.g.
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001). Securely attached imdiixals trust their partners, expect their
partners to be responsive and available, experiemtdort with closeness, and are able to cope
with stressful events in a constructive manner (Milcer & Shaver, 2007). Further, researchers

1



have experimentally manipulated attachment styladiyg priming techniques to cognitively
activate what Mikulincer and Shaver called “thewse base schema” or sense of the secure base
of attachment. Overall, the experimental activabbthe sense of a secure base leads
participants to respond similarly to people whoseeurely attached which prompts them to

show less intergroup bias towards the out-grougk(iNhcer & Shaver, 2001).

Until now, this research into the relationship tithkehment and intergroup bias has used
real groups as the potential targets of bias ergb#, Orthodox Jews, homosexuals and Russian
immigrants (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001), and MuslifiBoag & Carnelley, 2012). However,
problems may arise with using real groups becalnsady-existing stereotypes may influence
the level of intergroup bias shown towards thegrotip and there is no way to identify when
and how these stereotypes are present. In respmtisie potential confound of using pre-
existing groups, researchers have used minimalpgroreated in the laboratory instead of real
groups.

Minimal groups were first used by Henri Tajfel whothe 1970s, attempted to find the
minimal conditions necessary for subjects to shatergroup bias towards an out-group. His
surprising discovery was that ad hoc groups coaldrbated in the laboratory (i.e. minimal
groups) on what seemed like an insignificant basish as a preference for either Klee or
Kandinsky paintings (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flamg 1971). Further, the members of the “in-
group” showed preference for their own group andrgroup bias towards their “out-group.”
The interesting point was that these ad hoc grawgye created arbitrarily by random assignment
and their members never met one another. Consdguthiere was no time for the members of

each group to identify with one another or creatgkand of relationship between themselves.



Because minimal groups have had no previous histdtyeach other, the minimal group effect
can avoid any potential problem of pre-existingsbia

This is the most important reason why the minimralig effect will be used in this
research. This dissertation explores the relatipnsétween adult attachment patterns and
intergroup bias using minimal groups. By using mmal groups, it is hoped that any possible
external influences on the level of bias towarasdht-group is controlled for or minimized. In
this way, a more accurate picture will be assembfdtle effect that adult attachment patterns
may have on attitudes of intergroup bias.

The following questions are therefore proposed:

First, do attachment patterns have an influencetengroup bias in laboratory-created
minimal groups? Second, when participants are exeatally primed with secure attachment,
do anxious and avoidant participants show simifgtudes of intergroup bias as the secure
participants? Third, when attachment patterns gpertmentally manipulated in the lab, do
subjects change their attitudes of intergroup bkm#th, do pre-existing attachment patterns
modify how subjects react when they change grondsw@embers of the in-group become
members of the out-group? Fifth, is there a difieeebetween participants’ explicit and implicit
attitudes of intergroup bias or are they the saite3e questions will be explored in three
studies described below, using the minimal grodigcef

In the following chapters, | will introduce and dabe attachment theory, intergroup
bias, explicit and implicit attitudes, and the mmail group effect in more detail, and then explain
why attachment theory can help in understandingrgmoup bias more fully. These chapters will

be followed by descriptions of the three studiegether with their results and analyses. This



paper will conclude with a discussion of the intetption of the results, together with an account

of any limitations revealed by the studies, andspis future implications for this research.



CHAPTER 2: ATTACHMENT THEORY AND RESEARCH
“No variables, it is held, have more far-reachirfte@s on personality development than a
child’s experiences within the family: for, stadinluring his first months in his relation with his
mother figure, and extending through the yearshifibood and adolescence in his relation to
both parents, he builds up working models of hotaciiment figures are likely to behave

towards him in any of a variety of situations; andthose models are based all his expectations,
and therefore all his plans, for the rest of Hes’'l{[Bowlby, 1973; p. 369).

The quotation above was written by John Bowlby {#2090), an English psychiatrist,
who was interested in the nature of infants’ tetheir mothers. In the years following World
War 1l , he developed attachment theory to desdhbeclose emotional bond that is formed
during the first three years of life between infaand their “attachment figures” (the infant’s
primary caregiver), who is usually, but not alwayse infant's mother, (Bowlby, 1969/1982,
1973, 1980). Bowlby defined attachment in younddrkn as “a strong disposition to seek
proximity to and contact with a specific figure aieddo so in certain situations, notably when
frightened, tired or ill” (Bowlby, 1969/1982, p. B\

Bowlby proposed that this need of infants to beeltw their mothers or primary
caregivers is an evolutionary drive to survive. Humbabies are born with an innate biological
system (the “attachment behavioral system”) thaivates them to seek proximity to an
attachment figure when they feel threatened oistreks (Shaver & Cassidy, 2010, for a
review). Infants will use their attachment figuessboth a secure base from which to explore
their world, and a safe haven to which they careattfor comfort when distressed (Bowlby,
1969, 1982; Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978his close proximity to their mothers
ensures infants’ continued survival, especiallyimythe prolonged period of infancy when they
are defenseless and unable to protect themselw@spgossible dangers (e.g. strangers).

Central to Bowlby’s theory of attachment is the @gpt of the internal working model of

self and others. Bowlby believed that from repeatéeractions with their mothers, infants form
5



an internal working model (i.e. a mental repres@mmeor unconscious expectations and beliefs)
of how they will be treated by their mothers and tither people in their environment. If their
mothers are emotionally available and appropriatedponsive to them, infants learn that they
can trust themselves and their environment, anghiélearn to think of themselves as being
lovable and worthy of their mother’s care. Thedants are said to be securely attached.

However, if their mothers are not consistent imgdyoth available and responsive to
their infants’ needs, or if they reject their infsiremotional need for closeness, then infants will
become insecure about themselves and the outsidé. Wbey will form unconscious
expectations that they will be treated negativelyHeir mothers and others in the future. These
expectations or internal working model may leacim$ to become clingy and anxious of being
left alone (insecure resistant) or they may learodpe without their mothers’ emotional support
by avoiding specific contact with her (insecureidaat) (Ainsworth, Waters, & Wall, 1978).
These infants are said to be insecurely attached/i{®/, 1973).

Although John Bowlby’s research was originally aoafl to studying infant attachment,
Bowlby argued that attachment theory is relevardughout the lifespan, “from the cradle to the
grave” (Bowlby, 1988, p.129). In the 1980s, Hazad Shaver (1987) were the first researchers
to apply attachment theory to adult romantic relahips. In their seminal article, they described
adult attachment as the “nature of the close, ematirelationships between romantic partners
and the influential effect of these relationshipsooir emotional security” (Hazan & Shaver). In
their study, they found that adults possess simif@chment styles to infants: secure, anxious
and avoidant. Further, when securely attached iddals in a romantic relationship feel
threatened, their first reaction is to seek prosgrto their partner, either in person or, when this

is not possible, by mental representations of thaitner.



These first studies in adult attachment were cotaglaith adult attachment being
measured by categorical attachment styles. Attanhstgles are conceptualized as patterns of
expectations and social behavior that result flioen“interaction of an innate behavioral system
and a particular history of attachment experien¢egiley & Shaver, 2000). However,
subsequent studies (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowi®811 Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998) have
focused instead on attachment styles as regioaswo-dimensional space, attachment anxiety
and attachment avoidance (Brennan, Clark, & Shag98). Attachment anxiety describes an
individual who fears rejection and abandonment\aories that a partner will not be available
in times of need. These anxious individuals becuoarg emotional when they feel threatened
with social rejection or relationship loss. In a@ast, attachment avoidance describes a person
who tends to distrust his partner’s goodwill, isremely independent, self-reliant, and
emotionally distant. Avoidant individuals tend tis@hgage or distance themselves from
emotional situations. Individuals who score lowtbese two continuous scales are termed
securely attached. Securely attached adults aréocle with closeness and being dependent
on their partner for affection. Further, they apsimistic when they meet with a threatening
situation, they react less defensively to othedsthry are more cognitively open to new
situations and people (Mikulincer & Shaver, 20@#,d review).

According to Mikulincer and Shaver (2003), the tthmensions of attachment anxiety
and attachment avoidance represent different whyeggalating the insecurity and distress that
result from a failure to find suitable sources @bgort and comfort. Adults with attachment
anxiety seek exaggerated comfort and support flem partners and also tend to be overly
dependent on their partners. These individualgise@on constant alert for signs of partner

unavailability. On the other hand, individuals wattachment avoidance downplay any need for



intimacy and dependence on their partner, while alerplaying their sense of not being
vulnerable (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003).

These attachment patterns are chronic (i.e. digpoal) but attachment patterns can also
be experimentally manipulated, using well-validatechniques of priming (Baldwin, Keelan,
Fehr, Enns, & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996). Attachmennprg refers to activating (either
consciously or unconsciously) specific attachmeptesentations in memory just before
carrying out a particular task. It has been fourat priming a sense of security in people who
are chronically insecure leads to a reaction thatmilar to that of people with a secure
attachment pattern (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001; R&€arnelley, 2003).

For example, Baldwin (1994) found that exposingipgrants to the name of a
supportive other led to more positive self-evalatiand Pierce and Lydon (1998) found that the
priming of proximity-related words increased retiaron support-seeking when people were
coping with stress. Moreover, priming of memoriésttachment security causes participants to
increase cognitive openness in response to infoom#tat does not line up with their previous
opinion (Mikulincer & Arad, 1999).

Research into adult attachment has found thathattant patterns identified in childhood
do appear to be relatively stable over time. thexefore generally assumed that continuity in
attachment across development does exist (Hazama&e®, 1994). Further, there is considerable
support for Bowlby’s hypothesis that the workingdets of self and others, first developed as an
infant, continue to influence and operate as pypxd for future adult relationships (Hazan &
Shaver 1987, Bartholomew & Horowitz 1991), and gdsavide a design for how an individual
experiences, expresses, and copes with distressingons (Cooper, Collins, & Shaver, 1998).

In other words, as John Bowlby argued in the qumait the beginning of this chapter, what



happens to the child during his initial attachmexperience may have a substantial influence on

him throughout his life.



CHAPTER 3: INTERGROUP BIAS

The world we live in is a complicated place. Somes, the amount of information that
we need to process can be overwhelming. Somehohawe to make sense of it. One way of
coping with all the information is to categorizeopée and things into groups, depending on their
specific characteristics. For example, we callvidiials who follow the Chargers football team
“Chargers Fans” and call followers of the Padreseball team “Padres Fans.” Individuals can
also categorize themselves as belonging to cegtaups, for example, “I am a Protestant” or “I
am a Caucasian” or “I am Native American.”

This strategy of categorization simplifies our lfet it also has consequences we might
not have foreseen. One of these consequences,isvtien we identify with a certain group, e.g.
“I am a Chargers Fan,” we may not only perceivé ¢fnaup and its members as different from
other groups but also go so far as believing thagroup to which we belong (which becomes
the “in-group”) is superior to and possesses mositipe qualities than another group (the “out-
group”). So, belonging to a particular group caadles to believe that the people in our group
are better than the people in another group. Asalt; we may act more favorably toward those
who belong to our group but act more negativelyaaithose who do not belong to our group.

This tendency to evaluate one’s own group or itsiivers more favorably than a non-
membership group or its members is called intengtaas (Devine, 1995; Hewstone, Rubin &
Willis, 2002). Intergroup bias can take the forrmefjative emotional responses towards the out-
group (prejudice), negative cognitive labelinglod but-group (stereotyping) and specific
negative behaviors toward the out-group (discrirtiamg (Mackie & Smith, 1998, Wilder &

Simon, 2001).
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There are several psychological theories to explarprevalence of intergroup bias.
These include Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 193@cial Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner,
1979; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and Evolutionary Thed=irst, Social Learning Theory focuses
on learning in a social context by directly obsegvihe behavior of other people and the
outcomes of those behaviors. Social Learning The@ay first developed by Albert Bandura,
whose research revealed that children exposedgt@sgjve models were more likely to imitate
what they had seen and behave aggressively theesselv

Bandura and colleagues argued that the resultStleyg supported the idea that
children could rapidly acquire new behaviors thitotige process of observation and imitation
(Bandura, 1961). In subsequent studies, Banduraaiehgues demonstrated that children
imitated aggressive behavior witnessed on videagdifition to live observation, and children
also imitated aggressive behaviors enacted bytaaracharacter. (Bandura, Ross, & Ross,
1963). More recent studies have shown a positiaioaship between viewing violent
television and aggression later in life, as welpkging violent video games and aggressive
behaviors (Anderson & Bushman, 2001).

Social Learning Theory relates to intergroup biesduse human beings learn about
members of different groups in a variety of ways]uding how they are presented by the media
or in a religious context. If certain groups andittmembers are consistently presented in a
negative way (e.g. as immoral), then, if we meeipgbe=who belong to these groups, we may
conclude that these individuals are also immordl &aving stereotyped them as such, we may
go on to discriminate against them. However, Sdaalrning Theory cannot explain why
intergroup bias appears in research on the mingmaalp effect in the absence of any social

learning. This is discussed below.
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The second possible explanation for intergroup isi&ocial Identity Theory, which was
originally developed by Henri Tajfel and John Tur(iEurner & Reynolds, 2010). “Social
identity” has been defined as “that part of anvidiial’s self-concept which derives from his
knowledge of his membership of a social group ..etbgr with the value and emotional
significance attached to that membership” (Tajt®81). Therefore, a key assumption of Social
Identity Theory is that membership in a specifiougr confers a perception of positive self-
identity which, in turn, encourages feelings of-®steem and a sense of belonging to the social
world (Tajfel, & Turner, 1979).

Further, in order to increase our self-image, weaee the status of the group to which
we belong. For example, a native of England migitaem “England is the best country in the
world!” We can also increase our self-image bydiminating against the out-group. In their
most virulent form, prejudice and discriminatiortyeen cultures can result in racism, and,
racism can lead to genocide, such as occurredim&wg against the Jews, in Rwanda between
the Hutus and Tutsis and, more recently, in thenéarYugoslavia between the Bosnians and
Serbs.

Tajfel and Turner (1979) proposed that there ametimental processes involved in
evaluating others as “us” or “them” (i.e. “in-grdugnd “out-group”). These take place in a
particular order. First is social categorizatione \dategorize objects in order to understand them
and identify them. In a very similar way we categempeople (including ourselves) in order to
understand the social environment. We use sodagioaes like black, white, Australian,
Christian, Muslim, student, because they are a&fuisdentifiers. If we can assign people to a

category then that tells us important informatibowt those people.
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The second mental process involved in evaluatihgrstis social identification. We
adopt the identity of the group we have categoria@delves as belonging to. If, for example, |
have categorized myself as a student, the chamedsall adopt the identity of a student and
begin to act as | believe a student acts. The fimaital process is social comparison. Once we
have categorized ourselves as part of a group awvel identified with that group, we then tend to
compare that group with other groups. If our seteem is to be maintained, our group needs to
compare favorably with other groups. This is critido understanding prejudice, because once
two groups identify themselves as rivals they aredd to compete in order for their members to
maintain their self-esteem. Although Social Idgniiheory appears to be influential within the
intergroup bias literature, strong empirical supp®facking for the claim that intergroup bias
preserves self-esteem (Rubin & Hewstone, 1998).

A third possible reason for the existence of inteug bias is that, through evolution,
human beings have developed adaptive mechanismisdlpathem to form alliances with
friendly groups and protect themselves againstiplesenemies. Our evolutionary past depicts
our human ancestors as members of small groupdetdangether for protection and survival.
Living together in small groups gave these forageis hunters the advantage of numbers to
protect themselves against predators, to hunt kangeals, and to develop a sense of security
from other small bands who might wish to take dheir space and resources (Cosmides,
Tooby, & Kurzban, 2003). It would make sense fas# people to use intergroup bias as a way
to continue security and protection and to keepygvadential enemies. There is not a wealth of
research into the development of intergroup biasifan evolutionary view. However, for the

purposes of this dissertation and the proposedestuevolution is an interesting theory since
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attachment is also considered an adaptive mechateseioped through evolution to protect the
organism from danger. There may therefore be cdiumscbetween both theories.
The Minimal Group Paradigm

In order to understand the psychological basisitgrgroup bias, Henri Tajfel and
colleagues developed the minimal group paradigtherearly 1970s. Tajfel's intention was to
create groups with as little meaning as possibtethen add meaning to discover at what point
discrimination would occur. They were surprisedligcover that simple random assignment of
individuals into two distinct but totally ad hocogips was sufficient to produce in-group
favoritism. Experiments using this approach haveaked that even arbitrary and virtually
meaningless distinctions between groups (e.g.dlw of subjects’ shirts, preference for a
particular artist’s paintings, and the day of sjeats birthday) can trigger a tendency to favor
one's own group at the expense of another group.

Typically, minimal group experiments find that, wlendividuals are asked to allocate
available resources to their in-group and out-gr@alghough participants show a significant
degree of fairness in their allocations, they alsow a significant tendency to allocate higher
rewards to members of their own group than to mesmbfkthe out-group, even at the expense of
any direct benefit to themselves (Tajfel, 1970 fdlapillig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). So, even
in the most minimal group conditions, the in-grauf still show favoritism to its own group
over the out-group.

The main purpose of the procedure in the minimalgrparadigm is to exclude external
influences from the situation. One major problenusihg real groups in studies of intergroup
bias is that participants' prior experiences oregkgtions of individuals belonging to real groups

(either personally or as part of their upbringinggy distort or bias their reactions. Therefore,
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there is a likelihood of a previous history of stayping or discrimination that already exists for
individuals when dealing with members of other grudeally, in order to control for pre-
existing biases, researchers need to remove thsiydig of any such knowledge which may
cloud the extent to which intergroup bias is sho@ne way of doing this is anonymity. The
random assignment of participants to minimal graghpsuld exclude the influence of any

favoritism between group members.



CHAPTER 4: EXPLICIT AND IMPLICIT ATTITUDES OF BIAS
Social psychology research has proposed that éxgfid implicit attitudes are distinct

concepts (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). An explicittatle is deliberate, controllable and made
with awareness (e.g., | don't think gays shouldlb@ved to marry). An implicit attitude is one
that occurs automatically outside conscious awasnkehe individual cannot consciously
control when and how he shows the implicit attitgidesek, 2007). An implicit attitude has been
defined as “traces of past experience that methateable or unfavorable feeling, thought, or
action toward social objects” (Greenwald & Banafi95). The implication is that, using the
example above, although individuals may consciohsly positive attitudes towards gays that
they should be given the legal right to marry, méhadess, their unconscious attitudes may
reflect a diametrically opposite viewpoint.

The question of how implicit attitudes develop vadsiressed in a study by Baron and
Banaji (2006) in which they measured both exphacitl implicit race attitudes in three groups of
white Americans who were 6 years of age, 10 yebagie and adult. They found implicit bias
for one’s own social group present in all threeugy even in the 6-year old children. This
implicit bias remained the same across the threepg. However, although implicit bias did not
lessen in the 10-year olds and the adult parti¢gyaxplicit race attitudes decreased
considerably in the 10-year olds and completelggl®ared in the adult subjects. Baron and
Banaji concluded that the development of explind anplicit attitudes show two distinct
patterns. Both explicit, self-reported attituded anplicit attitudes appear to form early in life,
at least by the age of 6 years. However, while iotpttitudes remain fairly stable across
different age groups, for explicit attitudes, ttsg preference for one’s own group diminishes

by the age of 10 years until, by adulthood, théguesce for one’s own group and the out-group

16
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is the same. This modification in explicit attitsdérough life may be influenced by the need to
conform to societal views and recent experiencéhérthree studies in this dissertation, | intend
to test both explicit and implied attitudes of ngi@up bias to see whether they result in the same
levels of bias or not. The campus at the Universit¢€alifornia, Merced, has a diverse, ethnic
community, made up of four main ethnic groups: @aian, Asian American, Hispanic and
African American. | want to investigate whether thlicit societal views of each of these four
ethnic groups differ from their implicit attitudes.

Research has also investigated the different fat¢hat influence explicit versus implicit
attitudes. For example, Rudman, Phelan, and He(3iY) explored the idea that one specific
factor influencing implicit attitudes more than égp attitudes may be the emotional nature of
early developmental factors, e.g. being raisedrbgwerweight mother might influence
unconscious attitudes in a pro-heavy direction {Ral et al., 2007). They found that smokers'
implicit attitudes were uniquely predicted by thearly attitudes toward smoking while their
explicit attitudes were predicted by their recexperiences with smoking. Rudman et al. (2007)
concluded that each attitude reflected a particaspect of an attitude. Therefore, the effects of
explicit and implicit attitudes may be different.

If attachment theory is looked at in this contewe, can see that attachment also describes
the emotional nature of early developmental fadiothe context of the mother-infant
relationship and how attachment patterns develapadancy are relatively stable throughout
the lifespan. Thus, it might be the case that httemt patterns could affect implicit attitudes

even more than explicit attitudes.



CHAPTER 5: ADULT ATTACHMENT AND INTERGROUP BIAS

Although adult attachment theory originally expkbiaterpersonal relations, researchers
began examining whether attachment could be arfacteelping to explain intergroup bias.
Bowlby (1969/1982) stated that activation of thiaeltment behavioral system is closely related
to an innate fear of strangers but that the avilithaland responsiveness of the attachment figure
lessens this innate reaction and encourages atolerant attitude towards novelty and
unfamiliarity. Therefore, it seemed possible thtachment theory might be helpful in mitigating
the effect of intergroup bias. As a consequenasaieh applied adult attachment theory to the
study of intergroup relationships (Mikulincer & Siea, 2001; Rom & Mikulincer, 2003).

This research has shown that securely attachedd@ils are more open to new
experiences (Noftle & Shaver, 2006), and make festeneotypical judgments of others than
insecurely attached individuals. In other wordgytare unwilling to endorse rigid beliefs and
are more able to integrate new evidence into masawggl judgments (Mikulincer, 1997).
Further, secure individuals are more tolerant aghigrants (Van Oudenhoven & Hofstra, 2006),
and are low in both subtle and blatant prejudieeatals out-group members (DiPentima & Toni,
2009). Securely attached individuals also trusédimore than the insecurely attached (Feeney
& Noller, 1990), show greater compassion than tisecure (Mikulincer, Shaver, Gillath, &
Nitzberg, 2005), and greater empathy (Mikulincealet2001) towards other people.

On the other hand, the insecurely attached areia$sd with greater hostility towards
(Kobak & Sceery, 1988) and a general mistrust bérst (Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Both
attachment anxious and avoidant individuals useastgpe-based judgments (Mikulincer, 1997),
and are high in prejudice (Hofstra, Van OudenhogeBuunk, 2005), including subtle and
blatant prejudice (DiPentima et al., 2009). Talamgether, these findings suggest that securely
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attached individuals will show less discriminatibian insecure individuals. Further, research
demonstrates that when secure attachment is pricheahically insecure participants show less
negative evaluations of out-groups (Mikulincer &Shr, 2001), and also decreased aggressive
behavior towards out-group members (assessed sahoe allocation (Mikulincer & Shaver,
2007)). It therefore appears that, overall, a sefisecure attachment leads to more positive
attitudes and feelings towards out-group members.

Mikulincer and Shaver (2001) were among the fiesearchers to apply attachment
theory to intergroup biasn a set of five studies, they examined the sebase priming of
attachment on explicit intergroup bias towards fiffierent out-groups: Arab students,
Orthodox Jews, Russian immigrants and homosexMalsiincer and Shaver found several
interesting results related to intergroup biasstFthey found that higher scores on a self-report
measure of attachment anxiety were linked to mafaandly responses towards the different
out-groups. Second, when they activated the sdrstaghment security by either subliminally
presenting security-related words (such as lovepaoximity) to the participants, or asking
subjects to visualize the faces of their securigyamoting attachment figures, they also found
reduced negative responses to the out-groups.eBudts of these five studies suggested that
temporarily activating the secure base of attachrmpeompted even chronically insecure
individuals to react to out-groups in a more adogpand tolerant manner.

Mikulincer and Shaver (2001) suggested several nlyidg mechanisms that could be
responsible for these effects. These included asa® in self-efficacy, positive social norms,
cognitive flexibility, and reduction in threat apgsal. With regard to cognitive flexibility i.e. a
greater tolerance and openness to other peoplepBdwad already described how securely

attached individuals are more prone than insecuwiduals to explore novel situations and
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engage in risk-taking activities (Bowlby, 1988)c8ee children also show higher cognitive
flexibility than insecure children (Cassidy, 1986).

Moreover, Mikulincer (1997) found that securelyaatied individuals showed a greater
degree of tolerance for unpredictable circumstaaoglsambiguity as well as a greater reluctance
to accept beliefs that were rigid. In Mikulincestdy, participants rated target individuals after
being exposed to new evidence that refuted eithgaliimpressions or ethnic stereotypes about
the targets. The results showed that securelytathimdividuals were less likely to be stuck
with their initial impressions or rely on ethniestotypes following the presentation of new
evidence (Mikulincer, 1997).

In a more recent study, Boag and Carnelley (20%2jréned self-reported discrimination
and discriminatory behavior towards Muslims. Pgraats were primed with either a secure
base of attachment or a neutral prime. Subjectsqatiwith the secure base of attachment were
instructed to think about a close relationshipaative of attachment security (i.e., emotional
closeness, and comfort with dependency on partaed) write about this relationship for 10
minutes. Participants in the neutral priming coinditvisualized and wrote about a shopping trip
to the supermarket for 10 minutes. Participantsevesked to choose a house-mate from four
groups of people that included “Muslim versus noasin persons.” Behavioral discrimination
was assessed as the distance between the Mushicigeart’s ‘belongings’ and the chair
selected by the participant. Larger distances sasskin the number of chairs, indicated greater
discrimination. The results demonstrated that pdimachment security (versus a neutral prime)
significantly predicted both the choice to discmaie against Muslims and subsequent

discriminatory behavior towards a Muslim. As hypegtized, priming attachment security
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(compared to a neutral prime) led to reduced sglbrted preference to discriminate against a
Muslim and reduced behavioral discrimination toveaktuslims.

The studies described above suggest that when wemae people who are different
from ourselves, it is important that we keep annoménd and not jump to quick conclusions
based on previously existing stereotypes or judgsmé&fie also need to be able to consider the
opinion and perspective of each side if we arectéalr and come to a just conclusion in any
intergroup conflict. Greater cognitive flexibilignd tolerance may increase perceived similarity
and inclusiveness of one’s group boundaries, faaitnich are known to reduce intergroup bias
(Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Thus, increasing coigeitlexibility and tolerance may be an
important mechanism through which a secure basttathment may decrease intergroup bias.
The results from Mikulincer and Shaver (2001) ssggjeat a sense of being loved and supported
allows an individual to open himself to be moreegatong and less negative of people who do
not belong to his own group.

Group Attachment

Smith, Murphy, and Coats (1999) argued that adtdthment theory can help to explain
processes underlying individuals’ identificatiorthvsocial groups as well as romantic
relationships. They developed a self-report meastigeoup attachment anxiety and group
attachment avoidance called The Social Group Atteit Scale. Using this measure of group
attachment, Smith et al. found that higher scorebaih group attachment anxiety and group
attachment avoidance predicted a lower involvemeétit group activities, more negative
evaluations of social groups, and lower perceivgipsrt from groups. Further, group

attachment anxiety was associated with strongeatnegemotions toward groups, while group
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attachment avoidance was associated with lowetd@igositive affect toward social groups as
well as lower identification with social groups.

Attachment theory influences how individuals aall asact to other people when
distressed or threatened. Individuals may be senubee knowledge that they are lovable and
can reach out for help to other people, or they aragously cling onto people for fear of being
abandoned or keep a definite distance between tHeessand others. These reactions to others
based on attachment patterns may be importantwoahmerson deals with members of an out-
group. Attachment security is associated with higiedf-esteem, a more balanced view of
threatening situations and more constructive wéykealing with distressSo, when individuals
have a secure emotional foundation, they shouttlifiress necessary to show negative reactions
to out-groups and be more available to developingee tolerant attitude towards unfamiliar

situations and people.



CHAPTER 6: STUDY 1

Although attachment theory has already been showeduce inter-group bias
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2001, Saleem 2011), no ong Y&t used the minimal group effect in this
context. By creating groups in the laboratory dmehtseeing if members of one randomly
created group will show inter-group bias towards ather group can be very useful in assessing
the bias that participants possess towards otlapi@evho are different from themselves. By
also exploring if attachment patterns can havemifstant effect on the bias shown by a
minimal group, it is hoped that the studies desatibere can add to the existing research on how
inter-group bias is initially created and what padividual differences such as secure
attachment can play in reducing that bias. Thikésprimary goal of this study.

Study 1 uses a correlation design to explore whetttachment orientation influences
intergroup bias, using the minimal group paradi§irst, participants will complete
guestionnaires on relationship attachment. Subjeititthen take part in a computerized
categorization task where they are required totifiepreviously seen pictures of faces as
belonging to either the in-group or the out-groDpifham, 2011; Hugenberg & Bodenhausen,
2004). Participants will also be asked to assesis éxpress liking for and identification with
their own groups and will complete an Implicit Assdion Test (IAT), to explore the
differences between explicit and implicit preferemor their in-group versus their out-group
(Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998).

The predictions are as follows:

1. More securely attached participants will shosslmter-group bias toward the members of the
(minimal) out-group by categorizing fewer angrydacdnto the out-group; more anxiously

attached and avoidant participants will categomzge angry faces into the out-group.
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2. With regard to explicit versus implicit attiteslof intergroup bias, more securely attached
participants will show less negative explicit antplicit attitudes of bias than the insecurely
attached.

Method
Participants

Participants will be undergraduates from an ethiyicikverse Western public university
who will receive credit as partial fulfilment ohantroductory psychology course requirement.
The number of subjects for the study was determumedn a priori power analysis with a two-
tailed alpha at .05, and expected correlationsediom size (0.30). The analysis indicated that a
sample of at least 134 participants would be regluio detect this effect size.

The participants will range in age from 18 to 2&ange and consist of four main ethnic
groups, Caucasians, Hispanics, Asian AmericansAfmcan Americans, based on the
university demographics. In 2007-2008, the ethra&eup of university undergraduates included
33% Asian Americans, 30% Hispanic Americans, 24%dasians, and 6% African Americans.
Procedure

Participants will be tested on an individual baargg will be told they are taking part in a
study on memory and social perception. The tota¢ tof the experiment per subject will be
approximately 40 minutes.

After providing informed consent, participants vt asked to complete two paper and
pencil questionnaires: the Experience of Closetielships (ECR; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver,
1998) Scale, and a demographics measure. After letimpthe questionnaires, in order to create
the minimal groups, each participant will be asKkéds or her birthday falls on an odd or an

even date. Depending on the answer, participankdeviold that they will be assigned to one of
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two novel, color-labeled groups, either the Ora@geup or the Green Group. In reality,
participants will be randomly assigned to thesaigsoand assignment will not depend on their
birthday.

After being assigned to a particular group, pasaais will be asked to write down the
name of their group on a piece of paper and wslb dde given either an orange or a green sticker
to wear, indicating his or her group membershipti€lpants will be told that they will not meet
the other members of their group. Each participalithen complete two computerized tasks,
the Face Categorization task and the IAT.

Measures

Experience of Close Relationships (ECR; Brennan, et al., 19983ale.

The ECR Scale is a 36-item, self-report questioarthat measures orientation of adult
attachment. The scale contains two subscalesamhattient dimensions, each containing 18
items. One dimension relates to attachment-rekatedety (ANXIETY), e.g. “I worry about
being abandoned,” and the other dimension relatatdachment-related avoidance
(AVOIDANCE), e.g. “I prefer not to show a partnesv | feel deep down.” Participants will be
asked to read each item in the ECR Scale andhatextent to which it describes their general
feelings in close relationships on a 7-point Likarale, ranging from 1 (Disagree Strongly) to 7
(Agree Strongly). The score on each attachmentmbiona for each participant will be computed
by using the formula supplied by Brennan, Clarkd &haver (1998) in their original article.
Higher scores on ANXIETY will indicate greater attanent anxiety while higher scores on
AVOIDANCE will indicate greater attachment avoidantower scores on each attachment

dimension will indicate more securely attachedipigants.
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In their original study with university undergrades, Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998)
reported that the ECR Scale had a high level efinal consistency with coefficient alphas of
.91 for the ANXIETY subscale and .94 for the AVOINEE subscale. More recent studies
administered to college students have also indicateigh level of internal consistency for the
ANXIETY subscale (ranging from .89 to .92) and &OIDANCE subscale (ranging from .91
to .95) (e.g. Vogel & Wei, 2005; Wei, Mallinckrodussell, & Abraham, 2004). Brennan, et al.
also reported that test-retest reliability oveni@é-week period was .70 for both subscales, and
Lopez and Gormley (2002) reported that test-retdstbility over a six-month period was .68
and .71 for ANXIETY and AVOIDANCE subscales resppeely. The validity of the ECR Scale
has also been supported: attachment anxiety andanae have been associated with depression
(Zakalik & Wei, 2006), self-efficacy and emotiorsalf-awareness (Mallinckrodt & Wei, 2005).

Demographics Survey

The second questionnaire will be a demographiasore, designed for this study and
asking participants their age, sex, race, yeachoal, mother and father’s level of education,
and marital status. These variables will be usestgondary analyses or as covariates to
determine their influence on the main variables.

Face Categorization Task

The Face Categorization Task is designed to abssgsnany angry as opposed to happy
faces are categorized as belonging to the out-gaodpwill be presented to the subjects as a
study on “how quickly people categorize stimulitidfaces will bemages from the NimStim
Set of Facial Expressions (672 imadasp://www.macbrain.org/resources.htrwhich consist
of naturally posed color photographs of 43 male fenthle professional actors in New York

city, aged from 21 to 30 years old. The actors wdriean-American, Asian-American,
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Hispanic, and Caucasian and each actor was instftietpose in eight facial expressions: happy,
sad, angry, fearful, surprised, disgusted, neuwral, calm. From the total number of faces in the
NimStim Set, 16 faces will be selected, 8 facedHerin-group and 8 faces for the out-group.
The in-group faces will include 4 males and 4 fexmalith 2 faces representing each of the four
main ethnicities found on campus. There will beéhsets of these 16 faces: one set with neutral
expressions, the same 16 faces with a happy expnesmsd the same 16 faces with an angry
expression (see Dunham, 2011).

Participants will first read the instructions o tomputer screen indicating that they
will be introduced to the members of two groupsjrtiown group and one other group, and that
it will be important that they try to remember wisan which group. They will then proceed to
the Learning Phase of the task in which they wélwthe first set of 16 faces, one at a time
(who represent the members of both the Orange aeenGroups), presented in frontal
headshots with neutral facial expressions. Eactdtexd will be 4 inches x 5 inches and will be
labeled either “Orange Group” or “Green Group.” Tieadshots will represent the 8 individuals
assigned to the in-group and the 8 individualsgaesi to the out-group. Faces will be presented
in random order for only 1.5 seconds each, thegaebeing to make accurate encoding very
difficult. The faces will have been judged equattractive by undergraduates on a previous
occasion.

Immediately after the learning phase, participavilisbe told that they will now be tested
on their memory of the two groups. In the Memora&hof the task, the same faces will be
presented again, one at a time, in random ordéthizutime with either angry or happy
expressions and without background color. Eachalt@ppear twice, once in each emotional

expression, and participants will categorize tlee$aas belonging to either their in-group or their
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out-group by pressing one key designated as tigeanp key or another key designated as the
out-group key. The task will consist of 32 trial$ faces x 2 facial expression each). After each
face is presented, participants will be asked diicate, as fast as they can, whether this face
belongs to the Orange or Green group. The proceglilirbe similar to that used by Dunham
(2011) who found that participants categorized naogry faces into the minimal out-group than
the minimal in-group.

Following the Memory Task, participants will comi@eseveral items to measure their
explicit group attitudes, and identification witheir group. First, participants will use a 7-point
Likert scale (where 1 = Strongly Disagtee’ = Strongly Agree) to respond to four items
measuring group attitudes (“I like the Orange Giotidike the Green Group”, “The Orange
Group is good”, and “The Green Group is good”). Twe items for the Orange Group will be
combined to create an attitude score for the Or&@rgep, and the two items for the Green
Group will be combined to create an attitude sé¢orehe Green Group. A higher score will indi-
cate greater group preference. Next, participailtsise the same 7-point Likert scale to respond
to four items measuring group identification (“efattached to the Orange Group”, “I feel
attached to the Green Group,” “I identify with tBeange Group,” and “I identify with the Green
Group”). The two items for the Orange Group willdmenbined to create an identification score
for the Orange Group, and the two items for theeBi@roup will be combined to create an
attitude score for the Green Group. A higher seallendicate greater group identification.

After completing the explicit attitudes and ideietion, participants will then go on to
complete the IAT.

Implicit Association Test (IAT)
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Implicit attitudes toward the in-group and outgpowill be measured by a computerized
IAT (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). The IAill measure the relative strength of
association between two concepts, the target coifeap, face: in-group versus out-group) and
an attribute concept (e.g., evaluation: words \pitkitive meanings versus words with negative
meanings). When completing the IAT, participant lae asked to quickly classify individual
stimuli that represent the target concept (facd)thr attribute concept (word) into one of four
distinct categories with only two responses.

The underlying assumption of the IAT is that,le extent that the in-group is positively
evaluated, participants' responses will be fastdrraore accurate when the faces of the
members of their in-group are paired with positikads. The more closely associated the two
concepts are, the easier it will be to respondh¢éontas a single unit. So, if an in-group face and
"rainbow" are strongly associated, it should beezde respond faster when they are paired. On
the other hand, if an out-group face and "rainbave'not so strongly associated, it should be
harder to respond faster when they are pairedlAhavill give a measure of how strongly
associated the two types of concepts are.

Participants will complete two practice blocks.ribg the first practice block,
participants will categorize faces of in-group and-group members using two response keys on
the computer (20 trials). During the second pcachilock, participants will categorize positive
and negative words (20 trials) using the same &gpaonse keys. The faces of both the in-group
and the out-group will be in the neutral expressiod will be the same faces as used in the
Learning Phase of the Face Categorization Taskpappately 5 inches by 4 inches. The two

practice blocks will be followed by the first datallection block of 50 trials. This "compatible”
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block of trials will involve participants categoing in-group faces with positive words using one
response key, and out-group faces with negativelsvosing the second response key.

Next, additional practice will be given so thattpapants can learn to categorize
concepts in an opposite combination to what thelylearned before i.e. pair in-group faces with
negative words, and out-group faces with positieeds. They will then complete the second
data collection block of 50 trials. In this "incoatple" block of trials, participants will
categorize in-group faces with negative words using response key, and out-group faces with
positive words using the second response key.

The speed with which subjects press the respomgedn the "compatible” block of trials
will be compared to their speed on the "incompatiblock of trials By looking at the speed
differences, the IAT can reveal an automatic peafee for the in-group as opposed to the out-
group or vice versa. The revised scoring algorigiovided by Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaiji
(2003) will be used, with block order counterbakshacross participants.

The IAT has displayed good construct validity (Ng¥8reenwald, & Banaji, 2005) and
internal consistency with test-retest reliabilijosek, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2007). Further,
Greenwald, Poehiman, Uhlman, and Banaji (2009)dabat the IAT has greater predictive
validity than self-report measures for intergro@hdvior.

The positive and negative concepts will be takemfGreenwald, McGhee, and
Schwartz (1998). The Positive concepts will be Baw, Gift, Paradise, Laughter, Peace,
Freedom, Pleasure, Sunrise, Health, and Love. BHuatWe concepts will be Filth, Stink,

Vomit, Rotten, Evil, Agony, Cancer, Hatred, Deathd Murder.
After completing the IAT, participants will be d&dfed and the study will end.

Variables for Analysis
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There are ten primary variables of interest théitbhe subjected to analysis and serve as
dependent or independent variables. The eight deapbig variables will be used in secondary
analyses or as covariates. These include: agensgar, year of school, ethnicity, mother's and
father's level of education, and marital statuse #n primary variables are:

1. ECR-Anxiety (ANXIETY): the dimension of relationghattachment anxiety from the
Experience of Close Relationships Scale (ECR).toted possible score for all 18 items
will range from 18 to 126. Each participant's scomeghe ANXIETY dimension will be
computed by using the formula supplied by Bren@ark, & Shaver (1998). This will
be an independent variable used to predict fa@goatzation and in-group/out-group
bias.

2. ECR-Avoidance (AVOIDANCE): the dimension of relatghip attachment avoidance
from the Experience of Close Relationships ScaléR}E The total possible score for all
18 items will range from 18 to 126. Each particiggmacore on the AVOIDANCE
dimension will be computed by using the formuladiga by Brennan, Clark, & Shaver
(21998). This will be an independent variable usedredict face categorization and in-
group/out-group bias.

3. Angry Categorizations (FACESA): the percentagengjrg faces categorized into the
out-group in the Face Categorization Task. Thasdependent variable.

4. Angry Categorizations (FACESH): the percentageapdy faces categorized into the
out-group in the Face Categorization Task. Thasdependent variable.

5. Explicit Attitudes (ATTO) towards the Orange Grodjhere are two attitude questions,

each ranging from 1 to 7. The total possible stmreach participant will range from 2
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to 14. This is a dependent variable used to asksesplicit attitudes of participants
towards the Orange Group.

6. Explicit Attitudes (ATTG) towards the Green Grodjhere are two attitude questions,
each ranging from 1 to 7. The total possible stmreach participant will range from 2
to 14. This is a dependent variable used to asksessplicit attitudes of participants
towards the Green Group.

7. Explicit Identification (IDO) towards the Orangedsip. There are two identification
guestions, each ranging from 1 to 7. The total iptesscore for each participant will
range from 2 to 14. This is a dependent variabéel ig assess participants’ level of
identification towards the Orange Group.

8. Explicit Identification (IDO) towards the Green G There are two identification
guestions, each ranging from 1 to 7. The total iptesscore for each participant will
range from 2 to 14. This is a dependent variabéel ig assess participants’ level of
identification towards the Green Group.

9. Group. The name of the Group (either Orange or reewhich each subject is
randomly assigned. This is a dependent variable.

10.1AT Score (IAT): implicit relative preference fone in-group versus the out-group.
Using the revised scoring algorithm, an effect giggmate for each participant will be
obtained, indicating his or her relative preferefarehe in-group as opposed to the out-
group (see Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003). Thesdependent variable.

Statistical Methods
The general approach to analysis will include steps: first, descriptive statistics,

distribution checks and transformations, and, sécorfierential statistics.
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Descriptive statistics, distributions checks, amds$formations:

Prior to completing inferential statistics, altaavill be examined for errors and outliers
and for their distributional properties (e.g., skess). If the assumptions of normality are not
met, appropriate transformations towards normatrawill be considered, and the fit of the data
to the assumptions of specific statistical testslva evaluated. No major problems are foreseen
in these areas.

Inferential Statistics:

The main types of inferential statistics will beam comparisons {ests), bivariate
correlation and multiple regression models. Theiarppower analysis (see above) indicated
that at least 134 subjects would be needed foc lhasi-groupt test comparisons.

Post hoc analyses, will be obtained for two-grogan comparisons and multiple
regression models looking B change for as many as 10 predictors (and effexgs sf .10 or
greater) (Cohen, 1992). Thus, given the expectegbleasizes, adequate power for large and
medium effects, and in some cases small effectgildlexist. This is a very basic approach to
power analysis and several factors that can afiester are not considered, suchiaste
corrections for multiple tests, and variance oiaf@lity of the measures.

Analysis

The specific tests that will be carried out in @malysis are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: More securely attached participamitsshow less intergroup bias towards
the members of the (minimal) out-group by categogZewer angry faces into the out-group;

more anxiously attached and avoidant participamtategorize more angry faces into the out-

group.
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The main question to be explored will be whetledaitronship attachment patterns can
predict intergroup bias toward the in-group or ¢dle-group? To address this question, a multiple
regression analysis will be used to explore whe#fidXIETY and/or AVOIDANCE predict
categorization of angry faces into the in-groupsusrthe out-group and whether there is an
interaction between the variables. A forced entajtiple R analysis will follow this general
format:

FACESA = ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept

FACESH = ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept
Hypothesis 2: More securely attached participantissivow less inter-group bias for both
explicit and implicit attitudes of inter-group bisan the insecurely attached participants.

Multiple regression analyses will explore the effef attachment patterns on explicit
attitudes towards the in-group versus the out-gamgor explicit identification towards the in-
group and out-group, as well as implicit attitut®sards the in-group and out-group. These
multiple regression analyses will also explore emtgractions between the variables.

ATT = ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept
ID = ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept
IAT = ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept

Supplementary Analyses: A paired-samplist will explore if there is a significant
difference between the in-group and the out-grougeims of the number of angry faces
categorized into either group (i.e. explicit intengp bias). A correlation will show if there is a
significant relationship between face categorizab@s and implicit preference for the in-group
versus the out-group. Independent-samptests will show if there is a significant diffean

between explicit attitudes and explicit identificat with the in-group versus the out-group, and
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also between explicit attitudes/ identification amgblicit preference scores for the in-group

versus the out-group.



CHAPTER 7: STUDY 1 ANALYSIS

Participants

Given the resources available, the actual sampbaraa was 100 undergraduates (82
women; 18 men) from an ethnically diverse Westerplip university who received credit as
partial fulfillment of an introductory psychologpuarse requirement.

The participants ranged in age from 18 to 23 yewith, a Mean and SD of 19.52 and
1.24, respectively. Most of the participants warpl®mores (37%) and freshmen (30%), and the
majority of subjects were studying Cognitive Sce82%) and Psychology (21%). With regard
to ethnicity, participants consisted of four maihrec groups, Hispanic (54%), Asian American
(21%), African American (6%), and Caucasian (5%)e3e findings deviate somewhat from the
2007-2008 university demographics that reportecefadispanics (30%), more Asian Americans
(33%), and more Caucasians (24%). The rate of &frimericans in this study approximated
university expectations. Eighteen subjects (14%)ndit fall into the previous four ethnic
categories: six subjects (6%) originated from Iraha the Middle East, and eight subjects (8%)
were of mixed heritage that included two or motengtities (Caucasian, Hispanic, Asian
American, and African American).

Thirty-one percent of participants’ mothers did geaduate from High School, while
24% did possess a High School graduation. Thirty-fiercent of fathers did not graduate from
High School while 23% did possess a High Schodalgaéion. Fourteen percent of mothers and
11% of fathers went on to graduate from collegestMid the participants were single (78%), two
were married, one subject was divorced, and 1%esthyvere in a committed relationship. Fifty-

nine percent of participants were in a romantiatrehship, with 35% reporting being in a
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relationship of more than one year. A more compbetture of all the demographic variables is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Sudy 1 Demographic Information

Number of Subjects 100

Gender 18 Men; 82 Women.

Age Mean Age 19.52 years, SD 1.24; Age Rang® D3tyears.

Ethnicity 53 Hispanic; 18 American Asian; 6 Africamerican; 5 Caucasian;
18 Other.

Year in School 13 senior; 20 junior; 37 sophom@a&freshman.

Major 21 Psychology; 32 Cognitive Science; 24 Biglp6 Undeclared; 3

Political Science; 14 Other.

Mother’s Education 31 No High School Graduation}igh School Graduation;
19 Some College; 14 College Graduation; 12 GradDatgee.

Father's Education 34 No High School GraduationH&fh School Graduation;
21 Some College; 11 College Graduation; 11 GradDatgee.

Marital Status 78 Single; 2 Married; 1 Divorce®; Committed Relationship.
In a Relationship? 59 Yes; 41 No.
How Long? 15 Less than 6 months; 9 Less thamt; ¥ More than 1 year.

Analysis
Preliminary Analysis and Data Preparation. All ehies were checked for normality and
outliers. No transformations of the raw data weikaated.
By following the formula given by Brennan, ClarkicaShaver (1968), the Experience of

Close Relationships (ECR) Scale produced scorghéoiwo dimensions of attachment anxiety
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(ANXIETY; Mean = 3.89, SD = 1.02) and attachmenbigance (AVOIDANCE; Mean = 3.18;
SD = 1.00) with lower scores on both dimensionsciaithg more securely attached participants.
(These means are comparable to the means foundlimbdkrodt and Wei (2005) which were
3.72 for ANXIETY and 2.87 for AVOIDANCE). In thisasnple, the range for ANXIETY was
1.00 to 6.44 and for AVOIDANCE was 1.00 to 5.72d @ne Cronbach alpha coefficient was .86.
There was no significant gender difference withXAETY (p =.79, mean difference = -.07) or
within AVOIDANCE (p =.42, mean difference = -.21), and also no corilabetween the two
dimensions (-.09) =.35), supporting their orthogonal arrangementfpaad by Brennan, Clark,
and Shaver (1998).

The formula for the ECR Scale also produced infdioneof attachment orientation as
follows: 34% of subjects were fearful (high anxiatyd high avoidance); 32% were preoccupied
(high anxiety and high avoidance); 18% were dismgsdow anxiety and high avoidance); and
16% were secure (low anxiety and low avoidancegréfore, 66% of participants were either
fearful or preoccupied, both patterns indicatinghhanxiety in attachment. This result is
interesting because past research has found #hatdfority of participants are usually securely
attached, not anxious. For example, Hazan and $K&987), in their original article looking at
attachment patterns in romantic relationships, doapopulation with more secure participants
(56%) than either avoidant (25%) or anxious (19%}ipipants. These differences in the present
sample will be addressed later in this paper.

With regard to the IAT, the data were analyzeddipting the scoring algorithm
provided by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (2003)y@he response latencies from the two test

blocks were analyzed while the data from the pcaddlocks were discarded. A D score was
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computed for each participant according to theiagaalgorithm. A positive D score indicated a
faster response to the in-group compared to thgmuip.

Prior to the formal analysis, a check was madeédential covariates of sex, age, and
ethnicity, but none were significant. Further, pui@ relationships were explored between the
demographic variables and ANXIETY and/or AVOIDANCA one-way between-groups
ANOVA was performed to explore the impact of etliiyion attachment ANXIETY and
AVOIDANCE. Although there was no statistical sigo#nce for AVOIDANCE, there was a
statistically significant difference for ANXIETYH (4, 95) = 3.66p = .008) in the mean scores
for Caucasians (Mean = 4.96, SD = .87) and HispafWean = 3.65, SD = .87). However, since
ANXIETY was not significantly associated with eitfeACESA or FACESH, this relationship
will not be considered in the main analyses.

Main Analyses. Fifty-two participants were randoragsigned to the Orange Group
(52%) and 48 to the Green Group (48%). With regarethnicity, in the Orange Group there
were 2 Caucasians, 28 Hispanics, 5 African Amesc@rAmerican Asians, and 8 Other, while
in the Green Group there were 2 Caucasians, 2GHisp, 1 African American, 12 American
Asians, and 6 Other. It was expected that partntgoevould assign more Angry Faces
(FACESA) into the out-group than Happy Faces (FABE&ee Dunham, 2011; Hugenberg &
Bodenhausen, 2004). The result of a two-tailedepdasamplestest, conducted for this purpose,
was close to significance(99) = 1.94p = .055, with a small effect size (.04). Although no
traditionally significant, the mean indicated teabjects did assign more Angry Faces (Mean =
23.53, SD =5.97) into the out-group than HappyeBdadlean = 22.18, SD = 5.74).

Hypothesis 1: The main research question in Stugdgd whether attachment patterns are

related to intergroup bias toward the out-groupgishe minimal group effect? First, a linear
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multiple regression analysis was performed to dates if attachment anxiety (ANXIETY),
attachment avoidance (AVOIDANCE) and their intei@ci{ ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)
significantly predicted the percentage of angryefacategorized into the out-group (FACESA).
These results are presented in Table 2. The ovatdtiple regression model was not significant
(RP=.07,F (3, 96) = 2.35p = .077), indicating that, taken together, ANXIETAYOIDANCE

and their interaction did not explain significaatriance in FACESA. However, AVOIDANCE
and the interaction of ANXIETY and AVOIDANCE botigsificantly and independently
predicted the percentage of angry faces (FACES#ipasd to the out-group, and explained
enough variance in the model to be significant.

Table 2

Predictors of Percentage of Angry Faces assigned to Out-Group

Variable Standardized Coefficients  t Sig. Partial
Beta Correlations

(Constant) 1.94 .056

ANXIETY .55 2.08 077 18

AVOIDANCE a7 1.79 .040 21

ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE -1.04 28 .023 -.23

Further analysis of the interaction between ANXIEdid AVOIDANCE was conducted
by first identifying those subjects who fell inteetlower and upper quartiles of ANXIETY, and
then running separate regressions within the threeps of anxiety to predict the percentage of
angry faces by AVOIDANCE i.e., ANXIETY level was ldeconstant while looking at the
relationship between AVOIDANCE and angry face idfez@tion. The coefficients for each

analysis can be seen in Table 3.
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Table 3

Regression Coefficients for Low, Moderate, and High Attachment Anxiety predicting the
Percentage of Angry Faces by Avoidance

Variable Standardized Coefficients  t Sig. or@lation
Beta

LOW ANXIETY:

(Constant) 3.90 .001

AVOIDANCE 22 1.05 .307 22

MODERATE ANXIETY:

(Constant) 10.51 .000

AVOIDANCE =17 1.48 .246 =17

HIGH ANXIETY :

(Constant) 7.09 .000

AVOIDANCE -.43 247 .042 -43

Further, as can be seen from the scatterplot iar€id, the High Anxiety group had the
strongest and only statistically significant redaship to AVOIDANCE, and its direction was
opposite to that of the Low ANXIETY group (i.e. nessecurely attached participants). Given
the pattern of significance, slope sizes and doast the significant interaction term likely
represents the attachment avoidance-angry facsoredhip differences between the High
ANXIETY subjects and those subjects in the Modetateow ANXIETY groups.

More specifically, subjects who were low in atta@mnanxiety tended to assign fewer
angry faces to the out-group if they were also io&voidance (i.e. more securely attached),
while subjects high in avoidance but low in anxi@igmissing), and those high in anxiety but
low in avoidance (preoccupied) assigned more afagys to their out-group. However,
participants who were both high in attachment aga@d in attachment avoidance (fearful)

tended to categorize fewer angry faces into thegomtp. This was an unexpected result since

1 . . . . . .
In single predictor regressions we report Pearson correlations rather than partial correlations.
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those participants high in both attachment anxaeiy attachment avoidance were insecurely

attached and, as insecurely attached, were expectdtbwgreater intergroup bias not less.
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of Regression of Attachment AnxietyRarcentage of Angry Faces by
Avoidance.

Hypothesis 2: The second hypothesis predictednioaé securely attached participants
would show less explicit and implicit attitudesitergroup bias than more insecurely attached
subjects. To explore Hypothesis 2, first, correlagi were performed between all the explicit
variables i.e. explicit attitudes towards the Oa@youp (ATTO), explicit attitudes towards the

Green Group (ATTG), explicit identification towarttee Orange Group (IDO), and explicit
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identification towards the Green Group (IDG) (sedIl€ 4). Again, as described in the Method
section, subjects responded to how positively fe#yabout both their in-group and out-group
(attitudes) and also responded to how much theytifted with their in-group and out-group
(identification). As shown in Table 4, all the exjil attitudes were significantly related to one
another. Attitudes towards the Orange and Greeupgravere negatively related to one another,
as was Identification with the Orange versus Giggenps. This was to be expected and it
demonstrates that subjects had attitudinal andifaetion preferences for their in-group over
their out-group and that the minimal groups deswas therefore effective.

Further, attitudes towards the Orange Group wesdipely related to identification with
the Orange Group and attitudes towards the Gremupgrere positively associated with
identification with the Green Group. Thus, subjdmith identified and held explicit positive
attitudes towards their own group. Although thé&wde items and the identification items were
similar in content, the correlation matrix showkdttthese items were in fact measuring
something uniquely different.

Correlations of implicit attitudes (as measuredhsy IAT) with explicit attitudes
revealed much weaker relationships. Implicit atléisl were significantly and inversely
associated with both explicit attitudes towards arplicit identification towards the Green
Group: as preference for and identification wit Green Group increased, implicit attitudes
decreased. The relationship between implicit at&@tuand explicit identification with the Orange
Group was close to significange £ .058).

Further correlations showed that in-group attituglese positively related to in-group
identification,r = 0.52, but inversely related to out-group idecdifion,r = -0.29. In-group

attitudes were also negatively related to AVOIDANCE - 0.24. Participants’ AVOIDANCE
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increased as their positive attitudes to theirnoug decreased. The relationship of in-group
attitudes and ANXIETY only approached significafpe 0.06).

After the correlations, paired samptdagssts were performed to see whether participants
showed a greater preference towards their in-gveugus their out-group. First, with regard to
explicit attitudest (99) = 5.05p = .000, participants showed a greater liking tasaheir in-
group (M=9.70, SD=2.33) rather than their out-groMiz7.91, SD=2.29). Second, participants
also showed a greater identification towards timegroup (M=9.21, SD=2.98) rather than their
out-group (M=6.24, SD=2.42),(99) = 7.56p = .000.

Linear multiple regressions were then conductedetermine if ANXIETY,
AVOIDANCE, and their interaction predicted expliaittitudes to the in-group (IGATT), and
explicit identification towards the in-group (IGIDFirst, when in-group attitudes were looked at,
the overall multiple regression model was signific& = 0.11,F (3, 96) = 3.81p = .013.
However, none of the individual predictors was gigant: AVOIDANCE, Beta = -0.47p =
0.20, ANXIETY, Beta = -0.39% = 0.20, and AVOIDANCE x ANXIETY, Beta = 0.2p,= 0.55.

Second, when a multiple regression explored thecelf attachment patterns on in-
group identification, the overall regression moaak not significant, R2 = 0.01, F (3, 96) =
0.41,p = 0.75, and none of the individual predictors wa&gmificant, AVOIDANCE Beta =
0.29,p = .45, ANXIETY Beta = 0.12p = .70, and AVOIDANCE x ANXIETY Beta = -0.2% =
0.59.

Linear multiple regressions were also performedeaiermine if ANXIETY,
AVOIDANCE, GROUP and their interactions predictegbkcit attitudes towards the Orange
and Green groups (ATTO and ATTG), explicit idemttfiion towards the Orange and Green

Groups (IDO and IDG) as well as implicit attitudé&T) towards the Orange and Green Groups.
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The group name (GROUP) was necessarily includédisranalysis, as attitudes would vary
towards the out-group depending upon a subjecigonip assignment.

With three main effect variables, there were thveeway (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE,
ANXIETY x GROUP, AVOIDANCE x GROUP) interactions drone three-way interaction
(ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE x GROUP) included in the anais. The overall multiple
regression model was significalf®E 0.24,F (7, 92) = 4.22p = .000), and the predictors
together accounted for 24% of the variance in ATTRese results are presented in Table 5.

Table 4
Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Explicit Identification, and Implicit Preferences

ATTO ATTG IDO IDG IAT
ATTO 1.00
ATTG -0.29** 1.00
IDO 0.57** -0.50** 1.00
IDG -0.28** 0.60** -0.26** 1.00
IAT -0.06 0.20* -0.19 0.35** 1.00

* p=0.01 *=0.05

The model indicated that AVOIDANCE and ANXIETY sif§inantly and independently
predicted explicit attitudes towards the Orangeuprépecifically, participants assigned to the
Orange Group showed more positive explicit attisutbevards the Orange Group. Furthermore,
the analyses suggested that as attachment avoidaattachment anxiety increased, explicit
attitudes of positivity or liking towards the OranGroup decreased. In other words, participants

who were low in attachment avoidance and anxiety fhore securely attached participants),
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showed a greater preference for the Orange GroeplyvThere was also a group effect in that
members of the Green group preferred members détaen Group to the Orange Group.

When a similar multiple regression was performeexplore whether ANXIETY,
AVOIDANCE, GROUP, and their interactions predictglicit attitudes towards the Green
Group (ATTG), the overall model was again significd&’ = 0.24,F (7, 92) = 4.04p = .001 and
the predictors together again accounted for 24%@¥ariance in ATTG. However, this time
none of the individual variables were statisticalignificant.

Linear multiple regressions were then performese® if ANXIETY, AVOIDANCE,
GROUP and their interactions could predict explidéntification towards the Orange and Green
groups. The overall models for identification todsthe Orange Group (IDO¥ = 0.22,F (7,

92) = 3.71p = .001, and towards the Green Group (ID&)= 0.35,F (7, 92) = 7.21p = .000,
were both significant, although there was no sigaifce for any of the individual variables in
either regression.

Table 5
Predictors of Explicit Attitudes towards the Orange Group

Variable Standardized Coefficients t .Sig Partial
Beta Correlaso

(Constant) 4.05 .000

ANXIETY -1.76 -A0 .047 -.21
AVOIDANCE -2.26 A2 .037 =22
GROUP -2.76 -2.28 .025 -.23
ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE 1.80 1.39 .167 14
AVOIDANCE x GROUP 2.80 1.54 .128 .16
ANXIETY x GROUP 2.52 1.60 .113 A7

AVOIDANCE x ANXIETY x
GROUP -2.06 -1.04 .303 -11
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The analyses described above of the percentagegof faces assigned to the out-group
(FACESA) in the Face Categorization Task dealt wiort of implicit bias towards the out-
group in that subjects assigned angry faces todhgroup quickly and without much thought.
To test if this same expected pattern of implictsbwas present in the IAT (which is designed to
tap participants’ unconscious or automatic likidgpliking of a particular group), a linear
multiple regression was conducted to see if ANXIERYOIDANCE, GROUP, and their
interactions influenced implicit attitudes towardther the Orange or Green Groups. While the
overall regression model was statistically sigaific R = 0.24,F (7, 92) = 4.04p = .002, there
was no significance in any of the individual vatesh

Therefore, to sum up the results for Hypothesisi) regard to explicit and implicit
attitudes and explicit identification towards thea@ge and Green groups, only explicit attitudes

towards the Orange Group had significant partialetations.



CHAPTER 8: STUDY 1 DISCUSSION

There were two main hypotheses in Study 1: firétiemvthe minimal group design was
used, more securely attached participants weragbeelko show less intergroup bias than
insecurely attached subjects; and, second, motgedg@ttached participants would show less
intergroup bias than insecurely attached subjact®th their explicit and implicit attitudes of
intergroup bias.

With regard to Hypothesis 1, althoughwas very small (.07), and the overall model in
the multiple regression was not significant, thienaction of ANXIETY and AVOIDANCE was
significant. The results of Study 1 found that @ttaent patterns did reduce intergroup bias
when using minimal groups. As was expected fronviptes research looking at face
categorization tasks, the means indicated thaicpzahts assigned more angry faces than happy
faces into their out-group.

When the relationship between these angry faceaachment patterns was
investigated, more securely attached participasggyaed fewer angry faces into their out-group
than insecurely attached participants. With regarthe insecurely attached subjects, it was
found that subjects who were high in anxiety but io avoidance (categorized as preoccupied)
and those who were high in avoidance but low inetgxcategorized as dismissing) assigned
more angry faces into the out-group than happystace

To the author’'s knowledge, this is the first tithat attachment patterns have been
related to intergroup bias using the minimal grpapadigm and shows that the more securely
attached individuals are, the less biased theybeilowards other people who are different from

themselves when the minimal group effect is used.
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An unexpected result was that participants who weth high in attachment anxiesynd
attachment avoidance (categorized as fearful) apdea assign fewer angry faces into the out-
group and, therefore surprisingly, showed lesggnteip bias towards their out-group. It was
expected from previous research that this fearolig would show more, not less, intergroup
bias towards their out-group.

One possible reason for this result may be theslatgnber of insecurely attached
participants in this sample. Compared to 16% whrewgecurely attached, 84% of participants
were insecurely attached. Further, fearful paréinis comprised the largest percentage of
subjects: 34% were fearful. This large number s€aure subjects together with the large
number of fearful subjects could have influencezlrésults. Fearful individuals want to form
relationships but their hesitation and lack of tkesep them apart from others. This anxiety
versus avoidance may produce a tug of war in tleeictions to situations: their low self-
confidence and reliance on others for a positieewof themselves struggling against their fear
of intimacy fear of rejection. It may be that tbev intergroup bias shown by the fearful
participants in this particular sample resultedrfrihis conflict.

Also, the ethnic diversity of this particular saepbuld have had a major influence on
the results. Previous research on attachment aexyroup bias has used predominantly white
participants. The different findings here may datesl to ethnic diversity, in particular to the
large number of Hispanic students in this sample fehmed the largest ethnic group (53%).
Hispanic subjects have previously been found tmbee likely to show highly anxious
attachment patterns (Wei, Russell, Mallinckrodt &alik, 2004). However, that study was not
specifically designed to measure intergroup biadispanics. So, unfortunately, ethnic diversity

does not specifically answer the question of wiogéhsubjects with both high attachment
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anxiety and high avoidance did not show a highegllef intergroup bias as did the other
insecurely attached participants.

The second hypothesis in Study 1 predicted thaermsecurely attached participants
would show less intergroup bias in both their estplnd implicit attitudes of inter-group bias
than the insecurely attached. This prediction wdg partly supported. Linear multiple
regressions found that participants who had bestoraly assigned to the Orange Group and
who were also more securely attached, showed a postgve attitude towards the Orange
Group. In other words, they liked or preferred @range Group more than the Green Group. On
the other hand, those participants who belongekde@range Group but were more anxious and/
or more avoidant showed more negative attitudesutdsvthe Orange Group than the Green
Group.

This result is similar to the conclusions formedSmith, Murphy, and Coats (1999) in
their studies looking at group attachment pattefhgy found that group attachment anxiety was
associated with stronger negative emotions towesdgs, while group attachment avoidance
was associated with lower levels of positive affegtard social groups as well as lower
identification with social groups.

There were no significant results for the relatlopsetween attachment patterns and
explicit attitudes towards the green Group, expidentification towards both the Orange and
Green Groups, and implicit preferences. It is heaicwhy there were no significant results in
these regressions. Perhaps, with regard to theitAday be that, after completing the Face
Categorization Task, subjects found the varietfaoés in the IAT somewhat confusing and

could not properly distinguish the faces betweenttto groups.
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Since this study was a correlation study, one efpbssible limitations is that a third
variable could be producing the reduction of inteugp bias and not attachment patterns.
Consequently, in Study 2, the intention is to usexperimental design in an attempt to find

cause and effect.



CHAPTER 9: STUDY 2

Study 1 was correlational in design and therefareausal conclusions could be made
about the effect of secure attachment on intergloag, using minimal groups. It is possible that
a third variable other than secure attachment coaleé been responsible for reducing intergroup
bias. Study 2 therefore uses an experimental dégignme or activate the sense of a secure
base. This activation of the sense of a securelimseesulted in participants responding in a
similar way to individuals who are securely attathe

In this study, three different visualization taski be used to prime, first, the secure
base of attachment, second, a positive affect tondiand, third, a neutral priming condition.
The main goal of the study is to explore whetheséhindividuals who are primed with the
secure base of attachment show less intergroug\mleegever their attachment pattern) than
those in the positive affect priming condition be theutral priming (control) condition. Study 2
will be identical to Study 1 except for the primingnipulation.

The predictions are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: All participants who are primed wttle secure base of attachment will
categorize fewer angry faces into the out-group thase patrticipants in the positive affect
priming condition or the neutral condition.

Hypothesis 2: Both explicit and implicit attitudeintergroup bias will be less in
participants who are primed with the secure basgtathment than in those primed with the

positive affect condition or the neutral priminghddtion.
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Method
Participants
Participants will be solicited from the same p@pioin as in Study 1. The number

of subjects for the study was determined via anaigpower analysis with a two-tailed alpha at
.05, and expected correlations of medium size [0R@e analysis indicated that a sample of at
least 128 participants would be required to detasteffect size.
Procedure

After providing informed consent, participants wik asked to fill out the same paper
and pencil questionnaires as described in Stutagh participant will then be assigned to either
the Green or Orange Groups by the same procedumesasdy 1, and primed before the Face
Categorization Task. Before the priming procedpegticipants will be told that this part of the
study will examine how people visualize social asitons and what kinds of thoughts and
emotions these visualizations evoke. They will theseive written instructions on the computer
for the guided imagination task and will be randguhivided into three priming conditions:
secure base priming condition, positive affect mgrcondition, and neutral priming condition.

The procedure will be similar to that used by Mikaér and Arad (1999) and Mikulincer
and Shaver (2001). In the secure base priming tondparticipants will receive the following
instructions: "Imagine yourself in a problematituation that you cannot solve on your own, and
imagine that you are surrounded by people whoemsive and responsive to your distress.
They want to help you only because they love yod,they set aside other activities in order to
assist you."

In the positive affect priming condition, the ingttions will be as follows: "Imagine

yourself receiving notification that you have wolaege amount of money in the national
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lottery, and imagine other students in your clasgrimg about this notice, approaching you,
congratulating you, and telling others about yoawdyfortune." In the neutral priming condition,
the instructions will be as follows: "Imagine yoelfsgoing to a grocery store and buying
products you need for your house, and imagine gibeple are there who are also buying
products, talking among themselves about dailyeissexamining new brands, and comparing
different products.”

In all three conditions, participants will be instted to close their eyes and picture the
faces of the people they imagine in the descriltedteon. They will be given approximately
two minutes to do this. Then they will be instrutte write about their visualization experience.
After being primed, participants will then compléite Learning Task and Memory Task
described in Study 1, together with the expliditadle and identification items, and the IAT.

Variables for Analysis

There are ten primary variables of interest théitbhe subjected to analysis and serve as
dependent or independent variables. The eight deapbig variables will be used in secondary
analyses or as covariates. These include: agensgar, year in school, ethnicity, mother's and
father's level of education, and marital statuse #n primary variables are:

1. ECR-Anxiety (ANXIETY): the dimension of relationghattachment anxiety from the
Experience of Close Relationships (ECR) Scale.t®tsd possible score for all 18 items
will range from 18 to 126. Each patrticipant's scomeghe ANXIETY dimension will be
computed by using the formula supplied by Bren@ark, & Shaver (1998). This will
be an independent variable used to predict fa@goatzation and in-group/out-group

bias.
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. ECR-Avoidance (AVOIDANCE): the dimension of relatghip attachment avoidance
from the Experience of Close Relationships (ECR)I&CThe total possible score for all
18 items will range from 18 to 126. Each particigmacore on the AVOIDANCE
dimension will be computed by using the formula@igal by Brennan, Clark, & Shaver
(1998). This will be an independent variable usedredict face categorization and in-
group/out-group bias.

. Angry Categorizations (FACESA): the number of anigiges categorized in the Face
Categorization Task. This is a dependent variabéel o assess the degree of negative
attributions made towards the in-group versus thiegooup members.

. Explicit Attitudes (ATTO) towards the Orange Grodjmere are two attitude questions,
each ranging from 1 to 7. The total possible st@reach participant will range from
two to 14. This is a dependent variable used tesasthe explicit attitudes of participants
towards the Orange Group.

. Explicit Attitudes (ATTG) towards the Green GroUjhere are two attitude questions,
each ranging from 1 to 7. The total possible st@reach participant will range from
two to 14. This is a dependent variable used tesasthe explicit attitudes of participants
towards the Green Group.

. Explicit Identification (IDO) towards the Orangedsip. There are two identification
guestions, each ranging from 1 to 7. The total iptesscore for each participant will
range from two to 14. This is a dependent variabled to assess participants’ level of
identification towards the Orange Group.

. Explicit Identification (IDO) towards the Green Gim There are two identification

guestions, each ranging from 1 to 7. The total iptesscore for each participant will
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range from two to 14. This is a dependent varialkd to assess participants’ level of

identification towards the Green Group.

8. Group. The name of the Group (either Orange or reewhich each subject is
randomly assigned.

9. IAT Score (IAT): implicit relative preference fdné in-group versus the out-group.
Using the revised scoring algorithm, an effect sigémate (D score) for each participant
will be obtained, indicating his or her relativeefarence for the in-group as opposed to
the out-group (see Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2008is is a dependent variable used
to assess the implicit preferences towards in-gk@rpus out-group members.

10. Three priming conditions: secure base, (SB), pas#iffect (PA), and neutral condition
(NC). In the multiple regressions, the primes Wwélused in pairs: secure base and
positive affect, secure base and neutral condiiod, positive affect and neutral
condition. These three pairs of primes are indepenhdariables used to assess the effect
of priming on the faces categorized into the owug:

Statistical Methods

The general approach to analysis will include steps: first, descriptive statistics,
distribution checks and transformations, and, seécmfierential statistics.
Descriptive statistics, distributions checks, amss$formations:

Prior to completing inferential statistics, altaavill be examined for errors and outliers
and for their distributional properties (e.g., skess). If the assumptions of normality are not
met, appropriate transformations towards normatrawill be considered, and the fit of the data
to the assumptions of specific statistical testslv evaluated. No major problems are foreseen

in these areas.
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Inferential Statistics:

The main types of inferential statistics will beam comparisons {ests) and bivariate
correlation and multiple regression models. Theiarppower analysis (see above) indicated
that at least 128 subjects would be needed (aptwadr obtained was .95) for basic two-graup
test comparisons.

Post hoc analyses, assuming 128 subjects indadaiguate power (>.80), will be
obtained for two-group mean comparisons and pieltiegression models lookingRft change
for as many as 10 predictors (and effects sizesbr greater) (Cohen, 1992). Thus, given the
expected sample sizes, adequate power for largenaddim effects, and in some cases small
effects, should exist. This is a very basic appndagower analysis and several factors that can
affect power are not considered, suclx aate corrections for multiple tests, and variaoce
reliability of the measures.

Analysis

The specific tests that will be carried out in @malysis are as follows:

Hypothesis 1: All participants who are primed wiitle secure base of attachment will categorize
fewer angry faces into the (minimal) out-group thiaose participants in either the positive
affect priming condition or the neutral priming cimon.

The main question to be explored will be whethenmg the secure base schema can
predict intergroup bias toward the in-group or dlie-group when the minimal group effect is
used? In other words, do participants in the selbase priming condition categorize fewer angry
faces into the out-group than participants in eithe positive affect priming condition or the
neutral condition? To address this question, limealtiple regression analyses will be performed

to see whether the three priming pairs predictgmateation of angry faces into the in-group
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versus the out-group and whether there is an ictierabetween the variables. A forced entry
multiple R analysis will follow this general format

FACESA = (SB + PA) + (SB x PA) + Intercept
To explore whether SB and/or attachment patteradigt categorization of angry faces
into the in-group versus the out-group and whetthere is an interaction between the variables,

a multiple regression will include thee priminggaliANXIETY and AVOIDANCE as

predictors, plus the interaction variables.

FACESA = (SB + PA) + ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + ((SB+PAX ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept
FACESA = (SB + NC) + ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + ((SB+NCx ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept

FACESA = (PA + NC) + ANXIETY + AVOIDANCE + ((PA+NCX ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) + Intercept

Hypothesis 2: Both explicit and implicit attitudesintergroup bias of participants primed with
the secure base will be less than those primedaeititier the positive affect condition or the
neutral condition.

Multiple regression analyses will also investigdie effect of priming on explicit

attitudes towards the in-group versus the out-gemgor explicit identification towards the in-
group and out-group, as well as implicit attitutesards the in-group and out-group. These
analyses will include any interactions betweenvigables.
ATT = (SB + PA) + ((SB x PA) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept
ATT = (SB + NC) + ((SB x NC) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept
ATT = (PA + NC) + ((PA x NC) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept
ID = (SB + PA) + ((SB x PA) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept
ID = (SB + NC) + ((SB x NC) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept
ID = (PA + NC) + ((PA x NC) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept

IAT = (SB + PA) + ((SB x PA) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept



IAT = (SB + NC) + ((SB x NC) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept

IAT = (PA) + NC + ((PA x NC) x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)+ Intercept
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CHAPTER 10: STUDY 2 ANALYSIS
Participants

Due to the availability of resources, data werdectéd from 116 undergraduates from an
ethnically diverse Western public university whoewed credit as partial fulfilment of an
introductory psychology course requirement. Fivigiscts did not complete the priming
visualization and were removed from the sampleitepa total of 111 participants.

There were 33 men and 78 women. The participantgedin age from 18 to 24 years,
with a Mean and SD of 19.42 and 1.44, respectibst of the participants were freshmen
(51.4%), and 26 subjects were studying Cognitiver®e (23.4%). With regard to ethnicity,
participants consisted of four main ethnic grogsHispanic (59.5%), 16 Asian American
(14.4%), 12 Caucasian (10.8%), and 6 African Anaari(5.4%). These findings deviate
somewhat from the 2007-2008 university demograpthiasreported fewer Hispanics (30%),
more Asian Americans (33%), and more Caucasiar¥%)Z2fihe rate of African Americans in
this study approximated university expectationgveEh subjects (9.9%) did not fall into any of
these four ethnic categories: six subjects origihdtom India and the Middle East, four subjects
were of mixed heritage that included two or motendtities, and one subject was a Pacific
Islander.

Forty-one percent of participants’ mothers and 4#%&athers did not graduate from High
School, while 23% of mothers and 26% of fathersgitatluate. Ten percent of mothers and
nearly 10% of fathers received a graduate degrest bf the participants were single (81.1%),
two were married and one subject was divorced eSixpercent were in a committed
relationship, with 24.3% reporting being in a rigaship for more than one year. A more
complete picture of all the demographic variabtegresented in in Table 6.
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Table 6

Sudy 2 Demographic Information

Number of Subjects 111

Gender 33 Men; 78 Women

Age Mean Age = 19.42 years, SD = 1.44; Age Ran{8 to 24 years

Ethnicity 66 Hispanic (60%); 16 American Asian ¥y 12 Caucasian (11%);
6 African American (5%); 11 Other (10%)

Year in School 18 senior (16%); 17 junior (15%);sbphomore (17%); 57 freshman
(52%)

Major 8 Psychology; 26 Cognitive Science; 16 Biglpg

21 Undeclared; 9 Political Science; 31 Other

Mother’s Education 46 No High School Graduation}High School Graduation;
16 Some College; 12 College Graduation; 11 GradDatgee

Father's Education 47 No High School GraduationH&$h School Graduation;
14 Some College; 11 College Graduation; 10 GradDatgee

Marital Status 90 Single; 2 Married; 1 Divorce8; Committed Relationship
In a Relationship? 48 Yes; 63 No
How Long? 14 Less than 6 months; 7 Less thamat; ¢ More than 1 year

Preliminary Analysis and Data Preparation. All ahies were checked for normality and
outliers. No transformations of the raw data weididated.

By following the formula contained in Brennan, Glaand Shaver (1968), the
Experience of Close Relationships (ECR) Scale pgredscores for the two dimensions of
relationship attachment anxiety (ANXIETY; Mean=3.8D=0.99) and relationship attachment
avoidance (AVOIDANCE; Mean=3.13; SD=1.01) with laveeores on both dimensions

indicating more securely attached participantshis sample, the range for ANXIETY was 1.17
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to 6.33 and for AVOIDANCE was 1.00 to 6.06. In therent study, Cronbach alpha coefficient
for the ECR Scale was 0.86. There was no significarrelation between ANXIETY and
AVOIDANCE (r = -.14,p = .158) supporting the orthogonal design of the diimensions which
was originally found by Brennan et al., 1998.

The formula for the ECR Scale also produced infaioneof how many subjects were in
each attachment pattern: 40 subjects were fe@®%]; 35 were preoccupied (32%); 19 were
secure (17%); and 17 were dismissing (15%). ThesetiB% of participants were either fearful
or preoccupied, both patterns indicating high atyxie attachment. As in Study 1, this result is
interesting because past research has found ehatdfority of participants are usually securely
attached, not anxious. As was cited in Study 1 adand Shaver (1987), in their original article
looking at attachment patterns in romantic relaiops, found a population with more secure
participants (56%) than either avoidant (25%) odauns (19%) participants. These differences
in the present sample will be addressed lateri;ngaper.

With regard to the IAT, the data were analyzeddipting the scoring algorithm
provided by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (2003)y@he response latencies from the two test
blocks were analyzed while the data from the pcadblocks were discarded. The standard
exclusion criteria for participants with excessiorg or short latencies on the IAT (Greenwald
et al., 2003) resulted in the exclusion of dataoially one participant who was dropped from the
analysis of the IAT data. D scores were computegbdoticipants according to the scoring
algorithm. Thus, a positive D score indicated aeflasesponse to an Orange + positive word

association compared to a Green + negative wotegon.
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Prior to the formal analysis, a check was madedédential covariates of sex, age, and
ethnicity, but none were significant. Potentiabt&nships were also explored between these
three demographic variables and ANXIETY and/or ADANCE. An independent samples
t test was performed to compare ANXIETY and AVOIDAN&E men and women. There was
a statistically significant sex difference for ANXTY, t (114) = -2.90p = 0.004. Women (M =
4.02, SD = 0.97) were more anxiously attached than (M = 3.45, SD = 0.94). However, there
was no significant sex difference for AVOIDANCE. ére was also a significant correlation
between AVOIDANCE and age € -0.22,p = 0.019) with older subjects showing less
avoidance, but no significant relationship betw&&XIETY and age. However, since sex and
age were not significantly associated with eitheag#d or Happy faces, these relationships will
not be included in the main analyses.

Analysis

At the start of the study, participants were ranoassigned to what would be their in-
group: 59 subjects to the Orange Group (50.9%)5&nsubjects to the Green Group (49.1%). A
paired samplestest indicated that participants allocated morgrirFaces (M = 25.69, SD =
7.06) to their out-group than Happy Faces (M = 233D = 7.34)t (115) = 2.15p = 0.03. The
eta squared statistic (.04) indicated a small efe. As in Study 1, this result is consisterthwi
Dunham (2011) who also found that more Angry Falcas Happy faces were assigned to the
out-group.

Hypothesis 1: The main hypothesis in Study 2 wasthdr priming participants with the
secure base of attachment would reduce the levatefyroup bias shown towards the out-

group. Specifically, it was predicted that all papants who were primed with the secure base



64

of attachment would categorize fewer angry facéstime out-group than those participants in
the positive affect priming condition or the neutiandition.

There were three priming conditions: secure Ipaiseing condition, positive affect
priming condition, and the neutral priming conditi@9 participants were randomly assigned to
the secure base priming condition; 38 subjects aeseyned to the positive affect priming
condition; and 34 subjects were assigned to th&aguriming condition.

The three primes were entered into separate mailtggressions in pairs, one pair of
primes into each multiple regression: secure badgasitive affect (SP), secure base and
neutral condition (SN), and positive affect andtracondition (PN). Linear multiple
regressions were then performed to determine ipthming pair, attachment anxiety
(ANXIETY), attachment avoidance (AVOIDANCE), ancethinteractions (ANXIETY x
AVOIDANCE, PRIMING PAIR x ANXIETY, PRIMING PAIR x AVOIDANCE, and
PRIMING PAIR x ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE) significantly pedicted the percentage of Angry
Faces (FACESA) assigned to the out-group. The twitijple regressions containing the priming
pairs of secure base and positive affect, and edmase and neutral condition were not
significant. However, the priming pair of positigéect and neutral condition was significant.
The results of this multiple regression can be sediable 7.

In order to better understand the individual e8exft AVOIDANCE and ANXIETY,
participants were divided into three ANXIETY groupsing the same technique as in Study 1,
and the results shown in two separate scattergtagares 2 (showing the Positive Affect prime)
and 3 (showing the Neutral Condition prime). Widgard to the Positive Affect prime, more
securely attached participants, and those with argtiety plus low avoidance (preoccupied)

assigned fewer angry faces into their out-grouptl@mother hand, participants with high
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avoidance and low anxiety (dismissing), and thogle lnigh avoidance plus high anxiety
(fearful), assigned more angry faces into theirgraup.

With regard to the Neutral Condition prime, papemts who were securely attached
again assigned fewer angry faces into the out-gneige those high in avoidance and low in
anxiety assigned more angry faces into their oatigr These two results were the same as for
the Positive Affect prime. The difference betwelea Positive Affect Condition and Neutral
Condition in this pair was the reaction of thoséhwiigh anxiety (preoccupied), and those with
both high anxiety and high avoidance (fearful)tia Neutral Condition, those subjects with
high anxiety assigned more angry faces, while tadeboth high anxiety and high avoidance
assigned fewer angry faces to their out-groups.

Table 7

Regression of Positive Affect and Neutral Condition Primes and Attachment Patterns on
Percentage of Angry Faces

Standardized t Sig. Partial
Coefficients Correlations
Beta
(Constant) 1.913 .060
Prime PN -1.986 -1.417 .161 -.174
AVOIDANCE -2.017 -1.393 .168 -172
ANXIETY -1.647 -1.525 132 -.187
Avoidance x Anxiety 2.878 1.860 .067 .226
Avoidance x Anxiety x PN -4.677 -2.315 .024 -.278
Anxiety x Prime PN 3.084 1.802 .076 .220
Avoidance x Prime PN 3.771 1.913 .060 .233

Hypothesis 2: The second hypothesis predictedaiating an individual with the secure
base of attachment would have an effect on bothattxgnd implicit attitudes. Specifically,

participants who were primed with the secure basgtachment were predicted to show less
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explicit and implicit bias tavards their outgroup than those primed with either a positive i

or a neutral priming condition.
To explore Hypothesis 2, first, correlations weegfprmed between all the expli

variables i.e. attiides towards the Orange Group (ATTO), attitudestds the Green Gro
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Figure 2. Scatterplot of Effect aPositive Affect Prime on Attachment Pattesim®wing
Percentage of Angry Faces.

(ATTG), identification with the Orange Group (IDO), aidentification with the Green Grot

(IDG), together with the implicit attitudes (IAT3ée Tale 8).
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As described in the Methods section, subjects redgebto how positively they felt about
both their in-group and out-group (attitudes) alsd aesponded to how much they identified
with their in-group and out-group (identificatio®ys shown in Table 8, not all the correlations
were significantly related to one another: explatittudes towards the Orange Group were
significantly and positively related to explicitagtification with the Orange Group. Attitudes
towards the Orange Group were significantly andatiegly related to identification with the
Green Group. Further, attitudes towards the Greeniiswere significantly and positively
related to identification with the Green Group. Shias to be expected and it demonstrates that
subjects had attitudinal and identification prefexs for their in-group. Correlations of implicit
attitudes with explicit attitudes and identificatialso revealed significant relationships: implicit
attitudes and explicit attitudes and identificatwith the Orange Group both increased,;
however, as attitudes and identification with the€h Group increased, implicit attitudes
decreased.

Further correlations were performed on in-group amdgroup attitudes and in-group
and out-group identification. In-group attitudesravpositively related to out-group attitudes,

r = 0.28 and to in-group identification= 0.60. Also, AVOIDANCE was positively associated
with identification towards the in-group= 0.26. As in-group identification increased, sb d
AVOIDANCE. Paired sampletstests between in-group attitudes and out-groujudés found
that participants preferred or had a greater likorghe group they were randomly assigned to,
t (110) = 7.69p = .000, over their out-group. Similarly, participsa also felt a greater sense of
identification towards the group they were randoasgigned to versus their out-grotufl10) =

9.26,p = .000.
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Following the correlations, paired samplassts were performed to see if there was a
significant difference between the in-group anddbegroup with regard to explicit attitudes.
The resultf (110) = 7.69p = .000, showed that there was a significant ceffiee between
participants’ attitudes towards their in-group wesrgheir out-group. Attitudes towards the in-
group were significantly stronger (M = 9.34, SD .28 than towards the out-group (M = 7.92,
SD =2.31).

A second paired samples t-test was performed td peeticipants felt a stronger sense
of identification towards their in-group versusithmut-group,t (110) = 9.26p = .000. The
t test indicated that subjects did identify morehwiiteir in-group (M = 8.99, SD = 3.26) than
with their out-group (M =5.21, SD = 2.71).

Linear multiple regressions were then conductesk®if ANXIETY or AVOIDANCE
influenced explicit attitudes towards or identitica with participants’ in-group. With regard to
explicit attitudes, the overall model was not siigaint, R* = 0.02,F (3, 107) = 0.63p = .600,
and none of the individual predictors was significawith regard to subjects’ explicit
identification towards their in-group, the ovenabdel was significan® = 0.09,F (3, 107) =
3.57,p =.017. However, none of the individual predictaas significant.

More linear multiple regressions were performeeéxplore attachment patterns’ possible
influence on the Orange or Green Groups. Firstuliphe regression analysis was performed to
determine if ANXIETY, AVOIDANCE and their interacth (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE)
predicted Explicit Attitudes towards the Orange Gr¢ATTO). The group name (GROUP) was
necessarily included in this analysis, as attitugidlssary towards the out-group depending upon

a subject’s in-group assignment.
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When a similar multiple regression was performeexplore whether ANXIETY,
AVOIDANCE, GROUP, and their interactions predictglicit attitudes towards the Green
Group (ATTG), the overall model was again signific&’ = 0.13,F (7, 108) = 2.38p = .026

and the predictors together accounted for 13%e¥Hriance in ATTG. However, this time none

of the individual predictors were statistically sificant.
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Figure 3. Scatterplot of Effect of Neutral Condition Prime Attachment Patterns showing
Percentage of Angry Faces.

Linear multiple regressions were then performeset® if ANXIETY, AVOIDANCE,

GROUP and their interactions could predict expigé@ntification towards the two groups. The
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overall models for identification towards the Orar@roup (IDO)R = 0.47,F (7, 108) = 13.87,
p = .000, and towards the Green Group (IDR)= 0.26,F (7, 108) = 5.53p = .000, were both
significant, although there was no significancedny of the individual predictor variables in
either regression.

Table 8
Sudy 2 Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Explicit Identification, and Implicit Preferences

ATTO ATTG IDO IDG IAT
ATTO 1.00
ATTG 0.02 1.00
IDO 0.64** -0.12 1.00
IDG -0.35** 0.61** -0.31** 1.00
IAT -0.30** 0.25** -0.35** 0.28** 1.00

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2led)

The analyses described above of the percentagegof faces assigned to the out-group
in the Face Categorization Task (FACESA) dealt witort of implicit bias towards the out-
group in that subjects assigned angry faces todhgroup quickly and without much thought.
To test if this same expected pattern of implictsbwvas present in the IAT (which is designed to
tap participants’ unconscious or automatic likidgpliking of a particular group), a linear
multiple regression was conducted to see if ANXIERYOIDANCE, GROUP, and their
interactions influenced implicit attitudes towardther the Orange or Green Groups. While the
overall regression model was statistically sigaific R°= 0.27,F (7, 107) = 5.62p = .000, there
was no significance in any of the individual predicvariables.

Last, linear multiple regressions were conductedetermine if AVOIDANCE,

ANXIETY, and their interaction predicted explicititudes and identification towards
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participants’ in-group. With regard to both in-gpoattitudes and in-group identification, the
overall models were not significaf®? = 0.02,F (3, 107) = 0.63p = .600 (attitudes) ang’ =

0.09,F (3, 107) = 3.57p = .664 (identification), and no individual predict were significant.



CHAPTER 11: STUDY 2 DISCUSSION

The main research question in Study 2 (Hypothesigas whether priming participants
with the secure base of attachment would reducketted of intergroup bias shown towards their
minimal out-group. Specifically, it was predictduht all participants who were primed with the
secure base of attachment would categorize fewgwydaces into the out-group than those
participants in either the positive affect primicwndition or the control condition. The secure
base priming manipulation was not effective.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that priming an individuahwhe secure base of attachment
would have an effect on both explicit and implatititudes. Specifically, participants who were
primed with the secure base of attachment werdgiestito show less explicit and implicit bias
towards their out-group than those primed withegith positive affect or a neutral priming
condition. This prediction was not supported.

With regard to Hypothesis 1, only the priming pafipositive affect and neutral
condition was significant. What could be the reaforthe lack of success in the secure base

priming? One possible explanation could be theelangjority of insecure (i.e. anxious and

avoidant) participants in our sample. Eight-threecpnt of participants were insecurely attached.

Overall, previous research into attachment theas/fbund a far more generous number of
securely attached participants in its samplesekample, in the population used by Hazan &

Shaver (1987), over half were securely attache@bo]56ith only 19% being anxious, and 25%

being avoidant. Further, in the previous literatomepriming the secure base, the samples appear

to have included a majority of securely attachedigpants. Mikulincer and Shaver (2001), in

their studies on intergroup bias and attachmedtndt relate how many participants were

72
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actually securely attached but, if their studidkieed the norm, it seems likely that the majority
of their participants were secure in their attachiogientation.

In this study, the same secure prime was usedsasibled in Mikulincer and Shaver
(2001) and Mikulincer and Arad (1999), but in te@nple the prime failed to produce the
desired effect. This result is interesting becausey be that priming the secure base is not as
effective when the majority of participants aresinigrely attached.

As in Study 1, our different findings may be rethte the large number of Hispanic
students in our sample who formed the largest ettwaup (58.6%). In previous studies, the
samples have been largely Caucasian in ethniaitgdtlition, Mikulincer and Shaver (2001)
used a sample of Israeli Jewish undergraduategistuah Israel while the sample in this study
included a very diverse mix of ethnic minoritiegrtig in the United States. Because of the
obvious differences between these two sample pbpnsa perhaps it is not so surprising that a
very different result was achieved in our studyevdas the Israeli undergraduates who were
primed with the secure base reduced their intemglmas, the four ethnic minorities overall
increased it.

Last, participants who were avoidant (50% eithenussing or fearful) may have failed
to react to the secure base priming because th&seohthe suggestions contained in the priming
procedure (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Mikulincer, 2007).darlier studies, avoidant individuals have
been found to misinterpret or miss suggestiongofie attachment because of their inclination
to suppress emotion (Mikulincer, Shaver, & HoreX)6). On the other hand, the anxiously
attached participants may have felt angry and teneal by visualizing a situation that may have
caused pain (Taubman-Ben-Ari & Mikulincer, 2007pnSequently, these subjects may have

reacted against the secure base prime by showing imergroup bias not less.
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The only significant prime was the pair of PositAdect and Neutral Condition. For
both primes, the securely attached showed lowergmbup bias while the dismissing (high
avoidance, low anxiety) showed high intergroup bidss was the same result as in Study 1.
Also the same result as in Study 1 was the beha¥ittre fearful subjects with the neutral prime.
They showed less intergroup bias. However, withptbstive affect prime, the fearful subjects
reacted in the opposite way and showed more irdeapbias while those high in attachment
anxiety (preoccupied) showed less bias. The pes#ffect prime was about winning the lottery.
The fearful subjects may have reacted to this lisaizon because part of the visualization
included people coming up and congratulating thiégiant on winning. Fearful subjects’
distrust in others may have contributed to theact®n against this scenario and produced more
intergroup bias

Finally, this study suggests that contextual prgroh attachment may have different
effects on intergroup bias, both explicit and impliwhen a diverse ethnic sample is used and
most of the subjects are insecurely attached. Eurdgsearch need to be performed on similar
samples in the future to determine if a majoritynsiecurely attached participants and/ or a
diverse ethnic sample affects the behavior of gbase priming. It may be that insecurely

attached individuals have a remarkably counteritieiresponse to secure base priming.



CHAPTER 12: STUDY 3

Studies 1 and 2 showed that attachment patterhsae®a relationship with intergroup
bias when using the minimal group effect and tleatusely attached participants show less bias
towards their minimal out-group than insecurelgettied individuals. However, what would
happen to attachment orientation and intergrous ibigarticipants had to change their groups?
Prior research has shown that when participantstileir group membership, their explicit
attitudes may reverse but their implicit attitudesiain the same as their initial evaluation
(Gregg, Seibt, & Banaji, 2006). If the minimal gpsuin this study were asked to change their
membership from in-group to out-group, would tharadre of membership affect the level of
bias each attachment pattern would display? It dbelinteresting to see what changes in bias
(if any) might occur in the individual towards thew out-group when he or she is moved into a
new group. Do securely attached subjects adapt readBly to a change of group membership?
Do they show greater acceptance in their attittolards the new out-group? These were some
of the questions that | hoped to address in Study 3

In Study 3, the main goal is to explore the infloef attachment orientation on
intergroup bias using minimal groups during a cleaoggroup membership from the in-group to
the out-group. Specifically, will more intergrouf@b will be shown to the new group, depending
on whether the individual is securely or insecurdbached? It is expected that securely attached
subjects will react to both groups in the same tuatythat insecurely attached individuals may
react differently depending on whether they ara@rsty attached or avoidant.

Study 3 will again use a correlation design. Pguaiots will be asked to complete Study
1 (Time 1) and then be asked to change group mestiperom the in-group to the out-group
and then to repeat Study 1, this time in the ogineup (Time 2).
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The predictions are as follows:
1. Independent of which group they belong to, nsaeurely attached participants will
categorize fewer angry faces into both out-grotjmsvever, both anxiously attached and
avoidant participants will categorize more angrmgefinto both out-groups.
2. In both explicit and implicit attitudes, morecgeely attached participants will show less inter-
group bias than insecurely attached individualsnetiough they change group membership.

Method

Participants

128 patrticipants will be drawn from the same scigp@ol as in Study 1.
Procedure

The procedure for the first part of the study Wwalidentical to Study 1.

After completion of the IAT, the experimenter welkplain to the participant that, due to
an error on the part of the main researcher, thigcgmant was assigned to the wrong group.
After apologizing for the error, the experimentell @xplain that the participant will be re-
assigned to the correct group and be requiredoeatethe study. In reality, there will be no
researcher error. The participant will then repleatentire study, this time belonging to the other
group (Orange or Green).

Variables for Analysis

There are eleven primary variables of interestwhihbe subjected to analysis and serve
as dependent or independent variables. The eighogiphic variables will be used in
secondary analyses or as covariates. These indgéesex, major, year in school, race, mother's

and father's level of education, and marital stafhe eleven primary variables are:
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. ECR-Anxiety (ANXIETY): the dimension of relationghattachment anxiety from the
Experience of Close Relationships (ECR) Scale.t®tsd possible score for all 18 items
will range from 18 to 126. Each participant's scomeghe ANXIETY dimension will be
computed by using the formula supplied by Bren@ark, & Shaver (1998). This will
be an independent variable used to predict fa@goatation and in-group/out-group
bias.

. ECR-Avoidance (AVOIDANCE): the dimension of relatghip attachment avoidance
from the Experience of Close Relationships (ECR)I&CThe total possible score for all
18 items will range from 18 to 126. Each particigmacore on the AVOIDANCE
dimension will be computed by using the formuladiga by Brennan, Clark, & Shaver
(1998). This will be an independent variable usedredict face categorization and in-
group/out-group bias.

. Angry Categorizations Time 1 (FACESAL): the numbkangry versus happy faces
categorized in the Face Categorization Task in TimEhis is a dependent variable used
to assess the degree of negative attributions neadeds the in-group versus the out-
group members.

. Angry Categorizations Time 2 (FACES2). Same as alfovTime 2.

. Explicit Attitudes Time 1 (ATT1) towards the in-grp versus the out-group in Time 1.
There are four attitude questions, two questiolading to the in-group and two relating
to the out-group and each ranging from 1 to 7. bl possible score for the two in-
group questions and two out-group questions widheange from 2 to 14. This is a
dependent variable used to assess the attitudesggobup versus out-group members.

. Explicit Attitudes Time 2 (ATT2). Same as above Tame 2.



78

7. Explicit Identification Time 1 (ID1) towards the-group versus the out-group. There are
four identification questions, each ranging frono 7. The total possible score for the
two in-group questions and the two out-group qoestiwill each range from 2 to 14.
This is a dependent variable used to assess takedeidentification towards in-group
versus out-group members.

8. Explicit Identification Time 2 (ID2). Same as abdwe Time 2.

9. IAT Score Time 1 (IAT1): implicit relative preferea for the in-group versus the out-
group. Using the revised scoring algorithm, anatféeze estimate for each participant
will be obtained, indicating his or her relativeefarence for the in-group as opposed to
the out-group (see Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2008is is a dependent variable used
to assess implicit preferences towards in-groupugout-group members.

10.1AT Score Time 2 (IAT2). Same as above for Time 2.

11. GROUP: the specific Group to which each subjecamglomly assigned.

Statistical Methods

The general approach to analysis will include steps: first, descriptive statistics,
Distribution checks and transformations, and, sdcorerential statistics.

Descriptive statistics, distribution checks, arahsformation:

Prior to completing inferential statistics, altaavill be examined for errors and outliers
and for their distributional properties (e.g., skess). If the assumptions of normality are not
met, appropriate transformations towards normatrawill be considered, and the fit of the data
to the assumptions of specific statistical testslva evaluated. No major problems are foreseen

in these areas.
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Inferential Statistics:

The main types of inferential statistics will beam comparisons {ests) and bivariate
correlation and multiple regression models. Theiarppower analysis indicated that at least
134 subjects would be needed (actual power wado®basic two-group test comparisons.

Post hoc analyses, assuming 134 subjects indadaiguate power (>.80), will be
obtained for two-group mean comparisons and maltiggression models looking &t change
for as many as 10 predictors (and effects sizesbr greater) (Cohen, 1992). Thus, given the
expected sample sizes, adequate power for largenaddim effects, and in some cases small
effects, should exist. This is a very basic appndagower analysis and several factors that can
affect power are not considered, suclx @aate corrections for multiple tests, and variaoce
reliability of the measures.

Analysis

The specific tests that will be carried out in #malysis are as follows:

Hypothesis 1. Independent of which group they hglm, more securely attached
participants will categorize fewer angry faces intth out-groups. However, both anxiously
attached and avoidant participants will categonmge angry faces into both out-groups.

First, the same multiple regressions will be ealout as described in Study 1 for both
Times 1 and 2.

Second, further analyses will include independamipleg tests to show if there are
significant differences between the Orange and igeeups in Time 1 and Time 2. Also,
paired-samplestests will show if there are significant differescbetween the in-group and the
out-group in terms of the number of angry facesgatized into either group (i.e. explicit

intergroup bias) for Times 1 and 2.
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Hypothesis 2: More securely attached participanitsshow less inter-group bias for both
explicit and implicit attitudes of inter-group bjassen though they change group membership.

First, multiple regression analyses will expldre effect of both relationship and group
attachment patterns on explicit attitudes towaln@sin-group versus the out-group and/or
explicit identification towards the in-group andt-@uoup, as well as implicit attitudes towards
the in-group and out-group. Second, the same nheitggression analyses will be performed as
described in Study 1 for both Times 1 and 2.

Further, supplementary analyses will include mhsampled tests to also show if there
is a statistically significant difference in the amescores for the face categorizations, explicit
attitudes, explicit identifications, and IATs foinie 1 and Time 2. Correlations will show if
there are significant relationships between fategmaization bias and implicit preference for the
in-group versus the out-group for Times 1 and @eprendent-samplédests will show if there
is a significant difference between explicit atfiés and explicit identification with the in-group
versus out-group, and also between explicit atislicdentification and implicit preference
scores for the in-group versus the out-group.

This will be followed by one-way repeated meas#ROVAS that will tell us if there is
a statistically significant difference between taee categorization scores in Time 1 and Time 2,
the explicit group attitudes and identificatiomitg in Times 1 and 2, and the implicit preference
scores in Times 1 and 2. Multiple regression aresysill also explore the effect of both
relationship and group attachment patterns on @xglititudes towards the in-group versus the
out-group and/or explicit identification towardetim-group and out-group, as well as implicit
attitudes towards the in-group and out-group. Timeskiple regression analyses will also

explore any interactions between the variables.



CHAPTER 13: STUDY 3 ANALYSIS

Participants

Due to availability of resources, participants w@8undergraduates (68 women; 25
men) from an ethnically diverse Western public ensity who received credit as partial
fulfillment of an introductory psychology coursegugrement.

The participants ranged in age from 18 to 25 yewith, a Mean and SD of 19.57 and
1.36, respectively. There were 40 freshmen (43%g,30 subjects were studying Biological
Sciences (24.7%). With regard to ethnicity, papaeits fell into four main ethnic groups: there
were 43 Hispanics (46.2%), 22 American Asians (&3, Caucasians (6.5%), and 4 African
Americans (4.3%). These findings deviate somewiga the 2007-2008 university
demographics that reported fewer Hispanics (30%yemmerican Asians (33%), more
Caucasians (24%), and more African Americans (&ighteen subjects (19.4%) did not fall
into the four main ethnic categories: 14 subjeasevof mixed heritage, 3 were from India and/
or the Middle East, and one subject was Native Acaar

Twenty-seven percent of participants’ mothers a8ib ®f fathers did not graduate from
High School, while 17% of mothers and 15% of fashesd a Graduate degree. Most of the
participants were single (77.4%), one was marrretl@e subject was divorced. Fifty
participants (54%) were in a romantic relationskifh 38 of these reporting being in a
relationship for more than one year. A completéypes of the demographics can be seen in

Table 10.
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Analysis
Preliminary Analysis and Data Preparation. All ehies were checked for normality and
outliers. No transformations of the raw data wedkdated. Prior to the formal analysis, potential
covariates of sex, age, and ethnicity were chedbgnone were significant.
Table 9

Sudy 3 Demographic Information

Number of Subjects 93

Gender Male = 25; Female = 68
Age Mean Age = 19.57 years; Age Range = 18 tpeziis
Ethnicity 43 Hispanic; 22 American Asian; 6 Cauaas

4 African American; 18 Other
Year in School 11 seniors; 15 juniors; 27 sophosiot® freshmen
Major 30 Biology; 21 Cognitive Science; 13 Psylcy;

7 Undeclared; 2 Political Science; 20 Other

Mother’s Education 25 No High School Graduation}High School Graduation;
19 Some College; 12 College Graduation; 16 GradDatgee

Father's Education 26 No High School GraduationH&fh School Graduation;
16 Some College; 12 College Graduation; 14 GradDatgee

Marital Status 72 Single; 1 Married; 1 Divorce®; Qommitted Relationship
In a Relationship?  Yes =50; No =43

How Long? 5 Less than 6 months; 6 Less than f; $®aMore than 1 year

By following the formula given by Brennan, ClarkycdaShaver (1968) for the Experience
of Close Relationships (ECR) Scale, scores werdymed for the two dimensions of attachment

anxiety(ANXIETY; Mean=3.83, SD=0.98) and attachment avoicia(AVOIDANCE;
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Mean=3.20; SD=0.97) with lower scores on both disn@ms indicating more securely attached
participants. In this sample, the range for ANXIEW#s 1.33 to 6.22 and for AVOIDANCE
was 1.00 to 5.78. There was no significant gendéardnce in either AVOIDANCEt = -.23,p
=.822 or ANXIETY,t = -.55,p = .584, and also no correlation between the twredisions

(r =.13,p =.230), which supported the orthogonal desigtheftwo dimensions found by
Brennan, Clark, and Shaver (1998).

The formula for the ECR Scale also produced theviohg information: 35 subjects
were found to be fearful (high anxiety, high avaide) (37.6%); 29 were preoccupied (high
anxiety, low avoidance) (31.2%); 17 were secure @nxiety, low avoidance) (18.3%), and 12
were dismissing (low anxiety, high avoidance) (¥2)9Therefore, 68.8% of participants were
either fearful or preoccupied, both patterns iningahigh anxiety in attachment. A similar result
was observed in both Studies 1 and 2. Past reshascfound that the majority of participants
are usually securely attached, not anxious. Famela® Hazan and Shaver (1987), in their
original article looking at attachment patterngamantic relationships, found a population with
more secure participants (56%) than either avoi(lZb%o) or anxious (19%) participants. These
differences in the present sample will be addretsted in this paper.

With regard to the IAT, the data were analyzeddipting the scoring algorithm
provided by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (2003)y@hre response latencies from the two test
blocks were analyzed while the data from the pcadblocks were discarded. The standard
exclusion criteria for participants with excessiorg or short latencies on the IAT (Greenwald
et al., 2003) resulted in the exclusion of dataoially one participant who was dropped from the
analysis of the IAT data. A D score was computeceth participant according to the scoring

algorithm. A more positive D score indicated thet Orange Group was associated with more
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positivity and the Green Group with more negativigy a faster response to an Orange (in-
group) + positive word association compared to @e@rout-group) + negative word
association. On the other hand, a more negative saeant that subjects would be more likely
to associate Green rather than the Orange Grolppwsitivity.

Main Analyses. Forty-seven participants were rangassigned to the Orange Group
(50.5%) and 46 to the Green Group (49.5%).

Hypothesis 1 predicted that more securely attaglagticipants would categorize fewer
angry faces into out-groups at Time 1 and Time2tl@ other hand, both anxiously attached
and avoidant participants would be expected togcaitee more angry faces into the out-groups
at both times.

First, paired sampldgests assessed whether there was a minimal gfteqp ee.
whether subjects assigned more Angry than Hapmsfato the out-group, either at Time 1 or
at Time 2. In this particular sample, there wastadistically significant difference between
Angry and Happy Faces, either at Timd (9@) = .59,p =.56) or at Time 2t((92) = 1.45p =
.15). However, even though not statistically sigiht, at both Time 1 and Time 2, the mean
percentages for angry faces indicated that subgssigned more angry faces into the out-group
than happy faces. At Time 1, FACESA Mean = 23.47 £5/.29) compared to FACESH Mean
=22.92 (SD =6.04), and at Time 2, FACESA Meam:52 (SD = 5.82) compared to FACESH
Mean = 23.60 (SD = 5.40).

Second, linear multiple regression analyses werfemeed to determine if attachment
anxiety (ANXIETY), attachment avoidance (AVOIDANCEd their interaction (ANXIETY x
AVOIDANCE) significantly predicted the percentageamgry faces (FACESA) assigned to the

out-group either at Time R{ = .04,F (3, 89) = 1.18p =.32) or at Time 2R = .02,F (3, 89) =
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- .50,p = .68). There were no significant effects in eittegression. With regard to Time 1, the
Beta coefficients were: .33 for AVOIDANCH € .43), .44 for ANXIETY p =.19), and -.46 for
the interaction of AVOIDANCE and ANXIETYQ = .408). With regard to Time 2, the Beta
coefficients were: -.10 for AVOIDANCEp(= .81), .09 for ANXIETY p = .80), and .06 for
AVOIDANCE x ANXIETY (p = .92).

A multiple regression was also performed on th&ed#hce in the percentage of angry
faces (FACESA) between Time 1 and Time 2. Agaiargtwas no significant effed®® = .01,F
(3, 89) = .35p =.79. The Beta coefficients were as follows: F&3AVOIDANCE (p = .44),

.30 for ANXIETY (p = .39), and .41 for the interaction of AVOIDANCEB&GANXIETY
(p=.47).

Hypothesis 2 predicted that more securely attaplagticipants would show less
intergroup bias than the insecurely attached ih laplicit and implicit attitudes of intergroup
bias at Time 1 and Time 2.

To explore Hypothesis 2, first, paired samplessts were performed to see if participants
preferred their in-group versus their out-groughwiégard to explicit attitudes and explicit
identification. At Time 1, subjects had a greatef@rence for their in-group (M = 10.03, SD =
2.15) than their out-group (M = 8.01, SD = 2.1192) = 5.44p = .00. At Time 1, subjects also
had a stronger identification with their in-growg € 9.52, SD = 2.59) versus their out-group (M
=5.95, SD = 2.26),(92) = 8.88p = .00. At Time 2, there was a similar preferenaetlie in-
group (M = 9.44, SD = 2.08) versus the out-group=Bl.28, SD = 2.19) with regard to explicit
attitudest (92) = 3.27p = .001 as well as a stronger identification fa th-group (M =8.83,

SD = 2.57) versus the out-group (M = 7.40, SD 4p.7(92) = 3.14p = .002.
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When Time 1 was compared to Time 2 with regardfuieit attitudes, there was a
significant difference between in-group attitudg92) = 2.05p = .04, with subjects preferring
their in-group more at Time 1 (M = 10.03, SD = 3.ftfan at Time 2 (M = 9.44, SD = 2.08).
There was also a stronger identification with thgioup at Time 1 (M = 9.52, SD = 2.59) than
at Time 2 (M = 8.83, SD = 2.5%)(92) = 2.07p = .042.

Second, correlations were performed between akkxipdicit variables’ scores (i.e.
Orange Attitudes, Green Attitudes, Orange lderdtfan, and Green ldentification), and the
implicit attitudes scores at Time 1 and Time 2 (fables 11 and 12). Again, as described in the
Methods section, subjects responded to how pokitiliey felt about both their in-group and
out-group (attitudes) and also responded to howhntluey identified with their in-group and the
out-group (identification). As shown in Table 11l,the explicit attitudes at Time 1 were
significantly related to one another. Attitudes &ds the Orange and Green groups were
negatively related to one another, as was ideatiba with the Orange versus Green groups.
This was to be expected and it demonstrates tigects had attitudinal and identification
preferences for their in-group. Attitudes towaras ©range Group were positively related to
identification with the Orange Group and attituttesards the Green group were positively
associated with identification with the Green Groltipus, subjects both identified and held
explicit positive attitudes towards their own group

Correlations of implicit attitudes with explicittatides at Time 1 revealed weaker
relationships that were still significant. Impliattitudes were negatively related to both explicit
attitudes towards and identification with the Oraiigroup: as the relative implicit preference for
the Orange Group increased, both explicit attitudesrds and identification with the Orange

Group decreased. Also, as explicit attitudes tow#ng Green Group increased, so did the
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relative implicit preference for the Green Groupwever, as explicit identification towards the
Green Group increased, the relative implicit prefees decreased.

With regard to Time 2, there were no significantrelations between implicit
preferences and explicit attitudes and identifaxatowards either the Orange Group or the
Green Group. Further, the correlations betweerxipicit attitudes and identification of the two
groups were much weaker. A complete picture otctireelations for Time 2 are presented in
Table 12.

Following the correlations, linear multiple regress were conducted to see if
ANXIETY or AVOIDANCE influenced explicit attitudesowards or identification with either
the Orange or Green Groups at Time 1 and/or Tink@r&t, a multiple regression analysis was
performed to determine if ANXIETY, AVOIDANCE, GROURNd their interactions predicted
explicit attitudes towards the Orange Group at TI{ATTO1), Time 2 (ATTO2) or the
difference between the two scores (DIFFATTO).

The overall regression model for ATTO1 was siguificR? = 0.22,F (7, 85) = 3.36p =
.003 but the variables did not reach significarfi¢es overall regression model for the difference
scores was also significa® = .28,F (7, 85) = 4.77p = .000, and although no variables were
significant, both AVOIDANCE |p = .079) and ANXIETY p = .067) approached significance as
did their interactiong = .086).

With regard to ATTO2, the overall regression maaslas not significantd = .25).
However, the main effects of AVOIDANCIp € .057) and ANXIETY p = .065) approached
significance and the interaction of AVOIDANCE x ANXTY was significant, Beta = 3.5p,=
.05. The scatterplot in Figure 4 shows that bottussdy attached and anxiously attached

participants showed greater explicit preferencelferOrange Group at Time 2, while subjects
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who were more avoidant, plus those more avoidashiaaxious (fearful), showed lower explicit
attitudes for the Orange Group at Time 2.

Table 10.

Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Explicit Identification, and Implicit Preferences at Time 1.

IAT1 ATTO1 ATTG1 IDO1 IDG1
IAT1 1.00
ATTO1 -0.32** 1.00
ATTG1 0.39** -0.52** 1.00
IDO1 -0.43** 0.68** -0.58** 1.00
IDG1 -0.46* -0.39** 0.61** -0.51 ** 1.00

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2ied)

Table 11.

Correlations of Explicit Attitudes, Explicit Identification, and Implicit Preferences at Time 2.

IAT2 ATTO2 ATTG2 IDO2 IDG1
IAT2 1.00
ATTO2 -0.07 1.00
ATTG2 0.12 -0.33** 1.00
IDO2 -0.15 0.67** -0.37** 1.00
IDG2 -0.20 -0.41** 0.74** -0.41 ** 1.00

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level {2ied)
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Similar regressions were performed on explicitads towards the Green Group at
Times 1 and 2 and the difference in their scorég. dverall regression models for attitudes
towards the Green Group at TimeRE,= 0.18,F (7, 85) = 3.86p = .001, and the difference in
scores between Times 1 and® = 0.32,F (7, 85) = 5.66p = .000, were both significant, while
the regression model for attitudes towards the G&®up at Time 2 was not significapt<
.067). However, no variables were significant iy ahthese three regressions.

Regressions were then performed on Identificatbovatds the Orange Group at Times 1
and 2 and the difference in their scores. The dveradel for identification towards the Orange
Group at Time 1 was significar® = .41,F (7, 85) = 8.41p = .000, but none of the predictors
were significant. The overall model for the difface in scores was also significa®t,= 0.42,F
(7, 85) = 8.65p = .000 but, again, none of the individual predistaas significant.

The regression model for identification towards @range Group at Time 2 was not
significant, B = .13,F (7, 85) = 1.88p = .08 but several individual predictors in theresgion
were significant. These can be seen in Table 1a@fcular interest was the two-way
interaction between AVOIDANCE x ANXIETY. Figure 4sws a scatterplot of this interaction.
Both securely attached participants (low anxieiy Avoidance) and those subjects
characterized as preoccupied (high anxiety, lowdarae) displayed a higher level of
identification towards the Orange Group at Tim@©8.the other hand, participants characterized
as dismissing (high avoidance, low anxiety) andftéghigh avoidance, high anxiety) both

showed less identification towards the Orange Gadufime 2.
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Table 12.
Regression of Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance on Explicit Identification towards the Orange
Group at Time 2
Standardized Sig. Partial
Coefficients Correlations
Beta
(Constant) -1.234 220
AVOIDANCE 3.080 2.086 .040 221
ANXIETY 2.279 1.751 .083 .187

AVOIDANCE x ANXIETY

GROUP

GROUP x AVOIDANCE x

ANXIETY

GROUP x AVOIDANCE

GROUP x ANXIETY

-4.193

2.738

5.330

-4.334

-3.512

-2.127

1.987

2.238

-2.186

-1.866

.036

.050

.028

.032

.065

-.225

-.231

-.198

211

.236

Last, multiple regressions were conducted on ifieation towards the Green Group at

Time 1 and Time 2 and on the difference scores é&&tviboth times. The overall regression

models for Time 1R = .35,F (7, 85) = 6.58p = .000, and the difference scores between Times

1 and 2R* = .39,F (7, 85) = 7.82p = .000 were significant, while the regressionTame 2 was

not (p =.292). None of the regression variables wereifsognt.

Following the regressions on all the explicit vates, multiple regression analyses were

performed to determine if ANXIETY, AVOIDANCE, GROURNd their interactions predicted

the IAT scores at Time 1, Time 2, or the differescere between Times 1 and Time 2.
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Figure 4. Scatterplot showing Explicit Identification towar@range Group at Time 2.

With three main effect variables, there were thveeway (ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE,
ANXIETY x GROUP, AVOIDANCE x GROUP) interactions drone three-way interaction
(ANXIETY x AVOIDANCE x GROUP) included in the thremnalyses. The overall multiple
regression models for the IAT at TimeR? &€ 0.36,F (7, 84) = 6.81p = .000) and for the
difference score between Times 1 andk2= .30,F (7, 84) = 5.09p = .000) were significant.
The regression model for the IAT at Time 2 wassighificant = .550). Only the regression

on the difference scores showed any variablesnbeg significant: there was a main effect for
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ANXIETY, Beta = -2.52p = .035, and the interaction of AVOIDANCE and ANXIFE
significantly and independently predicted the ddfece scores (Beta = 3.587 .048). The
scatterplot in Figure 5 reveals that more secuatthched participants (low anxiety, low
avoidance) and preoccupied subjects (high anX@tyavoidance) showed a higher score
difference than dismissing subjects (high avoidalme anxiety) or fearful subjects

(high avoidance, high anxiety).

Last, linear multiple regressions were performeedxplore the influence of attachment
patterns on explicit attitudes and identificatiowards the in-group at Time 1 and at Time 2.
First, at Time 1, the overall model for in-groufitaties was not significan® = 0.003,F (3,
89) = 0.10p = .96, and none of the individual predictors wigsiicant. The overall model for
in-group identification was also not significaRf,= 0.02,F (3, 89) = 0.62p = .61. At Time 2,
the overall model for in-group attitudes was ngngficant, R = 0.02,F (3, 89) = 0.71p = .55,
while none of the individual predictors was sigeaint. The overall model for in-group

identification at Time 2 was also not significaRt,= 0.05,F (3, 89) = 1.60p = .20.
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CHAPTER 14: STUDY 3 DISCUSSION

In Study 3, the main goal was to test participargactions to a shift of group
membership in relation to the level of intergrougsithey would show to their out-group at
Time 1 and Time 2. Hypothesis 1 predicted thaintloee securely attached participants would
categorize fewer angry faces into their out-graaigsoth times. On the other hand, both
anxiously attached and avoidant participants weedipted to categorize more angry faces into
their out-group at both times. This Hypothesis wassupported. Unlike both Studies 1 and 2,
there was no significant minimal group effect. Hoee although the difference between angry
and happy faces was not significant, the resutisdggest that participants assigned more angry
faces than happy faces into the out-groups at Diotle 1 and Time 2.

This may indicate that, at Time 2, subjects leambith face belonged in each group
and consequently they were more accurate in rezimgyihe faces in their own and the other
group. This accuracy, if too high, may have lete&s uncertainty and less room for bias to
affect participants’ assignment of angry faces thir out-group.

Further, the multiple linear regressions that wemeducted to explore if attachment
anxiety (ANXIETY), attachment avoidance (AVOIDANCENd their interaction (ANXIETY x
AVOIDANCE) significantly predicted the difference the percentage of angry faces
(FACESA) assigned to the out-group either at Tinoe &t Time 2 were also not significant.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the more securely lagi@articipants would show less
intergroup bias than the insecurely attached foin leaplicit and implicit attitudes of inter-group
bias, even though they changed group membership hijpothesis was partly supported by the
results. Only the interactions between AVOIDANCHE &INXIETY were significant for explicit

attitudes towards the Orange Group at Time 2, eixplientification towards the Orange Group
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at Time 2 (IDO2), and the difference of implicitiatdes between Time 1 and Time 2
(DIFFIAT). All three interactions showed a similasult with regard to attachment patterns for
explicit attitudes and identification towards thea@ge Group at Time 2 and for the difference in
implicit attitudes from Time 1 to Time 2: both seely attached participants and those with high
anxiety (preoccupied) showed a higher level ofgneice for and identification towards the
Orange Group at Time 2 than participants with ldagbidance (dismissing) and high avoidance
and anxiety (fearful).

As was predicted, securely attached subjects didl shhigher level of bias, and subjects
with high avoidance (dismissing), and high anxeatyg avoidance (fearful) also showed lower
levels of preference for and higher identificattowards the Orange Group. However, those
subjects with high anxiety (preoccupied) were &spected to show lower levels of preference
for and identification towards the Orange Group, bufact showed the opposite.

Smith, Murphy, and Coats (1999) found that avoiddtstchment was associated with
lower levels of positive affect toward social grewgs well as lower identification with social
groups. It may be that this characteristic of thei@dant participants stopped them from showing
a preference for and identification with their iregp in our sample. Smith, et al. also found that
attachment anxiety was associated with strongeaithnegemotions toward groups. This was not
found in our sample. On the contrary, anxiouslgated participants showed more liking and
identification towards their in-group at Time 2.

Again, this study, like Studies 1 and 2, had a \Varge proportion of insecurely attached
participants. These rather confusing results aadatk of significance may have been further
influenced by the fact that attachment orientaisoa stable personality trait and, consequently,

participants might have been expected to reacsimdar way to both groups.



CHAPTER 15: GENERAL DISCUSSION

The three studies in this dissertation exploreddegionship of attachment orientation
and intergroup bias, using the minimal group payadiAlthough not all analyses were
significant, the results indicated that securecatt@ent does reduce intergroup bias in randomly
created groups in the laboratory. The basis dhadle studies was to look at the attachment
behavioral system which is an evolutionary respdahaepredisposes an infant to attach to a
caregiver. Once an attachment relationship is fdrbetween infant and caretaker, the
corresponding attachment orientation created Isyrélationship could then influence in-group
preferences that the growing child will display tihis way, a secure attachment orientation could
have an important influence in reducing childrehisking and behavior about bias towards
those individuals not the same as them. As thel clalvelops into an adult, these early formed
forms of bias will continue to be an influence.

As this bias relates to the minimal group paradiBemham, Baron, and Carey (2011)
have suggested that minimal group preferences s@gsent a “default response” to how social
differences can be experienced. That is, whenld &irst perceives that he or she is different
from others (e.g. when the child first distinguistinerself to be a “Girl” and this is different from
the group called “Boys”) the minimal group biasfiappears. This initial bias will then lead to
an increasing favoritism towards the in-group (§idnd a corresponding negative response
towards the out-group (Boys). Individual differeaaeg. cultural norms, are then built upon this
default bias. It is possible that the attachmei@ndation is an example of such an individual
difference.

Looking at Study 1, the purpose was to see if serirely attached participants showed

less intergroup bias to their minimal out-group gnelter preference for their minimal in-group
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than more insecurely attached subjects. The resufsudy 1 showed that more securely
attached participants did show less intergroup tmasrds their out-group than both the
avoidant and anxious subjects. Also, with regarebqalicit attitudes of liking towards the in-
group, the results suggested that as attachmeittaanace or attachment anxiety increased,
explicit attitudes of positivity or liking towardble in-group decreased.

From the results, it is clear that secure attaclmees reduce intergroup bias in the
context of minimal groups. To the author’s knowlegthis is the first time that attachment has
been used in such a minimal group context. Howdcauhimal groups be helpful in
investigating the possible relationship betweeachttnent patterns and intergroup bias? In this
research, minimal groups were used primarily torigiedf any pre-existing bias in participants so
that a truer picture could be produced of the ¢idéattachment on bias.

Turning to Study 2, the goal was to prime partioigawith three different primes: a
secure base prime, a positive affect prime, angudral condition prime using three different
visualizations previously used in Mikulincer andadr(1999). The secure base prime was
intended to activate representations of particgiagecure attachment figures, and these would
lead participants to behave more like securelych#d individuals and show less bias.
Surprisingly, using the particular sample in st@gdyhe secure base prime was not successful,
and there was no significant difference betwedmeeithe secure base prime and the positive
affect prime, or the secure base prime and theaexdndition prime. This finding was not
expected, since the priming visualizations had Iseecessfully used in previous research. It
was hoped that a causal explanation could be dodess intergroup bias shown to the minimal

out-group due to a secure attachment pattern. adtedf significance of the primes denies this
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causal explanation, and opens up the possibiligythird variable being responsible for the
results in the three studies.

The positive affect and neutral condition primesogiroduced some unexpected results.
These were the only pair of primes found to beisgant. In the positive affect prime group, the
anxiously attached (preoccupied) showed less irdambias towards their minimal out-group
then the avoidant, while in the neutral conditioim@ group, the anxious/avoidant (fearful)
subjects also showed less intergroup bias. Why avihid anxiously attached show less bias in
the positive affect group. It is possible that wdaes the avoidant attached might be pushing down
their emotions, the anxiously attached could bparding emotionally to people’s
congratulations on winning the lottery. In the samay, the anxiously attached could have
responded to being in a supermarket scenario wpibsdive emotion and this led to less bias
towards their out-group. With regard to the printas,only difference between this study and
previous research was the actual sample studidbelprevious research, the participants were
all undergraduates from an Israeli university. fady 2, the participants were not all from one
cultural background but from a diverse ethnic backgd and in this sample the Hispanics and
Asian Americans ranked in the majority above thedc@aians and African Americans. This
particular ethnic mix appears to have reactedtotaly unexpected way to the different primes
and their interpretation of the three primes dedatomewhat from the predicted reactions of a
majority white sample. Specific to priming, futuesearch should look with greater scrutiny at
the possible reactions of different ethnic groups.

With regard to Study 3, | explored the adaptabibtyubjects when asked to change from
one group to another in relation to their attachinpatterns and the level of intergroup bias

shown to their minimal out-group. Specifically, liore intergroup bias be shown to the new



99

group, depending on whether the individual is selgusr insecurely attached? Participants
completed Study 1 (Time 1) and were then askedpeat the study after changing groups (Time
2). The results indicated that attachment patterre not significantly associated with reducing
intergroup bias either at Time 1 or at Time 2. Bpenthe change of group membership was not
an effective strategy. After the study was compleparticipants were not probed as to whether
they believed the story of an error being the redeorepeating the study so it is not clear
whether the deception worked or not. It is alscspals that the change of membership and
repeating the study may have been too complicatepdrticipants to cope with.

However, with regard to explicit attitudes and itliécation towards their in-group at
Time 2, both securely attached and anxiously atdgarticipants revealed a greater liking for
their in-group while avoidant subjects and thoséhwbth high anxiety and high avoidance
showed less liking and less identification towattdsr in-group at Time 2. This was an
unexpected finding since | had expected the retukfiow that anxiously attached subjects
behaved in the same way as the other insecurelgtett participants and liked their in-group
less and identified less with their in-group thhe securely attached. This anomalous result does
not fit in with previous research on attachmentgras and group reactions (Smith, Murphy, &
Coats, 1999). In this particular sample, the amslpattached subjects (31.2%) appeared to have
reacted to changing groups in a positive way ae fiteference for and identification with their
new in-group followed these positive emotions.

In considering all three studies, several posddateors could have influenced the results
and produced a lack of significance. These incthéesthnic diversity of the participants, the
attachment orientation of participants, the samsfde, the pictures of the faces used in the two

groups, and the colors of the groups. First, previ@search into attachment orientation has been
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usually conducted either with only White samplesvith samples where Caucasians are in the
majority. In this set of studies, Hispanics andaksAmericans formed the majority of the
participants in all three studies. In a previowslg looking at attachment and ethnic groups,
Wel, Russell, Mallinckrodt & Zakalik (2004) compdradult attachment in four ethnic groups
living in the United States: Hispanic AmericansjalsAmericans, African Americans, and
Caucasians. The authors of that study looked a@Exiperience of Close Relationships Scale and
the way these four ethnic groups interpreted ttedes They used structural equation modeling
techniques to examine whether the latent variadfiéise ECR’s attachment anxiety and
attachment avoidance dimensions are representaohilar ways across the four groups. They
found that the two dimensions in the ECR Scalesseskthe same underlying constructs and
was therefore equivalent across the four ethniaggmf college students.

Wei et al. (2004) also found that Asian Americad &tispanic American participants
reported higher attachment anxiety than their Afidmerican and Caucasian peers. They
suggested that this attachment anxiety could bserhhy the Asian and Hispanic cultures which
value interdependence and family connectednesdtsAiduthese societies often meet their needs
by relying on others and by seeking acceptance bthrars in order to maintain social harmony.
This reliance on others and seeking acceptandeadinfeatures of attachment anxiety in
Western society. In addition, Asian Americans atgmorted greater attachment avoidance than
Caucasian subjects. Wei et al. argued that it neagy tulturally accepted practice for Asian
Americans to restrain their emotions to maintaicia@darmony and this may resemble the
characteristics of attachment avoidance from a #estiewpoint.

According to Wei, et al., the ECR Scale is a vatidle for measuring attachment patterns

of different ethnicities, and Hispanics and Asiamekicans can show greater attachment anxiety
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and avoidance, there is still a possibility thataie@ members of ethnic minorities may interpret
some of the items in the ECR Scale in a differeabner to Caucasians. For example, is it more
culturally appropriate for some ethnic communitegush people away in certain contexts, or
care for families in other contexts? The ECR Soag not be sensitive enough to discern these
cultural nuances and perceptions and, becausésothie scale may categorize more members of
ethnic minorities as insecurely attached when Hreysecurely attached.

Second, as has been previously described, mosé gfast research into attachment has
included mainly secure participants with smalleicpatages of both avoidant and anxiously
attached subjects. However, in the samples includéds set of studies, it is clear that the
insecurely attached far outnumbered the securtdyglad. Because of this uneven distribution of
attachment patterns across the samples, it mayabéhie securely attached participants did show
more of a decrease in bias, but that there weremmiigh securely attached participants to
statistically confirm this effect (indeed, inspectiof the raw means supports this possibility).

Third, a larger sample size in each study woulcehrasulted in more data from securely
attached subjects being collected and greater pmamoduce more balanced findings. It was
not possible to collect data from the total numddgparticipants recommended in the power
analyses performed at the start of each studytaadiaick of power may have been reflected in
the lack of significance.

Fourth, there were only eight faces were in eacligrlt might therefore have been
possible for some participants to learn which fael®nged to each group, and because of this
greater accuracy, it would have been more diffitardtsubjects to show random bias as hoped
for. Also, each group of faces included a represgent of male and female from the four ethnic

groups studying on campus. The reason for includihfipur groups was to try and equalize out
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any overt negative perception of the groups. Howeawustead of helping the situation, including
different ethnicities in each group might have cmed participants and made it harder for them
to feel part of a particular group or show biasdois their out-group.

Lastly, mention needs to be made of the colors us#tk studies, Orange and Green.
When talking informally to participants after easthdy was completed, the researcher
discovered that many participants appeared to ppieawhen assigned to the Orange group
rather than the Green group. This may have hacangeon the ability of subjects to “own”
their assigned group. Orange is a warm and stimglablor while green appears to evoke calm
and balance. Perhaps the undergraduates who patéidiin these studies were more drawn to
the cheerfulness of the orange color than the célihe green color?

Despite the possible limitations in all three sésdilescribed above, the significant results
do indicate that secure attachment reduces intgpdo@s in the context of minimal groups. To
the author’s knowledge, this is the first time thtittchment has been used with minimal groups.
Further research should continue to explore thecetif using minimal groups with attachment
patterns, and also the specific interpretatiorhefattachment relationship by different minority
ethnic groups. It is hoped that this research makeaganingful contribution to the relationship
of attachment theory and interpersonal relatiorsshiging the minimal group paradigm. There is
still much to be learned about the way attachnesrly relates to intergroup bias, and about the
theory’s enduring and influential contribution tovirwe treat others who are different from

ourselves.
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: EXPERIENCE OF CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS (ECRJALE

The following statements concern how you generf@ky in close relationships (e.g., with
romantic partners, close friends, or family mempeéRespond to each statement by indicating
how much you agree or disagree with it. Write tbenber in the space provided, using the
following rating scale:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral/ Agree Agree greéd
Strongly Slightly Mixed Slightly Strohyg

__ 1.1 prefer not to show a partner how | feedmldown.

____ 2. lworry about being abandoned.

__ 3. lam very comfortable being close to ron@apértners.

4. 1worry a lot about my relationships.

____ 5. Just when my partner starts to get closeetd find myself pulling away.

__ 6. 1 worry that romantic partners won't careuwtbme as much as | care about them.

____ 7.1 getuncomfortable when a romantic parveants to be very close.

____ 8. lworry a fair amount about losing my partne

9. 1don't feel comfortable opening up to rotiapartners.

__10. I often wish that my partner's feelingsrf@ were as strong as my feelings for him/her.

11. I want to get close to my partner, butdgkpulling back.

12. | often want to merge completely with roti@partners and this sometimes scares them away.

13. I am nervous when partners get too closeeto

14. 1 worry about being alone.

15. | feel comfortable sharing my private thutggand feelings with my partner.

16. My desire to be very close sometimes sgaegle away.

17. 1 try to avoid getting too close to my part

18. I need a lot of reassurance that | am Idyeahy partner.
19. I find it relatively easy to get close tg partner.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36

| find it difficult to allow myself to depe on romantic partners.

I do not often worry about being abandoned.

| prefer not to be too close to romantitrs.

If I can't get my partner to show inteiasne, | get upset or angry.

| tell my partner just about everything.

| find that my partner(s) don't want to @etlose as | would like.

I usually discuss my problems and conceitiismy partner.

When I'm not involved in a relationshifgel somewhat anxious and insecure.
| feel comfortable depending on romantiteas.

| get frustrated when my partner is notiadoas much as | would like.

I don't mind asking romantic partners famtort, advice, or help.

| get frustrated if romantic partners aveavailable when | need them.
It helps to turn to my romantic partnetinmes of need.

When romantic partners disapprove of Mfexllreally bad about myself.
| turn to my partner for many things, imlthg comfort and reassurance.

. I resent it when my partner spends timeydwzan me.

Appendix 2: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Sometimes | feel that | force my partnersiiow more feeling, more commitment.
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Please answer the following demographic questions.

Where you are given a choice, please circle yoswan

1.

2.

What is your gender?
How old are you?

What year are you?

What is your ethnicity?

What is your major?

What is your mother's level of education?

What is your father's level of education?

11. What is your marital status?

In a committed monogamous relationship

Male Female

years

Senior
Junior
Sophomore
Freshman

Caucasian
Latino/Latina
African American
American Asian
Native American
Other- please specify:

NotHBrhool graduation
High School graduation
Some College courses
College graduation
Graduate degree

NgtHSchool graduation
High School graduation
Some College courses
College graduation
Graduate degree

Married
Single
Divorced

Appendix 3: EXPLICIT ATTITUDES AND IDENTIFICATION
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1 2 3
Strongly
Disagree

Explicit Group Attitudes

| like the Orange Group

| like the Green Group
The Orange Group is good
The Green Group is good

Explicit Group Identification

| feel attached to the Orange Group
| feel attached to the Green Group

| identify with the Orange Group

| identify with the Green Group

7
Strongly
Agree
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Appendix 4: POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE WORDS USED IN IMRCIT ASSOCIATION
TEST

Positive Words

Rainbow
Gift
Paradise
Laughter
Peace
Freedom
Pleasure
Sunrise
Health
Love

Negqative Words

Filth
Stink
Vomit
Rotten
Evil
Agony
Cancer
Hatred
Death
Murder
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Appendix 5: VISUALIZATION PRIMES

SECURE BASE PRIME:

"Imagine yourself in a problematic situation thatiycannot solve on your own, and imagine
that you are surrounded by people who are sensitideresponsive to your distress. They
want to help you only because they love you, aeg Het aside other activities in order to

assist you."

POSITIVE AFFECT PRIME:

"Imagine yourself receiving notification that yoaye won a large amount of money in the
national lottery, and imagine other students inrydass hearing about this notice,

approaching you, congratulating you, and tellingeos about your good fortune.”

NEUTRAL CONDITION PRIME:

“Imagine yourself going to a grocery store and hgyproducts you need for your house,
and imagine other people are there who are alsmypyyoducts, talking among themselves
about daily issues, examining new brands, and cangpdifferent products.”





