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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates whether within-group differences in phenotypic racial
stereotypicality (i.e., extent to which individuals possess physical features typical of their
racial group) of ingroup members serve as social identity contingency cues for Blacks
evaluating organizations. It is hypothesized that Blacks draw information about whether
their social identity would be valued based on the represented phenotypic racial
stereotypicality of Black organization members. Participants viewed organizations that
included high phenotypically stereotypic (HPS) Black (e.g., darker skin tones, broader
facial features), low phenotypically stereotypic (LPS) Black, or only White employees.
Results confirmed that Black, but not White, evaluators reported more diversity, salary,
desire to work, and social identity-related trust toward the HPS, compared to LPS and
White, organizations. The relationships between phenotypic racial stereotypicality
condition on organizational attractiveness and diversity perceptions were mediated by
identity-related trust. Results suggest considering diversity at both the group level and
within group level to achieve broader benefits.

Keywords: phenotypic racial stereotypicality, race, diversity, social identity, stereotyping



Will you value me and do I value you?
The effect of phenotypic racial stereotypicality on organizational evaluations

In 2004, clothing retailer Abercrombie & Fitch (A&F) settled a class-action race
and gender discrimination lawsuit in which they agreed to increase diversity by adding
more non-White models and employees (Greenhouse, 2004). After the settlement, critics
of A&F noted, while increasing group level diversity in their hires and models, A&F still
featured a “specific type” of minority, selecting lighter-skinned and straight-haired
minorities (Noble, 2006; Rodonline, 2005; Critical Race Studies, 2008). These
descriptions depict individuals that are lower in phenotypic racial stereotypicality, which
is the degree to which individuals possess the typical physical features of their racial
group (Kahn & Davies, 2011; Eberhardt, Davies, Purdie-Vaughns, & Johnson, 2006;
Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie & Davies, 2004). Although the company increased group level
diversity, hiring low phenotypically stereotypic minorities led many minorities to distrust
A&F for not representing diversity to the fullest extent (Noble, 2006; Rodonline, 2005;
Critical Race Studies, 2008). A&F is not alone in such preferences, as other companies
have faced backlash from minorities due to their, sometimes explicit, predilections for
featuring only light-skinned minorities (e.g., Hardigree, 2012).

We argue that perceptions of racial diversity are not only based on group level
representations of minorities, but that the phenotypic racial stereotypicality of group
members may also be an important aspect of diversity. We suggest that these within
group differences in perceived phenotypic racial stereotypicality will serve as social

identity contingency cues for minorities and affect their organizational evaluations.



Racial diversity as social identity contingency cues

Racial diversity, traditionally defined as representation or inclusion of racial
group members at the group level, can have benefits for both individual group members
as well as organizations as a whole. These benefits can include increased sales, broader
clientele, and higher levels of productivity (Herring, 2009; Kochan et al., 2003; Rhodes
& Packel, 2010; Richard, 2001; however, see also Mannix & Neale, 2005). To achieve
racial diversity, organizations must attract, and keep, minority employees. The perceived
racial diversity of an organization is important to potential minority applicants and
increases the likelihood that a minority individual will join an organization (Avery, 2003;
Murphy, Steele, & Gross, 2007; Thomas & Wise, 1999).

Group level racial diversity is important to minorities because it serves as a social
identity contingency cue to potential minority group members. Social identity
contingencies are cues in the environment that influence perceptions regarding whether
an individual’s social identity will be accepted in a given situation (Purdie-Vaughns,
Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Crosby, 2008). Because they are a member of a negatively
stereotyped group, this acceptance may be highly variable and situationally dependent for
minorities. Social identity contingencies, such as the presence of fellow racial group
members and inclusive organizational diversity statements, increase minorities’ social
identity-related trust and comfort with an organization (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008).
The trust and comfort secures their identity in the face of identity threat or uncertainty,
allowing them to feel that they could be themselves at the organization.

Minority and majority group members are differentially influenced by represented

racial diversity and other minority identity-related cues in a setting. For racial minorities,



social identity cues involving perceived racial diversity affect the extent to which racial
minorities view an organization as a trustworthy and desirable place to work (Purdie-
Vaughns et al., 2008; see also Bauman, Trawalter, & Unzueta, 2014). Minorities also
report greater trust and comfort toward organizations that espouse more racially inclusive
than restrictive diversity policies (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). Conversely, Whites’
were less affected by the number of minority group members employed by the
organization compared to minority group evaluators (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008; see
also Avery, 2003) and perceive more diversity than minorities within the same
environment (Mor Barak, Cherin, & Berkman, 1998). Environmental cues, including
physical objects that are closely associated with particular social identities, can also
signal identity-related threat for racial minorities and negatively stereotyped groups,
while being less influential for majority group members (Cheryan, Plaut, Davies, &
Steele, 2009). Further, White perceivers are primarily sensitive to the total raw number
or hierarchical representation of minority employees in the organization, whereas
minority perceivers assess organizational diversity using both the total number of
minority employees in combination with their location in the organization’s hierarchy
(Unzueta & Binning, 2012; Binning & Unzueta, 2013). These structural cues may signal
to minorities their potential for advancement and lead to differential social identity-
related trust with the organization.
Perceived phenotypic racial stereotypicality as a social identity contingency cue
Might perceived phenotypic racial stereotypicality of ingroup members also serve
as a social identity contingency cue for Blacks evaluating an organization? Perceived

phenotypic racial stereotypicality increases racial stereotyping by perceivers, such that



high phenotypically stereotypic minorities are targeted by more stereotyping and
prejudice than those lower in phenotypic stereotypicality (Blair, Judd, & Chapleau, 2004;
Blair, Judd, & Fallman, 2004; Blair, Judd, Sadler, & Jenkins, 2002; Eberhardt et al.,
2006; Eberhardt et al., 2004; Kahn & Davies, 2011; Livingston & Brewer, 2002;
Maddox, 2004). Minorities are also aware of their own phenotypic stereotypicality levels
and the associated difference in treatment it entails (Kahn, 2010). Darker-skinned
minorities report experiencing more discrimination than lighter-skinned group members
(Klonoff & Landrine, 2000). Highly phenotypically stereotypic Blacks are also more
sensitive to social identity-related threats based on race, including stereotype threat
(Kahn, 2010; Kahn, Lee, Renauer, Henning, & Stewart, 2014).

Blacks’ sensitivity to identity-related threats leads to our hypothesis that Blacks
will use the phenotypic racial stereotypicality of existing ingroup members as a social
identity contingency cue when evaluating an organization. Blacks may be distrustful of
organizations in which the sole Black ingroup members are low in phenotypic
stereotypicality. We hypothesize that the racial phenotypic stereotypicality of Blacks will
be less influential on Whites’ evaluations, due to the lack of information that these cues
provide about their own group’s potential treatment.

To test the hypotheses, Black and White participants evaluated organizations that
featured highly phenotypically stereotypic (HPS) Black employees, low phenotypically
stereotypic (LPS) Black employees, or only White employees. We predict that Black, but
not White evaluators, will perceive the HPS, compared to the LPS, organization as more
diverse, espouse more social identity-related trust and comfort, report a higher potential

salary, and view the organization as more attractive place to work. Because social



identity contingency cues increase social identity-related trust and comfort (Purdie-
Vaughns et al., 2008), we predict that trust and comfort will mediate the effect of the
organization’s represented phenotypic racial stereotypicality on our key outcomes:
organizational attractiveness, racial diversity perceptions, and predicted salary.

Finally, we examine whether these effects are moderated by Blacks’ level of
racial identification and own level of phenotypic racial stereotypicality. The more central
one’s racial group is to their social identity, the more influential social identity
contingency cues may be on their evaluations. Similarly, Black evaluators’ level of racial
phenotypic stereotypicality may increase their reliance on and the importance of the
represented phenotypic stereotypicality levels of the presented employees, as the LPS
company could signal the company’s exclusion of their social identity. Lack of
moderation by these two participant level identity-related cues and beliefs would suggest
that this process is present for Blacks more broadly.

Method
Participants and Design

One hundred fifty six participants (60 Black and 96 White, 112 female and 44
male) took part in the study for partial course credit or $3.00. Participants were recruited
from a database of working individuals and students in Los Angeles. The experiment
was a 2 (Participant Race: Black vs White) x 3 (Employee Phenotypic Racial
Stereotypicality: High vs. Low vs. White only) between subjects design. Black and
White participants did not significantly differ on level of education, political attitudes,
English as a first language, gender, or age.

Materials



Organization website. Three company websites were created for the fictitious
Crestfield Consulting firm: a high phenotypically stereotypic (HPS) Black employee
version, a low phenotypically stereotypic (LPS) Black employee version, and a White
version (see Appendix). The professional looking websites contained neutral information
about the company’s mission and were modeled after real consulting websites (e.g.,
“Crestfield Consulting promotes a vibrant and challenging atmosphere that allows its
employees to produce top quality results.”).

The three websites varied in the presented phenotypic stereotypicality of two
Black employees. The two Black employee photographs in the LPS and HPS sites were
altered using Photoshop following racial phenotypic stereotypicality photograph
manipulation protocols (e.g., Kahn & Davies, 2011). The HPS versions received a darker
skin tone and more stereotypic features, including a broader nose and thicker lips than the
LPS version. By altering the same photographs, subtle individual differences about the
featured person are controlled. In the White version, the central photograph of a Black
employee was replaced with a White employee, and a second Black employee was
cropped out of a group image. Images were pretested for attractiveness and racial group
membership.

Company perceptions survey. Participants answered questions about the
company as a potential applicant. Items were asked on a 7-point Likert Scale, from
1=Strongly Disagree to 7=Strongly Agree, unless otherwise indicated.

Diversity perceptions. Four items measured impressions of racial diversity at
Crestfield Consulting (adapted from Unzueta & Binning, 2012), including “Crestfield

Consulting has a high level of racial diversity,” a =.52.



Social identity-related trust and comfort. Eleven items measured participants’
social identity-related trust and comfort with Crestfield Consulting using the Purdie-
Vaughns et al. (2008) measure. The scale loads onto one factor with example items, “I
think | could be myself at a company like Crestfield Consulting,” and “I think that my
values and the values of Crestfield Consulting are very similar, (o = .93).

Organizational attractiveness. Three items measured participants’ desire to work
at Crestfield Consulting, including “Crestfield Consulting is attractive to me as a
potential employer,” o= .93 (Avery, 2003; Highhouse, Lievens, & Sinar, 2000; Perkins,
Thomas, & Taylor, 2000).

Estimated salary. Participants’ perceived monetary value to the organization was
measured by the item, “If you were hired at Crestfield Consulting, what do you think
your annual salary would be?”” ($20,000 to $140,000 in $20,000 increments).

Participant phenotypic racial stereotypicality. Participants received a description
of phenotypic racial stereotypicality and were asked 3 items: “How stereotypic do
you/people from other racial groups/people from your racial group think you physically
look?” o = .95, (Kahn, 2010).

Racial/ethnic identification. Four items from the identity subscale of the
Collective Self-Esteem Scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) were used to measure racial
identification (e.g., “The racial group I belong to is an important reflection of who I am,”
a=.76).

Demographics. Demographic information was collected, including race, gender,
age, education, English as a first language, and political attitudes.

Procedure
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Participants received an email invitation to the online survey. Upon agreeing to
participate, participants were randomly assigned regardless of race to one of three
company conditions (HPS, LPS, or White), and were told to evaluate the company as a
potential employee. The company website was then presented for 5 minutes, consisting
of the company information and employee pictures. Next, participants completed the
company perceptions survey. Participants were then debriefed, thanked, and credited for
participation.

Results

Separate between-subjects ANOVAS were run using a set of orthogonal contrasts
to test hypotheses regarding within group and group based effects of organizational
diversity. Examining the primary hypothesis that Black, but not White, participants
would be sensitive to the phenotypic stereotypicality differences of the presented
organizations, Contrast 1 tests participants’ within group diversity distinctions between
the HPS and LPS conditions, (HPS= +1 LPS=-1 WHT=0). Contrast 2 (HPS= +1
LPS=+1 WHT=-2) tests the participants’ distinction between group based racial diversity
(HPS or LPS) compared to no racial diversity (WHT). Condition means, standard
deviations, and pairwise comparisons are listed in Table 1.

Perceived racial diversity

The omnibus ANOVA revealed a significant main effect of participant race, F(1,
147), = 12.38, p < .001, partial 7* = .08, and a significant main effect of phenotypic
stereotypicality condition, F(2, 147) = 21.83, p < .001, partial 772 = .23, which were
qualified by the predicted phenotypic stereotypicality condition x participant race

interaction on racial diversity, F(2, 147) = 4.08, p =.02, partial 7= .05. The within group



11

contrast (Contrast 1, HPS= +1 LPS=-1 WHT=0) demonstrated a main effect of Contrast
1, F(1, 147) = 4.02, p =.047, r* = .03, and a weak trend toward a participant race x
Contrast 1 interaction, F(1, 147) = 2.10, p = .15, partial 7°=.01. Despite the non-
significant interaction, based on our apriori hypotheses, we tested Contrast 1 for each
participant race. Black participants reported significantly higher perceived racial
diversity in the HPS compared to the LPS condition, mean difference = .61, F(1, 54) =
3.87, p =.05. As predicted, White participants did not differ in their perceptions between
the HPS and LPS conditions, mean difference = .10, F(1, 93) =.25, p = .62. In light of the
non-significant interaction, these results should be interpreted with caution.

Contrast 2, testing the participants’ distinction between group based diversity
(HPS and LPS) organizations compared to the non-diverse organization (WHT), revealed
a significant main effect of Contrast 2, F(1, 147) = 38.55, p < .001, partial * = .21,
qualified by a participant race x Contrast 2 interaction, F(1, 147)=6.35, p=.01, partial
n’=.04. While both White and Black participants reported more diversity in the diverse
organizations than the non-diverse organization [Black: mean difference=1.17, F(1, 54) =
4.87, p = .03; White: mean difference = 2.78, F(1, 93) = 52.31, p <.001], White
participants made a stronger differentiation in racial diversity between the diverse
organizations and the non-diverse organization than Black participants.
Trust and comfort

The ANOVA confirmed a main effect of phenotypic stereotypicality condition,
F(2, 147) = 4.96, p = .01, partial r* = .06, qualified by the predicted significant
phenotypic stereotypicality condition x participant race interaction on trust and comfort,

F(2,147) = 3.12, p = .047, partial 772: .04, see Figure 1. Contrast code analyses indicated



12

only a significant Participant Race x Contrast 1 interaction, F(1, 147) = 5.54, p = .02,
partial 7 = .04, where Black participants reported significantly more trust in the HPS
organization than the LPS organization, mean difference = .79, F(1, 54) = 6.27, p = .02,
while White participants reported non-significant differences between the HPS and LPS
organizations, mean difference = -.18, F(1, 93) = .51, p = .48.

Examining the group based diversity effects (Contrast 2), there was a significant
main effect of Contrast 2, F(1, 147) = 7.35, p = .01, partial 77 = .05, such that
participants trusted the diverse companies more than the non-diverse company. The
participant race x Contrast 2 effect was not significant, F(1, 147) = .37, p = .35, partial 7*
=.01.

Estimated salary

Assessing their perceived monetary value to the company, the ANOVA found a
significant main effect of phenotypic stereotypicality condition, F(2, 147) = 4.88, p = .01,
partial 7* = .06, which was qualified by a marginal phenotypic stereotypicality condition
X participant race interaction on expected salary, F(2, 147) = 2.72, p = .07, partial 7°=
.04. As predicted, there was a significant participant race x Contrast 1 interaction, F(1,
147) = 5.42, p = .02, partial 7* = .04. Black participants indicated a higher potential
salary in HPS compared to the LPS company, mean difference = .94, F(1, 54) = 6.62, p =
.01. Whites did not differ in their salary expectations between the HPS and LPS
companies, mean difference = -.13, F(1, 93) = .23, p = .63.

Testing the group based diversity effects, there was a significant main effect of

Contrast 2, F(1, 147) = 6.29, p = .01, partial 7* = .04, and a non-significant participant
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race x Contrast 2 effect, F(1, 147) = .05, p = .83, partial 7°< .001. Participants reported
higher expected salary in the diverse companies than the non-diverse company.
Organizational attractiveness

ANOVA results confirmed a significant main effect of participant race, F(1, 147)
=7.40, p = .01, partial r* = .05, which was qualified by a phenotypic stereotypicality
condition x participant race interaction on organizational attractiveness, F(2, 147) = 3.52,
p = .03, partial 77 =.05. As predicted, there was a significant participant race x Contrast
1 interaction, F(1, 147) = 7.02, p = .01, partial > = .05. Black participants indicated a
greater desire to work at the HPS company than the LPS company, mean difference =
1.31, F(1, 54) = 5.83, p = .02. White participants did not differ in their desire to work for
the HPS or LPS organizations, mean difference = -.40, F(1, 93) = 1.16, p = .28.

Group diversity level analyses showed a marginal main effect of Contrast 2, F(1,
147) = 2.92, p = .09, partial #* = .02, in which participants tended to find the diverse
companies more attractive than the non-diverse company. The participant race X
Contrast 2 effect was not significant, F(1, 147) < .001, p = .99, partial < .001.
Social identity-related trust mediation

In line with prior research (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008), we hypothesized that
social identity-related trust would be a key mediator of the relationship between
organizational phenotypic stereotypicality condition and our dependent variables of
interest: organizational attractiveness, expected salary, and diversity perceptions. *
Regression analyses tested for mediation using the identified contrast codes (Baron &

Kenny, 1986). Because the phenotypic stereotypicality condition (Contrast 1) did not
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affect Whites perceptions of organizational attractiveness, salary, or diversity, mediation
analyses are not appropriate for the White participants.

For Black participants, the relationship between the phenotypic stereotypicality
condition (Contrast 1) and organizational attractiveness was fully mediated by trust,
controlling for Contrast 2. As Figure 2 illustrates, for Blacks, controlling for Contrast 2,
Contrast 1 (HPS= +1 LPS=-1 WHT=0) was a significant predictor of trust (b = .40, se =
.16, p = .02, r*= .13). Trust positively predicted organizational attractiveness, controlling
for Contrasts 1 and 2 (b = 1.23, se = .16, p < .001, r*= .58). With the addition of trust in
the model, controlling for Contrast 2, Contrast 1 was no longer a significant predictor of
organizational attractiveness, (b = .65, se =.27, p=.02, r’=.12to b =.17,5e =.20, p =
41, r*= 58). As phenotypic stereotypicality increased in the HPS condition, Black
participants reported more trust and comfort with the organization, which was associated
with higher organizational attractiveness.

Similarly, regression analyses confirmed that trust mediated the relationship
between Contrast 1 and perceived racial diversity, controlling for Contrast 2, for Black
participants. Controlling for Contrast 2, Contrast 1 was a significant positive predictor of
trust (b = .40, se = .16, p = .02, r*=.13). Trust was a significant positive predictor of
perceived diversity, controlling for Contrasts 1 and 2 (b = .25, se = .13, p = .05, r*=.20).
Finally, the effect of Contrast 1 on perceived diversity became nonsignificant with the
addition of trust in the regression, controlling for Contrast 2 (b = .30, se = .15, p = .05, r?
= 15tob=.20, se =.16, p = .20, r*= .20). The HPS organization was associated with
an increase in Black participants’ trust and comfort, and they reported more racial

diversity.
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Finally, trust did not mediate the relationship between Contrast 1 and expected
salary for Black participants, controlling for Contrast 2. Trust did not significantly
predict expected salary, when controlling for Contrasts 1 and 2 (b = .19, se = .16, p =
23).

Racial Identification and Participant Phenotypic Stereotypicality as Moderators

We next tested whether Blacks’ level of racial identification and own level of
phenotypic racial stereotypicality may moderate the relationship between organization
stereotypicality condition and the key outcomes. As Whites were not sensitive to the
differences in Black phenotypic stereotypicality between conditions, analyses focused on
Black participants. Neither racial identification (p =.28) nor participant phenotypic
stereotypicality (p =.92) were affected by the organization phenotypic stereotypicality
condition manipulation. Racial identification and participants’ phenotypic racial
stereotypicality were significantly correlated, r =.35, p =.03, so the following regression
analyses controlled for the opposite predictor.

Participant racial identification moderation. Controlling for level of phenotypic
stereotypicality and Contrast 2, the relationship between Contrast 1 and perceived
diversity was moderated by Black participants’ level of racial identification, b = .24, se
=.10, p =.02, r* = .31, see Figure 3 (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). Black participants high in
racial identification (+1 SD above the mean) were more sensitive to the phenotypic
stereotypicality cues between organization stereotypicality conditions, perceiving more
diversity in the HPS condition compared to the LPS condition (b = .57, se = .19, p = .01,
Cl: .18 t0.96). Individuals lower in racial identification (-1 SD below the mean) did not

differ between organizational stereotypicality conditions (b =-.06, se =.19, p = .76, Cl: -
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45 10 .33). Racial identification did not moderate trust (p = .13), expected salary (p =
.49) or organizational attractiveness for Black participants (p = .36).

Participant phenotypic stereotypicality moderation. We next examined whether
Black participants’ own levels of phenotypic racial stereotypicality would moderate their
sensitivity to the presented organizational stereotypicality differences (Contrast 1),
controlling for Contrast 2 and participants’ level of racial identification. Regression
analyses indicated that participants’ phenotypic racial stereotypicality did not moderate
the relationship between organizational stereotypicality and diversity (p = .17), trust (p =
41), expected salary (p = .25), or organizational attractiveness (p = .15).

General Discussion

Phenotypic racial stereotypicality of ingroup members can serve as a social
identity contingency cue that influences Blacks’ perceptions of an organization. Blacks,
but not Whites, glean information about how their identity will be treated and valued in a
group based on the within group differences in phenotypic stereotypicality of Black
group members. Blacks expressed more social identity-related trust and comfort in the
organization that had high phenotypically stereotypic Black members, compared to the
organization with less phenotypically stereotypic Black members, and compared to the
organization with only White members. They perceived the HPS company as more
diverse, reported higher potential salaries, and had more desire to work in the HPS
organizations than the LPS or White organizations. Blacks’ social identity-related trust
and comfort was the key mechanism, as it mediated their perceptions of organizational
attractiveness and diversity. Increased trust in the HPS organization was associated with

higher perceptions of racial diversity and how attractive they saw the company as a place
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to work. Trust did not mediate salary perceptions, suggesting that monetary
compensation may be less directly tied to identity-related trust than more global
perceptions of the workplace environment.

Mirroring the Abercrombie and Fitch aftermath, organizations that only
highlighted low phenotypically stereotypic Black group members were evaluated
negatively by Blacks. This distrust may be because minorities perceive the LPS
organizations as strategically using diversity only in a limited sense, while not truly being
inclusive. This potentially dubious motive—of displaying “safer” forms of diversity to
check off the “diversity box” — may lead Blacks to negatively evaluate and avoid these
organizations.

Examining the group level diversity effects, in light of the significant within
group effects, also has important implications. Both Whites and Blacks perceived more
diversity, reported more trust, a higher potential salary, and were more interested in
working at the group level diverse organizations (HPS and LPS) compared to the non-
diverse organization (WHT). Taken at a surface level, one might mistakenly conclude
that Blacks and Whites cared similarly regarding company diversity. However, this
misinterpretation demonstrates the importance of within group level diversity, as Blacks’
overall preference for the group level diverse companies is being driven by their comfort
with the HPS company and obscures their discomfort with the LPS company. Examining
perceptions at the group level mask these significant within group differences.
Definitions of diversity should consider both the group level and within group level

representations.
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In line with past research, White participants did not consistently distinguish
between the HPS and LPS stereotypic organizations, but did at the group diversity level.
Although the phenotypic stereotypicality of Black group members was not seen to reflect
on their group’s potential treatment, Whites may, however, be sensitive to social identity
cues that directly targeted their racial group. Whites, similar to Blacks, did differentiate
at the group level—between the White condition and the Black conditions combined
(HPS and LPS) —on perceptions of diversity, trust, expected salary, and organizational
attractiveness, with higher perceptions in the racially diverse organizations compared to
the White only organization. This finding supports past research showing that numerical
diversity or group level diversity is more important for Whites (Unzueta & Binning,
2012; Binning & Unzueta, 2013). It also is consistent with the notion that the dominant
group may be motivated to define diversity more loosely in order to protect their
privileged position (Unzueta, Knowles, & Ho, 2012; see also Kahn, Ho, Sidanius, &
Pratto, 2009). Indeed, White participants reported more diversity in the diverse
companies compared to the non-diverse company than did Blacks. Whites may be
motivated to report more diversity than Blacks, and particularly when it is beneficial to
their group to do so.

Much of the racial phenotypic stereotypicality research has involved differences
in individual person perception based on phenotypic stereotypicality (e.g., Blair et al.,
2002; 2004; Eberhardt et al., 2006; Eberhardt et al., 2004; Kahn & Davies, 2011;
Livingston & Brewer, 2002); none has delved into the effects that phenotypic
stereotypicality of group members can have on a larger organization or entity. We show

that the influence of these evaluations go beyond the high or low phenotypically
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stereotypic individual being perceived, and can also transmit values to a larger group.
Therefore, the overall influence of these within group differences in phenotypic
stereotypicality may be more significant than anticipated.

To better understand the process, research should also hone in on the explicit or
implicit nature of phenotypic stereotypicality effects at the organizational level.
Phenotypic stereotypicality has been shown to influence person perception at both the
explicit and implicit level (Livingston & Brewer, 2002; Eberhardt et al., 2004), which
suggests that both levels may be involved in the organizational evaluations made in the
study. The outrage articulated at Abercrombie for their strategic use of diversity
suggests, at least, a partial explicit component. Implicit processes may also be uniquely
contributing to these evaluations, signaling distrust at a less conscious level.

Examining the moderations, Blacks’ level of racial identification and own level of
phenotypic stereotypicality did not consistently moderate the study variables. Because
the Black phenotypic stereotypicality cues impart information about how Blacks might be
treated, we hypothesized that other group specific variables that involve the strength of
group identity or phenotypic appearance may moderate these relationships for Blacks.
However, this pattern was not significant in the current data. The only significant
moderation was that of racial identification moderating the effect of organizational
phenotypic stereotypicality (Contrast 1) on perceptions of diversity, such that highly
identified Blacks perceived more diversity in the HPS organization than the LPS
organization compared to less identified Blacks. This finding is consistent with research
showing that highly identified minorities view diversity in light of its relationship to the

ingroup (Unzueta & Binning, 2012), and that level of group identification moderates
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sensitivity to similar social identity threats, such as stereotype threat (Schmader, 2002;
Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999). Overall, these non-significant moderation results imply
that the effects of racial phenotypic stereotypicality of ingroup members on
organizational outcomes may be more broadly applied. Social identity-related trust and
comfort appears to be more influential in securing the identity of the Black participants
more generally. It is important to note that a larger sample size would provide for a more
powerful test of moderation, and thus could help to further understand the role of these
participant moderators.

The current study has limitations to be considered as avenues for continued
research. First, the results were weaker for diversity, as the predicted interaction between
participant race and the stereotypicality manipulation showed a weak trend. The
diversity results should therefore be noted with caution. The weaker than anticipated
interaction may have been due to the surprisingly low reliability level of the diversity
scale. The use of a limited number of Black and White photographs may also limit the
generalizability of these findings. The current study focused on Whites’ and Blacks’
perceptions; continued research should be more inclusive of other racial groups to
understand if this process applies to other racial minorities, such as Latinos or Asians.
Finally, as the study involved differences in phenotypic stereotypicality for Black men,
we cannot make claims regarding the use of gendered racial stereotypicality cues. That
is, do Blacks also draw cues about their acceptance from the phenotypic stereotypicality
of Black female group members?

To be more inclusive, diversity should be expressed at the within, as well as

between, racial group level. Highlighting low stereotypical group members alone may
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signal exclusion of those most physically representative of a given racial category. A&F
and other companies may believe that they are promoting a diverse image; however, if
these companies consistently publicize only LPS Blacks and minorities, their efforts may

backfire, and lead Blacks and minorities to further distrust the organization.
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Footnote

! Reverse direction mediations, in which the dependent variables (organizational
attractiveness, diversity, salary) mediated the effect of organization stereotypicality
condition (Contrast 1) on trust and comfort, were also run. Reverse mediations were
significant with organizational attractiveness only, and not significant for diversity nor
expected salary. Although we cannot rule out the reverse pathway with our cross-
sectional data, past research supports the social identity contingency cue directly to trust
and comfort directional pathway (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). We argue theoretically
that these situationally related contingency cues should most proximately affect trust and
comfort when participants are evaluating a potential organization, and these perceptions
should shape their perceptions of and future involvement with the company.
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Figure Captions
Figure 1
Perceptions of trust and comfort by phenotypic racial stereotypicality condition for Black

and White participants.

Figure 2

Regression coefficients for the relationship between organization stereotypicality
condition Contrast 1 (HPS vs. LPS) and organizational attractiveness, controlling for
Contrast 2, as mediated by trust and comfort for Black participants.

*p < .05; ** p < .001

Figure 3
Black participants’ perceptions of diversity by level of racial identification and
organizational stereotypicality condition (Contrast 1), controlling for participant

phenotypic stereotypicality and Contrast 2.
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Figures
Figure 1
Trust and comfort by participant race and
stereotypicality condition
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Figure 3
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Tables

Table 1.

Means and standard deviations by stereotypicality condition and participant race

Condition
HPS LPS White only
M SD M SD M SD

Diversity

Black 3.80, 44 3.19, 1.02 2.91, 1.24

White 4.32, 12 4.23, 73 2.89, 1.06
Trust and Comfort

Black 4.82, .99 4.02, 1.09 4.09, 81

White 4.73, .92 491, 91 4.15, 1.37
Estimated Salary

Black 4.00, 1.34 3.06, .83 3.05, 1.08

White  3.58,p 1.25 3.71, 1.18 3.08, .95
Org Attractiveness

Black 437, 1.95 3.11, 1.56 3.21, 1.34

White 4.24, 1.54 4.64, 1.52 3.95, 1.63

NOTE: Within each variable, means for condition and participant race sharing a subscript
letter are not significantly different at the p<.05 level.
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High phenotypically stereotypic (HPS, top) low phenotypically stereotypic (LPS,
middle), and White only (below) company websites. The wording between the three
conditions was identical, such that the differences in the websites were the presence of

and phenotypic stereotypicality levels of the two minority employees pictured.



Highlights

Racial stereotypicality is a social identity contingency cue for minorities.
Blacks expressed trust toward organizations with racially stereotypic members.
Identity-related trust affected their desire to work in organizations.

Diversity should be considered at both the within group level and group level.
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