
 Participants 

 Sixty participants were consented to participate in this experiment.  Two participants 

were excluded due to computer collection issues that resulted in complete data loss.  Nine other 

participants were run in the study, but met a priori exclusionary criteria and were excluded from 

all analyses.  These criteria included outlier estimates of their logit model fitting  (see Figure 1) 

or accepting every offer in the Ultimatum Game (n = 4), recent participation in an intergroup 

study in the lab within the last 2 months (n = 3), because of concern that the extensive debriefing 

would result in participants coming into the Ultimatum Game primed to attended to race and 

tuned to our hypotheses, and residing in the United States for less than a year (n = 2) and, 

thereby, presumably being less familiar with the social group stereotypes and attitudes in the 

United States.  Excluding outliers and individuals without variability in their responses is 

standard practice in the decision-making and psychology literatures (e.g. Blair, Judd, & Fallman, 

2004; Stanley et al., 2012; Sokol-Hessner et al., 2009; Vagnoni, Lourenco, & Longo, 2012).  In 

this task, rational decisions result in no variability in decisions (i.e. participants employed a rule 

to accept every offer).  The other exclusionary criteria are standard practices in the intergroup 

literature (see Donders, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2008; Navarrete et al., 2009; Rhodes, Locke, 

Ewing, & Evangelista, 2009).).  

 

Results For Other Race Proposers 

The stereotypes and attitudes associated with Asians, Hispanics, and Middle Easterners 

(the Other race proposers’ demographics) vary and differ from stereotypes and prejudices about 

Black Americans.  Because of this variability, there were no a priori predictions regarding 

responding to Other race proposers.  Other race proposers were included to decrease participants’ 

awareness that the study was about responding to White and Black proposers.  Additionally, 
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there were not as many samples of data for the Other race proposers to warrant a direct 

comparison with the Black and White proposers in the main manuscript.  Therefore, analyses 

involving Other race proposers were exploratory.  However, some readers may be interested in 

intergroup effects (responding to ingroup versus outgroup members), so we have included the 

Other race proposers’ data for comparison. 

One additional participant had an outlier model-fitting estimate for Other race proposers 

(see Figure 1), but had typical response to White and Black proposers.  This participant was 

included in all analyses in the main manuscript, but is eliminated from all of the following 

analyses involving comparisons with Other race proposers.   

Acceptance Rates 

Results revealed similar acceptance rates for White (M=.52) and Other race proposers 

(M=.52) and Black (M=.51) and Other race proposers. Results for the non-Black participants 

revealed similar acceptance rates for White (M=.48) and Other race proposers (MOther=.48) and 

Black (M=.47) and Other race proposers. Results for the White participants revealed similar 

acceptance rates for White (M=.45)  and Other race proposers (M=.44) and Black (M=.44) and 

Other race proposers.  

Modeling Behavior 

Other race proposers (M=6.84) had significantly flatter slopes than Black proposers 

(M=8.91; F(1,47)=9.19, p<.01,ηp
2
=.16).  There was no difference in slopes between Other race 

and White proposers  (M=7.71).  Participants had marginally different 50% acceptance rates 

between Black (M=1.91) and Other race proposer (M=1.86; F(1,47)=3.59, p=.06,ηp
2
=.07).  

Participants’ points-of-indifference were similar for White proposers (M=1.85) and Other race 

proposers.  
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For non-Black proposers, Other race proposers (M=6.98) had significantly flatter slopes 

than Black proposers (M=9.76; F(1,34)=10.98, p<.01,ηp
2
=.24).  There was no difference in 

slopes between Other race and White proposers  (M=8.22).  Non-Black participants had similar 

50% acceptance rates between Black (M=1.96) and Other race proposer (M=1.92) and White 

(M=1.91) and Other race proposers.  For White participants, Other race proposers (M=6.76) had 

significantly flatter slopes than Black proposers (M=10.01; F(1,26)=11.35, p<.01,ηp
2
=.30) and 

White proposers (M=8.31; F(1,26)=4.69, p<.05,ηp
2
=.15).  White participants had similar 50% 

acceptance rates between Black (M=2.05) and Other race proposer (M=2.01) and White 

(M=2.01) and Other race proposers.  

Response Latency  

Participants were faster to accept offers from Other race proposers’ (M=1.08 s) than 

White proposers (M=1.12 s; F(1,47)=65.48, p<.01, ηp
2
=.58).  Responses were similarly fast for 

Other race and Black proposers (M=1.09 s). 

Non-Black participants were faster to accept offers from Other race proposers’ (M=1.10 

s) than White proposers (M=1.15 s; F(1,34)=41.07, p<.01, ηp
2
=.55).  Responses were similarly 

fast for Other race and Black proposers (M=1.13 s).  White participants were faster to accept 

offers from Other race proposers’ (M=1.14 s) than White proposers (M=1.20 s; F(1,26)=24.10, 

p<.01, ηp
2
=.48).  Responses were similarly fast for Other race and Black proposers (M=1.17 s). 
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Figure 1.  Z-scored points-of-indifference for each category of proposers.  Participants with z-

scored points-of-indifference greater or less than 3 were eliminated from the analyses prior to 

analyzing their data.    
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