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Abstract 

Do spaces have races? Why might space-race associations matter? Across four 

studies, participants attached racial meaning to a range of locations, as well as 

negatively stereotyped and reported feeling less connected to Black spaces in particular. 

Negative stereotyping and lack of connection to Black space explained why these 

spaces experienced both housing and environmental discrimination.  

Studies 1 and 2 participants generated raced spaces and then rated the extent to 

which they thought of these locations (i.e. inner cities, suburbs) as White or Black. The 

more Black spaces were, the less White they were, showing participants made clear 

distinctions between these two types of spaces. Further, the Black spaces were rated 

more negatively than the White spaces, showing participants devalued Black space.  

Study 3 expanded this finding by manipulating the race of one location—a 

house for sale by a Black or White family. Participants gave the Black house, relative to 

the White, a lower evaluation (i.e. they thought it was worth less and were less eager to 

move there). The Black house received this lower evaluation because participants 

negatively stereotyped it. They imagined the neighborhood surrounding it to be lower 

quality than the neighborhood they imagined around the White house (i.e. less safe, 

lower quality schools and municipal services). Additionally, participants reported 

feeling less connected to the neighborhood around the Black house, which also helped 

to explain its lower evaluation.  

Study 4 participants again discriminated against Black space—this time in the 

environmental domain. Participants read a proposal to place a potentially polluting 

chemical plant near a majority Black or White neighborhood. They reported less 
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opposition to this plant when the nearby neighborhood was Black. This Black space 

received less environmental protection because participants were more likely to think it 

already housed other industrial facilities (industrial space stereotype) and again because 

they reported feeling less connected to it.  

These results are important not only because they expand theory on racial 

discrimination, stereotyping, and sense of place, but also because they provide an 

enhanced understanding of the causal role race plays in producing and maintaining 

disparities in access to high quality, healthy living spaces. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Racial demographics are associated with factors that can impact an individual’s 

quality of life. For example, majority Black areas tend to have lower house values 

which could mean less opportunity for Black families to accumulate wealth (Oliver & 

Shapiro, 2006; Pattillo-McCoy, 1999; Shapiro, 2004; Shapiro & Kenty-Drane, 2005). 

These areas also have higher amounts of concentrated industrial pollution, which leaves 

residents at risk for negative health outcomes including asthma and cancer (i.e.,Bullard, 

1993, 2000; Cole & Foster, 2001; Pulido, 2000). Policy advocates and researchers have 

thus increasingly stressed the need to understand relationships between race and space, 

in order to fully address racial disparities in quality of life indicators like wealth and 

health (Bell & Rubin, 2007; Grant, Trautner, & Downey, 2010; Zenou & Boccard, 

2000).  

One question this growing body of work has yet to examine is whether a space’s 

race shapes the way people interact with it. With the present work, I argue that 

individuals think of space in terms of racial categories, and that a space’s race does 

impact the way people interact with it. In particular, I argue that people discriminate 

against Black, relative to White, space—meaning Black space is evaluated and treated 

more poorly. I also argue that Black space is devalued relative to White space. By 

devalue, I mean two things. First, people think of Black space (to a greater extent than 

White) as having negative characteristics consistent with dominant Black stereotypes. 

Second, people feel disconnected from Black, relative to White, space. They neither 

have a strong desire to be present in it, nor value it as a good place to live. Finally, I 
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argue that people discriminate against Black space because they devalue it, and not 

necessarily because they feel animosity toward Black people. 

These predictions are significant because, if confirmed, they will represent a 

major broadening of the literatures on racial discrimination, stereotyping, and sense of 

place. They will also contribute to the study of residential segregation and 

environmental justice by shedding light on the causal role racial bias can play in 

producing and maintaining racial disparities in wealth and health. In doing so, the 

present research will show how racially biased individual interactions with physical 

space can contribute to racial disparities.  

Raced Space  

The present work focuses on a form of racial bias where raced space is the 

target. Here, I use the term racial bias to reference the basic concept that race is having 

an influence on people’s perceptions, evaluations, and actions. Whether or not it is 

rational, intentional, conscious, or explicit—it is racial bias all the same. Raced space 

then refers to physical locations that are imbued with racial meaning. This concept is 

based in the idea that race can be located outside of the person.  

From this perspective, race encompasses more than personal identity 

(i.e.,Sellers, Smith, & Shelton, 1998; Shelton & Sellers, 2000). And it is more than a 

system of person-categories that help people manage information about their social 

worlds (Fiske, 1998; Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff, & Ruderman, 1978). Both of these very 

important and established psychological approaches focus on race primarily as a 

person-characteristic. Even theories about racial essentialism—which highlight the 

tendency for people to think of racial groups as having core characteristics that remain 
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stable over time—do not allow for the full disentanglement of people from these racial 

essences (Atran, 1990; Gelman & Taylor, 2000; Hirschfeld, 1996; Taylor, 1996). In 

order for psychology to contribute to a better understanding of all the ways in which 

race can produce social problems, however, more research is needed to investigate how 

race reaches beyond human form.  

Some research within social psychology has begun addressing how race can be 

located outside of the person. For example, Garland (2008) has shown that music genres 

are imbued with racial meaning (i.e. rap is Black, rock is White). People even use 

preferences for these music genres to intuit a person’s racial identity (Marshall, 2010). 

Additionally, Eberhardt and colleagues have shown that the concept of criminality is 

deeply linked with Blackness—so much so that thinking about crime directs attention 

toward Black people (J Eberhardt, Davies, Purdie-Vaughns, & Johnson, 2006). Animals 

can also be raced. In the U.S., Black people have historically been—and still are 

today—associated with apes (Goff, Eberhardt, & Williams, 2008). This Black-Ape 

association contributes to the dehumanization of Black people, and knowledge of this 

process has helped reveal a new form of racial discrimination.  

While social psychologists have started researching the way some non-human 

objects can take on racial meaning, we have not begun directly studying the way in 

which race can be located in physical space. Doing so, however, could also reveal 

another new form of racial discrimination. Putting this spin on race studies is thus an 

important new direction for the field. 

 In addition to being an important new direction, it is a logical next step. Other 

fields have already provided a basis for the idea that space is raced. For example, 
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historical and anthropological accounts of racial category creation locate race at the 

very intersection of person and place (Gould, 1996). Further, work in sociology, urban 

sociology, and geography (i.e.,Delaney, 2002; Kobayashi & Peake, 2000; Murji & 

Solomos, 2005) explicitly operates on the assumption that physical locations are imbued 

with racial meaning. This work centers on racial residential segregation. It addresses 

how factors including governmental policies, real estate practices, personal preferences, 

stereotypes, and racial bias have all worked together to shape where—and how—

different racial groups live in the U.S. (Charles, 2003; Massey & Denton, 1993; Shapiro 

& Kenty-Drane, 2005). Certain racial categories have thus become associated with 

certain spaces due to the people we usually find there. A poignant illustration of this 

point is an article entitled: “Chocolate Cities, Vanilla Suburbs:” Will the Trend Toward 

Racially Separate Communities Continue? (Farley, Schuman, Bianchi, & Colasanto, 

1978) This article’s authors used a creative title to represent inner cities themselves as 

Black and Suburbs as White. Psychologists can now use this kind of work as a 

foundation for investigating whether individuals (who are not necessarily experts 

studying racial segregation) have a conscious, intuitive sense of spaces as raced.  

While there is a dearth of psychological research specifically investigating 

whether or not individuals explicitly assign racial meaning to physical space, some 

studies in psychology suggest that individuals do assign broader psychological meaning 

to physical space. For example, in one study psychology majors rated communications 

majors. These ratings were more homogenous when made in the communications 

building, as opposed to the psychology building (Guinote & Fiske, 2003). This research 

has demonstrated the way physical spaces can activate thoughts of the social groups 
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with which they are linked. Other work has demonstrated this group-space link by 

extending symbolic-self completion theory. It showed how group members valued a 

symbol of their group identity to a greater extent when motivated to affirm the identity. 

Property linked to the group functioned as one of these symbols (Ledgerwood, Liviatan, 

& Carnevale, 2007). This work emphasizes how historical relationships between groups 

and property could play a role in maximizing the potential for property to act as a 

symbol of group identity. Not only does this work then demonstrate the potential for 

space to take on psychological meaning, it begins to reveal how the meaning develops 

over time. 

Other research in psychology provides initial evidence that the psychological 

meaning space takes on could be race specific. Researchers have shown how exposure 

to Black people in positive contexts (i.e. family barbecue) or negative contexts (i.e. 

dilapidated street corner) can shift attitudes toward Black Americans (Wittenbrink, 

Judd, & Park, 2001). This work demonstrates how spaces potentially imbued with racial 

meaning can impact perceptions of people. Some studies have also suggested that 

people can impact perceptions of spaces. For example, seeing Black residents in a 

neighborhood has been linked to more negative evaluations of the area (Krysan, Farley, 

& Couper, 2008; Sampson & Raudenbush, 2004). Further, in a field study Sampson and 

Raudenbush (2004) showed that, while controlling for objectively measured disorder, 

residents perceived higher levels of social disorder (i.e., crime) and physical disorder 

(i.e., trash) in neighborhoods with more Black people. All of these studies provide 

initial evidence for the idea that pairing people with certain physical locations can give 

these locations meaning consistent with racial stereotypes. 
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Building on these findings, with the present work I investigate whether people 

are likely to have a conscious, intuitive sense that space is raced. Establishing this sense 

of raced space is important because of the potential consequences it has for the way 

people interact with physical spaces. With the present work, then, I also study how a 

space’s race can impact the way people evaluate and treat it.  

Space Discrimination 

If spaces are raced, then it should follow that they, like people (i.e.Ayres, 1991; 

Banks, Eberhardt, & Ross, 2006; Fiske, 1998), can be the targets of racial 

discrimination. Therefore, a central prediction of this work is that Black and White 

spaces will be evaluated and treated differently. Consistent with work on person-

focused discrimination, I predict that people will evaluate and treat Black space more 

poorly than White space. The present research will focus on two main discriminatory 

outcomes in order to test this hypothesis. I have chosen these particular outcomes for 

the role they play in producing and maintaining racial disparities between Black and 

White Americans in access to high quality, healthy residential spaces.  

Outcome 1: Evaluating a house for sale. How will people evaluate a house for 

sale, based on its race? This question is important due to its implications for the way 

potential homebuyers and appraisers evaluate houses. These evaluations could impact 

how much someone is willing to pay for a home, as well as how likely someone is to 

buy the home. I predict that participants in this study will evaluate a Black house more 

poorly than they will a White house. 

Results supporting this prediction will be consistent with work showing that 

Black-owned homes have a lower monetary value, on average, than comparable White-
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owned homes (Oliver & Shapiro, 2006). The present studies will expand this work by 

showing how lower Black home values could be due to discrimination based on the race 

of the house itself. 

Outcome 2: Siting an industrial facility. Will people be more or less accepting of 

creating new pollution in a neighborhood, based on its race? This question is important 

due to its implications for the way environmental decision makers determine where to 

place pollution. These decisions could be one factor shaping larger societal patterns of 

concentrated pollution. I predict that participants in this study will be less opposed to 

building a new chemical plant in a Black, as opposed to a White, neighborhood.  

Results supporting this prediction will be consistent with work showing that 

Black neighborhoods are, on average, more likely than White neighborhoods to 

experience concentrated environmental pollution (i.e., Bullard, 1993). The present 

studies will expand this work by showing how higher amounts of pollution in Black 

neighborhoods could be due to discrimination based on the race of the neighborhood 

itself. 

Space Stereotyping 

Why is it that Black spaces may be evaluated and treated more poorly than 

White spaces? I predict space stereotyping is one factor contributing to space 

discrimination. I make this prediction due to existing work demonstrating a link 

between stereotyping and discrimination across many domains, i.e. employment 

(Reskin, 2000), criminal sentencing (Eberhardt, et al., 2006), and housing (Charles, 

2003). While this existing research focuses on stereotypes about people, the present 

studies will extend stereotyping research from people to spaces. Space stereotyping 



 

	   8	  

refers to a process where people apply concepts associated with a given racial category 

(whether or not the associations are “true” or a statistical likelihood) to individual 

spaces they represent in terms of this category.  

While space stereotypes could apply to a space of any race, I will focus on this 

process as it relates to differences in how people stereotype Black and White space. 

Common Black stereotypes include unintelligent, criminal, dirty, and poor (Devine & 

Elliot, 1995). I thus hypothesize that when people come to think of a given physical 

space as Black, they will represent the Black space in a manner consistent with these 

concepts. For instance, people will think of Black, as opposed to White, space as having 

lower quality schools, being less safe, more polluted, and having lower socioeconomic 

status.  

 While stereotyping research provides a basis for predictions about the content of 

Black space stereotypes, does other research suggest that the process of stereotyping 

will apply to spaces? Past work suggests that space stereotyping does occur. For 

example, one theory on the persistence of racial residential segregation posits that 

neighborhoods are stereotyped depending on their racial composition (Ellen, 2000). It is 

these neighborhood stereotypes (as opposed to racial prejudice) that deter people from 

moving into Black areas.  

There is debate, however, about whether neighborhood stereotyping is a real 

phenomenon (Charles, 2005). Other research has shown that racial prejudice directed 

toward people is actually a stronger predictor of housing choices that lead to residential 

segregation. The present work will help clarify this debate. It will also expand the 
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concept of neighborhood stereotyping by showing how individuals stereotype a space 

even when they do not have clear information about what its racial composition is.  

Space Connection  

I predict that, in addition to space stereotyping, a diminished feeling of 

connection to a space can also lead to space discrimination. Thus, another factor that 

could impact space discrimination is space connection. Space connection is the extent to 

which people feel connected to, value, and want to engage with a given physical 

location. It measures feelings about a space that can form from limited information one 

might encounter before ever setting foot in the location. For example, the information 

one might glean when searching for a new place to live or new location for an 

expanding business.  

This concept is meant to be an overarching measure of one’s potential to 

develop place attachment (Trentelman, 2009) and sense of place (Ardoin, 2006). Place 

attachment is often defined as a measure of the extent to which one incorporates a 

location into her personal identity, feels dependent on that location, and has formed a 

social bond with it (Kyle, Graefe, & Manning, 2005). Sense of place is also a complex, 

multidimensional concept. It encompasses biophysical, psychological, sociocultural, as 

well as political and economic determinants of one’s connection to a given location 

(Ardoin, 2006). These concepts are often measured at the neighborhood level 

(Adriaanse, 2007), which is what the current research will do as well. 

Whereas these multidimensional concepts measure how connected one feels to a 

given location based on lived experience, space connection can measure one’s first 

impression of a given location. This impression could open the door for developing a 



 

	   10	  

deeper sense of place attachment in the future or close the door before this deeper sense 

gets the chance to grow. The current research thus makes a significant contribution to 

existing work on place attachment and sense of place by providing a way to assess the 

early stages of their development. 

Space connection is also an important measure because researchers in this area 

know that the extent to which one feels connected or attached to a space can impact the 

way people treat and interact with it. Creating a heightened sense of place can foster 

environmental conservation (Gooch, 2003) and more environmentally responsible 

behaviors (Ardoin, 2006; Vaske & Kobrin, 2001; Worster & Abrams, 2005), possibly 

via an increased desire to protect the place (Ardoin, 2006). It can also impact 

community involvement, such as volunteering and supporting local business (Kelly & 

Hosking, 2008).  

A number of factors impact whether one feels connected to a space. For 

example, researchers have emphasized the need for firsthand experiences for 

developing a positive and strong sense of place (Ardoin, 2006; Sanger, 1997). Others 

have described a human evolutionary need to experience a diversity of life forms, 

including rich natural habitats. This need, termed biophilia, is another factor that drives 

space connection (Kellert, 2005).  

What has not yet been addressed is how the race of a physical location, or even 

its racial demographic composition, might impact space connection. Research on place 

attachment suggests that it should have an impact. For example, researchers have both 

theorized about (Sanger, 1997) and have demonstrated how (Hay, 1998) having 

culturally and ancestrally focused, direct experiences with a place heightens sense of 
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connectedness to it. Other work suggests that race-related concepts might diminish 

one’s sense of connection. For example, in one study White residents demonstrated less 

place attachment if they perceived more incivilities and fear crime in an area (Brown, 

Brown, & Perkins, 2004). Because other research shows that crime is associated with 

Blackness (Eberhardt, Goff, Purdie, & Davies, 2004), it could be that Black space could 

make people think of crime to a greater extent than White space would, which would 

then (as Brown’s study suggests) lower one’s sense of connection to the space. Taken 

together, these studies suggest that the race of a space will impact one’s level of 

connection to it, and specifically that Black relative to White space will depress one’s 

sense of connection.  

The present research will experimentally examine the impact of a space’s race 

on one’s connection to it. As with place stereotyping, this relationship should ultimately 

impact the way people evaluate and treat a space.  These findings will have important 

implications for disparities in access to quality, healthy residential areas. 

Space-focused Racial Bias 

 While devaluing Black space (negatively stereotyping and feeling less 

connected to it) likely helps explain why individuals will discriminate against it, I 

predict that negative feelings about Black people will not. Remember, however, that 

these discriminatory acts are still racial bias according to my definition of the term.  

This concept is something U.S. Supreme Court Justice Clarence Thomas did not 

grasp in his 2007 concurring opinion of the Parents Involved in Community Schools v. 

Seattle School District case: 
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“While presently observed racial imbalance might result from past de jure 
segregation, racial imbalance can also result from any number of innocent 
private decisions including voluntary housing choices.” (p. 3) 

 

Justice Thomas writes here about private decisions that could lead to racial segregation. 

He conveys a sense that private preferences free of anti-black animus are not driven by 

racial bias, however, and so the courts cannot permit the active dismantling of their 

racially imbalanced ramifications. But what if the court had recognized these ostensibly 

innocent and private decisions as both racially biased and free of racial hatred? Would 

its decision have been the same? 

One goal of the present research is to examine the likelihood that private 

decisions regarding housing choices, and other decisions about the way physical space 

is treated more generally, can be driven by racial bias absent racial hatred.  

Stereotyping and prejudice research within social psychology has established 

that people can express racial bias without a sense of hatred or dislike for the people 

who bear the brunt of their bias (i.e., Devine, 1989). With the present research, I 

investigate a previously unexamined form of racial bias that does not require racial 

hatred. As described above, I propose a form of bias where physical spaces, as opposed 

to people, are the targets. I hypothesize that this space-focused racial bias will not 

necessarily be driven by animus toward people of a certain race, but by the thoughts and 

feelings people have about spaces of a certain race. 

What makes this form of racial bias particularly egregious, then, is not so much 

the actions of individuals that perpetuate it. Rather, it is the racial inequality that the 

bias likely produces. It is also the history of societal patterns, cultural practices, 
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institutional policies, and social representations that have shaped and have been allowed 

to continue shaping individuals’ biased interactions with raced space. 

Overview of Studies 

With the present studies, I first document the polarized and pervasive 

phenomenon of raced space. I then examine how race neutral space can become imbued 

with racial meaning, as well as two examples of the consequences of raced space. 

In Studies 1 and 2, participants easily generated a wide range of spaces 

associated with Black Americans or White Americans. Participants in these studies, 

however, generated a more narrow range of spaces they associated with no racial 

groups. Black, as opposed to White, spaces also received more negative ratings overall. 

In Study 2, a different set of participants also rated these same spaces in a manner 

consistent with the racial categories in which they were generated for Study 1. 

Additionally, the places one group of participants in Study 2 rated as most Black were 

also the places another group rated as least White, most negative, most poor, and most 

dangerous. Finally, the places participants rated as most White were also the places 

another group of participants rated as least Black, least negative, least poor, and least 

dangerous. Thus, the first two studies documented how raced place is pervasive, how 

Black and White places are polarized in people’s minds, and how Black places are 

generally devalued. 

Study 3 demonstrates the process by which a race neutral space can become 

imbued with racial meaning. Participants viewed a house for sale by a White or Black 

family, and then evaluated it. I predict participants will give the Black (versus White) 

house a lower evaluation, assume the neighborhood around it is lower quality 
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(negatively stereotype it), and report feeling less connected to it. I also predict that the 

process of feeling less connected to the Black space will explain why participants give it 

a lower evaluation, precisely because participants think of the Black space as being 

lower quality. This study’s findings, should the predictions be confirmed, will have 

important implications for the deleterious consequences of raced space with respect to 

the perpetuation of residential segregation and the maintenance of disparities in wealth. 

Study 4 again demonstrates the process by which race neutral space becomes 

imbued with racial meaning. Participants read information about a majority White or 

Black neighborhood, as well as a proposal to build a new chemical plant near it. I 

predict participants will be less opposed to building the chemical plant in the Black 

(versus White) neighborhood, assume this neighborhood is more industrial (negatively 

stereotype it), and report feeling less connected to it. I also predict that the process of 

feeling less connected to the Black space will explain why participants are less opposed 

to building the chemical plant, precisely because participants think of the Black space as 

being more industrial (i.e., more likely to already house an industrial facility). This 

study’s findings, should the predictions be confirmed, will have important implications 

for the deleterious consequences of raced space with respect to the perpetuation of 

environmental racism and the maintenance of disparities in health.  
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STUDY 1: CAN INDIVIDUALS GENERATE EXAMPLES OF RACED SPACE? 

While raced space is a concept new to psychology, researchers in other fields 

have written about the racialization of residential areas and cities (Murji & Solomos, 

2005; Sampson & Raudenbush, 2004). The present study extends this work by 

investigating whether people have a conscious and intuitive sense of raced space. It also 

extends past work (Delaney, 2002) by directly examining whether this sense of raced 

space is pervasive. Does it extend beyond residential space to other types of locations 

(i.e. where people learn and where they work)? To examine this question, participants 

generated locations they thought of as White, Black, or race neutral. I predict that 

participants will be able to list Black and White spaces and that the spaces they list will 

cover a wide range of different kinds of physical locations.  

Participants in this study also rated the valence of each location they listed. 

Consistent with work on stereotyping and implicit bias (i.e.Devine & Elliot, 1995) 

(Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998), I predict that participants will assign a more 

negative valence to the spaces listed for Black, as opposed to White, Americans. 

Obtaining the predicted results will support the idea that people represent many 

different spaces in terms of race, and that spaces imbued with Blackness are devalued.  

Method 

Participants 

Sixty-two Stanford University students enrolled in Introduction to Psychology 

participated in this survey in exchange for subject pool credit. Due to non-response on a 

separate demographic survey to which I should have been able to link all participants’ 

responses on the present survey, I have racial data for only 23 participants. The racial 
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composition of these participants is as follows: 9 White, 6 Asian, 3 Latino, 3 Black, and 

2 Multiracial people. The overall racial make-up of the sample likely reflects the racial 

make-up of the class, however, which is 46.9% White, 16.2% Asian, 14.6% Latino, 

8.5% Black, 10.8% Multiracial, and 1.5% American Indian (with 1.5% reporting no 

race).  

Design, Procedure, and Measures 

Participants in this study were randomly assigned to one of three conditions. 

Twenty-three participants listed up to 5 physical spaces associated with White 

Americans, 19 with Black Americans, and 20 with no racial group at all. Participants 

were told that their responses should reflect associations that exist within American 

society as a whole, rather than their individual beliefs. Participants then indicated each 

space’s valence (positive, neutral, or negative) within American society. 

Results 

Raced Space 

I compared the average number of spaces each participant listed, by condition, 

using a One-way ANOVA. There was a marginally significant departure among the 3 

conditions, F(2, 61) = 2.96, p = .06. Planned contrasts revealed that, on average, 

participants listed about the same number of spaces in the Black (M = 4.79, SD = .63) 

and White (M = 4.78, SD = .74) conditions, t = -.03, ns. They listed significantly fewer 

spaces in the No Race condition (M = 4.25, SD = 1.02), as compared to the White, t = 

2.15, p < .05; and Black, t = 2.08, p < .05, conditions. 

Participants listed a total of 174 distinct spaces. They listed 79 of these spaces at 

least once as White, 60 as Black, and 57 as No Race. (They listed some spaces in more 
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than one condition; see Appendix A for a list of all reported spaces, along with the 

number of times participants listed each per condition.) Overall, participants listed Mall 

most often (13 times total, 7 as White, 3 as Black, and 3 as No Race). Two spaces were 

most commonly listed as White: Mall and Suburb (both listed 7 times, each by 30% of 

participants in this condition).  Ghetto was the most commonly listed Black space (10 

times, by 53% of participants in this condition), and Park was the most commonly listed 

No Race space (8 times, by 40% of participants in this condition).  

Space Categories 

Two researchers developed a coding schema of 11 space categories by reading 

each of the individual spaces listed. These categories, covering a wide range of different 

kinds of locations, were: athletic, business, education, entertainment, geographic, 

government, legal, outdoors/leisure, public, religious, and residential. Three 

independent coders (blind to condition) placed all locations into one of the 11 

categories. If a space did not fit into any of the categories, the coders were instructed to 

label it as miscellaneous. Their reliability was high (α = .83). The three coders resolved 

their discrepancies by coming to a group consensus after making their initial 

categorizations. (See Table 1 for a summary of all categories and the number of spaces 

listed in each category, by condition.) Business spaces were the most commonly listed 

overall (58 times of 286 total spaces listed). Business spaces were also most commonly 

listed as White (30 of 110 spaces), residential spaces were the most common Black 

spaces (21 of 91), and outdoor spaces were the most common No Race spaces (20 of 

85). Each category, except legal and government, contained spaces that were Black, 

White, and No Race. 
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Valence Scores 

Participants assigned a positive, neutral, or negative valence to each space they 

generated (dummy coded as 1, 0, -1, respectively). I compared the average valence of 

spaces listed in each condition using a One-way ANOVA. There was a significant 

departure among the 3 conditions, F(2, 284) = 6.54, p < .01. As predicted, planned 

contrasts revealed that the average valence for Black spaces (M = -.06, SD = .85) was 

significantly more negative that that of White spaces (M = .21, SD = .74), t = 2.43, p < 

.05, and No Race spaces (M = .36, SD = .71), t = -3.55, p < .001. Valence did not differ, 

however, between the White and No Race spaces, t = -1.33, ns.  

Discussion 

Study 1 results support my first hypothesis—that individuals will generate 

examples of both Black and White spaces. Almost all participants listed 5 spaces in the 

Black and White conditions. As compared to these conditions, participants in the No 

Race condition listed fewer spaces on average, suggesting it might be easier to think of 

raced spaces than it is to think of race neutral spaces. Both of these findings support the 

idea that people have a conscious and intuitive sense of raced space.  

Results from Study 1 also support my second hypothesis that raced space is 

pervasive. Participants list 174 distinct spaces. Further, spaces listed as Black, White, or 

neutral span 11, 10, and 9 different substantive categories, respectively. These 

categories include places where people live, work, play, and go to school, which means 

they cover many aspects of daily life. 

My third hypothesis is supported as well. Participants rated Black spaces to be 

significantly less positive than both White spaces and even race neutral spaces. This 
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finding provides initial support for my overarching argument that people devalue Black 

spaces relative to White spaces. Study 1 results demonstrate how this devaluation can 

come in the form of a general negative valence, which is consistent with person focused 

stereotyping work showing that Black is stereotyped generally as bad. In Study 2, I will 

expand on these results by examining whether this devaluation of Black space also 

comes in the form of more specific negative characteristics that are consistent with 

other, more specific Black stereotypes. 

The locations most salient to participants in each Study 1 condition do suggest 

that people will associate more specific negative characteristics with Black but not 

White spaces. Over half of participants in the Black condition listed ghetto. While 

participants used ghetto to refer to a location here, it is also a concept encompassing a 

number of ideas that are consistent with negative stereotypes about Black people, i.e. 

criminal and poor (Wacquant, Wilson, Wacquant, & Wilson, 1989; Zenou & Boccard, 

2000). Further, over half of participants in the White condition list either suburb or mall 

(an institution tightly linked with suburban life). Unlike ghetto, suburb encompasses a 

host of positive characteristics (Pulido, 2000; Zenou & Boccard, 2000) that will likely 

be reflected in people’s ideas about the specific qualities White spaces have. 

That ghetto is the modal Black space and suburb is one of the modal White 

spaces is not surprising, considering racial stereotypes and racial residential segregation 

patterns in the U.S. (Charles, 2003). Though unsurprising, this finding is still interesting 

because it underscores how people represent at least some spaces in very clear and 

strong racial terms. These findings raise another question, then: Do people see some 

Black spaces as more prototypically Black and some White spaces as more 
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prototypically White? If yes, are the most prototypically Black spaces devalued to a 

greater extent than the less prototypically Black spaces? The next study further 

examines these and other related questions, as well as discusses the implications of their 

answers for the way people interact with Black, as opposed to White, spaces.  

While these findings are interesting and informative, Study 1 does have a 

number of limitations. First, it could be that participants listed spaces with relative ease 

because they needed to list only 5 spaces. I will address this issue in a pilot for my next 

study by asking participants to list more spaces. This task will provide a better 

understanding of the upper limit of the number of raced spaces any one person can 

generate.  

Further, participants in Study 1 listed any space that came to mind for each 

racial category. I therefore cannot say if, at an individual level, participants can generate 

a wide range of different types of raced spaces. Investigating this question in Study 2 

will provide a clearer sense of just how pervasive one’s intuitive sense of raced space is. 

Another limitation of Study 1 involves the valence ratings. Participants may 

have devalued Black space primarily because they most commonly listed a type of 

Black space (i.e. ghetto) that simply has a more negative valence than the most 

commonly listed White space (i.e. suburbs). While it is still significant to know that the 

most salient Black space was more negative than the most salient White space, I cannot 

from the current data conclude that race itself is driving this devaluation. Later studies 

will address this limitation by holding the type of location constant while manipulating 

the race of the space. 

Despite these limitations, results from Study 1 provide evidence that people do 
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have a pervasive, conscious, and intuitive sense of raced space. They also show that 

Black space is devalued relative to White. These findings open the door for further 

study of the extent to which different spaces are Black, White, or race neutral and how 

these racial associations relate to other characteristics. This question will be the topic of 

Study 2.  
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STUDY 2: HOW ARE BLACK SPACES DEVALUED? 

Study 1 documents the places people associate with White Americans, Black 

Americans, or no racial group at all. It demonstrates how a wide range of spaces are 

raced and that Black space is devalued relative to White space. It also shows how 

people can easily generate raced spaces but have a relatively more difficult time 

generating race neutral ones—further supporting the idea that people have an intuitive 

sense of the pervasive nature of raced space. 

Study 2 replicates and expands these results. Participants in this study provided 

continuous ratings of spaces taken from those generated in Study 1 and a pilot for Study 

2. They rated how Black, White, race-neutral, negative, poor, or dangerous they thought 

the spaces were. 

With Study 2, I predict that this new set of participants will confirm Study 1 and 

Study 2 pilot results regarding the racial category to which a wide range of spaces 

belong. Results supporting this prediction will suggest that my list of space-race 

pairings is not idiosyncratic. 

With this study I also examine where different types of spaces fall on the 

spectrum of Whiteness, Blackness, and race neutrality. Participants viewed a list of 

spaces and provide continuous ratings of how White, Black, or race neutral these spaces 

are. Thus, in addition to affirming the racial category of each space, I predict that 

participants’ ratings will show how spaces vary in the extent to which they are White, 

Black or race neutral. I predict that these continuous raced space ratings will reveal the 

psychologically polarized nature of raced space—that the more Black a space is the less 

White it is. 
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Finally, I predict that the extent to which spaces vary along a continuum of 

Blackness and Whiteness will be related to how strongly they are rated in terms of 

dominant Black stereotypes. For this study, I chose Black stereotypes (negative, poor, 

and criminal) that can easily be translated into space characteristics (negative, poor, and 

dangerous). Specifically, I predict that the more Black a space is rated, the more 

negative, poor, and dangerous it will be rated. I predict the opposite associations will be 

true for Whiteness ratings.  

Should these predictions be confirmed, Study 2 results will provide evidence 

that people represent Black and White spaces with a different set of qualities. They will 

show that not only do people devalue Black (relative to White) space in generally 

negative terms but also in terms of specifically negative characteristics—such as 

thinking of Black space as poor and dangerous. This finding will show how individuals 

stereotype places in ways that are consistent with the way people are stereotyped, which 

will demonstrate how stereotypes are even more far-reaching than we at present 

acknowledge. It will also help guide my later investigation of the specific ways that 

people interact with Black space based on how they devalue it.  

Methods 

Participants 

Participants in this online study were 227 Stanford University alumni. 

Participants were recruited through e-mail advertisements to an alumni listserv. There 

were 94 White, 63 Asian, 17 Black, 14 Latino, and 2 American Indian participants. Ten 

participants marked “other,” for their racial background, and 27 participants did not 

respond to the race question at all. 
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Design, Procedure and Measures 

Upon entering this online survey, participants began rating a set of 70 physical 

locations. These locations were chosen from those generated in Study 1 and a separate 

round of piloting for Study 2 (see description below). There were 30 White spaces, 20 

Black spaces, and 20 No Race spaces that fell along a wide range of different categories 

(see Table 3 for the entire list of words, their race, and their category). Participants were 

randomly assigned to rate the spaces along 1 of the 5 following dimensions: To what 

extent is this space associated with Black Americans from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely), 

associated with White Americans from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely), considered race 

neutral from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely), considered positive or negative from 1 (very 

positive) to 5 (very negative), considered safe or dangerous from 1 (very safe) to 5 (very 

dangerous), or considered affluent or poor from 1 (very affluent) to 5 (very poor). 

Participants saw the location in 28-point font in the center of the survey page and made 

each rating while the word was presented on the computer screen. Participants did not 

have a time limit, but they were asked to make each rating quickly and spontaneously. 

They were told that the whole study should take them no longer than 10 minutes to 

complete. Participants were also told to make their ratings based on their perceptions of 

associations that exist within American society and not necessarily their own personal 

beliefs. At the end, participants were presented with a thank you and debriefing form 

completion page.  

Space Generating Pilot Study 

 For two main reasons, I administered a space-generating pilot test (similar to 

Study 1 methods) prior to carrying out the main portion of Study 2. First, I performed 
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this pilot to ensure the spaces I selected for participants to rate during the main portion 

of Study 2 were not particular to Study 1 participants. Second, I needed to create more 

variation among the list of raced spaces. Because I asked participants to list only 5 

spaces each in Study 1, these spaces were likely to be rated high on Blackness, 

Whiteness, or race neutrality (depending, of course, on what the space’s racial category 

was). In the present study, however, I wanted to determine if the extent to which a space 

was Black, White, or Neutral would predict how negative, poor, or dangerous one 

perceived it to be. Consequently, another purpose of this pilot study was to have 

participants generate spaces that were likely to vary in how Black, White, or race 

neutrally they would be rated.  

To produce this list, a separate set of 128 pilot participants generated White, 

Black, or No Race spaces using the same question wording as Study 1. This time, 

however, participants had more time to complete the measure, had the option to list 

more physical locations, and were prompted with the space categories developed from 

Study 1. The first 23 participants were prompted with all 12 categories. To shorten the 

task, the remaining participants were prompted with a randomly assigned combination 

of 4 categories. 

First, without time constraints, participants listed an average of 12 spaces 

each—more than two times the number of average spaces participants listed in Study 1. 

This result further supports the Study 1 finding that people have a conscious and 

intuitive sense of raced space.   

The first 23 participants, who were prompted with all 12 categories, were able to 

list spaces in 10.5 categories on average. Also like in Study 1, then, this pilot result 
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demonstrates the pervasive nature of raced space. This time even at the level of the 

individual. 

The most common spaces generated in this pilot study also still reflected racial 

stereotypes, again replicating results from Study 1. (See Table 2 for the modal spaces 

listed in the White, Black, and Neutral conditions for each space category in this pilot.) 

Because participants listed more spaces on average than they did in Study 1, however, it 

is likely that the less common spaces they listed as Black, White, or Race neutral were 

not as prototypical of these categories—which achieved one main purpose for 

performing this pilot study. The spaces generated in this pilot also fulfilled its second 

purpose. There was a considerable amount of overlap in the spaces generated from 

Study 1 and this pilot for Study 2. (See Appendix B for the complete list of the spaces 

generated in this pilot, along with their frequencies in each race condition.) 

Results 

Race index scores. I first averaged the Black, White, and race neutral ratings for 

each space across all participants. Next, I created a racial association index by 

subtracting each space’s mean White rating from its mean Black rating. See Table 3 for 

each space, along with its corresponding race index number and mean race ratings. 

Using the race index, spaces in this table are listed in order from most Black to most 

White (meaning more race neutral spaces are in the middle of the table). This table thus 

provides a list of the most White, the most Black, and the most race neutral spaces in 

Study 2. For comparison, the race categories for each space (developed using 

frequencies from Study 1 and the Study 2 pilot) are also listed in this table.  
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White spaces. Performing a repeated measures ANOVA revealed differences 

among the extent to which the proposed White spaces (based on their categorizations in 

Study 1 and the Study 2 pilot) were rated to be White, Black, and Race Neutral, F(2,58) 

= 168.25, p < .001. Planned contrasts revealed that participants rated the White spaces 

as more White (M = 3.84, SD = .33) than race neutral (M = 2.41, SD = .45), F(1,29) = 

114.15, p < .001; and Black (M = 1.70, SD = .50), F(1,29) = 253.49, p < .001. Using 

One-Way ANOVAs to compare the mean White, Black, and race neutral ratings for 

each White space individually also replicated the racial categories from Study 1 and 

piloting. At the p < .05 level, a majority of White spaces showed a difference among 

these three measures and were rated significantly more White than they were Black and 

race neutral. The only exceptions were Art Gallery, Fitness Center, and Hiking Trail. 

These spaces were rated more White than Black, more race neutral than Black, but not 

more White than race neutral. United States is the final exception. There were no 

significant differences in how Black, White, or race neutral it was rated. (See Table 3 

for the individual means.) 

Black spaces. Performing a repeated measures ANOVA revealed differences 

among the extent to which the proposed Black spaces were rated to be White, Black, 

and Race Neutral, F(2,38) = 46.16, p < .001. Participants rated the Black spaces as more 

Black (M = 3.79, SD = .53) than race neutral (M = 2.39, SD = .66), F(1,19) = 33.20, p < 

.001; and White (M = 2.00, SD = .51), F(1,19) = 85.73, p < .001. Using One-Way 

ANOVAs to compare the mean White, Black, and race neutral ratings for each Black 

space individually also replicated the racial associations from Study 1 and piloting. At 

the p < .05 level, a majority of Black spaces showed a difference among these three 
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measures and were rated significantly more Black than they were White and Race 

Neutral. Exceptions included Barber Shop, Liquor Store, Street Corner, and Stoop. 

These spaces were not rated more Black than neutral, but they were rated more Black 

than White, and more White than neutral. Bus Stop was rated marginally more Black 

than neutral, more Black than White, and more neutral than White. Dance club was 

rated more Black than White, marginally more Black than neutral, and not more neutral 

than white. Vocational School was rated marginally more Black than White, but not 

more Black than neutral, and not more neutral than White. (See Table 3 for the 

individual means.) 

No Race spaces. Performing a repeated measures ANOVA revealed differences 

among the extent to which the proposed No Race spaces were rated to be White, Black, 

and race neutral, F(2,38) = 75.48, p < .001. Participants rated the No Race spaces as 

more race neutral (M = 3.89, SD = .34) than Black (M = 2.40, SD = .52), F(1,19) = 

83.19; p < .001, and White (M = 2.48, SD = .32), F(1,19) = 130.66, p < .001. Using 

One-Way ANOVAs to compare the mean White, Black, and race neutral ratings for 

each No Race space individually also replicated the racial associations from Study 1 and 

piloting. At the p < .05 level, a majority of No Race spaces showed a difference among 

these three measures and were rated significantly more race neutral than they were 

White and Black. One exception was Car Dealership, which was rated more neutral 

than Black, marginally more neutral than White, and more White than Black. Factory 

was rated more neutral than White, not more neutral than Black, and marginally more 

Black than White. Finally, Military Base was rated marginally more neutral than Black, 

not more neutral than White, and not more White than Black. It is interesting to note 
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that, even though all of the following spaces were more race neutral than they were both 

Black and White, they still differed in Black and White: Desert, Hotel, and Retail Store 

were all more White than Black; while stadium was more Black than White. These 

findings underscore the difficulty in identifying truly race neutral space. (See Table 3 

for the individual means.) 

White ratings. Performing a One-Way ANOVA revealed differences among the 

extent to which each type of space was rated to be White, F(2,69) = 156.23, p < .001. 

Participants rated the White spaces, on average, as more White (M = 3.84, SD = .33) 

than both the Black spaces (M = 2.00, SD = .51), t(67) = 16.58, p < .001, and the No 

Race spaces (M = 2.48, SD = .32), t(67) = 12.25, p < .001.  

Black ratings. Performing a One-Way ANOVA revealed differences among the 

extent to which each type of space was rated to be Black, F(2,69) = 100.39, p < .001. 

Participants rated the Black spaces, on average, as more Black (M = 3.79, SD = .53) 

than both the White spaces (M = 1.70, SD = .50), t(67) = 14.13, p < .001, and the No 

Race spaces (M = 2.40, SD = .52), t(67) = 8.61, p < .001.  

Race neutral ratings. Performing a One-Way ANOVA revealed differences 

among the extent to which each type of space was rated to be race neutral, F(2,69) = 

64.31, p < .001. Participants rated the No Race spaces, on average, as more race neutral 

(M = 3.89, SD = .34) than both the Black spaces (M = 2.39, SD = .66), t(67) = 9.55, p < 

.001, and the White spaces (M = 2.41, SD = .45), t(67) = 10.35, p < .001. 

Dropped spaces. For the following analyses, Factory, United States, Car 

Dealership, Vocational School, and Military Base were excluded because they were not 

clearly highest on one dimension (either Black, White, or race neutral). 
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Negative ratings. (Due to a computer error, negativity ratings for one of the 

Black locations – housing projects – was lost. This space was not included in the 

following analyses, most likely making the mean for the Black spaces slightly lower 

than it would otherwise have been.) Performing a One-Way ANOVA revealed 

differences among the extent to which each type of space was rated to be negative, 

F(2,68) = 9.37, p < .001. Specifically, participants rated the Black spaces, on average, 

as more negative (M = 3.21, SD = .57) than the White spaces (M = 2.52, SD = .64), 

t(66) = 3.74, p < .001, but not the No Race spaces (M = 3.15, SD = .66), t(66) = .3, ns. 

Participants rated the No Race spaces as more negative than the White spaces, t(66) = 

3.47, p < .01. 

Poor ratings. Performing a One-Way ANOVA revealed differences among the 

extent to which each type of space was rated to be poor, F(2,69) = 43.5, p < .001. 

Specifically, participants rated the Black spaces, on average, as more poor (M = 3.70, 

SD = .56) than both the White spaces (M = 2.15, SD = .74), t(67) = 9.09, p < .001, and 

the No Race spaces (M = 3.10, SD = .28), t(67) = 3.21, p < .01. Participants rated the No 

Race spaces as more poor than the White spaces, t(67) = 5.57, p < .001. 

Dangerous ratings. Performing a One-Way ANOVA revealed differences 

among the extent to which each type of space was rated to be dangerous, F(2,69) = 

15.64, p < .001. Participants rated the Black spaces, on average, as more dangerous (M 

= 3.25, SD = .62) than both the White spaces (M = 2.31, SD = .61), t(67) = 5.42, p < 

.001, and marginally more than the No Race spaces (M = 2.91, SD = .56), t(67) = 1.83, 

p = .07. Participants rated the No Race spaces as more dangerous than the White spaces, 

t(67) = 3.42, p < .01. 
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Correlations. As predicted, the more Black a space was rated, the less White it 

was rated, the more negative, the more poor, and the more dangerous it was rated. The 

more White a space was rated, the less negative, less poor, and less dangerous it was 

rated. (See Table 4 for correlations between all measures.) 

Discussion 

Race index scores. Looking at the most Black and White spaces listed in Table 

3, it is clear that both racial categories again contained a wide range of different kinds 

of locations—where people live, work, learn, and go to be entertained. This finding also 

supports the idea that raced space is pervasive and extends beyond just residential 

space. Also interesting are the types of No Race spaces. Many of these are public 

places—where one would expect to see any racial group of people (i.e., post office and 

parking lot). It is possible that some of these spaces were listed as No Race not because 

they are truly race neutral but because people represent them as being a number of 

different races simultaneously. On the other hand, some of these spaces likely came up 

as No Race because one would not expect to see many or any people there at all (i.e, 

cemetery, desert, and Antarctica). Future work focusing on racially neutral space should 

further investigate these different types of No Race spaces. 

White, Black, and No Race spaces. Study 2’s continuous race ratings, for the 

most part, are consistent with the discrete racial categories from Study 1 and piloting for 

Study 2. For example, comparing the mean White, Black, and race neutral ratings for 

each White space individually shows that most White spaces are rated significantly 

more White than they are Black and race neutral. The same patterns follow in the 

predicted directions for most of the individual Black and No Race spaces as well. 
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Further, the White spaces as a group receive higher White than both Black and race 

neutral ratings. These spaces also receive higher White ratings than do the Black and 

No Race spaces. The same patterns, in the predicted directions, are true of the Black and 

No Race spaces as well. 

These results make the racial category assigned to all but a few spaces in Table 

3 more reliable, as three separate groups (Study 1, Study 2 pilot, and Study 2) of 

participants have now produced consistent race-space representations. 

Space stereotype ratings. Mean categorical race differences in negative, poor, 

and dangerous ratings also support my argument that people apply racial stereotypes to 

space. Black spaces are rated to be more poor than White and neutral spaces. Further, 

White spaces are rated to be less poor than neutral spaces. Black spaces are also rated as 

more negative than White spaces. While it is interesting to know that spaces can take on 

these associations, this finding is problematic because it means stereotypes are likely 

activated far more often than what research in our field currently recognizes. Raced 

space could thus be one way that racial stereotypes are triggered, maintained, and 

strengthened. 

The findings described so far all consider categorical differences between Black, 

White, and Race Neutral spaces, but the ratings participants provide in Study 2 also 

allow consideration of race along a continuum. Looking at the Study 2 data from this 

perspective adds another layer of information to the mean differences between space-

race groups. As the correlations between ratings in this study demonstrate, the extent to 

which a space is Black, White, or race neutral also predicts how it will be judged. For 

example, the more Black spaces are rated, the more negative, poor, and dangerous they 
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are rated. The more White spaces are rated, the less negative, poor, and dangerous they 

are rated. It is also the case that the more Black a space is rated, the less White it is 

rated.  

In sum, these findings reveal the pervasive and psychologically polarized nature 

of raced space. They also show how people devalue Black spaces—this time in ways 

that highlight specific negative characteristics (poor and dangerous). This finding 

suggests that stereotypes have an even more far-reaching impact than we at present 

acknowledge. 

Study 3 will further investigate the devaluation of Black space in a controlled 

experimental setting. I test whether participants devalue the same exact space when it is 

represented as Black vs. White. Because I know now that people are likely to stereotype 

Black space as poor, I also hold class constant in this next study. I hold it constant to 

better establish whether it is a Black space’s race that drives its devaluation and 

ultimately the negative discrimination I propose it will experience. 
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STUDY 3: HOUSING DISCRIMINATION 

Taken together, Studies 1 and 2 demonstrate that people think of spaces in racial 

terms. Study 2 also highlights the pervasive and polarized nature of raced space, as well 

as some of the specific ways in which Black space is devalued. The present study 

investigates more of the specific ways in which Black space gets devalued, but this time 

in a controlled setting. I investigate whether the same race neutral space can become 

either Black or White. 

Housing discrimination is the focus of the present study. My main question, 

then, is whether people discriminate against a Black space when they are seeking a 

personal benefit, namely a new home. Participants viewed a house for sale by a Black 

or White family. The primary outcome of interest was how participants evaluated this 

house for sale (i.e., how much they wanted to live there and how much money they 

thought it was worth). I predict people will give a house for sale by a Black family a 

lower evaluation than they will a house for sale by a White family.  

This outcome is particularly important to study because, on average, homes in 

Black neighborhoods are worth less and appreciate more slowly relative to comparable 

homes in White neighborhoods (Oliver & Shapiro, 2006; Shapiro & Kenty-Drane, 

2005). Study 3’s scenario will allow me to examine whether the house’s race, and its 

downstream psychological processes, are likely to be factors driving this racial gap in 

monetary value. I theorize that the race of a space does play a role. Study 3 thus 

illuminates the potentially discriminatory consequences of representing space in terms 

of race. It also provides insight into whether space stereotyping and space connection 

are two psychological processes leading to space discrimination. 
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With respect to space stereotyping, in Study 3 I investigate whether, in addition 

to being perceived as dangerous and negative (as in Study 2), the house will be 

stereotyped as having a number of lower quality neighborhood services when it is Black 

vs. White. (Instead of focusing on differences in how poor the space is perceived in this 

study, I hold class constant in order to better assess how race per se relates to the other 

factors I measure.) These more contextualized measures build on those from Study 2 by 

providing information about the likely consequences of space stereotyping in the 

housing domain. I predict negative space stereotypes will explain why the Black house 

receives a lower evaluation. 

In addition to expanding my measure of space stereotyping, with Study 3 I 

introduce a measure of space connection. These questions will assess another way in 

which space can be devalued. They will measure the extent to which participants want 

to engage with the area surrounding the house they evaluate, as well as whether they 

think the area is a good place to live. I predict a depressed sense of connection to the 

Black space will also explain why this house will be evaluated more negatively than the 

White one. 

The present study is most likely a conservative test of these hypotheses. 

Participants in this study are all residents of California’s Bay Area (the metropolitan 

area including Oakland, San Francisco, San Jose, and these cities’ surrounding 

suburbs). Past research shows that people living in the Western region of the U.S. and in 

urban areas tend to be more racially tolerant (Abrahamson & Carter, 1986; J Carter, 

2005; JS Carter, 2008). Anecdotally, Bay Area residents in particular often profess 

racially egalitarian views and highlight the benefits of the racially diverse setting in 
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which they live. On the surface, then, this group would appear to be unlikely to exhibit 

clear racial bias. If they do demonstrate bias, however, this study will be preliminary 

support for another of my predictions: Space-focused racial bias is a form of bias not 

necessarily driven by outright racial animosity. 

Method 

Participants 

Thirty-one U.S. citizen Bay Area residents participated in this study. They were 

recruited through advertisements on the Bay Area Craig’s List website. They were 35 

years old on average, with ages ranging from 18 to 63 years. The sample consisted of 1 

Latino, 3 Black, 11 Asian, and 11 White participants. (Four participants did not indicate 

their racial background.) All participants received a $5 amazon.com gift certificate to 

thank them for completing the 20-minute survey. 

Design and Procedure 

Clicking on an Internet advertisement asking people to participate in the Real 

Estate Study routed participants to an online survey. Participants first provided their 

informed consent. They then read that the purpose of this study was to examine the 

process of looking for a home on the Internet, since this method of searching for real 

estate has gained popularity in recent years. Next, participants read a statement asking 

them to imagine themselves as a potential homeowner, looking for a new home. They 

were presented with a “buyer profile” to use in evaluating the house for sale. After 

viewing this profile, participants were asked to note that, while most houses viewed by 

potential homeowners do not meet all of their specifications, each house should satisfy 

many of these preferences. Participants then read that they would be randomly assigned 
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to one house that they would view then evaluate. In actuality, all participants viewed the 

same pictures of the same house (in the same order) before making this evaluation. (See 

Appendix C for the house pictures.) Participants were, however, randomly assigned to 

view a picture of a Black Thomas family selling the home or a White Thomas family 

selling the home. (See Appendix D for the family pictures.) Participants viewed a 

picture of one of these two families, a house profile, and a picture of the front of the 

home all on one page. Next, participants viewed 9 other pictures of the home on the 

following survey pages. Participants then answered a questionnaire asking for their 

evaluation of the home, along with their ideas about its surrounding neighborhood. 

Finally, participants were presented with a thank you and debriefing form completion 

page. 

Materials 

Buyer and house profiles. The survey asked participants to imagine that they 

were interested in a home with the following specifications: property acreage: 1/8 – 1/2 

acre; house square footage: 1250 – 1700; construction year 1970 – present; Bedrooms: 

2 – 3; Bathrooms: 1 – 2; garage: Yes, 1-2 cars. This Buyer Profile was intended to 

convey interest in an average middle-class home.  

The following information was presented to participants as a part of the House 

Profile they viewed for the home in question: Property owners: Thomas family; Years 

in residence: 11.5; Investments in property: replaced roof, remodeled bathrooms; 

Property acreage: 1/4 acre , House square footage: 1500 ; Construction year: 1983 ; 

Bedrooms: 3 ; Bathrooms: 1.5 ; Garage: Yes, 2 cars. This profile was intended to meet 

all of the characteristics specified in the Buyer Profile. 
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House pictures. In order to select a house, the researchers collected pictures of 

homes from online real estate sites. The houses were selected for their pilot ratings on 

two dimensions—perceived race and social class. Participants indicated how likely 

most Americans would be to think Black or White people live in each home. They also 

indicated to which social class most Americans would think the home’s residents 

belong. For the home in this study, participants indicated that the average American 

would be equally likely to think Black or White people live in it. Participants also 

thought its residents were on average middle class.  

Family pictures. In order to select family pictures, the researchers collected 

images from websites with family pictures available to the public. These pictures were 

piloted and matched along the following dimensions: perceived family social class, 

racial prototypicality, friendliness, and attractiveness. The two photos selected each 

contain a mother, father, and two children. The two families were each inserted into a 

picture of the living room of the house for sale. Both families were similarly dressed 

and posed for the photo.  

Measures 

House evaluations. Participants indicated their evaluations of the home for sale 

on this 4-item measure (α = .83). Participants rated on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 

(extremely) how much they liked the house. On a scale from 1 (very little) to 7 (a great 

deal) participants rated how much interest they thought other people were likely to have 

in the house, as well as how much about the house would have to be changed to make it 

appealing to others. Finally, participants indicated how much they thought the house 

would be worth if it were in their own neighborhood, on a scale from less than $50,000 
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to more than $2,000,000. (For data analyses, responses on this item were standardized; 

then recoded into a 7-point scale for consistency with the other composite items.) 

Higher numbers on this composite measure correspond to a higher house evaluation. 

Space stereotypes. On a 6-item measure, participants indicated their ideas about 

the neighborhood they imagined around the house (α = .89). They used a scale from 1 

(not at all) to 7 (extremely) to indicate how satisfied they thought residents of the 

neighborhood surrounding the house were with the following:  city services, such as 

street cleaning or garbage collection; housing and property being kept up; the public 

schools; neighborhood safety; neighborhood shopping (e.g. grocery and drug stores); 

access to banks or savings and loan institutions. Higher numbers on this composite 

measure correspond to more negative stereotypical neighborhood characteristics. These 

items were adapted from the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality (Farley, Fielding, & 

Krysan, 1997). 

Space connection. Participants indicated how connected they felt to the 

neighborhood surrounding the home across 2 items (α = .59). They indicated how they 

would rate the neighborhood as a place to live, from 1 (very undesirable) to 4 (very 

desirable). (For data analyses, responses on this item were standardized and then 

recoded into a 5-point scale for continuity with this item’s other measure.) Participants 

also indicated how eager they would be to move into the neighborhood, from 1 (not at 

all) to 5 (extremely). 

Manipulation check. Participants recalled the Thomas family’s racial 

background. 
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Results 

Manipulation check. One participant answered the manipulation check question 

incorrectly, leaving a total of 30 participants for final data analyses.  

House evaluations. As predicted, participants gave the house a lower evaluation 

when the family selling it was Black (M = 4.57, SD = 1.09) as opposed to White (M = 

5.54, SD = 1.36), t(28) = 2.18, p < .05. 

Space stereotypes. Also as predicted, participants thought of the house as having 

more negative characteristics when the family selling it was Black (M = 4.68, SD = .61) 

as opposed to White (M = 5.45, SD = .62), t(28) = 3.43, p < .01. See Table 1 for means 

and condition differences for each component stereotype in this neighborhood 

characteristic composite measure. All of the component measures differed significantly, 

or marginally so, between condition. See Figure 1 for a graph of the means for each 

component stereotype by condition. 

Space connection. Again, as predicted, participants reported feeling less 

connected to the house when the family selling it was Black (M = 3.86, SD = .68) as 

opposed to White (M = 4.44, SD = .85), t(28) = 2.08, p < .05. 

Mediation Analyses. To test the hypothesis that space stereotyping and space 

connection mediated the relationship between neighborhood race and house evaluations, 

I used Baron and Kenny’s (1986) procedures. Supporting my hypothesis, house race 

(White = 1, Black = -1) significantly predicted participants’ house evaluations (β = .49, 

SE = .22, p < .05), as well as the extent to which participants reported thinking of the 

area as lower quality (space stereotype) (β = .39, SE = .11, p < .01), and reported 

feeling connected to the area (β = .29, SE = .14, p < .05). Further, participants’ ideas 



 

	   41	  

about the neighborhood (β = 1.14, SE = .31, p < .01) and whether or not they felt 

connected to it (β = 1.13, SE = .22, p < .001) both predicted house evaluations, when 

controlling for the race of the house. When controlling for these mediators, the 

relationship between neighborhood race and the house evaluations was reduced to non-

significance for negative space stereotypes (β = .05, SE = .22, ns) and reported feelings 

of connectedness (β = .16, SE = .17, ns). A Sobel’s test revealed that this reduction in 

predictive strength of neighborhood race was significant for space stereotyping (Z = 

2.44, p < .05) and marginally significant for space connection (Z = 1.90, p = .06). Thus, 

space stereotyping and space connection each individually mediated the relationship 

between neighborhood race and house evaluations. 

Path Analyses. In order to gain a better understanding of the nature of this 

mediation, I explored how these mediators related to one another using AMOS to 

perform an SEM analysis (seeKline, 2005). Many models were tested, and the most 

parsimonious, best fitting model is presented here: χ2 (3, N = 30) = 1.62, p = .65, χ2/df = 

.54, normed fit index (NFI) = .98, comparative fit index (CFI) = 1.0, root-mean-square 

error of approximation (RMSEA) = .00.  This model suggests it is not likely that the 

race of the neighborhood had a direct effect on house evaluations. According to this 

model, neighborhood race did, however, have an indirect effect on the house 

evaluation—but only through its impact on participants’ stereotypes of the 

neighborhood. Next, participants’ neighborhood stereotypes impacted their house 

evaluations, but this effect was also indirect. Space stereotypes had their effect on house 

evaluations through their impact on space connection. More specifically, according to 

this model participants seeing a Black home were likely to think of it as having a lower 



 

	   42	  

quality neighborhood. Consequently, they felt less connected to this neighborhood, 

which can then explain why they gave the house a lower evaluation. (See Figure 2 for a 

path diagram of the model.)  

In sum, this model is consistent with my original mediation analyses and 

confirms the prediction that race had its effect on house evaluation through space 

stereotyping and space connection. Further, this model also indicates that space 

stereotyping had its effect on house evaluations through space connection. 

Discussion 

Study 3 results confirm my hypotheses. Participants evaluate a house less 

favorably when the family selling it is Black as opposed to White. Further, participants 

think of the neighborhood they imagine around the house as having a number of more 

negative characteristics when the family selling it is Black as opposed to White. These 

characteristics are consistent with a wide range of stereotypes about Black people and 

where they live. They include unmaintained property, lower quality schools and 

municipal services, less access to shopping and financial institutions, and lower 

perceived safety. Participants also report feeling less connected to the house when the 

family selling it is Black as opposed to White. This negative space stereotyping and 

depressed space connection can explain why participants give the Black house a less 

favorable evaluation.   

These findings have a number of implications for the housing domain. When 

considered in the context of findings showing aversions to Black neighborhoods and 

their relatively lower monetary values (Farley, et al., 1997; Massey & Denton, 1993; 

Oliver & Shapiro, 2006), the current results suggest Black families may have a more 
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difficult time than similar White families when selling their home. They imply that 

people may be willing to pay less for a home being sold by a Black, as opposed to a 

White, family. This trend could mean that a Black family will more likely be faced with 

the difficult decision of whether to accept a lower offer in order to sell their home at all. 

If the Black family does have to compromise in this way, the loss in equity could mean 

less access to a higher quality residential space later on. Because real estate is a way 

wealth is passed down from one generation to the next, this decrease in access to high 

quality residential space could persist for generations. These findings therefore have 

implications for persistent racial disparities in wealth in the U.S.  

Residential racial segregation is also a persistent housing problem related to the 

present findings. Researchers offer many explanations for it, including personal 

preferences, steering, and racial prejudice against people (i.e.,Charles, 2003). One 

debated topic is whether or not stereotypes about neighborhoods are also a factor 

driving residential segregation. The present study supports this neighborhood 

stereotyping hypothesis, demonstrating how individual level psychological factors 

outside of racial prejudice could be maintaining residential segregation. 

Finally, unlike much work on housing related to residential segregation and 

wealth accumulation (Bobo & Fox, 2003), the present findings demonstrate 

experimentally how individual level racial bias could play a causal role in producing the 

problems described above. Evidence of the causal role race plays is especially important 

considering current national opinions about the waning significance of race. Whereas it 

is now popular to think of the U.S. as being a post-race society (Bonilla-Silva, 2006), to 

maintain this perspective when confronted with the present findings seems illogical.   
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This study’s findings are also notable for a number of methodological reasons. 

For example, the Black house is deemed less favorable even though a number of 

different factors are constant across conditions in this study. It is the same house 

participants see when they view the Black or the White family selling the home. In both 

conditions, participants see the same pictures of the home, they read about the same 

house characteristics, and they read about the same improvements made to the home. 

The house pictures convey a middle class house in a middle class neighborhood 

(confirmed in pilot-testing). Even when holding all of these factors constant, 

participants still give the Black house a lower evaluation.  

This point suggests biases in information processing may be at play, especially 

considering research on how stereotype driven expectancies can shape thoughts and 

behaviors (Hamilton, Sherman, & Ruvolo, 1990; Lepore & Brown, 1997). Participants 

may selectively attend to certain house attributes, depending on what they expect to see 

when a house is for sale by a Black or a White family. Alternatively, participants may 

attend to the same house characteristics equally but interpret them more positively or 

negatively depending on the race of the family selling the home. Future work could 

examine whether these processes also play a role in the lower evaluations participants 

give to the Black house. 

Characteristics of the family pictures (other than their race) are also held 

constant in this study. The families are matched (confirmed by piloting) on a number of 

different factors, including perceived friendliness, attractiveness, class, and style of 

dress. This matching rules out perceptions of these family characteristics as likely 

factors lowering the Black house evaluations.  
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Also because the families are matched on friendliness, it is unlikely that 

negative feelings about the family itself drive lower evaluations of the house. This 

interpretation is inline with my argument that thoughts and feelings about the space 

itself, and not necessarily racial animosity directed toward people, drive the house 

evaluations. The fact that the Black house received lower evaluations, despite drawing 

participants from a more egalitarian population, also supports this racial bias—no 

animosity necessary—argument.    

The present study does not, however, provide definitive evidence for this theory. 

Study 4 investigates this question further by directly measuring racial attitudes about 

people. Study 4 also investigates whether findings from Study 3 replicate when race is 

manipulated in a different way. This quality of the next study will further support the 

idea that Study 3 findings are not simply due to perceived differences (outside of race) 

between the two families. 

Another limitation of Study 3 is that it is unclear what participants think the 

racial demographics of the neighborhood they imagine around the house are. They 

could think of it as Black when the family is Black and White when the family is White, 

thereby using the race of the family as a proxy for the majority racial group in the 

neighborhood. Alternatively, they may always think of the surrounding neighborhood as 

White. In a follow-up question, the majority of participants think the house is in a 

suburban area, and it is clear in Studies 1 and 2 that people tend to think of suburbs as a 

White space. To address this issue, future work will both measure and manipulate the 

neighborhood demographics to examine how the racial demographics of the 

neighborhood around a house, as well as its sellers, impact the way it is evaluated. 
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 One final related limitation of Study 3 is that, in addition to not giving 

participants racial demographic information about the surrounding neighborhood, we do 

not give participants other information about the neighborhood. Their perceptions of it 

are free to vary. Study 3 investigates whether participants still devalue a Black 

neighborhood when they have more information about it. This final study also extends 

findings from Study 3 to a new domain—environmental discrimination. 
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STUDY 4: ENVIRONMENTAL DISCRIMINATION 

Study 3 demonstrates how people evaluate a Black house less favorably when 

they are motivated to seek a personal benefit. Study 4 expands these results by 

examining how people treat a Black neighborhood when motivated to prevent a social 

harm. The potential harm in the present study is creating environmental pollution. 

Participants are asked to read about a proposal to build a potentially polluting chemical 

plant near a neighborhood. This neighborhood is either majority Black or White. 

This harm is relevant to a broader racial disparity characterized by the 

overrepresentation of majority Black American communities in areas of concentrated 

industrial pollution. A large body of work in the field of environmental justice suggests 

that race is a factor driving this disparity (i.e.Bullard, 1993). Race has not yet been 

tested experimentally as a causal factor, however. The present study is the first to do so. 

In addition to providing experimental evidence for whether or not race plays a 

role, the present research examines how race might play a role in creating this disparity. 

I hypothesize that the neighborhood itself will become imbued with the race of the 

people living in it. Specifically, when the neighborhood is Black, as opposed to White, I 

predict that people will be more likely to negatively stereotype it by thinking that it is 

industrial space. Testing this hypothesis will extend Studies 1, 2, and 3 by introducing 

another way in which people stereotype Black space. I also predict that participants will 

again feel less connected to this space when it is Black, replicating the Study 2 space 

connection finding in a new context. Finally, I expect participants’ view of Black space 

as more polluted, along with their lowered connection to it, will explain why they are 

less opposed to polluting it. 
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In addition to testing these predictions, the present study investigates whether 

negative racial attitudes (about people) can explain why Black spaces are devalued. 

While Study 3 provides preliminary evidence for the idea that racial attitudes do not 

play a role, Study 4 addresses this factor directly. I examine the relative role of place vs. 

person bias by measuring participants’ feelings of warmth toward Black and White 

Americans. I predict lowered opposition to polluting the Black space will persist even 

when controlling for bias in how participants feel toward Black, vs. White, Americans. 

In Study 4 I account for one more factor, to see if it impacts the extent to which 

participants discriminate between the White and Black spaces. In this study I 

manipulate the neighborhood’s class to see if it plays a role in determining how opposed 

participants are to building the chemical plant. I predict that at varying class levels, 

participants will still devalue the Black neighborhood and treat it more poorly. Findings 

confirming this prediction will be consistent with Study 2, where participants 

demonstrate racial bias even though the house is perceived as middle class. Study 3 will 

expand on this idea by replicating the impact of race even when holding class constant 

in the environmental context. It will also expand Study 2’s methods by communicating 

class in a more explicit manner. 

Finally, Study 4 builds on Study 2 with its participant population. Study 2 uses 

residents only from the Bay Area. While it is interesting to know that even these likely 

more egalitarian minded participants discriminate against Black space, results from this 

study cannot necessarily be generalized to the nation as a whole. Study 4 therefore 

examines whether the findings replicate with a nationally representative sample. 
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Method 

Participants 

A nationally representative sample of 414 White U.S. citizens, with at least a 

high school diploma or G.E.D., participated in the present Internet study. Their average 

age was about 49 years old, ranging from 18 to 88. These participants were recruited 

through Knowledge Networks (KN), an online research company located in Menlo 

Park, CA. KN maintains a high quality national panel. The company recruits its panel 

members using Random Digit Dial and random Address-Based sampling, affording 

even cell-phone only households the opportunity to join the panel. In exchange for 

participating in about one study each week, panel members receive Internet access and, 

if they do not already have one, a device for using the Internet (a WebTV or a laptop 

computer). Because this survey took more than 16 minutes on average to complete, 

participants were compensated with an additional incentive (i.e. a small cash award, a 

gift prize, or an opportunity to enter a raffle). KN sent an e-mail invitation to those 

panelists selected (using stratified random sampling) to participate in the web survey. 

Internet users not invited to participate were blocked from taking the survey, and each 

invited panel member was blocked from taking the survey more than once. (See 

knowledgenetworks.com for more information.) 

Design and Procedure 

This study was a 2 (Neighborhood Race: Black or White) X 2 (Average 

National and Neighborhood Housing Cost Information: Present or Absent) between 

subjects online experimental survey. Upon entering the online survey, participants first 

read that this study was investigating local land development decision-making 
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processes. They were told they would view information about a neighborhood and that 

later in the study they would provide their opinions about the way land near the 

neighborhood should be developed. Next participants viewed this neighborhood 

information and, while doing so, were asked to create a vivid mental image of this 

neighborhood’s physical space. Participants then read a proposal for building a 

chemical plant near this neighborhood. While reading this proposal, participants were 

asked to take the perspective of a chemical production company employee, who needs 

to make a recommendation to her/his boss about whether or not the proposed location is 

suitable. Participants read that there is a real need for this new plant, and were asked to 

keep in mind that it must go somewhere. After reading the proposal, participants 

answered a series of questions about their perceptions of the neighborhood and their 

opinions about whether the chemical plant should be built nearby. They then completed 

a series of follow-up questions (outlined below). Finally, participants were presented 

with a thank you and debriefing form completion page. 

Materials 

Neighborhood information. Participants viewed a table with information about 

the hypothetical neighborhood’s environment and that of the U.S. overall. This 

information included inches of rainfall per year, snowfall in inches per year, annual 

number of sunny days, average July high temperature, average January low 

temperature, the UV index, and elevation. The neighborhood environmental statistics 

closely mirrored those for the U.S. Participants also viewed a table with neighborhood 

demographics. This table included the overall population, the median age, number of 

households, percentage of the population that was male and then female, percentage of 
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the population that was married and then single, the largest ethnic population (listed 

either as Caucasian (White) or African American (Black), and finally the 

neighborhood’s area in square miles. Finally, participants viewed a final table with 

neighborhood and U.S. housing information. This table included the median home age, 

the median home cost (half of participants were not presented with this cost 

information), annual home appreciation, percentage of homes owned, percentage of 

housing vacant or unoccupied, and percentage of homes rented. The aim with this 

housing information was to present the neighborhood as slightly lower than middle 

class.  (See Appendix E for the tables.) 

Chemical plant proposal. The proposal was written in a way that made it unclear 

to participants what the “right” decision was—to site the chemical plant in the proposed 

location or not. The proposal included information about the primary chemical to be 

produced, which was chlorine—a common chemical. Next, it described the chemical’s 

production impact on the surrounding area. For example, the plant waste will be 

dumped in an adjacent river, but the water will be filtered before entering back into the 

drinking supply. Additionally, the plant meets minimum environmental codes, but the 

long-term health risks for nearby residents are unknown. This proposal also included 

the monetary cost of the plant (within the company’s budget) and a map of the plant’s 

location in relation to the neighborhood. This information resembled a summarized 

version of the kind of information needed in order to get approval for a plant like this 

one. (See Appendix F for the full proposal.)  
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Measures 

 Chemical plant opposition. Participants answered four questions (α = .73) 

regarding their opposition to building the chemical plant in the proposed location. On a 

scale from -3 (strongly disagree) to +3 (strongly agree), participants indicated the 

extent to which they felt uncomfortable recommending that the chemical plant be built 

near this neighborhood, as well as how surprised they were that their company 

identified land near this neighborhood as a potential site. For data analyses, responses 

were recoded on a 1-7 scale. Participants also indicated how reasonable they thought it 

was to place the chemical plant in the proposed location (reverse coded), on a scale 

from 1 (not at all reasonable) to 7 (very reasonable). Finally, after being asked to also 

consider the time and effort that goes into identifying an alternate location, participants 

indicated the extent to which they thought an alternate location should be identified, on 

a scale from 1 (don’t identify an alternate location) to 7 (identify an alternate location). 

Higher numbers on this composite measure correspond to greater opposition. 

 Space stereotyping. Participants answered two questions (α = .79) regarding 

their stereotypes about the neighborhood. These questions were relevant to the specific 

study scenario regarding industrial pollution. On a scale from -3 (strongly disagree) to 

+3 (strongly agree), participants indicated how likely they thought it was that chemical 

plants already existed nearby, as well as how likely it was that other industrial facilities, 

such as power plants or incinerators, already existed near this neighborhood. For data 

analyses, responses were recoded on a 1-7 scale. Higher numbers on this composite 

measure correspond to a greater perception of the neighborhood and its surrounding 

area as industrial. 
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 Space connection. Participants answered three questions (α = .79) regarding 

their sense of connection to the neighborhood. On a scale from -3 (strongly disagree) to 

+3 (strongly agree), they indicated the extent to which: this neighborhood seems like a 

place they would like to live, they value the land in this neighborhood, and they feel 

connected to this neighborhood. Higher numbers on this composite measure correspond 

to a greater sense of connection to the neighborhood. 

 Resident socioeconomic status. Participants indicated their perceived SES of 

residents (in terms of education and income), on a scale from 1 (working class) to 5 

(upper class). 

Neighborhood and national house values. Participants indicated their perception 

(or recollection) of average neighborhood and national house values (free response). 

Environmental concern. Participants indicated their general environmental 

concern across five items. On a scale from -3 (strongly disagree) to +3 (strongly agree), 

they indicated the extent to which: global warming is a great threat to human survival, 

we need to act now in order to reduce pollution, they recycle on a regular basis, are not 

at all environmentally conscious (reverse coded), and people worry too much about 

pollution (reverse coded).   

Neighborhood race. Participants indicated how much they associated the 

neighborhood with being White or Black, on a scale of 1 (extremely White) to 7 

(extremely Black). 

Person-focused racial bias. Participants rated how warm or cold they felt toward 

both White Americans and Black Americans (order was randomized), using a 

thermometer measure of racial attitudes. This scale, accompanied by a picture of a 
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thermometer (See Appendix G), goes from 0 degrees (very cold or unfavorable feeling) 

to 100 degrees (very warm or favorable feeling). Participants’ warmth toward White 

Americans was subtracted from that of Black Americans to create a difference measure, 

which served as a measure of person-focused racial bias. 

Results 

Neighborhood race. Participants in the Black condition rated the neighborhood 

to be significantly more Black (M = 4.99, SD = 1.15) than did participants in the White 

condition (M = 2.45, SD = .96), t = 12.16, p < .001. These findings confirmed that the 

race manipulation is effective in shifting participants’ views of the race of the 

neighborhood. 

Perceived resident SES and property values. As intended, overall participants 

rated residents’ SES to be slightly lower than middle class (M = 2.36, SD = .92). 

Submitting these data to a 2 (race: Black or White) X 2 (housing cost information: 

present or absent) ANOVA reveals significant main effects, as predicted, of both race 

and cost, F(1,408) = 5.04, p < .05 and F(1,408) = , p < .05, respectively. There was, 

however, no interaction between the two conditions, F(1,408) < .01, ns. Participants 

rated resident SES to be lower in the cost absent condition (M = 2.25, SD = .88) than in 

the cost present (M = 2.47, SD = .94). Participants also rated resident SES lower when 

the neighborhood was Black (M = 2.25, SD = .88) as opposed to White (M = 2.46, SD = 

.94). Thus, participants perceived neighborhood SES to be lower when they received no 

housing cost information. They also perceived neighborhood SES to be lower when the 

majority population there was Black—a pattern that interestingly remains even when 

participants were provided with housing cost information.  
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Submitting national house values to a 2 (race: Black or White) X 2 (housing 

cost: present or absent) ANOVA revealed only a significant main effect of cost, but not 

of race. There was no interaction between these two variables. Participants rated the 

national average house value to be about $37,000 lower in the cost absent condition (M 

= 148,779.57, SD = 69,023.85) than in the cost present condition (M = 186,223.28, SD 

= 58,337.00), F(1,375) = 31.61, p < .001.  

Submitting neighborhood house values to a 2 (race: Black or White) X 2 

(housing cost: present or absent) ANOVA revealed significant main effects, as 

predicted, of both race and cost, F(1,375) = 5.66, p < .05  and F(1,375) = 64.53, p < 

.001, respectively. Again, however, there was no interaction between the two variables, 

F(1,375) = 1.82, ns. Participants rated the average neighborhood house value to be 

about $52,000 lower in the cost absent condition (M = 124,319.89, SD = 65,399.90) 

than in the cost present (M = 176,269.84, SD = 58,824.90). They also rated the average 

neighborhood house value to be about $18,000 lower when the neighborhood was Black 

(M = 141,284.15, SD = 68,253.54) as opposed to White (M = 159,289.06, SD = 

65,386.02). Thus, participants perceived the average neighborhood house value to be 

lower when they received no housing cost information. They also perceived the average 

neighborhood house value to be lower when the majority population there was Black—

a pattern that again remained the same even when participants were provided with 

housing cost information.  

 Most importantly for the purposes of the present study, these findings confirm 

that providing (as opposed to not providing) participants with information about the cost 
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of housing in the neighborhood and nationally is effective in lifting their perception of 

residents’ class and property values.  

Cost manipulation. While the cost manipulation did impact perceived class and 

property values, it did not have a main effect, nor did it interact with race, on any 

measures of primary interest. Thus, all analyses from this point on were aggregated 

across cost condition. 

Chemical plant opposition. As predicted, participants were significantly less 

opposed to building the chemical plant when the nearby neighborhood was Black (M = 

4.51, SD = 1.31) as opposed to White (M = 4.85, SD = 1.20), F(1,389) = 12.93, p < .01. 

This analysis controlled for person-focused racial bias, environmental concern, 

perceived neighborhood house values, and perceived resident SES. Notably, then, the 

impact of race on opposition to the chemical plant cannot be explained by thinking the 

residents were lower class, negative feelings toward Black Americans, ideas about how 

high or low property values were, or a general concern for the health of the 

environment. Above and beyond all of these factors, race played a role. 

Space stereotyping - industrial. As predicted, participants were significantly 

more likely to think of the Black neighborhood as industrial (M = 4.20, SD = 1.20) as 

opposed to the White neighborhood (M = 3.62, SD = 1.27), F(1,) = , p < 20.01. Again, 

this effect was significant even when controlling for person-focused racial bias, 

environmental concern, neighborhood house values, and resident SES. Above and 

beyond all of these factors, race also played a role in how industrial participants thought 

the neighborhood was. 
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Space connection. As predicted, participants reported feeling significantly less 

connected to the neighborhood when it was Black (M = 4.06, SD = 1.18) as opposed to 

White (M = 4.76, SD = 1.20), F(1,389) = 39.26, p < .001. Again, this effect was 

significant even when controlling for racial attitudes, environmental concern, 

neighborhood house values, and resident SES. Above and beyond all of these factors, 

race also played a role in how connected people felt to the neighborhood. 

Person-focused race bias. To further test my hypothesis that negative racial 

attitudes about people did not play a role in predicting chemical plant opposition, space 

stereotyping, and space connection, I examined whether this factor was correlated with 

any of the primary measures and whether it moderated the impact of neighborhood race 

on them. Notably, participants did demonstrate significantly higher feelings of warmth 

toward White Americans (M = 79.64, SD = 16.41) than they did toward Black 

Americans (M = 70.61, SD = 20.12), t(398) = 10.3, p < .001. Even so, the extent of this 

bias did not moderate the effect of race on any of the primary measures. Performing a 

multiple regression analysis showed that neighborhood race (White = 1, Black = -1) 

predicted Chemical plant opposition (β = -.28, SE = .10, p < .01), but race bias did not 

predict opposition (β = .001, SE = .004, ns), further there was not an interaction 

between race bias and neighborhood race that predicted chemical plant opposition (β = -

.006, SE = .004, ns). The same analysis also showed that neighborhood race predicted 

space stereotyping (β = -.20, SE = .09, p < .05), but race bias only marginally predicted 

stereotyping (β = -.007, SE = .004, p < .1), further there was not an interaction between 

race bias and neighborhood race that predicted space stereotyping (β = -.004, SE = .004, 

ns). One last multiple regression analysis showed that neighborhood race predicted 
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space connection (β = .28, SE = .09, p < .01), but race bias did not predict connection (β 

= -.004, SE = .003, ns), further there was not an interaction between race bias and 

neighborhood race that predicted space connection (β = .004, SE = .003, ns). Finally, 

neither person-focused racial bias nor its components (warmth toward Whites and 

warmth toward Blacks) were correlated with these primary measures (see Table 6 for 

correlations between all measures in Study 4).  

Mediation analyses. To test my hypotheses that space stereotyping and space 

connection individually mediated the relationship between neighborhood race and 

chemical plant opposition, I used Baron and Kenny’s procedures (Baron & Kenny, 

1986). Supporting the hypothesis, neighborhood race (White = 1, Black = -1) 

significantly predicted the extent to which participants opposed the chemical plant (β = 

.15, SE = .06, p < .05), as well as the extent to which participants reported thinking the 

area was industrial (space stereotype) (β = -.26, SE = .06, p < .001) and reported feeling 

connected to the area (β = .35, SE = .06, p < .001). Further, the extent to which 

participants reported thinking the area was industrial (β = -.24, SE = .05, p < .001) and 

feeling connected to it (β = .15, SE = .06, p < .05) both predicted opposition to the 

chemical plant. The relationship between neighborhood race and chemical plant 

opposition was reduced to non-significance, when controlling for the industrial space 

stereotype (β = .09, SE = .06, ns) or reported feelings of connectedness (β = .09, SE = 

.07, ns) in regression analyses. A Sobel’s test revealed that this reduction in predictive 

strength of neighborhood race was significant for each mediator individually: industrial 

space stereotype (Z = 3.16, p < .01), space connection (Z = 2.62, p < .01). Thus, space 
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stereotyping and space connection individually mediated the relationship between 

neighborhood race and opposition to building the chemical plant.  

Path analyses. To gain a more nuanced understanding of this mediation, I again 

used AMOS to perform a SEM analysis (seeKline, 2005). Many models were tested, 

and two most parsimonious, best fitting models (exactly the same except for the 

direction of the link between space stereotyping and space connection) have the same 

model fit indicators. These indicators are: χ2 (1, N = 414) = .87, p = .35, χ2/df = .87, NFI 

= .99, CFI = 1.0, RMSEA = .00. In this model, again neighborhood race did not have a 

significant direct effect on opposition to the chemical plant. It did, however, have an 

indirect effect on chemical plant opposition through a direct impact on both space 

stereotyping and space connection. These two factors both directly impacted opposition 

to the chemical plant. Again, the model fit indicators for a the two models with a path 

going from either 1) space connection to space stereotyping, or 2) space stereotyping to 

space connection were the same. Therefore, while the two mechanisms are related, it 

was not clear which one impacts the other in this study. Likely either space stereotyping 

or space connection also indirectly impacted opposition to the chemical through its 

effect on the other.  

More specifically, seeing a Black neighborhood likely made participants think 

of it as more industrial and made them feel less connected to it. It is likely that this 

lowered connection to the Black area and heightened concept of the space as industrial 

worked together to make people less opposed to building the chemical plant there. (See 

Figure 3 for a path diagram of the model.)  
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This model confirmed what the mediation analyses demonstrated – that race has 

its effect on chemical plant opposition through space stereotyping and space connection. 

While it was not clear which one of these factors had an indirect effect on chemical 

plant opposition through the other, what was clear is that the relationship between these 

two factors worked to explain some of the variation in chemical plant opposition. 

Finally, this model showed that space stereotyping and space connection directly and 

simultaneously explained a unique portion of the variation in chemical plant opposition, 

even when accounting for this link between space stereotyping and space connection. 

Discussion 

Study 4 supports the theory that space can become imbued with racial meaning, 

which can then impact the way people treat it. Participants in Study 4 report being less 

opposed to building a chemical plant when it would be built near a Black, as opposed to 

a White, neighborhood. They are also more likely to think that the Black area already 

contains industrial facilities. Additionally, participants report feeling less connected to 

the Black neighborhood. Both of these factors explain why individuals are less opposed 

to placing the chemical plant there.  

Thus, Study 4 shows people negatively stereotype Black space, feel less 

connected to it, and discriminate against it when they are seeking to prevent a social 

harm. By studying a social harm, this study provides evidence that these findings extend 

beyond the domain of housing discrimination to that of environmental discrimination. 

Understanding how the race of a space can lead to this kind of discriminatory outcome 

is relevant due to racial disparities in exposure to concentrated industrial pollution.  
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Black Americans are overexposed to toxins from environmental pollution 

(Bullard, 1993; Cole & Foster, 2001; Grant, et al., 2010). Overexposure is a problem 

because it is linked to negative health outcomes, ranging from infant mortality, to 

asthma and cancer (Morello-Frosch & Jesdale, 2006; Morello-Frosch, Pastor, & Sadd, 

2002). These negative outcomes for community residents heighten the importance of 

understanding factors causing the disparity. My results support the idea that race plays a 

causal role in producing the racial disparities in exposure to environmental pollution.  

This study suggests the causal role race plays cannot be explained by attitudes 

toward Black and White people. Notably, even though participants do report feeling 

warmer toward White Americans than they do toward Black Americans, the racial 

differences in chemical plant opposition remain. Additionally, person-focused race bias 

does not moderate participants’ opposition to the chemical plant. These points are 

significant because people often assume racial animosity is a necessary ingredient in 

racial bias and racial discrimination. Building on other work in psychology on implicit 

racial bias, however, these findings support the idea that racial discrimination can take 

place even when it is not motivated by negative attitudes toward Black people.  

 Further, the racial differences in this study cannot be explained by changes in 

class perceptions. Even though the neighborhood class manipulation does impact 

participants’ ideas about the class of the neighborhood, this manipulation has no impact 

on the main variables of interest. When controlling for perceived house values and 

resident SES, participants still reveal a space-focused racial bias. They still think the 

Black neighborhood is more industrial, they still feel less connected to it, and they still 
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are less opposed to putting the chemical plant near it. Finally, these class indices do not 

mediate space stereotyping, connection, or chemical plant opposition.   

These findings are significant because class bias is a common alternative 

explanation for racial disparities in access to environmental pollution (Mohai & Bryant, 

1992). For example, it could be the case that decision makers use cost-benefit analyses 

to determine where potentially polluting facilities should be placed. It would follow, 

then, that because Black Americans are more likely to live in areas with lower property 

values, they also happen to be one of the groups bearing the brunt of the pollution. The 

current research suggests that, even if such cost-benefit analyses are taking place, race 

could play a unique role in shaping how industrial pollution is distributed. Even when 

class is held constant, for example, racial differences in our primary measures remain. 

While many significant conclusions about the role race plays in shaping the way 

pollution is distributed can be drawn from this work, it does have limitations. One 

limitation is the participant sample. While the fact that it is a nationally representative 

sample makes the results broadly applicable, future work should test the hypotheses 

with people whose job it is to make environmentally relevant decisions (i.e., state and 

city government employees, city council members). This work will help determine 

whether they demonstrate similar forms of bias, increasing this work’s external validity. 

  Further, also due to the sample, application is limited to White people. This 

racially homogenous sample does have the advantage of drawing a clear conclusion 

about one racial group’s trend. In the future, however, it will be important to run more 

studies with other racial groups in order to determine whether they also demonstrate 

space-focused racial bias as a function of their negative stereotypes about raced space.  
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The present findings demonstrate that spaces can become imbued with racial 

meaning (Studies 3 & 4). They also demonstrate that people have an intuitive sense of 

which spaces are raced and that these spaces are raced in a polarized and pervasive 

manner (Studies 1 and 2). The present findings suggest that Black, relative to White, 

space is devalued and that the devaluation processes of space stereotyping and space 

connection can explain why people are likely to interact with Black space in a more 

negative way (Studies 3 & 4). 

More specifically, the present studies demonstrate how Black space can be 

devalued in both the housing and environmental domains. Participants taking the 

perspective of a potential homebuyer rate a house for sale by a Black family more 

poorly. Their negative stereotypes about the neighborhood surrounding this house, 

along with lowered feelings of connection to this neighborhood, explain why 

participants evaluate the Black house less favorably. Further, in the environmental 

domain, participants deciding whether or not it is safe to build a chemical plant near a 

neighborhood are less opposed to the plant when the neighborhood is Black vs. White.  

Again, participants’ stereotype about the Black neighborhood as more industrial, along 

with their depressed connection to the neighborhood, explain why they are less opposed 

to building the chemical pant near it. 

Theoretical Contributions 

These findings represent a major broadening of theory related to racial 

categories and discrimination. First, these findings build on existing research to show 

that race is not limited to a person characteristic. Past work shows that race has become 
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attached to crime, apes, and certain music genres. The present work also demonstrates 

that a wide range of physical spaces are raced.  

This present work also shows that when spaces are imbued with racial meaning, 

they can become the targets of racial discrimination. This finding extends past work in 

social psychology that has focused primarily on people, as opposed to places, as targets 

of discrimination. This is an important kind of previously unstudied discrimination 

because the way places are treated can have an important impact on the way people live 

their lives.  

Additionally, building on implicit bias research, the present studies show how 

racial animosity does not need to be present in order for this discrimination to 

materialize. Most notably, while participants in our final study do demonstrate a 

difference in their feelings of warmth toward Black and White people, this difference 

does not predict the extent to which they treat Black space more poorly than White. 

This finding suggests that, while overt racial animosity in the U.S. is on the decline, 

racial discrimination is still a clear and present problem. Rectifying ill wills between 

racial groups may not solve certain forms of discrimination. 

While the present studies do not find negative racial attitudes toward people to 

be a driving factor of space discrimination, space stereotyping is. Previous work on 

racial stereotyping has shown that applying stereotypes to people can lead to 

discriminatory outcomes for the people in question. The present work expands this 

concept by showing that applying racial stereotypes to spaces can lead to discriminatory 

outcomes for the spaces in question.  
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In addition to expanding theory on racial stereotyping, the present studies extend 

research on sense of place. This work has established that one’s feelings of 

connectedness to a place can determine how she or he interacts with it, which is 

consistent with the finding that space connection impacts the way people treat the target 

locations in these studies. What existing work in this area has not yet addressed, 

however, is whether the race of a space can impact space connection. Some work in this 

area suggests that the race and culture of a space most likely will impact the extent to 

which one feels connected to it. This literature has not yet directly and experimentally 

examined how the race of an area might impact one’s connection to it, however. The 

present work shows that a space’s race can impact connection. 

Limitations and Future Work 

 Beyond Black and White. These contributions are significant, but it is necessary 

to address some limitations of the current research. First, these studies focus only on 

White and Black raced space. It is likely, however, that spaces take on other types of 

racial meaning, which could have important implications for social problems as well. 

Future work will examine the way that physical space can become imbued with other 

racial groups. For example, are American Indian and Latino spaces also likely to be 

devalued? It will be important to investigate these questions in the context of problems 

facing these groups.  

In-group bias or stereotype content. Further questions raised by our work could 

also be investigated by studying Asian space. While our findings suggest that it is the 

content of stereotypes that drive space discrimination, one alternative explanation is that 

it is in-group bias. One way to address this point would be to compare White 
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participants’ evaluations of Asian, Black, and White space. If our theory is correct, 

Asian space should be devalued less relative to Black space but more than White space, 

because the content of Asian stereotypes are not as negative as Black stereotypes. 

Future work should address this question. 

The question of in-group bias as a driving factor could also be addressed by 

continuing the present work with racial minority group members. For example, 

demonstrating that Black Americans also devalue Black space relative to White would 

support theory that stereotype content, as opposed to in-group bias, drive space 

discrimination. 

Valuing White space. Results throughout this paper have been described in terms 

of devaluing Black space because this research has grown out of a desire to learn more 

about why Black space is treated poorly in the United States. Just as much as the answer 

to this question is the devaluation of Black space, the answer is also the valuing of 

White space. The two processes cannot be separated. Using the same evidence, then, 

this paper could be rewritten in terms of the overvaluation of White space and the 

privileges that accompany that overvaluation. Our findings also suggest, for example, 

that people are more opposed to placing a chemical plant near a White neighborhood 

because they are less likely to think that it is polluted and so are more likely to feel 

connected to it. In order to fully address the problem this research has helped to further 

illuminate, this latter frame should also be the focus of future work on raced space. 

Such work would expand on existing research acknowledging the structural forms of 

White privilege that have created and perpetuate disparities in exposure to industrial 

pollution (Pulido, 2000). 
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On the Ground of Race 

“HUD’s mission is to create strong, sustainable, inclusive communities and 
quality affordable homes for all. HUD is working to strengthen the housing 
market to bolster the economy and protect consumers; meet the need for quality 
affordable rental homes: utilize housing as a platform for improving quality of 
life; build inclusive and sustainable communities free from discrimination; and 
transform the way HUD does business.” 

Housing and Urban Development Mission Statement  
 

“The mission of the Environmental Protection Agency is to protect human 
health and the environment. EPA's purpose is to ensure that all Americans are 
protected from significant risks to human health and the environment where they 
live, learn and work…” 

Excerpt from the Environmental Protection Agency Mission Statement 
 

“No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal 
financial assistance.” 

Title VI, Section 601, 1964 Civil Rights Act 
 
 

Access to high quality, healthy residential space is a national priority in the U.S., 

as the EPA and HUD mission statements above make clear. These statements, along 

with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, emphasize that access to this good space 

should be for all U.S. Americans, no matter their racial background. Throughout history 

and still at present, however, access to good space has been and remains more elusive 

for Black U.S. Americans as a whole than it does for White.  

For example, one factor providing access to high quality residential space is 

wealth passed down in families from one generation to the next. Property is one major 

vehicle for passing down this wealth. Homes owned by Black Americans, however, are 

monetarily devalued. This devaluation means that Black families, as opposed to White, 
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will have a more difficult time accumulating wealth, thus limiting their chances of 

moving out and moving up into higher quality residential spaces.  

The racial disparity in exposure to concentrated industrial pollution is another 

example of how access to high quality, healthy residential space remains elusive for 

Black Americans today. Majority racial minority communities house most of the 

concentrated industrial pollution in this country. Further, Black Americans are 79% 

more likely than White Americans to live in areas where the greatest health risk is 

posed by industrial pollution (Bullard, 2007). 

These examples demonstrate how many Black Americans lack access to good 

space, which exposes the fact that we are not achieving some of the lofty goals we have 

set for ourselves as Americans. Specifically, these examples show that we have not yet 

achieved HUD’s goal of creating strong, sustainable, and inclusive communities for all 

people. Since Black Americans have a more difficult time accumulating wealth from 

their property, neither have we fully realized HUD’s goal of using housing as a platform 

for improving quality of life for all people in America. The work on environmental 

justice also makes clear that we have not yet achieved the EPA’s goal of protecting all 

Americans from risks to their health and the health of the environments in which they 

live, work, and learn.  

The present research suggests that our failure to create access to high quality, 

healthy residential space for all American people is one ramification of our failure to 

reach another important goal. This goal is clearly stated in Title VI of the 1964 Civil 

Rights Act. It states that the American people should no longer have to experience 

discrimination on the grounds of race. Even though we as Americans often tell 
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ourselves racial discrimination is no longer a problem, the present studies demonstrate 

that it is.  

Conclusion 

Together, the present studies represent a broadening of the literature on 

stereotyping and racial bias. They demonstrate that places can have races, and that 

people will evaluate and treat Black space more negatively that they do White space. 

This discrimination does not require negative attitudes toward people of a certain race. 

Rather, it appears that thoughts and feelings about the spaces themselves drive the 

negative interactions. As these studies demonstrate, this theory has important 

implications for understanding how racial representations drive housing and 

environmental discrimination. Black homes may be evaluated less favorably and Black 

neighborhoods may receive less environmental protection because they themselves 

become imbued with racial meaning. These findings uncover a previously unstudied 

from of racial bias and highlight the causal role race can play in contributing to 

disparities in wealth and health. 
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Table 1 

Study 1: A summary of all space categories and the number of spaces listed in each 

category, by condition. 

Space Category White Black Neutral Total 
Athletic 8 6 2 16 
Business 30 12 16 58 
Education 10 7 9 26 
Entertainment 13 13 6 32 
Geographic 14 14 10 38 
Government                                                          5 0 0 5 
Legal 0 2 0 2 
Outdoors/Leisure 11 2 20 33 
Public 1 6 13 20 
Religious 2 4 1 7 
Residential 14 21 3 38 
Miscellaneous 2 4 5 11 
Total 110 91 85 286 
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Table 2. 

Study 2 Pilot: Modal spaces, their frequency, and the total number of spaces listed for 

each category, by condition. aCombination of housing project, low income housing, and 

public housing. bCombination of jail and prison. cTotal number of spaces listed in each 

category, by condition. dBoth modes are listed for categories with more than one mode; 

the frequency is their sum. 

Category Condition Totalc Modal Space Freq. % of Total 

Geographic Black 55 Africa, Oaklandd 10 18% 

 White 65 Midwest 5 8% 

 Neutral 46 Antarctica, Australiad 6 13% 

Residential Black 38 public housinga 10 26% 

 White 53 suburb 12 23% 

 Neutral 50 apartment 10 20% 

Business Black 33 fast food restaurant, restaurantd 10 30% 

 White 54 mall 5 9% 

 Neutral 67 grocery store 7 10% 

Entertainment Black 23 The Apollo, movie theater, rap concertd 9 39% 

 White 48 opera house 9 19% 

 Neutral 47 movie theater 13 28% 

Athletic Black 54 basketball court 16 30% 

 White 56 golf course 8 14% 

 Neutral 58 gym 11 19% 

Education Black 37 college 11 30% 

 White 44 ivy league college 14 32% 

 Neutral 55 school 28 51% 

Government Black 18 Washington DC, Supreme Courtd 4 22% 

 White 41 White House 10 24% 

 Neutral 49 White House 8 16% 

Public Black 37 park 10 27% 

 White 44 park 7 16% 

 Neutral 58 park 11 19% 

Employment Black 28 fast food restaurant 4 14% 

 White 35 bank, colleged 8 23% 

 Neutral 54 retail store, colleged 8 15% 

Legal Black 24 police station, prisonb 12 50% 

 White 37 court 10 27% 

 Neutral 47 court 15 32% 
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Outdoors/Leisure Black 44 basketball court 7 16% 

 White 58 golf course 7 12% 

 Neutral 48 mountain 6 13% 

Religious Black 30 church 9 30% 

 White 32 church 11 34% 

 Neutral 40 church 15 38% 

Overall Black 436 basketball court 26 6% 

 White 586 golf course 19 3% 

 Neutral 628 school 33 5% 
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Table 3. 

Study 2: Race categories, Race Index scores, and corresponding mean White, Black, 

race neutral, negative, poor, and dangerous ratings for each space. Higher Race Index 

scores correspond to a stronger Black association. The race categories are based on 

frequencies from Study 1 and the Study 2 pilot. 

Space Category 
Race 
Index Black  White 

Race 
Neutral Negative Poor 

Danger
-ous 

Harlem                        Black 3.6 4.7 1.1 1.4 3.4 4.1 3.9 
Africa                        Black 3 4.3 1.3 1.4 3.2 4.4 3.9 
inner city                    Black 2.9 4.4 1.5 1.8 4.1 4.4 4.1 
housing projects              Black 2.6 4.1 1.5 1.5 . 4.8 4.1 
basketball court              Black 2.4 4.4 2 2.5 2.1 3.1 2.8 
Howard                        Black 2.3 4.1 1.8 2.2 2.6 3.1 2.7 
New Orleans                   Black 2.3 4.3 2 2.1 3.2 3.8 4.1 
public housing                Black 2.2 4 1.8 1.7 4.1 4.6 3.7 
Tuskeegee                     Black 1.9 3.4 1.5 2.1 3.1 3.6 2.9 
Detroit                       Black 1.7 3.9 2.2 2.2 3.7 3.9 3.8 
street corner                 Black 1.7 3.3 1.6 3.4 3.6 3.7 3.3 
barber shop                   Black 1.6 3.6 2 3 2.5 3.3 2.4 
Baptist church                Black 1.4 4 2.6 2.3 3 3.1 2.1 
track and field               Black 1.4 3.9 2.5 3.3 2.6 2.9 2.4 
stoop                         Black 1.2 2.9 1.7 2.9 3.2 3.5 2.9 
bus stop                      Black 1.1 3.3 2.2 3.2 3.3 3.7 3.3 
liquor store                  Black 0.8 3.3 2.5 3.2 3.7 3.6 3.4 
dance club                    Black 0.7 3.3 2.6 3.2 2.4 2.8 3.4 
Alabama                       Black 0.6 3.7 3.1 1.9 3.8 3.9 3.1 
locker room                   No Race 0.6 3.1 2.5 3.6 3.1 3 2.7 
stadium                       No Race 0.6 3.3 2.7 4.1 2.2 2.9 3 
factory                       No Race 0.5 2.9 2.4 3.1 3.9 3.8 3.8 
Department of 
Motor Vehicles  No Race 0.4 2.6 2.2 3.7 4.5 3.4 2.8 
parking lot                   No Race 0.4 2.5 2.1 4.4 3.2 3.1 3.6 
United States                 White 0.4 3.5 3.1 3.3 2.2 2.2 2.9 
vocational 
school             Black 0.4 2.9 2.5 2.6 3.6 3.7 2.7 
gas station                   No Race 0.3 2.6 2.3 4.1 3.3 3.2 3.2 
rec center                    No Race 0.3 2.8 2.5 3.6 2.3 3.3 2.2 
warehouse                     No Race 0.3 2.5 2.2 3.7 3.4 3.6 3.5 
post office                   No Race 0.1 2.4 2.3 4 3.4 3 2.5 
toll booth                    No Race 0.1 2.2 2.1 4 3.8 3.2 3 
video store                   No Race 0 2.4 2.4 4 2.4 3.2 2.6 
grocery store                 No Race -0.1 2.4 2.5 4.3 2.3 3 2.1 
military base                 No Race -0.2 3 3.2 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.1 
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auditorium                    No Race -0.3 2 2.3 4.2 2.6 2.8 2.3 
cemetery                      No Race -0.3 2 2.3 4.4 4 3.2 3 
retail store                  No Race -0.5 2.5 3 4 2.6 2.8 2.1 
hotel                         No Race -0.6 2.2 2.8 3.9 2.4 2.6 2.3 
fitness center                White -0.6 2.8 3.4 3.4 2.1 2.4 2.2 
desert                        No Race -0.7 1.5 2.2 4 3.5 3.3 3.7 
car dealership                No Race -0.8 2.3 3.1 3.6 3.8 2.8 2.7 
Presbyterian 
church           White -1.4 2.2 3.6 2.7 2.9 2.6 2 
Antarctica                    No Race -1.5 1 2.5 4 2.9 2.9 3.9 
suburb                        White -1.6 2.2 3.8 2.7 2.5 2.3 2.1 
trailer park                  White -1.6 2 3.6 2.2 4.3 4.3 3.6 
art gallery                   White -1.7 1.8 3.5 2.7 1.9 1.9 1.8 
resort                        White -1.8 1.7 3.5 2.5 1.7 1.7 1.9 
capitol building              White -1.9 1.9 3.8 2.7 2.5 2 2.6 
hiking trail                  White -1.9 1.4 3.3 3.5 1.8 2.7 3.2 
designer 
boutique             White -1.9 1.8 3.7 2.3 2.3 1.4 1.8 
Harvard                       White -2 1.9 3.9 2.5 1.9 1.4 1.9 
Midwest                       White -2 1.9 3.9 2.5 3.3 3 2.2 
mansion                       White -2.1 1.7 3.8 2.4 2.2 1.3 2.1 
consulting firm               White -2.1 1.6 3.7 2.4 2.8 1.7 2.2 
gun range                     White -2.1 1.6 3.7 2.7 4 3.3 4.2 
yoga studio                   White -2.3 1.3 3.6 2.4 2.2 2 1.7 
golf course                   White -2.3 1.9 4.2 2 2.3 1.8 2 
symphony hall                 White -2.3 1.4 3.7 2.2 1.9 1.7 1.6 
prep school                   White -2.4 1.7 4.1 1.9 2.7 1.6 1.9 
Princeton                     White -2.4 1.7 4.1 2.2 1.9 1.5 2 
Wall Street                   White -2.4 1.9 4.3 2.2 2.7 1.5 2.6 
New England                   White -2.5 1.6 4.1 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.4 
hockey rink                   White -2.7 1.3 4 2.6 2.9 2.7 3.4 
opera house                   White -2.7 1.2 3.9 2 2.2 1.7 1.8 
ski lodge                     White -2.8 1.2 4 2.2 1.9 1.9 2.1 
polo field                    White -2.9 1.2 4.1 1.7 2.7 1.4 2.6 
country club                  White -2.9 1.3 4.2 1.5 2.7 1.3 1.7 
Idaho                         White -3 1.2 4.2 2.3 3.2 3.3 2.3 
Montana                       White -3 1.2 4.2 2.4 2.7 3.1 2.6 
Utah                          White -3.2 1.2 4.4 1.9 3.5 2.9 2.4 
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Table 4. 

Study 2: Correlations (r) between all measures. Note:  ***p < .001, *p < 0.05.  
 

  Black White Neutral Poor Negative 
White -.78***     
Neutral -.09 -.27*    
Poor .66*** -.76*** .07   
Negative .30* -.42*** .06 .73***  
Dangerous .50*** -.61*** .05 .77*** .66*** 
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Table 5. 

Study 3: Differences in the mean values for each question in the space stereotype 

composite measure, by condition. 

Space Stereotype Item Condition M SD t df p 
City services White 5.80 0.56 3.60 28 <.01 
 Black 4.87 0.83    
Housing and property kept up     White 6.07 0.70 3.53 28 <.01 
 Black 5.13 0.74    
Public schools    White 5.13 0.83 1.86 28 = .07 
 Black 4.60 0.74    
Safety    White 5.36 0.93 2.58 27 < .05 
 Black 4.60 0.63    
Shopping access White 5.27 0.96 2.33 28 < .05 
 Black 4.47 0.92    
Financial institution access  White 5.07 0.96 1.88 28 = .07 
  Black 4.40 0.99       
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Table 6. 

Study 4: Correlations (r) between all measures. Note: ** p <  0.01, * p < 0.05. 
                  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Opposition —               
2. Stereotypes -.24**        
3. Connect .17** -.24**       
4. Race Bias .01 -.11* -.03      
5. Warmth (W) .01 -.08 .05 .30**     
6. Warmth (B) -.01 .04 .08 -.63** .55**    
7. SES .04 -.11* .22** .10* .02 -0.07   
8. Prop. Values -.01 .02 .14** .04 .01 -.02 .18**  
9. En. Concern .17** .07 .09 -.11* .07 .15** -.06 .06 
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Figure 1. 

Study 3: Mean values for each question in the space stereotype composite measure, by 

condition. 
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Figure 2. 

Study 3: Path diagram with unstandardized coefficients, depicting the relationship 

between race, space stereotyping, space connection, and house evaluation. All paths 

are significant at the p < .001 level. 
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Figure 3.  

Study 4: Path diagram with standardized coefficients, depicting the relationship 

between race, space stereotyping, space connection, and chemical plant opposition. All 

paths are significant at the p < .001 level, except the relationship between space 

connection and chemical plant opposition, which is significant at the p < .05 level.  
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Appendix A: Spaces Generated in Study 1 
 

Space (by Category)         
Athletic White Black Neutral Total 
professional sports field                                           0 1 0 1 
football field                                                      0 1 0 1 
basketball court                                                    0 3 0 3 
sporting event                                                      1 0 0 1 
hockey                                                              1 0 0 1 
baseball stadium                                                    1 0 0 1 
gym                                                                 1 1 1 3 
tennis court                                                        2 0 0 2 
football stadium                                                    2 0 1 3 
Total 8 6 2 16 
     
Business White Black Neutral Total 
shoe store                                                          0 0 1 1 
hospital (stanford hospital entrance)                               0 0 1 1 
hospital                                                            0 0 1 1 
department store                                                    0 0 1 1 
stock photo offices                                                 0 1 0 1 
restaurant (fried chicken restaurant)                               0 1 0 1 
restaurant (diners)                                                 0 1 0 1 
office building                                                     0 1 0 1 
Mr. Rags                                                            0 1 0 1 
liquor store                                                        0 1 0 1 
gas station                                                         0 1 0 1 
barbershop                                                          0 1 0 1 
store (upscale)                                                     1 0 0 1 
store (high class)                                                  1 0 0 1 
restaurant (southern barbecue)                                      1 0 0 1 
restaurant (pub)                                                    1 0 0 1 
restaurant (fast food)                                              1 0 0 1 
restaurant (fancy)                                                  1 0 0 1 
office                                                              1 0 0 1 
mall (upscale)                                                      1 0 0 1 
finance                                                             1 0 0 1 
corporate building                                                  1 0 0 1 
cafe (coffee shop)                                                  1 0 0 1 
cafe                                                                1 0 0 1 
business                                                            1 0 0 1 
bank                                                                1 0 1 2 
restaurant (mcdonalds)                                              2 0 0 2 
cafe (Starbucks)                                                    2 0 0 2 
grocery store                                                       2 0 6 8 
restaurant                                                          3 1 2 6 
mall                                                                7 3 3 13 
Total 30 12 16 58 
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Education White Black Neutral Total 
school (high school)                                                0 0 1 1 
library (green--stanford university)                                0 0 1 1 
library                                                             0 0 4 4 
school (inner city)                                                 0 1 0 1 
african dance class                                                 0 1 0 1 
african american studies class                                      0 1 0 1 
classroom                                                           0 1 1 2 
school                                                              0 3 1 4 
school/college                                                      1 0 0 1 
school (catholic high school)                                       1 0 0 1 
college (midwest colleges)                                          1 0 0 1 
college (institutions of higher learning)                           1 0 0 1 
museum                                                              1 0 1 2 
school (private)                                                    2 0 0 2 
college                                                             3 0 0 3 
Total 10 7 9 26 
     
Entertainment White Black Neutral Total 
great american music hall (San Francisco, CA)                       0 0 1 1 
bar                                                                 0 0 2 2 
tv                                                                  0 1 0 1 
stage                                                               0 1 0 1 
rap video                                                           0 1 0 1 
movie                                                               0 1 0 1 
comedy central                                                      0 1 0 1 
club (night club)                                                   0 1 0 1 
club (hiphop/dance club)                                            0 1 0 1 
club (dance club)                                                   0 1 0 1 
club (city clubs)                                                   0 1 0 1 
club (jazz club)                                                    0 2 0 2 
club                                                                0 2 0 2 
theme park (disneyland)                                             1 0 0 1 
theme park                                                          1 0 0 1 
symphony                                                            1 0 0 1 
rock concert                                                        1 0 0 1 
pool hall                                                           1 0 0 1 
party (frat)                                                        1 0 0 1 
party (cocktail)                                                    1 0 0 1 
opera                                                               1 0 0 1 
hollywood                                                           1 0 0 1 
club (country-western)                                              1 0 0 1 
movie theater                                                       3 0 3 6 
Total 13 13 6 32 
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Geographic White Black Neutral Total 
Washington monument                                                 0 0 1 1 
the conservatory at Como Park, St. Paul, MN                         0 0 1 1 
sierra mountains                                                    0 0 1 1 
Palm Drive                                                          0 0 1 1 
Eiffel Tower                                                        0 0 1 1 
Boston                                                              0 0 1 1 
Big Sur coast                                                       0 0 1 1 
outer space                                                         0 0 2 2 
East Palo Alto 0 1 0 1 
Washington DC                                                   0 1 0 1 
southside/westside Chicago                                          0 1 0 1 
Southern US                                                         0 1 0 1 
South America                                                       0 1 0 1 
Mississippi                                                         0 1 0 1 
Harlem                                                              0 1 0 1 
Africa 0 3 0 3 
Utah                                                                1 0 0 1 
Sweden                                                              1 0 0 1 
Southeastern US                                                    1 0 0 1 
south (rural)                                                       1 0 0 1 
NYC 1 0 0 1 
Massachusetts                                                       1 0 0 1 
Kentucky                                                            1 0 0 1 
Folsom, CA                                                          1 0 0 1 
Florida                                                             1 0 0 1 
Canada                                                              1 0 0 1 
Golden Gate Bridge                                                  1 0 1 2 
south (the south)                                                   1 4 0 5 
Midwest US                                                         2 0 0 2 
Total 14 14 10 38 
     
Government                                                          White Black Neutral Total 
White House                                                         1 0 0 1 
senate                                                              1 0 0 1 
government offices                                                  1 0 0 1 
government                                                          1 0 0 1 
congress                                                            1 0 0 1 
Total 5 0 0 5 
     
Legal White Black Neutral Total 
jail/prison                                                         0 1 0 1 
jail                                                                0 1 0 1 
Total 0 2 0 2 
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Outdoors/Leisure White Black Neutral Total 
deserted island                                                     0 0 1 1 
woods along the highway                                             0 0 1 1 
the ocean                                                           0 0 1 1 
the night sky                                                       0 0 1 1 
the mountain                                                        0 0 1 1 
the desert                                                          0 0 1 1 
river                                                               0 0 1 1 
park (city)                                                         0 0 1 1 
garden                                                              0 0 2 2 
wilderness                                                          1 0 0 1 
park/beach                                                          1 0 0 1 
mountains                                                           1 0 0 1 
field                                                               1 0 0 1 
park                                                                1 1 8 10 
golf course                                                         2 0 0 2 
country club                                                        2 0 0 2 
beach                                                               2 1 2 5 
Total 11 2 20 33 
     
Public White Black Neutral Total 
parking lot                                                         0 0 1 1 
oval                                                                0 0 1 1 
freeway                                                             0 0 1 1 
downtown area                                                       0 0 1 1 
DMV                                                                 0 0 1 1 
car garage in a downtown area                                       0 0 1 1 
art studio                                                          0 0 1 1 
airport                                                             0 0 1 1 
post office                                                         0 0 2 2 
street corner                                                       0 1 0 1 
protests                                                            0 1 0 1 
city/urban center                                                   0 1 0 1 
sidewalk                                                            0 1 3 4 
city                                                                1 2 0 3 
Total 1 6 13 20 
     
Religious White Black Neutral Total 
monastery, or place of religious/spiritual retreat, buddhist 
temple 0 0 1 1 
church (baptist church)                                             0 1 0 1 
bible belt                                                          1 0 0 1 
church                                                              1 3 0 4 
Total 2 4 1 7 
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Residential White Black Neutral Total 
home kitchen                                                        0 0 1 1 
dorm room                                                           0 0 1 1 
attic                                                               0 0 1 1 
inner city                                                          0 1 0 1 
family gathering                                                    0 1 0 1 
barbecue                                                            0 1 0 1 
Ujamaa                                                            0 4 0 4 
projects                                                            0 4 0 4 
ghetto                                                              0 10 0 10 
white frat house                                                    1 0 0 1 
mansion                                                             1 0 0 1 
large house                                                         1 0 0 1 
trailer park                                                        4 0 0 4 
suburbs                                                             7 0 0 7 
Total 14 21 3 38 
     
Miscellaneous White Black Neutral Total 
water sculpture near entrance to green library                      0 0 1 1 
toilet                                                              0 0 1 1 
some of my dreams                                                   0 0 1 1 
airplane                                                            0 0 2 2 
car (in a "pimped" car)                                             0 1 0 1 
car                                                                 0 1 0 1 
cafeteria (the dinning hall)                                        0 1 0 1 
cafeteria (own table at cafeteria)                                  0 1 0 1 
kkk meetings                                                        1 0 0 1 
high society                                                        1 0 0 1 
Total 2 4 5 11 
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Appendix B: Spaces Generated in Study 2 Pilot 
(*Race Index scores equal a space’s Black frequency minus its White frequency.) 

 
       Condition     
 Space Race Index* White Black Neutral Total 

1 golf course -18 19 1 6 26 
2 suburb -15 17 2 1 20 
3 college (ivy league) -15 15   1 16 
4 white house -14 14   8 22 
5 club (country club) -11 11     11 
6 opera house -9 9     9 
7 synagogue -8 8   4 12 
8 school (private school) -7 8 1 1 10 
9 library -6 7 1 8 16 

10 court -6 11 5 17 33 
11 mansion -6 7 1   8 
12 trailer park -5 5   2 7 
13 bank -5 6 1 3 10 
14 national park -5 5   3 8 
15 law firm -5 8 3 5 16 
16 midwest -5 5     5 
17 symphony hall -5 5     5 
18 capitol building -4 4   1 5 
19 hiking trails -4 4   2 6 
20 house of reps -4 4   2 6 
21 lake -4 4   5 9 
22 baseball -4 5 1 6 12 
23 coffee shop -4 5 1 6 12 
24 mountain -4 5 1 10 16 
25 beach -4 6 2 10 18 
26 gym -4 5 1 12 18 
27 oval office -4 4     4 
28 polo field -4 4     4 
29 racetrack -4 4     4 
30 the hills -4 4     4 
31 country -3 3   1 4 
32 hockey -3 3   1 4 
33 school (graduate school) -3 3   1 4 
34 surfing -3 3   1 4 
35 senate -3 4 1 2 7 
36 corporate -3 3   2 5 
37 europe -3 3   2 5 
38 walmart -3 3   2 5 
39 tennis court -3 6 3 4 13 
40 book store -3 3   4 7 
41 theme park -3 3   4 7 
42 theater -3 3   6 9 
43 mall -3 10 7 11 28 
44 broadway -3 3     3 
45 doctor's office -3 3     3 
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46 texas -3 3     3 
47 wall street -3 3     3 
48 california -2 2   1 3 
49 cia headquarters -2 2   1 3 
50 new england -2 2   1 3 
51 judge's chambers -2 2   3 5 
52 home -2 3 1 4 8 
53 condo -2 3 1 5 9 
54 biking -2 2   5 7 
55 swimming pool -2 3 1 9 13 
56 church (presbetarian church) -2 2     2 
57 club (athletic club) -2 2     2 
58 concert (rock concert) -2 2     2 
59 east coast -2 2     2 
60 hamptons -2 2     2 
61 hunting -2 2     2 
62 indiana -2 2     2 
63 mayor's office -2 2     2 
64 montana -2 2     2 
65 newspapaer -2 2     2 
66 oklahoma -2 2     2 
67 orange county -2 2     2 
68 palo alto -2 2     2 
69 penthouse -2 2     2 
70 real estate office -2 2     2 
71 resort -2 2     2 
72 san francisco -2 2     2 
73 united states -2 2     2 
74 upper class neighborhood -2 2     2 
75 vatican city -2 2     2 
76 FBI -1 2 1 1 4 
77 boat -1 4 3 1 8 
78 food court -1 1   1 2 
79 hollywood -1 1   1 2 
80 ibm -1 1   1 2 
81 ice cream parlor -1 1   1 2 
82 jogging trails -1 1   1 2 
83 north america -1 1   1 2 
84 play -1 1   1 2 
85 racquetball court -1 1   1 2 
86 river -1 1   1 2 
87 road -1 1   1 2 
88 rodeo drive -1 1   1 2 
89 farm -1 2 1 2 5 
90 museum -1 2 1 2 5 
91 clothing store -1 3 2 2 7 
92 none -1 5 4 2 11 
93 desert -1 1   2 3 
94 congress -1 3 2 3 8 
95 capitol hill -1 1   3 4 
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96 college (law school) -1 1   3 4 
97 concert -1 2 1 4 7 
98 dorm -1 2 1 4 7 
99 legislature -1 1   4 5 

100 office -1 2 1 6 9 
101 temple -1 1   6 7 
102 hospital -1 2 1 7 10 
103 college -1 15 14 19 48 
104 salon -1 2 1   3 
105 24/7 -1 1     1 
106 arboretum -1 1     1 
107 archery range -1 1     1 
108 art gallery -1 1     1 
109 badmitton court -1 1     1 
110 bedroom of president -1 1     1 
111 berkeley -1 1     1 
112 bowling alley -1 1     1 
113 canada -1 1     1 
114 case worker office -1 1     1 
115 church (certain churches) -1 1     1 
116 church (conservative church) -1 1     1 
117 class (driver's ed) -1 1     1 
118 club (boating club) -1 1     1 
119 club (squash club) -1 1     1 
120 coaches on the sideline -1 1     1 
121 computer industry -1 1     1 
122 concert (country) -1 1     1 
123 concert (hip hop) -1 1     1 
124 consulting firm -1 1     1 
125 cricket -1 1     1 
126 curves -1 1     1 
127 da office -1 1     1 
128 dental office -1 1     1 
129 department store -1 1     1 
130 designer boutique -1 1     1 
131 federal building -1 1     1 
132 fitness center -1 1     1 
133 front office -1 1     1 
134 gated community -1 1     1 
135 governor's office -1 1     1 
136 gun range -1 1     1 
137 halliburton -1 1     1 
138 high end retail store -1 1     1 
139 hills (snow hills) -1 1     1 
140 ice rink -1 1     1 
141 idaho -1 1     1 
142 insurance company -1 1     1 
143 jewelry store -1 1     1 
144 KKK -1 1     1 
145 laguna beach -1 1     1 
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146 las vegas -1 1     1 
147 lawn bowling -1 1     1 
148 ligonier, PA -1 1     1 
149 macintosh -1 1     1 
150 medical center -1 1     1 
151 men's club -1 1     1 
152 morgan stanly -1 1     1 
153 movie theater (drive-in) -1 1     1 
154 nasa -1 1     1 
155 nashville -1 1     1 
156 news station -1 1     1 
157 north -1 1     1 
158 ohio -1 1     1 
159 oregon -1 1     1 
160 paintball field -1 1     1 
161 palo Alto -1 1     1 
162 private eye's office -1 1     1 
163 pro wrestiling -1 1     1 
164 puerto rico -1 1     1 
165 rodeo -1 1     1 
166 school (prep school) -1 1     1 
167 school (sunday school) -1 1     1 
168 shack -1 1     1 
169 silicon valley -1 1     1 
170 ski lift -1 1     1 
171 ski lodge -1 1     1 
172 ski resort -1 1     1 
173 skiing -1 1     1 
174 south carolina -1 1     1 
175 spa -1 1     1 
176 stadium (cricket stadium) -1 1     1 
177 stadium (high school football) -1 1     1 
178 stage (stand up comedy) -1 1     1 
179 state capital -1 1     1 
180 state park -1 1     1 
181 stock exchange -1 1     1 
182 stock market -1 1     1 
183 tech industry -1 1     1 
184 temple (mormon) -1 1     1 
185 truck show -1 1     1 
186 utah -1 1     1 
187 venture capital -1 1     1 
188 virginia -1 1     1 
189 voting places -1 1     1 
190 water polo field -1 1     1 
191 waterpark -1 1     1 
192 ymca -1 1     1 
193 yoga studio -1 1     1 
194 zoo -1 1     1 
195 business 0 1 1 1 3 
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196 government 0 1 1 1 3 
197 new york city 0 1 1 1 3 
198 5th avenue 0     1 1 
199 auditorium 0     1 1 
200 bed and breakfast 0     1 1 
201 bungee jumping 0     1 1 
202 cafeteria 0     1 1 
203 calhoon square 0     1 1 
204 car dealership 0     1 1 
205 cardboard box 0     1 1 

206 
church (st. dominics 
cathedral) 0     1 1 

207 church (stanford church) 0     1 1 
208 church (universal life church) 0     1 1 
209 class room 0     1 1 
210 club (some clubs in SF) 0     1 1 
211 club (strip club) 0     1 1 
212 college (CMU) 0     1 1 
213 concert (r & b concert) 0     1 1 
214 connecticut 0     1 1 
215 court (athletic) 0     1 1 
216 cubicle 0     1 1 
217 department of defense 0     1 1 
218 drive-in movie theater 0     1 1 
219 earth 0     1 1 
220 embassy 0     1 1 
221 england 0     1 1 
222 factory 0     1 1 
223 farmers market 0     1 1 
224 forest 0     1 1 
225 fry's 0     1 1 
226 grassy field 0     1 1 
227 grassy knoll 0     1 1 
228 graveyard 0     1 1 
229 gulf of mexico 0     1 1 
230 hills 0     1 1 
231 housing (new housing) 0     1 1 

232 
housing (single family 
housing) 0     1 1 

233 investment banking 0     1 1 
234 jamba juice 0     1 1 
235 juvenile hall 0     1 1 
236 lab 0     1 1 
237 lecutre hall 0     1 1 
238 locker room 0     1 1 
239 london 0     1 1 
240 macy's 0     1 1 
241 military camps/forts/bases 0     1 1 
242 Montreal 0     1 1 
243 movie store 0     1 1 
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244 new jersey 0     1 1 
245 northern mid west 0     1 1 
246 northwest 0     1 1 
247 paris 0     1 1 
248 parliament house 0     1 1 
249 pentagon 0     1 1 
250 polar caps 0     1 1 
251 public hospital 0     1 1 
252 putt-putt 0     1 1 
253 rec center 0     1 1 
254 rectories 0     1 1 
255 room 0     1 1 
256 sales industry 0     1 1 
257 school (tech school) 0     1 1 
258 shakespeare on the green 0     1 1 
259 shared room 0     1 1 
260 shelter 0     1 1 
261 shrine 0     1 1 
262 social security office 0     1 1 
263 south america 0     1 1 
264 sports arena 0     1 1 
265 sports store 0     1 1 
266 state capitol 0     1 1 
267 state courts 0     1 1 
268 toll booth 0     1 1 
269 town square 0     1 1 
270 travel agency 0     1 1 
271 tressider 0     1 1 
272 vancouver 0     1 1 
273 video arcade 0     1 1 
274 volleyball court 0     1 1 
275 warehouse 0     1 1 
276 washington state 0     1 1 
277 welfare office 0     1 1 
278 wells fargo 0     1 1 
279 woods 0     1 1 
280 yard 0     1 1 
281 altar 0     2 2 
282 field 0     2 2 
283 fire house 0     2 2 
284 google 0     2 2 
285 judicial branch 0     2 2 
286 loft 0     2 2 
287 non-profit business 0     2 2 
288 ocean 0     2 2 
289 party 0     2 2 
290 retirement community 0     2 2 
291 antarctica 0     3 3 
292 australia 0     3 3 
293 cemetary 0     3 3 
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294 concert hall 0     3 3 
295 DMV 0     3 3 
296 gas station 0     3 3 
297 store 0     3 3 
298 office building 0 1 1 4 6 
299 supreme court 0 6 6 4 16 
300 hotel 0     4 4 
301 post office 0     4 4 
302 house 0 2 2 5 9 
303 jail 0 3 3 6 12 
304 grocery store 0 1 1 8 10 
305 stadium 0 1 1 9 11 
306 restaurant 0 6 6 13 25 
307 church 0 14 14 16 44 
308 casino 0 1 1   2 
309 construction site 0 1 1   2 
310 florida 0 1 1   2 
311 northeast 0 1 1   2 
312 rock climbing 0 1 1   2 
313 church (catholic church) 0 2 2   4 
314 bar 1   1 1 2 
315 confessional 1   1 1 2 
316 hardware store 1   1 1 2 
317 plaza 1   1 1 2 
318 public transportation 1   1 1 2 
319 store (convenience store) 1   1 1 2 
320 subway 1   1 1 2 
321 town house 1   1 1 2 
322 train station 1   1 1 2 
323 arcade 1   1 2 3 
324 soccer 1 1 2 2 5 
325 street 1 1 2 2 5 
326 airport 1   1 3 4 
327 executive branch 1   1 3 4 
328 parking lot 1   1 3 4 
329 camping site 1 1 2 3 6 
330 city hall 1   1 4 5 
331 retail 1   1 6 7 
332 movie theater 1 5 6 16 27 
333 aclu 1   1   1 
334 athletic facilities 1   1   1 
335 backyard 1   1   1 
336 baseball stadium 1   1   1 
337 bel air 1   1   1 
338 bill cosby residence nyc 1   1   1 
339 birmingham 1   1   1 
340 capetown 1   1   1 
341 church (martin UC church) 1   1   1 
342 city council 1   1   1 
343 class (african american 1   1   1 
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studies) 
344 community center 1   1   1 
345 detroit 1   1   1 
346 east palo alto 1   1   1 
347 film 1   1   1 
348 foot action 1   1   1 
349 fresh prince mansion 1   1   1 
350 furniture store 1   1   1 
351 grambling 1   1   1 
352 hip hop store 1   1   1 
353 holy mountains 1   1   1 
354 home (single family home) 1   1   1 
355 house (small house) 1   1   1 
356 kenya 1   1   1 
357 los angeles 1   1   1 
358 louisiana 1   1   1 
359 madison square garden 1   1   1 
360 maryland 1   1   1 
361 mission 1   1   1 
362 Mississippi 1   1   1 
363 mobile home 1   1   1 
364 Montomery state hall 1   1   1 
365 motown 1   1   1 
366 NAACP 1   1   1 
367 natural preserve 1   1   1 
368 new orleans 1   1   1 
369 oakland city government 1   1   1 
370 oprah studio 1   1   1 
371 Pasadena 1   1   1 
372 pew 1   1   1 
373 philadelphia 1   1   1 
374 picnic 1   1   1 
375 places of worship 1   1   1 
376 pro-sports arenas 1   1   1 
377 public housing 1   1   1 
378 red lobster 1   1   1 
379 rundown school 1   1   1 
380 savannah 1   1   1 
381 school (remedial school) 1   1   1 
382 school (summer school) 1   1   1 
383 school (vocational school) 1   1   1 
384 Selma 1   1   1 
385 south east 1   1   1 
386 sports complex 1   1   1 
387 studio 1   1   1 
388 Supreme court 1   1   1 
389 taxi company 1   1   1 
390 town hall 1   1   1 
391 toy store 1   1   1 
392 turner field 1   1   1 
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393 uganda 1   1   1 
394 south 1 4 5   9 
395 liquor store 2   2 1 3 
396 school (public school) 2   2 1 3 
397 street corner 2   2 1 3 
398 club 2   2 2 4 
399 prison 2 1 3 2 6 
400 police station 2 5 7 8 20 
401 barber shop 2   2   2 
402 fair 2   2   2 
403 fishing spots 2   2   2 
404 georgia 2   2   2 
405 ghetto 2   2   2 
406 jazz bar 2   2   2 
407 law enforcement 2   2   2 
408 stoop 2   2   2 
409 chicago 2 1 3   4 
410 college (community college) 3   3 1 4 
411 sidewalk 3   3 1 4 
412 new york 3 1 4 2 7 
413 mosque 3   3 4 7 
414 alabama 3   3   3 
415 atlanta 3   3   3 
416 bbq 3   3   3 
417 bus 3   3   3 
418 church (gospel church) 3   3   3 
419 club (dance club) 3   3   3 
420 club (night club) 3   3   3 
421 concert (rap concert) 3   3   3 
422 harlem 3   3   3 
423 low income housing 3   3   3 
424 music store 3   3   3 
425 theater (apollo theater) 3   3   3 
426 urban area 3 1 4   5 
427 washington dc 4 1 5 1 7 
428 apartment 4 3 7 11 21 
429 park 4 10 14 19 43 
430 africa 5   5 1 6 
431 city 5   5 2 7 
432 fast food restaurant 5 4 9 5 18 
433 oakland 5   5   5 
434 school 6 3 9 33 45 
435 projects 6   6   6 
436 church (baptist church) 6 1 7   8 
437 college (hbcu) 8   8   8 
438 track 9   9 3 12 
439 inner city 9   9   9 
440 football 13 4 17 7 28 
441 basketball 22 4 26 5 35 
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Appendix C: House Pictures in Study 3 
 

1.  
 

2.  
 

3.  
 

4.  
 

5.  

 

6.  
 

7.  
 

8.  
 

9.  
 

10. 



	  

Appendix D: Family Pictures in Study 3  
 
 

Black Thomas Family 

 
 
 

White Thomas Family 
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Appendix E: Neighborhood Information Tables in Study 4 
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Appendix F: Chemical Plant Proposal in Study 4 
 
PRIMAY CHEMICAL 
The main chemical produced in this plant will be Chlorine. Chlorine is used to 
manufacture things like semiconductors, paper, odor agents, pesticides, and circuit 
boards. It is one of the most common chemicals in the U.S., with more than 1 million 
pounds produced annually.7 out of 8 ranking systems classify it as being more 
hazardous than most chemicals. There are no recognized health hazards for this 
chemical. Although, it is suspected to be a blood, kidney, and liver toxicant. 
 
PRODUCTION IMPACT 
The plant would meet, but not exceed, environmental and health codes. Some of the 
chemical production waste from this plant would be released into a nearby river. This 
plant will have its own wastewater treatment system, so that the water released will be 
treated and purified before going back into the drinking supply.Short term studies show 
no significant health or environmental impact using this water treatment method, but 
long term studies have not yet been done. Some authorities say the long term health and 
environmental impacts of this chemical plant are still unknown. 
 
MONETARY COST 
Your company would like to lease the land, and the space is available to lease for an 
amount within the budget. 
 
LOCATION  
See the red dot in the map below for an idea of where the plant will go: 
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Appendix G: Thermometer Picture in Study 3 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 


