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Abstract

New Zealand’s aspiration to be a bicultural nation, has yet to be realised. Maori
continue to experience discrimination across all life domains. Research published in 2004,
reported New Zealanders as being more supportive of symbolic than resource-based
biculturalism. However, socio-political changes, the absence of research examining New
Zealanders’ Treaty knowledge, and implicit racial biases towards Maori, suggest an update of
this work is needed. Across two studies, this research aimed to investigate New Zealanders’
attitudes towards biculturalism in Aotearoa New Zealand. In Study 1, New Zealand born
undergraduates (N = 56), completed the Implicit Association Test, a Pakeha Attitudes
Towards Biculturalism Scale, a Treaty of Waitangi knowledge scale and estimated their
declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge. Study 2 was designed to replicate Study 1, and
address limitations with a larger, more representative sample (N= 100). The Dunning-Kruger
effect was also a specific focus. Across both studies, New Zealanders were more supportive
of symbolic rather than resource-based biculturalism and showed an implicit racial bias
towards Maori. In Study 2, we revealed new empirical evidence for the Dunning-Kruger
effect: when estimating their knowledge relative to peers: lower performers over-estimated
their knowledge whereas higher performers under-estimated their knowledge. Our results
highlight that New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism have remained relatively
unchanged since Sibley and Liu’s (2004) work, and raise concern for the aspirations of New

Zealand as a bicultural nation. Implications and future research directions are discussed.
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New Zealanders’ Attitudes towards Biculturalism in Aotearoa New Zealand

New Zealand is a formally bicultural nation. So, in theory, Maori (indigenous
peoples) and Pakeha (New Zealanders of European descent) are equal partners (Kirkwood et
al., 2005). Although these protections are enshrined under the 1840 Treaty of Waitangi,
(Orange, 2004; Durie, 1998), Maori experience inequity across all socio-economic factors
(Houkamau et al., 2017). To address historical injustices encountered by Maori, bicultural
policies have been implemented, influencing the distribution of resources to Maori (Sibley &
Liu, 2004; Sibley et al., 2005). New Zealanders support symbolic biculturalism e.g., the
notion of cultural equality, more than they support bicultural resource allocation e.g. equal
resource distribution (Sibley & Liu, 2004, 2007; Sibley et al., 2005; Kirkwood et al., 2005;
Sibley et al., 2006; Jackson & Fischer, 2007). As a nation, we acknowledge the symbolic
contribution of indigenous peoples, yet are reluctant to admit material reparation (Sibley et
al., 2011).

This divergence in attitudes towards biculturalism, can provide insight into the nature
of prejudice, and additionally, the way implicit and explicit biases are manifested. Explicit
racial biases are deliberate thoughts and feelings about out-group members and can be
expressed via self-report (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; 1998). Implicit racial biases are beliefs
or reactions to members of stereotyped groups (e.g. Greenwald et al., 1998), activated
involuntarily and often outside of control (Blair, 2002; Rudman, 2004a). In New Zealand, the
backdrop of British colonisation, negative media portrayal of Maori, conflicting worldviews,
and socio-economic disparities between Maori and Pakeha perpetuate implicit racial biases
towards Maori (Houkamau, 2016; Houkamau et al., 2017; Ward & Liu, 2011; Barton, 2018).
Implicit and explicit biases are distinct, with small to moderate correlations observed between

the two, and influenced by different factors (Greenwald et al., 1998). Therefore, it is



important to consider both forms of biases in the context of New Zealanders’ attitudes
towards biculturalism.

The present study contributes to gaining a better understanding of New Zealanders’
attitudes towards Biculturalism and the Treaty of Waitangi in Aotearoa New Zealand.
Complementing the work in this area (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Sibley et al., 2006; Sibley & Liu,
2005; Sibley & Liu, 2007; Kirkwood et al., 2005) new questions are raised regarding New
Zealanders’ declared versus explicit knowledge of the Treaty, and their implicit racial biases.
Theoretically and practically, these are important issues to address. Theoretically, we will
consider attitudes towards biculturalism in the context of the Integrated Threat theory (ITT;
Stephan & Stephan, 2000). The ITT makes a distinction between realistic and symbolic
threats. Resource allocation can be viewed as a realistic threat, whereas symbolic
biculturalism can be viewed as a symbolic threat. Practically, the way biculturalism and the
Treaty of Waitangi are presented and communicated, have important implications for
intergroup relations between Maori and all New Zealanders (Jackson & Fischer, 2007). But,
first, an understanding of the Treaty of Waitangi and historical events which have shaped
New Zealand’s racial climate, are useful.

Colonization and The Treaty of Waitangi

Approximately 800-1,000 years ago, Maori arrived in Aotearoa New Zealand from
Polynesia (Orange, 2004). Maori developed a unique social structure of whanau (extended,
intergenerational families), hapu (sub-tribes), and iwi (tribes) (Walker, 1990; Ward & Liu,
2011). European settlers arrived from 1600. Initial interactions between Maori and settlers
were harmonious. However, with increased British settlement assisted by the New Zealand
Company, uneven firearm distribution, the threat of French colonisation, inter-tribal warfare
and disease, a formal recognition of the relationship between Maori and the British Crown

was needed (Orange, 2004; 2015; Ward & Liu, 2011).



Prior to the Treaty, Official British Resident, James Busby believed a Declaration of
Independence would provide a solution to on-going conflict and chaos. In 1835, 34 rangatira
(chiefs) from Northland, signed the Declaration of Independence. This established New
Zealand as an independent nation and aimed to protect Maori rights. However, the
declaration carried little weight. In turn, a Treaty would enable the Crown to formally acquire
sovereignty and force the New Zealand Company to conform to British law and order
(Thomas & Veno, 1996).

In 1840, more than 544 Maori rangatira (but not all), and British Crown
representatives, signed the Treaty of Waitangi at Waitangi. Te Wherowhero of Waikato,
Taraia Ngakuti, and Hone Heke, were among those chiefs who refused to sign (Orange,
2015). The Treaty contained three articles and was translated into English and Maori. Article
one ceded sovereignty of land from Maori chiefs to the British Crown. Article two,
guaranteed Maori full and undisturbed possessions of their land and treasured possessions.
The Crown was also able to purchase land. Article three promised Maori royal protection and
full citizenship (tikanga) (Orange, 2004; 2015; Ward & Liu, 2012).

However, translation issues arose (Orange, 2004; 2015). In the first article,
‘kawanatanga’ was selected for the word ‘sovereignty’. Kawanatanga means ‘governance’ or
‘governorship’. It does not convey the complexities of sovereign power and authority. For
article two, ‘rangatiratanga’ was used for the translation of ‘possession’, which suggested
chiefs would retain more authority and power than was likely in a British colony or intended
in New Zealand. The exclusive right of the Crown in land transactions was also not
articulated to Maori. Article three was accurately translated. Ultimately, each party was left
with ambiguous expectations about the power they would exercise

The decades following the treaty, were marked by demographic, social, and political

devastation for Maori (Orange, 2015). Wars and disease from European migration depleted a



Maori population from 80,000 in 1840 to 46,000 by 1901 (Orange, 2012). As Maori
experienced abject deprivation of lands, livelihood, culture and language, New Zealand was
transformed into a Pakeha-dominated society (Ward & Liu, 2011). For example, 99.9% of
Ngai Tahu tribal territory was in Crown possession by 1863 (Reid et al., 2017). In 1877 Chief
Judge Prendergast declared in the Wi Parata v The Bishop of Wellington [1877] Supreme
Court case, that the Treaty was a “simple nullity”, and Maori were “savages" and “primitive
barbarians". His view that Maori had no sovereignty to cede set a precedent, whereby large
amounts of Maori land were alienated. Placed in a historical context, Predergast’s views
represented the widespread perception of Maori (Hill, 2010; Morris, 2004).

Until the 1960s, the practices of successive Pakeha governments were marked by
paternalism and prejudice (Thomas & Veno, 1996). With regard to the integration of Maori,
assimilation was the dominant policy. Monolingual and mono-cultural practices were a
manifestation of this (Hill, 2010). For example, the 1867 Native Schooling system, required
teaching in English, depriving Maori of development and employment (Simon & Smith,
2001). Likewise, the virtues of assimilation were illustrated in Hunn’s 1961 report on the
Department of Maori Affairs (Hayward, 2012; Booth & Hunn, 1962). Consequently, Maori
were encouraged to move from rural areas into towns and cities (Hill, 2010). Assimilation
appeared to be the only viable path towards survival.

Activism from young Maori, rural leadership, and anti-racist Pakeha gathered traction
in the 1960s and 1970s. This brought about the Maori Cultural Renaissance (Walker, 1990;
Kelsey, 2015). The 1975 Maori hikoi (march) against Maori land loss (Orange, 2015), and
the Treaty of Waitangi Act 1975 (later amended in 1985) which established the Waitangi
Tribunal to redress historical Crown breaches (Bromell, 2009; Levine, 2006; Rata, 2004),
were pivotal to this movement. The formation of Nga Tamatoa (the young warriors) to

promote Te Reo Maori and racial politics (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2020), as well
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as the 1977 Bastion Point occupation (King 2003; Sibley et al., 2011), also highlighted Maori
land, economic, cultural and language loss (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2015).
Strategically, activists used contemporary issues e.g., the Vietnam War, as a leverage to
reinvigorate the Treaty principles. Cumulatively, these vocal claims to justice and self-
determination, would give rise to biculturalism (Bennett & Liu, 2018).

An upshot of activism was the transformation of the way New Zealanders viewed
biculturalism. To illustrate this, Sibley and Liu (2004) investigated New Zealanders’ attitudes
towards biculturalism. Their findings indicated that New Zealanders supported symbolic, but
not bicultural resource allocation. Support for symbolic biculturalism was also correlated
with how much respondents reported they knew about the Treaty of Waitangi (declared
Treaty knowledge). New Zealanders’ ratings of the importance and relevance of the Treaty of
Waitangi are also strongly related to symbolic biculturalism support (Liu et al., 2014; Study
3).

However, considering the above-mentioned societal changes, combined with
initiatives that have raised the consciousness of the Treaty e.g., anti-racism campaigns
(Brown, 2020), and Treaty of Waitangi education (Collins, 2021), we are optimistic New
Zealanders’ perspectives towards biculturalism have changed. In this manner, the way people
understand the Treaty of Waitangi is crucial for addressing contemporary inequalities (Sibley
& Liu, 2004; Bell, 2006). Therefore, in the current study we intend to provide a renewed
understanding of New Zealanders’ attitudes towards symbolic and resource-based
biculturalism, and how these relate to their declared and explicit Treaty of Waitangi
knowledge.

Continuing Discrimination, Inequalities, and Impacts of Colonisation
New Zealand’s bicultural approach has delivered some successes; however, equal

rights have not guaranteed equal outcomes. The negative impacts of colonization are still
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evident. Maori remain disadvantaged across education, unemployment, income, health and
criminal justice domains (Ministry of Health, 2019; Department of Corrections, 2020;
Cormack et al., 2020). These litanies of negatives are comprehensive for indigenous peoples
from the Anglosphere, (New Zealand, Australia, the United States and Canada), to the Iberian
(Brazil, Argentina, Chile) (Cornell & Hartmann, 2006; Kukutai, 2010; Stidsen, 2006;
Stephens et al., 2006; Reid et al., 2019). In this regard, New Zealand mirrors other post-
colonial nations where indigenous peoples remain systemically disadvantaged.

Literature suggests discrimination and racism towards Maori are a normalised part of
New Zealand society. Maori report these experiences across health (Came, 2014; Berghan al.,
2017; Harris et al., 2006; Harris et al., 2012; Barnes et al., 2013; Ministry of Health, 2019),
criminal (Department of Corrections, 2007; Stanley & Mihaere, 2019; Maori Television,
2015), justice (Brittain & Tuffin, 2017; McIntosh & Workman; 2017), media (Barnes et al.,
2012; Maydell et al., 2021), education (Bishop et al., 2009) and public domains. Research
indicates 1 in 4 Maori experience discrimination (Ministry of Social Development, 2016).
Houkamau and colleagues’ (2017) large scale study of 1790 Maori, estimated that as many as
43% of Maori experience discrimination. Discrimination is linked to a host of negative
physical and mental health outcomes (Paradies et al., 2015; Houkamau, 2016).

As well as detrimental physical and mental health outcomes, discrimination assaults
Maori mana (dignity), wairua (spirit), mauri (life-force) and whakapapa (genealogy) (Goza,
2019). Farrelly and researchers (2006) argue that the repercussions of colonisation can
manifest itself in profound sadness/pain (mamae). Lawson-Te Aho and Liu (2010) argue
mamae is evident in high Maori suicidal rates.

Discrimination towards Maori is complex, as the contemporary Maori identity is
diverse. It is dependent on whether Maori are of mixed (i.e. of Maori and European/Pakeha

descent) or solely Maori heritage (have two Maori parents) (Houkamau et al., 2017). For
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instance, 50% of Maori also identify as New Zealand European (Kukutai, 2010). Maori
encompass 16.7% of the total population (Statistics New Zealand, 2020). Interestingly, the
perception of being New Zealand European, has been linked to less discrimination, and
positive physical and mental outcomes (Harris et al., 2012). Yet, individuals of Maori descent
who do not culturally affiliate with being Maori, were at greater social and economic
disadvantage, than those who solely affiliated as Maori (Muriwai et al., 2015). On this note, it
is important to understand New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism to better
understand how discrimination arises.

Biculturalism

The Maori Cultural Renaissance led to a renewed emphasis on biculturalism, based on
the partnership established by the Treaty of Waitangi (Hayward, 2012). In New Zealand,
biculturalism is defined as the co-existence of two cultures, where each respect one another’s
values, beliefs, rights and resources (Hayward, 2012; Durie, 2005). Maori are recognised as
‘tangata whenua’, people of the land. Highly esteemed Maori scholar, Mason Durie (1998)
argued, biculturalism asserted greater participation and decision-making across the legal,
political and social landscape for Maori (Thomas & Veno, 1996). In turn, the treaty was
regarded as an evolving ‘social contract’ (Byrnes, 2006), where it need not remain as a past
relic of 1840, but as a guidance for a positive bicultural future.

The New Zealand government has made efforts to mandate biculturalism across
policy and legislation. Thirty Parliamentary Acts require government officials to consider the
treaty or its principles when exercising state powers (New Zealand Constitutional Advisory
Panel, 2013). The Maori Language Act 1987 declared Te Reo Maori as an official language,
land settlements i.e., Ngai Tahu Deed of Settlement and the New Zealand Foreshore and
Seabed Act 2004 (later repealed in 2010), (Ministry for Culture and Heritage, 2015) are some

of the public sector’s bicultural reforms. Perhaps the most significant example of the
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bicultural vision was the report of the Royal Commission on Social Policy in 1987,
emphasizing that Maori and Treaty of Waitangi are at the core of New Zealand society
(Hayward, 2012). Other institutions, e.g., the Anglian Church have also followed suit.
Following the 1986 Te kaupapa tikanga rua: bi-cultural development report, the Anglican
Church changed its constitution to entrench partnership and biculturalism (Hayward, 2012).
On the whole, these legal, political and social developments have helped to strengthen the
constitutional status of the Treaty of Waitangi.

From the outset, the aim of the Treaty was to create a bicultural society (Simon-
Kumar, 2019). However, these bicultural ideals have not necessarily translated into bicultural
practice. Within the education sector, education is delivered from a mono-cultural,
monolingual perspective (Gordon-Burns & Campbell, 2014; Lourie, 2015). Even the Treaty
settlement process, where land is returned to Maori, has reduced land to being of instrumental
value (Reid et al., 2016). For Maori land is symbolic of identity, emotional and spiritual
strength. In the public sector, despite the development of ‘treaty principles’, which re-
interpret Te Tiriti in favour of Pakeha (Hayward, 2012), the everyday workings of
government remain unchanged (O’Sullivan, 2007; Jackson, 1992). Similarly, the Labour
government’s 1999 ‘Closing the Gaps’ policy aimed at addressing socio-economic inequities
of Maori, benchmarked a Pakeha way of living as the norm (Mahuika, 2011). While these
initiatives were aimed at bettering the conditions for Maori, they further marginalized Maori,
and resulted in public controversy among New Zealanders.

The implementation of biculturalism is the subject of considerable debate among New
Zealanders (Barclay & Liu, 2003; Wetherell & Potter, 1992; Sibley & Liu, 2004; Nash,
1990). This opposition stems from a position validated by the notion of equality for all
(Sharp, 1990), or even a preference for multiculturalism over biculturalism (Hayward, 2012).

Based on these factors, researchers Sibley and Liu (2004) argued that New Zealanders’
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attitudes towards biculturalism have two distinct components: attitudes towards resource-
allocation and attitudes towards symbolic biculturalism.

To test the idea that New Zealanders show two types of attitudes towards
biculturalism, Sibley and Liu (2004) first collected a range of attitude statements about
biculturalism from Pakeha. These statements were used to develop a Pakeha Attitudes
towards Biculturalism scale. First, Sibley and Liu conducted a principal exploratory analysis
with varimax rotation on 29 items. Eigenvalues steeply declined after the second factor,
supporting a two-factor solution. Items that cross loaded onto both factors were removed,
leaving a reduced item pool of 10 items. A two-factor solution was confirmed and accounted
for 62.63% of the total variance. Factor one contained items assessing attitudes towards
resource allocation e.g. “It is racist to give one ethnic group special privileges, even if they
are a minority”. Factor two measured attitudes towards symbolic biculturalism “New Zealand
should embrace its cultural diversity”. Responses ranged from 1 “strongly disagree” to 6
“strongly agree”. The mean endorsement of the symbolic subscale was 3.89, whereas the
mean endorsement was only 1.27 for resource allocation. We used Sibley and Liu’s (2004)
scale in the current study. These two attitudes will be discussed in greater detail.

The symbolic aspects of Maori culture allow New Zealand Europeans to promote a
distinctive identity globally (Liu, 2006; Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Without Maori, New
Zealand’s culture would be a colonial derivative of Great Britain (Sibley & Liu, 2006). At an
individual and institutional level, symbolic biculturalism is supported (Sibley & Liu, 2004;
2007; Sibley et al., 2008; Sibley & Duckitt, 2010; Harding et al., 2011). These symbols
heighten egalitarian concepts among Pakeha and are strongly integrated within New
Zealand’s national identity; the national anthem in English and Maori, education curricula
and Waitangi Day as a national holiday (Liu et al., 2014). Interestingly, symbolic inclusion of

minorities, has not been reported in pluralistic countries e.g., the United States (Devos &
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Banaji, 2005) or Australia (Sibley & Barlow, 2009). However, the finding that New
Zealanders are receptive to tokenistic aspects of indigenous culture may in fact, diffuse
dissonance, or allow majority group members to legitimate expressions of opposition towards
resource allocation (Sibley & Duckitt, 2010).

New Zealanders support overt representations of national identity, but bicultural
resource allocation is not embraced on the same scale (Sibley & Liu, 2004, Kirkwood et al.,
2005). Policies and material reparation to resolve historical and current injustices against
Maori have been implemented by the government i.e., portion of fisheries profits have been
reserved for Maori tribes (Sibley & Liu, 2004). Restoration efforts have resulted in tension,
mainly from New Zealand Europeans (Cumming, 2004; Knightley, 2016; Kirkwood et al.,
2005; Sibley & Liu, 2004). Emphasis on individual merit, rather than collective grievances
can increase support, however, this is optimistic as Maori currently compete with majority
members for equal access to resources and opportunities (Jackson & Fischer, 2007).
Furthermore, as colonisation economically dispossessed Maori (Walker, 1990), symbolic
inclusion can be viewed as resource-based marginalization.

Claims that colonization is a thing of the past, and resource allocation violate equality,
reinforce opposition to biculturalism (Nairn & McCreanor, 1990; Sibley & Liu, 2004; Sibley
et al., 2008; Sibley & Duckitt, 2010; Kirkwood et al., 2005; Wetherall & Potter, 1992; Sibley
& Ward, 2013). Prejudice related antecedents: Social Dominance Orientation (endorse
societal hierarchy), Right-Wing Authoritarianism (adherence to authority and norms), and
historical negation (a view that historical injustices are irrelevant in today’s context) also
predict opposition to resource-based biculturalism (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Duckitt & Sibley,
2007; Sibley et al., 2008; Newton et al., 2018). The items in the resource-based biculturalism
subscale of Sibley and Liu’s (2004) Pakeha Attitudes Towards Biculturalism scale showcase

these viewpoints e.g. “No one ethnic group should be given special privileges” or “we should
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all be treated the same”. It would appear that we are happy to embrace another culture when
it doesn’t threaten our privileged status or require any investment on our part (Sibley &
Ward, 2013).

In sum, Maori have achieved legal recognition of their right to equality alongside
New Zealand Europeans, under the Treaty and legislation (Human Rights Act 1993; Race
Relations Act 1971). At surface level, interactions between Maori and Pakeha are civil and
harmonious. Yet, the aforementioned literature, combined with New Zealanders’ reluctance
to endorse bicultural resource allocation, would suggest otherwise. This paradox of persistent
racial inequalities, yet improving racial attitudes (Houkamau, 2016) raises the question of
whether subtle forms of racism contribute to Maori disadvantage.
Implicit Racial Bias

Theorists suggest subtle racial biases towards minority groups have supplanted
explicit biases (Devine, 1989; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986). As defined earlier, implicit racial
biases are beliefs or reactions to members of stereotyped groups that are activated
involuntarily (Greenwald et al., 1998). New Zealand’s colonization and intergroup conflict
(Carroll et al., 2011; Marriot & Sim, 2015) have perpetuated racial biases towards Maori. For
example, Maori report, racial microaggressions e.g., mispronouncing names (Kohli &
Solorzano, 2012), racist jokes (Broughton, 2019), non-verbal exclusion behaviour e.g. social
exclusion (Gordon et al., 2017), and claims of oversensitivity (Barnes et al., 2012; Wetherall
& Potter, 1992). Qualitative studies also corroborate these findings (Hippolite & Bruce, 2010;
Huria et al., 2014; Barnes et al., 2013). Added together, there is reasonable evidence to
suggest that New Zealanders display implicit racial biases towards Maori.

Implicit Association Test (IAT)

Implicit biases cannot be observed directly. This has led to the development of

measures which can index their strength and nature (Amodio et al., 2003; Greenwald &
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Nosek, 2001; Greenwald et al., 2009). To name a few; serial semantic priming paradigms
(e.g., Blair & Banaji, 1996), subliminal serial priming paradigms (e.g., Fazio et al., 1995),
startle responses (Amodio et al., 2003), stroop Tasks (Bargh & Pratto 1986; Richeson &
Trawalter, 2005), and implicit association tests (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998). In the present
work, we will use the Race IAT, as it is considered to be a better predictor of prejudice
behaviour than explicit measures (Greenwald et al., 2009; Greenwald et al., 2003; Devine,
2001; Nosek et al., 2007).

The IAT is commonly used to measure implicit racial biases. The Race IAT measures
the relative association between target concepts (Black vs White faces) and evaluations
(pleasant vs unpleasant words) (Greenwald et al., 1995; 1998). Across 7 blocks of trials,
participants categorise stimuli using two response keys. In Blocks 1 and 2 participants
familiarise themselves with the stimuli, and sorting procedure. Blocks 3 and 4 are the first
combined tasks, which consist of compatible e.g., black faces/unpleasant words and white
faces/pleasant words and incompatible tasks e.g., black faces/pleasant words and white
faces/unpleasant words. Block 5 is a practice block, and Blocks 6 and 7 are the combined
tasks. All blocks are randomised and counterbalanced between participants (Greenwald et al.,
1998; Nosek et al., 2005).

The logic of the IAT is that faster reaction times are shown for related ideas e.g.,
faster categorisation of white faces and pleasant words, than the reverse. An IAT score (D
statistic) is calculated by dividing the difference in average speed of B4 & B7 (critical
blocks), by the combined standard deviation (Greenwald et al., 2003). Positive values
correspond to e.g., pro-white bias/anti-black bias. IAT research has consistently reported
implicit bias towards the in-group (Nosek et al., 2002, Nosek et al., 2007a), and lower status

groups e.g. poor people can demonstrate dominant group preference (Rudman et al., 2002).
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Indeed, one reasoning behind the popularity of the IAT, is that it offers a putative explanation
for social inequalities (Greenwald, et al., 2009).

Implicit Biases Predict Behaviour

Implicit racial biases can impact behaviour. IAT scores predict subtle and
uncontrollable behaviours in interracial interactions (e.g., facial expressions and body
posture; McConnell & Leibold, 2001; Richeson & Shelton, 2003; Vanman et al., 2004).
Behaviourally, higher IAT racial biases predict medical treatment, money distribution and
voting (Green et al., 2007; Stepanikova et al., 2011; Greenwald et al., 2009). Meta-analyses
further support the IAT’s predictive utility for discriminatory behaviours (Oswald et al.,
2013; Kurdi et al., 2019). However, even small IAT effect sizes can predict substantial
discrimination. Minor acts of discrimination can impact people simultaneously or repeatedly
over time (Greenwald et al., 2015). Together, the IAT can be a useful predictor of who will
engage in both subtle and non-subtle acts of discrimination against minorities.

Implicit vs Explicit bias: Related but distinct

Implicit and explicit bias manifest differently, and it appears the two are not strongly
related. Weak (Fazio et al., 1995; Greenwald et al., 1998; Rudman & Kilianski, 2000,
Dovidio et al., 2002; Nosek et al., 2007), and occasionally significant relationships (Lepore &
Brown, 1997; Fazio & Olson, 2003) have been reported. Physiologically, explicit biases are
strongly correlated with prefrontal cortex activation (Cunningham et al., 2004; Amodio et al.,
2004), while amygdala activity corresponds to implicit biases (Hart et al., 2000; Phelps et al.,
2000; Wheeler & Fiske, 2005; Krill & Platek 2009). The amygdala is involved in emotional
responses to threat e.g., fear (LeDoux, 1996; Chekroud et al., 2014), although positive stimuli
(Cunningham et al., 2008), and trustworthy faces (Todorov et al., 2009), trigger amygdala
activity. Evidently, the IAT taps into attitudes that operate independently of explicit attitudes

(Carruthers, 2018).
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Alongside this independence, small to moderate correlations between implicit and
explicit biases (.14 to .37) have been reported (see meta-analyses Cameron et al., 2012;
Greenwald et al., 2009; Oswald, et al., 2013; Kurdi et al., 2019). Underlying moderators may
contribute to this implicit-explicit correspondence. Researchers have proposed two classes of
moderators: those that reflect interpersonal of evaluation (self-presentation and
distinctiveness), and intrapersonal qualities of evaluation (strength and dimensionality)
(Nosek, 2005; Nosek et al., 2007). Thus, in a social context, an individual might
simultaneously employ intentional and unintentional processes to evaluate information in
their environment (Banaji, 2001). Perhaps, implicit and explicit biases are not mutually
exclusive, and reinforce each other.

Explanations for implicit biases are believed to be the cultural environment (Dovidio
& Gaertner1986; Dovidio et al., 2001; Carruthers, 2018, for other explanations see Hewstone
et al., 2002; Mandelbaum, 2016). Although exact mechanisms underlying implicit biases are
unknown, given the widespread presence of these biases among even the egalitarian, and
across multiple domains, culture clearly plays a crucial role (Nosek et al., 2007). On this
note, therefore, it is important to explore the contexts in which these biases are activated.
Integrated Threat Theory

Social groups shape our identities and our lives. They provide us with a sense of
belonging and acceptance. Because of the needs they fulfil, groups are dear to us. In times of
threat, we tend to favour our own group and exhibit hostility towards others (Tajfel & Turner,
2004; Abrams & Hogg, 1988). As a result, in-group members exclude out-group members

when they feel their privileged status is under threat.

In line with this reasoning, the Integrated Threat Theory (ITT; Stephan & Stephan,
2000; Stephan et al., 2009) argues that two types of threat predict intergroup behaviour:

realistic and symbolic. Realistic threats result from the perception that the out-group poses a
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risk to the in-group’s political, security, economic or physical well-being. Symbolic threats
refer to values and beliefs of the in-group that may be in danger (Corenblum & Stephan,
2001). Saliency of the out-group can dictate which threat is triggered (Stephan et al., 2009).
For example, economically powerful out-groups might elicit realistic threats (Stephan et al.,
2005), whereas socially marginalised out-groups e.g. homosexuals (Haddock et al., 1993),
symbolic threats. Ultimately, whether threats are perceived or tangible, they both have real
consequences (Riek et al., 2006).

Threats predict negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities at an explicit level (e.g.
Stephan & Stephan, 2000; Renfro et al., 2006; Gonzalez et al., 2010; see meta-analyses Riek
et al., 2006). This finding also extends to implicit racial biases (Craig & Richeson, 2014;
Danbold & Huo, 2015; Skinner & Cheadle, 2016; Rae et al., 2015). For example, when
Obama’s presidency was framed as a racial milestone (creating a symbolic threat), White
Americans demonstrated higher IAT scores (Skinner & Cheadle, 2016). Similarly, among
communities where Black populations were higher, White Americans demonstrated higher
IAT scores (Rae et al., 2015). Consistent with the ITT, perceived threats can fuel intergroup
hostility and prejudice (Craig & Richeson, 2014). Increasing diversity does not always
necessarily equal greater ethnic tolerance (Leong & Ward, 2011).

New Zealand

The ITT can help us understand New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism.
Bicultural resource allocation can be viewed as a realistic threat, whereas symbolic
biculturalism can be viewed as a symbolic threat. As discussed earlier, Sibley and Liu (2004)
found that New Zealanders’ support symbolic but not resource-based biculturalism (Sibley &
Liu, 2007; Sibley et al., 2008; Sibley & Duckitt, 2010). Maori symbols and values help
validate the national identity, whereas resource allocation, engenders antagonism (Sibley &

Liu, 2004; Kirkwood et al., 2005; Sibley & Duckitt, 2010). Furthermore, attitudes towards
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symbolic biculturalism but not resource-allocation, were correlated with New Zealanders’
declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge. Essentially, the Treaty of Waitangi can be viewed as
a symbolic resource, which New Zealanders can use to leverage arguments against bicultural
resource allocation (Kirkwood et al., 2005; Sibley & Liu, 2004, 2007, Liu, 2005, Liu &
Sibley, 2006; Sibley et al., 2011). To reveal whether the Treaty is used as a symbolic
resource, it must be examined in relation to New Zealanders’ explicit Treaty of Waitangi
knowledge.

New Zealanders’ declared Treaty knowledge can be better understood in the context
of their objective knowledge. Self-assessments of knowledge are often low to moderately
correlated with an individual’s objective knowledge (Hulur et al., 2011). Still, despite the
reach and influence of the Treaty of Waitangi across all aspects of society, research exploring
New Zealanders’ Treaty knowledge is limited. Of the work that has been conducted, only a
small proportion of New Zealanders could identify what the Waitangi Tribunal is, and only
30% could identify the date and location of the Treaty’s signing (State Services Commission,
2004; Bell, 2006). Examining New Zealanders’ Treaty of Waitangi knowledge, is actually
quite important. An appreciation and understanding of New Zealand’s colonial history,
shapes the way people view bicultural policies (Sibley & Liu, 2013). Reflecting this, New
Zealanders might actually over-estimate their Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (Dunning,
2011).

Individuals often hold misconceived views of their abilities or competence e.g. when
taking a test. One analysis of this overconfidence is the Dunning-Kruger (1999) effect.
Accordingly, incompetent individuals suffer a dual burden: the skills required to be
competent in an activity, are often the same skills needed to recognise competence (or
incompetence) in that same task. Essentially, lower performers are worse at judging their

ability than higher performers. Research reports the bottom 25% of performers, overestimate
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their own performance in both absolute terms, and relative to their peers (Dunning et al.,
2003; Kruger & Dunning, 1999; Schlosser et al., 2013; Dunning, 2011; Miller & Geraci,
2011). Such a pattern extends to real world settings, for example, students’ exam
performance (Dunning et al., 2003) and self-perceived egalitarianism (West & Eaton, 2019).
In this regard, we aim to explore whether or not this phenomenon applies to New Zealanders’
declared versus actual Treaty of Waitangi knowledge.

Another interesting phenomenon, which has been studied separately to biculturalism,
is implicit racial biases. Implicit and explicit biases are related, yet influence behaviour via
different mechanisms (Carruthers, 2018). Prejudice-related antecedents e.g. social
dominance, right-wing authoritarianism and historical negation (Sibley & Liu, 2004, 2007;
Sibley & Wilson, 2007; Kirkwood et al., 2005; Liu, 2005; Liu & Sibley, 2006; Newton et al.,
2018) predict New Zealanders’ opposition to resource-based biculturalism. While these
findings reveal that prejudice plays a role in political attitudes, we suspect implicit racial
biases might also be involved. Based on the logic that implicit biases are a product of one’s
cultural environment (Rudman, 2004) and negative representations of Maori are salient, we
propose that these biases might also relate to resource-based opposition (Meissner et al.,
2019).

In a similar way, there is reason to believe implicit racial biases are also associated
with New Zealanders’ Treaty knowledge. Related research by Nelson and colleagues (2013),
for example, reported that Whites with lower historical racism knowledge, also lacked the
ability to recognise or acknowledge contemporary forms of racism. That said, applying
implicit racial biases to the context of biculturalism and Treaty knowledge may help
illuminate psychological mechanisms, that sustain inequality, and justify the unequal

distribution of resources.
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Summary of relationships among study variables

To recap, existing literature has established relationships between symbolic
biculturalism, resource allocation and declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (Sibley & Liu,
2004; 2007; Kirkwood et al., 2005; Sibley et al., 2008; Sibley & Duckitt, 2010).
Relationships between New Zealanders’ Treaty of Waitangi knowledge and implicit racial
biases have not been studied. While we have reason to suspect that these variables will be
correlated, this has not been empirically tested. In this study, by exploring these additional
variables, we can gain more comprehensive insights into New Zealanders’ attitudes towards
biculturalism.

Study 1

In sum, drastic political and social changes have occurred in New Zealand, since
Sibley and Liu’s (2004) work. Comparing the progress of today (e.g. Treaty and New
Zealand history education compulsory by 2022) (Collins, 2021), with the past (e.g., Waitangi
Tribunal establishment), undeniably attitudes towards biculturalism have changed. However,
when comparing interracial relations today, to a more ideal standard of racial equality, beliefs
about racial progress are tempered. Maori are still subject to implicit racial biases, and the
gaps in our knowledge regarding New Zealanders’ Treaty of Waitangi knowledge, suggest an
understanding of New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism is incomplete. Ultimately,
by updating Sibley and Liu’s (2004) study, it is hoped that greater discussion surrounding
biculturalism will be generated, thereby effecting social change.

The current research investigates New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism in
Aotearoa New Zealand. First, we aimed to test the hypothesis that New Zealanders’ showcase
two distinct forms of biculturalism, akin to Sibley and Liu’s (2004) findings. Second, we will
extend their work, and examine New Zealanders’ declared versus explicit Treaty of Waitangi

knowledge, as well as their implicit racial bias. Similar to Sibley and Liu (2004; 2007), we
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will recruit undergraduate students. These participants will be New Zealand born. Through
the theoretical lens of the Integrated Threat Theory (Stephan & Stephan, 2000), attitudes
towards biculturalism will be measured at an implicit and explicit level. Implicit racial biases
will be assessed using the Race IAT, as it is argued to be a better predictor of prejudice than
explicit measures (Greenwald, et al., 2009; Greenwald et al., 2003; Devine, 2001; Nosek et
al., 2007). The Pakeha Attitudes Towards Biculturalism Scale (Sibley & Liu, 2004), declared
and explicit Treaty of Waitangi knowledge questionnaire (State Services Commission, 2004)

will also be administered.

Hypotheses

We examined the pairwise correlations across all variables, but only formulated
hypotheses for variables that were particularly important, and that had been previously
examined in literature. The following hypotheses will be measured. Hypothesis 1a,
participants will display greater support for symbolic biculturalism rather than resource

allocation and Hypothesis 1b: there will be positive correlation between support symbolic

biculturalism and declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (Sibley & Liu, 2004, Sibley et al.,

2005)._Hypothesis 2a: there will be an IAT effect; participants will take longer to respond on

incompatible blocks than compatible blocks (Greenwald et al., 1998). If this effect is shown,

we anticipate that racial IAT scores will be Hypothesis 2b: positively correlated with support

for resource allocation and Hypothesis 2c: declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge.
Hypothesis 2d: We also anticipate a correlation between IAT scores and Treaty knowledge,
although currently there is not enough research to make a directional hypothesis. Lastly,

Hypothesis 3a: we predict a Dunning-Kruger effect: lower performers will over-estimate their

own Treaty knowledge, and higher performers will underestimate their Treaty knowledge,

relative to their actual scores.
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Method

Participants

Fifty-six New Zealand born psychology students attending Victoria University of
Wellington took part in the present study (19 males, 37 females). Participants ranged from 18
to 44 years of age (M =21, SD =5.58). Participants born in New Zealand, were eligible to
participate. 45 identified as New Zealand European, 5 Maori, 2 Other, 2 Pasifika, 1 Asian and
1 Other New Zealand European. Students were recruited via the School of Psychology
participant pool. Additional pre-screening questions asked whether participants could press
keys rapidly on a keyboard. All participants participated in partial fulfilment of a course
requirement. The Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics Committee #0000028029
approved this research.
Design

A within-participants correlational design was used. Implicit racial bias, biculturalism
perceptions (resource allocation vs symbolic biculturalism) and Treaty of Waitangi
knowledge (declared knowledge vs specific Treaty of Waitangi knowledge) were the
predictor variables.
Measures

Implicit Association Test

Implicit Racial Bias was assessed using the IAT developed by Greenwald et al
(1998). IATs were administered using PCs running Inquisit 6 (2020). The IAT measured the
strength of associations between target (Maori or Pakeha faces) and attribute (pleasant or
unpleasant) categories across seven blocks (see Table 1). The Race IAT used black and white
head and shoulder photos of Maori (6) and Pakeha (6) faces to represent each ethnic
category. Images were taken from Google Image searches for “Maori men”, “Maori women”,

“Caucasian men” and “Caucasian women”. Images were cropped from eyebrows to above the
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mouth, resized to 345 (width) x 195 (height) and converted to greyscale. No beards, glasses
or facial make-up were displayed. Stimulus lists were adopted from Greenwald et al (1998).
Pleasant words e.g., beautiful, joyful and love were categorised as “positive” whereas
unpleasant words e.g. evil, ugly and hate were classified as “negative” (see Appendix A for
full list).

The IAT task required sorting stimulus examples from the four aforementioned
concepts using two response options. Words and/or images appeared in the middle of the
screen. Participants were told to maximise speed and accuracy but that making mistakes was
okay. If the word or image belonged to the category on the left, participants were instructed
to press the “E” key. When words/images were shown on the right, participants were
instructed to press the “I” key. For incorrect responses, (e.g. categorising a Maori face as
Pakeha) a red “X” was displayed; and participants were required to press the correct key to
complete that trial. Response times were recorded from the onset of when a stimulus was
displayed to when it was correctly classified using the appropriate response key. Each trial
was separated by a 400ms inter-trial interval.

One category practice blocks (Trial blocks). Participants were first introduced to
the task and practised responding with one category label on alternate sides. In one block, the
labels “Maori” and “Pakeha” appeared in the middle of the screen. In another block,
individuals repeated the same task for categories, and “Pleasant” and “Unpleasant” words
were displayed in the middle of the screen. The direction of labels on the left versus the right,
and the order of the two one-category practice blocks were counterbalanced across

participants.
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Task Sequence of the Implicit Racial Association Test (IAT) for one counterbalancing order

Block N trials Task Left Key Right Key
Response Response
1 20 Target Maori Pakeha
discrimination
one-category
practice
2 20 Attribute Negative Positive
discrimination
one-category
practice
3 20 Practice initial Maori, Pakeha,
combined task negative positive
4 40 Initial Maori, Pakeha,
combined task negative positive
5 40 Reversed Pakeha Maori
target
discrimination
6 20 Reversed Pakeha, Maori, positive
combined task negative
7 40 Reversed Pakeha, Maori, positive
combined task negative

Note a. A trial is defined from the onset of a single stimulus to the correct categorisation of that

stimulus. Trials where an error is made require the participant to correct the error before proceeding.

Blocks B3, B4, B6 and B7 alternate trials present a pleasant or unpleasant word with trials presenting

a Pakeha or Maori face. The sorting rules in blocks B1, B3, B4 are counterbalanced with B5, B6, B7,

between participants.

Compatible pairing trials. Participants were instructed to make one response if an

image of a Pakeha person or a pleasant word was presented, and the other if an image of a
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Maori person or an unpleasant word was presented. The first 20 trials were practice trials, and
the remaining 40 were used in the data analysis. Practice blocks aimed to reduce order and
practicing effects (Greenwald et al., 1998). Categories allocated to the left versus the right
were counterbalanced across participants.

Incompatible trials. Participants were instructed to make a response if an image of a
Pakeha person or an unpleasant word was presented, and the other if an image of a Maori
person or a pleasant word was displayed (see Figure 1 for example). The first 20 trials were
practice trials, and the remaining 40 used in the data analysis. Category allocation on the left
and right side was counterbalanced across participants.

Figure 1

Incompatible Task Example- Participant View

Order of blocks. Participants completed a one-category practice block for targets,
and a one-category practice block in counterbalanced order (Blocks 1 and 2). Compatible and
incompatible blocks were then presented in counterbalanced order (Blocks 3-4, and 6-7)
separated by another one-category practice block (Block 5), where they practised the reversed
target discrimination. See Table 1 for an example of a sequence of blocks in one

counterbalancing order.
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Blocks 3, 4, 6 and 7 comprised the critical tasks. An implicit bias towards Maori
reflected the averaged standardised differences between latencies in the compatible and
incompatible trials (Trial 4 and 7) (Greenwald et al., 2003). In other words, participants who
found it easier to sort Maori with unpleasant (and Pakeha with pleasant) compared to sorting
Maori with pleasant (and Pakeha with unpleasant) possessed an implicit anti-Maori bias/pro
Pakeha bias.

Biculturalism Perceptions

Biculturalism perceptions were measured using Sibley and Liu’s (2004) Pakeha
Attitudes towards Biculturalism Scale. Two types of biculturalism attitudes were assessed:
resource-allocation biculturalism (5 items) and symbolic biculturalism (5 items). I[tems were
rated on a 7-point Likert scale from 0 “strongly disagree” to 6 “strongly agree”. Resource
allocation items included e.g. “We are all New Zealanders”, and “No one ethnic group should
get special privileges”. Items were worded in the negative direction and were reverse coded
before analysis. Symbolic biculturalism items included, “Maori language should be taught in
all New Zealand schools” and, “New Zealand should embrace its cultural diversity ” (see
Appendix B for full scale). These items were positively worded. Higher scores corresponded
to greater support for symbolic biculturalism/resource allocation.

Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (actual vs perceived)

Participants' Treaty of Waitangi knowledge was evaluated using a 14 multiple-choice
Treaty of Waitangi questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed by adapting items from
the original State Services Commission (2004) Treaty survey. Questions included, “When
was the Treaty of Waitangi signed” and “Where was the Treaty of Waitangi signed” (see
Appendix C for full questionnaire). Higher scores corresponded to greater Treaty of Waitangi

knowledge. Perceived Treaty of Waitangi knowledge was assessed using a semantic
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differential item from 1 “I know very little about the Treaty of Waitangi” to 4, “I know a lot
about the Treaty of Waitangi” (see Appendix D for full measure).

Socio-demographic Questionnaire:

Demographic information asked participants their age, gender (female, male, non-
binary, other), and their ethnicity (New Zealand European, Maori, Pasifika, Hispanic, Asian,
Other New Zealand European, Other).

Procedure

Research procedures took place at the Victoria University of Wellington, School of
Psychology Department at the Kelburn campus. On arrival, researchers and participants were
required to use hand sanitizer, and sign in using the NZ Covid Tracer QR code or
alternatively, a pen-paper sign sheet. Facemasks were also offered. Data collection took place
in segregated computer rooms. Four students attended each and took approximately half an
hour in length. Pen-paper information and consent sheets were provided at the
commencement of the experiment. These outlined that their anonymous data may be used in
future research, publications or conferences. All instructions were displayed on the computer
screen, to minimise research-participant contact.

First, participants completed the Implicit Racial Association Test (IAT) (Greenwald et
al., 1998), followed by the Pakeha Attitudes towards Biculturalism Scale (Sibley & Liu,
2004) and both declared and explicit Treaty of Waitangi knowledge questionnaire. Lastly,
demographic information; age, ethnicity, gender was collected. Upon completion,
participants were thanked and debriefed about the study. Participants were encouraged to
contact the researchers at any point, if they had any queries or concerns. If participants felt
any emotional or psychological discomfort, contact details for Victoria University's Student

Health and Counselling services were also provided.
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Data analysis

IAT reaction time data was analysed using Greenwald and colleagues (2003) scoring
recommendations. The conventional D score was used to demonstrate whether participants
showed an implicit racial bias towards Maori or Pakeha faces. For participants either too fast
or slow, latencies below 300ms and above 3,000ms were excluded before further
computations. The D score was calculated by the difference in mean reaction times between
critical blocks, divided by the combined standard deviation (Greenwald et al., 2003). The
IAT D effect was scored in a way that larger (positive) values represented stronger implicit
associations between Pakeha faces + pleasant words (relative to Maori faces +unpleasant
words). Larger negative values were indicative of stronger implicit associations between
Maori faces + pleasant words (relative to Pakeha + unpleasant words). A score of 0
demonstrated that participants had no bias, responding equally fast to both sets of pairings
within an IAT, and hence both categories.

Note, IAT effects must be interpreted in a relative manner (Teige-Mocigemba et al.,
2010). A racial IAT effect, for instance, does not permit any conclusions about an
individual’s evaluation of Maori or Pakeha but provides insight into an individual’s
preference for Maori over Pakeha (or Pakeha over Maori). Overall, the IAT has achieved
greater reliability than other latency based implicit measures, reporting internal consistency
from .70 to .90, as well as, good construct, convergent and discriminant validity (Greenwald

et al., 1998; Greenwald et al., 2003; Nosek et al., 2007; McConnell & Leibold, 2001).
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Results

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 2. The Kolmogorov-Smirnof test was
performed to test the assumption of normality. P values for resource allocation, symbolic
biculturalism, Treaty and declared Treaty knowledge were significant and confirmed the data
were non-normally distributed. Therefore, we used medians and interquartile ranges as
central tendency measures (see Table 2). Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test were also used to
compare conditions and Spearman's Rank correlation were used to test for relationships
between variables. Table 2 shows participants displayed greater support for symbolic
biculturalism, than resource allocation. On average, participants answered 50% of Treaty of
Waitangi questions correctly, and declared that they knew little about the Treaty. Lastly, IAT
scores indicated a positive racial bias.

Table 2

Medians and Interquartile Ranges Across All Study Variables (n = 56)

Variables Median (Md) Interquartile Range (/OR)
1. Resource Allocation 3.40 3.05
2. Symbolic Biculturalism  5.40 .95
3. Treaty Knowledge (%)  50.00 14.29
4. Declared 1.00 1.00
5. Treaty Knowledge
6. Age 19.00 2.75
7. 1AT (D score) 21 75

Box plots further illustrate the non-normal data distribution. Figure 2 shows resource
allocation responses were normally distributed. Symbolic biculturalism responses were
negatively skewed and outliers were clear (see dots on figure). Respondents were
significantly more supportive of symbolic biculturalism, than resource allocation (Z= 5.69, p

<.001). Figure 3 shows participants knowledge of the Treaty, with the highest score being



33

80%. The rest of the distribution centred around the 50% mark (see dots on figure). In fact,
participants declared that they knew little about the Treaty (see Figure 4). Lastly, IAT scores
were positively skewed (see Figure 5). Scores were above 0 which indicated a positive AT
effect. A one sample #-test confirmed this positive IAT effect #(55) = 3.63, p < .05.

Figure 2

Resource vs Symbolic Biculturalism
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Figure 4
Declared Treaty of Waitangi Knowledge
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Correlations Among Measures

We determined whether correlations were significant using the Holm Bonferroni
Sequential method (Holm, 1979), across the set of 10 correlations. This was to counteract
issues of multiple comparisons, and control for family wise errors. Table 3 illustrates the non-

significant correlations following Bonferroni correction.

Spearman’s Rank correlations were calculated across all variables (see Table 3). The

correlations between IAT scores and Treaty of Waitangi knowledge 7(55) =-.28, p < .05, and
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IAT scores and declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge 7(55) = .27, p < .05 were significant
at the 0.05 level, but not following Bonferroni correction. Contrary to previous predictions,
no relationship between resource allocation and symbolic biculturalism was documented. The
dispersion of declared Treaty knowledge responses, also indicate potential issues with the
scale not accurately capturing self-perceived knowledge because a large majority of
participants selected one of the same two response options (see bottom right graph Figure 6).
Evidently, amendments to the current measures are needed, to reveal whether these
relationships exist. Therefore, we did not conduct more extensive analyses of the
relationships between declared and actual knowledge to explore the Dunning-Kruger effect,
and test Hypothesis 3 in Study 1. We reserved these analyses for Study 2 in which we used an
improved measure of declared knowledge and explicit Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (see
below).

Table 3

Spearman’s Correlations Across All Variables (n =56)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
1. Resource -
Allocation
2. Symbolic -.12 -
Biculturalism
3. Treaty 13 .06 -
Knowledge
4. Declared -.07 -.15 -.07 -
Treaty
Knowledge
5.IAT D score -.26 -.12 -.28%* 27* -

Note a. *p <.05 following Bonferroni correction p-value was not significant.
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Figure 6

Scatterplots of Correlations Across All Variables
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Exploratory Factor Analysis

To replicate Sibley and Liu (2004) analyses, a principal components exploratory
analysis with varimax rotation was performed. This was conducted on the 10 attitudes
towards biculturalism items. Initial analyses indicated a three-factor solution, with 74%
variance. Eigenvalues displayed a steep trend after the second factor and the 3rd factor did
not explain substantial variance. Consistent with Sibley and Liu (2004), the third factor was
removed, and a two-factor solution was conducted. Also Item 6 had a cross-loading on Factor
1 of .36, but because it was approaching .3 it was deemed an adequate resource allocation
measure.

The two factors we identified divided the items identically to the analysis by Sibley
and Liu (2004). The first factor contained items assessing attitudes towards resource
allocation to ethnic groups in New Zealand. The second factor contained items assessing
symbolic biculturalism attitudes. Item content and factor loadings are reported in Table 4.
Similar cross-loading patterns across Sibley and Liu (2004) were reported in the current
study. A two-factor solution (eigenvalues 4.25 and 2.10) accounted for 63.53% of the total

variance, a replication of Sibley and colleagues (2004) work; 62.63%.



Table 4

Factor Analysis of Attitudes towards Biculturalism in New Zealand Questionnaire
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Factor  Factor
1 2

Resource

Allocation

1 We are all New Zealanders, and no one ethnic group should get special privileges. 83 -.02

2 It is racist to give one ethnic group special privileges, even if they are a minority 90 -.05

3 I feel that although Maori have had it rough in past years, they should still be treated the 85 -.03
same as everyone else.

4 No one group should be given special privileges on the basis of ethnic or racial 95 .03
background

5 I find the idea of giving priority or special privileges to one group appalling, minority or 91 -.00
otherwise

Symbolic

Biculturalism

6 Maori language should be taught in all New Zealand schools. 43 .61

7 The New Zealand national anthem should be sung in both Maori and English -.06 .76

8 New Zealand should be known and seen as a bicultural society, reflecting an equal -.06 .83
partnership between Maori and Pakeha

9 If New Zealand were to change to a republic, then the Treaty of Waitangi should be used ~ -.13 50
as a foundation for our constitution.

10 New Zealand should embrace its cultural diversity 24 44

Note a. Item loadings >.3 are printed in bold. Items are sorted by magnitude of factor loading
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Discussion
Implicit racial biases are a pervasive aspect of contemporary, western society. New
Zealand is no exception. In Study 1 we found a positive racial IAT effect. However,
inconsistent with Hypothesis 2¢: IAT scores were not correlated with declared Treaty

knowledge and Hypothesis 2d: IAT scores were not correlated with specific Treaty of

Waitangi knowledge, following Bonferroni correction. Lastly, consistent with original
predictions: two factors underlie biculturalism attitudes: symbolic and resource-based
biculturalism (Sibley & Liu, 2004; Sibley et al., 2005). These two factors accounted for
63.53% of the shared variance, replicating Sibley and Liu’s (2004) work (62.63% shared
variance). As a consequence, we can be confident in the contemporary relevance of the
empirical measures used.

In accordance with international research, (Greenwald et al., 2015; Cameron et al.,
2012; Greenwald et al., 2009; Oswald et al., 2013; Kurdi et al., 2019) we reported a positive
racial IAT effect. These findings strengthen a larger body of qualitative work where Maori
have documented experiences of implicit racial biases (Hippolite & Bruce, 2010; Huria et al.,
2014; Mayeda et al., 2014; Barnes et al., 2013; Houkamau, 2016). Thus, Maori are still
subject to implicit racial biases, raising concern for interracial interactions and establishing
equality in New Zealand society.

Additionally, we failed to find significant relationships between IAT scores for
declared or explicit Treaty of Waitangi knowledge. First, previous work has explored New
Zealanders’ declared Treaty knowledge (Sibley & Liu, 2004; 2007), but not in relation to
explicit implicit biases. Second, our results do not support work which suggests IAT scores
and Treaty knowledge could be related e.g. Whites with higher IAT scores reported lower
historical racism knowledge (Nelson et al., 2013). It is difficult to ascertain whether these two

findings are a result of our low sample size, or these variables are not related. If indeed, these
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variables are not associated, we can speculate that increasing Treaty of Waitangi knowledge
and education might not be a useful way to address implicit racial biases. However, the
narrow range of responses for the declared measure, and the Treaty knowledge scale possibly
being too difficult, suggest that these were not optimal scale measurements, and this
conclusion remains extremely tentative.

Study 2 was designed to replicate Study 1 and address several issues. First, the Treaty
of Waitangi knowledge scale may have inaccurately measured respondents' general
knowledge. On average, participants answered 50% of the Treaty questions correctly. The
highest score was 78%. Possibly the items were too difficult, providing a less precise
measure of knowledge, particularly for participants with lower levels of knowledge. For this
reason, in Study 2 we will readminister the original Treaty of Waitangi knowledge scale,
alongside 6 additional questions designed to be easier. This way, participants' performance
across Study 1 and 2 can be compared, and a more accurate measure of knowledge can be
gauged.

Second, we will improve the declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge measure in
Study 2. Participants are more accurate when asked to make percentile than average
judgements (e.g. a grade) (Hartwig & Dunlosky, 2014). On average, 87.5% of participants
rated their Treaty of Waitangi knowledge as 1 “a fair amount” or 2 “not much”. In Study 2,
participants will be asked to make a percentage prediction of their performance and estimate
the percentage of other respondents they will perform better than. This will provide an
extended, more graded measure of declared Treaty knowledge.

Study 2 will also investigate whether participants’ declared knowledge changed
following completion of the Treaty knowledge test. Previous research has reported
participants' performance predictions decrease from pre-to post test (Miller & Geraci, 2011b).

However, these predictions still show participants have a self-inflated view of their ability,
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compared to their actual test score (Serra & DeMarree, 2016). In Study 2, we will ask
participants to make a percentage prediction of their performance, and estimate their
performance relative to their peers, pre and post completing the Treaty of Waitangi
knowledge scale (West & Eaton, 2019).

Lastly, participant recruitment was low due to Level 2 COVID restrictions. Although
Sibley and Liu (2004), had similar sample sizes for their work (N= 46 Study 1, N = 59 Study
2), we will recruit a larger and more representative sample size for Study 2. Indeed, following
Bonferroni corrections, the aforementioned relationships were not significant. Therefore, we
anticipate a larger sample size will help to conclusively characterise these relationships and
determine whether these factors are related or not.

Ultimately, in Study 2 we aim to replicate Study 1 with improved measures. As in
Study 1, the following hypotheses will be measured. Hypothesis 1a: participants will display

greater support for symbolic rather than resource allocation and Hypothesis 1b: those who

support symbolic biculturalism will report higher declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge

(Sibley & Liu, 2004, Sibley et al., 2005). Hypothesis 2a: there will be an IAT effect;

participants will take longer to respond on incompatible blocks than compatible blocks
(Greenwald et al., 1998). If this effect is shown, we anticipate students with higher racial IAT

scores Hypothesis 2b: will be more supportive of resource allocation and Hypothesis 2c:

report higher declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge. Hypothesis 2d: We also anticipate a

relationship between IAT scores and Treaty knowledge, although currently there is not
enough research to make a directional hypothesis. Hypothesis 3a: we predict a Dunning-
Kruger effect: lower performers will overestimate their own Treaty knowledge, and higher
performers will under-estimate their Treaty knowledge, relative to their actual scores
Extending these: in Study 2 we predict Hypothesis 3b: a Dunning-Kruger effect:

lower performers will overestimate their own Treaty knowledge, and higher performers will
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under-estimate their Treaty knowledge, both when estimating the number of questions they
will answer correctly, and when estimating the number of others they will perform better

than.
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Study 2

In Study 2 we aimed to replicate Study 1’s findings with refined measures. Similar to
work in this area (West & Eaton, 2019; Miller & Geraci, 2011), New Zealanders will predict
the number of other participants they’ll perform better than, before and after the explicit
Treaty of Waitangi measure. These amendments will allow us to test the Dunning-Kruger
(1999) effect. Lower performers, in addition to lacking knowledge e.g. of test material, fail to
recognise the knowledge that they do or do not possess. Higher performers, on the other
hand, typically under-estimate their knowledge. Furthermore, the recruitment of a larger
sample size in Study 2 will help us to characterise non-significant relationships that were
reported after Bonferroni correction in Study 1. In sum, Study 2 will help us to gain a better
understanding of New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism, and test the Dunning-

Kruger effect.
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Method
Participants
To determine Study 2’s sample size a priori power analysis was conducted using
G*power (Faul et al., 2007; Faul et al., 2009). Assuming a medium effect size, consistent
with Study 1°s correlations and previous correlational work, (Sibley & Liu, 2004; West &
Eaton, 2019) 101 participants were required to obtain statistical power at the .80 level

(Cohen, 1988).

Participants were (49 males, 51 females) recruited via Prolific Academic, an online

participant pool - see https://www.prolific.co/. Participants ranged from 18 to 67 years of age

(M =35; SD =11.97). Of these 73 identified as New Zealand European, 11 Asian, 6 Maori, 7
Other, 2 Other New Zealand European and 1 Pasifika. To be eligible to partake, participants
had to currently reside in New Zealand. This criterion avoided recruiting participants who
were New Zealand born, but had not resided here for some time. Further, 62 participants
reported only ever living in New Zealand. Participants were paid £1.88 (approximately
$3.50NZD) for their contribution. The Victoria University of Wellington Human Ethics

Committee #0000028029 has approved all aspects of this procedure.

Measures

Implicit Association Test

An identical Race IAT to Study 1 was used. [ATgen was used to build the IAT in
Qualtrics (Carpenter et al, 2019). Carpenter and colleagues (2019) have found that the

IATGen IAT functions similar to lab based IATs.

Biculturalism Perceptions

To assess resource allocation and symbolic biculturalism, the same Pakeha Attitudes

Towards Biculturalism (Sibley & Liu, 2004) was administered as in Study 1.
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Perceived Treaty of Waitangi Knowledge

Declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge was assessed using two items (adapted from
West and Eaton, 2019). Firstly, participants were asked to estimate, on a scale from 0 to 100,
what percentage of questions they would answer correctly. Secondly, they were asked to
indicate, out of the 100 other people completing the questionnaire, how many people they
predicted that they would perform better than (see Appendix F for full questionnaire).
Participants also completed these questions following completion of the Treaty of Waitangi
questionnaire, but with reference to the knowledge test that they had just completed.
Treaty of Waitangi knowledge

The amended Treaty of Waitangi knowledge included an additional 6 questions (19
items in total). These questions were designed to be easier than those in Study 1 e.g. “What
time period was the Treaty signed in? ” which required participants to report the century that
the Treaty was signed in rather than the precise year (see Appendix G for amended
questionnaire). Question 6, “Who was the first Maori to sign the Treaty?” was inadvertently
left out of the questionnaire in Study 2 due to a technical error. We presented the new items
before Study 1 items in a random order, to avoid revealing the answers to later questions. For
example, it was important Question 3, which asked the date the Treaty of Waitangi was
signed, was presented before Question 16, as this question asked participants to select the
time period of the Treaty. Original items were also presented in random order. The number of
correct answers, as a percentage (%) was calculated for each participant. Higher scores
corresponded to greater Treaty of Waitangi knowledge.
Procedure

The procedure was almost identical to that of Study 1, apart from a few minor scale
alterations as described above. All questionnaires were administered via Qualtrics, an online

survey creator. Firstly, participants were sent a link via Qualtrics to the surveys. Participants
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could proceed if their device was compatible e.g. a computer with a keyboard. Information
and consent sheets were provided on-screen at the commencement of the survey. These
outlined that responses were not linked to their identity on Prolific, and once responses were
submitted, it was impossible to retract them. If participants did not wish to continue, they
were instructed to close the browser window. Next, participants completed all tasks; in the
same format as Study 1, except the revised declared Treaty of Waitangi questions were
presented before and after the revised Treaty of Waitangi knowledge questionnaire. To exit at
any stage, participants could press the escape button at the top of the screen. Upon

completion, participants were debriefed.

Data-analysis

Data analyses were identical to that of Study 2, except for the IAT and declared
Treaty of Waitangi scores. For the IAT analyses, the building and scoring procedures were
automated using iatgen (Carpenter et al, 2019), although Greenwald and colleagues’(2003)
scoring procedures were applied. For comparison of predicted vs actual Treaty of Waitangi
scores, participants' absolute scores were grouped in a manner similar to Miller and Geraci’s
(2011) work. These cut-offs ranged from low, medium and high knowledge. Grouping
participants based on their actual knowledge scores, was deemed a more appropriate measure

of accuracy than quartile splits (Serra & Gerarci, 2016).

Pre-registration
Prior to data analysis, this study was pre-registered via Open Science Framework

(OSF)- see https://osf.io/5Svstn. Pre-registration is an open research practice, where the

research design, hypotheses and data analysis are specified before data analysis.
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Results and Discussion
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 5. The Kolmogorov-Smirnof test was
performed to test the assumption of normality. P-values for all variables, except the IAT and
resource allocation, were significant, and confirmed the data were non-normally distributed.
Similar to Study 1, we used medians as central tendency measures and interquartile ranges as
measures of variability. Wilcoxon-signed rank tests and Spearman’s Rank tests were also

used.

Consistent with Study 1’s findings, New Zealanders were more supportive of
symbolic biculturalism, than resource allocation (Z = -8.14, p <.001). On average,
participants answered 58% of the Treaty of Waitangi questions correctly, higher than in
Study 1 and consistent with the idea that we successfully added easier questions. The highest
score was 84%. Table 5 also illustrates predictions of participants’ declared Knowledge and
compared to others decreased from T1 to T2. Lastly, IAT scores were above 0, which
suggests a positive IAT effect. Similar to Study 1, a one sample t-test confirmed this #99) =

6.81, p <.05.
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Table 5

Medians and Interquartile Ranges Across All Variables (n = 100)

Variables Median (Md) Interquartile Range (IQR)

Resource Allocation 2.80 2.80

Symbolic Biculturalism 4.80 1.20

Treaty Knowledge (%) 57.89 15.79

Declared Knowledge (T1) 40.00 35.75

Declared Knowledge (T2) 27.50 30.00

IAT D score 38 .68

Declared Knowledge vs Others (T1) 45.00 35.75

Declared Knowledge vs Others (T2) 39.00 41.00

Box plots further illustrate the non-normal data distribution. Figure 7 shows resource
allocation responses were normally distributed, and similar to Study 1. Symbolic
biculturalism responses were negatively skewed with outliers (see dots on Figure 7). Figure 8
shows Treaty knowledge were slightly negatively skewed, and declared Knowledge data
dispersion at T1 and T2 were positively skewed. Participants actual knowledge was higher
than their Declared knowledge at Time 1 and Time 2. Next, IAT scores were normally

distributed (see Figure 9). Lastly, Figure 10 illustrates declared Knowledge vs others at T1
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and T2 data dispersion were slightly negatively skewed, and predictions declined slightly at

T2 after the Treaty test.

Figure 7

Resource Allocation vs Symbolic Biculturalism
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Figure 9
IAT D Scores
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Figure 10
Declared Knowledge vs Others T1 vs T2
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Correlations Among Measures
We determined whether correlations were significant using the Holm Bonferroni

Sequential method, across the set of 27 correlations. This was to counteract issues of multiple
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comparisons, and control for family wise errors. Table 6 illustrates the significant

correlations following Bonferroni correction.

Spearman’s rank correlations were calculated across all variables (see Table 6).
Consistent with Hypothesis la: and Sibley and Liu (2004), we found a moderate positive
correlation between symbolic biculturalism and resource allocation. Inconsistent with
Hypothesis 1b: symbolic biculturalism and declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (T1), and
Hypothesis 2b: IAT scores and resource allocation were not significant following Bonferroni
correction. Although not directly testing the Dunning-Kruger effect, but related to the idea
that declared vs actual knowledge are positively correlated, we found a modest correlation
between Treaty knowledge and declared Treaty of Waitangi knowledge T1 #(99) = .34, p
<.05. Positive correlations were also reported between declared Treaty knowledge at T1 and
T2 r(99) = .54, p <.05, and declared knowledge versus Others at T1 and T2 #(99) = .58, p

<.05.



Table 6

Spearman’s Correlations Across All Variables (n =100)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1.Resource -
Allocation

2.Symbolic 34%*
Biculturalism

3.Treaty 18 10 -
Knowledge

4 Declared .16 19%* 34%*
Knowledge
(T1)

5. Declared -.07 A1 34%* S54%* -
Knowledge
(T2)

6. IAT D -20* -.09 -.07 .04 18 -
scores

7. Declared .08 24%* 20% S5%* A42%* 01 -
Knowledge vs
Others (T1)

8. Declared -.00 24% 20% 32w S8H* 14 S8H* -
Knowledge vs
Others (T2)

*p<.05 after Bonferroni correction p value was not significant.

** p<.001 significant following sequential Bonferroni correction

Note a. Following item 9 removal, symbolic biculturalism vs declared Knowledge T1; symbolic biculturalism
vs declared Knowledge vs others T1 and symbolic biculturalism vs declared Knowledge vs others T2

correlations were not significant.
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Scatterplots of Correlations Across All Variables
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Exploratory Factor Analysis

First, to replicate Study 1 and analyses by Sibley and Liu (2004), we performed an
exploratory principal components analysis with varimax rotation. Consistent with Study 1:
63.53% variance and Sibley & Liu (2004): 62.63% variance, we found a two-factor solution
explaining 66.88% of the variance. Eigenvalues steeply declined after the second factor
(eigenvalues 4.63 and 2.05 for the first and second factors). Item 9 had a cross-loading onto
Factor 2 of 2.1. This suggested responses to this item reflected attitudes towards both
resource allocation and symbolic biculturalism. We therefore conducted secondary analyses
with it removed. Item 9 was “If New Zealand were to change to a republic, then the Treaty of
Waitangi should be used a foundation for our constitution”. Following removal, the two-
factor solution accounted for 73.4% of total variance. Factor 1 contained items assessing
resource-allocation, and Factor 2 contained items assessing symbolic biculturalism. Factor 2

cross-loadings were also stronger (ranged between .73 to .85).

Additional analyses of the biculturalism scale with Item 9 excluded

The factor analysis we performed identified that Item 9 had small cross-loadings.
Therefore, we re-ran correlational analyses excluding this item. Following removal, symbolic
biculturalism and resource allocation were positively correlated 7(99) = .31, p <.05. The
remainder of the correlations between symbolic biculturalism and other measures reported

pre-item 9 exclusion, were not significant (see Table 6 for non-significant correlations).

Dunning-Kruger analyses

Non-parametric Wilcoxon Signed Rank Tests were performed to analyse the
differences between actual and declared scores (see also Figure 8). Participants’ declared
Treaty of Waitangi scores at T1 were significantly below their actual Treaty knowledge
scores Z =-6.36, p <.001. In fact, participants’ declared knowledge at T1 was significantly

different to their declared knowledge at T2 Z =-6.11, p <.001. Similarly we found a



55

significant difference between participants declared knowledge compared to their peers at T1

to T2 Z=-3.91, p <.001.

We divided participants into groups, based on the percentage of Treaty knowledge
questions answered correctly. These ranged from 0-50 (bottom), 51-60 (second), 61-70
(third) and 71-100 (top). We did not have a baseline comparison score for Treaty knowledge.
Therefore, we factored in the Min= 24 and Max= 84.5% scores when identifying these four
categories. We calculated difference scores for each participant by subtracting their actual
Treaty score from their declared Treaty score (T1 and T2). Positive numbers showed

overconfidence whereas negative numbers indicated under-confidence.

Figures 12 and 13 show median, predicted percentiles and difference scores for each
score group (at T1 and T2). Left graphs display actual scores compared to declared
knowledge (and vs others) as a function of score group. Right graphs show difference scores,
between actual and predicted performance (for each score group). Table 12 (left graph)
shows participants under-estimated their Treaty knowledge, at T1 and T2. Thus, not
supporting the Dunning-Kruger effect and Hypothesis 3a, whereby participants in lower
scoring groups would have over-estimated their scores. Figure 13 (left graph) illustrates
participants in the first and second group, over-estimated the number of people they predicted
to perform better than at Time 1. Participants in the third and fourth groups, underestimated
their knowledge at T1. At Time 2, participants in the lowest score group over-estimated their
knowledge relative to others, whereas those in the top score group, under-estimated their
knowledge. This over-estimation effect, among participants with relatively low scores, when

estimating their performance relative to others’, is consistent with the Dunning-Kruger effect

and Hypothesis 3b.
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Figure 12
Actual vs Declared Treaty Knowledge at Tl and T2
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Figure 13
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Consistent with the pattern in Figures 12 and 13, a Repeated Measures ANOVA was
performed to compare differences between predicted and actual absolute estimates of the
percentage of questions answered correctly, and the estimated and actual percentage of other
participants each individual scored better than at Time 1 and 2. Levene’s Homogeneity of
Variances confirmed variances across groups were equal. Sphericity Assumed, for
participants declared relative to their actual performance, we found a significant main effect
of time F(1, 96) = 55.54, p <.001, which confirmed an increase in under-estimation of scores
from Time 1 to Time 2. No significant interaction between time and group was reported
F(1,96) = .30, p > .05). For participants predicted performance relative to others, we found a
significant main effect of time F(1,96) = 14.22, p <.001 and group F(1,96) = 39.65, p <.001.

There was no significant interaction between time and group F(1, 96) = .65, p < .05.

Post Hoc Tukey and Games-Howell tests were performed to identify where the
differences between groups occurred. For participants own performance predictions, the
lowest performing group was significantly different to the second (M = 11.73, p < 0.4), third
(M =15.25, p <.001), and fourth (M = 15.40, p <.01) (see Figure 12 right graph with
asterisks). No other differences were significant. A different pattern of results emerged for
participants predicted performance, relative to peers (see Figure 13 right graph). All pairs of
conditions were significantly different. Participants in the bottom score group over-estimated
their position in sample more than those in second (M = 16.98, p <.03), third (M =22.82, p <
.001), and fourth (M = 65.36, p <.001). Similarly, participants in the top score group
significantly under-estimated their position in the sample, compared to those in the third (M =

-20.54, p=<.01), second (M = -48.38, p = .001) and first (M = -65.36, p < .001).
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General Discussion
Our research sought to investigate New Zealanders’ attitudes towards biculturalism in
Aotearoa New Zealand. Two studies were conducted. Significant effects in Study 1,were
replicated in Study 2, specifically, New Zealanders were more supportive of symbolic

biculturalism than resource allocation and demonstrated a racial IAT effect (Hypothesis 2a).

Following Bonferroni corrections, IAT scores were not correlated with declared Treaty

knowledge (Hypothesis 2¢) or Treaty of Waitangi knowledge (Hypothesis 2d).

In Study 2, (Hypothesis 1a) symbolic biculturalism was correlated with resource

allocation. Inconsistent with hypotheses: correlations between symbolic biculturalism and

declared Knowledge (T1) (Hypothesis 1b), as well as between IAT scores and resource

allocation were not significant following Bonferroni correction (Hypothesis 2b). Finally, we

found partial support for Hypotheses 3a and b: New Zealanders significantly under-estimated
their Treaty knowledge when asked to predict their percentage score. However, when asked
to estimate their performance relative to others, lower performers showed an over-estimation,

and higher performers showed a under-estimation of their knowledge. This finding

conformed to the Dunning-Kruger effect (Hypothesis 3b).
Biculturalism

In New Zealand, we can distinguish between two forms of support for biculturalism:
symbolic biculturalism and resource-based biculturalism. Across both studies, and consistent
with previous findings (Sibley & Liu, 2004, 2007; Sibley et al., 2005; Sibley et al., 2008;
Sibley, 2010; Sibley et al., 2011; Jackson & Fischer, 2007; Sibley & Wilson, 2007; Liu et al.,
2014), New Zealanders were more supportive of symbolic than resource-based biculturalism.
This distinction is similar to that offered by the Integrated Threat Theory (ITT) (Stephan &
Stephan, 2000), where opposition towards resource allocation is largely driven by a perceived

realistic threat to New Zealanders’ status and resources (Sibley & Liu, 2004; 2007). In Study
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1 (Med = 3.4) and 2 (Med = 2.8) participants support for resource allocation was consistent
around the midpoint. However, Study 1 is the most comparable to Sibley and Liu (2004), as
they were both student samples. There appears to be only a small difference in resource
allocation support between Sibley and Liu’s (2004) study (M =1.27) and Study 1 (Med = 3.4).
As such, these findings strengthen the case that, under the current socio-political climate,
New Zealanders’ biculturalism perceptions have remained broadly similar to Sibley and Liu’s
(2004) work. Furthermore, this raises concerns as to the aspirations of New Zealand as a
bicultural nation.

In Study 2, we failed to find a relationship between symbolic biculturalism and
declared Treaty knowledge. This finding is interesting as Sibley and Liu (2004), reported a
modest correlation (» =.3), raising the possibility of a type two error. However, if indeed,
these factors are not related, we can speculate that New Zealanders might not view the Treaty
as a symbolic resource. Efforts to promote and raise awareness of the Treaty (Collins, 2021),
may have created “Treaty fatigue” and in turn given rise to dissatisfaction among New
Zealanders (Hill & Bonisch-Brednich, 2007). Although the government has embarked on
projects that have brought the Treaty of Waitangi to New Zealanders’ consciousness, perhaps
we need to re-consider how this is executed.

Given the strong theme of New Zealanders’ symbolic support, this could be harnessed
to indirectly increase resource allocation support (Liu & Sibley, 2006; Sibley & Liu, 2004;
Sibley et al., 2006; Sibley et al., 2011). Supporting this notion, we found a modest correlation
between support for symbolic biculturalism and support for resource-allocation in Study 2
(Sibley & Liu, 2004). Experimentally increasing symbolic biculturalism support e.g.
presenting people with New Zealand cultural icons (Sibley et al., 2006), and explicitly
outlining that the Treaty is the legal basis for resource-allocation, could be one way to

achieve this. Conservative values e.g. social dominance, are strong predictors of opposition to
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resource allocation (Duckitt & Sibley, 2007; Sibley et al., 2008). People with more
conservative values, may be more receptive to legal information, since obedience to social
institutions is important to them (Newton et al., 2018). Future work could directly test this, to
see whether following stimuli administration e.g. icons and legal information, resource
allocation opposition changes or remains stable e.g. immediately after the test, and one day
later. Targeting New Zealanders’ general inclination to support symbolic biculturalism,
coupled with framing resource allocation through a legal lens, might be a more constructive
way that government and policymakers can reduce opposition to resource allocation.

One limitation to be noted, is that in the Pakeha Attitudes towards Biculturalism
Scale, (Sibley & Liu, 2004) items assessing support for resource allocation were negatively
worded e.g., “We are all New Zealanders, and no one ethnic group should get special
privileges”, whereas items assessing support for symbolic biculturalism, were positively
worded e.g. “Maori language should be taught in all schools”. This might have inflated the
difference between symbolic and resource based biculturalism scores, leading participants to
respond more favourably to the positively worded items. Researchers have shown that using
a blend of positive and negative wording can increase response set bias and confusion
(Sonderen et al., 2013). In turn, people tend to agree more with positive statements, and
disagree with negative statements. An interesting future direction, could be to re-administer
this scale, and to keep the wording of items consistent with both subscales (negative or
positive), to see whether respondents’ resource allocation or symbolic support changes
(Sonderen et al., 2013).

It is important to consider the COVID-19 pandemic when interpreting these results.
COVID posed a realistic threat to New Zealanders e.g. health and safety (Kachanoff et al.,
2020). Studies 1 and 2 were conducted when New Zealand was moving between Alert levels

1 and 2. It is recognised that political attitudes can be influenced by threats in the
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environment. Nail and McGregor (2009) found Americans demonstrated more conservative
views following 9/11, than 6 months prior. Taking into account these circumstances, New
Zealanders may have been more opposed to resource allocation. Therefore, when COVID-19
is less prominent, New Zealanders might be more supportive of resource allocation. Of
course, this possibility is speculative. Replication of these findings when COVID-19 is not as
pervasive would be informative.
Implicit Racial Bias

Implicit racial biases towards Maori are prevalent in New Zealand. Given the negative
consequences of these, it is important to understand how they are manifested. Our findings
are commensurate with New Zealand (Carroll et al., 2011; Marriot & Sim, 2014; Hippolite &
Bruce, 2010; Huria et al., 2014; Barnes et al., 2013; Pack et al., 2016; Reid et al., 2017;
Houkamau, 2016), and international research (Greenwald et al., 1998; Nosek et al., 2007;
Shirodkar, 2019), whereby dominant group members show implicit racial biases towards out-
group members. One possible driver of implicit racial biases is the cultural environment
(Greenwald et al., 1998; Payne et al., 2017). Once viewed as “savages” and “primitive
barbarians” (Belich, 1996; McCreanor, 1997), today, Maori have been depicted as having
strong physical rather than intellectual attributes (Hokowhitu, 2004), and as criminals
(Friesen, 1997). These negative depictions of Maori are amplified by Maori being
disadvantaged across every life domain (Reid et al., 2019). Further to this, racial biases
frequently occur without peoples’ awareness or intent (Greenwald et al., 1995). The reality
that New Zealanders typically view Maori through a negative lens, cannot be ignored.

Targeting media outlets, may be one way to evade implicit racial biases towards
Maori. Media outlets are gatekeepers for depicting negative representations of Maori
(Barclay & Liu, 2003; Barnes et al., 2012; Houkamau et al., 2017). However, implicit

attitudes can be adaptive to new learning on a situational basis (Dasgupta & Greenwald,
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2001). For example, Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001) found exposure to admired African
Americans and disliked White Americans, led to lower IAT scores among White Americans.
These lower IAT scores were reported 24 hours after stimuli exposure. Promotion of Maori
role models e.g. Taika Waititi through social media, might challenge these negative biases.
Removing the focus from biased individuals to biased contexts, is an avenue where societal
structures that reinforce racial biases can begin to be dismantled (Payne et al., 2017).

However, one strategy on its own will not be effective. While it is important to
understand New Zealanders’ implicit racial biases, it is also important to challenge these
biases. Implicit biases require consistent time, effort and intensity of experience to be altered
(Devine et al., 2012). Thus, combining strategies e.g. increasing faculty diversity in
government departments (Vuletich & Payne, 2019), using social media platforms (McCosker
& Johns, 2014), long-term habit breaking interventions (Devine et al., 2012), are needed for
sustained change. Addressing implicit racial biases towards Maori will require a range of
adaptive approaches enacted at different levels: by individuals, communities, businesses, and
importantly policymakers.

Although we found a racial bias effect, IAT scores were not related to support for
resource allocation. A compelling body of work has demonstrated prejudice-related
antecedents e.g. social dominance, predict New Zealanders’ opposition to resource-based
biculturalism (Sibley & Liu, 2004; 2007; Kirkwood et al., 2005; Sibley et al., 2008; Sibley et
al., 2011). Qualitative work has identified standard discourses underlying this opposition
(Nairn & McCreanor, 1990; Wetherall & Potter, 1992). In this case, explicit, rather than
implicit racial biases might play a greater role in New Zealanders’ resistance to resource
allocation. Supporting this claim, researchers have argued that explicit biases are more
predictive of political attitudes than implicit biases (Kinder & Ryan, 2015; Tesler, 2012). Our

observations highlight that viewing resource allocation opposition as implicitly racist, is too
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simplistic. It does not account for the complex range of motivations, personality factors and
attitudes that also drive opposition (Sibley et al., 2005).

Furthermore, New Zealanders’ IAT scores and Treaty knowledge were not correlated.
Some research has provided preliminary evidence of this relationship, but this work was
conducted in the United States (Nelson et al., 2013). Maori and African Americans have
experienced historical injustice, yet these two groups differ in their indigenous status (Sibley
& Barlow, 2009). While these results highlight that increasing Treaty knowledge and
awareness is unlikely to alleviate racial biases, we are far from concluding that implicit racial
biases towards Maori are innocuous (Kinder & Ryan, 2015).

While the IAT is one of the most popular tools for assessing racial biases, its
limitations must be noted. Methodological components of the IAT’s reliability (e.g. Dasgupta
& Greenwald, 2001; Greenwald & Farnham, 2000; Greenwald & Nosek, 2001; Nosek et al.,
2007), validity (Greenwald et al., 2009; Jost et al., 2009), and predictive utility (Blanton et
al., 2009; Quillian, 2008; Oswald et al., 2013) have been questioned. For instance, in the
current work, IAT scores could have been reflective of participants’ familiarity with the IAT
test stimuli, rather than a racial bias effect. Setting these criticisms aside, until a superior
implicit attitude measure is devised, the IAT continues to out-perform alternatives (Kurdi et
al., 2018).

Treaty of Waitangi

In Study 2, we found two contrasting relationships between declared and actual
Treaty of Waitangi knowledge. First, discordant with previous research in Western
(individualistic) settings, (Dunning et al., 2003; Kruger & Dunning, 1999; Dunning, 2011;
Schlosser et al., 2013; Miller & Geraci, 2011; Gibbs et al., 2017) New Zealanders under-
estimated their Treaty knowledge relative to their actual scores. Cross-cultural studies have

reported similar findings (Coutinho et al., 2019). One interpretation is that cultural values
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play a significant role in how people judge their Treaty knowledge. Modesty and humility are
widely regarded as being at the core of the national psyche. Although achievement is
admired, it is often downplayed (Holmes, 2018). It is not yet clear why this cultural value
around modesty would have a greater effect on percentage estimates than predictions
compared to other people. Notwithstanding this, to our knowledge, our findings are the first
to demonstrate this unique culture effect in a Western setting.

So far, we have offered the interpretation that culture might play a mediating role in
how New Zealanders judge their Treaty knowledge. Alternatively, participants may have
miscalculated their knowledge, because they anticipated that the test would be harder than it
actually was. If indeed, this observation were true, we would have expected the recent
experience of an unexpectedly easy knowledge test, to have led participants to increase their
predictions at Time 2. However, participants’ estimations lowered at Time 2 (even among
lower performers). In fact, participants evaluated their original guesses as not low enough,
and the recent experience accentuated how much they did not know. In this regard, our
observations provide interesting evidence, against the strongest contention of the Dunning-
Kruger account (1999; Dunning et al., 2003), that lower performers lack meta-cognitive
awareness of their own performance.

Conversely, a Dunning-Kruger effect was found when participants compared their
performance to others’ (Kruger & Dunning, 1999; Dunning et al., 2003). Lower performers
(those scoring less than 50 on the knowledge quiz) significantly over-estimated their
performance compared to others. Competent performers, on the other hand, under-estimated
their abilities compared to others. Favourable self-evaluations can serve protective functions
and are associated with less depression and anxiety (Cai et al., 2009), and better coping
strategies (Gupta & Bonanno, 2010). In short, we offer a novel Dunning-Kruger pattern,

whereby New Zealanders lacking in Treaty of Waitangi knowledge, view themselves
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positively compared to others, yet lack confidence in the precision of their own evaluations.
These evaluations can guide the relationship between culture, society and the self.

New Zealanders’ tendency to under-estimate their abilities, could be used to improve
the delivery of cultural safety trainings. Across a range of institutions and workplaces, for
example, Treaty Resource Centre, Tutira Mai NZ and Te ara ki tua- The pathway forward,
cultural safety trainings have been used to promote Treaty knowledge and to ensure cultural
best practice (Harris et al., 2016). Lack of confidence, can create a major barrier to effective
communication. Facilitators should hence consider how to assess, build and sustain
participants’ self-efficacy, especially in relation to feelings of doubt. One way to do this is
reinforce learnt material. Greater discussion and engagement surrounding the Treaty has the
potential to challenge pre-existing stereotypes and biases (Curtis et al., 2019).

Future research might consider replication of this study to explore whether New
Zealanders’ under-estimation is a) a culture-effect that would affect New Zealanders’ reports
of their own knowledge in any domain or b) specific to reports about Treaty of Waitangi
knowledge. To resolve this puzzle, administration of a control condition e.g. maths test, that
has no political or cultural context, combined with the Treaty of Waitangi knowledge scale,
would help to confirm this culture effect. If this is a domain-general effect, then New
Zealanders would be expected to underestimate their knowledge in the control questions to
the same extent as the Treaty questions.

Ultimately, to gain a clearer picture of attitudes towards biculturalism in New
Zealand, future work should explore this topic from a Maori perspective. New Zealand
(Sibley & Liu, 2004; Sibley et al., 2005) and race-based work (Greenwald et al., 1998; Nosek
et al., 2007), typically focuses on dominant groups attitudes. Under the Treaty, the rights of
Maori arise from tino rangatiratanga (self-determination), the right to participate, and that

Maori have an interest in research that relates to them (Hudson & Russell, 2009). Using a
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Kaupapa Maori approach, Maori would have a greater level of participation within the
research process. In turn, a research topic and questions that are meaningful to Maori e.g.
issues that Maori face as a result of lack of bicultural resource allocation, could be developed
within the Maori community. As such, the Maori voice would be heard. This approach would
complement my work, and allow for a more balanced understanding of attitudes towards
biculturalism.

Conclusion

In sum, despite prolific socio-political changes, New Zealanders’ attitudes towards
biculturalism have remained relatively unchanged since Sibley and Liu’s (2004) work.
Across two studies, we demonstrated that New Zealanders were more supportive of symbolic
biculturalism rather than resource-based biculturalism and a positive racial bias towards
Maori was evident. In Study 2, we revealed new empirical evidence for the Dunning-Kruger
effect: when estimating their knowledge relative to peers: lower performers over-estimated
their knowledge whereas higher performers under-estimated their knowledge. Together, our
findings have helped to provide a contemporary picture of New Zealanders’ attitudes towards
biculturalism.

New Zealand’s aspirations of being a bicultural nation have yet to be realised.
Realistically, it remains an abstract principle, that is not aligned with the enduring economic,
cultural and implicit racial inequalities faced by Maori. Essentially, bicultural ideals have not
translated into bicultural practice. The Royal Commission of Social Policy in 1987 stated that
the Maori dimension of the Treaty, was at the core of New Zealand society (Hayward, 2012).
Based on our findings, it would appear that the Treaty of Waitangi has not been developing
as an evolving social contract. Neither has it been used to guide our understanding of

biculturalism.



Overall, we hope that this research will act as an impetus for greater discussion,
debate and research surrounding attitudes towards biculturalism. Such conversations are of

the utmost importance in the promotion of a just, bicultural society.
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Appendices
APPENDIX A

Implicit Association Test Stimulus Lists from Greenwald et al (1998)

Positive Items:

1 = "Marvelous"

2 = "Superb"

3 = "Pleasure"

4 = "Beautiful"

5="Joyful"

6 = "Glorious"

7 ="Lovely"

8 = "Wonderful"

Negative Items:

1 ="Tragic"
2 = "Horrible"
3 ="Agony"
4 = "Painful"

5 ="Terrible"



6 ="Awful"

7 = "Humiliate"

8 = "Nasty
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APPENDIX B
Attitudes towards biculturalism in New Zealand (adopted from Sibley & Liu, 2004)
Following each question, please circle the number, which corresponds to how much you

agree/disagree with the statement.

Resource Specific Biculturalism

1. We are all New Zealanders, and no one ethnic group should get special privileges
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
2. It is racist to give one ethnic group special privileges, even if they are a minority
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
3. I feel that although Maori have had it rough in past years, they should still be treated
the same as everyone else.
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
4. No one group should be given privileges on the basis of ethnic or racial background.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
5. I find the idea of giving priority or special privileges to one group appalling, minority
of otherwise

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)

Symbolic Biculturalism (Biculturalism in Principle)

6. Maori language should be taught in all New Zealand schools
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
7. The New Zealand national anthem should be sung in both Maori and English
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
8. New Zealand should be known and seen as a bicultural society, reflecting an equal
partnership between Maori and Pakeha
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
9. If New Zealand were to change to a republic, then the Treaty of Waitangi should be
used as a foundation for our constitution.
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
10.  New Zealand should embrace its cultural diversity
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

(strongly disagree) (strongly agree)
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APPENDIX C

Treaty of Waitangi Knowledge Questionnaire

1.When was the Declaration of Independence- He Wakaputanga o te Rangatiratanga o Nu
Tireni signed?

a) 1831

b)1832

c)1833

d)1834

¢)1835

2.What was the purpose of the Declaration of Independence?
a) To enforce a New Zealand, western style government.
b) Northern chiefs wanted to assert their sovereignty over New Zealand.
c) Maori wanted to assert their authority over British.
d) British were concerned that the French was purchasing a large amount of land

e) To promote and protect the rights of Maori.

3.When was the Treaty of Waitangi signed?
a) 4» February 1840
b) 6+ February 1840
c¢) 7+ February 1840
d) 6= February 1841

e) 7= February 1841
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4.Where was the Treaty of Waitangi signed?
a) Kaitaia
b) Hokianga
c¢) Auckland
d) Waitangi

¢) Port Nicholson

5.Who signed the Treaty on behalf of the Crown?
a) Governor William Hobson
b) James Busby
¢) Queen Victoria
d) Henry Williams

e) James Prendergast

6.Who was the first Maori to sign the Treaty?
a) Sir Apirana Ngata
b) Rangi Topeora
c) Tamati Waka Nene
d) Potatau Te Wherowhero

e) Hone Heke

7.What Maori chief refused to sign the Treaty of Waitangi?
a) Apihai Te Kawau
b) Taraia Ngakuti

c) Hone Heke
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d) Marupd

¢) Ruhe

8.How many articles did the official Treaty of Waitangi contain?
a) l
b) 2
c)3
d) 4

e)s

9.What words created translation issues in the Treaty?
a) ‘tikanga’
b) ‘kawanatanga’
c) ’tino rangatiratanga’ and  rangatiratanga’
d) ‘kawanatanga’ and ‘tino rangatiratanga’

e) ‘tino rangatiratanga and tikanga’

10.What is the body responsible for hearing Treaty of Waitangi claims?
a) The Office of Treaty Settlements
b) The Treaty of Waitangi Office
c) Parliamentary Services
d) Waitangi Tribunal

e) Maori Affairs
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11.What are the three principles of the Treaty of Waitangi that underpin the relationship
between the government and Maori?

a) partnership, participation and protection

b) partnership, participation and sovereignty

c) participation, sovereignty and membership

d) reciprocity, protection and consultation

e) partnership, protection and redress

12.What was the main purpose of the Treaty of Waitangi?
a) Britain’s attempt to conquer New Zealand
b) To protect New Zealand from France
c¢) The Crown felt obligated to set up a Treaty with Maori because of the prior
Declaration of Independence signed in 1835
d) To enable British settlers and Maori to live together in New Zealand under a common
set of laws and agreements
e) To protect the rights of British to keep their land, forests, fisheries and treasures while

ceding sovereignty over Maori.

13.When did Chief Justice James Prendergast declare the Treaty of Waitangi a “simple
nullity” in the Wi Parata v Bishop of Wellington case?

a) 1876

b) 1877

c) 1878

d) 1882

¢) 1883
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14.Why is the government negotiating with iwi to settle Treaty claims?
a) To provide monetary compensation for iwi that had their land confiscated.
b) To avoid unrest.
c¢) To ensure that New Zealand remains a British possession.
d) An act of goodwill.
e) To acknowledge historical breaches of the Treaty, and provide both financial and

cultural redress.
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APPENDIX D

Declared Treaty of Waitangi Questionnaire

Please circle the statement which you think best describes your knowledge.

How much would you say you know about the Treaty of Waitangi?

A lot

A fair amount

Not much

Hardly anything

Unsure
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APPENDIX E

Updated Demographic Information

How long have you lived in New Zealand?

1. fewer than 5 years

o

5-10 years
3. 11-10 years

4. 20+ years
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APPENDIX F

Amended Declared Treaty of Waitangi Measure (adapted from West & Eaton, 2019)

1. We are going to ask you 20 multiple-choice, general knowledge questions about the

Treaty of Waitangi. What percentage of these do you estimate you will answer correctly?

(% correct)

2. Out of the 100 other people completing this questionnaire, how many do you estimate you

will perform better than?

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99

(no. of people)

Post Treaty Declared Knowledge Questionnaire:

3. Now that you have completed the Treaty of Waitangi questionnaire, what percentage do

you estimate you answered correctly.

(% correct)
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4. Out of the 100 people completing this questionnaire, how many do you estimate you will

have performed better than?

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99

(no. of people)
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APPENDIX G
Additional Treaty of Waitangi questions for Study 2

Revised questions:

15.Compared to the Treaty of Waitangi, the Declaration of Independence was signed ~ ?
a) Earlier
b) At the same time
c) Later
d) earlier in the North Island, later in the South Island

e) Earlier in the South Island, later in the North Island

16. What time period was the Treaty of Waitangi signed in?
a) 1600s
b) 1700s
c) 1800s
d) 1900s

e) 2000s

17. The Treaty of Waitangi was an agreement signed between Maori and  ?
a)The British crown
b) The French crown
c) The Australian government
d) The New Zealand government

¢) other Maori iwi
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18. Were there any Maori chiefs who refused to sign (either versions of) the Treaty of
Waitangi?

a) Yes-one

b) Yes - many

c) No

d) Maori didn’t sign the Treaty

e) It is not known whether any chiefs refused to sign

19. How many principles of the Treaty of Waitangi underpin the relationship between the
government and Maori?

a) l

b) 2

c)3

d) 6

e) 10

20. Where is the Treaty of Waitangi held today?
a) Archives New Zealand
b) Parliament Building in Wellington
c) The Treaty House at Waitangi
d) British Parliament in London

e) The British Museum in London



