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Jake, a White manager at a large consulting firm needs to hire 
a new employee. After interviewing a Black man, Jake claims 
that he is not a good fit for the position and does not hire 
him. Did Jake engage in discrimination? Would it affect your 
judgment if the manager was an Asian man named Xian or a 
Latino man named Javier? At times, people may be uncertain 
as to whether discrimination occurred, particularly if they are 
making a judgment about an isolated event (Crosby et  al., 
1986). In the present article, we examine how the group 
membership of a perpetrator affects attributions to discrimi-
nation (ATDs) when a hiring manager rejects a Black job 
applicant.

Understanding how people make judgments regarding 
when a Black person has been a victim of employment dis-
crimination is of both practical and theoretical importance. 
Hiring discrimination against Black people in the United 
States remains strong and relatively unchanged over the past 
25 years (Quillian et al., 2017). From a practical perspective, 
identifying the factors that influence judgments of discrimina-
tion has implications for when victims of discrimination will 
receive social support and how juries will make decisions in 
lawsuits. From a theoretical perspective, the present research 
tests predictions derived from the prototype model (e.g., 
Inman & Baron, 1996) about how the group membership of 
the perpetrator shapes attributions to racial discrimination for 

Black victims in multiracial contexts. By comparing judg-
ments of majority and minority group perpetrators who reject 
a Black victim, the present research has the potential to shed 
light on how laypeople interpret inter-minority group interac-
tions in a multiracial society.

The Racial Context of the Modern 
United States

Due to the history of enslavement of Black people within the 
United States, they continue to face some of the highest lev-
els of employment discrimination among racial and ethnic 
groups in the United States today (e.g., Quillian et al., 2017; 
Sears & Savalei, 2006; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Moreover, 
White, Asian, and Latino/a people all report significant lev-
els of both implicit and explicit prejudice directed at Black 
people, suggesting that Black people are likely to experience 
racial discrimination from White people and other minority 
groups alike (e.g., Axt et  al., 2014).1 Thus, understanding 
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perceptions of discrimination against a Black victim is a 
meaningful starting point for an investigation into how peo-
ple interpret inter-minority rejection.

For most of the 20th century, White people were the larg-
est racial group and Black people were the largest racial 
minority group in the United States, leading many research-
ers to adopt a Black–White binary approach to the study of 
racial discrimination (Plaut, 2010). However, the United 
States is undergoing a period of increasing racial and ethnic 
diversity. As of 2018, the four largest racial/ethnic groups  
in the United States were non-Hispanic Whites (60.1%), 
Hispanic/Latinos(as) (18.5%), Black/African Americans 
(13.4%), and Asians (5.9%; U.S. Census Bureau, 2019). 
Over the past four decades, the percentage of the population 
that is White declined from 80% in 1980 to 60% in 2018 
(CensusScope, 2020). During that same time, the percent-
ages of the population that are Black, Latino/a, and Asian 
have all increased. Increasing diversity means increased 
interactions between members of different minority groups. 
This increased inter-minority interaction carries the opportu-
nity for not only positive outcomes, such as inter-minority 
alliances, but also the opportunity for negative outcomes 
including prejudice and discrimination (e.g., Ball & 
Branscombe, 2019; Craig et al., 2018). Increasing racial and 
ethnic diversity within the United States has enhanced the 
need to identify the complex processes that undergird inter-
group relations in a multiracial society.

Understanding group stratification within the United States 
is important for comprehending intergroup relations (Sidanius 
& Pratto, 1999). Black and Latina/o people both occupy low-
status positions in the social hierarchy. Compared with White 
people, Black and Latino/a people report frequent experiences 
as targets of discrimination and negative stereotypes, are less 
likely to complete college, and have lower household income 
(Lee et al., 2019; Ryan & Bauman, 2016; U.S. Census Bureau, 
2019; Zou & Cheryan, 2017). Compared with Black and 
Latina/o people, Asian people occupy a more intermediate sta-
tus (Axt et al., 2014; Bergsieker et al., 2010). On one hand, 
Asian people report being stereotyped as superior relative to 
Black and Latina/o people, are more likely to complete col-
lege, and have higher household income. On the contrary, 
Asian people report being stereotyped as cold and un-Ameri-
can and also report frequent experiences as targets of discrimi-
nation (Lee et al., 2019; Zou & Cheryan, 2017). Finally, White 
people have the highest status of any racial group. They are 
less likely than minorities to report experiences as targets of 
discrimination or negative stereotypes, are more likely to 
graduate from college, and have higher household income, 
especially relative to Black and Latino/a people.

People are generally cognizant of the relative status dif-
ferent groups hold within society (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 
1999). That is, people in the United States are generally 
aware that White people have higher status than Asian peo-
ple who have higher status than Black and Latina/o people 
(e.g., Bergsieker et  al., 2010). In the current research, we 

manipulate whether a Black job applicant is rejected by a 
White, Asian, Latino, or Black hiring manager and measure 
ATDs. Thus, the present research will help clarify whether 
the group status of a perpetrator influences judgments of dis-
crimination against a Black victim.

ATDs: The Prototype Model

The prototype model of ATDs offers a theoretical framework 
that sheds light on the factors that influence people’s judg-
ments about potential instances of discrimination involving 
Black victims (e.g., Inman & Baron, 1996). The model is 
derived from theories of social cognition that conceptualize a 
prototype as the most typical instance of a social category or 
as the average of category members (e.g., Fiske & Taylor, 
1991). The prototype model of ATDs proposes that people 
have expectancies about discrimination that affect their attri-
butions in ambiguous situations (e.g., Inman & Baron, 1996).

Prototypes of discrimination are examples of event proto-
types (e.g., Lalljee et al., 1992). Event prototypes include a 
variety of different features such as the characteristics of 
people who are typically involved in the event. The more 
similar a particular event is to the event prototype, the more 
likely that particular event will be classified as a member of 
the category. O’Brien and colleagues (O’Brien et al., 2008; 
Simon et al., 2013) proposed that several different features of 
a situation may influence whether or not individuals interpret 
a particular event as discrimination including (a) whether or 
not the perpetrator and victim belong to the same group or a 
different group, (b) the group status of the perpetrator rela-
tive to the victim, and (c) stereotypes about the victim’s com-
petency within a particular domain. To the extent that a 
particular event includes more features of the discrimination 
prototype, people should be more likely to make ATDs. An 
examination of the third feature of discrimination prototypes 
is beyond the scope of the present research (see O’Brien 
et al., 2008); here, we focus on the first two features.

There are several reasons why people might pay attention 
to whether the perpetrator and victim belong to the same 
group when making judgments about discrimination. Ingroup 
favoritism and outgroup derogation are robust social phe-
nomena that extend across social groups, cultures, and time 
(Brewer, 2019; Tajfel & Turner, 1985). Moreover, people are 
likely to be aware of the dynamics of ingroup favoritism and 
outgroup derogation and expect other people to favor their 
ingroup and reject outgroups. Inman and Baron (1996) 
referred to the expectation that prejudice and discrimination 
are more likely to stem from the victim’s outgroup than the 
victim’s ingroup as an outgroup conflict effect. The vast 
majority of their (mostly White) participants reported that 
anti-Black prejudice typically emanates from White people,2 
whereas anti-White prejudice typically emanates from Black 
people (Inman & Baron, 1996, see Note 1). Thus, partici-
pants reported that they generally expected prejudice to 
come from outgroup members.
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Outgroup conflict expectancies may influence percep-
tions of prejudice and discrimination among adults and  
children alike (Brown, 2006; Inman & Baron, 1996). For 
example, children perceived more discrimination when a 
school teacher showed ingroup favoritism as compared with 
outgroup favoritism (Brown, 2006). Interestingly, this effect 
emerged regardless of whether the teacher was White or 
Latina/o. Thus, at least some evidence to date suggests that 
people will be more likely to make a judgment of discrimina-
tion when the perpetrator and victim are from different 
groups as compared with when they are from the same group.

There are also reasons why people may pay attention to 
whether the perpetrator is from a higher status group than the 
victim when making judgments of discrimination (Inman & 
Baron, 1996; Rodin et al., 1990). The power to discriminate 
requires control over resources and high-status groups con-
trol more societal resources than low-status groups. People 
are likely to have some awareness that discrimination is typi-
cally perpetrated by members of high-status groups against 
members of lower status groups. People may develop rela-
tively accurate expectations that discrimination will typically 
originate from members of high-status groups and be directed 
at members of low-status groups (Inman & Baron, 1996; 
Inman et al., 1998; Rodin et al., 1990). Following Rodin and 
colleagues (1990), we refer to the expectation that discrimi-
nation is typically perpetrated by members of high-status 
groups against members of low-status groups as a status-
asymmetry effect.

Evidence of status-asymmetry effects on judgments of 
discrimination is fairly robust. Compared with when the per-
petrator is from a lower status group than the victim, people 
are much more likely to perceive discrimination when the 
perpetrator is from a higher status group than the victim. 
Moreover, these effects have been observed in the domains 
of racial, gender, age, and sexual orientation discrimination 
(e.g., Baron et  al., 1991; Bucchianeri & Corning, 2013; 
Corning & Bucchianeri, 2010; Inman & Baron, 1996; Rodin 
et al., 1990).

Past research has made considerable progress in under-
standing the factors that influence judgments of discrimina-
tion. Unfortunately, however, this research is somewhat 
uninformative with regard to how people make judgments of 
racial discrimination against Black victims in situations 
where the perpetrator is from another racial or ethnic minor-
ity group. The available research on judgments of discrimi-
nation involving a Black victim has focused exclusively on 
comparisons between White and Black perpetrators (e.g., 
Inman & Baron, 1996; Rodin et  al., 1990). For example, 
Inman and Baron (1996) had participants read a series of 
vignettes in which they manipulated both the race of the per-
petrator (White or Black) and the race of the victim (White or 
Black). When the victim was Black, participants were more 
likely to label the perpetrator as prejudiced if he was White 
than if he was Black. However, it is not clear if participants 
were more likely to label the White perpetrator as prejudiced 

because he belonged to a higher status racial group or because 
he belonged to a racial outgroup more generally. Thus, the 
results of this study are not informative with regard to how 
people might interpret the actions of a racial or ethnic minor-
ity perpetrator who discriminated against a Black victim.

Interestingly, Inman and Baron (1996) found that when 
the victim was White, participants were equally (un)likely to 
label Black and White perpetrators as prejudiced (see also 
Rodin et al., 1990). The results of the White victim condition 
suggest that people do not always perceive more prejudice in 
cases of outgroup rejection (i.e., Black on White rejection) 
compared with ingroup rejection (i.e., White on White rejec-
tion). However, it is important to recognize that the White 
victim condition involves a situation in which the victim is 
from a high-status group. Comparisons of ingroup and out-
group rejection when the victim is White are of limited value 
for understanding how people will make judgments about 
Black victims.

Overview

The goal of the present research was to use the prototype 
model of discrimination to derive predictions for how people 
would make judgments of discrimination against a Black 
victim in cases of inter-minority group rejection. The modern 
United States comprises multiple racial and ethnic groups 
that vary in social status (e.g., Axt et al., 2014). We therefore 
sought to move beyond the Black/White binary framework 
for conducting diversity science (see Plaut, 2010) and exam-
ine ATDs against a Black victim by a perpetrator who is 
Black, Latino, Asian, or White.

Consistent with past research (e.g., Inman & Baron, 1996; 
Rodin et  al., 1990), the present research focused on ATDs 
against Black men as opposed to Black women. We chose to 
focus on Black men because Black men tend to be perceived 
as more prototypical of their race as compared with Black 
women (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). Moreover, some 
evidence suggests that Black men may be more likely to be 
directly targeted by racial discrimination than Black women 
(Sidanius et al., 2018). For these reasons, our initial investi-
gation into how people make judgments of racial discrimina-
tion in cases of inter-minority group rejection focused on 
male victims of discrimination. We return to the implications 
of this decision in the discussion.

In a series of four experiments, participants were told that 
they would review the hiring process in a large consulting 
firm and that they would be assigned to review the job appli-
cation materials, interview transcripts, and employment 
decision (i.e., whether the person was hired) for one job can-
didate. All four experiments used the same between-subjects 
design. Participants were provided with the name and photo 
of the manager (either a Black, Latino, Asian, or White man) 
who interviewed the job candidate. They then reviewed the 
application materials for a moderately qualified job candi-
date (along with his photo to convey that he was a Black 
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man). Finally, they received correspondence information 
indicating that the manager had decided not to hire the job 
candidate and why. After participants learned about the man-
ager’s decisions, they completed the dependent measures 
including ATDs.

We drew upon past research with the prototype model of 
discrimination to generate predictions for the present experi-
ments (e.g., Inman & Baron, 1996; O’Brien et  al., 2008). 
Specifically, we tested for evidence of both outgroup conflict 
and status-asymmetry effects. In fact, one advantage of the 
present study design that included Black, Latino, Asian, and 
White perpetrator conditions is that it allowed for a separate 
examination of outgroup conflict and status-asymmetry effects.

To the extent that an outgroup conflict effect influences 
judgments of discrimination toward a Black victim, people 
should be more likely to make ATDs when the perpetrator 
is Latino, Asian, or White than when he is Black. When the 
perpetrator and the victim are both Black, ingroup favorit-
ism and outgroup derogation are not viable explanations 
for the perpetrator’s behavior, and thus ATDs should be 
relatively low under these circumstances. In comparison, 
ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation are plausible 
explanations whenever the perpetrator is Latino, Asian, or 
White and thus ATDs should be relatively high under these 
conditions.

To the extent that status-asymmetries between the per-
petrator and victim influence judgments, ATDs should be 
highest for the White perpetrator, followed by the Asian per-
petrator, and followed by the Latino perpetrator. Because the 
status-asymmetry between a White perpetrator and a Black 
victim is greater than the status-asymmetry between an Asian 
perpetrator and a Black victim (or between a Latino perpetra-
tor and a Black victim), people should be more likely to 
make ATDs when the perpetrator is White as opposed to 
when he is Asian (or Latino). Likewise, because the status-
asymmetry between an Asian perpetrator and a Black victim 
is greater than the status-asymmetry between a Latino perpe-
trator and a Black victim, people should be more likely to 
make ATDs when the perpetrator is Asian as compared with 
when he is Latino.

Experiment 1

The first study was conducted with a college student sample. 
After participants reviewed the job applicants’ materials and 
learned about the employment decision (a rejection), they 
completed a measure of ATDs. In contexts where people 
expect decisions to be made based on merit (e.g., hiring), 
ATDs can be distinguished from purely internal attributions 
such as attributing an employment rejection decision to a job 
applicant’s lack of qualifications. Situational factors that 
increase ATDs tend to decrease attributions that are more 
internal to the target (Major et al., 2002). Thus, in addition to 
ATDs, we included a measure of internal attributions. Finally, 

we assessed perceptions of the extent to which participants 
thought that the manager’s decision was justified.

Method

Participants

Participants were 197 (73 men, 124 women, Mage = 19.07, 
SD = 0.95) individuals enrolled in psychology courses at a 
private, primarily White Southern university. The majority of 
participants were White: 79.6% White, 9.6% Asian, 2.5% 
Black/African American, 2.5% Latino(a)/Hispanic, .5% 
Native American, 5.1% other or multiracial, and .5% miss-
ing. There were not enough participants who belonged to 
racial minority groups to examine the effect of participant 
race; however, the pattern of results was very similar when 
the data were analyzed with only White participants.

To calculate a targeted sample size, we conducted an a 
priori power analysis in GPower 3.1 (Faul et al., 2007). We 
used an estimated effect size of η2 = .044 (f = .215), a 
common effect size in social psychology (Richard et  al., 
2003). The analysis suggested that we needed 240 partici-
pants to obtain 80% power. We collected as many partici-
pants as possible over two semesters (N = 238); however, 
41 individuals were excluded for failing attention or manip-
ulation checks. Specifically, 26 people identified the perpe-
trator’s race incorrectly, 11 people identified the victim’s 
race incorrectly, and nine individuals incorrectly stated that 
the victim was hired (numbers sum to more than 41 because 
some individuals missed multiple manipulation/attention 
checks). A sensitivity power analysis revealed that, with a 
final sample size of 197, we had 80% power to detect an 
effect size η2 = .054 in a one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA).

Procedure

Following institutional review board (IRB) approval, par-
ticipants were recruited through Sona Systems, a cloud-
based subject pool software, for partial course credit in 
their psychology courses. When participants arrived for the 
experiment, they were provided with informed consent 
forms to read and sign. The experimenter seated partici-
pants at a computer monitor and the study materials were 
administered with Qualtrics software. Participants were 
told that the purpose of the experiment was to learn more 
about the processes that influence hiring decisions. 
Furthermore, they were told that they would review the cre-
dentials of a randomly chosen job applicant along with 
transcripts of his job interview.

At this point, participants were randomly assigned to one 
of four conditions: the Black, Latino, Asian, or White man-
ager condition. Manager race/ethnicity was manipulated by 
providing participants with an ostensible photo of the man-
ager and a name stereotypical of the manager’s group (Jamal 
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Walker, Leo Rodriguez, Scott Lee, or Scott Foster). The four 
pictures (one for each manager) originated from the Chicago 
Face Database (Ma et al., 2015) and were high in racial pro-
totypicality and of equal attractiveness. Using Photoshop, 
each face was digitally superimposed over another photo of 
a male torso in a business suit.

Next, participants in all four conditions were given a 
description of the job. They were shown a picture of a Black 
job applicant named DeShawn Williams and they were pro-
vided with some details about his major (management), his 
minor (marketing), his GPA (3.72), and his past experience. 
Thereafter, they read a short transcript of an interview 
between DeShawn and the manager. At this point, partici-
pants were told that the manager decided not to hire DeShawn 
because the manager thought that the company could “find 
someone more qualified,” that DeShawn was not “the right 
kind of person,” and that he would not “fit in” on the team. 
After learning about the manager’s decision, participants 
completed the dependent measures. Finally, participants 
received debriefing information explaining the purpose of 
the study. All study materials can be found online at https://
osf.io/hdkja.

Measures

All participants completed the questions in the same order. 
The ATDs items were embedded between the items assess-
ing internal attributions and beliefs that the decision was 
justified to reduce suspicion about the purposes of the 
study (see also Simon et al., 2019). Participants also com-
pleted two attention checks and a manipulation check. 
Finally, at the end of the study, participants completed four 
exploratory items assessing their beliefs about the extent to 
which the average person from each of the four racial/eth-
nic groups is prejudiced against Black people along with 
demographic information. A description of the exploratory 
items (which were included in all four experiments) and 
exploratory analyses are included in the online supplemen-
tal material.

ATDs.  ATDs were assessed with three items directly adapted 
from past research (O’Brien et al., 2008): “To what extent do 
you think the hiring decision was due to discrimination?” 
“To what extent do you think the hiring decision was based 
on race?” and “To what extent do you think the hiring deci-
sion was due to racism?” Participants responded to each 
question on an 11-point Likert-type type scale, ranging from 
0 (not at all) to 10 (very). We created an aggregate measure 
by averaging items (α = .97).

Internal attributions.  Internal attributions to DeShawn’s 
qualifications were assessed with two items that were aver-
aged (r = .71, p < .001): “To what extent do you think the 
hiring decision was based on the applicant’s qualifications?” 

and “To what extent do you think the hiring decision was 
based on the applicant’s past experience?” These two items 
were measured on the same 11-point Likert-type type scale 
as ATDs.

Justified.  Perceptions that the hiring decision was justified 
were assessed with two items that were averaged (r = .80,  
p < .001): “How fair do you think the hiring decision was?” 
and “How justified do you think the hiring decision was?” 
These two items were measured on the same 11-point Likert-
type type scale as ATDs.

Manipulation and attention checks.  Participants were asked to 
indicate the manager’s ethnicity, DeShawn’s ethnicity, and 
whether or not DeShawn was hired for the position.

Data Cleaning and Screening

We used the same data cleaning and screening procedures 
across all four experiments. First, data were screened to 
remove participants who failed the attention checks or 
manipulation check. Next, we examined the data to deter-
mine whether there were statistical outliers on any of the 
dependent variables, using a cutoff of ±3.00SDs. In the rela-
tively few cases where there were statistical outliers, the dis-
tributions for those variables were winsorized. Finally, we 
assessed skew and kurtosis for all variables and determined 
whether they were within acceptable ranges. The data files 
and syntax for all experiments can be found online at https://
osf.io/hdkja.

Results

The same data analysis strategy was used across all four 
experiments. First, we conducted a multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) in which perpetrator group member-
ship (Black, Latino, Asian, or White) was the independent 
variable and ATDs, internal attributions, and perceptions that 
the decision was justified were the dependent variables. 
Next, we conducted univariate ANOVAs on each dependent 
variable, following up with Tukey–Kramer post hoc tests 
when appropriate.

The MANOVA was significant, V = .209, F(9, 579) = 
4.81, p < .001, η2 = .070, 90% confidence interval (CI) = 
[.028, .091]. In addition, the ANOVA on ATDs was signifi-
cant, F(3, 193) = 11.24, p < .001, η2 = .149, 90% CI = 
[0.071, 0.216]; see Figure 1. When the perpetrator was 
Black, participants were less likely to make ATDs than 
when the perpetrator was Latino, Asian, or White; all ps < 
.001. ATDs did not differ in the Latino, Asian, or White 
conditions.

The ANOVA on internal attributions was also significant, 
F(3, 193) = 2.87, p = .037, η2 = .043, 90% CI = [0.001, 
0.086]; see Figure 2. When the perpetrator was Black, 

https://osf.io/hdkja
https://osf.io/hdkja
https://osf.io/hdkja
https://osf.io/hdkja


6	 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 00(0)

participants were more likely to make internal attributions 
than when the perpetrator was White, p = .029. No other 
comparisons were significant.

The ANOVA on perceptions that the decision was justi-
fied was not significant, F(3, 193) = 1.05, p = .374, η2 = 
.016, 90% CI = [0, 0.043]; see Figure 3.

Figure 1.  Attributions to discrimination as a function of perpetrator race.
Note. Error bars represent standard error.

Figure 2.  Internal attributions as a function of perpetrator race.
Note. Error bars represent standard error.
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Discussion

When participants reviewed a negative employment decision 
affecting a Black victim, they made stronger ATDs if the per-
petrator was Latino, Asian, or White as compared with if the 
perpetrator was Black. However, there were no significant 
differences in ATDs depending on whether the perpetrator 
was Latino, Asian, or White. Thus, the results provide evi-
dence of an outgroup conflict effect. The results did not pro-
vide statistically significant evidence of a status-asymmetry 
effect. Participants were no more likely to make ATDs when 
the rejection originated from a high-status perpetrator (i.e., a 
White manager) as compared with a low-status perpetrator 
(i.e., a Latino manager).

The group membership of the perpetrator had a weaker, 
but significant, effect on internal attributions, such that inter-
nal attributions were higher when the perpetrator was Black 
than when he was White. Internal attributions in the Asian 
and Latino perpetrator conditions were not reliably different 
from either the White or the Black perpetrator condition. The 
group membership of the perpetrator had no impact on 
whether participants viewed the decision as justified. Thus, 
the pattern of results for the internal attributions measure and 
perceptions that the decision was justified did not show 
strong evidence of either an outgroup conflict effect or a 
status-asymmetry effect.

Experiment 2

In the second experiment, we sought to conduct an exact 
replication with a different, online sample from Amazon’s 

Mechanical Turk. By conducting the same experiment with 
a different sample, we were able to determine whether the 
results would generalize to a different population that was 
older and more likely to have more work experience.

Method

Participants

Participants were 270 individuals (148 men, 120 women, 
and two nonbinary/genderless; Mage = 34.99, SD = 10.04) 
residing in the United States, who were recruited using  
the online platform Amazon Mechanical Turk® (MTurk®). 
The majority of participants were White: 76.3% White, 
10.0% Black/African American, 7.4% Asian, 4.4% Latino(a)/
Hispanic, .7% Native American, and 1.1% other or multira-
cial. As in Experiment 1, there were not enough participants 
who belonged to racial minority groups to examine the effect 
of participant race. However, the results were very similar 
when the data were analyzed with only White participants.

For Study 2, we increased our recruitment goal from 240 
to 300 participants to prospectively account for the need to 
exclude inattentive participants. We used the MTurk Toolkit 
on TurkPrime to request 300 participants and manage data 
collection (Litman et al., 2017). There were 306 participants 
who completed the study; however, 36 participants had to be 
excluded due to failing manipulation or attention checks. 
Specifically, 28 people identified the perpetrator’s race 
incorrectly, 12 people identified the victim’s race incor-
rectly, and seven individuals incorrectly stated that the vic-
tim was hired.

Figure 3.  Perceptions that the decision was justified as a function of perpetrator race.
Note. Error bars represent standard error.
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A sensitivity power analysis revealed that, with a final 
sample size of 270, we had 80% power to detect effect size 
η2 = .035 in a one-way ANOVA.

Procedure

Following IRB approval, participants were recruited using 
TurkPrime’s MTurk Toolkit (Litman et  al., 2017). Except 
for the fact that participants were recruited online, all study 
procedures, materials, and measures were identical to 
Experiment 1.

Measures

The measures of ATDs (α = .98), internal attributions (r = 
.78, p < .001), and perceptions that the decision was justified 
(r = .89, p < .001) were all reliable.

Results

The MANOVA was significant, V = .166, F(9, 798) = 5.20, 
p < .001, η2 = .055, 90% CI = [0.024, 0.073]. In addition, 
the ANOVA on ATDs was significant, F(3, 266) = 10.17, p 
< .001, η2 = .103, 90% CI = [0.046, 0.155]; see Figure 1. 
Compared with when the perpetrator was Black, participants 
were more likely to make ATDs when the perpetrator was 
Latino, Asian, or White; all ps < .001. ATDs did not differ in 
the Latino, Asian, or White conditions.

The ANOVA on internal attributions was also significant, 
F(3, 266) = 3.13, p = .026, η2 = .034, 90% CI = [0.002, 
0.068]; see Figure 2. When the perpetrator was Black, par-
ticipants were more likely to make internal attributions as 
compared with when the perpetrator was White, p = .029. 
None of the other comparisons were significant.

The ANOVA on perceptions that the decision was justi-
fied was not significant, F < 1 (see Figure 3).

Discussion

Experiment 2 replicated Experiment 1. Participants who 
reviewed a negative employment decision affecting a Black 
victim were more likely to make an attribution to discrimina-
tion if the perpetrator was Latino, Asian, or White than if he 
was Black. Moreover, there were no statistically significant 
differences in ATDs for the Latino, Asian, or White perpetra-
tor conditions. Thus, once again, the effect of perpetrator 
group membership on ATDs showed evidence of an outgroup 
conflict effect, but did not show statistically significant evi-
dence of a status-asymmetry effect. Replicating Experiment 
1, the racial group membership of the perpetrator had no 
impact on whether participants viewed the decision as justi-
fied and only a weak impact on whether participants made 
internal attributions to the candidate’s qualifications for the 
rejection.

Experiment 3

The results of the first two experiments with two different 
samples were very consistent. However, one limitation of 
both samples in Experiments 1 and 2 is that the majority of 
the participants were White. White people often perceive 
racial discrimination differently than Black people and mem-
bers of other racial minority groups (e.g., Carter & Murphy, 
2015). Compared with White people, Black people have more 
accurate knowledge of racism throughout American history, 
which partially explains why Black people perceive more 
racial discrimination in modern-day events (Bonam et  al., 
2019; Nelson et  al., 2013, although cf. Strickhouser et  al., 
2019). This increased knowledge of racism may explain why 
Black people may have more nuanced prototypes of racial 
discrimination as compared with White people (Flournoy 
et al., 2002). Moreover, some evidence suggests that, com-
pared with White people, Black people are more sensitive to 
status-asymmetry effects (Simon et  al., 2013). Thus, for 
Experiment 3, we recruited an online sample of Black people 
to examine how the racial group membership of the perpetra-
tor affected ATDs when the victim was a member of the par-
ticipant’s ingroup (i.e., a Black person).

Method

Participants

Participants were 218 Black/African American individuals 
residing in the United States who were recruited online 
through MTurk (71 men, 146 women, and one nonbinary/gen-
derless; Mage = 36.35, SD = 10.93). We used TurkPrime to 
manage data collection and to sample Black participants 
(Litman et al., 2017). TurkPrime profiles MTurk workers by 
randomly asking demographic questions over time and award-
ing qualifications to people who give consistent responses. 
Because the method of determining demographic information 
is separated from the study, it minimizes concern that workers 
might misrepresent themselves to qualify for the study.

As in Study 2, we set a recruitment goal of 300 to prospec-
tively account for the need to exclude inattentive participants. 
Out of 298 participants who completed the study, 23 individu-
als were excluded because they did not identify as Black/
African American and 57 individuals were excluded for failing 
manipulation or attention checks. Specifically, 47 people iden-
tified the perpetrator’s race incorrectly, eight people identified 
the victim’s race incorrectly, and 38 individuals incorrectly 
stated that the victim was hired. A sensitivity power analysis 
revealed that with a final sample size of 218, we had 80% 
power to detect effect size η2 = .049 in a one-way ANOVA.

Procedure

Following IRB approval, participants were recruited using 
TurkPrime’s MTurk Toolkit (Litman et al., 2017). Participants 
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were unaware that they qualified for the study because of 
their race. All study procedures, materials, and measures 
were identical to Experiment 2. After the data were collected, 
but prior to accessing the data, we registered our hypotheses 
and data analysis plan on Open Science Framework, https://
osf.io/8ydp2.3

Measures

The measures of ATDs (α = .97), internal attributions (r = 
.69, p < .001), and perceptions that the study was justified (r 
= .87, p < .001) were reliable.

Results

The MANOVA was significant, V = .292, F(9, 642) = 7.70, 
p < .001, η2 = .097, 90% CI = [0.054, 0.123]. In addition, 
the ANOVA on ATDs was significant, F(3, 214) = 28.04, p 
< .001, η2 = .282, 90% CI = [0.194, 0.351]; see Figure 1. 
Compared with when the perpetrator was Black, participants 
were more likely to make ATDs when the perpetrator was 
Latino, Asian, or White; all ps < .001. ATDs did not differ in 
the Latino, Asian, or White conditions.

The ANOVA on internal attributions was also significant, 
F(3, 214) = 10.73, p < .001, η2 = .131, 90% CI = [0.060, 
0.193]; see Figure 2. When the perpetrator was Black, par-
ticipants were more likely to make internal attributions as 
compared with when the perpetrator was Latino, Asian, or 
White; all ps > .01. None of the other comparisons were 
significant.

Finally, the ANOVA on perceptions that the decision was 
justified was also significant, F(3, 214) = 7.00, p < .001, η2 
= .089, 90% CI = [0.030, 0.145]; see Figure 3. When the 
perpetrator was Black, participants were more likely to per-
ceive the decision as justified as compared with when the 
perpetrator was Latino, Asian, or White; all ps > .05. None 
of the other comparisons were significant.

Discussion

The effect of the perpetrator group membership on ATDs in 
Experiment 3 replicated Experiments 1 and 2 with a Black/
African American sample. Consistent with an outgroup con-
flict effect, participants were more likely to make ATDs if the 
perpetrator belonged to an outgroup (i.e., a Latino, Asian, or 
White perpetrator) than if he was a member of the victim’s 
ingroup (i.e., a Black perpetrator). Moreover, there were no 
statistically significant differences in ATDs depending on the 
outgroup to which the perpetrator belonged. Thus, like the 
first two experiments, Experiment 3 did not provide support 
for a status-asymmetry effect.

In Experiment 3, the pattern of results for perceptions 
that the decision was justified, and for internal attributions, 
mirrored the pattern of results for ATDs. Perceptions of jus-
tification and internal attributions were higher when the 

perpetrator was an ingroup member as opposed to an out-
group member. Thus, in Experiment 3, evidence of an out-
group conflict effect was found not only on ATDs, but also 
on internal attributions and perceptions that the decision 
was justified.

The overall means for ATDs in Experiment 3 across con-
ditions were generally higher than the means in Experiments 
1 and 2. This is unsurprising, given that the majority of par-
ticipants in Experiments 1 and 2 were White and White peo-
ple are generally less likely to perceive discrimination as 
compared with Black people (e.g., Carter & Murphy, 2015; 
Nelson et al., 2013).

Experiment 4

Experiments 1 to 3 suggest that an outgroup conflict expec-
tancy may affect ATDs for a Black victim in a multiracial 
context. However, one potential weakness of these three 
experiments is that the cues to discrimination were rela-
tively weak. In fact, among the majority White samples in 
Experiments 1 and 2, ATDs were below the midpoint in all 
four conditions. Thus, we conducted one final experiment 
with a college student sample with stronger cues to discrimi-
nation. Specifically, in Experiment 4, the participants read 
that the HR director described the (rejected) job candidate in 
very positive terms and challenged the perpetrator’s deci-
sion not to hire him. In addition, we sought to increase our 
sample size to increase our power to detect differences 
between conditions.

Method

Participants

Participants were 331 (110 men, 220 women, and one no 
gender reported; Mage = 18.74, SD = 0.92) individuals 
recruited from a private, primarily White Southern univer-
sity. The majority of participants were White: 78.2% White, 
9.4% Asian, 4.5% Latino(a)/Hispanic, 2.4% Black/African 
American, and 5.4% other or multiracial. As in Experiments 
1 and 2, the results were very similar when racial minority 
participants were excluded from the analyses.

In Study 4, we decided to increase our recruitment goal 
from 300 participants (as in Experiments 2 and 3) to 400 
participants. However, we inadvertently recruited 411 par-
ticipants before we discovered we had surpassed our recruit-
ment goal. The computer failed to record the responses of 
two individuals; an additional 79 participants were excluded 
from the analyses for failing attention or manipulation 
checks. Specifically, 67 people identified the perpetrator’s 
race incorrectly, 14 people identified the victim’s race incor-
rectly, and four individuals incorrectly stated that the victim 
was hired. A sensitivity power analysis revealed that, with a 
final sample size of 331, we had 80% power to detect effect 
size η2 = .032 in a one-way ANOVA.

https://osf.io/8ydp2
https://osf.io/8ydp2
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Procedure

Following IRB approval, participants were recruited through 
Sona Systems for partial course credit in their psychology 
courses. The procedure was identical to Experiment 1; how-
ever, some of the study materials were changed slightly to 
increase the cues that the job applicant experienced discrimi-
nation. Specifically, participants were told that, in addition to 
the project manager, the human resources director also inde-
pendently reviewed DeShawn’s job application. Participants 
read that the HR director told the project manager that she 
believed DeShawn “seemed great,” was “overqualified” for 
the position, and that the company was lucky to get him for 
an interview. When the project manager expressed his doubts 
about DeShawn, the HR director pointed out that the position 
has been open for several months and that his team is short-
staffed. At this point, the project manager insisted that they 
must find the “right person for the job” and that they should 
leave the position open to see who else applies. These details 
were added to provide participants additional reasons to sus-
pect that the project manager may be discriminating against 
DeShawn. All dependent measures were the same as in 
Experiments 1 to 3. As with Experiment 3, we registered our 
predictions and data analysis plan for Experiment 4 at https://
osf.io/vug38.4

Measures

The measures of ATDs (α = .97), internal attributions  
(r = .61, p < .001), and perceptions that the study was justi-
fied (r = .74, p < .001) were reliable.

Results

The MANOVA was significant, V = .212, F(9, 981) = 8.28, 
p < .001, η2 = .071, 90% CI = [0.040, 0.090]. In addition, 
the ANOVA on ATDs was significant, F(3, 327) = 25.90,  
p < .001, η2 = .192, 90% CI = [0.127, 0.248]; see Figure 1. 
Compared with when the perpetrator was Black, participants 
were more likely to make ATDs than when the perpetrator 
was Latino, Asian, or White; all ps < .001. Furthermore, 
when the perpetrator was White, participants were more 
likely to make ATDs than if the perpetrator was Asian (p = 
.019) or Latino (p = .079), although in the latter case this 
comparison was not statistically significant. Finally, there 
were no differences in ATDs when the manager was Asian or 
Latino (p = .935).

The ANOVA on internal attributions was not significant, 
F(3, 327) = 1.38, p = .249, η2 = .013, 90% CI = [0, 0.032]; 
see Figure 2.

Finally, the ANOVA on perceptions that the decision was 
justified was significant, F(3, 193) = 2.73, p = .044, η2 = 
.024, 90% CI = [0.0003, 0.051]; see Figure 3. When the per-
petrator was White, there was a trend, such that participants 
tended to view the decision as less justified than when the 
perpetrator was Black (p = .055). No other comparisons 
were significant.

Discussion

The results of Experiment 4 shared two important similarities 
with Experiments 1 to 3. First, consistent with an outgroup 
conflict effect, participants were more likely to make ATDs 
when the perpetrator was a member of an outgroup (i.e., a 
Latino, Asian, or White perpetrator) than when he was a mem-
ber of the victim’s ingroup (i.e., a Black perpetrator). Second, 
participants were equally likely to make ATDs for perpetrators 
from two different minority outgroups although the groups 
differed in status (i.e., an Asian vs. a Latino perpetrator).

The key difference between Experiment 4 and the prior 
experiments was that there was a statistically significant dif-
ference in ATDs when the perpetrator was from a high-status 
majority outgroup (i.e., White) as compared with when the 
perpetrator was from a moderate-status minority outgroup 
(i.e., Asian). Likewise, there was a nearly statistically signifi-
cant difference in ATDs when the perpetrator was from a 
high-status majority outgroup as compared with a low-status 
minority outgroup (i.e., Latino).

Figure 1 reveals that a similar trend emerged across all 
four experiments. That is, in all four experiments, ATDs 
were higher when the perpetrator was White as compared 
with any other group. One possibility is that, due to the use 
of multiple comparison procedures (MCPs), Experiments 1 
to 3 may have been underpowered to detect differences 
between the White perpetrator condition and the Asian and 
Latino perpetrator conditions (see Conagin et  al., 2008; 
Cribbie, 2003). That is, in some circumstances, researchers 
may have adequate power to detect a significant omnibus F, 
but may have inadequate power to detect comparisons 
between specific cells when p values are adjusted through 
MCPs such as Tukey’s post hoc test (Pan & Dayton, 2005). 
Within social psychology and related fields, many scholars 
have recently advocated conducting within-paper meta-anal-
yses to provide more comprehensive understandings of psy-
chological phenomena (e.g., Goh et al., 2016; Ledgerwood, 
2019). Therefore, we decided to conduct internal meta-anal-
yses of Experiments 1 to 4 to better estimate the effect of 
perpetrator group membership on ATDs.

Meta-Analyses

We used procedures specified by Borenstein and colleagues 
(2009) to compute six separate meta-analytic effect sizes. 
Three effect sizes estimated the difference in ATDs when the 
perpetrator was an ingroup member versus an outgroup mem-
ber (i.e., Black manager vs. Latino manager, Black manager 
vs. Asian manager, and Black manager vs. White manager). 
Examining this first group of effect sizes allows us to estimate 
whether there was evidence of an outgroup conflict effect on 
ATDs. The other three effect sizes estimated the differences in 
ATDs when outgroup perpetrators varied in group status (i.e., 
White manager vs. Asian manager, White manager vs. Latino 
manager, and Asian manager vs. Latino manager). Examining 
this latter group of effect sizes allows us to estimate whether 

https://osf.io/vug38
https://osf.io/vug38
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there was evidence of a status-asymmetry effect on ATDs. We 
computed Hedges’ g, which is an unbiased version of Cohen’s 
d, for all of the relevant comparisons across each experiment. 
Thereafter, we meta-analyzed them, using random effects 
models.

Table 1 compares ATDs when the perpetrator was an 
ingroup member with when the perpetrator was from an out-
group. Compared with when the perpetrator was Black, 
ATDs were consistently higher when the perpetrator was 

Latino, g = 0.930, z = 5.667, p < .001, Asian, g = 0.917, z 
= 7.463, p < .001, or White, g = 1.260, z = 8.076, p < .001. 
Thus, the results of these meta-analyses suggest a large effect 
of outgroup membership on ATDs, across three very differ-
ent outgroups.

Table 2 reports comparisons of ATDs when the perpetra-
tor was an outgroup member who varied in group status. 
ATDs were higher when the perpetrator was White compared 
with when he was Asian, g = 0.305, z = 3.427, p < .001. 

Table 1.  Meta-Analyses of Attributions to Discriminations Comparing Outgroup Perpetrators With an Ingroup Perpetrator.

Black manager vs. Latino manager Hedge’s g [95% confidence interval] n

Experiment 1 0.860 [0.376, 1.344] 93
Experiment 2 0.562 [0.104, 1.020] 138
Experiment 3 1.368 [0.104, 1.020] 112
Experiment 4 0.972 [0.581, 1.362] 163
Meta-analysis 0.930 [0.608, 1.252] 506

Black manager vs. Asian manager

Experiment 1 1.021 [0.535, 1.507] 92
Experiment 2 0.646 [0.203, 1.090] 134
Experiment 3 1.226 [0.723, 1.728] 114
Experiment 4 0.852 [0.437, 1.268] 153
Meta-analysis 0.917 [0.677, 1.158] 493

Black manager vs. White manager

Experiment 1 1.170 [0.709, 1.629] 98
Experiment 2 0.901 [0.441, 1.361] 144
Experiment 3 1.630 [1.158, 2.102] 114
Experiment 4 1.371 [0.997, 1.745] 169
Meta-analysis 1.26 [0.955, 1.568] 525

Table 2.  Meta-Analyses of Attributions to Discriminations Comparing Outgroup Perpetrators of Different Group Status.

White manager vs. Asian manager Hedges g [95% confidence interval] n

Experiment 1 0.109 [−0.389, 0.607] 104
Experiment 2 0.289 [−0.207, 0.786] 132
Experiment 3 0.295 [−0.245, 0.835] 106
Experiment 4 0.448 [0.055, 0.841] 168
Meta-analysis 0.305 [0.130, 0.479] 510

White manager vs. Latino manager

Experiment 1 0.257 [−0.239, 0.752] 105
Experiment 2 0.329 [−0.178, 0.837] 136
Experiment 3 0.172 [−0.367, 0.712] 104
Experiment 4 0.366 [−0.005, 0.738] 178
Meta-analysis 0.296 [0.124, 0.467] 523

Asian manager vs. Latino manager

Experiment 1 0.144 [−0.379, 0.667] 99
Experiment 2 0.053 [−0.443, 0.549] 126
Experiment 3 −0.118 [−0.690, 0.453] 104
Experiment 4 −0.089 [−0.449, 0.321] 162
Meta-analysis −0.012 [−0.188, 0.164] 491
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Likewise, ATDs were higher when the perpetrator was  
White compared with when he was Latino, g = 0.296, z = 
3.38, p < .001. However, ATDs were no different when the 
perpetrator was Asian compared with when he was Latino, 
g = −0.012, z = −0.130, p = .897.

General Discussion

The present series of four experiments tested predictions 
derived from the prototype model of discrimination about 
how people would make ATDs for the rejection of a Black 
victim. A key goal of the present investigation was to move 
beyond a Black/White binary framework (e.g., Plaut, 2010) 
to better understand ATDs in a multiracial society. Thus, we 
sought to compare and contrast how people would interpret 
rejection of a Black job applicant by a Black, Latino, Asian, 
or White manager.

The results provided consistent evidence that people were 
more likely to make ATDs when the perpetrator was not 
Black (i.e., he was Latino, Asian, or White) as compared 
with when the perpetrator was Black. Thus, the present 
research provides evidence of an outgroup conflict effect. 
The effect sizes for the differences in ATDs that emerged 
from comparisons between an outgroup perpetrator versus 
an ingroup perpetrator were quite large by psychology stan-
dards (Hedge’s gs between .91 and 1.26; Cohen, 1988; 
Funder & Ozer, 2019; Richard et al., 2003). In fact, one of 
the most noteworthy findings to emerge in the present exper-
iments was just how large the effect sizes comparing the 
ingroup perpetrator with the outgroup perpetrators were.

In comparison, the results offered less robust and less con-
sistent evidence for a status-asymmetry effect on ATDs for 
Black victims. There was virtually no difference between 
attributions for Asian versus Latino perpetrators—the meta-
analytic effect size was almost zero. Notably, however, par-
ticipants were more likely to make ATDs when the perpetrator 
was White as compared with when he was either Asian or 
Latino. This suggests that people may, to some extent, be 
influenced by the group status of the perpetrator. However, 
the effect sizes for differences in ATDs when the perpetrator 
was White compared with when he was Asian or Latino were 
relatively modest. In fact, these comparisons were not statisti-
cally significant in most of the individual experiments. Thus, 
whether the perpetrator had outgroup standing relative to  
the victim was the strongest factor influencing ATDs in the 
present experiments. Moreover, this was true regardless of 
whether the observers came from majority White samples 
(Experiments 1, 2, and 4), an all Black/African American 
sample (Experiments 3), college student samples (Experiments 
1 and 4), or online MTurk samples (Experiments 2 and 3).

Limitations and Future Directions

The present research provides important information about 
how the group membership of a perpetrator will influence 

ATDs for Black victims of employment discrimination. 
Nonetheless, there are key limitations to the present studies, 
including the exclusive focus on Black male victims and the 
focus on majority White and Black/African American sam-
ples. In the next section, we discuss these limitations and 
suggest future avenues for research.

We have argued that people have an outgroup conflict 
expectancy, such that they expect racial discrimination to be 
more likely to occur between members of different racial 
groups rather than between members of the same racial 
group. In turn, this outgroup conflict expectancy leads peo-
ple to be more likely to perceive discrimination against a 
Black victim when the perpetrator is Latino, Asian, or White 
as compared with when he is Black. However, another pos-
sibility is that people expect racial discrimination to origi-
nate from non-Black perpetrators and be directed at Black 
victims. That is, the primary distinction that people make 
when considering potential cases of discrimination may not 
be between racial ingroups and racial outgroups but between 
Black people and non-Black people (e.g., see Sears & 
Savalei, 2006; Warren & Twine, 1997). Because the present 
studies only focus on Black victims of discrimination, they 
are unable to disentangle whether people have a general 
expectation of outgroup conflict, an expectation of anti-
Black discrimination by non-Black people, or both.

Nonetheless, other studies suggest that people have gen-
eral expectations of outgroup conflict between members of 
different racial and ethnic groups. For example, evidence sug-
gests that outgroup conflict expectancies influence judgments 
of discrimination in situations between White and Latino/a 
people (e.g., Brown, 2006; Mills & Gala, 2012). Thus, per-
ceptions of racial/ethnic discrimination do not appear to be 
limited to cases in which Black people are the victims. In the 
future, additional research that examines perceptions of dis-
crimination against Latino/a and Asian victims, as well as 
victims from other racial minority backgrounds (e.g., Native 
Americans, and Pacific Islanders) will be important. In par-
ticular, research on judgments of discrimination in inter-
minority interactions involving non-Black victims will help 
to determine the extent to which outgroup conflict expectan-
cies shape judgments of racial discrimination more broadly.

The present experiments were also limited by their focus 
on a Black male as opposed to a Black female victim. In the 
future, it will be important to compare attributions to racial 
discrimination when a White person rejects a Black man or 
Black woman. If, as some have suggested, Black men are 
more prototypical of their race than Black women (e.g., 
Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008), then attributions to racial 
discrimination may be higher for a Black male than a Black 
female victim. On the contrary, because Black women simul-
taneously belong to two low-status groups, perceived dis-
crimination may be greater when the victim is a Black 
woman as compared with a Black man. The dynamics of 
how people make judgments about whether discrimination is 
due to race, gender, or a combination of the two when the 
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victim is a woman of color is largely unexplored and is an 
important avenue for future research (e.g., see Remedios 
et al., 2016).

Finally, the present experiments were limited because the 
majority of the participants were White (Experiments 1, 2, 
and 4) or Black/African American (Experiment 3). It is dif-
ficult to know whether the lack of differences in ATDs when 
the perpetrator was Asian as compared with Latino would 
generalize to samples in which the participants themselves 
identified as Asian or Latino/a. Additional experiments with 
more diverse samples are necessary to obtain a fuller under-
standing of ATDs in a multiracial society. Despite the limita-
tions of the present research, they constitute an important 
initial advance over past research on attributions to racial 
discrimination that has tended to focus almost exclusively on 
judgments of White and Black interactions (Plaut, 2010).

One of the primary conclusions of the present experiments 
is that whether the perpetrator belonged to the victim’s 
ingroup had a large and robust effect on ATDs. Given how 
low ATDs were in the Black perpetrator condition, the pres-
ent experiments raise questions about whether people would 
ever view ingroup rejection as discrimination. While we 
would expect that ATDs would generally be low in cases of 
intragroup rejection, there may be some cases where people 
do in fact perceive discrimination among members of the 
same group. For example, O’Brien and colleagues found that 
Latino/a people were more likely than White people to make 
ATDs following personal rejection from an ingroup member 
(O’Brien et  al., 2012; see also Goodwin et  al., 2010 for a 
similar finding with White and Black participants). Although 
more research is needed, one possibility is that people from 
racial and ethnic minority groups may be more likely to rec-
ognize that discrimination can originate from ingroup mem-
bers. In comparison, White people, who have very little 
personal experience as victims of discrimination may be 
unlikely to recognize that discrimination can originate from 
ingroup members. In any case, research on dynamics and 
perceptions of intragroup discrimination constitutes another 
important avenue for future research.

Conclusion

The United States in the 21st century is more racially diverse 
than it has ever been, yet racial discrimination remains a per-
vasive feature of everyday life. Black Americans continue to 
experience discrimination frequently, both in everyday life 
and in employment (Lee et al., 2019; Quillian et al., 2017). 
Moreover, White, Asian, and Latino/a Americans all report 
significant levels of implicit and explicit prejudice against 
Black Americans (Axt et al., 2014). As the United States and 
other countries continue to grow more racially diverse, inter-
actions between Black Americans and members of other 
minority groups are becoming more common. While these 
interactions offer much promise for positive intergroup inter-
action, coalition building, and social change (e.g., Ball & 

Branscombe, 2019; Craig et al., 2018), there will inevitably 
be occasions in which negative interactions and discrimina-
tion occur. Understanding when observers interpret negative 
interactions as discrimination provides information about 
when victims of discrimination will receive social, institu-
tional, and legal support. The results of the present experi-
ments suggest that there is some promise for getting third 
parties to recognize cases of anti-Black employment discrim-
ination that originate from a Latino, Asian, or White perpetra-
tor. On the contrary, people who seek to get third parties to 
recognize anti-Black employment discrimination that origi-
nates from a Black perpetrator may face an uphill battle.
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Notes

1.	 We use the terms “Black,” “Latino/a,” “Asian,” and “White” to 
describe racial and ethnic groups in the United States because 
these terms were widely used by laypeople at the time this arti-
cle was written. Although we use the term “White” to refer to 
non-Hispanic White people only, it should be noted that many 
Hispanic and Latino/a people also identify as White.

2.	 It is unclear whether participants had an option to indicate that 
prejudice can originate from a member of a non-Black racial 
minority group.

3.	 In the registration, we refer to the outgroup conflict effect, as the 
ingroup/outgroup perspective, and the status-asymmetry effect, 
as the status hierarchy perspective. We changed the names from 
the registration to the article so that the article would be consis-
tent with the larger psychological literature.

4.	 Due to a miscommunication between the coauthors, the registra-
tion was uploaded after data were collected, but prior to access-
ing or analyzing the data.
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