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This research examined the influence of Black—White income inequality on negative interracial psycho-
logical outcomes and the role of perceived interracial competition as a mediational mechanism. The
research utilized three different designs across three preregistered experiments to assess the proposed pro-
cesses. Study 1 (N = 846) used a measurement-of-mediation design and found that participants assigned
to the high racial income gap condition reported more perceived interracial competition, discrimination,
avoidance, and anxiety relative to those in the low racial income gap condition. Effects were mediated by
increased perceptions of interracial competition. Studies 2a (n = 827) and 2b (n = 841) used an experi-
mental-causal-chain design and replicated the effect of the racial income gap condition on increased per-
ceptions of interracial competition (Study 2a) and showed that participants in the high perceived
interracial competition condition—the manipulated mechanism—exhibited greater perceived discrimina-
tion, anxiety, and mistrust relative to those in the low perceived interracial competition condition (Study
2b). Study 3 (N =1,583) diversified the sample by recruiting similar numbers of Black (n = 796) and
White (n = 787) participants and used a moderation-of-process design by simultaneously manipulating
the racial income gap and perceived interracial competition. Competition moderated effects: Inequality
effects were stronger for those in the high competition condition. Implications for theory development

lely for the

are discussed.
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are competing with one another.

When Black and White people in the United States are led to believe that they live in a ZIP-code where
White people make more than Black people on average (i.e., large racial income gap), their perceptions
of discrimination, avoidance, anxiety, and mistrust between these groups increase. This relationship is in
part due to heightened perceptions of Black—White competition; the belief that Black and White people
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Disparities between Black and White Americans persist in the
United States (e.g., Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Bialik &
Cilluffo, 2017; Gittleman & Wolff, 2004; J. Knowles et al., 2001;
Kraus et al., 2017). For example, Black Americans have worse

educational outcomes (Hanushek et al., 2019; National Center for
Education Statistics, 2011; A. Vanneman et al., 2009), health out-
comes (e.g., Gibbons et al., 2004; Hertz et al., 2005; Williams
et al., 2003), and fewer employment opportunities (Gezici &
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Ozay, 2020; Williams & Mohammed, 2009). Notably, there exists a
sizable income gap between Black and White Americans, whereby
Black Americans earn just over half (56%) of what White
Americans earn (Manduca, 2018).

Across the social sciences, multiple lines of research suggest sev-
eral upstream antecedents of the racial income gap, such as educa-
tional inequality, unemployment differences, government policies,
and rising income inequality in general (Jaret et al., 2003;
Manduca, 2018; McKernan et al., 2013; T. M. Shapiro & Kenty-
Drane, 2005). Further, several societal ramifications have been pos-
ited as a result of the income gap, including debt accrual, food insuf-
ficiency, housing scarcity, mental health problems, violent crime,
and suicide (P. M. Blau & Golden, 1986; Burr et al., 1999; Chun
et al., 2020; McKernan et al., 2013; Monte & Perez-Lopez, 2022;
Peterson & Krivo, 1993; Phelan & Link, 2015). Despite the rising
magnitude and severity of this social issue, past work on interracial
income inequality has been correlational and predominantly focused
on macro-to-macro associations, such as racial income inequality
and crime (J. R. Blau & Blau, 1982; Parker & McCall, 1999). Far
less is known about how interracial income inequality translates
into micro-level outcomes. Put simply, there remains a dearth of
experimental research on the person-level effects of racial income
inequality and underlying mechanisms.

This lack of research is notable because person-level research is
crucial for understanding how a macro-level factor like racial income
inequality “gets into people’s heads” to produce micro-level out-
comes. Toward this end, we adopted a mechanistic, process-oriented
approach to investigate the experimental effect of Black—White
income inequality on interracial psychological outcomes. We pos-
ited and tested perceptions of race-based intergroup (i.e., interracial)
competition as a key psychological mechanism for how the Black—
White racial income gap impacts important outcomes, namely per-
ceived discrimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety,
and interracial mistrust.

Black—White Income Gap and Perceptions of Interracial
Competition

While extant literature has documented important work on per-
ceived Black—White economic inequality (e.g., Callaghan et al.,
2021; Davidai & Walker, 2022; Kraus et al., 2017, 2019, 2022;
Onyeador et al., 2021), to date, determining how the Black—White
income gap directly impacts (i.e., via experimental manipulation)
interracial psychological outcomes has received no empirical atten-
tion. To begin to answer such questions, it is imperative to acknowl-
edge that work on objective racial inequality and perceived racial
inequality are distinct from one another (for a review, see Peters &
Jetten, 2023). Focusing on the former, research on general income
inequality (i.e., the unequal distribution of income across individu-
als) can be leveraged to understand how unequal distributions of
resources may affect psychological outcomes. Notably, empirical
work has linked general income inequality to important outcomes
(e.g., prejudice, intergroup anxiety, and avoidance; Caluori et al.,
2021; Connor et al., 2019; Gordils et al., 2020) and to competition
(i.e., the zero-sum vying for valued resources; Deutsch, 1973;
Kelley & Thibaut, 1969), and has highlighted competition as a
focal mechanism explaining the effects of general income inequality
(e.g., Elgar et al., 2017; Mishra et al., 2015; Sommet et al., 2019,
2023).

GORDILS, JAMIESON, AND ELLIOT

Central to the experience of inequality is the process of social
comparison. At the individual level, when basic needs are met and
no objective measure of “having enough” exists (as is the case for
income), social comparison is used to assess what is “sufficiently
well-off” (Festinger, 1954; Fiske, 2010). That is, individuals use
information about others to gauge their position in status hierarchies
(Jetten et al., 2017; Payne et al., 2017, Study 4). At high levels of
income inequality, the influence of relative income information
increases in kind (Cheung & Lucas, 2016). Moreover, income
inequality discourages reciprocity, engenders positional competi-
tion, and increases perceptions that others are competitive
(Kawachi et al., 1997; Kawachi & Subramanian, 2014; Sommet et
al., 2019, 2023).

Social comparison processes are not limited to the interpersonal
level. People not only compare themselves to others, but they also
make comparisons at the intergroup level based on social group
memberships (M. B. Brewer & Weber, 1994; Brown & Pehrson,
2019; Esses et al., 2001; Garcia et al., 2013; Major, 1994).
Moreover, social comparisons operate both explicitly (Jost et al.,
2004) and implicitly (e.g., Gilbert et al., 1995; Greenwald &
Banaji, 1995; Zell & Krizan, 2014). While individuals may have dif-
ficulty accurately reporting on objective income disparities (Kraus et
al., 2017; Norton & Ariely, 2011), information from the environ-
ment that signals economic differences (e.g., Sands & de Kadt,
2020) and stratification of groups (e.g., housing and vocations;
Bigler et al., 2003; Elenbaas & Killen, 2016; Newheiser & Olson,
2012) nonetheless impacts psychological processes.

For racial income inequality in particular, the Black—White
income gap can be construed as a resource stress—the perception
that access to resources is limited for certain groups (Esses et al.,
1998). In high resource stress contexts, the presence of a relevant,
comparative outgroup (i.e., a different racial group) fosters percep-
tions of intergroup competition. Specifically, “us versus them”
thinking (M. B. Brewer, 2001) can emerge when groups feel
deprived of important outcomes compared to others and seek to
improve their relative social position (Crosby, 1976; Mummendey
et al.,, 1999; Ten Velden et al., 2009; R. D. Vanneman &
Pettigrew, 1972). However, competition can also manifest when
advantaged groups become concerned about losing social capital
and standing (Anier et al., 2016; Dambrun et al., 2006; Moscatelli
et al., 2014). Thus, we posit that the presence of a sizable racial
income gap between Black and White people leads to perceptions
of competition between racial groups, and does so for both Black
and White perceivers (see Jetten et al., 2017).

Implications of Interracial Competition

Classic models of intergroup processes (e.g., realistic group con-
flict theory, intergroup threat theory, and social identity theory) pos-
tulate that intergroup competition (both actual and perceived)
engenders outgroup threat and negative outcomes (Campbell,
1965; Sherif, 1966; Stephan et al., 2016; Stephan & Stephan,
2000; Tajfel & Turner, 2001; Turner, 1975). Outgroup threat—the
perception that outgroup members are able to cause ingroup harm
(Stephan et al., 2009)—includes cognitive components, such as
zero-sum beliefs (i.e., gains/losses for one group produce corre-
sponding gains/losses for another group) and affective components,
such as feelings of anxiety and prejudice that intergroup members
form in response to outgroup antagonism (Van Oudenhoven et al.,
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2006). Further, ingroup members exhibit motivation to quell threats
from outgroups, which can take the form of ingroup favoritism
(Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014; Jost & Banaji, 1994), outgroup der-
ogation (Pratto & Lemieux, 2001), and behavioral avoidance
(Dovidio et al., 2010; Esses et al., 2005; Tajfel et al., 1971) to
name a few.

Discrimination, for example, bolsters positive self-regard by
either demoting competing outgroups (Hewstone et al., 2002;
Tajfel & Turner, 2001) or reserving benefits for ingroups (Brewer,
2016; Hamley et al., 2020). Behavioral avoidance creates distance
between social groups to reduce the salience of competition (Esses
et al., 1998), but is also related to reduced intergroup contact and
the perpetuation of stereotyping and prejudice (Chen & Graham,
2015; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Perceiving outgroup members as
competitive also positively predicts intergroup anxiety (Islam &
Hewstone, 1993; Wilder & Shapiro, 1989) and mistrust of outgroup
members (Campbell, 1965; Sherif, 1966). Importantly, the impact of
intergroup competition on these negative intergroup outcomes is not
limited to individual-level processes, but can also influence the
degree to which individuals perceive the occurrence of these action
tendencies in their social environment. In fact, perceiving intergroup
competition has been shown to engender perceptions of discrimina-
tion, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and mistrust
(Gordils, Elliot, & Jamieson, 2021). While numerous studies docu-
ment correlations among perceived competition and negative inter-
group outcomes (Curseu et al., 2007; Sidanius et al., 2007;
Stephan et al., 2002), experimental support is scant. Additionally,
whether these processes operate specifically in an interracial context,
and whether perceptions of competition causally facilitate the down-
stream effects of inequality remain unexplored. Importantly, to
acquire a full picture of the effects and implications of racial income
inequality, empirical work that addresses the person-level effects are
imperative. Moreover, documenting mechanistic evidence will allow
for a better understanding of how race-based income inequality
impacts Black and White racial groups.

Race is a particularly salient and prominent social group cate-
gory in the United States (Richeson & Sommers, 2016). In fact,
many of the aforementioned intergroup findings can be applied
to interracial relations between Black and White groups. As census
data predicts one in three Americans will be a race other than White
by 2060 (Vespa et al., 2018), research on interracial processes is
increasingly relevant for understanding how ethnic/racial groups
orient to and interact with one another. In the context of
Black—White competition, past work has documented that per-
ceived interracial competition is related to lower levels of support
for affirmative action programs, higher levels of racial bias and
stereotyping, and ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation
(Beaton & Tougas, 2001; Krosch & Amodio, 2014; Sidanius et
al., 2007; Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Moreover, perceptions of
interracial competition predict interracial anxiety, conflict, and
negative racial attitudes, with Black individuals reporting higher
levels of these outcomes compared to White individuals
(Stephan et al., 2002).

Despite the tenable relationship between income inequality and
competition broadly, and racial income inequality and interracial
competition specifically, questions regarding whether the proposed
mechanism (i.e., perceived interracial competition) is a neces-
sary process for effects to unfold remains unknown. Using the mul-
timethod mediation approaches presented herein, we examine not

only if perceived interracial competition is an important mecha-
nism of the proposed model, but also whether its presence is
needed for racial income inequality to “get in heads” and produce
person-level effects.

The Present Research

The aim of the present research was twofold. First, we examined
whether manipulating information pertaining to structural Black—
White income inequality impacts perceptions of interracial competi-
tion, and negative interracial outcomes: perceptions of discrimina-
tion, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial
mistrust. Second, we examined whether the effects of the racial
income gap manipulation were mediated by perceived interra-
cial competition. Using the guiding framework espoused by
Jachimowicz et al. (2022) that centers research on inequality using
four guiding questions—(a) What kind of inequality?, (b) What
level of analysis?, (c) What part of the distribution?, and (d) What
comparison group?)—the present work focuses specifically and
intentionally on (a) objective income inequality at (b) the
ZIP-code level emphasizing (c) the mean level of the entire
income distribution for (d) White and Black individuals in the
United States.

To document mechanistic processes, we triangulated mediation
using multiple methods: measurement-of-mediation (Study 1; for
details, see Baron & Kenny, 1986; for an example, see Harth et
al., 2008), experimental-causal-chain (Studies 2a and 2b; for details,
see Spencer et al., 2005; for an example, see de Melo et al., 2014),
and moderation-of-process (Study 3; for details, see Spencer et al.,
2005; for an example, see Piff, 2014). All studies were preregistered.

Study 1 tested the causal role of the racial income gap on interra-
cial psychological outcomes and the role of perceived interracial
competition as a mediator. The racial income gap was manipulated
using a novel false feedback paradigm: Participants were informed
of the ostensible Black—White income gap in their local area (i.e.,
ZIP-code). Participants randomly assigned to the high racial income
inequality condition were hypothesized to perceive more interracial
competition, discrimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxi-
ety, and interracial mistrust relative to those assigned to the low racial
income inequality condition.

Study 2a followed the same procedure as Study 1, while Study 2b,
which conceptually replicates a long line of research (Esses et al.,
2001; Gordils, Elliot, & Jamieson, 2021; Krosch & Amodio,
2014; Rios et al., 2018; Stephan & Stephan, 2000), manipulated per-
ceptions of interracial competition using a normative feedback
method: Participants were informed of perceptions of ongoing inter-
racial competition ostensibly from others in their local area (i.e.,
ZIP-code). Participants randomly assigned to the high perceptions
of competition condition were hypothesized to perceive more dis-
crimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interra-
cial mistrust relative to those assigned to low perceptions of
competition.

Study 3 tested (a) whether perceived interracial competition
moderates the effect of the racial income gap on psychological out-
comes, (b) the causal role of racial income inequality and perceived
interracial competition on outcomes, and (c) the generalizability of
effects across Black and White individuals. To do so, we employed
a 2 (high/low racial income gap) x 2 (high/low perceived interra-
cial competition) x 2 (Black/White racial group) design,
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combining the procedures from Studies 1 and 2b. Using the false
census and normative feedback manipulations, Black and White
participants were randomly informed of both the ostensible objec-
tive Black—White income gap and subjective perceptions of inter-
racial competition. Crossing the manipulations exposed
participants to one of four cells—(a) high racial income gap/high
perceived interracial competition, (b) low gap/low interracial com-
petition, (c) high gap/low interracial competition, and (d) low gap/
high interracial competition. This dual-experimental approach
afforded us the opportunity to draw precise, mechanistic conclu-
sions regarding the processes underlying effects. That is, the inde-
pendent effects of each manipulation and interaction could be
examined to determine the centrality of perceived interracial com-
petition in explaining the effects of racial income inequality on
outcomes.

Participants in the congruent conditions (e.g., high gap/high
interracial competition and low gap/low perceived competition)
were hypothesized to exhibit effects like the preceding studies.
For the incongruent conditions (e.g., high gap/low interracial
competition and low gap/high interracial competition), partici-
pants in the low inequality/high competition condition were
hypothesized to exhibit stronger effects given past research linking
competition to negative outcomes. Including these incongruent
conditions enabled us to investigate the degree to which racial
income inequality and perceived interracial competition mutually
influence each other, and whether they are both necessary for pro-
ducing effects.

Regarding moderation-of-process, the effects of the racial income
gap condition were hypothesized to be stronger when participants
were informed that high levels of perceived interracial competition
exist in their local area. Additionally, regarding whether predicted
effects of the manipulation would manifest similarly for both
Black and White participants, there are several lines of reasoning
that offer divergent speculations.

On the one hand, extant work related to social dominance theory
(Sidanius et al., 1992) would suggest that an advantaged group
member (i.e., White individual) may construe inequality as a
reflection of desired group superiority and ingroup economic pros-
perity (Pratto et al., 1994; Unal & Chen, 2022), may be more sen-
sitive to cues related to intergroup competition (Bahamondes et
al., 2022), and thus may be affected by the intended manipulations
differently from disadvantaged group members (i.e., Black indi-
viduals). Moreover, work on framing societal disparities as dom-
inant group privilege (i.e., White) versus nondominant group
disadvantage (e.g., Black) may also shift the degree to which
inequality is internalized, with past work documenting variability
in the manner in which White individuals frame race-based ineq-
uity (e.g., Cooley, Brown-lannuzzi, Lei, & Cipolli III, 2019;
Lowery et al., 2007; Phillips & Lowery, 2015). Similarly, other
work suggests that advantaged and disadvantaged group members
set asymmetric standards of injustice when judging racial wage
inequality, which influence their desire to rectify the disparity
(Miron et al., 2011).

On the other hand, system justification theory (Jost & Banaji,
1994) would suggest that both privileged and disadvantaged
groups are motivated to believe the hierarchically structured soci-
ety of the United States is legitimate and fair (Esses et al., 2005).
In the context of inequality, those that legitimize the unequal eco-
nomic landscape are more likely to perceive less inequality (Du &

King, 2022). Advantaged group members are motivated to regard
the economic system as fair, as this necessarily justifies their social
position on the economic ladder and is congruent with maintaining
a positive self and group image. Disadvantaged group members are
similarly motivated to rationalize the system, although this motiva-
tion stems from wanting to reduce the discomfort of the cognitive
dissonance related to their socio-economic circumstances (Jost et
al., 2004; Osborne & Sibley, 2013; cf. Owuamalam et al., 2019).
As such, both groups (i.e., Black and White people) may be
affected by the manipulation, albeit via differing pathways.
Similarly, in the context of intergroup competition, disadvantaged
groups are motivated to improve their social position (Crosby,
1976; Mummendey et al., 1999; Ten Velden et al., 2009;
R. D. Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972), and advantaged groups are
motivated to defend and maintain social standing (Anier et al.,
2016; Dambrun et al., 2006; Moscatelli et al., 2014; cf. Jetten et
al., 2017), suggesting that group differences at the outcome level
may not be supported. In the present work, we grounded our pre-
dictions based on recent findings (see Gordils, Elliot, &
Jamieson, 2021) and predicted that effects of the
manipulations would manifest similarly for both Black and
White participants.

Moreover, we hypothesized that there would be a main effect for
race: Black participants would report higher levels of perceived
interracial competition and each of the four focal negative outcomes
(see Stephan et al., 2002).

Sample sizes were determined a priori for all studies. All data
were collected before analyses were conducted, and analyses were
planned a priori.

Study 1

Study 1 tested the effect of racial income gap on perceived inter-
racial competition and four focal negative interracial outcomes (per-
ceived discrimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and
interracial mistrust) using a measurement-of-mediation design.

Method
Transparency and Openness

All manipulations, data exclusions, and variables analyzed were
reported for all studies, and the data are freely available for download
online (https:/doi.org/10.17605/0sf.io/yfgch). Study design and
analyses were preregistered (https://aspredicted.org/cv7qt.pdf).

Sample Size Estimation

An a priori power analysis revealed that 788 participants (394 per
between-subjects condition) were needed to detect a small condition
effect (d=0.20), given a targeted power of .80 (p=.05). To
account for expected attention check failures, we sought to oversam-
ple by a minimum of 10%.

Participants

The sample was 866 U.S. residents. Twelve (1.4%) individuals
failed the attention check and eight (0.9%) completed the study
extremely quickly/slowly (under 2 min or over 60 min); these were
excluded a priori, leaving a final sample of N = 846: 495 females,
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351 males; 738 White, 108 Black/African American; M,,. = 40.87,
SDyge = 12.02  (range = 18-83)." All data were collected on
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk platform (Chandler et al., 2019).

Procedure

Procedures were approved by the university’s Research Subjects
Review Board and participants provided consent online prior to par-
ticipation. A false census information feedback approach was used
to manipulate the local-area racial income gap. Participants first
were asked to enter their ZIP-code, which initiated a “calculating”
screen for four seconds, followed by a display of their ostensible
ZIP-code level census statistics. ZIP-code was used because research
suggests that individuals are more accurately aware of sociodemo-
graphic information at the local versus national level (Johnston &
Newman, 2016; Sommet et al., 2019). Participants received feedback
about census statistics of their local area, in addition to two images: (a)
a graph depicting the racial income gap, and (b) a graphic representing
the proportion of money Black individuals make for every $100 White
individuals make (i.e., if Black individuals on average make $74.25
for every $100 White individuals make, then approximately 25% of
a $100 bill was removed to symbolically represent the gap; see
Figure 1 for the full manipulation).

After the racial income gap, participants completed a manipula-
tion check and self-report measures of perceived interracial compe-
tition and the target negative interracial outcomes: perceptions of
discrimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and inter-
racial mistrust. Participants were fully debriefed at the conclusion of
the study.

Measures

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations are provided in Table 1.

Perceived Racial Income Inequality (Manipulation Check).

A four-item scale, adapted from the perceived income inequality
scale by Sommet et al. (2019), measured perceived racial income
inequality. The scale consists of the following: “In my ZIP
code...”: (a) “there is a huge gap between Blacks and Whites,” (b)
“those in the top 1% of income earners are more likely to be
White than Black,” (c) “the income disparity between Blacks and
Whites is large,” and (d) “there is a huge economic gap between
Blacks and Whites” (1 = not at all, 7 = completely).

Perceived Interracial Competition. Murayama and Elliot’s
(2012) five-item perceived competition scale was adapted to fit the
race-based focus of the study. The items were as follows: “In my
ZIP code...”: (a) “Blacks and Whites seem to value competition
with each other,” (b) “it seems that Blacks and Whites are competing
with each other,” (c) “Blacks and Whites seem to share the feeling
that competing with each other is important,” (d) “it seems that
Blacks are competing with Whites and Whites are competing with
Blacks,” and (e) “I feel that Blacks and Whites are being compared
with one another”’(1 = not at all, 7 = completely).

Perceived Discrimination. The nine-item Everyday Discrimi-
nation Scale (Williams et al., 1997) was adapted. Original instruc-
tions read: “In your day-to-day life how often have any of the follow-
ing things happened to you because of your race?”’; the adapted scale
read: “In your ZIP code, how often do the following things happen to
people because of their race?” The events were: (a) “Being treated
with less courtesy than others,” (b) “Being treated with less respect

than others,” (c) “Receiving poorer service than others in restaurants
or stores,” (d) “People acting as if he/she is not smart,” (e) “People
acting as if they are afraid of him/her,” (f) “Others feeling they are
better than him/her,” (g) “Others thinking that he/she is dishonest,”
(h) “Being called names or insulted,” and (i) “Being threatened or
harassed” (1 =never, 7 =frequently). An attention check item
was included within this scale; specifically, participants read an
item asking them to select “2.”

Perceived Behavioral Avoidance. Lackey’s (2012) 11-item
behavioral avoidance scale was adapted to fit the scope of the present
work. The items are as follows: “In my ZIP code...”: (a) “Black and
White people avoid having conversations with each other,” (b)
“Black and White people avoid having friendships with each
other,” (c) “Black and White people avoid spending leisure time
with each other,” (d) “Black and White people avoid having roman-
tic relationships with each other,” (e) “Black and White people avoid
having each other as neighbors,” (f) “Black and White people avoid
shopping in stores with each other,” (g) “Black and White people
avoid attending events with each other,” (h) “Black and White peo-
ple avoid working with each other,” (i) “if Black and White people
had to interact with each other, they would end the interaction as
soon as possible,” (j) “if Black and White people had a choice,
they would rather not interact with each other,” and (k) “if Black
and White people can avoid interacting with each other, they do”
(1 = strongly disagree, T = strongly agree).

Perceived Intergroup Anxiety. Four items were adapted from
Amodio’s (2009) state affect measure “In my ZIP code...”: (a)
“Black and White people feel nervous about interacting with each
other,” (b) “Black and White people seem to feel uneasy about inter-
acting with each other,” (c) “Black and White people feel tense about
interacting with each other,” and (d) “Black and White people feel
bothered about interacting with each other”; 1 = strongly disagree,
7 = strongly agree.

Perceived Interracial Mistrust. Four items were adapted from
the original six-item general trust scale (Yamagishi & Yamagishi,
1994); “In my ZIP code...”: (a) “Black and White people are basi-
cally honest with each other,” (b) “Black and White people view
each other as trustworthy,” (c) “Black and White people view each
other as basically good and kind,” and (d) “Black and White people
are trustful of each other”; 1 =not at all, 7= completely. We
reverse-scored responses such that higher values corresponded to
higher mistrust; this was done to be consistent with the other nega-
tive psychological outcome variables.

Mediation (via Measurement-of-Mediation)

To test whether condition predicts the interracial psychological
outcomes via changes in perceptions of interracial competition (a
* b path), we used mediation procedures with Model 4 of the
SPSS macro PROCESS Version 2.15 using the percentile bootstrap
method (100,000 resamples) for each of the outcome variables
(Hayes, 2013; Yzerbyt et al., 2018).

! Based on the preregistration, participants that completed the study too
quickly (i.e., under 2 min) were removed from analyses a priori. Five par-
ticipants took too long to complete the study (i.e., over an hour), but
their exclusion from analyses was not specified in the preregistration for
Study 1. Nonetheless, these five participants were removed from analyses
a priori. Findings remain the same regardless of their inclusion or exclusion.
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Figure 1
Display Screen for the High (Top) and Low (Bottom) Racial Income Gap Conditions Based Ostensibly on Previously Entered ZIP-Code
Information

Below are the ZIP-code level statistics for your ZIP-code provided by the U.S. Census Bureau's 2017 American Community Survey. On average, for every $100 a White person makes, a
Black person makes $74.25

Black vs White Income

When a White person makes $50,000, a Black person on average makes $37,125
When a White person makes $100,000, a Black person on average makes $74,250
This represents a statistically significant Black-White income difference in your ZIP-code
Blacks make less income than Whites in your ZIP-code.

Below are the ZIP-code level statistics for your ZIP-code provided by the U.S. Census Bureau's 2017 American Community Survey. On average, for every $100 a White person makes, a
Black person makes $96.25

Black vs White Income

LEORI2TTH2 »

LGORTR7792 +

> 100

When a White person makes $50,000, a Black person on average makes $48,125

When a White person makes $100,000, a Black person on average makes $96,250

This represents no statistically significant Black-White income difference in your ZIP-code
Blacks make as much as Whites in your ZIP-code.

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

Results gap condition (M = 2.85), #(830) =24.60, [2.35, 2.76], p <.001,
d=1.69.
Manipulation Check

) . ) ) o ) Intergroup Competition
Confirming the effectiveness of the manipulation, participants in

the high racial income gap condition perceived more racial income Consistent with hypotheses, participants in the high racial income
inequality (M =5.41) compared to those in the low racial income gap condition perceived more Black—White competition (M = 3.05)
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Table 1

Study 1: Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Perceived Racial Income Inequality, Interracial Competition, and Race-Based

Psychological Outcomes

Descriptive statistics

Pairwise intercorrelations

Variable o M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
Perceived racial income inequality .95 4.13 1.98 —
Perceived interracial competition 92 2.94 1.54 18* —
Perceived discrimination .97 3.47 1.55 A8* 26%* —
Perceived behavioral avoidance 97 2.44 1.44 33% 36% 56% —
Perceived intergroup anxiety 97 2.85 1.58 40%* 33* .68* T —
Perceived interracial mistrust .96 3.49 1.49 26* .06 A41* 40% 46% —

*p <.001.

compared to those in the low racial income gap condition (M =
2.82), 1(831) =2.22, [0.03, 0.44], p < .027, d=0.15.

Effects of Racial Income Gap Manipulation on Perceived
Negative Interracial Outcomes

Supporting hypotheses, participants in the high racial income gap
condition perceived more discrimination, 7(844)=15.33, [0.35,
0.76], p <.001, d=0.37; behavioral avoidance, #(837)=3.29,
[0.13, 0.52], p = .001, d = 0.23; intergroup anxiety, #(844) = 3.76,
[0.19, 0.62], p < .001, d = 0.26; and interracial mistrust, #(844) =
4.81, [0.29, 0.69], p <.001, d =0.33; than those in the low racial
income gap condition (see Figure 2).

Indirect Effects

See Figure 3a—c for a summary of the results. Consistent with
hypotheses, perceived interracial competition mediated the effect
of racial income gap condition on perceived discrimination, indirect
effect = .02, [0.002, 0.04] (Figure 3a), behavioral avoidance, indi-
rect effect = .03, [0.003, 0.05] (Figure 3b), and perceived intergroup
anxiety, indirect effect = .02, [0.003, 0.05] (Figure 3c). No signifi-
cant indirect effect was found for interracial mistrust, indirect effect
=.003, [—0.002, 0.01].

Effect of Race

Consistent with past work, Black participants perceived more racial
income inequality, #(844) = —2.98, [-1.00, —0.21], p =.003, d =
0.31 and interracial competition, #(844) = —4.43, [—1.00, —0.39],
p <.001, d=0.45; relative to White participants. Moreover, Black
participants reported greater perceptions of discrimination, #(844) =
—2.81, [-0.76, —0.14], p =.005, d = 0.28; behavioral avoidance,
1(127) = —4.08, [-1.06, —0.37], p < .001, d = 0.46; intergroup anx-
iety, 1(129) = —3.31, [-0.98, —0.25], p = .001, d = 0.36; and inter-
racial mistrust, #(844) = —3.92, [—0.90, —0.30], p < .001, d = 0.39;
compared to White participants.

Discussion

Supporting hypotheses, the Black—White income gap manipulation
impacted perceptions of interracial competition, which reinforces the
notion that racial income inequality is a causal antecedent of perceived
competition between Black and White individuals. This finding dem-
onstrates a causal link between racial income inequality and perceived

interracial competition and supports the notion that as the Black—
White income gap increases at the local level, race-based economic
stratification becomes more salient, and in turn engenders perceptions
of competition between racial groups in one’s immediate social envi-
ronment (Gordils et al., 2020). Additionally, the manipulation also
predicted negative psychological outcomes. Those in the more
unequal condition reported increases in perceived discrimination,
behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial mistrust.
Indirect effect analyses suggested that perceptions of interracial com-
petition are a mechanism by which racial income inequality impacts
downstream interracial outcomes. Taken together, believing one
lives in an area of high Black—White economic inequality increases
perceptions of competition between racial groups and promotes per-
ceptions of negative intergroup outcomes.

While Study 1 is a step forward in understanding the causal impli-
cations of Black—White inequality, limitations should be considered.
Specifically, while causal and temporal precedence can be established
for the manipulation, the same cannot be said for the mechanism pro-
posed. That is, given the design of Study 1, the relationship between
perceived interracial competition and the four outcomes of interest is
limited to correlational interpretations. To directly address this,
Studies 2a and 2b employed an experimental-causal-chain approach
to elucidate the relationships between racial income inequality and
perceived race-based competition, as well as the link between the pro-
posed mechanism and the focal negative intergroup outcomes.

Studies 2a and 2b

Studies 2a and 2b tested the effect of racial income gap on per-
ceived interracial competition (2a) and tested the effect of perceived
interracial competition on perceived discrimination, behavioral
avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial mistrust (2b). In
doing so, we replicated the findings of Study 1 (A—B), then we
established causality of the mediator (B—C).

Method
Transparency and Openness

See https://aspredicted.org/75p66.pdf (2a) and https://aspredicted
.org/psSwe.pdf (2b) for preregistrations.

2 While these findings are consistent with past work and the preregistered
hypotheses of the other studies, analyzing the race main effect was not pre-
registered for Study 1.
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Figure 2

Perceived Racial Income Inequality (PRII), Perceived Interracial Competition (COMP), and the Four Primary Outcomes (Perceived
Discrimination [DISCRIM], Behavioral Avoidance [AVOID], Intergroup Anxiety [ANX], and Interracial Mistrust [MISTRUST]) as a
Function of Racial Income Gap Condition (High Racial Income Inequality [Unequal] vs. Low Racial Income Inequality [Equal])

7.00
6.00 x
5.00
% %k % % %k %
4.00
* %k
* %k
3.00
2.00 .
1.00
PRII coMP DISCRIM AVOID MISTRUST

B Unequal OEqual

Note. Error bars represent + 1 SE.
#p <.05. *¥p << .0l *+¥p < 001.

Sample Size Estimation effect (d = 0.20), given a targeted power of .80 (p = .05). To account
for expected attention check failures, we sought to oversample by a

An a priori power analysis revealed that 788 participants (394 per minimum of 10%. As such, a minimum of 867 participants were
between-subjects condition) were needed to detect a small condition recruited for each of the two studies, for a total of 1,734 participants.

Figure 3
Examining the Indirect Role of Perceived Interracial Competition on the Effect of Racial Income Gap Condition on (A) Perceived
Discrimination, (B) Perceived Behavioral Avoidance, and (C) Perceived Intergroup Anxiety

A. B.
indirect effect = .02, 95% Cl Perceived indirect effect =.03, 95% Cl Perceived
[.002,.04] Interracial (.003, .05] Interracial
. Competition . Competition
.08 .25 .08 .36
. . . P ived
Racial Income N Perceived Racial Income B:l:(;e{\;eral
> e . - - . Vi
Gap Condition Discrimination Gap Condition
P 16 (18 ) P 08 (11 ) Avoidance
indirect effect =.02, 95% Cl Perceived
(.003, .05] Interracial
. Competition ..
.08 .33
Racial Income N IPfrcelved
- - - > ntergroup
Gap Condition
P 10 (13) Anxiety

Note. For ease of interpretation, standardized betas are depicted; parentheses separate the direct effect (¢’ path; outside) from the total effect (c path; inside).
*p<.05. *Fp<.0l. **¥p<.001.
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Participants

As in Study 1, adult U.S. residents of at least 18 years of age were
recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk, and participants were
compensated $0.25-$0.50. Participant recruitment was restricted
to only include those who racially self-identify as White or Black.

Study 2a. For Study 2a, the recruited sample was 872 U.S. res-
idents. Twenty-eight (3.2%) individuals failed the attention check
and 17 (1.9%) completed the study extremely quickly/slowly,
which resulted in a final sample of N=827: 487 females, 335
males, five preferred not to answer; 689 White, 138 Black/African
American; M,g. = 39.00, SD,g. = 13.04 (range = 18-92).

Study 2b. For Study 2b, the recruited sample was 868 U.S. res-
idents. Twenty-one (2.4%) individuals failed the attention check and
six (0.7%) completed the study extremely quickly/slowly, leaving a
final sample of N =841: 531 females, 303 males, seven preferred
not to answer; 703 White, 138 Black/African American; Mg =
38.70, SDyge = 13.00 (range = 18-79).

Procedure

Study 2a followed the same procedure as Study 1, with the excep-
tion that no negative interracial psychological outcomes were
assessed in Study 2a. For Study 2b, however, a normative feedback
approach was used to manipulate perceptions of interracial competi-
tion. This approach has been used to manipulate group attitudes and
perceptions in other areas (Falomir-Pichastor et al., 2004; Smith &
Louis, 2008). Participants were first asked to enter their ZIP-code,
which initiated a “calculating” screen for four seconds, followed
by a display of their ostensible ZIP-code level statistics. Here, partic-
ipants received feedback about their local area, followed by a num-
ber line denoting the averaged self-reported rating of perceived
interracial competition for their ZIP-code (anchors ranging from 1
to 7; see Figure 4). After the perceived competition manipulation,
participants completed a manipulation check and self-report mea-
sures of the target negative interracial outcomes: perceptions of dis-
crimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and
interracial mistrust. Participants were fully debriefed at the conclu-
sion of the study.

Measures

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations are provided in Table 2.
Studies 2a and 2b used the same scales used in Study 1. Specifically,
for Study 2a, participants completed the perceived racial income
inequality scale (manipulation check) and the perceived interracial
competition scale (outcome). In Study 2b, participants completed
the perceived interracial competition scale (manipulation check)
and the four outcome scales: perceived discrimination, behavioral
avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial mistrust.

Results: Study 2a
Manipulation Check

Replicating the effectiveness of the manipulation, participants in
the high racial income gap condition perceived more racial income
inequality (M =5.37) compared to those in the low racial income
gap condition (M = 2.72), t(800) = 25.82, [2.45, 2.86], p < .001,
d=1.80.

Intergroup Competition

As predicted, and replicating Study 1, participants in the high
racial income gap condition perceived more Black—White competi-
tion (M = 3.09) compared to those in the low racial income gap con-
dition (M =2.71), 1(805) = 3.58, [0.17, 0.58], p < .001, d = 0.25.

Effect of Race

In line with preregistered hypotheses, Black participants per-
ceived more racial income inequality, #(219)= —5.36, [—1.21,
—0.56], p <.001, d=0.47 and interracial competition, #(825) =
-3.67, [-0.79, —0.24], p <.001, d=0.34; relative to White
participants.

Results: Study 2b
Manipulation Check

Participants in the high perceived interracial competition condi-
tion perceived more Black—White competition (M = 3.50) compared
to those in the low perceived interracial competition condition (M =
2.26), t(778) = 12.23, [1.04, 1.44], p < .001, d = 0.84.

Effects of Perceived Interracial Competition Manipulation
on Perceived Negative Interracial OQutcomes

As predicted, participants in the high perceived interracial compe-
tition condition perceived more discrimination, #(839) = 3.28, [0.13,
0.52], p=.001, d = 0.23; intergroup anxiety, #(839) = 3.87, [0.20,
0.60], p <.001, d=0.27; and interracial mistrust, #(839) =3.08,
[0.12, 0.52], p =.002, d =0.21; than those in the low perceived
interracial competition condition. However, contrary to hypotheses,
no significant main effect emerged for perceived behavioral avoid-
ance, #(839)=1.50, [—-0.04, 0.32], p=.133, d=0.10 (see
Figure 5).

Race Effects

As predicted, Black participants perceived more interracial com-
petition, #(839) = —3.44, [-0.80, —0.22], p < .001, d = 0.31; rela-
tive to White participants. Further, Black participants reported
greater perceptions of discrimination, #(839)= —4.30, [—0.83,
—0.31], p <.001, d = 0.40; behavioral avoidance, #(839) = —3.29,
[—0.66, —0.17], p =.001, d = 0.30; intergroup anxiety, #(184) =
—3.92,[-0.87, —0.29], p < .001, d = 0.38; and interracial mistrust,
1(839) = —7.14, [—1.24, —0.70], p < .001, d = 0.67; compared to
White participants.

Discussion

Replicating the findings of Study 1, the racial income gap
manipulation shifted perceptions of interracial competition,
with those in the high inequality condition expressing greater per-
ceptions of Black—White competition. Further, supporting the
claim that perceived interracial competition is a mechanism by
which the income gap functions, the competition manipulation
impacted perceptions of the outcomes in the hypothesized direc-
tion. These data suggest that beliefs that racial groups are compet-
ing with one another can shift perceptions of discrimination,
anxiety, and mistrust. Moreover, Study 2b conceptually replicates
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Figure 4
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Display Screen for the Low (Top) and High (Bottom) Perceived Interracial Competition Condition Based Ostensibly on Previously Entered

ZIP-Code Information

1.73

The U.S. Census Bureau's 2019 survey included the following item: "In my ZIP code, it seems that Blacks and Whites are competing with each other." Below is the average response for your ZIP code

1 1 1

1 x L L 1
1 2 3 4

Not at all

Somewhat

On average, people in your local area reported a score of 1.73 to this question, suggesting that in general, people in your area perceive low levels of Black-White competition. This average did not significantly differ by race.

5 6 7
Completely

1 1

The U.S. Census Bureau's 2019 survey included the following item: "In my ZIP code, it seems that Blacks and Whites are competing with each other." Below is the average response for your ZIP code

6.27

1 2 3 4
Not at all

Somewhat

On average, people in your local area reported a score of 6.27 to this question, suggesting that in general, people in your area perceive high levels of Black-White competition. This average did not significantly differ by race

L x 1
5 6 7

Completely

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

and extends a long line of existing research by providing experi-
mental evidence for downstream ramifications of perceived
Black—White competition (Esses et al., 2001; Gordils, Elliot, &
Jamieson, 2021; Krosch & Amodio, 2014; Rios et al., 2018;
Stephan & Stephan, 2000).

Additionally, consistent with the literature (Nunnally, 2012;
Stephan et al., 2002), the findings from Studies 1, 2a, and 2b suggest
perceptions of competition and interracial outcomes differ as a func-
tion of self-reported racial group membership. Specifically, Black
participants perceived more Black—White competition, and per-
ceived more discrimination, intergroup anxiety, behavioral avoid-
ance, and interracial mistrust than White participants.

Study 3

Although the previous studies support hypotheses that the racial
income gap affects downstream negative interracial perceptions
and that this effect is mediated by perceptions of interracial compe-
tition, external validity was limited. Samples were not equally repre-
sentative of the competing groups, namely Black and White
respondents. Additionally, of the limited number of studies that
have manipulated intergroup competition, most focus on an ingroup
perceiving negative outgroup attitudes, disregarding the beliefs and
general perceptions of both relevant parties (e.g. Butz &
Yogeeswaran, 2011; Diaz et al., 2011; Morrison & Ybarra, 2008).
Given existing disparities between these racial groups (e.g.,
Gradin, 2014; Monteith et al., 1998; Riek et al., 2006), it is important
that experimental research recruits diverse samples to address ques-
tions involving model generalizability.

On the one hand, as Black—White inequality highlights group strat-
ification, and intergroup competition involves the participation and
engagement of both ingroups and outgroups, it is possible that both
inequality and perceived competition may similarly influence Black

and White people. On the other hand, these effects may differ as a
function of racial group membership because Black people experience
worse outcomes compared to White people across numerous social,
psychological, and economic indicators. In a similar vein, because
high-status groups (e.g., White people) have more to lose from shift-
ing status relations (Wilkins et al., 2015), White people may be more
likely to be affected by perceptions of interracial competition. Past
research, however, suggests that White individuals feel less competi-
tive threat from Black individuals compared to other racial groups
(Bobo & Hutchings, 1996). To date, only two studies have recruited
large samples with balanced racial representation to examine the effect
of perceived Black—White competition and the correlation between
objective racial income inequality and negative intergroup outcomes.
The findings suggest that the effects of racial income inequality and
perceived interracial competition may not differ as a function of
race (Gordils, Elliot, & Jamieson, 2021; Gordils et al., 2020).
Nonetheless, no study has examined effects of racial income inequal-
ity and competition simultaneously. To address lingering questions
tied to racial groups’ responses to inequality and competition, Study
3 recruited a large sample with a similar distribution of Black and
White participants to examine whether the proposed model manifests
across racial groups. This design allows for tests of main effects of par-
ticipant race on outcomes, as well as interactions between conditions
and racial group membership.

The aims of Study 3 were threefold. First, Study 3 employed a
moderation-of-process approach to reinforce the claim that perceived

3 While it would be ideal to recruit equal numbers of Black and White par-
ticipants for the first three studies, the decision to only do so for Study 3 was
based on practicality and recruitment limitations. Specifically, online plat-
forms have a limited pool of participants that identify as Black. Because
Study 3 manipulates both conditions, of the three studies conducted, recruit-
ing equal numbers of Black and White participants would be most beneficial
here compared to Studies 1, 2a, and 2b.
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Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Perceived Racial Income Inequality and Interracial Competition (2a) and Perceived
Interracial Competition and Race-Based Psychological Outcomes (2b)

Descriptive statistics

Pairwise intercorrelations

Variable o M SD 1 2 3 4 5
Study 2a
Perceived racial income inequality 94 4.10 1.98 —
Perceived interracial competition 91 291 1.51 20% —
Study 2b
Perceived interracial competition .94 2.88 1.59 —
Perceived discrimination .96 3.34 1.44 .38% —
Perceived behavioral avoidance .96 2.35 1.36 42% .60* —
Perceived intergroup anxiety 97 2.72 1.49 44 2% .80%* —
Perceived interracial mistrust .96 3.48 1.50 27* .56* S1* .60%* —
*p <.001.

interracial competition is a process by which the racial income gap
affects downstream perceptions. Second, utilizing a 2 (racial income
gap: high/low) x 2 (perceived interracial competition: high/low) x
2 (race: Black/White) design, Study 3 tested whether the previous
effects hold for both Black and White individuals by recruiting sim-
ilar samples of each group. Lastly, by testing the interaction between
both the racial income gap and perceived interracial competition
conditions, we not only examined moderation-of-process, but also
examined whether both conditions are necessary for yielding nega-
tive downstream perceptions.

Method
Transparency and Openness

See https://aspredicted.org/fk8xi.pdf for preregistration.

Figure 5

Sample Size Estimation

Power analyses were conducted using Superpower’s Power Shiny
(https:/shiny.ieis.tue.nl/anova_power/) and Exact Shiny (https:/
arcstats.io/shiny/anovaexact/; Lakens & Caldwell, 2019) Apps.
Power was based on a hypothesized interaction pattern, with
the high inequality/high competition cell exhibiting the largest
means across all outcomes, followed by the low inequality/high
competition cell, and finally the high inequality/low competition
and low inequality/low competition cells exhibiting similar
means. Sample-size determination was based on small effect sizes
(Cohen’s d =0.20; n=.5, .2, 0, 0; common SD = 1.00). To account
for race, estimated means were entered for a significant main effect
(where Black participants would exhibit higher values across all out-
comes) and no interaction (uw=.7, .4, .2, .2). Using these parameters,
analyses revealed that 175 participants per cell were required to

Perceived Interracial Competition (COMP) and the Four Primary Outcomes (Perceived Discrimination [ DISCRIM |, Behavioral Avoidance
[AVOID], Intergroup Anxiety [ANX], and Interracial Mistrust [MISTRUST]) as a Function of Perceived Interracial Competition Condition

(High vs. Low)
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Note. Error bars represent + 1 SE. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

wip < 01, *Ep < 001,
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achieve a targeted power of .80 for detecting main effects for the
racial income inequality condition, perceived interracial competition
condition, race, and a significant Racial Income Inequality
Condition x Perceived Interracial Competition Condition interac-
tion. To account for failed attention checks and a priori participant
exclusions, we sought to recruit at least 200 participants per cell,
for atotal sample size of 1,600 participants, with roughly equal num-
bers of Black and White participants across conditions.*

Participants

To reach the target sample size, adult U.S. residents of at least 18
years of age were recruited across three different platforms:
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (N = 942), Prolific (N = 633), and a uni-
versity subject pool (N = 67).% Forty-five (2.7%) individuals failed the
attention check and 14 (0.9%) completed the study extremely quickly/
slowly; these were excluded a priori, leaving a final sample of N =
1,583: 832 females, 735 males, one intersex, 15 preferred not to
answer; 787 White, 796 Black/African-American; M,z = 37.47,
SD,g. = 12.85 (range = 18-83).

Procedure

Study 3 followed similar procedures to the previous studies. For
the 2 x 2 x 2 design, Black and White participants were randomly
assigned to racial income gap and perceived interracial competition
conditions, which were counter-balanced. After providing their
ZIP-code, participants received feedback about census statistics of
their local area (i.e., racial income gap manipulation from Studies
1 and 2a, or perceived interracial competition manipulation from
Study 2b). Then, participants saw the second of two displays,
depending on the condition they were not yet been exposed to. In
doing so, participants were assigned to one of four sets of manipu-
lations: high racial income inequality and high perceived interracial
competition, low racial income inequality and low perceived interra-
cial competition, high racial income inequality and low perceived
interracial competition, or low racial income inequality and high per-
ceived interracial competition. Post manipulations, participants
completed two manipulation checks (i.e., perceived racial income
inequality scale and perceived interracial competition scale) and
self-reports of the focal negative interracial outcomes: perceptions
of discrimination, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and
interracial mistrust. Participants were debriefed after the study.

Measures

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations are provided in Table 3.
Study 3 used the same scales used across Studies 1, 2a, and 2b.
Specifically, participants completed the perceived racial income
inequality scale and the perceived interracial competition scale
(manipulation checks). Moreover, participants completed the four
outcome scales: perceived discrimination, behavioral avoidance,
intergroup anxiety, and interracial mistrust.

Mediation (via Moderation-of-Process)

To test whether perceived interracial competition is a process
by which racial income gap condition affects negative interracial
psychological outcomes, we tested the Racial Income Gap
Condition x Perceived Interracial Competition Condition interaction

GORDILS, JAMIESON, AND ELLIOT

to see whether this effect predicts the four outcomes. In conjunc-
tion with the previous studies, by demonstrating the moderating
influence of perceived interracial competition on the racial income
gap condition main effect, this will serve as a strong support of
process.

Results
Data Analysis Plan

The present study tested the effects of racial income inequality
condition, perceived interracial competition condition, and race on
four primary outcomes: perceived discrimination, behavioral avoid-
ance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial mistrust. Additionally, we
examined the interaction effect between the two conditions on the
same outcomes of interest to examine whether perceived interracial
competition moderates racial income inequality effects. Lastly,
model differences based on racial group membership were assessed
to test whether these effects operate similarly for both Black and
White individuals. We conducted 2 (racial income gap: High/
Low) x 2 (perceived interracial competition: High/Low) x 2 (race:
White/Black) univariate analyses of variances for each outcome,
focusing on (a) the main effects of conditions and race and (b) the
two-way interaction between conditions. To examine racial differ-
ences within the model, we examined the three-way interaction
effect across all outcomes. For clarity, results are presented in the fol-
lowing order: (a) manipulation checks, (b) main effects, (c)
moderation-of-process, and (d) model differences by race. All anal-
yses were planned a priori and all analyses conducted are reported.

Manipulation Checks

Confirming the effectiveness of the manipulations operating
simultaneously, participants in the high racial income gap condition
perceived more racial income inequality compared to those in the
low racial income gap condition, F(1, 1,575)=124.61, p <.001,
nﬁ: .073. Further, participants in the high perceived interracial
competition condition perceived more Black—White competition
compared to those in the low perceived interracial competition con-
dition, F(1, 1,575) = 127.76, p < .001, n; = .075.°

Main Effects

See Table 4 for a results summary. As predicted, significant main
effects for racial income gap condition emerged, such that partici-
pants in the high racial income gap condition perceived more dis-
crimination, F(1, 1,575)=31.62, p <.001, ng =.020; behavioral

“ Given the nature of simulated power analyses, these results are limited by
the hypothesized data entered. In order to achieve more informed, compre-
hensive simulations, real data are required to determine the necessary sample
sizes for detecting effects, assuming effects are present in the real world.

3 Given platform differences and funding limitations, participants were
given: $0.25-$0.55 (Amazon’s Mechanical Turk), $1.06-$1.21 (Prolific),
and study credit (Sona). Moreover, Prolific was primarily used to recruit
Black participants given the difficulty of recruiting a large sample of Black
participants using the other two platforms. Across all findings, when platform
was dummy-coded and included as a covariate, results hold across all main
effects and interactions.

S Interaction effects were also examined for the manipulation checks (see
online supplemental materials).


https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001418.supp

is not to be disseminated broadly.

This document is copyrighted by the Ame
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user ¢

BLACK-WHITE INEQUALITY AND COMPETITION 2491

Table 3

Study 3: Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Perceived Racial Income Inequality, Interracial Competition, and Race-Based

Psychological Outcomes

Descriptive statistics

Pairwise intercorrelations

Variable o M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
Perceived racial income inequality .90 3.74 1.75 —
Perceived interracial competition .88 3.70 1.64 27 —
Perceived discrimination .96 3.50 1.49 A44* A40%* —
Perceived behavioral avoidance 97 2.55 1.40 40% 36% .62% —
Perceived intergroup anxiety 97 292 1.56 45% A42% 4% 718% —
Perceived interracial mistrust .95 3.79 1.50 27% 23% S1* A4* S51% —

*p <.001.

avoidance, F(1, 1,575)=133.97, p <.001, nﬁ: .021; intergroup
anxiety, F(1, 1,575)=139.35, p <.001, n,z,: .024; and interracial
mistrust, F(1, 1,575)=44.52, p <.001, nﬁ: .027; than those in
the low racial income gap condition.

Significant main effects for perceived interracial competition con-
dition also emerged, such that participants in the high perceived
interracial competition condition perceived more discrimination,
F(1, 1,575)=13.17, p <.001, nﬁ:.OOS; behavioral avoidance,
FQ1, 1,575)=6.90, p=.009, ng =.004; intergroup anxiety,
F(, 1,575)=13.56, p < .001, ng =.009; and interracial mistrust,
FQ, 1,575)=5.66, p = .017, ns =.004; than those in the low per-
ceived interracial competition condition. Additionally, a significant
race main effect emerged across all outcomes, such that Black
participants perceived more discrimination, F(1, 1,575)=44.44,
p <.001, né:.027; behavioral avoidance, F(1, 1,575)=33.99,
p<.001, n=.021; intergroup anxiety, F(I, 1,575)=38.18,
p <.001, n2 =.024; and interracial mistrust, F(1, 1,575)=90.53,
p <.001, n; = .054; than White participants.

Moderation-of-Process

Of primary interest to the present research, we tested the interac-
tion effect between the racial income gap and perceived interracial
competition conditions to assess whether perceived interracial com-
petition moderates the effect of racial income inequality on the four
focal outcomes. Partially supporting hypotheses, the interaction
between conditions significantly predicted perceived discrimination,
FQ1, 1,575)=4.38, p=.036, ng =.003, and interracial mistrust,
F(, 1,575)=4.99, p = .026, ng =.003, but not behavioral avoid-
ance or intergroup anxiety. That is, the racial income inequality con-
dition effects were stronger for those in the high perceived interracial
competition condition across the two outcomes (see Figure 6).

Model Differences by Race

To examine model differences based on racial group membership
(White or Black), the Racial Income Gap Condition x Perceived
Interracial Competition Condition x Race interaction effect was
examined for each of the four outcomes. Contrary to hypotheses, sig-
nificant three-way interaction effects emerged for two of the four
outcomes: perceived discrimination, F(1, 1,575)=15.11, p =.024,
nzz .003, and interracial mistrust, F(1, 1,575) =4.60, p =.032,
ng =.003. To probe effects, data were split by race, and the between-
condition interaction was reexamined for each race group (see
Figure 7).

Follow-up analyses revealed the two-way interaction was signifi-
cant for White participants, discrimination: F(1, 783)=10.24,
p=.001, ng =.013; mistrust: F(1, 783)=9.82, p=.002,
ng =.012, while no significant effect emerged for Black par-
ticipants, discrimination: F(1, 792)=0.01, p=.909; mistrust:
F(1,792) = 0.00, p = .950. White participants in the high interracial
competition condition exhibited a stronger racial income gap effect,
discrimination: F(1, 388)=40.63, p <.001, ng =.095; mistrust:
F(1, 388) =45.05, p < .001, ng =.104, compared to White partici-
pants in the low interracial competition condition, discrimination:
F(1, 395)=4.04, p=.045, nf,: .010; mistrust: F(1, 395)=15.92,
p=.015, nﬁ =.015. For Black participants, the racial income gap
effect predicted perceived interracial mistrust across competition
conditions, High: F(1, 393)=4.69, p=.031, nﬁ =.012; Low:
F(1,399)=4.11, p = .043, ng =.010, but did not predict perceived
discrimination.

Discussion

As predicted, the racial income gap and perceived interracial com-
petition conditions independently shifted perceptions of discrimina-
tion, behavioral avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial
mistrust, with the high conditions leading to higher outcomes com-
pared to those in the low conditions. Moreover, main effects of race
also emerged; Black participants reported higher levels of all nega-
tive psychological outcomes, replicating past findings (Gordils et al.,
2020; Stephan et al., 2002).

Regarding moderation-of-process, two-way interactions revealed
that perceived interracial competition moderated a subset of the
effects. Those assigned to the high competition condition were
more strongly impacted by the racial income gap manipulation,
exhibiting greater perceived discrimination and mistrust. These
results underscore the idea that perceived Black—White competition
is a mechanism by which racial income inequality operates.

Contrary to expectations, results differed as a function of racial
group. The Racial Income Inequality x Perceived Interracial
Competition interaction effect was supported for White, and not
Black participants. Specifically, White participants in the high com-
petition condition were more strongly impacted by the racial income
gap manipulation and reported greater perceived discrimination and
mistrust. While not hypothesized, these findings are congruent with
past work on White Americans’ perceptions of Black—White equal-
ity when presented with information regarding discrimination in the
United States (Kraus et al., 2017).
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Examining the Interaction Effects of Racial Income Gap Condition x Perceived Interracial Competition Condition on Perceived

Discrimination and Perceived Interracial Mistrust
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For ease of interpretation, data were split by condition. Data was split by competition condition (A and B) and split by inequality condition (C and D);

nonsignificant effects marked by dashed lines. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

¥p<.05. *p<.01. *¥p<.001.

General Discussion

Research in sociology, economics, and psychology suggests that
racial income inequality is associated with a host of negative societal
outcomes (e.g., J. R. Blau & Blau, 1982; Parker & McCall, 1999).
However, questions regarding causality and the person-level effects
of racial income inequality have gone unexplored. Furthermore,
research examining the mechanisms by which racial income inequal-
ity “gets into our heads” is nonexistent, despite the magnitude and
severity of group-based economic inequality, and income inequality
more generally. This series of preregistered experiments expand
existing work by providing a novel examination of the role of per-
ceived interracial competition as a process mediating the effect of
Black—White income inequality on negative interracial psychologi-
cal outcomes. These studies offer robust support for experimental
causality and mechanistic processes using a multimethod approach.
Specifically, this research provided evidence for the causal role of
the racial income gap on perceptions of discrimination, behavioral
avoidance, intergroup anxiety, and interracial mistrust via the pro-
posed process of perceived interracial competition, using three
approaches to mediation.

Study 1 utilized a measurement-of-mediation design and found that
the racial income gap manipulation directly impacted perceptions of
interracial competition and psychological outcomes, and indirectly
impacted a subset of these outcomes via perceptions of interracial com-
petition. Studies 2a and 2b employed an experimental-causal-chain

approach: Study 2a replicated the link between inequality and compe-
tition, while Study 2b tested the effects of manipulated group-level per-
ceptions of interracial competition and found that individuals assigned
to receive information indicating that interracial competition is high in
their community perceived more discrimination, intergroup anxiety,
and interracial mistrust. Finally, Study 3 used a moderation-of-process
design and found that the inequality manipulation had a stronger effect
on a subset of the negative outcomes for individuals who believed they
were living in an area of high perceived Black—White competition.
These preregistered experiments are unique in their use of multiple
mediational approaches to test a model of race-based inequality and
competition.

This research also highlighted racial differences. Black and White
individuals were impacted differently, expanding our understanding
of the intersection of inequality, competition, and race. As Black
individuals experience worse outcomes compared to White individ-
uals across numerous domains (e.g., education, job attainment,
healthcare) and perceive more negative psychological outcomes
(Gordils, Elliot, & Jamieson, 2021; Gordils et al., 2020), these dif-
ferences may have influenced how information regarding inequality
and competition impacts downstream perceptions and outcomes.
Specifically, White participants were most influenced by the racial
income gap manipulation when also presented with information
regarding the state of Black—White competition in their local area.
Moreover, White participants needed the exposure of both high
racial inequality and high interracial competition to exhibit
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Examining the Interaction Effects of Racial Income Gap Condition x Perceived Interracial Competition Condition x Race on Perceived

Discrimination and Perceived Interracial Mistrust
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perceptions similar to those reported by Black participants, regard-
less of their competition condition. The need for White individuals
to require more information regarding adversities more typically
experienced by Black people has been documented (see Kraus et
al., 2017). The misperception (or muted perception) of racial disso-
nance may be shaped by motivational and societal factors that lead
people to undermine or remain unaware of racial disparities. While
these findings were counter to hypotheses, they speak to heterogene-
ity; that is, these findings are important for understanding how
inequality and competition “get into our heads” differently for dif-
ferent social groups.

Taken together, these data provide robust support that perceptions
of interracial competition operate as a causal mechanism by which
racial income inequality affects negative psychological outcomes.
The data suggest that being confronted with information regarding
the levels of income inequality between Black and White individuals
in one’s local area can shift perceptions of competition between
racial groups and lead to heightened perceptions of racial discord.
Given the prevalence of racial income inequality, with most U.S.
ZIP-codes experiencing some level of Black—White inequality,
Black and White individuals may not only be distant from each
other with respect to income, but also psychologically and socially:
they perceive cross-race encounters as more anxious, perceive more
discrimination, and believe social groups avoid and do not trust one
another. Accordingly, as the income disparity between Black and
White Americans grows, psychological distance grows in kind,

which can maintain and exacerbate inequality and negative inter-
group outcomes.

All in all, the findings presented herein contribute to the literature
on inequality, competition, race, and negative psychological out-
comes. The experimental effects that we observed support many
underlying assumptions and associations in models of group-based
inequality and competition. Understanding how Black—White
income inequality and perceptions of interracial competition caus-
ally elicit negative intergroup perceptions can help inform the devel-
opment of process-focused interventions for improving race
relations, and potentially reduce group disparities between Black
and White people (e.g., Cameron & Rutland, 2016).

Implications for Theory Development

The negative intergroup outcome variables examined herein may
inform research on social group disparities (Gibbons et al., 2004;
Kessler et al., 1999; Pascoe & Smart Richman, 2009). For instance,
Black individuals are more likely to engage in substance use when
they perceive more discrimination (Gibbons et al., 2004), and per-
ceptions of being discriminated against predict worse health out-
comes (Burgess et al., 2008; Lee et al., 2009). Avoidance
behavior may manifest in the form of segregation (Emerson et al.,
2001; Quillian, 2002), which may be stronger for White people
avoiding Black people (Crowder, 2001). Additionally, residential
segregation is associated with worse educational and health
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outcomes for Black individuals relative to White individuals (T.
Shapiro et al., 2013; Williams & Collins, 2001). Intergroup anxiety
has myriad negative consequences (Mendes et al., 2007; Page-
Gould et al., 2008; Trawalter et al., 2009). For example, this affective
process can impair performance, shift attention to negative cues, and
predict poor biological functioning (Jamieson et al., 2012; Jefferson
etal., 2010; McEwen, 1998). Lastly, compared to White individuals,
Black individuals mistrust other social groups, which can engender
negative evaluations of White people (Dovidio et al., 2008; Mabry &
Kiecolt, 2005). While the research linking mistrust and health is lim-
ited, a negative association exists between perceptions of mistrust
and the experience of threat, and a positive association exists
between perceived discrimination and mistrust in healthcare physi-
cians (e.g., Blascovich, 2008; Hausmann et al., 2013; Haywood et
al., 2014).

This research also offers insight into how perceived Black—White
competition is influenced by intergroup inequality, and subse-
quently internalized. The extant literature on the opposing processes
model of competition (Murayama & Elliot, 2012) documents the
relationship between competition and performance, demonstrating
that competition leads to both positive and negative outcomes
depending on the achievement goals adopted. The present findings
offer a similar takeaway: while competition impacts negative inter-
group perceptions, this relationship is attenuated when the socio-
economic context is perceived to be equal. Here, economic inequal-
ity may provide a contextual backdrop by which competition is per-
ceived; high inequality may compel individuals to construe
competition as a catalyst of perceived racial tension, and more egal-
itarian conditions (i.e., economic equality) may influence individu-
als to view competition less negatively. While recent work has
documented some of the nuances of inequality and competition
(Sommet et al., 2019, 2023), the present work is the first to document
the importance of the economic context in conjunction with race-
based competition.

Limitations and Future Directions

While the present work offers a systematic approach to under-
standing the effects of racial income inequality and competition on
negative intergroup outcomes, limitations should be considered.
First, this work focuses on perceived outcomes, limiting conclusions
regarding more objective outcomes (e.g., behavioral or health-
related outcomes). As such, future research would benefit from
examining more tangible, societal-level outcomes, such as drug
use and violent crime rates (Galea et al., 2007; Hipp, 2007; Pickett
& Wilkinson, 2015), as well as considering other objective social
and economic factors that contribute to the emergence and spread
of negative intergroup behaviors (Prusova & Agadullina, 2021).

Moreover, outcomes reflect perceptions of the prevalence of inter-
racial action tendencies. Specifically, participants reported on the
prevalence of these tendencies in their community, not on how
much they themselves engage in or have experienced these action
tendencies. This approach makes it difficult to identify which target
group is driving the effect and engaging in action tendencies. That is,
it is unclear whether participants are thinking of their racial ingroup,
the outgroup, or if both groups are perceived to be behaving recipro-
cally in kind. This approach was used here to minimize socially
desirable responding (e.g., Gibbons et al., 2012; Waytz et al.,
2015). However, recent research suggests that using targeted, direct

questions pertaining to personal experiences may be a viable alterna-
tive (Axt, 2018; Oswald et al., 2013; Stark et al., 2022). As such,
future research would benefit from examining the effect of Black—
White inequality and competition on being the agent and target of
negative intergroup behaviors, and from considering directional
(e.g., ingroup vs. outgroup) effects separately.

Additionally, the present work manipulated racial income inequal-
ity by presenting information regarding the Black—White income gap,
and this is not directly analogous to the objective experience of living
in and experiencing an area of high Black—White income inequality.
Manipulating personal experiences would require a proxy context
(e.g., a Bimboola paradigm; Séanchez-Rodriguez et al.,, 2019;
Sprong et al., 2019) given that randomly allocating resources to indi-
viduals in society is unethical and unfeasible. While this limitation is
unavoidable, research has found an association between the objective
(real) racial income gap and psychological outcomes (Gordils et al.,
2020). Moreover, in over 80% of U.S. ZIP-codes, White individuals
have a greater average income compared to Black individuals. So,
the manipulation used in the present work can also be viewed (in
most instances) as a reminder to individuals of the existence of racial
income inequality in their area.

The present work exposed people to Black/White income data,
which implies that people must both become aware of and accurately
perceive racial income inequality in order to be affected by it. While
past work has found that Americans exhibit greater accuracy for
Black—White income inequality compared to Black—White wealth
inequality (Kraus et al., 2017), they nonetheless have difficulty accu-
rately reporting the magnitude and severity of these disparities, and
in some cases, can be oblivious to them altogether (Jachimowicz et
al., 2022; Kraus et al., 2019, 2022; Norton & Ariely, 2011). While
people may not be perfectly attuned to the specific level of inequality
in their area, past work has documented positive correlations
between subjective and objective measures of economic inequality
(Peters & Jetten, 2023; Schmalor & Heine, 2022; Sommet et al.,
2019; Sprong et al., 2019). In other words, people are certainly
imperfect detectors of economic inequality, but they can report
with some level of accuracy in some instances (e.g., within their
immediate area of residence).

This is an important limitation related to much of the empirical
research of economic inequality. That is, to test for the effects of
an intended experimental manipulation that utilizes information of
objective indicators of inequality, people likely need to be made
aware of the presence or absence of varying levels of inequality.
Past research has documented inaccuracies between objective and
perceived inequality. Thus, making individuals aware of the state
of Black—White income inequality may artificially magnify effects
and diminish ecological validity. While objective markers of income
inequality influence psychological outcomes (Gordils et al., 2020;
Sommet et al., 2019), dismissing the nuance of how people learn
about and maintain awareness of inequality (and whether they are
subsequently affected by it) may obscure the complexities of how
these disparities “get into heads.” Future research would thus benefit
from not only examining the explicit effects of manipulating
inequality, but also capturing indirect and implicit effects indepen-
dent of whether individuals are actively and accurately aware of it.
Furthermore, the present work is centered on mean-level Black—
White income differences at the ZIP-code level in the United
States. That is, this work focused on a type of interracial inequality
(i.e., the unequal distribution of resources between racial groups),
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and not interracial inequity (i.e., whether resource distributions are
fair or unjust between racial groups). While these constructs are
related, they do vary. Inequality may be perceived as an unfair social
ill, but it can also be perceived as a fair process that reflects variabil-
ity in effort (i.e., some groups “try harder” than others; Shariff et al.,
2016). If presented with information regarding the racial income
gap, social liberals (e.g., Cooley, Brown-lannuzzi, & Cottrell,
2019; Cooley, Brown-lannuzzi, Lei, & Cipolli III, 2019) may con-
strue the unequal income gap as an indication of racial privilege
for White individuals, and unfair disadvantage for Black individu-
als. Or, racial group membership may influence how information
about inequality is internalized. White and Black individuals may
frame racial inequality differently due to their position in the hierar-
chy (e.g., Cooley, Brown-lannuzzi, & Cottrell, 2019; Cooley,
Brown-lannuzzi, Lei, & Cipolli III, 2019; Lowery et al., 2007;
Phillips & Lowery, 2015). Moreover, individual differences, includ-
ing social dominance orientation (e.g., Esses et al., 1998; Pratto et
al., 2006), system justification beliefs (e.g., Jost & Thompson,
2000), and support for economic inequality (Wiwad et al., 2019)
all characterize individuals who view the world in terms of compe-
tition among social groups for status and power, and likely affect
how racial disparities and intergroup tension is understood and inter-
nalized (Duckitt, 2005). Future research would benefit from incorpo-
rating these measures into work on racial inequality to understand
how inequality impacts individuals downstream.

Regarding our testing of moderation-of-process, it may be diffi-
cult to imagine circumstances where inequality does not breed com-
petition. As such, presenting some participants with information
about the presence of racial income inequality in the absence of com-
petition may represent an unlikely possibility. However, resources
should be perceived as scarce and outgroups perceived as relevant,
to engender competition and negative outcomes (see Intergroup
Threat Theory). If individuals perceive an outgroup as not relevant
(perhaps because they pose no threat to the resources in question),
it is unlikely that individuals would perceive competition. As an
example, it is unlikely that middle-class individuals perceive compe-
tition between themselves and the severely impoverished or those
without a home, despite there being a large economic gap between
the two. Moreover, if individuals perceive critical resources as
non-zero-sum, this may attenuate perceptions of competition as
well. Research on zero-sum beliefs suggests that as individuals
feel economically deprived, they are more likely to believe that eco-
nomic success is zero-sum (Ongis & Davidai, 2022). While present-
ing information about inequality may evoke zero-sum beliefs,
lowering perceptions of race-based competition may also lower per-
ceptions of zero-sum beliefs in kind. This line of thinking, however,
raises the question: What are the processes underlying the relation-
ship between income inequality and competition? In addition to
these mechanisms (i.e., group relevance and zero-sum beliefs),
past research on beliefs about social mobility and perceptions of
the legitimacy of inequality likely play a role. For instance, believing
that income mobility is achievable breeds tolerance of inequality
(Shariff et al., 2016), and people who perceive income inequality
as more legitimate are less negatively impacted by experiencing
inequality (Schneider, 2012). Future research is needed to extend
the present work by investigating mechanisms involved in the link
between inequality and competition.

Finally, while the variables assessed in the present work may be
linked to approach and avoidance motivation, this work did not
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test the direct effect of racial income inequality and perceived inter-
racial competition on these motivational orientations. Past research
has documented effects of competition on approach and avoidance
motivation (Hangen et al., 2016; Murayama & Elliot, 2012), and
competition and motivation in the context of inequality in which
economic inequality predicts both other-approach and other-
avoidance economic goals via perceived competitiveness (Sommet
et al., 2019). Approach motivation results in the energization or
direction of behavior toward desirable objects, situations, or out-
comes, while avoidance motivation encompasses the energization
or direction of behavior away from undesirable objects, situations,
or outcomes (Elliot, 2006; Jamieson et al., 2014). As inequality
and perceived competition can promote striving to win and striving
not to lose (Sommet et al., 2019; Wolters, 2004), it is possible that
racial income inequality affects approach-related action tendencies
for some individuals, while impacting avoidance-related action ten-
dencies for others.

Research on the biopsychosocial model of challenge and threat
(Blascovich, 2008; Blascovich & Tomaka, 1996; Seery, 2013) has
documented differential outcomes based on perceptions of demands
and available coping resources: when individuals perceive that avail-
able resources exceed situational demands, they are challenged and
approach motivated; however, when individuals perceive that these
demands exceed available coping resources, they are threatened and
avoidance motivated (for reviews, see Jamieson, 2017). In the con-
text of racial income inequality, individuals with the financial
resources to cope with economically unequal and competitive envi-
ronments may exhibit challenge responses, whereas individuals with
fewer economic resources may experience threat in response to the
same environment. These tendencies may manifest as approach-
oriented affective responses such as discrimination, anger, and risk-
taking (Jamieson et al., 2013; Sidanius et al., 2007; Tajfel & Turner,
2001), or avoidance-oriented responses such as intergroup anxiety
and outgroup avoidance (Esses et al., 2005; McFarland & Warren,
1992). Understanding how perceptions of racial competition influ-
ence motivational processes may have important implications for
health (e.g., Fuller-Rowell et al., 2012; Gibbons et al., 2014;
Jamieson et al., 2013). Past experimental work supports the causal
link between perceptions of competition and these motivational
goals (e.g., Pekrun et al., 2014; Shin et al., 2017), and the present
findings suggest that perceptions of interracial competition can elicit
approach- and avoidance-oriented responses. However, the link
between racial income inequality, perceived interracial competition,
and approach-avoidance motivation have yet to be examined
(although has been investigated on the subject of general income
inequality and competition broadly; see Sommet & Elliot, 2023).
As such, future research may benefit strongly from expanding
the present work by integrating race-based income inequality, inter-
group competition, and motivational processes together in a compre-
hensive model.

Constraints on Generality

The present work focused exclusively on Black—White relations
in the United States. Participants were recruited across various
online platforms (e.g., MTurk workers, Prolific users, university stu-
dents (Sona), and we recognize that the ability to use these platforms
are constrained to those with internet access and electronic computer
devices. Moreover, it is unclear whether findings would generalize



allied publishers.

ot to be disseminated br

on or one of its

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Associ

personal use of the individual user

solely for the

BLACK-WHITE INEQUALITY AND COMPETITION

to other non-White groups. As such, a valuable future direction is to
extend the proposed model to include other racial or ethnic group
relations, such as non-White Hispanic/Latinx and East Asian groups,
two of the fastest growing in the United States (Huo et al., 2018). For
example, research shows that the growth of the Hispanic/Latinx pop-
ulation is a significant predictor of feelings of threat among White
Americans (E. D. Knowles & Tropp, 2018). Moreover, given the
rise and awareness of prejudice and discrimination towards Asian
Americans (Associated Press, 2021; Croucher et al., 2020), under-
standing how existing socio-economic, socio-structural, and envi-
ronmental (e.g., global pandemic) variables may play a role in
maintaining, exacerbating, and attenuating discriminatory sentiment
is paramount (e.g., Gordils, Elliot, Toprakkiran, & Jamieson, 2021;
Toprakkiran & Gordils, 2021).

To understand the full effects of race-based income inequality on
intergroup competition and negative downstream outcomes, efforts
must be allocated toward assessing model generalizability and dif-
ferences. As the majority of intergroup research focuses on one
group’s attitudes and perceptions toward some defined outgroup
(e.g. Butz & Yogeeswaran, 2011; Diaz et al., 2011; Morrison &
Ybarra, 2008), researchers would not only benefit from comparable
group-sample sizes, but also from testing whether these models
operate similarly for other social groups. In the event that group dif-
ferences emerge, as was the case in the present work, future research
would benefit from examining the mechanisms as to why model dif-
ferences occur. For example, it is probable that cultural factors may
be playing a role in how inequality and competition are internalized
(Cohen et al., 20006; Oishi et al., 2022). Moreover, it is possible that
the proposed constructs (i.e., racial income inequality, perceived
interracial competition, and focal negative interracial outcomes)
are not similarly understood between different racial groups
(Trimble, 2007). As such, incorporating a multicultural lens for
understanding not just the existence of differences, but the mecha-
nisms underlying why these differences exist is of paramount impor-
tance and a notable future direction (Oishi et al., 2022; Wu et al.,
2022).

Conclusion

This research is the first to document the causal role of racial
income inequality on perceived interracial competition and negative
interracial psychological outcomes. This work contributes to our
understanding of racial income inequality and intergroup competi-
tion by identifying perceived interracial competition as a mechanism
for how Black—White inequality impacts person-level outcomes.
Given the history, both past and ongoing, of racial tension in
America, it is important that researchers continue to unpack the last-
ing effects and nuances of race-based disparities.

Context of the Research

This research presented in this article was informed by the
authors’ program of research on the effects of racial income inequal-
ity on perceived intergroup competition and negative psychological
outcomes. Past work has documented associations between the
objective Black—White income gap and negative psychological per-
ceptions, yet this research was limited to correlational interpreta-
tions. Building on research on economic inequality and intergroup
relations, the studies presented herein utilize a systematic approach
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to demonstrate that leading Black and White individuals to believe
they live in an area of high Black—White inequality can impact
their perceptions of intergroup competition and intergroup tension
(e.g., discrimination, intergroup anxiety). Moreover, perceived com-
petition between Black and White individuals is a process by which
this inequality effect unfolds, yet manifests differently depending on
one’s racial group membership. These results offer a crucial first step
to understanding causal implications of race-based inequality, a dis-
parity that continues to persist in American society.

References

Amodio, D. M. (2009). Intergroup anxiety effects on the control of racial ste-
reotypes: A psychoneuroendocrine analysis. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 45(1), 60—67. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08
.009

Anier, N., Guimond, S., & Dambrun, M. (2016). Relative deprivation and
gratification elicit prejudice: Research on the V-curve hypothesis.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 11, 96-99. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.copsyc.2016.06.012

Associated Press. (2021). AP-NORC poll: More Americans believe
anti-Asian hate rising. https:/apnews.com/article/donald-trump-el-paso-
texas-mass-shooting-racial-injustice-health-coronavirus-pandemic-
5e97feb8c498cbf80718a62d 16418285

Axt, J. R. (2018). The best way to measure explicit racial attitudes is to ask
about them. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 9(8), 896—
906. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617728995

Bahamondes, J., Sibley, C. G., & Osborne, D. (2022). System justification or
social dominance? A multilevel test of the ideological motivators of per-
ceived discrimination. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
48(7), 1134-1148. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211036020

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator—mediator variable dis-
tinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statis-
tical considerations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51(6),
1173-1182. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173

Beaton, A. M., & Tougas, F. (2001). Reactions to affirmative action: Group
membership and social justice. Social Justice Research, 14(1), 61-78.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012575724550

Bertrand, M., & Mullainathan, S. (2004). Are Emily and Greg more employ-
able than Lakisha and Jamal? A field experiment on labor market discrim-
ination. American Economic Review, 94(4), 991-1013. https://doi.org/10
.1257/0002828042002561

Bialik, K., & Cilluffo, A. (2017). Data from Pew Research Center tabula-
tions of the 1968-2016 Current Population Survey Annual Social and
Economic Supplement (IPUMS). Retrieved from https://www.pew
research.org/fact-tank/2017/02/22/6-facts-about-black-americans-for-black-
history-month/

Bigler, R. S., Averhart, C. J., & Liben, L. S. (2003). Race and the workforce:
Occupational status, aspirations, and stereotyping among African
American children. Developmental Psychology, 39(3), 572-580. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572

Blascovich, J. (2008). Challenge and threat. In A. J. Elliot (Ed.), Handbook of
approach and avoidance motivation (pp. 431-446). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Blascovich, J., & Tomaka, J. (1996). The biopsychosocial model of arousal
regulation. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychol-
ogy (Vol. 28, pp. 1-51). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60235-X

Blau, J. R., & Blau, P. M. (1982). The cost of inequality: Metropolitan struc-
ture and violent crime. American Sociological Review, 47(1), 114-129.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095046

Blau, P. M., & Golden, R. M. (1986). Metropolitan structure and criminal
violence. The Sociological Quarterly, 27(1), 15-26. https://doi.org/10
1111/5.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.012 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.012 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.012 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.012 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.012 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2016.06.012 
https://apnews.com/article/donald-trump-el-paso-texas-mass-shooting-racial-injustice-health-coronavirus-pandemic-5e97feb8c498cbf80718a62d164f8285
https://apnews.com/article/donald-trump-el-paso-texas-mass-shooting-racial-injustice-health-coronavirus-pandemic-5e97feb8c498cbf80718a62d164f8285
https://apnews.com/article/donald-trump-el-paso-texas-mass-shooting-racial-injustice-health-coronavirus-pandemic-5e97feb8c498cbf80718a62d164f8285
https://apnews.com/article/donald-trump-el-paso-texas-mass-shooting-racial-injustice-health-coronavirus-pandemic-5e97feb8c498cbf80718a62d164f8285
https://apnews.com/article/donald-trump-el-paso-texas-mass-shooting-racial-injustice-health-coronavirus-pandemic-5e97feb8c498cbf80718a62d164f8285
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617728995
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617728995
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211036020
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211036020
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012575724550
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1012575724550
https://doi.org/10.1257/0002828042002561
https://doi.org/10.1257/0002828042002561
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/02/22/6-facts-about-black-americans-for-black-history-month/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/02/22/6-facts-about-black-americans-for-black-history-month/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/02/22/6-facts-about-black-americans-for-black-history-month/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/02/22/6-facts-about-black-americans-for-black-history-month/
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/02/22/6-facts-about-black-americans-for-black-history-month/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.3.572
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60235-X
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095046
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095046
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1533-8525.1986.tb00246.x

allied publishers.

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its

personal use of the individual user

=
()
=)
=1
Q
2]
)

=

lely for the

2498

Bobo, L., & Hutchings, V. L. (1996). Perceptions of racial group competi-
tion: Extending Blumer’s theory of group position to a multiracial social
context. American Sociological Review, 61(6), 951-972. https://doi.org/
10.2307/2096302

Brewer, M. (2016). Intergroup discrimination: Ingroup love or outgroup hate?
In C. Sibley & F. Barlow (Eds.), The Cambridge handbook of the psychol-
ogy of prejudice (pp. 90-110). Cambridge University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005

Brewer, M. B. (2001). Ingroup identification and intergroup conflict: When
does ingroup love become outgroup hate? In R. D. Ashmore, L. Jussim,
& D. Wilder (Eds.), Social identity, intergroup conflict, and conflict reduc-
tion (Vol. 3, pp. 17-41). Oxford University Press.

Brewer, M. B., & Weber, J. G. (1994). Self-evaluation effects of interper-
sonal versus intergroup social comparison. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 66(2), 268-275. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514
.66.2.268

Brown, R., & Pehrson, S. (2019). Group processes: Dynamics within and
between groups. Wiley.

Burgess, D. J., Ding, Y., Hargreaves, M., Van Ryn, M., & Phelan, S. (2008).
The association between perceived discrimination and underutilization of
needed medical and mental health care in a multi-ethnic community sam-
ple. Journal of Health Care for the Poor and Underserved, 19(3), 894—
911. https://doi.org/10.1353/hpu.0.0063

Burr, J. A., Hartman, J. T., & Matteson, D. W. (1999). Black suicide in U.S.
metropolitan areas: An examination of the racial inequality and social
integration-regulation hypotheses. Social Forces, 77(3), 1049-1080.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005971

Butz, D. A., & Yogeeswaran, K. (2011). A new threat in the air:
Macroeconomic threat increases prejudice against Asian Americans.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47(1), 22-27. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014

Callaghan, B., Harouni, L., Dupree, C. H., Kraus, M. W., & Richeson, J. A.
(2021). Testing the efficacy of three informational interventions for reduc-
ing misperceptions of the Black—White wealth gap. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 118(38), Article €2108875118. https:/
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108875118

Caluori, N., Brown-lannuzzi, J. L., & Cipolli, W., III (2021). Economic
inequality shapes the relationship between globalization and prejudice.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 12(6), 1082-1091.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620960929

Cameron, L., & Rutland, A. (2016). Researcher-practitioner partnerships
in the development of intervention to reduce prejudice among
children. In K. Durkin & H. R. Schaffer (Eds.), The Wiley handbook
of developmental psychology in practice: Implementation and impact
(pp. 341-365). Wiley Blackwell.

Campbell, D. T. (1965). Ethnocentric and other altruistic motives. In D.
Levine (Ed.), Nebraska symposium on motivation (pp. 283-311).
University of Nebraska Press.

Chandler, J., Rosenzweig, C., Moss, A. J., Robinson, J., & Litman, L. (2019).
Online panels in social science research: Expanding sampling methods
beyond Mechanical Turk. Behavior Research Methods, 51(5), 2022—
2038. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-019-01273-7

Chen, X., & Graham, S. (2015). Cross-ethnic friendships and intergroup atti-
tudes among Asian American adolescents. Child Development, 86(3),
749-764. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12339

Cheung, F., & Lucas, R. E. (2016). Income inequality is associated with
stronger social comparison effects: The effect of relative income on life sat-
isfaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 110(2), 332-341.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000059

Chun, Y., Roll, S., Miller, S., Larimore, S., Lee, H., & Grinstein-Weiss, M.
(2020). Racial and ethnic disparities in housing instability during the
COVID-19 pandemic: The role of assets and income shocks. SSRN 3742097.

Cohen, T. R., Montoya, R. M., & Insko, C. A. (2006). Group morality and
intergroup relations: Cross-cultural and experimental evidence.

GORDILS, JAMIESON, AND ELLIOT

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(11), 1559-1572. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291673

Connor, P., Sarafidis, V., Zyphur, M. J., Keltner, D., & Chen, S. (2019).
Income inequality and White-on-Black racial bias in the United States:
Evidence from project implicit and Google Trends. Psychological
Science, 30(2), 205-222. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618815441

Cooley, E., Brown-lannuzzi, J., & Cottrell, D. (2019). Liberals perceive more
racism than conservatives when police shoot Black men—but, reading
about White privilege increases perceived racism, and shifts attributions of
guilt, regardless of political ideology. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 85, Article 103885. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103885

Cooley, E., Brown-lannuzzi, J. L., Lei, R. F., & Cipolli, W., III (2019).
Complex intersections of race and class: Among social liberals, learning
about White privilege reduces sympathy, increases blame, and decreases
external attributions for White people struggling with poverty. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 148(12), 2218-2228. https://
doi.org/10.1037/xge0000605

Crosby, F. (1976). A model of egoistical relative deprivation. Psychological
Review, 83(2), 85-113. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.85

Croucher, S. M., Nguyen, T., & Rahmani, D. (2020). Prejudice toward Asian
Americans in the COVID-19 pandemic: The effects of social media use in
the United States. Frontiers in Communication, 5, 39. https://doi.org/10
.3389/fcomm.2020.00039

Crowder, K. D. (2001). Racial stratification in the actuation of mobility
expectations: Microlevel impacts of racially restrictive housing markets.
Social Forces, 79(4), 1377-1396. https://doi.org/10.1353/s0f.2001.0035

Curseu, P. L., Stoop, R., & Schalk, R. (2007). Prejudice toward immigrant
workers among Dutch employees: Integrated threat theory revisited.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 37(1), 125-140. https://doi.org/
10.1002/ejsp.331

Dambrun, M., Taylor, D. M., McDonald, D. A., Crush, J., & Méot, A.
(2006). The relative deprivation-gratification continuum and the attitudes
of South Africans toward immigrants: A test of the V-curve hypothesis.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 91(6), 1032-1044.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1032

Davidai, S., & Walker, J. (2022). Americans misperceive racial disparities in
economic mobility. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 48(5),
793-806. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211024115

de Melo, C. M., Carnevale, P. J., Read, S. J., & Gratch, J. (2014). Reading
people’s minds from emotion expressions in interdependent decision mak-
ing. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 106(1), 73-88. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0034251

Deutsch, M. (1973). The resolution of conflict: Constructive and destructive
processes. Yale University Press.

Diaz, P., Saenz, D. S., & Kwan, V. S. (2011). Economic dynamics and
changes in attitudes toward undocumented Mexican immigrants in
Arizona. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 11(1), 300-313.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x

Dovidio, J. F., Hewstone, M., Glick, P., & Esses, V. M. (2010). Prejudice,
stereotyping and discrimination: Theoretical and empirical overview. In
J. F. Dovidio, M. Hewstone, P. Glick, & V. M. Esses (Eds.), The SAGE
handbook of prejudice, stereotyping and discrimination (pp. 3-28). Sage.

Dovidio, J. F., Penner, L. A., Albrecht, T. L., Norton, W. E., Gaertner, S. L.,
& Shelton, J. N. (2008). Disparities and distrust: The implications of psy-
chological processes for understanding racial disparities in health and
health care. Social Science and Medicine, 67(3), 478-486. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019

Du, H., & King, R. B. (2022). What predicts perceived economic inequality?
The roles of actual inequality, system justification, and fairness consider-
ations. British Journal of Social Psychology, 61(1), 19-36. https://
doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12468

Duckitt, J. (2005). Personality and prejudice. In J. F. Dovidio, P. Glick, & L.
A. Rudman (Eds.), On the nature of prejudice: Fifty years after Allport
(pp. 395—412). Blackwell Publishing.


https://doi.org/10.2307/2096302
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096302
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096302
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316161579.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.2.268
https://doi.org/10.1353/hpu.0.0063
https://doi.org/10.1353/hpu.0.0063
https://doi.org/10.1353/hpu.0.0063
https://doi.org/10.1353/hpu.0.0063
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005971
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005971
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2010.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108875118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108875118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108875118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2108875118
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620960929
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620960929
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-019-01273-7
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-019-01273-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12339
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12339
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12339
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000059
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000059
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291673
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291673
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206291673
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618815441
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618815441
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103885�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103885�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103885�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103885�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2019.103885�
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000605
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000605
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.83.2.85
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.00039�
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.00039�
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.00039�
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.00039�
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2001.0035
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2001.0035
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2001.0035
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2001.0035
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.331
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.331
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.331
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.331
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1032
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1032
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1032
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1032
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.6.1032
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211024115
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211024115
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034251
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034251
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034251
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01255.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12468
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12468
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12468
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12468

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

J

>minated broadly.

nd is not to be diss

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

BLACK-WHITE INEQUALITY AND COMPETITION

Elenbaas, L., & Killen, M. (2016). Age-related changes in children’s associ-
ations of economic resources and race. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, Article
884. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00884

Elgar, F.J., Gariépy, G., Torsheim, T., & Currie, C. (2017). Early-life income
inequality and adolescent health and well-being. Social Science &
Medicine, 174, 197-208. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.s0cscimed.2016.10
.014

Elliot, A. J. (2006). The hierarchical model of approach-avoidance motiva-
tion. Motivation and Emotion, 30(2), 111-116. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11031-006-9028-7

Emerson, M. O., Yancey, G., & Chai, K. J. (2001). Does race matter in res-
idential segregation? Exploring the preferences of White Americans.
American Sociological Review, 66(6), 922-935. https://doi.org/10.2307/
3088879

Esses, V. M., Dovidio, J. F., Jackson, L. M., & Armstrong, T. L. (2001). The
immigration dilemma: The role of perceived group competition, ethnic
prejudice, and national identity. Journal of Social Issues, 57(3), 389—
412. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00220

Esses, V. M., Jackson, L. M., & Armstrong, T. L. (1998). Intergroup compe-
tition and attitudes toward immigrants and immigration: An instrumental
model of group conflict. Journal of Social Issues, 54(4), 699-724.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x

Esses, V. M., Jackson, L. M., Dovidio, J. F., & Hodson, G. (2005).
Instrumental relations among groups: Group competition, conflict, and prej-
udice. InJ. F. Dovidio, P. Glick, & L. A. Rudman (Eds.), On the nature of
prejudice: Fifty years after Allport (pp. 227-243). Blackwell Publishing.

Falomir-Pichastor, J. M., Muifioz-Rojas, D., Invernizzi, F., & Mugny, G.
(2004). Perceived in-group threat as a factor moderating the influence of
in-group norms on discrimination against foreigners. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 34(2), 135-153. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.189

Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human
Relations, 7(2), 117-140. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202

Fiske, S. T. (2010). Envy up, scorn down: How comparison divides us.
American Psychologist, 65(8), 698-706. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-
066X.65.8.698

Fuller-Rowell, T. E., Doan, S. N., & Eccles, J. S. (2012). Differential effects
of perceived discrimination on the diurnal cortisol rhythm of African
Americans and Whites. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 37(1), 107-118.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011

Galea, S., Ahern, J., Tracy, M., & Vlahov, D. (2007). Neighborhood income
and income distribution and the use of cigarettes, alcohol, and marijuana.
American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 32(6 Suppl.), S195-S202.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003

Garcia, S. M., Tor, A., & Schiff, T. M. (2013). The psychology of competi-
tion: A social comparison perspective. Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 8(6), 634—650. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613504114

Gezici, A., & Ozay, O. (2020). An intersectional analysis of COVID-19
unemployment. Journal of Economics, Race, and Policy, 3(4), 270-281.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41996-020-00075-w

Gibbons, F. X., Gerrard, M., Cleveland, M. J., Wills, T. A., & Brody, G.
(2004). Perceived discrimination and substance use in African American
parents and their children: A panel study. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 86(4), 517-529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514
.86.4.517

Gibbons, F. X., Kingsbury, J. H., Weng, C. Y., Gerrard, M., Cutrona, C.,
Wills, T. A., & Stock, M. (2014). Effects of perceived racial discrimination
on health status and health behavior: A differential mediation hypothesis.
Health Psychology, 33(1), 11-19. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033857

Gibbons, F. X., O’Hara, R. E., Stock, M. L., Gerrard, M., Weng, C. Y., &
Wills, T. A. (2012). The erosive effects of racism: Reduced self-control
mediates the relation between perceived racial discrimination and sub-
stance use in African American adolescents. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 102(5), 1089—1104. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027404

2499

Gilbert, D. T., Giesler, R. B., & Morris, K. A. (1995). When comparisons
arise. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(2), 227-236.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.227

Gittleman, M., & Wolff, E. N. (2004). Racial differences in patterns of wealth
accumulation. Journal of Human Resources, 39(1), 193-227. https:/
doi.org/10.2307/3559010

Gordils, J., Elliot, A. J., & Jamieson, J. P. (2021). The effect of perceived
interracial competition on psychological outcomes. PLoS One, 16(1),
Article €0245671. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245671

Gordils, J., Elliot, A. J., Toprakkiran, S., & Jamieson, J. P. (2021). The effects
of COVID-19 on perceived intergroup competition and negative inter-
group outcomes. The Journal of Social Psychology, 161(4), 419-434.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918617

Gordils, J., Sommet, N., Elliot, A. J., & Jamieson, J. P. (2020). Racial income
inequality, perceptions of competition, and negative interracial outcomes.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 11(1), 74-87. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1948550619837003

Gradin, C. (2014). Race and income distribution: Evidence from the USA,
Brazil and South Africa. Review of Development Economics, 18(1), 73—
92. https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12070

Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (1995). Implicit social cognition:
Attitudes, self-esteem, and stereotypes. Psychological Review, 102(1),
4-27. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.4

Greenwald, A. G., & Pettigrew, T. F. (2014). With malice toward none and
charity for some: Ingroup favoritism enables discrimination. American
Psychologist, 69(7), 669-684. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036056

Hamley, L., Houkamau, C. A., Osborne, D., Barlow, F. K., & Sibley, C. G.
(2020). Ingroup love or outgroup hate (or both)? Mapping distinct bias pro-
files in the population. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 46(2),
171-188. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219845919

Hangen, E. J., Elliot, A. J., & Jamieson, J. P. (2016). The opposing processes
model of competition: Elucidating the effects of competition on risk-
taking. Motivation Science, 2(3), 157-170. https://doi.org/10.1037/
mot0000038

Hanushek, E. A., Peterson, P. E., Talpey, L. M., & Woessmann, L. (2019).
The achievement gap fails to close. Education Next, 19(3), 8-17.

Harth, N. S., Kessler, T., & Leach, C. W. (2008). Advantaged group’s emo-
tional reactions to intergroup inequality: The dynamics of pride, guilt, and
sympathy. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(1), 115-129.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207309193

Hausmann, L. R., Kwoh, C. K., Hannon, M. J., & Ibrahim, S. A. (2013).
Perceived racial discrimination in health care and race differences in phy-
sician trust. Race and Social Problems, 5(2), 113—120. https://doi.org/10
.1007/s12552-013-9092-z

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional
process analysis: A regression-based approach. Guilford Press.

Haywood, C., Lanzkron, S., Bediako, S., Strouse, J. J., Haythornthwaite, J.,
Carroll, C. P., Diener-West, M., Onojobi, G., & Beach, M. C. (2014).
Perceived discrimination, patient trust, and adherence to medical recom-
mendations among persons with sickle cell disease. Journal of General
Internal Medicine, 29(12), 1657-1662. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-
014-2986-7

Hertz, R. P., Unger, A. N., Cornell, J. A., & Saunders, E. (2005). Racial dis-
parities in hypertension prevalence, awareness, and management. Archives
of Internal Medicine, 165(18), 2098-2104. https://doi.org/10.1001/
archinte.165.18.2098

Hewstone, M., Rubin, M., & Willis, H. (2002). Intergroup bias. Annual
Review of Psychology, 53(1), 575-604. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev
.psych.53.100901.135109

Hipp, J. R. (2007). Block, tract, and levels of aggregation: Neighborhood
structure and crime and disorder as a case in point. American
Sociological Review, 72(5), 659-680. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240
707200501


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00884�
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00884�
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00884�
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00884�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.014�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.014�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.014�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.014�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.014�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2016.10.014�
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-006-9028-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-006-9028-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-006-9028-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/3088879
https://doi.org/10.2307/3088879
https://doi.org/10.2307/3088879
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00220
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00220
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00220
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1998.tb01244.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.189
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.189
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.189
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872675400700202
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.65.8.698
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.65.8.698
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.65.8.698
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.65.8.698
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.65.8.698
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.65.8.698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613504114
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613504114
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41996-020-00075-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41996-020-00075-w
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.4.517
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.4.517
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.4.517
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.4.517
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.4.517
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033857
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033857
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027404
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027404
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.227
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.227
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.227
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.227
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.2.227
https://doi.org/10.2307/3559010
https://doi.org/10.2307/3559010
https://doi.org/10.2307/3559010
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245671
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245671
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245671
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0245671
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918617
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918617
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918617
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918617
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619837003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619837003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619837003
https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12070
https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12070
https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12070
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.1.4
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036056
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036056
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219845919
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219845919
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000038
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000038
https://doi.org/10.1037/mot0000038
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207309193
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207309193
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-013-9092-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-013-9092-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-2986-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-2986-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-014-2986-7
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.165.18.2098
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.165.18.2098
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.165.18.2098
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.165.18.2098
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.165.18.2098
https://doi.org/10.1001/archinte.165.18.2098
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135109
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200501
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200501
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200501

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

2500

Huo, Y. J., Dovidio, J. F., Jiménez, T.R., & Schildkraut, D. J. (2018). Not just
a national issue: Effect of state-level reception of immigrants and popula-
tion changes on intergroup attitudes of Whites, Latinos, and Asians in the
United States. Journal of Social Issues, 74(4), 716-736. https://doi.org/10
1111/josi.12295

Islam, M. R., & Hewstone, M. (1993). Dimensions of contact as predictors of
intergroup anxiety, perceived out-group variability, and out-group attitude:
An integrative model. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 19(6),
700-710. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005

Jachimowicz, J. M., Davidai, S., Goya-Tocchetto, D., Szaszi, B., Day, M. V.,
Tepper, S. J., Phillips, L. T., Mirza, M. U., Ordabayeva, N., & Hauser, O.
P. (2022). Inequality in researchers’ minds: Four guiding questions for
studying subjective perceptions of economic inequality. Journal of
Economic Surveys. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joes. 12507

Jamieson, J. P. (2017). Challenge and threat appraisals. In A. J. Elliot, C.
S. Dweck, & D. S. Yeager (Eds.), Handbook of competence and motiva-
tion: Theory and application (2nd ed., pp. 175-191). Guilford Press.

Jamieson, J. P., Koslov, K., Nock, M. K., & Mendes, W. B. (2013).
Experiencing discrimination increases risk taking. Psychological
Science, 24(2), 131-139. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612448194

Jamieson, J. P., Nock, M. K., & Mendes, W. B. (2012). Mind over matter:
Reappraising arousal improves cardiovascular and cognitive responses to
stress. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 141(3), 417-422.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025719

Jamieson, J. P., Valdesolo, P., & Peters, B. J. (2014). Sympathy for the devil?
The physiological and psychological effects of being an agent (and target)
of dissent during intragroup conflict. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 55, 221-227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011

Jaret, C., Reid, L. W., & Adelman, R. M. (2003). Black—White income
inequality and metropolitan socioeconomic structure. Journal of Urban
Affairs, 25(3), 305-334. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9906.00167

Jefferson, A. L., Himali, J. J., Beiser, A. S., Au, R., Massaro, J. M., Seshadri,
S., Gona, P., Salton, C. J., DeCarli, C., O’Donnell, C. J., Benjamin, E. J.,
Wolf, P. A., & Manning, W. J. (2010). Cardiac index is associated with
brain aging: The Framingham Heart Study. Circulation, 122(7), 690—
697. https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.109.905091

Jetten, J., Wang, Z., Steffens, N. K., Mols, F., Peters, K., & Verkuyten, M.
(2017). A social identity analysis of responses to economic inequality.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 18, 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.copsyc.2017.05.011

Johnston, C. D., & Newman, B. J. (2016). Economic inequality and U.S. pub-
lic policy mood across space and time. American Politics Research, 44(1),
164-191. https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X 15588361

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in system-
justification and the production of false consciousness. British Journal
of Social Psychology, 33(1), 1-27. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309
.1994.tb01008.x

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justi-
fication theory: Accumulated evidence of conscious and unconscious bol-
stering of the status quo. Political Psychology, 25(6), 881-919. https://
doi.org/10.1111/5.1467-9221.2004.00402.x

Jost, J. T., & Thompson, E. P. (2000). Group-based dominance and opposi-
tion to equality as independent predictors of self-esteem, ethnocentrism,
and social policy attitudes among African Americans and European
Americans. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 36(3), 209—
232. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403

Kawachi, I., Kennedy, B. P., Lochner, K., & Prothrow-Stith, D. (1997).
Social capital, income inequality, and mortality. American Journal of
Public Health, 87(9), 1491-1498. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.87.9
.1491

Kawachi, I., & Subramanian, S. V. (2014). Income inequality. In L.
F. Berkman, I. Kawachi, & M. M. Glymour (Eds.), Social epidemiology
(pp. 126-152). Oxford University Press.

GORDILS, JAMIESON, AND ELLIOT

Kelley, H. H., & Thibaut, J. W. (1969). Group problem solving. In
G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology
(Vol. 4, pp. 1-101), Addison-Wesley.

Kessler, R. C., Mickelson, K. D., & Williams, D. R. (1999). The prevalence,
distribution, and mental health correlates of perceived discrimination in the
United States. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 40(3), 208-230.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2676349

Knowles, E. D., & Tropp, L. R. (2018). The racial and economic context of
Trump support: Evidence for threat, identity, and contact effects in the
2016 Presidential Election. Social Psychological and Personality
Science, 9(3), 275-284. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618759326

Knowles, J., Persico, N., & Todd, P. (2001). Racial bias in motor vehicle
searches: Theory and evidence. Journal of Political Economy, 109(1),
203-229. https://doi.org/10.1086/318603

Kraus, M. W., Hudson, S. K. T., & Richeson, J. A. (2022). Framing, context,
and the misperception of Black—White wealth inequality. Social
Psychological and Personality Science, 13(1), 4—13. https://doi.org/10
1177/19485506211020910

Kraus, M. W., Onyeador, I. N., Daumeyer, N. M., Rucker, J. M., & Richeson,
J. A. (2019). The misperception of racial economic inequality.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 14(6), 899-921. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1745691619863049

Kraus, M. W., Rucker, J. M., & Richeson, J. A. (2017). Americans
Misperceive racial economic equality. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 114(39), 10324-10331. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.1707719114

Krosch, A.R., & Amodio, D. M. (2014). Economic scarcity alters the percep-
tion of race. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(25),
9079-9084. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas. 1404448111

Lackey, S. (2012). It takes two to tango: Stigma consciousness, intergroup
anxiety, and avoidance of interactions between Blacks and Whites.
[Doctoral dissertation]. St. John’s University.

Lakens, D., & Caldwell, A. R. (2019). Simulation-based power-analysis for
factorial ANOVA designs. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/baxsff

Lee, C., Ayers, S. L., & Kronenfeld, J. J. (2009). The association between
perceived provider discrimination, health care utilization, and health status
in racial and ethnic minorities. Ethnicity & Disease, 19(3), 330-337.

Lowery, B. S., Knowles, E. D., & Unzueta, M. M. (2007). Framing inequity
safely: Whites’ motivated perceptions of racial privilege. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(9), 1237-1250. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167207303016

Mabry, J. B., & Kiecolt, K. J. (2005). Anger in black and white: Race, alien-
ation, and anger. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 46(1), 85-101.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002214650504600107

Major, B. (1994). From social inequality to personal entitlement: The role of
social comparisons, legitimacy appraisals, and group membership.
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 26, 293-355. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60156-2

Manduca, R. (2018). Income inequality and the persistence of racial eco-
nomic disparities. Sociological Science, 5, 182-205. https://doi.org/10
.15195/v5.a8

McEwen, B. S. (1998). Protective and damaging effects of stress mediators.
New England Journal of Medicine, 338(3), 171-179. https://doi.org/10
.1056/NEJM 199801153380307

McFarland, S. G., & Warren, J. C., Jr. (1992). Religious orientations and
selective exposure among fundamentalist Christians. Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion, 31(2), 163-174. https://doi.org/10.2307/
1387006

McKernan, S. M., Ratcliffe, C., Steuerle, C. E., & Zhang, S. (2013). Less
than equal: Racial disparities in wealth accumulation. Urban Institute.

Mendes, W. B., Gray, H. M., Mendoza-Denton, R., Major, B., & Epel, E. S.
(2007). Why egalitarianism might be good for your health: Physiological
thriving during stressful intergroup encounters. Psychological Science,
18(11), 991-998. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x


https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12295
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12295
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12295
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167293196005
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12507�
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12507�
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12507�
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12507�
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612448194
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612448194
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025719
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025719
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.07.011�
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9906.00167
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9906.00167
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9906.00167
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.109.905091
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.109.905091
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.109.905091
https://doi.org/10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.109.905091
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.05.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.05.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.05.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.05.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.05.011�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.05.011�
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X15588361
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X15588361
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2004.00402.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1999.1403
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.87.9.1491
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.87.9.1491
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.87.9.1491
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.87.9.1491
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.87.9.1491
https://doi.org/10.2307/2676349
https://doi.org/10.2307/2676349
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618759326
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618759326
https://doi.org/10.1086/318603
https://doi.org/10.1086/318603
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211020910
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211020910
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619863049
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619863049
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619863049
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1707719114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1707719114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1707719114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1707719114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1404448111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1404448111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1404448111
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/baxsff
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/baxsff
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/baxsff
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207303016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207303016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207303016
https://doi.org/10.1177/002214650504600107
https://doi.org/10.1177/002214650504600107
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60156-2�
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60156-2�
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60156-2�
https://doi.org/10.15195/v5.a8�
https://doi.org/10.15195/v5.a8�
https://doi.org/10.15195/v5.a8�
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM199801153380307
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM199801153380307
https://doi.org/10.2307/1387006
https://doi.org/10.2307/1387006
https://doi.org/10.2307/1387006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02014.x

J

>minated broadly.

|5}
=
@
e

[=¥
=
QL

nd is not to be diss

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its a

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

BLACK-WHITE INEQUALITY AND COMPETITION 2501

Miron, A. M., Warner, R. H., & Branscombe, N. R. (2011). Accounting for
group differences in appraisals of social inequality: Differential injustice
standards. British Journal of Social Psychology, 50(2), 342-353. https://
doi.org/10.1111/5.2044-8309.2010.02009.x

Mishra, S., Hing, L. S. S., & Lalumiere, M. L. (2015). Inequality and risk-
taking.  Evolutionary  Psychology, 13(3). https://doi.org/10.1177/
1474704915596295

Monte, L. M., & Perez-Lopez, D. J. (2022) Covid-19 pandemic hit black
households harder than white households, even when pre-pandemic socio-
economic disparities are taken into account. U.S. Census Bureau. https:/
www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-
white-households.html

Monteith, M. J., Spicer, C. V., & Tooman, G. D. (1998). Consequences of
stereotype suppression: Stereotypes on AND not on the rebound.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 34(4), 355-377. https:/
doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1355

Morrison, K. R., & Ybarra, O. (2008). The effects of realistic threat and group
identification on social dominance orientation. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 44(1), 156-163. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006
.12.006

Moscatelli, S., Albarello, F., Prati, F., & Rubini, M. (2014). Badly off or bet-
ter off than them? The impact of relative deprivation and relative gratifica-
tion on intergroup discrimination. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 107(2), 248-264. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036704

Mummendey, A., Kessler, T., Klink, A., & Mielke, R. (1999). Strategies to
cope with negative social identity: Predictions by social identity theory
and relative deprivation theory. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 76(2), 229-245. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.2.229

Murayama, K., & Elliot, A. J. (2012). The competition—performance relation:
A meta-analytic review and test of the opposing processes model of com-
petition and performance. Psychological Bulletin, 138(6), 1035-1070.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028324

National Center for Education Statistics. (2011). The nation’s report card:
Mathematics 2011 (NCES 2012-458). Institute of Education Sciences,
U.S. Department of Education.

Newheiser, A. K., & Olson, K. R. (2012). White and Black American child-
ren’s implicit intergroup bias. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
48(1), 264-270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011

Norton, M. L., & Ariely, D. (2011). Building a better America—One wealth
quintile at a time. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 9-12.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393524

Nunnally, S. C. (2012). Trust in Black America: Race, discrimination, and
politics. NYU Press.

Oishi, S., Bak, H., & Caluori, N. (2022). Cultural psychology of inequality:
Current and future directions. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 25(1),
103-116. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12516

Ongis, M., & Davidai, S. (2022). Personal relative deprivation and the belief
that economic success is zero-sum. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 151(7), 1666-1680. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001 144

Onyeador, I. N., Daumeyer, N. M., Rucker, J. M., Duker, A., Kraus, M. W., &
Richeson, J. A. (2021). Disrupting beliefs in racial progress: Reminders of
persistent racism alter perceptions of past, but not current, racial economic
equality. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(5), 753-765.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220942625

Osborne, D., & Sibley, C. G. (2013). Through rose-colored glasses:
System-justifying beliefs dampen the effects of relative deprivation on well-
being and political mobilization. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 39(8), 991-1004. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213487997

Oswald, F. L., Mitchell, G., Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., & Tetlock, P. E. (2013).
Predicting ethnic and racial discrimination: A meta-analysis of IAT crite-
rion studies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105(2), 171-
192. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032734

Owuamalam, C. K., Rubin, M., & Spears, R. (2019). Revisiting 25 years of
system motivation explanation for system justification from the perspective

of social identity model of system attitudes. British Journal of Social
Psychology, 58(2), 362-381. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12285

Page-Gould, E., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Tropp, L. R. (2008). With a little
help from my cross-group friend: Reducing anxiety in intergroup contexts
through cross-group friendship. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 95(5), 1080-1094. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5
.1080

Parker, K. F., & McCall, P. L. (1999). Structural conditions and racial homi-
cide patterns: A look at the multiple disadvantages in urban areas.
Criminology, 37(3), 447-478. https://doi.org/10.1111/.1745-9125.1999
.tb00493.x

Pascoe, E. A., & Smart Richman, L. (2009). Perceived discrimination and
health: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 135(4), 531-
554. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016059

Payne, B. K., Brown-lannuzzi, J. L., & Hannay, J. W. (2017). Economic
inequality increases risk taking. Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of America, 114(18), 4643-4648. https://
doi.org/10.1073/pnas. 1616453114

Pekrun, R., Cusack, A., Murayama, K., Elliot, A. J., & Thomas, K. (2014).
The power of anticipated feedback: Effects on students’ achievement
goals and achievement emotions. Learning and Instruction, 29, 115-
124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002

Peters, K., & Jetten, J. (2023). How living in economically unequal societies
shapes our minds and our social lives. British Journal of Psychology.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12632

Peterson, R. D., & Krivo, L. J. (1993). Racial segregation and black urban
homicide. Social Forces, 71(4), 1001-1026. https://doi.org/10.2307/
2580128

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup
contact theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5),
751-783. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751

Phelan, J. C., & Link, B. G. (2015). Is racism a fundamental cause of inequal-
ities in health? Annual Review of Sociology, 41(1), 311-330. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112305

Phillips, L. T., & Lowery, B. S. (2015). The hard-knock life? Whites claim
hardships in response to racial inequity. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 61, 12-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008

Pickett, K. E., & Wilkinson, R. G. (2015). Income inequality and health: A
causal review. Social Science and Medicine, 128, 316-326. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031

Piff, P. K. (2014). Wealth and the inflated self: Class, entitlement, and narcis-
sism. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(1), 34—43. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/0146167213501699

Pratto, F., & Lemieux, A. F. (2001). The psychological ambiguity of immi-
gration and its implications for promoting immigration policy. Journal
of Social Issues, 57(3), 413-430. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537
.00221

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006). Social dominance theory and the
dynamics of intergroup relations: Taking stock and looking forward.
European Review of Social Psychology, 17(1), 271-320. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10463280601055772

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L. M., & Malle, B. F. (1994). Social dom-
inance orientation: A personality variable predicting social and political
attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(4), 741—
763. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741

Prusova, I. S., & Agadullina, E. R. (2021). Socio-Economic predictors of
prejudice: Psychological perspective. Social Psychology and Society,
12(4), 5-19. https://doi.org/10.17759/sps.2021120401

Quillian, L. (2002). Why is Black—White residential segregation so persis-
tent?: Evidence on three theories from migration data. Social Science
Research, 31(2), 197-229. https://doi.org/10.1006/ssre.2001.0726

Richeson, J. A., & Sommers, S. R. (2016). Toward a social psychology of
race and race relations for the twenty-first century. Annual Review of


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02009.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474704915596295
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474704915596295
https://doi.org/10.1177/1474704915596295
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/07/how-pandemic-affected-black-and-white-households.html
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1355
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1355
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1355
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1355
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.1998.1355
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2006.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036704
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036704
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.2.229
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.2.229
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.2.229
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.2.229
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.2.229
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028324
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028324
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2011.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393524
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393524
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12516
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12516
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajsp.12516
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001144
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001144
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220942625
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220942625
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213487997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213487997
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032734
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032734
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12285
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12285
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12285
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.5.1080
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1999.tb00493.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016059
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016059
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1616453114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1616453114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1616453114
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1616453114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2013.09.002�
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12632 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12632 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12632 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2580128
https://doi.org/10.2307/2580128
https://doi.org/10.2307/2580128
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112305
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112305
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-073014-112305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.06.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.12.031�
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213501699
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213501699
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213501699
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00221
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00221
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00221
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280601055772
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280601055772
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463280601055772
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.4.741
https://doi.org/10.17759/sps.2021120401
https://doi.org/10.17759/sps.2021120401
https://doi.org/10.17759/sps.2021120401
https://doi.org/10.1006/ssre.2001.0726
https://doi.org/10.1006/ssre.2001.0726
https://doi.org/10.1006/ssre.2001.0726
https://doi.org/10.1006/ssre.2001.0726

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

2502

Psychology, 67(1), 439-463. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-
010213-115115

Riek, B. M., Mania, E. W., & Gaertner, S. L. (2006). Intergroup Threat and
Outgroup Attitudes: A Meta-Analytic Review. Personality and Social
Psychology — Review, 10(4), 336-353.  https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15327957pspr1004_4

Rios, K., Sosa, N., & Osborn, H. (2018). An experimental approach to
Intergroup Threat Theory: Manipulations, moderators, and consequences
of realistic versus symbolic threat. European Review of Social
Psychology, 29(1), 212-255. https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018
1537049

Sénchez-Rodriguez, A, Willis, G. B., Jetten, J., & Rodriguez-Bailén, R.
(2019). Economic inequality enhances inferences that the normative cli-
mate is individualistic and competitive. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 49(6), 1114-1127. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2557

Sands, M. L., & de Kadt, D. (2020). Local exposure to inequality raises sup-
port of people of low wealth for taxing the wealthy. Nature, 586(7828),
257-261. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2763-1

Schmalor, A., & Heine, S. J. (2022). Subjective economic inequality
decreases emotional intelligence, especially for people of high social
class. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 13(2), 608-617.
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211024024

Schneider, S. M. (2012). Income inequality and its consequences for life sat-
isfaction: What role do social cognitions play? Social Indicators Research,
106(3), 419-438. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9816-7

Seery, M. D. (2013). The biopsychosocial model of challenge and threat:
Using the heart to measure the mind. Social and Personality Psychology
Compass, 7(9), 637-653. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12052

Shapiro, T., Meschede, T., & Osoro, S. (2013). The roots of the widening
racial wealth gap: Explaining the Black—White economic divide.
Minority Health and Health Equity Archive. https://doi.org/10.13016/
pvyx-ebny

Shapiro, T. M., & Kenty-Drane, J. L. (2005). The racial wealth gap. In C.
Conrad, J. Whitehead, P. Mason, & J. Stewart (Eds.), African
Americans in the US Economy (pp. 175-181). Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers.

Shariff, A. F., Wiwad, D., & Aknin, L. B. (2016). Income mobility breeds
tolerance for income inequality: Cross-national and experimental evi-
dence. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 11(3), 373-380. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635596

Sherif, M. (1966). In common predicament social psychology of intergroup
conflict and cooperation. Houghton Mifflin.

Shin, J., Lee, Y. K., & Seo, E. (2017). The effects of feedback on students’
achievement goals: Interaction between reference of comparison and reg-
ulatory focus. Learning and Instruction, 49, 21-31. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008

Sidanius, J., Devereux, E., & Pratto, F. (1992). A comparison of symbolic
racism theory and social dominance theory as explanations for racial policy
attitudes. The Journal of Social Psychology, 132(3), 377-395. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1992.9924713

Sidanius, J., Haley, H., Molina, L., & Pratto, F. (2007). Vladimir’s choice and
the distribution of social resources: A group dominance perspective.
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 10(2), 257-265. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/1368430207074732

Smith, J. R., & Louis, W. R. (2008). Do as we say and as we do: The interplay
of descriptive and injunctive group norms in the attitude—behaviour rela-
tionship. British Journal of Social Psychology, 47(4), 647-666. https://
doi.org/10.1348/014466607X269748

Sommet, N., & Elliot, A. J. (2023). Opposing effects of income inequality on
health: The role of perceived competitiveness and avoidance/approach
motivation. European Journal of Social Psychology, 53, 61-77. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2884

Sommet, N., Elliot, A. J., Jamieson, J. P., & Butera, F. (2019). Income
inequality, perceived competitiveness, and approach-avoidance

GORDILS, JAMIESON, AND ELLIOT

motivation. Journal of Personality, 87(4), 767-784. https://doi.org/10
.1111/jopy.12432

Sommet, N., Weissman, D. L., & Elliot, A. J. (2023). Income inequality pre-
dicts competitiveness and cooperativeness at school. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 115(1), 173-191. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu0000731

Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., & Fong, G. T. (2005). Establishing a causal
chain: Why experiments are often more effective than mediational analy-
ses in examining psychological processes. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 89(6), 845-851. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514
.89.6.845

Sprong, S., Jetten, J., Wang, Z., Peters, K., Mols, F., Verkuyten, M., Bastian,
B., Ariyanto, A., Autin, F., Ayub, N., Badea, C., Besta, T., Butera, F.,
Costa-Lopes, R., Cui, L., Fantini, C., Finchilescu, G., Gaertner, L.,
Gollwitzer, M., ... Wohl, M. J. A. (2019). Our country needs a strong
leader right now: Economic inequality enhances the wish for a strong
leader. Psychological Science, 30(11), 1625-1637. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0956797619875472

Stark, T. H., van Maaren, F. M., Krosnick, J. A., & Sood, G. (2022). The
impact of social desirability pressures on Whites’ endorsement of racial
stereotypes: A comparison between oral and ACASI reports in a national
survey. Sociological Methods and Research, 51(2), 605-631. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/0049124119875959

Stephan, W. G., Boniecki, K. A., Ybarra, O., Bettencourt, A., Ervin, K. S.,
Jackson, L. A., McNatt, P. S., & Renfro, C. L. (2002). The role of threats
in the racial attitudes of Blacks and Whites. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 28(9), 1242-1254. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167
2022812009

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory of prej-
udice. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing prejudice and discrimination (pp.
23-45). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Morrison, K. R. (2009). Intergroup threat the-
ory. In T. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice (pp. 43-59). Lawrence
Erlbaum.

Stephan, W. G., Ybarra, O., & Rios, K. (2016). Intergroup threat theory. In
T. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination
(pp. 255-278). Psychology Press.

Tajfel, H., Billig, M. G., Bundy, R. P., & Flament, C. (1971). Social catego-
rization and intergroup behaviour. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 1(2), 149-178. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (2001). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In
M. A. Hogg & D. Abrams (Eds.), Intergroup relations: Essential readings
(pp. 94-109). Psychology Press.

Ten Velden, F. S., Beersma, B., & De Dreu, C. K. (2009). Goal expectations
meet regulatory focus: How appetitive and aversive competition influence
negotiation. Social Cognition, 27(3), 437-454. https://doi.org/10.1521/
$0c0.2009.27.3.437

Toprakkiran, S., & Gordils, J. (2021). The onset of COVID-19, common
identity, and intergroup prejudice. The Journal of Social Psychology,
161(4), 435-451. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918620

Trawalter, S., Richeson, J. A., & Shelton, J. N. (2009). Predicting behavior
during interracial interactions: A stress and coping approach. Personality
and Social Psychology Review, 13(4), 243-268. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1088868309345850

Trimble, J. E. (2007). Prolegomena for the connotation of construct use in the
measurement of ethnic and racial identity. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 54(3), 247-258. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.247

Turner, J. C. (1975). Social comparison and social identity: Some prospects
for intergroup behaviour. European Journal of Social Psychology, 5(1), 1—
34. https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-0992

Unal, A. F., & Chen, C. C. (2022). Preference for inequality and ethical trade-
offs: A U.S.-Turkey comparison. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
53(10), 1235-1256. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221221110469


https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115115
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115115
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115115
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr1004_4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1537049
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2557
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2557
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2557
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2763-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2763-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211024024
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211024024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9816-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-011-9816-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12052
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12052
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12052
https://doi.org/10.13016/pvyx-ebny
https://doi.org/10.13016/pvyx-ebny
https://doi.org/10.13016/pvyx-ebny
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635596
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635596
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635596
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.11.008�
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1992.9924713
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1992.9924713
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1992.9924713
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1992.9924713
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1992.9924713
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207074732
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207074732
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430207074732
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X269748
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X269748
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X269748
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2884
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2884
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2884
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2884
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12432
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12432
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12432
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000731
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000731
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000731
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797619875472
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797619875472
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119875959
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119875959
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119875959
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812009
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812009
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672022812009
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420010202
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.437
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918620
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918620
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918620
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2021.1918620
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309345850
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309345850
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868309345850
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-0992
https://doi.org/10.1002/(ISSN)1099-0992
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221221110469
https://doi.org/10.1177/00220221221110469

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

J

>minated broadly.

nd is not to be diss

This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

BLACK-WHITE INEQUALITY AND COMPETITION

Vanneman, A., Hamilton, L., Anderson, J. B., & Rahman, T. (2009).
Achievement gaps: How Black and White students in public schools per-
form in mathematics and reading on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress. (NCES 2009-455). National Center for Education
Statistics.

Vanneman, R. D., & Pettigrew, T. F. (1972). Race and relative deprivation in
the urban United States. Race, 13(4), 461-486. https://doi.org/10.1177/
030639687201300404

Van Oudenhoven, J. P., Ward, C., & Masgoret, A. M. (2006). Patterns of rela-
tions between immigrants and host societies. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 30(6), 637-651. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel
.2006.09.001

Vespa, J., Armstrong, D. M., & Medina, L. (2018). Demographic turning
points for the United States: Population projections for 2020 to 2060.
U.S. Census Bureau.

Waytz, A., Hoffman, K. M., & Trawalter, S. (2015). A superhumanization
bias in Whites’ perceptions of Blacks. Social Psychological and
Personality Science, 6(3), 352-359. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506145
53642

Wilder, D. A., & Shapiro, P. N. (1989). Role of competition-induced anxiety
in limiting the beneficial impact of positive behavior by an out-group
member. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56(1), 60—69.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.60

Wilkins, C. L., Wellman, J. D., Babbitt, L. G., Toosi, N. R., & Schad, K. D.
(2015). You can win but I can’t lose: Bias against high-status groups
increases their zero-sum beliefs about discrimination. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 57, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp
.2014.10.008

Williams, D. R., & Collins, C. (2001). Racial residential segregation: A fun-
damental cause of racial disparities in health. Public Health Reports,
116(5), 404-416. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0033-3549(04)50068-7

Williams, D. R., & Mohammed, S. A. (2009). Discrimination and racial dis-
parities in health: Evidence and needed research. Journal of Behavioral
Medicine, 32(1), 20-47. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-008-9185-0

2503

Williams, D. R., Neighbors, H. W., & Jackson, J. S. (2003). Racial/ethnic dis-
crimination and health: Findings from community studies. American
Journal of Public Health, 93(2), 200-208. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH
.93.2.200

Williams, D. R., Yu, Y., Jackson, J. S., & Anderson, N. B. (1997). Racial dif-
ferences in physical and mental health: Socio-economic status, stress and
discrimination. Journal of Health Psychology, 2(3), 335-351. https://
doi.org/10.1177/135910539700200305

Wiwad, D., Mercier, B., Maraun, M. D., Robinson, A. R., Piff, P. K., Aknin,
L. B., & Shariff, A. F. (2019). The support for Economic Inequality Scale:
Development and adjudication. PLoS One, 14(6), Article e0218685.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218685

Wolters, C. A. (2004). Advancing achievement goal theory: Using goal struc-
tures and goal orientations to predict students’ motivation, cognition, and
achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(2), 236-250. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236

Wu, Y., Zhao, B., Wei, B., & Li, Y. (2022). Cultural or economic factors?
Which matters more for collaborative problem-solving skills: Evidence
from 31 countries. Personality and Individual Differences, 190, Article
111497. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111497

Yamagishi, T., & Yamagishi, M. (1994). Trust and commitment in the United
States and Japan. Motivation and Emotion, 18(2), 129-166. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF02249397

Yzerbyt, V. Y., Muller, D., Batailler, C., & Judd, C. M. (2018). New recom-
mendations for testing indirect effects in mediational models: The need to
report and test component paths. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 115(6), 929-943. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000132

Zell, E., & Krizan, Z. (2014). Do people have insight into their abilities? A
metasynthesis. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 9(2), 111-125.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613518075

Received March 23, 2022
Revision received February 7, 2023
Accepted February 24, 2023 =


https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404
https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404
https://doi.org/10.1177/030639687201300404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614553642
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614553642
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550614553642
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.60
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2014.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0033-3549(04)50068-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0033-3549(04)50068-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-008-9185-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-008-9185-0
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.93.2.200
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.93.2.200
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.93.2.200
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.93.2.200
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.93.2.200
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910539700200305
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910539700200305
https://doi.org/10.1177/135910539700200305
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218685
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218685
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218685
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218685
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111497�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111497�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111497�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111497�
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.111497�
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02249397
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02249397
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02249397
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000132
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000132
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613518075
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691613518075

	The Effect of Black–White Income Inequality on Perceived Interracial Psychological Outcomes via Perceived Interracial Competition
	Outline placeholder
	Black&?show [AQ ID=AQ2]?;–White Income Gap and Perceptions of Interracial Competition
	Implications of Interracial Competition
	The Present Research

	Study 1
	Method
	Transparency and Openness
	Sample Size Estimation
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Perceived Racial Income Inequality (Manipulation Check)
	Perceived Interracial Competition
	Perceived Discrimination
	Perceived Behavioral Avoidance
	Perceived Intergroup Anxiety
	Perceived Interracial Mistrust

	Mediation (via Measurement-of-Mediation)

	Results
	Manipulation Check
	Intergroup Competition
	Effects of Racial Income Gap Manipulation on Perceived Negative Interracial Outcomes
	Indirect Effects
	Effect of Race

	Discussion

	Studies 2a and 2b
	Method
	Transparency and Openness
	Sample Size Estimation
	Participants
	Study 2a
	Study 2b

	Procedure
	Measures

	Results: Study 2a
	Manipulation Check
	Intergroup Competition
	Effect of Race

	Results: Study 2b
	Manipulation Check
	Effects of Perceived Interracial Competition Manipulation on Perceived Negative Interracial Outcomes
	Race Effects

	Discussion

	Study 3
	Method
	Transparency and Openness
	Sample Size Estimation
	Participants
	Procedure
	Measures
	Mediation (via Moderation-of-Process)

	Results
	Data Analysis Plan
	Manipulation Checks
	Main Effects
	Moderation-of-Process
	Model Differences by Race

	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Implications for Theory Development
	Limitations and Future Directions
	Constraints on Generality
	Conclusion
	Context of the Research

	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /None
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /None
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /None
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.36000
    9.36000
    9.36000
    9.36000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


