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Lakeisha? The influence of nationality and ethnicity cues on
employment-related evaluations of Blacks in the United States
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aDepartment of Psychology, Marquette University, Milwaukee, USA; bDepartment of Psychology, Fort Lewis College,
Durango, USA

ABSTRACT
Previous research has consistently shown that racial bias can influence employ-
ers’ perceptions and evaluations of Black individuals in hiring and promotion
decisions. However, within-race differences (e.g., skin tone, Afrocentric features)
can lead to variation in these decisions. In addition to phenotypical variation,
ethnicity cues (e.g., perceived country of origin, name)may be important within-
race factors influencing the perception and evaluations of Black job applicants.
Using a resume evaluation paradigm, participants evaluated one of three
resumes in which the target applicant’s name provided cues about ethnicity
(either Black American, Black African, or White American). Results suggest that
Black Americans may experiencemore discrimination in hiring and are generally
perceived less positively across several employment-related domains than both
White and Black African applicants. Specifically, we find that Black Americans are
less likely to be selected for an interview or offered a job and are evaluatedmore
negatively overall relative to Black Africans.
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“There are whites and elites and people in power who do see a distinction. They may not necessarily understand
the distinction, but they are seeing Caribbeans as immigrants, who may necessarily work harder, or Africans as
immigrants who have greater aspirations than this ‘last-place’ category of Black Americans.”

- Christina Greer (2013)

Despite clear signs of racial progress in wages, income and employment since the 1960’s Civil Rights
movement, racial disparities between Black Americans and their White counterparts still persist
(Anderson, 1994; Oliver & Shapiro, 2006). For example, there has been little change in racial gaps in
unemployment since 1980 and the gap in labor force participation rates among young White and Black
men actually increased during this time (Wilson & Rogers, 2016). Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis
on field experiments shows that there has been no change in anti-Black hiring discrimination since 1989
(Quillian, Pager, Hexel, & Midtbøen, 2017). Research in social psychology and other behavioral sciences
provide compelling evidence that these racial disparities are due, at least in part, to implicit anti-Black
biases held by individuals socialized in environments that reinforce ideologicalWhite supremacy (i.e., the
belief that biological and cultural Whiteness is superior, whereas biological and cultural Blackness is
inferior; Adams, Biernat, Branscombe, Crandall, & Wrightsman, 2008; Feagin, 2013; Salter & Haugen,
2017). And although expressions of explicit racial prejudice in the United States have declined over time,
cultural associations between Blackness and negative attributes (e.g., aggression, criminality, laziness,
unintelligence, etc.) are pervasive and have remained relatively consistent for decades (Devine, 1989;
Devine & Elliot, 1995; Richeson & Sommers, 2016). These types of automatic associations often render
members of stigmatized groups at a relative disadvantage compared to non-stigmatized groups in the
arena of employment.
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Because these associations are automatic, they often influence employers’ perceptions and evalua-
tions of Black individuals leading to unconscious racial bias in hiring decisions (Quillian et al., 2017),
promotion decisions (Powell & Butterfield, 2002), and salary decisions (Hernandez, Avery, Volpone, &
Kaiser, 2018). Racial bias of this sort can occur even prior to employers ever having seen a job applicant
(Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004; Quillian et al., 2017). For example, Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004)
sent over 5,000 resumes to employment ads for available sales, clerical, administrative, and manage-
ment positions and found that applicants with stereotypically Black names (e.g., Jamal and Lakeisha)
were approximately 50% less likely to receive a call back for an interview relative to applicants with
stereotypically White names (e.g., Emily and Greg), despite the resumes being identical. Using
a laboratory design, King, Mendoza, Madera, Hebl, and Knight (2006) replicated Bertrand and
Mullainathan’s findings and found that Black and Hispanic applicants faced the most job discrimina-
tion relative to Asian and White applicants, providing further evidence that one’s race, made salient
only by name, can have a detrimental effect on an individual’s employment outcomes.

The extant literature demonstrates that Black individuals face employment discrimination due to race.
Although these disparities are far-reaching, focusing exclusively on intergroup disparities (e.g., between
Black and White Americans) ignores the fact that some members of the Black community may be more
susceptible to bias in the labor domain than other Black individuals. In other words, there are within-race
differences that impact Black individuals differently when it comes to employment related outcomes. For
example, Black individuals with darker skin tones are more likely to experience negative employment
related outcomes and discrimination (e.g., lower wages, lower selection for jobs, higher unemployment
rates, and lower occupational prestige) relative toBlack individualswith lighter skin tones (Devaraj,Quigley,
& Patel, 2018; Goldsmith, Hamilton, & Darity, 2007; Harrison & Thomas, 2009; Hochschild & Weaver,
2007;Maddox, 2004).However, studies exploring the influence of within-race variables other than skin tone
on Black individuals’ employment outcomes are scarce.

As alluded to in the opening quote, ethnicity may be another important within-race variable that
can influence the perceptions and evaluations of Black job seekers. Indeed, data from Integrated
Public Use of Microdata Series suggests that Black immigrants are more active in the labor force
than native-born Blacks (Ruggles, Genadek, Goeken, Grover, & Sobek, 2017). Given that the Black
population in the U.S. is currently comprised of approximately 36% foreign-born Black African
immigrants and it has been projected that one out of every six Blacks in the US will be foreign-born
by the year 2060 (Nielson, 2015) it is imperative to explore how Black nationality/ethnicity cues may
lead to different patterns of racial bias for Black individuals. Thus, the aim of the present research is
to empirically investigate whether perceived nationality or ethnicity influences evaluations of poten-
tial Black job seekers using a national sample and a resume evaluation paradigm (King et al., 2006).

Stereotypes of native-born Black Americans vs Black Africans

Although Black Africans and native-born Black Americans are perceived to be members of the same
racial group and are at times stereotyped similarly, Black Africans in the United States are often positively
subtyped (i.e., viewed as members of a target group who disconfirm their group’s stereotypes and are
“refenced” in a separate subcategory apart from members who confirm the stereotype; Allport, 1954;
Richards & Hewstone, 2001). Black Africans are often categorized as being culturally superior compared
to native-born Black Americans resulting in dramatic differences in the ways in which both groups are
perceived, particularly in the domains of labor and education (Greer, 2013). For example, native-born
Black Americans are often stereotyped as having lower qualification and ability in academic and
occupational contexts than White Americans (e.g., Allport, 1954; Devine, 1989; Richeson & Sommers,
2016). Black Africans on the other hand, are viewed as more hard-working and less entitled than native-
born Black Americans (Greer, 2013) and have been referred to as a “hiddenmodelminority” in reference
to their unacknowledged academic achievement (Ukpokodu, 2017).

Although the acknowledgement of Black Africans’ success may be “invisible,” the awareness of their
success and the belief that they are cultural superior relative to Black Americans is not. Indeed, famed

2 S. HOWARD AND A. M. BORGELLA



economist Thomas Sowell once pointed to the positive earnings gap between Black immigrants and native-
born Black Americans as evidence that Black American’s “cultural traditions” impeded their economic
progress resulting in higher earnings for Black immigrants at that time (Butcher, 1994). Other social
scientists have also suggested that the educational and employment differences that exist between native-
born Black Americans and Black Africans may be due to native-born Black Americans ascribing to an
“oppositional culture” (i.e., the rejection of conformity to society’s prevailing norms and values, a trait
commonly used to explain racial disparities in educational achievement between White and Black
Americans), while Black immigrants have superior work ethic and an unwavering optimism that native-
born Blacks do not have (Bennett & Lutz, 2009). Decades later, these cultural superiority ideas still persist
among social scientists and laypeople alike. For example, recent work has shown that White Americans,
Black Americans, and Black Africans all shared similar beliefs and stereotypes about the superior work ethic
of Black Africans relative to that of native-born Black Americans (Greer, 2013).

Given the belief that Black Africans have more ambition and work harder than native-born Black
Americans, it is possible that Black individuals who apply for jobs with native-born Black American group
identification (e.g., stereotypical Black American names) are evaluatedmore negatively (e.g., less ambitious)
and facemore racial discrimination (e.g., less likely to receive an interview) relative to Blacks who applywith
Black African group identification. Although not in the labor market domain, recent research examining
preferences for Black Africans over native-born Black Americans in elite college admission decisions
supports this reasoning. McCleary-Gaddy & Miller, 2018) found individuals preferred to admit second-
generation African immigrants to an elite university over native-born Black Americans, even though they
were similarly qualified.

In the present study, participants were asked to evaluate resumes of individuals presumably seeking
employment. Names on resumes were manipulated to be either a name stereotypically associated as Black
African, Black American, or White American. We hypothesized that native-born Black American job
seekers, relative to Black African and White American job seekers, would have worse (1) employment-
related outcomes (e.g., interview offer, job offer); (2) lower salary recommendations; and (3) be evaluated
more negatively overall (e.g., ambition, intelligence, motivation).

Current study

Method

Participants and design
Three hundred and twenty-one participants were recruited online via Amazon’sMechanical Turk and paid
$0.25 for their participation. Seventy-two participants failed to complete the study in its entirety resulting in
a final sample of 2491(Mage=35.11, SD=11.65; 65.1%women). Ethnically, 77.1%of our sample identified as
White, 6.8% as Black/AfricanAmerican, 5.6%East Asian, 4.0% as South Asian, 2.4 as Latino, 3.2% as Pacific
Islander and 0.8% Bi/Multiracial. Educationally, 37.8% of our sample had a college degree (i.e., Bachelor of
Arts/Science), 28.9% reported that had some college but did not finish, 20.1% had an advanced degree (i.e.,
Masters, Ph.D., or professional degree) and the remaining 13.2% had a high school diploma (or equivalent)
or an associate’s degree. Thirty-nine percent reported having a career in management or professional
service. A between subject design was used for this experiment, in which participants were randomly
assigned to one of three resume conditions (name: stereotypically Black American, traditional African,
stereotypically White American).

Materials

Applicant resumes
A total of six resumes were created for the experiment. Two had names that are stereotypically
associated with White American men and women (i.e., James Miller or Amanda Miller), another two
had names stereotypical associated with Black American men and women (e.g., Jamal Mosely or
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Lakeisha Mosely), and the last two that had names that were traditional Black African male and female
names (i.e., [Nigerian], Adewale Ademola or Ngochi Ademola). The stereotypically White and Black
American names were selected because they are names that have been stereotypically associated with
White or Black people and used in previous resume studies (e.g., King et al., 2006). Nigerian names were
selected for the Black African names because Nigeria has more migrants in the United States than any
other African country (Anderson & Lopez, 2018). In addition to the applicant’s full name, each resume
included the target’s education, employment history and experience and activities. The activities section
included information that strengthened the manipulation. For example, for resumes with traditional
Black African names the target was a member of the Nigerian Student Union in college, whereas
resumes with names stereotypically associated with native-born Black Americans the target was
a member of the African-American Student Union. The resumes were designed for an individual
seeking an administrative assistant position and were ambiguous in regard to quality (e.g., the
applicant’s employment history and experience; Jurcevic, Shapiro, Trawalter, & Unzueta, 2019).

Measures

Employment-related outcomes
To assess participants’ evaluations of the target applicant’s general employability, we asked partici-
pants to indicate the how they might evaluate the applicant on a variety of stages in the employment
process (e.g., granting the applicant an interview offer, giving the applicant a job offer). We also
asked participants to predict how this applicant, if hired, would perform at the job (e.g., whether the
applicant would receive a first-year bonus, second salary increase, or promotion).

Interpersonal outcomes
To assess participants’ interpersonal evaluations of the target applicant in the employment context,
we asked participants how they would feel both working under and with the target applicant.

Starting salary
Using a slide scale starting at $30,000 and ending at $43,000, participants were asked to determine
what salary they would offer the target applicant. The scale was in $1,000 increments.

Overall evaluation
To assess participants’ overall evaluation of the target by responding to six questions about the applicant
using a 7-point Likert scale. Sample items include “How ambitious do you think this individual is?”, “Is
this person is qualified for the administrative position assistant position?” (for a full listing of questions
see Supplemental material). Following procedures of King et al. (2006), we conducted a principal
components analysis which revealed one meaningful factor with an eigenvalue of 3.40 that accounted
for 56.72% of the variance. The internal consistency reliability for these items was .85.

Manipulation check
Participants were asked to look at a list of eight names, six being the target names used for the study,
and to determine the racial/ethnic group that the name is most commonly associated with.
Participants were given five choices (i.e., White/Caucasian, Latino/Hispanic, African American,
Asian, or Continental Africans [from Africa]).

Procedure

Participants were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk under the impression that they
were participating in an experiment that aimed to help people improve the quality of their
resumes by exploring which factors impact their evaluations. Participants were then asked to
read a job description from an education company seeking to hire an individual for an
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administrative assistant position (see Supplemental Materials). After being randomly assigned to
one of three resume conditions (name: stereotypically Black American, traditional Black African,
stereotypically White American) participants were asked to make several trait evaluations of the
target individual. Next, participants were then instructed to select the starting salary they would
give the individual whose resume they received. Participants then completed the manipulation
check which was followed demographic information before being debriefed.

Results

Manipulation check

Participants generally associated James Miller and Amanda Miller as White/Caucasian names (97.2%
and 93.9% respectively), Jamal Mosely and Lakeisha Mosley as Black American names (98% and
97.6% respectively) and Adewale Ademola and Ngochi Ademola as Black African names (87.4%
and 85.6%).

One-way between-subjects analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were used to explore the influence of
target name (Black American, Black African, White American) on participants’ evaluations of personal
employment related outcomes, interpersonal employment outcomes, salary recommendations, and
overall evaluation. We found no significant differences in these outcomes across conditions for target
gender (e.g., Black female names did not differ from Black male names on these evaluations). Therefore,
we collapsed gender groups across conditions and report these findings below.

Employment-related outcomes

A significant main effect of target name on participants decision to offer the applicant an interview
for the administrative assistant position emerged, F(2, 244) = 6.24, p = .002, η2p = .049 (see Table 1
for cell means). Planned contrasts indicated that a target with a stereotypical Black American name
(M = 4.90, SD = 1.45) was significantly less likely to be offered a job interview than a target with
a stereotypically White American name (M = 5.57, SD = 1.27), t(244) = 3.20, p = .002, d = .49 or
a traditional Black African name (M = 5.51, SD = 1.32), t(244) = 2.90, p = .004, d = .44. No other
significant pairwise comparisons emerged.

There was also a significant main effect of target name on participants likelihood of offering a job
to the target F(2, 244) = 9.14, p < .001, η2p = .070 (see Table 1 for cell means). Planned contrasts
indicated that a target with a stereotypical Black American name (M = 4.42, SD = 1.30) was less likely
to be offered the administrative assistant job compared to a target with a stereotypically White
American name (M = 5.22, SD = 1.28), t(244) = 4.13, p < .001, d = .63 or a target with a traditional
Black African name (M = 5.02, SD = 1.19), t(244) = 3.12, p = .002, d = .49. No other significant
pairwise comparisons emerged.

There was a marginal effect of target name on participants beliefs on the likelihood the target
would receive an employment-related bonus within his or her first year if hired, F(2, 244) = 2.30,
p = .055, η2p = .023. Planned contrasts indicated that a target with a stereotypical Black American
name (M = 4.20, SD = 1.26) was believed to be less likely to receive a first year bonus than a target
with a stereotypically White American name (M = 4.65, SD = 1.34), t(244) = 2.29, p = .022, d = .34 or
a target with a traditional Black African name (M = 4.56, SD = 1.23), t(244) = 1.82, p = .071, d = .29.
No other significant pairwise comparisons emerged.

No main effects emerged on target name on participants beliefs that the target would receive
a salary increase within the first year, F(2, 244) = .647, p = .524, η2p = 005, or a promotion within the
first year, F(2, 244) = 2.06, p = .129, η2p = .017 (see Table 1 for cell means).
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Interpersonal outcomes

Results indicated there was no main effect of target name on the likelihood participants saw
themselves working with the applicant whose resume they read, F(2, 244) = .368, p = .692,
η2p = .003. However, a significant main effect of target name on the likelihood participants viewed
themselves working under the applicant at any point in the future emerged, F(2, 244) = 7.66,
p = .001, η2p = − .059 (see Table 1 for cell means). Planned contrasts indicated that participants
were more likely to see themselves working under a target with a stereotypical White American
name (M = 3.95, SD = 1.52) than either a target with a stereotypically Black American name
(M = 3.07, SD = 1.45), t(244) = 3.87, p < .001, d = .38 or traditional Black African name
(M = 3.40, SD = 1.40), t(244) = 2.30, p = .016, d = .59. No other significant pairwise comparisons
emerged.

Salary recommendations

There was a significant main effect of target name on participants salary recommendations
F(2, 243) = 124.928, p < .001, η2p = .101. Planned contrasts indicated that a target with a stereotypical
White American name (M = 36.29, SD = 3.14) was significantly more likely to be recommended a higher
salary than a target with either a stereotypically Black American name (M = 33.83, SD = 3.04), t(243) = 5.31,
p < .001, d = .79 or a traditional Black African name (M = 34.91, SD = 2.71), t(243) = 2.97, p = .003, d = .47
(see Table 1 for cell means). Planned contrasts also indicated that a target with a traditional Black African
name was significantly more likely to be recommended a higher salary than a target with a Black American
name t(243) = 2.37, p = .020, d = .37. No other significant pairwise comparisons emerged.

Overall evaluation

Results indicated significant main effect of target name on the overall evaluation of the target
F(2, 239) = 5.40, p = .004, η2p = .044 (see Table 1 for cell means). Planned contrasts indicated
that a target with a stereotypical Black American name (M = 4.38, SD = 0.83) was evaluated less
favorably overall relative to a target with a stereotypically White American name (M = 4.76,
SD = 0.80), t(239) = 3.14, p = .002, d = .47 or a target with a traditional Black African name
(M = 4.70, SD = 0.70), t(239) = 2.30, p = .012, d = .41. No other significant pairwise comparisons
emerged.

Discussion

Previous research has indicated that employers favor prospective job applicants with names that are
stereotypically White over applicants with names that are stereotypically Black. The present study

Table 1. Mean scores (and standard deviations) for all employment related outcomes, interpersonal outcomes, salary recommen-
dations and overall evaluations by condition.

Black American Name
Black African

Name White American Name

Interview 4.90 (1.44)a 5.51 (1.32)b 5.57 (1.27)b
Job Offer 4.41 (1.28)a 5.02 (1.19)b 5.22 (1.29)b
First Year Bonus 4.20 (1.26) 4.56 (1.23) 4.65 (1.34)
First Year Salary Increase 4.26 (1.37) 4.49 (1.08) 4.33 (1.45)
First Year Promotion 3.99 (1.29) 4.26 (1.10) 4.38 (1.40)
Work With 4.84 (1.35) 4.99 (1.06) 4.98 (1.26)
Work Under 3.07 (1.45)a 3.40 (1.40)a 3.95 (1.52)b
Recommended Salary (in thousands) 33.83 (3.04)a 34.91 (2.71)b 36.29 (3.14)c
Overall Evaluation 4.38 (0.83)a 4.70 (.70)b 4.76 (.80)b
Different subscript letters within rows indicate statistically significant differences (a/b/c; p < .05).
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not only replicates past work illustrating racial bias toward Black American applicants relative to
White applicants, it also extends it by demonstrating that native-born Black American applicants
(i.e., individuals with stereotypically Black American names) may also be treated differently than
Black African applicants (i.e., individuals with traditional Black African names). The present findings
suggest that native-born Black Americans may be at a greater disadvantage in the labor domain and
may be perceived more negatively than both White and Black African applicants. These findings
provide some initial empirical support for arguments made by social scientists suggesting that Black
Africans are often viewed as culturally superior relative to native-born Black Americans (Greer,
2013). Specifically, we find that native-born Black Americans are less likely to be selected for an
interview and less likely to be offered a job. Additionally, we found that native-born Black Americans
are evaluated overall more negatively than both White Americans and Black Africans. This work
may help explain why native-born Black Americans have higher rates of unemployment than their
Black African counterparts, even when controlling for factors related to employment outcome such
as education and age (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018; Rauh, 2014).

However, we caution those who may interpret our results as suggesting that Black Africans are
buffered against any anti-Black bias in the labor domain relative to native-born Black Americans.
Instead, the present research demonstrates the ways in which within-race differences, in this case
nationality or ethnicity, can lead to some Black individuals either experiencing more or less racial bias
in certain contexts. Whereas Black Africans may have not faced anti-Black bias in terms of interview
prospects and perceptions of hireability, they still may face bias similar to native-born Black Americans
in other ways. For example, we found participants in our sample were less likely to see themselves
working under both native-born Black American and Black African applicants in the future, relative to
White American applicants. In other words, our participants could not see themselves being super-
vised by a Black individual regardless if they were Black American or Black African. In addition, we
also found that individuals offered both Black American and Black African applicants significantly
lower starting salaries (i.e., roughly $2,000 less) than White American applicants.

This may be explained by the Racial Position Model (Zou & Cheryan, 2017), which posits that
a racial or ethnic group’s perceived positional arrangement in American society is relative to other
racial and ethnic groups. This racial positioning is based on two distinct dimensions: inferiority (i.e.,
their perceived intellectual, economic, and occupational prestige relative to groups with higher
status) and cultural foreignness (i.e., perceived Americanness). Whereas Black Africans are perceived
as relatively superior to Black Americans (e.g., Greer, 2013; Ukpokodu, 2017), they may still be
viewed as relatively inferior to White Americans. This disparity may explain why participants in the
present investigation self-reported higher overall evaluations of Black Africans relative to Black
Americans, but also self-reported they could not see themselves working under a Black African or
Black American. Alternatively, Black Africans may be perceived as more culturally foreign than both
White Americans and Black Americans, which may also influence evaluations of Black Africans from
both dominate advantaged racial groups (e.g., Whites; Craig & Richeson, 2014; Danbold & Huo,
2015) and other racial/ethnic minorities (e.g., Asian Americans; Craig & Richeson, 2018; McClain
et al., 2006; Waldinger, 1997). Future research in this area utilizing the two-dimensional Racial
Position Model is necessary to address these questions.

Limitations and future directions

The present study is not without limitations. First, although the sample was a non-college, community
sample, most of our participants self-identified as White Americans. As such, we do not know whether
these findings generalize to other racial groups. The extant literature investigating the role of stereotypes
in judgments and decision making suggests that these findings would generalize to other non-Black
racial and ethnic groups (e.g., Devine, 1989). Less clear is how Black Americans specifically would
evaluate members of their own group relative to Black Africans. Two competing hypotheses could
explain these evaluations. On one hand, native-born Black Americans may demonstrate an ingroup bias
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(i.e., more favorable evaluations for other native-born Black Americans relative to Black Africans). This
hypothesis assumes that native-born Black Americans do not perceive Black Africans as being as a part
of the ingroup as native-born Black Americans. On the other hand, even though native-born Black
Americans may see Black Africans as members of a distinct subgroup outside of the ingroup, they may
be just as likely as White individuals to evaluate Black Africans more positively relative to native-born
Black Americans, and more likely to hire them as well (see Dasgupta, 2004; Jost, 2001) . As mentioned
earlier, Black Americans, White Americans, and Black Africans all shared similar beliefs and stereotypes
about the superior work ethic of Black Africans relative to that of native-born Black Americans (Greer,
2013). To answer these questions, future research should explore the influence of these stereotypes in
labor contexts with Black samples.

Another limitation of the current study is participants only reviewed one job applicant’s resume
at a time, whereas human resource managers may review dozens, if not hundreds, of resumes of
prospective job applicants in a single setting. As such, our methodological design may bring up
concerns about the generalizability of our results. However, we believe that concerns about the
generalizability of findings are actually minimized by our methodological design. In the real-world,
human resource (HR) managers often find themselves in dynamic, fast-paced environments requir-
ing a great expenditure of cognitive energy (e.g., Stone & Daedrick, 2015). Research shows that
under this type of cognitive load, individuals are more likely to rely on automatic processing (e.g.,
stereotyping) which often leads to biased decision making (e.g., Macrae, Hewstone, & Griffiths, 1993;
Sherman & Frost, 2000; Wigboldus, Sherman, Franzese, & Knippenberg, 2004). Reviewing multiple
resumes in a single setting is more cognitively taxing than evaluating one, and therefore having
participants evaluate one resume at a time versus multiple can be seen as a conservative test of our
hypothesis. Participants in our study would have more cognitive resources available to them than
participants who would have had to evaluate multiple resumes. Yet, despite only evaluating one
resume at a time, we still found evidence of bias among participants in the present investigation.

Lastly, it is more important to note that Africa is a continent made up of 54 diverse countries, and
the names used in our study originate from one of those countries (i.e., Nigeria). We used Nigerian
names because there are more Nigerians in the United States labor force and higher education
system than any other African ethnic/nationality group (Anderson & Lopez, 2018), which means
there is a greater likelihood that participants in our study, on average, had more familiarity and
exposure to Nigerians relative to individuals from other countries. Thus, it is possible these results
do not generalize to all Africans, and that there may be different outcomes for different ethnic
groups. Future research is necessary to explore these possibilities.

Conclusion

Given recent immigration trends of Black Africans to the United States in the past decade, it is likely
that current race relations will be altered. As non-explicit forms of racial prejudice toward Black
people in general have remained pervasive in US society (e.g., Devine, 1989; Richeson & Sommers,
2016), understanding how these subtle forms of prejudice operate within racial groups is paramount
to navigating this incoming shift. Additionally, these non-explicit forms of racial bias have been
shown to affect the decision-making process between high- and low-status racial groups in hiring,
retention, and promotion (e.g., Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004), and therefore will require more
attention to within-race variability as racial groups in the US become more internally diverse. With
these changes in mind, researchers focused on mitigating employment bias need to complicate the
ways anti-Black bias is considered in these contexts.

Note

1. The participants who were dropped from the study completed less than half of the study (very likely due to low
pay rate).
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