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ABSTRACT

Categorizations ofultiracialindividualsprovide insight intadhe development of radia
conceptsChildreris (4-13 year$ andadults, both white (Study 1) and bla¢8tudy 2) N =
387), categoriations of multiracial individualerere examinedWhite children (unlikeblack
childrer) more often categorized multiraciadividualsas black than as white the absence of
parentage information. White and black adultdike children)more oftencategorized
multiraciakindividualsas black than as white, even when knowingmldéeviduals' parentage
Children’s rates of ikgroup contacpredictedtheir categorizations.lese datauggest that a
tendency to categorizaultiracial individuals as bladelative to whiteemerges early in
development and results from perceptual ésas white children but ideological motives
white and black adults
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Do ChildrenSee in Black and White?
Children’sand AdultsCategaoizations of Multiracial Individuals
Inithe U.S., blackwvhite multiracial individuals are often categorizedradtiracial (or as
blackandwhite, but not blaclor white) whenthat option is availabl@Chen& Hamilton, 2012;
Peery & Bodenhausen, 2008)owever, when they are not categorized as such, theyaage m
likely to be categorized as black than as w{atg.,Ho, Sidanius, Levin, & Banaji, 2011;
Krosch, BerntserAmodio, Jost, & Van Bavel, 2013psychologists have explored how adults’
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social and cognitive ideologies undergird these categorizations (Moemns, Gaither,
Hamilton, & Sherman, 2014; Halberstadt, Sherman, & Sherman, 2011;dmi&, Cuddy, &
Banaji, 2013; Krosch & Amodio, 2014; Krosch et al., 2013; Skinner & Nicolas, 20b&)e has
beenmuchless work on thisssue from a developmental perspective, particularlysesssthe
perceptual@andiideological underpinnings of the information childrewhse categorizing
multiracialindividuals and how these underpinnings reflect children’s own racial group
membersip and social experiencebhe goal of the present research was to examine these issues
in children (ages-43) and adultsNVe focused on the categorizations of multiracial individuals
with one black.and one white parent (henceforth referred to as fasidtiindividuals”), given
the unique history of “black” and “white” as categories in U.S.edpdisee Davis, 1991). This
issue is otheoretical importancescategorizations of multiracial individuals illuminate
cognitive processes involved in overlapgpiand nordiscrete racial categorizatianghisissue is
also ofsocietalimportancebecause it stands to further our understanding of the experiences of
an understudied yagrowing demographic group
A Brief U.S. History of Categorizations ofMultiracial Individuals

During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, sevefalstatesmposeda graded
racial category.system in whichulattoeqi.e., “hybrids” in Spanish, referring to the offspring of
one black-and.one white parent) were notgateed aitherblack or white, but rather, as
members of an “itbetween” grougDavis, 1991; Morning, 200550me states, particularly
those in thesSeuth, worried that arldatween category would blur the social boundaries
between blacland white peopland thereby challenge the distinctionvieen enslaved and free
people In an-attempt to maintain slavery and keep social grdiggsete, several states enforced
“one-drop'rules.” These “rules” varied across stdte8ecting their arbitrary natuyeln
Virginia, for instance, people with traces of “black blood” (herlee,reference to "one drop" of
blood) were*categorized asgro(i.e., hypodescent; whereby people are categorized as members
of their soeially' subordinatgarentgroup), whereas in South Carolina, there are documented
instancessof people with traces of “white blood” being catiegd aswvhite (i.e., hyperdescent;
whereby people are categorized as members of their sociatiyalot group) (Davis, 1991).
Thus, a person with black and ieéhheritage could have been categorizedeggoin Virginia
and aswvhitein South Carolina. In the early twentieth century, census enunegttorced

hypodescent nationally, such that people with black and werieabe were categorized as
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negroregadless of their state of residenberitage or own identity Thispracticepersisted until
the 2000 U.S. Census permitted people to identify with multiplelreziagoriesSince this
change, the number of Americans who identified with two or moiielreattegories increased
from 6.8 _millionsin 200Go over 9 million in 201QU.S. Census, 201,1and this number has
been projectedito reach 21% of Americans by 2050 (Smith & Edmonston, 1997).

U.S. Adults’ Categorizations ofMultiracial Individuals

Whengiven the opon, today’'sU.S. adultftencategorize multiraciahdividualsas
belonging to multiple racial grougs.g, blackandwhite, notexclusivelyblackor white) (e.qg.,
Chen & Hamiton, 2012; Chen et al., 20L4or instance, Peery and Bodenhausen (2008) found
that wheradults were giveracial labels to choose fromackground information that
highlighted multiracidindividuals parentageandtime to makahoughtful responsethey
categorize multiracial individualsas multiraciaimore ofterthanas black or white

Nopethelessseveral studiesugygest that althougl.S.adults understand and use
“multiracialas-a category, they are still more likelyperceivemultiracial individuals as black
than as whitée.g.,Ho et al., 2011; Krosch & Amodio, 2014; Krosch et al., 2013; Peery &
Bodenhausen, 2008 here are two distinct explanations for such resulperaeptual biaor
hypodescenfboth of which could be operating). Some have hypothesizeattigt adults
display @perceptual bias, such that people first learn adouitidr in-group features and that
they subsequently dedicate greater attention to less familiroupfeatureqHalberstadt et al.,
2011) By virtue-of being a majority, white adults typically have lessgroupcontact and
fewer opportunities to learn aboatt-groupfeatures. As a learning strategy, white adults
dedicate greater attentiondat-groupfeatures and thus, when presented with someonarwith
groupandout-groupfeatures, they overweighut-groupfeatures and subsequently categorize the
person as:aoutgroupmember (e.g., black).

Yetra'perceptual bias alone cannot account for the tendency torcagegultiracial
individualsras'black, because this tendency persists evea prékence of radiabels and
parentage‘information, and in the absence of perceptual infornfjatgprHo et al.,2013; Peery
& Bodenhausen, 20087 hus, another explanation is that adults are ideologically mativate
endorse hypodescent, such that when it is clear that a persondiaardavhite parents, they
categorizehat individualas black and not whit&or instance, Ho et al. (2011) found that when

multiracialindividualswere presenteds havingwo white grandparents and two racial minority
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grandparentgand without images), white adults categorized them@® racial minority than
white. This bias was stronger when adults categdnmaltiracialindividualswith a
stereotypically lower social status background (i.e., black)pewed to those with a
staeotypically higher social status background (i.e., Asian), stiggefatwhite adults used
hypodescentto,exclude multiracial individuals from thgroup and maintain boundaries
between themselves and low status groups. Indeed, whits adhdtare platically conservative,
oriented toward social dominance, under conditions of economictgcarchigh in racial
essentialism and intergroup biasessd to categorize multiracial individuals as black and not
white (e.g.,Ho.et al., 2013; Krosch & Amodio, 2014Notably, in this paper, we define
information. That is, one cannot endorse hypodescent (assigning eaoialindividualto the
lower status parent groupjthout knowing what the actual parent groups are.

Research has not yet systematically tested how blacksaduégorize multiracial
individuals::Pauker et al. (2009) found that white adults rememberedyasnbiguous faces to
a lesser extent'than fax of white adults (and to the same extent as faces of black adults)
suggesting that tlyecategorized ambiguous faces and faces of black adults caliohpar
However, blaek adults remembered racially ambiguous faces ateamediate rate (i.e., not
differentffrom_how they remembered faces of white adults or faces of lattk)aAlthough
adults’ memory for ambiguous facased not reflect their categorizatiotisese results suggest
that white.adults and black adults reason about multiraxclalidualsdifferently. Indeedpther
work suggests thatithoughblack adultsmay alsacategorizemultiracial individuas as blaclas a
result of ideological moties they maydiffer from white adults irdaing so in ordetto include
multiracial.individuals in their ilgroupand tomaintain the strength of the black community
(Davis, 1991) Davisnoted how civil rights organizations, such as the NAACP, openly eppos
the Census'option to permit Americans to mark off multiptgal categories, arguing that such
an option would decrease the membership of the black community aadithethe social
justice benefits to which black Americans are entitkb(alsdMorning, 2005)Indeed Chen
and Ratliff (2015) found that whitedults transferred negative attitudes between black and-black
white individuals(thereby pereiving them both as otgroups:black), whereas black adults did
not (thereby perceiving them both asgimoups:black).

Thus although adults often categorize Itmacial individuals as multiraciakhen given
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the option to do s¢e.g.,Chen & Hamilton, 2012), both white and black adults may be
ideologically motiated to categorize multiracial individuas black relative to white (e.qg.,
white adults forexclusionpurposes, black adults forclusionpurposesjDavis, 199]). Little is
known aboeut how and when these categorizations emerge in developmehtjs unfortunate
because an“understanding of racial categorizat®resalamportant insights into the
development-ofintergroup attitudes, stereotgpand prejudice (Bigler, Jones, & Liben, 1997).
U.S. Children’s Categorizations ofMultiracial Individuals

Gaither et al. (2014) fourtthat4-to 9-yearold white children remembedfaces of
white adultanore ofterthan faces of black and racially ambiguous adsliggesting thahey
associated faces of black and racially ambiguous adults withoiltegroup However, this bias
was more evident in children witkelatively higher levels of racial essentialiéne., the belief
that racial categories astable andnalterable) Similarly, Shutts and Kinzler (2007) foutigat
whenraciallysambiguous adult facegere displayed with blackiblings (as opposed twhite
siblings), 2=te=5=yearold whitechildren slowed decreasasemory performanceuggesting
that they were less likely to rememli@ces ofraciallyambiguous adultthat were associated
with ther out-group Thus,white children, likewhite adults(Pauker et al., 2009have difficuty
remembering-faces of raciaklynbiguous adulisandthis difficulty maystem from associating
thosefaeeswith ther out-group

However children’smemory for ambiguoutacesdoesnot necessarily paralleheir
categorizatiensResearch suggests that white children show perceptual iasasmultiracial
individuals are presented without identifying information (e.giatd@bels). As a result of being
in the majority, white children, like white adults, typically fitsarn aloutin-groupfeatures and
subsequently dedicate more attention to the less fregueress familiaout-groupfeatures
(Anzures et al.,;2013; Bdraim, Ziv, Lamy, & Hodes, 2006T hus, when white U.S. children
perceive a'multiracial individual, they may overweigh feasithat they associate with black
individuals¥(ewg., relatively darker skin tone) and subsequeatggorize théndividualas black.
This overweighing may increasetiviage, because young children typically pay attention to skin
color, whereaswlder children additionally attend to other paly&atures associated with race
(e.g., nose widthjDunham, Stepanova, Dotsch, & Todorov, 2014deed, Dunham, Chen, and
Banaji (2013) asked-3o 14yearold children to categorize racially ambiguous faces with happy

or angry expressions as black or as white, and found that with eaotf yege, chilren were
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increasingly likely to categorize ambiguous faces as black thahits (see p. 864

Black children, by virtue of being in the minority in the U.S., typicaAthve more in
group contact with minorities and more @urbup contact than white children, and for this
reason are lessilikely to overweigh minority or majority featasedifferentially salient
(Anzures et'aly2013Additionally, black children often show fewer inteogp biases, perhaps
due to greaterfoegroup contact, but also due to having internalized status hierafidmeshe
larger society that privilege members of majority gro{hswheiser & Olson, 2012fror both of
these reasans.(less perceptual bias in weighing facial featuressandtergrop bias), black
children may _not exhibit categorization biases when multiraciakface presented ambiguously.
In support’of/this, Dunham et al. (2013) examined black children’s @ged0) categorizations
of multiracial individuals and found that unlike white children, teegwed no bias to associate
ambiguously presented angry blagkite faces with either theut-groupor thein-group

Do ehildren, like adults, categorize multiracial individuals laskeven when it is clear
that they havesboth black and white parétiisreby reflecting hypodesceatChildren as young
as 4 years of age cawerlook perceptual features and use-nbmious information (e.g.,
inheritance) in their categorizatio@Gelman, 2003)Unlike adults, however, children often base
their racial categorizations on superficial features (e.g.,@Kor) and are unfamiliar with
categorization practices that require historical, ideokdgand cultural knowledg(e.g.,
hypodescentjDunham et al., 2014; Quintana, 199B)r instancealthoughracial essentialism
underlies adults’ categorizations otiltiracial individualsas black(Chao, Hong, & Chiu, 2003
racial essentialisrmay not emerge robustly in children until around ag€HKidzler & Dautel,
2012;Rhodes & Gelman, 2009) hus, children may simply use parentage informaticavtad
categorizingan individual with a black and a white parent as blarckhite. Althoughyoung
children associate racial groups with different levels of $st@us(Olson, Shutts, Kinzler, &
Weisman 2012)andmaythereforecategorize individuals with a white and a black parent in
accadancewith their black parenefealing hypodescent), we propose that they may not be
ideologicallymotivated to do so

Thus whereasvhite and blacladults may categorize multiraciadividualsas black
relative to whiteboth in the absence and in the presence of parentage intorifeg a result of
an ideological motive to endorse hypodesgestite children(but not black children) may only

categorize multiraciahdividualsas black in the absence of parentage informdtsra result of
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attendingto perceptual informatignindeed Hirschfeld (1995) presenteditdren and adults
with images oimultiracial families and asked them to infehether themultiracial coupg’s
child would beblack, white, or something else, and whether the child would resahdbblack
parentthewhitesparent, or both parents equalhdults endorsed hypodescéptedicing that
the offspring would be blagkwhereasifth graders predicted that thefgfring would be
something else,sbutould resemble the black parent, aedand graders predicted that the
offspring would share and resbla themother’s categorylhus,adults reasoned that the
offspring of one black parent and one white parent would be categptitatk,butolder
children conceptualized multiracigdividualsasnot wholly black nor whitg and younger
children relied on aaceof-mother strategy.

Using an indirect measure of intergroup contaaj.( percentage of racial minorities
children’s school and community), Hirschfeld (1995) found tluh bblack and white children
living in relatively diverse contexteasoned that multiracial inddaals wold be physically
intermediatesiniappearantetheir parentsAs mentioned previouslyyhite children living in
predominantly white contexts may perceive black features agéegseht, and thus more
salient, and may therefore overweighdbdedures when categorizimgciallyambiguous
individualswith, blackandwhite featuregHalberstadt et al., 2011n the present study, we
examined ha.a more direct measure gifoup contac(i.e., racial makeup of eagbarticipant’s
friendship network andeighborhoodpredictedparticipants’ categorizationkdirect measures
of the raciakdemographics of children’s immediate envirotmead not reflect their actual
experiences with intergroup contact (e.g., black children livingedgminantly white catexts
may still have more black friends than white frisph@atum, 1997.

The Present Studes

Our aimwas tosystematically investigate children’s and adutetegorizations of
multiracialindividuals Previous esearch on children’s categorizations presented faces in a
forcedchoicemannefDunhamet al.,2013) thereby leavinginresolvedhe extent to which
children.eategorize multiracial individuals ast wholly black or wholly whiteMoreover,
previous research has not explored children’s categorizations ofauiatindividualsboth in
the absence and in the presence of parentage informaharh was a primary focus in the
present studies. Finally, previous researsed computer generated morpag(,Dunham et al.,
2013 Ho et al., 201} or illustrationsn which physical éatures were hidddhlirschfeld, 1995)
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Chen and Hamilto(2012)showed that 50:50 blends tH#cesof black and white adultsere not
representative of real faces (people are not physically intéatedd their parents) amvdereless
likely than real face® be categorized as blaok white..

We randemly assigngahrticipants to one of twtasks: ParentAbsenttaskandParent
Presentask"TheParentAbsenttaskassessed racial categorizatiovieen noparentage
informationwas-providedThis task was designheddetectperceptual biasda the
categorization oimultiracial individuals Specifically,we predicted thathite children (but not
black children)would overweigh minority features and thus more often categorizerauiél
faces as black.than as whitEhe ParenPresent task assessed racial categovizatvhen
parentage’information was provided. This task was designed t Hgpodescent. That is,
when participants see that a person has one black and one whiteth&r&gpodescent pattern
is to categorize the person in accordance with the sosiallgrdinate group (i.e., black). In both
tasks, participants were asked to indicate, for each of a eéigets depicted in photographs
(henceforthereferred to as targets), whether she was the same lardagk girl, a white girl, or
another neveseen girl who was hidden behind a red cur{asee Rhodes, Gelman, & Karuza,
2014 for a similar methodyVe used thisurtainmethod for two reasons: (it)prevents
participants*frenengaging ira perceptuamatchingstrategy and (2) itassesseshildren’s
beliefs regarding rackased category boundarigdhodes et al., 2014)o labels were praded
for any of the picturedn bath tasks, participants who conceptualize multiracial targets ag bei
not wholly=blaeck or wholly white, but as something else, should oategmultiracial targets as
more like the unseen exemplar behind the curtain. Studgtéd U.S. white participantsnd
Study 2 tested U.S. black participarAd. participants were identified as monoracial white or
monoracial blackWe expected that across both tasks, both white and athdiswould
categorize multiracial targets as more black than white asu#é o€ ideological motivesn
contrast weexpected that white childrarmould only show this categorization bias in #lesence
of parentageinformatiofas a result of overweighing minority featurem)d that black children
would net'show this categorizah bias on either task

STUDY 1

Participants in Study 1 wewrehite U.S.children andadults for which we had several

predictionsFirst, allage groupwere predictedo match black targetsith the black response

option andwhite targetswith the white response optiomore ofterthan multracial targetsvith
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the curtain. This findingvould corroboratevork with adultsshowing thatategorizations of
multiracialtargetscan berelatively morechallenging tharcategorizations afnonoracial
individuals even for childrer{Chen et al., 2014 5econdconsistent with kschfeld (199%, we
predicted that in the presence of parentage information, adulthddien aged 0 yearsand
olderwould'mateh multiraciatargetswith the curtairmore ofterthan youngechildren thereby
indicatingthesreasoninghattargetswith black andwhite heritage araot wholly black or wholly
white (see,also Skinner & Nicola015) Third, because white adults are ideologically
motivated to categorize multiratitargets as bladle.g., Ho et al., 2013)ve predictedhat they
would do se.both in the absence and in the presence of parentagesitibm(with the latter
reflecting hypodescentrourth because white children may overweigh minority features and
categorizemultiracial targets aklack (Anzures et al., 2013)ve predicted that they would
categorize miiracial targets as blaakore ofterthanaswhite in the PareprfAbsent taskAlso,
we expected-this biae be higher in older age groymgven that children associate more
physical features with race as theye(Dunham et aJ.2014).In contrast, in the Parefresent
task, we reasoned that parentage information would serve asbifiseating information, and
therefore did not expect children to be biased in the presencecotage informatiorFifth, we
expectedhatincreasedn-group contact woulgredictchildren’s tendency to categorize
multiracial targets as black, thereilmglicating the role of social experiences in concepts of race
We included an age range of children ranging from 4 t@ii/8n that previous research stow
that racebased-conceptavolving racial identity, essentialism, and stereotypes develasac
these year@igler et al.,1997; Quintana, 1998; Rhodes & Gelman, 2009)
Method

Participants

White U.S. participants of four age grospweeincluded N = 192) 48 4 to 6-yearolds
(54% = femalel age = 53 (years;monthsyange = 41-6;9), 487-to 9-yearolds (58% =
female,M age= &4, range = 711-9;9), 48 10 to 13yearolds (56% = femaleyl age = 113,
range =.160-13;5), and 48 adults (60% = femaM,age = 207, range = 18)-20;7). Parens
reportedtheir ¢hildren’sraceand alultsreportedtheir ownrace(openended responsesin
additional20 participantsvere excludedor notselecting the expected response optiartee
training(n = 3) or posttestphasei = 3), or for selectingonly curtairmatchespnly black

matches, oonly white-matcheghroughout theentireexperimentaphase(n = 14) (in total: 10 at
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4-6years, 7at7-9years, 1at10-13years, 2 adults) Children wee recruitedn the Midwes at
communitycentersschools, and a universtffiliated museumAdults were recruited from
introductory psychology subject poa@ad fliers. An additional 55 adults participated in
pretestingrof the stimuli. Data collection took place from March 20F&bouary 2014.
Materials

The'imagesonsisted of 24 parefdaces and 3 girl faces. Adult images werawn from
the Radboeud Faces Database (Langner et al., 20/E¥)pus resarch(Kinzler & Dautel, 2012)
and onlineGirl faces were used for the focal stimwliorder to avoid potential gendef-target
effects(see,Hoet al.,@11). Girl images were drawfrom the Child Affective Facial Expression
Set (Lobug &Thrasher2014) and are fully available at databrary.ofdl images were forward
facingwith happy expressionfimages wer@retestedvith 55 U.S.adults who were showa
larger set ofacesand asked'What is the racial background of this persoR&sponse options
included blackywhite, black and white, or othEne selectegparentmages (i.e., siblack
mothers, siblack fatherssix white motherssix white fathery were categorized by the majority
of paticipants as intended (eithBlack orwhite) at least 95% of the tim&he selectedid
images (i.e.five black girls,four multiracial girls, five white girls) were categorized by the
majority of participants as intended: Bladd & 92%;rangeper image= 82-100%),blackand
white (Mi=.65%;rangeper image= 56-76%), or white M = 99%;range per image 5100%).
Repeated measures ANOVAS the pretesting datoonfirmed the validity of these
categorizationsBlack girls weranore likely to be categorized &kack than werenultiracial or
white girls{F(2,53) = 42017, p < .001 npz = .89 multiracial girls were more likely to be
categorized ablackandwhitethanwere black or white girld=(2, 53) = 121.67p < .001, npz =
.69, and White girls were mee likelyto be categorized as white than wel&ck or multiracial
girls, F(2, 53) =673.41 p < .001 1,2 = .93.

Materials were presented on a computer using PowerPotntasef As destibed in the
Procedure section belpwach task consisted of three phases: training, experimerdgoat
test. Each'phasacluded 3 response optiotisat were displayed at the top of the screéerihe
training phasepresponse optiomsrea cat, a red curtain, and a d¢fgr the first set of training
trials), and a Dalmatian, a red curtain, and a Rottweiler (foséitond set of training trial$h
the experimental phase, the respoaoptionsverea girl who was categorized as black 100% of

the time in the pretest, a red curtain, amgirbwho was categorized as white 100% of tin@etin
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the pretest. Response optiamsre always shown with the red curtain positioned in the middle,
and the position of the responggtionsin the experimental phase was counterbalanced across
participantgi.e., black girl, red curtain, white girl; white girl, red curtailgdk girl). For each
participant, the order of the response options revelfsediae first 6 experimental trials.

Targeswere presented one at a time, centered at the bottom of tee. darthe
experimentalsphas¢arges werel2 girls who received the highest intended caiegbons in
the pretesbther than the response optidns., four black, foumultiracial, fourwhite) and were
presented in random order with the constraint that the first thiageiswerea blackgirl, a
multiracialgirl, . anda white girl (counterbalanced across participants).
Procedure

Participants wereandomly assigned to tiarentAbsenttaskor the ParentPresentask
and were tested individually by trained experimenfene design of bottasks was adapted
from previeusresearcfHirschfeld, 1995; Rhodes et al., 2014)

Parent=Absent Task. This taskassessed participants’ racial categorizations based on
perceptual features alone.

Training phase. Participants saw a cat, a red curtain, and g eagwere told, “Here, |
am going to'show you pictures of animals. Your job is to tell me H aatmalthat | show you
is the same kind as one of these three animals. The three saamaglointing to eacha cat, a
dog, and another animal hidden behind the red curtain. agir(g thecurtain), a pig is hidden
behind thered-curtairidllowing this, thecurtain would drop and hide the pigNow (revealing
a target pig, where is the animal that is the same kind as thismiet{ng to the target pi)g”
After participants indicated that the animal that was the sandealsithe targt pig was hidden
behird thecurtain, they were told, “Good. From now on, you won't be ablsee what is behind
the redcurtain, but if you think the one that is the same kind is behind it it Let’s look at
some moreanimalsParticipantswere then asked to point tiee one that was the same kind as a
dog, a catyand another pNext, participants were trained on three additional trials in wHich a
images belonged to the same bdsiel category (i.e., dogshhey were told that there were
three dogs; one on theft (i.e., Dalmatian), one on the right (i.e., Rottweiler), amé\eerseen
dog behinda curtain. Participantencategorized a Dalmatian, Rottweiler, and Chihuahua (i.e.,
curtain match). Mese trials familiarize participants with the tasknd showedthem that the full

range of responses could be used even when all options were of thieasaetevel category
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Feedback was given when necessargiexperimenterproceeded to theextphase only when
participants completed the training phase succéggide supplementary online Figure

Experimental phase. First, participants were shown thesponse optiorsnd told “Now
| am going to show you some pictures of girls. Your job is to tell mach girl that | show you
is the same'kind as onetbkse three girlgpinting to the responsgptiony. The three girls are
this girl (pointingste the girl on the leftthis girl (pointing to the girl on the rightand another
girl hidden,behind the red curtaipginting to the red curtain in the midgléOkay?” Now
(revealing a target gijl, where is the girl that is the same kind as this poéing to the
target)?” After participants responded, the targeuld fade out and anothemould fade in.
Participants were then asked, “Where is the girlithdte same kind as this oro(nting to the
targe)?” Participants were asked the samestgjoe for the remaining trials.

Post-test./After theexperimental phasenly the red curtain was displayed and
participantsswere asked, “What can you tellabeut the girl behind the red caim?” If no
response wassgiveparticipants were asked, “What do you think she looks likeRticipants
were then'shown a black girl, a white girl, a multiracial girl, actiiaken, and were asked
which image they believed was behind the red curtain all along. Thesgans were included
for exploratory,purposes and are not reported furtfieally, participants receivettiree animal
controltrialsanalogous to the training trials. For eatleresponse optionserea rabbit, aed
curtain, and a crocodiland participants were asked to point to the appropriate resporse f
rabbit, a crecedileand a penguiThe purpose of these trials was to ensure that participahts st
used the full range of responses after éxperimental phase.

Parent-PresentTask. The procedure wagzarallelto that of theParentAbsenttask
however eachtarget imagavaspresented with two pants.Participants werasked to point to
the parents andithen point to the response ofietrwas the same kind as the target. For
instance, inftherexperimental phaserget girl, a father, and a mother appeared and partisipant
were told,*kEoeok at this girl's dad and mompainting to each Point to this girl’s dadpointing
to the targ®). Point to this girl's momgointing to the targgt” Next, both parents faded out until
they were novisible and the display was identical to that in the Pafdastent task. Participants
were then askedWhere is the girl that is the same kind as tme @ointing to the targg®”
Participants followed this procedure for the remainmajd. Each targetvas andomly assigned

one oftwo parent dyad@.e., one father, one mothger se}, counterbalanced across
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participantswith the constraint that k& targets had black parents, white targets had white
parents, and multiracial targétadone black and one white parehhe race oftie multiracial
parent dyads wasounterbalanced within participar{te., twohada black mother and white
father, tworhad awhite mother and a black father

Demographic Survey.Parents wee emailed a followup surveyadapted from previous
researclf @'Coennor, Chavous, Jagers, Rowley, & Sell2f¥8;Pahlke, Bigler, & Suizzo,
2012) whichassessethdr child's intergroup contact and experiences vithrental
socialization We asked parents about tiaeial/ethnic background of their child’s friends and of
the neighberhood where their child spdré majority of their time. Parents were asked to
estimate the percentageAdian,black, Latino/Hispani¢ white, and other people in these areas.
Parental scializationwas assessed by asking pardm& often they discussed ewith their
child (e.g., how'often do you idefy and discuss people by rade=never 1 =rarely, 2 =
sometimes3=often,4 = very often (8 items, o = .87). Adults selfreported this information
after complemgsthe task, and all questions pertained to when they were growingyuphfek
about the neighborhood where you grewhupy often did your parents speak to you about race
when you were growing up) (a = .83).

Results

Results.are depicted graphically in the online supplementary ialat&here were no
effects ofparticipant gendeparent setor race othe multiracial parent dyads.e., which parent
was which-raee:for the multiracial targets) thedata wee collapsed ovdhese variablesll
comparisans that are discussed are significapkaD5 except when notedo test our
predictions that participants would make more expected categorzédiomonoracial targets
than for multiracial targets, and that older children andtadubuld make more expected
categorizationsifor multiracial targets in the Paiffergsentask, wecalculatechow often
participantsmatched black targetgith the black response optiorwhite targetsith the white
respase option, and multiracial target#th the curtain (henceforth referred to as “expected
categorizations”)We thenconductedh 3 (target race: black, white, multiracial) Xtagk
ParentAbsent,"ParerPresent X 4 (age group4-6, 7-9, 1013, adult) repeated measures
ANOVA with target race as a withisubjects factoand theexpectedcategorizatioafor black,
white, and muiracial targets as the dependent variablégre was a significant main effect of
target raceF(2, 368) = 44.08p <.001, np2: .19.Participantsmade more expeetl
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categorizations for black targetd = 3.35,SD =1.05) tharwhitetargetgM = 2.93,SD= 1.34)
which werebothhigher than the expectedtegorizations for multiracial targefel = 2.30,SD=
1.47). There was also a main effecttak F(1, 184) = 16.66p < .001, an: .08 Paticipants
made more expected categorizations inRheentPresentask(M = 3.07,SD= 1.26)than in the
ParentAbsenttask(M = 2.64,SD =1.27) Further, here was also a main effect of age group
F(3, 184) =2711p < .001, np2: .31, indicatingmore expected categorizationgh age.Each
pair of meandiffered significantly with the exception of theomparisorbetween 10to 13-
yearolds and adlts, which was not significant

More foeally, here was a significant interaction of target race and {8k 368) = 3.49,
p=.03, np2= .02, target racand age groud=(6, 368) = 2.82p= .01, np2: .04,andtask and age
group F(3, 184) = 2.98p = .03, an: .05, and a significant-&ay interaction of targetace,
task, and age group(6, 368) = 2.90p= .01, npz = .05.Given ou interest in multiracialarges,
subsequents:ecomparisons focused on multiracial tafgetadditionakcomparisonsand
descriptive statisticarepresentedn Table ). Curtain matches wergigher in theParentPresent
task(M = 2.65,SD= 1.52 than in theParentAbsenttask(M = 1.96,SD= 1.33) However, this
difference was significaranly for 10- to 13-yearoldsand adultsin thePareniPresentask the
two ddestagegroupsmade more curtain match#sn thewo youngestigegroups.These data
reveal that. when multiracial targets were presented with @ayemformation, older children
and adults were more likely to think of them as neither black noewhithe ParentAbsent
task rates.of-curtain matchekd na differ across aggroups One samplé-tessindicated that
curtain matchetor 4-to 6-yearolds in the Parephbsent task andh the ParenPresent task,
andfor adults'in the Parerabsenttask,were not significantly higher than char(ce., 1.33)
All other age groupmade curtain matched above chance levels
Biases in,Categorizing Multiracial Targets

Totestour predictions that adults would categorize multiracial targetmore black than
white in bothrtask§asa result of ideological motives to endorse hypode3cantl that children
would only"do so in the PareAbsent tasKas a result of a perceptual biasg calculated
participants’bias scores as tHequencyof categorizing multiracial targets as wisigbtracted
from thefrequencyof categorizing multiracial targets as black. Positive scoreesatalia bias
toward categorizing multiracial @ets as black relative tohite, and negative scores indicdta

bias toward categorizing multiracial targetsaite relative toblack Scores of zero indicateo
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bias. Weconducted 2 (task: ParerAbsent, ParerPresent) x 4 (aggroup 4-6, 7-9, 1013,
adults) ANOVA withthe bias score as the dependent varidlilere was anain effect otask
F(1, 184) = 24.39 < .001, np2: .12. Rarticipantshad a higheblack-categorization bias in the
ParentAbsenttask(M = 1.39,SD= 1.68)than in theParentPresentask(M = .31,SD= 1.39)
thereby reflecting a perceptual hidfiere was also a main effect of age grdt(B8, 184) = 3.07,
p=.03, np2= 05=Adults(M = 1.35,SD= 1.52)had a higheblack-categorizatiorscorethan 10
to 13-yearolds(M = .41,SD= 1.36) One-samplet-tessrevealedhat in theParentAbsenttask
all age groupsvere significantlyabovezerq thereby revealing bBlack-categorizatiorbias across
all age groupslnthe ParentPresentask onlyadults’ bias scorevassignificantly abovezerq
thereby revealing hypodescent only among adsée Tale 2)

Demographic Survey

Group Contact. All adult participants copleted the followup survey (which was
administeredsimmediately after tloairtaintask) however,only 38% of parents didWhich was
administeredssa followup email) Given thelow return ratesurvey datavere collapsedcross
the chid age groupén total: 16 at 46 years, 14 at-B years, 19 at 223 years)We created an
index ofgroup contact by summing and averaging the percentage of white friendéiaad
neighborhoodesidents\{hite, in-groupcontact), as well as the percentage of black friends and
black neighborhood residents (blackit-groupcontact) (eacleould rangdrom 0%- 100%).We
thenconducted 2 (participant race: white, black) X 2 (agreup children,adults) multivariate
ANOVA with-indices forin-groupand outgroupcontact as the dependent variables. This
analysis revealethat children and adults had comparable ratés-gfoupcontact M = 74.72%,
SD=23.46 M= 80.23%,SD= 13.67, respectivelyg = ng), but that childrenNl = 11.81%,SD=
14.86) had higher levels ofit-groupcontactthan adultsi = 6.61%, SD= 7.93),F(1, 100) =
4.96,p=.028, 15" = .05.

To testqur prediction tharoup contact woul@redict participants’ categorizations, we
conductedegression analyses with-group contact (i.e., contact with other white peoplg}
out-groupreontact (i.e., contact with black people) as the predictoiblesend the bias score as
the dependentwariabl€onsistent with research showing thtite perceivers are perceptually
biased tacategorize ambiguous faces in accordance with the lessdafe#itures in their
environmeniHalberstadt et al., 2011ye found that children’s increadin-groupcontact(i.e.,

with other whitespredicted the tendency to categorize multiracial targeldaa&relative to
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white, R* = .08,B = .02,SE B =.01,t = 2.19,p = .033. Similarly, adults’ rates of whigroup
contact were marginallgredictive of their tendency to categorize multiracial targetdaack
relative to whiteR?= .06,B= .03,SE B =.02,t = 1.74,p= .061.

ParentaliSocialization. Parentseported speaking their children about raeelated
issues sometimesdA(= 2.640n a scale of @, SD= .66) and adults reported that their parents
spoke to themrabout race oftévi € 3.18,SD= .53) significantly different ap < .001 Parental
socializatiendatadid not predicparticipants’ categorizationfor children oradults

Discussion

Overall,white U.S. children and adultsiade more expected categorizations for black and
white targets‘than for multiracial targets. Thigling extendsesearclshowingthatfor adults,
categorizations afhultiracialindividualsare relatively more challenging than those of
monoracial individual¢Chen & Hamilton, 2012, anddemonstratethat thischallenge salso
presenduring-childhoodHowever, both children and aduli®re sensitive tparentage
informationinsdirecting their categorizationsearning that a multiracial individual éiédoth a
black and/a white pareptomotedhe classification of thaindividualasnot wholly black or
wholly white, as seen in the findingpatfor older children and adultsjultiracial-curtain
matches were.more likelp the ParerPresent condition than the Paréisent conditionThis
finding supporswork showing that by age 10, childreeasorthata person with black and white
parentage wanot wholly black or wholly whit€Hirschfeld, 199%. In contrast, for younger
children,inclusion of parentage information did not affect rates of expectedaazations.

Across d age groups, multiracial targets were more likely to be caiegmias black than
as white in thelasence of parentage informatidr his finding aligns wittbunham et al. (2013),
suggestingttat white children raised in predominantly white cordexe biased toward
categorizing. ambiguous targets minority Indeed,in-groupcontact was associated with a
greater tendency to catega@imultiracial targets as blacklative to white These findingsire
consistenwithprevious researdfiHalberstadt et al., 201,13uggesting that whitgerceiverswith
lower rates’ofout-groupcontact overweiglout-groupfeatures wheambiguougargets are
presented ambiguously, thereby resulting in the tend&ncategorize multiraciahdividualsas
blackrelative to whiteln contrast, whemparentage informatiowas providedadults-- but not
children-- weremore likely to categorize multiracial targets as black than as whiitieh

suggests that adultas a result of ideological motivegere additionally susceptible to
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hypodesceni which theytreatedmultiracial targets asategoricallymore blackkhan white
despite their blackndwhite heritage.The finding that children's categorization biases
disappeared in the ParePtesent task suggests that thiegd parentage information to
disambiguate multiracidargets
STUDY 2

Theresultsf Study lraise the question of whether and to what extent we might find
different patternsvith black participants who have different hwvs. outgroups as well as
different sacialization experienced/e therefore conducted a second study with U.S. black
participants, for which we had sevepaédictionsFirst, we predicted thadll age groupsvould
make mor@xpected categorizations for black and white targets thamdtiracial tagets,
which woud extend previousvork (including our owrStudy ) by showing thatlso within
black samples;ategorizationsf multiracial individualsarerelatively more challenging than
those of meneracial targets. Secowe, predicted thadlder children and adults would categorize
multiracial-targets with the curtain more often in the PaRessent task than in the Parent
Absent taskshowing that parentage information promotes the reasoningthtiracial targets
arenot wholly black omwholly white. Third, becausélack children often reason abouteat an
earlier age than white childréKinzler & Dautel, 2012)we predicted thablack children may
reason that multiracial targets aret wholly black or wholly whitet an earlier age than
Study 1 (i.e.10-13year3. Fourth,we predicted thablackchildren by virtue of having more
opportunities:te:learn about both minority and majority group fea{émezures et al., 2013nd
havingfewer intergroup biasedlewheiser & Olson, 2012)vould notshowa perceptual bia®
categorize multiracial targets as differentially black or wikitth, we predcted thatblack
adults likely as a result of political ideology (Davis, 1991), would gateze multiracial targets
as blackmore ofterthanaswhite in both tasksWe made no predictions as to when in
developmentithis would emerge. Sixtve predicted thantergroup contactvould predict
categorization®f multiracial targets

Method

Participants

Black U.S. participants of dur age groups were includéd = 195) 49 4 to 6-yearolds
(54% = femaleM age = 52, range = 40-6;10), 50 7-to 9-yearolds (36% = femaldyl age = &,
range = 70-9;9), 48 10 to 13yearolds (486 = femaleM age = 115, range = 10-13;8), and
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48 adults (580 = femaleM age = 24, range = 13-26;4). Parentgeportedheir children’s race
and aultsreportedtheir ownrace(openended responsed)n additional 26 participants were
excluded for not selecting the expected response options in the tr@irirg) or posttest phase
(n= 3),or for selecting the samesponse optiothroughout the entire experimental phase (
20) (in total"13at4-6 years, 12at7-9years, 1 at10-13 years). Participantsvere recruited from
the sane sources-as those in Study 1.
Materials and Procedure

The_materialsrad procedure were identical tfoose inStudyl.

Results

Results are depicted graphically in the online supplementaryiedat&here were no
effects of participant gender, parent set, or radbexultiracial parent dyads, stata were
collapsed over these variabl@scussed comparisomase significant ap < .05 except when
noted.Againywe first tested our predictions that participants would make mqected
categorizations:for monoracial targets than for multiraciaktargand that older children and
adults would make more expected categorizations for multiraciatsargthe ParenPresent
task, by calculating the expected categorizations for each tgpgetand then by conductiag3
(target race™hblack, white, rtinacial) X 2 (task: Parerfbsent, ParerPresent) X4 (age group:
4-6, 7-9y10-13, adults) repeated measures ANOVA with target racenathia-subjects factor
and thenumberof expectedcategorizations for black, white, and multiracial targets as the
dependentwvariabled significant main effect of target rad&(2, 3749 = 37.85 p<.001, np2:
.17, showed that grticipantsmade more expected categorizatiforsblack targetsNi = 3.14, SD
=1.17) andvhite targetsil = 3.21,SD= 1.19)than multiracial targetd| = 2.35,SD= 1.52)
Expected ‘categorizatiaates for black and white targets did not differ significa(gly 1.00).
There was alsora main effect of age grde(8, 187) = 207, p < .OOl,np2: .24, indicating
greaterates'ofiexpected categorizationgh age.

There'weresignificant interactioainvolving target race anthsk F(2, 374) = 13.04p <
.001, n,2=707, andtarget race and age grqu{6, 374) = 2.99p =.007, n,°= .05.Becausave
were primarilytinterested in multiracial targets, subsequent comparfsoused otheir
categorizationsParticipantsmade more curtain matchesthe ParentPresentask(M = 2.74,SD
= 1.36)than in theParentAbsenttask(M = 1.96,SD= 1.57) Pairwisecomparisonshowel that

this difference was significawly for 10- to 13-yearoldsand adultsand marginally significant
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for 7- to 9-yearolds ( = .08) In the ParenPresent taski-to 9-yearolds, 10 to 13yearolds,
and adultsnade more curtain matchéman 4 to 6-yearolds suggeshg thatthey used parentage
information to disambiguate multiracial targdtsthe ParenAbsent task10- to 13-yearolds
made mgore curtain matchéen4- to 6-yearolds One-samplet-testsindicated that 4to 6-year
olds in thesParepAbsent and Parefresent taskmade curtain matches at chance levels. All
other age groupsiade curtain matches abovechance levelésee Table 1)
Biases in Categorizing Multiracial Targets

To test,our prediction that adults would categorize multiracigeta as more black than
white in both task¢reflecting ideological motives to endorse hypodescamd that children
would not/be’biased in either tagkflecting the absence eitherperceptual biases
ideological motives)we examined participants’ categorization biagesugh a 2task Parent
Absent ParentPresentx 4 (ag: 46, 7-9, 1013, adulty ANOVA, usingbias scores as the
dependentvariabl@ his yieldeda main effect btask F(1, 186) = 15.13p <.001, an: .08
Participantsdisplayed more of black-categorization bias in tHearentAbsenttask(M = .50,SD
= 1.88)than theParentPresentask(M = -.30,SD= 1.25) We also foun@ main effect of age
group F(3, 186) = 17.59 < .001, an: .22, indicatingthat4- to 6-yearolds(M = -.94,SD=
1.64)showed-more of a whiteategorization biathan each of the three older age growrsl
that adultM.=.1.17,SD= 1.56) showed more of a blaclategorization biathaneach ofthe
three youngerg@e groupsOnesamplet-tests revealethatin the ParentAbsenttask only
adults’ biassseorewere significantly above zerlm theParentPresentask 4- to 6-yearolds’
bias sores were significantly below zerandadults bias scoresvere significantly above zero
(reflecting hypodescen(see Table 2)
Demographic Survey

Group.Contact. All adult participants completed the follewp survey bubnly 37% of
parents returnethe survey. We therefore collapsed the survey datass théhreechild age
groups(in total"12 at 46 years, 18 at-B years, 22 at 203 years)Paralleling Study 1, we ran a
2 (participant race: white, black) X 2 (ageup children, adults) multivariatANOVA with
indices ofin-group(i.e., black)and outgroup(i.e., white)contact as the dependent variables.
This analysis revealed that childrevi € 32.926, SD= 21.08) had moreut-groupcontact than
adults M = 23.630, SD= 22.40),F(1, 97) = 4.51p = .036, an: .04, and that childreM =
50.7®%6, SD=23.86 hadlessin-groupcontact than adult$f{ = 64.5%, SD=26.29, F(1, 97) =
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754, p=.007, an: .07. To test our prediction that group contact predicted participants’
responses, we ran regsem analyses with igroup contact (i.e., contact with other black
people) and oufjroup contact (i.e., contact with white people) as the predict@bles and the
bias score as the dependent variable. These analyses reveaileck faestedn-groupcontact was
predictive of €ategorizing multiracial targets as blesltive to whiteR?=.14,B= .03, SE B =
.01,t = 289p=:005, whereas increasedt-groupcontact was predictive of categorizing
multiracial targets as whitelative to blackR*= .08,B = -.02,SE B =.01,t = -2.04,p = .047.
Group contact did not significantjyredictadults’ categorizations

Parental socialization On average, parents reported talking to their children about race
related issues sometimed € 2.77, SD= .85). Adults reported that their parents spoke to them
about race often| = 343, SD= .73), significantly different ap < .001 Parental socialization
was not significantlypredictive ofchildren’s or adultgesponses.
Cross-study=Coemparison

We-combinedthe datarom both studies andonducted a 2 (participant race: white,
black) X 2'(task: Parembsent, PareAPresent) x 4 (age group:64 7-9, 1013, adults) ANOVA
with target race as a withisubjects factor and the number of expected cateafarns for
multiracial targets as the dependent varialllagre were no significant main effects
interactiors.involving participant racesuggesting that expected categorizatiohsultiracial
targetsdid not differ acrosstudies We thenconductedh 2 (participant race: white, black) x 2
(task: ParenfAbsent, PareAPresent) x 4 (age-@, 79, 1013, adults) ANOVA withbias scores
as the dependent variable. This analysis yielded a miaict eff participant racd;(1, 371) =
25.32,p<.00T, an: .06, indicating that white participants showed more of a black
categorization bias for multiracial targek8 € .85,SD= 1.63) tharblack participantsNl = .47,
SD= 1.67). This effect was qualified further by a significant irdeoa of participant racand
age groupfF(8y371) = 5.88p=.001, an: .05, revealing thahis difference wasignificant
within thetweyounger groups only-(tb 6-year-olds and 7to 9-yearolds). That is, 4to 9
yearold.white children were more likely to categorize nnaltial targets as bladlelative to
white thanweresameage black childrerNext, weconducted & (participant race: white, black)
X 2 (age group: children, adultsjultivariateANOVA with rates ofwhite contact and black
con@act as the dependent variables. We found main effects of particiace onvhite contact
F(1, 197) = 258.65p < .001, n,* = .59, and blackontact,F(1, 197) = 304.960 < .001, 1, =
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.61, showing thatvhite participantsl = 77.48%6, SD= 19.68) had morehite contact than

black participantsNl = 28.236, SD= 22.10), and that blaclparticipants 1 = 57.68%, SD=

2584) had moreblack groupcontact than white participants!(= 9.31%, SD= 12.45).
Discussion

Black'U:S. children and adultsmade more expected categorizations for black and white
targets thansfer multiracial targets, whiekiendsesearch witlpredominatly non-black
samplesy,suggesting that in comparison to categorizations of monoragatsar
categorizationgf multiracialtargetsare also challengingithin black sample For multiracial
targetsthetwo oldest age group@nd to a marginal extent; ¥ 9-yearolds) made more curtain
matches in the PareRresentask than in the Pare#tbsern task, suggesting thaarentage
information reduced multiracial target ambiguityhus for black children, reasoning that
individuals withone black and one white parentreraot wholly black or wholly whitavas
present atd@3+(consistent with Hirschfeld, 1995) and may even be presentdarein
Notably, studys=eomparisons revealed that curtain matches did not difiesssastudies,
suggeshg'that this reasoning developsgithilarly across samples.

Black aduls categorized multiracial targets as blaekative to whiteboth in the absence
and in the presence of parentage information, thereby replicatingtéh&ata our white sample
and suggesting.that black aduttay beideologically motivated to categas multiracial
individualsas blackDavis, 1991)Black children, on the other hand, were not biased toward
categorizing=multiracial targets asreblackthan white or vice versain the absencef
parentage’information. This findiradigns with researcimdicating hat racial minorig children
areless likelythan whitechildrento develop perceptual categorization biases toward ambiguous
targetsor intergroup biase$ikely as a result of greater-groupand ouigroupcontact(Bar-
haim etal.;2006: This interpretationvas corroborated further by the demographics survey,
which indcated that on average, black participarggmorefrequent ougroupcontactthan
white participants

Interestingly, the survey data indicated that for black particigpamtreasedh-group
contactpredicteda greater tendency to categorize multiracial targebdag& relative to white
and increasedut-groupcontactpredicteda greater tendency to categorize multiracial targets as
whiterelative to blackThese datauggest thagroup contact influences lal children’s

categorizationsas was found in Study 1, though the patterns are different fde thias white
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children(see General Discussion)

Unexpectedlyin the presence of parentage informatiglack 4 to 6-yearolds were
biased toward categonmy multiracial targetssawhiterelative to blackOstensibly, this finding
provides evidence for hyperdescant could be interpreted as consistent with Halberstadt et al
(2011). That'isin order to learn abowut-groupfeatures, blacK- to 6-yearolds may have
overweighed-theswhite category. However, because blaitk@yearolds did notshow this bias
in the absence of parentage informating because increasedt-groupcontact wagredictive
of agreatertendency to categorizeuttiracial targets as whiteelative to blackwe are hesitant
to make this conclusion and encourage additional work to replitatértding.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In two studies, wexploredhow U.S. childrenand adults, both white (Study 1) and black
(Study 2),categorizd multiracialindividuals(e.g., as blackr white) in the absence and in the
presence efparentage informatidmoundage 10, childrecategorizedndividuals with black
and whitesparentagesnot wholly black or wholly white. We alsofoundevidence for botla
perceptuabiasandhypodescenthough responses varieég age and rae Overall, @rticipants
made moe expected categorizations for monorataadets than for multiracial targetsad hen
focusing on"multiracial targetmjade more expected categorizations in the preserpz @fitage
information.than in the absence offihese data are cosgent with the adult literaturghowing
that children’s categorizatior$ multiracial individualsare relativelymore challenging than
categorization®f monoracial individualsand alsdahatwhite and black children and adultse
parentagénformationto guide tleir judgmentsBelow, we discusshe categorizatiorof
multiracial targets byadultsand by children.

U.S. Adults’ Categorizationsof Multiracial Individuals

Researclhwvith predominantlynon-blackadultsshowedthat whengiveninformation that
made a multiracial categgrsalient(e.g., racial labelshas well as time to make deliberate
responses;thayostoften categorizét multiracialindividualsas multiracialChen & Hamilton,
2012;Peery & Bodenhausef008) The present data supported that research, and demonstrated
thatbothwhite"and black adults reasoned that multiracial individwate not wholly black or
wholly white. However other workshowed that whemdults didnot categorize multiracial
individuals as multiracial, they categorzthem as blacknore often than as whife.g.,Ho et
al., 2013; Krosch & Amodio, 2014; Skinner & Nicolas, 2QX5)nsistent with this resylve
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found thatregardless of whethenultiracialtargetswvere presented witbr without parentage
information, white and black adults were biased toward categgribem as blackiore often
than white(i.e., endorsed hypodescerifhat is, even when it was clear that multiracial targets
had one_black and one white parent, whritd bladk adults categorized them as black more often
than whitefForwhite adults, such categorizations may refheteindency to overweigh minority
features, as:wellthe ideology to reinforce group boundaries betiiemselves and racial
minorities(e.g.,Ho et al.,2013. For black adults, such categorizations may reflect the ideology
to include multiracial individuals in the4dgroup asa means to increase the politictitength and
membership of'the black commun{ig.g.,Davis, 1991)Thus, although both white and black
adults categarizEmultiracial targets as black more often than as white, diffedeiogical
motivesmay have influencetheir reasoning. Further elence for these differential motives is
that white adults categorized multiracial targets in accordance withabtegroup more often
than with theirsirgroup (in-group exclusion)whereas black adults categorized multiracial
targets in aceardance withdir inrgroup more often than with their egtoup {n-group
inclusion./Such deologicalmotiveshave been empirically detected with white samples (e.g.,
Chao et al., 2013; Ho et al., 2013; Krosch et al., 20418 untested ananly predicted with
black samples.(Davis, 199Morning, 2009, so we look forward to additional empirical work
that explores.these ideologiegth additional noAwhite samples

Alternatively, hypodescent could be a historicaliyated and learned pattern of
categorization-in the U.S. thahite and black Americarendorse by adulthood. It is also
possible that adultdoth white and blackyith a history of personal interactiomgth multiracial
individuals who seHdentify as blackexpect oher multiracial individualso be categorically
black. Certainly, future research is needed to more fully steledadults’ categorizationsOne
further possibilitythat deserves examinatics that the testing context played a role. That is, both
black andwhite’adults were recruited at a majority white uniyeasidl therefore lived in a
majority white setting, which may have influenced them togmatee multiracial individuals as
black {n.accordane with the immediate minority).

Adultsmost oftencategorized multiracial targets as beiray wholly black or wholly
white, but still they were notwithout biaslndeed, 29.5% of adulta our sampl€31% of white
adults, 28% of black adultsyidenced hypodesceiaind importantlythese percentages veer

likely underestimatiosof its prevalence nationally. Our adult sample was draom &
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university with a relatively liberal student bgdyndadults with more traditicad and
conservative idalogiesshow higher rates of hypodescent (Ho et al., 2013; Krosch et al.,.2013)
Additionally, the multiracial targets used in this study consisfddmale faces with happy
expressions, but male targets with angry expressions may besoipeet to hypodescent
(Dunham et'al,2013; Ho et al., 201We therefore encourage additional work that explores the
ideologicalunderpinnings of hypodescent with more rdigestimuli.
U.S. Children’s Categorizationsof Multiracial Individuals

By 10-13 years of age, both white abldck children typically reasonddat multiracial
individuals,were not wholly black or wholly whit¥ounger black children (¥ yearsklso did
so, which i§ consistent with research showing that racial minohifgren reason about race
sooner than white childrgiKinzler & Dautel, 2012)Regardless, these data show that by early
adolescence, U.S. childrehowedan adultlike patternof categorizingmultiracialindividualsas
neither black=nor whitéNevertheless, like adults, childrdisplayed sombiasesin their
categorizations: In the absence of parentage information, whideen of all age groups, but not
black children, wre biased toward categorizingiitiracial targes as black, which aligns with
previous researcsuggesting that white childreby virtue of being a majority, we susceptible
to a perceptual bias in which they overweidminority features when categorizing ambiguous
targetgBar-haim et al., 2006 and also that they are more likely than black children to show
intergroup biase@Newheiser & Olson, 2012)We expected children’perceptual biato increase
at each agesgreup, but found that tlateswere eqgivalent across child age grouperhaps
skin colorprovidedsufficient perceptual cue fohis bias ard thusother physical features we
consideredess informativdor this judgmentMore research that examin#se specific physical
features childreattend tovhen categorizing multiracial individuateuldyield further insighs.

Neither black nor white childreshowed evidence for hypodescent: up to agaiigh
the exception'of black-40 6-yearolds theywere equally likelyto categorizemultiracialtargets
as blackand-aswhite when it was clear that they hadthone black and one white parent
Additionalwark is needed to exam when in developmetite ideological motive to endorse
hypodescent emerges. Quintana (@PSuggests that approximately 1614 years of age,
childrenreason aboutacial categories from broader and more socially grounded prackioes.
children growing up in the U.She practice that person with any trace of black heritage is

categorically black and not wiki may be among them.
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Among the most notable findings weh®se involvingdirectgroup contact (i.e.,
friendships, neighborhood residents)r whitechildren increasedn-groupcontact(with white
people)predicted the categorizationsmtltiracialindividualsasblackrelative to white
Consistent withiHalberstadt et al. (201thgse datalemonstragthat white children living in
predominantly'white contextend tooverweighless frequent minority features and subsequently
categorize multiraciabrgets as blackeor black children,increasedn-groupcontact(with black
people)predicted the categorizationsmtltiracial individuals as bladelative to white
whereas increasealit-groupcontactpredicted the categorizationsrofiltiracial individuals as
whiterelative to blackTherefore black children tended to categorize multiracial targetsein
accordange with whichever group they had the most contactNwthbly, rates of irgroup
contact played less of a predictivae for adults, suggesting that by adulthood, ideological
motives transcend contexts to influence these categorizations.

Comparing across studies, it seems as if incre@sgrbupcontact for white childrers
associatedwitlexcludingmultiracial individuals from theén-group whereagor black childrent
is associated witincludingmultiracial individuals in théen-group Thus,althoughgroup contact
influences children’s categorizatioftdirschfeld, 1995)it operats differently across social
groups.Onepaessibility is that childremwith less ougroupcontactidentify more strongly with
their in-group..As a result of this stronger identification, white childrety be motivatetb
exclude multiracial individualom the ingroup, whereas black children may be motivated to
include multiraciaindividualsin their ingroup (which would parallel adult motivations).
Kinzler and Dautel (2012) found that white and black children livingpénsame region reasoned
about thestability of race differently. They speculated that parentabBnation practices plasd
a role, though our data showed relations between parental socialization and categomnzat
Certainly,giventhe low return rates ftine survey data, theghouldbe interpreted with caution,
and we look*forward toesearctihat explores theomplex interphy between group membership,
group contaet;"and social experienoaschildren’s reasoning about eac
Methodelogical andinterpretive Considerations

Onepotential concern is that perhaps participants were relutctaeiect the curtain as a
result of not knowing what was behindThis reluctance would haveecreasegarticipants’
rates of expectecategorizations fomultiracialtargets but not for monoracial targetsereby

ostensiblyshowing thatategorizations ahultiracialtargets wee relativelymore challenging
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Although possible, we argue that target ambiguity, not curtain anwiguotivated participant
responses. Ft,all participants usethe curtaimappropriatelyin the training phase and pesist
even whemot knowingwhat was behind (e.g.,when shown a rabbit, a curtain, and a
crocodile,participants judged that the same kofdanimal as g@enguinwas behid the curtain,
even though'they wereenershown that a penguin waehind the curtain Second, the two
oldest age groups:used parentage informati@electthe curtain more frequenthnd did not
need to know what was behind the curtain in order teadbladthey been influenced byitain
ambiguity and_not target ambiguityeirresponses should have not diffeeesda function of
parentageinformation. Third, participants werestlybiased toward categorizing multiracial
targes ashlack (but notwhite). Had participants been influencedly by curtain ambiguity, they
should haveselected thélack and white response opticatscomparable rates.

Although these data are highly informative about the categorizationltracial
individualgswe=ecaution that this is distinct from measuring participarsts'of "multiracial” as a
category Because we do not know what content the curtain had for parttsipe.g., it could
have been interpreted as representing another monoracial orthmonecategory, such as Asian,
Latina, or Indian, or could even have just been an undifferentiated "ptiweronly know that
selection of'the curtain indicates a judgment that the targehetagholly black or wholly white
In orderto.assess children’s unstanding of multiraial categories, other methods aeeded

One puzzle ishe curious pattern of white #o 6-yearolds on the Paresibsent task.
This group was=athance both on thaultiraciatcurtain matcheand thewhite targetwhite
response opin matchesOnepossibilityis that white 4to 6-yearolds had difficulty with the
demands ofhe taskHowever all childrenselected the appropriate optidwssible pictures or
curtain)during the training and poegest phasg thus arguingagainst this interpretatiolvVe
suggest insteatthat white 4 to 6-yearolds struggled with rackased huma categorizations
specifically=There is growing evidence that white children in this@ggedo not conceptualize
race as a salienategory andhereforeoftendo not ug it as a basis fanferencegKinzler &
Dauel, 2022; Rhodes et al., 2017Z hat is, childrercan detect racial differencasd can use
themwhen direetly prompted to do so, but n@ynsider them to beelatively unimportan
Certainly, exploring white preschoolers’ categorizatifumtherwould shed insight into theuse
of race when making humamategorizations.

Future Directions and Broader Implications
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Ourdata show ariationin categorizatiogs of multiracialindividualsas a function of age,
group membershiparentage informatigrand rates ofroup contactMore work is needed to
understand why and how these facwifect concepts of racé wouldalsobe useful to examine
these issuei) contexts withdifferentracial categorization systems (e.g., Brazil, South Afric
with multira€iahkindividuals with other racidackgrounds (e.g., Asian/whit@nd with
multiracial-participants themselvékhis study also opens up new questitagardingchildren’s
concepts of rac&ategories vary in structurérom arbitrary artifactategoriewith graded
category membershipo deeply informative natural kinds with discrete boundgfdsdes et
al., 2014)Although racial categorsare notatural kindsthey are often treated as such by
children(Gaither et al., 20149nd adultgHaslam, Rothschild, & Ernst, 200@xploringthe
categoriationsof multiracial individualgrovidesinsightsinto the extent to which racial
categories are treated as overlappiagsus discrete

Finallyythis work hasmplicationsfor social developmenThe number of Americans
who identifywith multiple racial categories make & burgeoning demographithus,
understanding how people come to perceive and categorize maltiratividuals has important
implications for understanding U.S. sociejthough the U.S. Census now permits people to
identify with*multiple racial categories, sétfentified mutiracial Americans often report being
categorized by others in ways that are inconsistent with how tHeyleastify. Several studies
indicate that these [mis]categorizations, also referred itostences as “identity invalidation”
(see Rockguemore & Bnsma, 2008), are associated with decreasedstdem, motivation,
ability to form quality social relationships, and increased depregsignTownsend, Markus, &
Bergsieker, 2009For these reasons, &adentified multiracial individuals appceate when
others seéhem as multiracialrather than as black or whigemedios & Chasteen, 2013)

Acknowledgments

Thisresearch was supportieyla Ford Foundation Predoctoral Research Fellowship and
a National"Seience Foundation Graduate Research FellowshipvenSD. Roberts, and NICHD
grant HB:36043 to Susan A. Gelman. We are grateful to the children, paredizdats who
participated irthis research, and thank Paulina Bromberg, Courtney Hsing, Ji Y ane§sa)
Lee, Kevin Ma, Pragya Mathur, Sarah Romberg, and Abigail Taathéir assistance with data
collection. We thank the University of Michigan Language Lalmold Ho, Stephanie Rdey,
Monique Ward, and Henry Wellman for their discussion and feedback, anid®agle Hane,

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



CATEGORIZATIONS OF MULTIRACIAL INDIVIDUALS 26

Sandy Hilton, Frank Rigger, Sabine Roberts, Troy Roberts, Nicoleifgi®naig Smith, the
Boys and Girls Club of Southeastern Michigan, the Ann Arbor Hands @el, and the
Living Laboratory for their support. We also thank Oliver Langneth&ane Kinzler, Vanessa

Lobue, and Cat:Thrasher for supplying us with stimuli.

References

Anzures, G., Quinn, P. C., Pascalis, O., Slater, A. M., Tanaka, & V¢e, K. (2013).
Developmental origins of the othesce effectCurrent Directions in Psychological
Science?22, 173-178. do0i:10.1177/0963721412474459

Bar-haim, Y./ Ziv, T., Lamy, D.& Hodes, R. M. (2006). Nature and nurture in eraige face
processingPsychological Sciengé&7, 159-163. doi:10.111/j.1469280.2006.01679.x

Bigler, R. S., Jones, L. C., & Lobliner, D. B. (1997). Social categton and the formation of
intergroup aftudes in childrenChild Developmen68, 530-43. doi:10.2307/1131676

Chao, M. MssHong, Y., & Chiu, C. (2013). Essentializing raceinfiglications on racial
categorizationJournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 18#19-634. doi:
10.1037/a0031332

Chen, J. M:%& Hamilton, D. L. (2012). Natural ambiguities: Raaaégorization of multiracial
individuals.Journal of Experimental Social Psychologg, 152-164.
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2011.10.005

Chen, J. Mi=Meons, W. G., Gaither, S. E., Hamilton.D& Sherman, J. W. (2014).
Motivatian to control prejudice predicts categorization of mulidscPersonality &
Social' Psychology Bulletjd0, 1-14. doi:10.1177/0146167213520457

Chen, J. M., & Ritliff, K. A. (2015). Implicit attitude generalizatidrom back to Black- White
biracial group rembersSocial Psychological and Personality Scienter.
doi®20:1177/1948550614567686

Davis, F. 37(2991)Who is black? One nation’s definitiodniversity Park: Pennsylvania State

University Press.

Dunham, Y, Chen, E. E., & Banaji, M. R. (2013). Two signatures of implicitrgraup
attitudes: Developmental invariance and early encultura@sychological Scien¢cé4,
860-8. doi:10.1177/0956797612463081

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



CATEGORIZATIONS OF MULTIRACIAL INDIVIDUALS 3C

Dunham, Y., Stepanova, E. V, Dotsch, R., & Todorov, A. (2014). Thd@avent of race
based perceptual categorization: skin color dominates estdgary judgments.
Developmental Scienc#&-15. doi:10.1111/desc.12228

Gaither, St E., Schultz, J. R., Pauker, K., Sommers, S. R., Mad8., & Ambady, N. (204).
Essentialist thinking predicts decrements in children’s memonatoalty ambiguous
faces:iDevelopmental Psychology0, 482-8. doi:10.1037/a0033493

Gelman, S. A. (2003 he essential child: Origins of essentialism in everyday thodgw.
York, NY: Oxford University Press

Halberstadt, J.4 Sherman, S. J., & Sherman, J. W. (2011). Why BarackaOb black: A
cognitive account of hypodesceRsychological Scien¢c@2, 29-33.
doi:10.1177/0956797610390383

Haslam, N., Rothschild, L., & Ernst, D. (200&ssentialist beliefs about social categoridse
British-dournal of Social Psychology9, 113-27. doi:10.1348/014466600164363

Hirschfeld;'lwAs (1995). The inheritability of identity: Chikh’s understanding of the cultural
biology of raceChild Development66, 1418-1437. doi:10.2307/1131655

Ho, A. K., Sidanius, J., Cuddy, A. J. C., & Banaji, M. R. (20181t boundary enforcement
and the.categorization of blaekhite biracialsJournal of Experimental Social
RPsychology49, 940-943. doi:10.1Q6/j.jesp.2013.04.010

Ho, A. K., Sidanius, J., Levin, D. T., & Banaji, M. R. (2011). Evidefar hypodescent and
racial-hierarchy in the categorization and perception of birawaliduals.Journal of
Personality and Social Psycholagy00, 492-506. doi10.1037/a0021562

Kinzler, K. D., & Dautel, J. B. (2012). Children’s essentialestsoning about language and race.
Developmental Scienc#b, 131-138. doi:10.1111/j.1467687.2011.01101.x

Krosch, Al R., & Amodio, D. M. (2014). Economic scarcity altees plerception of race.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of Atidrica
9079-84. doi:10.1073/pnas.1404448111

Krosch,,A”R., Berntsen, L., Amodio, D. M., Jost, J. T., & Van Bavd, (R013). On the
ideologyxof hypodesmnt: Political conservatism predicts categorization of racially
ambiguous faces as Blaclournal of Experimental Social Psycholog$, 1196-1203.
doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2013.05.009

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



CATEGORIZATIONS OF MULTIRACIAL INDIVIDUALS 31

Langner, O., Dotsch, R., Bijlstra, G., Wigboldus, D.H.J., Hawk, S.T agnippenberg, A.
(2010). Presentation and validation of the Radboud Faces Dat&logsation &
Emotion, 2413771388. DOI: 10.1080/02699930903485076

LoBue, V& Thrasher, C(2014). The Child Affective Facial Expression (CAFE)
setDatabrary. Retrieved October 31, 2014 frdmtp://databrary.org/volume/30

Morning, Ax(2005). Multiracial classification on the United Statessds: Myth, reality, and

future impactRevue Européenne Des Migrationseimationales21, 2-19.

Newheiser, A., & Olson, K. R. (2012). White and black Americatdodn's intergroup bias.
Journal.of Experimental Social Psychology, 284270. doi:10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011

O'Connor C./Chavous, T.M., Jagers, RRgwley, S.J., & Sellers, R.M. (2008)mplicit racial
soclalizationin African American familiesUnpublished Manuscript.

Olson, K. R., Shutts, K., Kinzler, K. D., & Weisman, K. G. (2012)id@bkn associate racial
groupswith wealth: evidence from South Afri€hild DevelopmenB3, 1884-99.
doi:20:2111/].1468624.2012.01819.x

Pahlke, Ef, Bigler, R. S., & Suizzo, M. (2012). Relations between colorblind socialization and
children’s racial bias: evidence from European American motretgheir preschool
children.Child DevelopmenB3, 1164-79. doi:10.1111/j.1468624.2012.01770.x

PaukergK., Weisbuch, M., Ambady, N., Sommers, S. R., Adams, R. B., &dy2e (2009).
Not so black and white: memory for ambiguous group membeusnal of Personality
and:'Secial Psycholog96, 795-810. doi:10.1037/a0013265

Peery, D.{& Badenhausen, G. V. (2008). Black + White = Black: Hypodescesftexive
categorization of racially ambiguous facBsychological Scien¢é&9, 973-977.
doi:10.111/j.14670280.2008.02185.x

Quintana,’'S. M./(1998). Children’s developmental understanding of d@thari raceApplied
and"Preventive Psychology, 27-45. doi:10.1016/S0962849(98)8002

Remedios;Jd+D., & Chasteen, A. L. (2013). Finally, someone whe“get! Multiracial people
value others’ accuracy about their raCeltural Diversity & Ethnic Minority
Psycholegy19, 453-60. doi:10.1037/a0032249

Rhodes, M., & Gelman, S. A. (2009). A developmental examination a@fiheeptual structure
of animal, artifact, and human social ggges across two cultural contex@ognitive
Psychology59, 244-274. doi:10.1016/j.cogpsych.2009.05.001

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved


http://databrary.org/volume/30

CATEGORIZATIONS OF MULTIRACIAL INDIVIDUALS 32

Rhodes, M., Gelman, S. A., & Karuza, J. C. (2014). Preschoolagytorl' he role of beliefs
about category boundaries in early categorizatlonrnalof Cognition and
Developmentl5, 78-93. doi:10.1080/15248372.2012.713875

Rockquemore, K. A., & Brunsma, D. L. (2008eyond black: Biracial identity in America

Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littfield.

Skinner, Ally&Nicolas, G. (2015). Looking Black or kang back? Using phenotype and
ancestry to make racial categorizatiofmurnal of Experimental Social Psycholo§y,
55-63. d0i:10.1016/j.jesp.2014.11.011

Shutts, K.5\& Kinzler, K. D. (2007). An ambiguousce illusion in children's face memory.
Psycholgical Sciencel8, 763767. doi: 10.111/j/1468280.2007.01975.x

Smith, J. P., & Edmonston, B. (199The new American®Vashington, DC: National Academy
of Science Press.

Tatum, B. D=(1997)Why are all the Black kidsitting together in the cafeteria:And other

conversations about rachblew York: Basic Books.

Townsend, S. S. M., Markus, H. R., & Bergsieker, H. B. (2009). My ehgiaur categories: The
denial of multiracial identitieslournal of Social Issue§5, 185-204.
doi:10:1111/j.154@1560.2008.01594 .x

U.S. Census..(20)10verview of race and Hispanic origin: 2010. U.S. Department of
CommerceRetrieved from http://www. census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c200Dimdf

Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of Expected Categorizations

Target Race

M(SD)
Study Task Age Group Black White Multiracial
1  Parent-Absent 4-6 2.63(1.25 1.79(1.29), 1.71(1.27),
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7-9 3.33(.92 1, 2.50(1.29) 1 2.13(1.26)
1013 3.29(1.23)12  2.67(1.37: 2.25(1.369 1
Adult 3.96(.205 » 3.75(.85% 1.75(1.42
Parent-Present 4-6 2.92(1.213, 2.71(1.23), 1.50(1.53Y,
7-9 3.00(1.18):,  2.58(1.613:1 2.29(1.40% 1,
10-13 3.71(.69% 2 3 3.46(1.023 1> 3.50(.98§ 3
Adult 4.00(.005 3 3.75(.859 » 3.29(1.279 23
2 Parent-Absent 4-6 3.08(.97% 12 2.88(1.2631 1.21(1.29),
7-9 2.67(1.33°1  3.04(1.173: 2.00(1.61Y 12
1013  3.38(1.25)12  3.42(.97%1: 2.46(1.47Y,
Adult 3.75(1.133, 3.96(.20%, 2.17(1.719 12
Parent-Present 4-6 2.32(1.183, 2.44(1.45), 1.48(1.33Y,
7-9 3.28(1.06) » 3.20(1.23}12 2.68(1.15)
10-13 2.96(1.30y1,  3.04(1.30}:1: 3.50(.66 >
Adult 3.71(.91} » 3.71(.91%, 3.29(1.273,

Note.Superseript letters indicate comparisons within task andjaggacross target types

(compare/horizontally)same letters indicate values that do not significantly differ ivam

another ap <.05 Subscript numerals indicate comparisons within task and tygeetcross

age groups (compare verticallgame numerals indicate values that do not significantly differ

from one.anothér gt < .05 Boldedvalues arssignificantly different fromchancg1.33)

accordingto'onsample-tests.

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Bias Scores
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Study Task 4-6 7-9 10-13 Adults
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M (SD)
1 Parent-Absent 1.21(1.81) 1.37(1.55) .83(1.76)  2.17(1.37)
Parent-Present 41(1.66)  .29(1.78) .00(.58) 54(1.21)
2 Parent-Absent -.46(1.81) 24(1.79) .38(1.56) 1.83(1.71)

Parent-Present -1.42(1.31) -.28(1.02) .00(.72) .50(1.06)

Note.Positive'scores indicate a bias toward categorizinginaail targets as black and negative
scores indicate a bias toward categorizimgtiracial targets as whitBolded values are

significantly different from chancdg.e.,0) according to onsamplet-tests.
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