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Jennifer Eberhardt’s Research

Study participants (Berkeley & Stanford University students) 
were presented with 41 frames of a continuum displaying an 
image that initially was severely degraded (Frame 1), became 
less degraded (e.g., Frame 20), and finally contained no 
degradation at all (Frame 41). The study measured how quickly 
participants could recognize the image.

was degraded but became less so in small increments. The partic-

ipants’ task was to indicate the moment at which they could

recognize the brand name. The category label primes facilitated

recognition of the brand names. Moreover, association strength

predicted the size of the facilitation effect. The greatest facilitation

effects emerged for the category label–brand name associations

that were most strongly related. Similarly, Macrae and colleagues

(1994) demonstrated that social category labels can facilitate the

recognition of degraded stereotype-relevant trait words. However,

Fazio and colleagues (2000) and Macrae and colleagues (1994) did

not use a degraded stimulus procedure to examine how race or

crime, in particular, might influence visual processing. In addition,

most important, neither examined the extent to which priming

might facilitate the detection of real-world objects.

In Study 1, we extend the work of Fazio and colleagues and

Macrae and colleagues by examining the extent to which the

association between Blacks and crime creates perceptual process-

ing biases that affect object detection. More specifically, Study 1

was intended to directly address the following question: Will

activating the Black racial category lower the perceptual threshold

for recognizing crime-relevant objects in an impoverished context?

Method

Participants

Participants were 41 White male University of California, Berkeley and

Stanford University students who completed the study either for partial

course credit or for a $10 payment. To control for potential gender effects,

we tested only male students. Participants were contacted via e-mail or

through course announcements. Computer error resulted in the loss of data

for 2 participants. These participants were excluded from all further anal-

yses, leaving a total of 39 participants.

Design

Participants were randomly assigned to a 3 (race of prime: White prime,

Black prime, or no-prime control) 2 (object type: crime relevant or crime

irrelevant) mixed-model design with object type serving as the within-

subject factor. The picture frame at which crime-relevant objects could be

detected was the primary dependent variable.

Stimulus Materials

Face stimuli. We exposed participants to color photographs of 50

Black or 50 White young adult male faces with neutral facial expressions.

The faces were of Stanford students or employees. These photographs were

taken from the same face database that we later use for Study 5. The height,

weight, age, and attractiveness of the persons photographed did not vary as

a function of race. The backgrounds on the photographs were standardized

using Adobe Photoshop software.

Object stimuli. We created 14 sets of degraded object stimuli. For each

set, a black-and-white line drawing was created of an object. Pixilated

“noise” was then added to that image using Adobe Photoshop software,

causing the image to look like a television with “snow” or bad reception.

Noise was added in equal increments creating 41 picture frames of each

object, ranging from an extremely degraded image of the object to a clear

image of the object with no degradation added (see Figure 1). These picture

frames were then shown in sequence from most degraded (Frame 1) to least

(Frame 41). Each frame was presented for 500 ms.

The object stimuli were either crime relevant or crime irrelevant. The

crime-relevant objects were line drawings of two guns and two knives. The

10 crime-irrelevant objects were of a pocket watch, a telephone, a bugle

horn, a penny, a key, a book, a camera, a cup and saucer, a stapler, and a

staple remover. Each crime-irrelevant object was found to be unrelated to

crime in pretesting.

Procedure

Participants were scheduled to complete the experiment in pairs. They

were greeted by a White experimenter and told that the first task was an

“attentional vigilance task.” Participants were instructed to focus on a dot

at the center of the screen during each trial and were told that “flashes”

would appear to the upper and lower left and right of that dot. Participants

were seated and the computer monitor arranged such that the flashes

appeared 6° from the focus dot. Their goal was to determine (as quickly as

possible) whether the flash appeared to the left or the right of the focus dot.

The flash consisted of three parts. For participants in the face prime

conditions, there was a premask (created from a composite of blurred

faces), displayed for 100 ms. Next these participants were exposed to a

Black face prime or a White face prime displayed for 30 ms. Last, the

postmask (which was identical to the premask) was presented until partic-

ipants pressed the response key. Participants in the no-prime control

condition were presented with the same pre- and postmask, but instead of

seeing a face they saw an uninterpretable line drawing produced by Adobe

Photoshop software. Participants’ detection latency of the flash was mea-

Figure 1. A sample of stimuli used for Study 1. Participants were presented with 41 frames of a continuum

displaying an image that initially was severely degraded (e.g., Frame 1), became less degraded (e.g., Frame 20),

and finally contained no degradation at all (e.g., Frame 41).
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SHOOTER BIAS

Source: Correll, Park, Judd & Wittenbrink (2007)



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LaaeXIg9kSk

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LaaeXIg9kSk


Jury Duty

Juror # 1 Juror # 2

When Black
(%)

When White
(%)

When Black
(%)

When White
(%)

College Students 80 59 41 20

Law Students 73 51 49 27

Attorneys 79 43 57 21

Source: Sommers & Norton (2008)



Avg. No. of Correct Responses when “Good” 
is paired with:
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North Carolina Population 
Demographics, 2012

66%

22%

9%

2%

1%

White

Black

Hispanic

Asian

American Indian

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/37000.html

http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/37000.html
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Relative rate index for measures across child welfare, health, education, criminal justice, 
child welfare, and economic well-being in North Carolina
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Racial Inequity across systems in NC supports analysis of 
institutionalized racism as a root cause of disparities, that almost 
always exist with whites faring best and blacks faring worst

60



Solutions?



A “Groundwater Approach” is 

based on several key 

observations:

1. These disparities cannot be explained by 
just ‘legal’ variables but ‘extra-legal’ as 
well; e.g., cannot be explained by 
behavior

2. The disparities cannot be explained by 'a 
few bad apples’ or merely explicit biases

3. Racial inequity looks the same across 
systems

4. Systems contribute significantly to 
disparities



Our Vision is a Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community 

where the composition and outcomes of juvenile 

courts cannot be predicted by race or ethnicity. 

Our Mission is to build a collaboration of 

community stakeholders who will bring their 

constituencies to the table and partner in the 

Court’s effort to reduce disproportionality and 

disparities.

www.rmjj.org



National & State Partners

 National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges

 Casey Family Programs

 NC Administrative Office of the Courts –

 Court Improvement Project

 NC Dept. of Public Safety – Juvenile Justice

 Racial Equity Institute

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community Partners

 Juvenile Court Judges of the 26th Judicial District & Office of the 

Family Court Administrator

 Mecklenburg County Department of Social Services

 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department

 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools

 Mecklenburg County Guardian ad Litem Office

 Charlotte-Mecklenburg Community  Relations Committee

 Mecklenburg County Area Mental  Health/MeckCARES

 Mecklenburg County Juvenile Crime Prevention Council

 UNC Charlotte & UNC CH – Schools of Social Work

 Community Building Initiative

 Foresight Leadership

 Council for Children’s Rights



Workforce 
Dev. - DR

Catalyzing 
Change

Juvenile 
Disciplinary 

Policy 
Council

Institutional 
Analysis
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Initiative



Can Implicit Bias Be 

Controlled?
 Probably. We can work to process information 

differently and counteract some of the influence 
of stereotypes, attitudes, heuristics, etc.

 Requires…
 Self awareness
 Intrinsic and/or extrinsic motivation
 An “active fight” each and every time

Let’s look at some specific 
strategies for individuals and 
organizations…



Questions?


