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The goal of the study reported in this article was to examine whether automatic processes in stereotype and prejudice activation are
sensitive to task characteristics of the assessment procedure and whether these influences may account for existing inconsistencies that
have recently been reported in the literature on automatic racial prejudice. Using a sequential priming paradigm with subliminal primes
(“BLACK” and “WHITE”") to examine automatic prejudice, the study varied the judgment task in which the priming procedure was
presented. Whereas half of the participants were asked to perform a lexical decision task (word/nonword), the remaining participants
made evaluative judgments (good/bad). Results showed reliable influences of the judgment task on the observed pattern of priming
effects. Moreover, the priming effects found in both conditions replicated the respective results reported in previous research that had
used either evaluative or conceptual judgment tasks (Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997). In
addition, the response time measure also showed different relationships with explicit measures of racial prejudice, depending on the
judgment condition. In addition to their implications for the assessment of automatic stereotyping and prejudice these results suggest
that automatic responses are not as invariant as it is sometimes positeeh1 Academic Press

Much recent research has documented that group atttion occurs within a few hundred milliseconds after stimulus
tudes and stereotypes may be activated spontaneously froexposure and requires only very limited cognitive resource
memory, without the perceiver’s intent, merely triggered by(Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). It is generally assumed tha
exposure to a relevant stimulus cue in the environment (e.gthe perceiver has only very limited control over the activa
Banaji & Greenwald, 1995; Banaji & Hardin, 1996; Blair & tion and often remains unaware of it and its potential influ.
Banaji, 1996; Chen & Bargh, 1997; Devine, 1989; Dovidio, ences on subsequent behaviors.

Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Fazio, One reason why this work is of interest is because of it
Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995; Greenwald, McGhee,potential to provide new measures of prejudice and stere
& Schwartz 1998; Kawakami, Dion, & Dovidio, 1998; typing, relatively freed from the normative constraints anc
Lepore & Brown, 1997; Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne,social demand characteristics that contaminate tradition
Thorn, & Castelli, 1997; Macrae, Stangor, & Milne, 1994; questionnaire measures. If one can assess prejudice at
Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997). Such automatic activa-automatic level, without respondents being aware of the

responses, then these procedures offer promise as a “bc
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vidual differences in spontaneous prejudice are unrelated tother, and, thus, the memory contents primed under the
differences on explicit measures (Banaji & Hardin, 1996;different judgment contexts may differ in important ways.
Devine, 1989; Dovidio et al., 1997, Studies 1 and 3; Fazidndeed, prior work on the role of processing goals in know!
et al.,, 1995; Greenwald et al., 1998), other studies havedge activation suggests that different judgment goals i
found moderately strong relationships (Dovidio et al., 1997 priming tasks are likely to yield different priming effects
Study 2; Lepore & Brown, 1997; Kawakami et al., 1998; (see Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996; Macrae et al., 1997;
Wittenbrink et al., 1997). Smith & Lerner, 1986).

One obvious explanation for these discrepancies is the The primary purpose of the present research therefore
limited validity of explicit self-report measures, due to, to clarify whether the seemingly inconsistent findings ob:
most notably, their sensitivity to normative pressures agained by the two lines of research are in part explained b
well as other context factors such as question order anthe differences in judgment task. Before presenting th
wording. (e.g., Strack & Martin, 1987; Sudman, Bradburn,results of a study that tested this hypothesis, we review tt
& Schwarz, 1996). Undoubtedly, explicit self-report mea-main differences in findings reported by the two lines of
sures have their limitations. In the present article, howeveresearch.
we focus on an alternative explanation for these discrepan- The concept priming procedure used by Wittenbrink et al
cies, namely on the possibility that the different automaticinvolves presentation of primes that represent the releva
response measures used in the research to date have thesthnic groups (e.g., BLACK and WHITE) or a neutral
selves measured somewhat different things. We focus iprime, followed by target letter strings for which partici-
particular on two lines of work that have offered especiallypants have to decide whether the strings form a word. O
divergent conclusions: the evaluative priming procedurehe critical trials, four types of target words are used, pos
developed by Fazio and his colleagues (Fazio et al., 1995)ively and negatively valenced attributes that are eithe
and the concept priming procedure that we have used in owstereotypic of White Americans (e.g., educated and greed
own research (Wittenbrink et al., 1997). or stereotypic of African Americans (e.g., athletic and

The particular procedures used by both Fazio et al. (1995)00r). The primes are presented outside of participant:
and Wittenbrink et al. (1997) involve response time assesszonscious awareness to preclude controlled processes.
ments in a sequential priming paradigm. Participants are Wittenbrink et al. found that for White American partic-
presented with a priming stimulus (e.g., a group reference apants the BLACK prime facilitated responses to negatively
exemplar), followed by a target stimulus that requires avalenced attributes stereotypic of African Americans an
response. The time it takes participants to respond to thithe WHITE prime facilitated responses to positively va-
stimulus serves as the primary dependent measure. Thekmnced attributes stereotypic of White Americans. There we
times are taken as indicative of the associative strengtho evidence for more generalized facilitation, either to sim
between prime and target stimuli in memory (Neely, 1977;ilarly valenced words that were not stereotypic of the
Posner & Snyder, 1975). In addition, the nature of theprimed group or to stereotypic words that were of the
stimulus presentation insures that the observed primingpposite valence (e.g., positively valenced words stere
effects are attributable to automatic activation of the targetypic of African Americans). Additionally, individual dif-
concept and not influenced by controlled strategies of théerences in this pattern of automatic “stereotypic prejudice
participant. were relatively highly correlated with a number of explicit

Although both lines of research share these general characial attitudes measures, gathered in a supposedly uni
acteristics, the actual judgment task that participants perated experimental session [e.g., the correlation with McCo
form differ substantially. Specifically, in our own work nahay, Hardee, & Batts’ (1981) Modern Racism Scale wa
(Wittenbrink et al., 1997), we have used a variation of.40;p < .001].

Meyer and Schvaneveldt's (1971) lexical decision task in The experimental paradigm developed by Fazio and h
which group primes (BLACK and WHITE) are followed by colleagues differs from our procedure in several respect
target items that consist of words and nonwords (e.g.Participants are presented, supposedly as part of a memc
SMART and RAMST). The participants’ task is to decide task, with photographs of either African American and
whether the target item represents an actual word, thugvhite American targets which are followed by either pos:
requiring concept identification. In contrast, the studies byitively or negatively valenced adjectives. As mentionec
Fazio and his colleagues (1995) ask participants to deteabove, the participant’s task is to determine the evaluativ
mine the evaluative implications of the target items (is thisconnotation of the target adjectives. Different from the
good or bad?). Having to determine a stimulus’ identity onconcept priming procedure described above, priming stirr
the one hand and its evaluative implications on the otheuli are clearly visible. Exclusion of controlled processing is
hand are tasks which may activate somewhat different asnstead sought by means of a short stimulus onset asy
sociations from long-term memory. Stimulus attributes thatchrony (SOA) between priming and target stimuli. More-
are relevant to one are not necessarily important for th@ver, the target adjectives, while having clear evaluativ
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connotations, are not chosen to be stereotypic of either Next, participants were told they would work on a “word
target group (e.g., attractive or disgusting). comprehension” experiment. For this task, they would gt
With White American participants, Fazio et al. found through a large number of computer-based trials. On eac
evidence for automatic prejudice, such that negative adjedsial they would first see a string of X’s, followed by a letter
tives showed stronger facilitation when preceded by arsequence. This letter sequence would require their respor
outgroup prime than when preceded by an ingroup primewhich they should give as quickly and accurately as poss
Unlike the Wittenbrink et al. results, this facilitation did not ble. Depending on the experimental condition to which the
depend on whether the adjectives were stereotypic of thbad been randomly assigned, they were given one of tw
target group since no stereotypic words were included. Thugidgment instructions. In the “Conceptual Judgment” con
these facilitation results suggest a more generalized pattewition, participants were given standard instructions for
of prejudice, not dependent on the stereotypic match belexical decision task, asking them to judge whether th
tween the target adjective and the prime. Importantly, Fazidarget sequence constituted a word or a nonword. The r
et al. reported that individual differences in this form of sponse keys were labeled “YES” and “NO.” In the “Eval-
automatic prejudice were uncorrelated with MRS scores. uative Judgment” condition, participants received instruc
In an attempt to understand the differences between theg®ns following Fazio et al. Specifically, they were asked tc
two sets of results, we conducted a study that followed inindicate whether the target item made them think of some
large part the procedure used in our previous researcthing positive and good or negative and bad. Participants i
(Wittenbrink et al., 1997); however, we manipulated thethis condition were instructed that some of the target lette
nature of the reaction time task. Half of the participantssequences would actually not form correct English words
were asked to make conceptual judgments (word/nonword)evertheless, they should respond according to their fir
of the target stimuli, whereas the remaining participantdnclination. Response keys in this condition were labele
judged the stimuli for their evaluative connotation (good/“GOOD” and “BAD.” Aside from these judgment instruc-
bad). Moreover, the reaction time task also included additions the reaction time procedure was identical in bot!
tional, nonstereotypic, but valenced, target items similar taconditions.
those used by Fazio et al. Once participants had completed the reaction time tas
they were handed a questionnaire containing six differer
explicit measures of racial prejudice. Specifically, the ques
tionnaire included a measure commonly used to asse
Participants feelings toward social groups, the “feeling thermometer’

rating scale, as well as a set of five belief-based prejudic

The participants were 161 students recruited from thgpeasures: the Modern Racism Scale by McConahay et :
University of Chicago campus and paid $10 for their par-(19g1), the Pro-Black and Anti-Black scales of Katz anc

ticipation. Data from 11 participants who identified them- 4555 (1988), the Diversity and the Discrimination Scale:
selves as African American were excluded from the analypoth Wittenbrink et al., 1997).

Ses.

METHOD

Reaction Time Task Stimuli

Procedures . . L .
Presentation of experimental stimuli and data collectiol

The study consisted of three ostensibly unrelated expemwas controlled by the PSYSCOPE software package (Ve
iments, one on “judgmental accuracy,” one on “word com-sion 1.2.2, Cohen, MacWhinney, Flatt, & Provost, 1993) or
prehension,” and one involving a questionnaire. Upon arApple PowerMacintosh 7200/120 computers equipped wit
rival, participants received an introduction to all three PSYSCOPE button boxes and 14-in. monitors. The mon
experiments that emphasized their seemingly different nators were set to a resolution of 860640 pixels. All stimuli
ture. were presented in 18 point Times Macintosh font.

In the first experiment, participants were asked to identify Each trial of the reaction time task, started with a fixatior
the ethnicity of individuals based on their first names. As inpoint (“+”) in the center of the computer screen. The
our previous research, the purpose of this task was tfixation point appeared for 1000 ms and was immediatel
strengthen the association between the relevant ethniollowed by the prime. After 15 ms, the prime was replacec
groups and the lexical labels “BLACK” and “WHITE” that by a masking stimulus (“XXXXX"), which remained on the
would subsequently serve as group primes. Participantscreen for 250 ms. Following the masking stimulus, the
judged 20 first names, half of which were stereotypicallytarget letter sequence appeared for another 250 ms. T
African American (e.g., Lamont) and half of which were computer then paused until the participant had responde
stereotypically White American (e.g., Mark). Participants Thus, the stimulus presentation followed the procedur
indicated whether each individual was likely to be Black orused in Wittenbrink et al. However, we used a different se
White. of target items, including not only items stereotypic of the
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TABLE 1 would briefly appear on the screen prior to the stimulus mas
Target Items Used in Reaction Time Task and that they should attempt to identify them. Despite thes
instructions, pretest participants could not identify the prime

Items stereotypic of Iltems stereotypic of .

African Americans Nonstereotypic items  White Americans CorreCtIy on any of the 480 trials.
charming appealing intelligent
religious delightful successful RESULTS
merry desirable ambitious
cheerful fabulous industrious We first present the results for each of the two judgmer
athletic favorable educated conditions separately, reporting both analyses of mean r
expressive likable responsible . . I lati ith th lici .
streetwise pleasant wealthy action times as well as correlations with the explicit atti-

musical wonderful ethical tudes measures. Next, we then present a comparison
results between conditions.

poor awful exploitative . e .

dishonest disturbing materialistic To examine response facilitation, we examined two fo
complaining horrible stuffy cused contrasts of theoretical interest (following Witten-
violent irritating boring brink et al., defined in Table 2). The first contrast (l)
shiftless offensive callous captures what we have previously called stereotypic prejt
EJZp;erstltlous r;ft‘;‘:]'s“’e gt‘ep;'g;t dice: facilitation in response to valenced stereotypic items
threatening upsetting selfish More specifically, this contrast examines whether nege

tively valenced items stereotypic of African Americans are
facilitated by the “BLACK” prime and positively valenced
. ) ) items stereotypic of White Americans are facilitated by the
two target groups, White and African Americans, but also«wH|TE” prime.
valenced nonstereotypic adjectives (e.g., appealiglese  The second contrast (Il) captures what we have calle
were chosen to be similar to the Fazio et al. stimulusgeneralized prejudice, that negatively valenced items, re
be seen as stereotypic. Table 1 presents the full set of targgg| ACK” prime than are positively valenced items and the
adjectives. Given the nature of the judgment task in th&eyerse is true for the “WHITE” prime. We have argued tha
conceptual judgment condition (i.e., word/nonword), targethe facilitation results of Fazio et al. are of this more
items also included 16 nonword fillers. . generalized form, since they did not reflect facilitation or
In total, the set of trials fully crossed three independenistereotypic items. Accordingly, a variant on this generalize
factors, prime ("BLACK,” "WHITE,” and neutral), target prejudice contrast (IIA) examines whether facilitation is
American, nonstereotypic, and nonword), and valence (P0ssiereotypic items.
ipant. Additionally, 10 practice trials were presented at theyeasure (Ratcliff, 1993), the data showed positive skew ar

start of the reaction time task. included small numbers of outliers. To deal with these
) o problems, response latencies faster than 150 ms and slov
Stimulus Timing than 2 standard deviations above the individual's mea

In the Wittenbrink et al. study, pretesting showed that"®SPONse time were deleted. This resulted in an exclusic

participants were not aware of the primes given their 15-mgaté of 3%, similar to that applied by other researcher:

presentation. We conducted a similar pretest, recruiting af\dditionally, analyses of the latency data were conducte

additional 10 participants. They first took part in the namelollowing an inverse transformation. For ease of interpreta

identification “experiment,” just as participants did in the maintion, however, we report mean values in milliseconds.
study. They then completed a random subset of 48 trials from N
the main reaction time procedure identical to those used in theonceptual Judgment Condition

experiment proper, except that we told participants that words Response facilitation. To examine response facilitation

due to the two group primes, the response latency for eac
! Items stereotypic of the two target groups were based on Judd et al. (199%arget item following each of the group primes was sub
>The nonword target items did not vary systematically in valence.tracted from the Iatency for that same target item followinc

Instead the design included an equal number of nonword target items fo e neutral prime. Accordinaly. more positive values indi
the two cells (positive/negative). These items, of course, only served a u pri : Ingly, posiuve valu indi

fillers to make the word/nonword judgment task meaningful and were noCate great_gr résponse facilitation due to a group Prim‘
included in the analyses. These facilitation scores were analyzed as a function ¢
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TABLE 2
Contrast Weights

Prime type
BLACK WHITE
item stereotypicality item stereotypicality
AA NON WA AA NON WA
|. Stereotypic Prejudice
Iltem Valence
Positive -1 0 0 0 0 +1
Negative +1 0 0 0 0 -1
Il. Generalized Prejudice
Iltem Valence
Positive -1 -1 -1 +1 +1 +1
Negative +1 +1 +1 -1 -1 -1
IIA. Generalized Prejudice (excluding stereotypic items)
Item Valence
Positive 0 -1 -1 +1 +1 0
Negative 0 +1 +1 -1 -1 0

Note.AA = Target items stereotypic of African Americans; NGNTarget items stereotypic of neither group; WATarget items stereotypic of White

Americans.

group prime, item stereotypicality, and item valence, withthe stereotyping effect was again qualified by an outgrou
all factors varying within subjects. Mean facilitation values valence bias. BLACK primes facilitated especially those
for the conceptual judgment condition are given in Table 3African American target items that were negativd &
Considering first the conditions that were included in our19.70)rather than those that were positivd & 1.59). In
previous research, that is, looking only at items that arecontrast, WHITE primes increased response speed for pc
stereotypic of one group or the other—omitting the nonsteitive stereotypic itemsNl = 17.43),while barely affecting
reotypic items, the pattern of results obtained for this judgresponses to negative stereotypic itetils€ —1.21). The
ment task replicates our previous results. The data show thabrresponding stereotypic prejudice contrast (Contrast I) |

stereotypic prime/target combinations (BLACK/AA items
and WHITE/WA items) yield overall stronger facilitation
than do counterstereotypic combinationd’$ = 9.37 vs

0.49;F(1,76) = 5.49;p = .022). Themeans make clear,

significant, again replicating our results
[F(1,76) = 6.79;p = .011].
The cell means suggest that a more generalized form «

prejudice, involving facilitation for nonstereotypic items, is

previous

however, that this overall stereotyping effect is attributablenot found with this conceptual judgment task. And indeed

solely to the facilitation observed in two cells of the design:

BLACK primes/negative AA items and WHITE primes/
positive WA items. In other words, as in Wittenbrink et al.,

TABLE 3
Mean Response Facilitation for Conceptual Judgment
Condition (in Milliseconds)

Prime type

BLACK WHITE

item stereotypicality item stereotypicality

AA NON WA AA NON WA
Iltem valence
Positive 1.59 -1.18 1.93 -0.66 —1.69 17.43*
Negative  19.70* —18.30 0.02 069 -1.10 -1.21

Note. AA = Target items stereotypic of African Americans; NGN
Target items stereotypic of neither group; WATarget items stereotypic
of White Americans.

a test of the generalized prejudice contrast (II) shows itto b
nonsignificant F(1,76) = 1.98;p = .168]. Leaving out
the stereotypic items, and only testing for generalized pre
udice on the non-stereotypic and counterstereotypic item
confirms the absence of this effect (Contrast IR< 1).

In addition to tests of these theoretically motivated con
trasts, we were also interested in whether facilitation in a
absolute sense occurred. Accordingly, we tested wheth
cell means differed significantly from zero. Again replicat-
ing our earlier results, only two means were significant
when negatively valenced African American stereotypic
items followed the BLACK prime and when positively
valenced White American stereotypic items followed the
WHITE prime (indicated with asterisks in Table 3).

In sum, replicating our earlier results, we find evidence fo
stereotypic prejudice but no generalization of these primin
effects to nonstereotypic or counterstereotypic items.

Relationships with explicit measuresSeparate scores
on each of the five explicit belief-based measures wer
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TABLE 4
Explicit Prejudice Measures: Internal Consistency and Intercorrelation (across Judgment Conditions)

Explicit measures A B C D E F
A. Modern Racism 1.00
a = .81
B. Pro-Black .B2%** 1.00
a=.76
C. Anti-Black A2 .20* 1.00
a = .85
D. Diversity 5Q*** 52%Hx .38%** 1.00
a = .64
E. Discrimination 75%** ABHrr 56 ** .60*** 1.00
a = .89
F. Thermometer RS Skl .28** 22%* .36 AQrrx 1.00
*
p < .05.
¥ p < .01.
*% p < .0001.

computed. Additionally, a score on the thermometer measurthat an individual participant is showing greater automati
was computed by subtracting the rating given to Blacks fronprejudice. These scores were correlated with the six explic
that given to Whites. Table 4 presents the intercorrelationprejudice measures, with the results presented in the left pc
among all six explicit measures (higher scores on all indicatéion of Table 5. These correlations replicate what we foun
more explicit prejudice). All five belief-based attitude scalesearlier. The stereotype specific contrast of automatic prejudic
are intercorrelated substantially and in the expected directiortonsistently correlates more highly with these explicit mea
The thermometer measure is also reliably, although morsures than does the generalized contrast. Indeed, there
weakly, correlated with the other explicit measutes. significant correlations between the stereotypic prejudice col

To examine the relationships between these explicit prejutrast and the MRS, Diversity, and Discrimination scales. Onl
dice scores and the patterns of facilitation from the responsthe Discrimination scale correlates significantly with general
time procedure, we computed contrast scores for each individzed prejudice. The thermometer measure fails to correla
ual on the two primary contrasts: stereotypic prejudice andignificantly with either contrast.
generalized prejudice. Higher scores on these contrasts indicate

Evaluative Judgment Condition

® Given that we did not expect differences for participants’ explicit Response facilitation. Table 6 presents the mean facil-
responses as a result of the judgment conditions (nor were they observeﬂaﬂon scores for participants in the evaluative judgmen

F values for all mean differences 1), we list these scale indices inde- " . . . .
pendent of condition. condition. A quick inspection of these scores reveals the

TABLE 5
Correlations between RT Contrasts and Explicit Measures by Judgment Condition

Judgment condition

Conceptual judgment Evaluative judgment
contrast contrast
Stereotypic prejudice Generalized prejudice Stereotypic prejudice Generalized prejudice
Explicit measures

Modern Racism AQ** .20 .18 11

Pro-Black 17 .09 .13 .02

Anti-Black A2 .13 -.14 -.12

Diversity .26* 23 .14 .14
Discrimination .24* .14 14 14
Thermometer .19 .07 .16 .29

*p < .05.
*% n < .0001.
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TABLE 6 prejudice. It is perhaps therefore not surprising that it nov
Mean Response Facilitation for Evaluative Judgment correlates with generalized prejudice when the task is a
Condition (in Milliseconds) evaluative one, whereas it was the belief-based measur

that correlated with stereotypic prejudice from the concep
tual task. Each task seems to manifest a characteristic for
BLACK WHITE of automatic prejudice and these different forms then sho
correlations with explicit measures that seem to tap simile
explicit components.

Prime type

item stereotypicality item stereotypicality

AA NON WA AA NON WA

Item valence Comparison of the Judgment Conditions
Positive 145 -0.01  1.93  10.11* 11.27* 14.65* - ,
Negatve 20.94* 908 14.38* —040 084 052 We next looked at potential differences in the overall leve

of facilitation between the two conditions. As we already

Note. AA = Target items stereotypic of African Americans; NON  mentioned, the evaluative judgment condition resulted i
Target' items sFereotypic of neither group; WATarget items stereotypic broader priming effects, with 6 instead of 2 of the 12 cells o
of White Americans. . L L e

the design yielding significant facilitation. However, the over-
all facilitation means do not differ by condition [conceptual:

patterns of facilitation seem quite different in this condition. M = 1.43; evaluativeM = 6.92;F(1,149)= 1.96;p = .164].
Whereas before significant facilitation was found only for To compare the influences of priming and target iten
negatively valenced African American items following the factors in the two conditions, we conducted analyses wit
BLACK prime and positively valenced White American task as a between-participants factor. Of the effects invol
items following the WHITE prime, in this condition signif- ing the task factor, the only significant one was the inter
icant facilitation (indicated by the asterisks in Table 6) isaction between task and the generalized prejudice contre
found for all negatively valenced items, regardless of steexcluding the stereotypic items (IIAF[1,149) = 5.58;
reotypicality, following the BLACK prime, and all posi- p = .019]. This interaction captures what we have alread)
tively valenced items, regardless of stereotypicality, follow-described as the primary difference in the facilitation pat
ing the WHITE prime, suggesting the more generalizedterns from the two judgment conditions: automatic preju
form of automatic prejudice. dice is found only for stereotypic items for the conceptua

Tests of both stereotypic prejudice and generalized prejjudgment condition, whereas it generalizes to nonsterec
udice contrasts are significant in this condition [Contrast l:typic items in the other condition.
F(1, 72) = 9.05; p = .004; Contrast Il: F(1, 72) =
20.24; p < .0001]. Insharp contrast, however, to the DISCUSSION
results from the conceptual task condition, strong evidence
for generalized prejudice is found here when excluding the Our goal was to determine whether some of the appa
stereotypic items [contrast IAF(1, 72) = 11.75;p = ently conflicting results in past research on automatic pre
.001]. And infact, when only nonstereotypic items are udice may be due to differences in the sorts of tasks th:
included (thus only using items like those used by Fazio ehave been used. More specifically, it seemed to us that
al.), we find significant generalized prejudide(lL,72) = conceptual task, such as the lexical task that we have us
4.49;p = .039], replicating the results from Fazio et al. previously, and an evaluative task, like that developed b

Relationship with explicit measuresCorrelation coef- Fazio et al., may tap into different memory contents, with
ficients for the within-subject contrasts from this judgmentconsequences for the pattern of correlations manifested wi
condition and the explicit prejudice measures are listed omxplicit prejudice measures.
the right side of Table 5. Whereas in the conceptual judg- The results we obtained nicely replicated our own earlie
ment condition, we found systematic and reliable relationtesults, in the conceptual task condition, and those of Faz
ships between the explicit prejudice measures and particet al., in the evaluative task condition. Specifically, we
pants’ tendency to display automatic stereotypic prejudicefound that the conceptual task resulted in a response patte
the valence judgment condition yields very different resultsthat we have called stereotypic prejudice, with group prime
First, with regard to the belief-based measures, correlationfacilitating responses to valenced items only if they are
with the two prejudice contrasts are generally positive butstereotypic of the primed group (negatively valenced item
relatively weak and nonsignificant. However, the Thermom-or the out-group; positively valenced ones for the in-
eter measure of attitudes is significantly correlated with thegroup). Additionally, individual differences in the strength
generalized prejudice contrast. This measure, unlike thef this automatic response pattern were reliably correlate
attitude scales which ask respondents to indicate their levelith scores on explicit racial attitude scales that tap belief
of agreement with certain group-related beliefs, may beabout racial inequities in our society. When the task was a
tapping a more affective or feeling-based form of explicitevaluative one, however, a more generalized form of autc
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matic prejudice was observed, with the out-group primemore general propositions concerning the relative indepel
facilitating responses to negatively valenced items regarddence of affective and cognitive systems (e.g., Caciopp
less of whether they were stereotypic of the primed grougGardner, & Berntson, 1999; LeDoux, 1996; Murphy &
and in-group primes facilitating responses to positively va-Zajonc, 1993; Zajonc, 1980), although the present stud
lenced items regardless of their stereotypicality. Individualwas certainly not designed to explicitly tests these propos
differences in this pattern of automatic prejudice were notions. More pragmatically, the present data suggest th
correlated significantly with the belief-based explicit mea-future research can benefit from a careful differentiation o
sures of racial attitudes, although there was a significanthese aspects of prejudice.

correlation with a more affective-based explicit measure,

i.e., the feeling thermometer ratings. Automaticity in Social Cognitive Functioning
Beyond their immediate relevance for intergroup attitude
Implications for the Assessment of Group Attitudes and stereotypes, we believe the present results have broa
and Stereotyping implications for social psychology’s conceptualization of au-

An immediate implication of the present results concerndomaticity. Automatic responses have commonly been consi
the assessment of attitudes. As mentioned above, one pa€d obligatory responses that are inevitably triggered when

ticular reason why automatic attitudes have received suchertain stimulus is encountered in the environment. Th
attention in the past several years is that they seem tBreSent results are at odds with such a view. In the prese
promise bona fide measures of people’s true attitudes. AEXPeriment, activation of group stereotypes and attitudes w;
much as we share the hope for veridical measures of socigfttomatic” in the sense that it occurred involuntarily, in
constructs, we do believe that the search for the singld€SPONSe to stimuli of which participants were unaware, and |

unbiased measure of a person’s “true” sentiments ought ihe sense that it wa_ls_obser,ved_within a time frame too short
be elusive and that such automatic measures will result 41€ &ffected by participants’ active control. Nevertheless, the

best in a true assessment of only saspecr component automatic responses were not invariant and were not oblig
of the underlying attitude. tory, reflexive reactions to a certain stimulus. Rather, identic:

The present results then provide further support for thdriming stimuli led to quite different automatic responses in the

notion that attitudes are not necessarily based on a singl&VC judgment conditions.

homogenous, representation in memory, but instead are Our present argument that automatic responses are inde

based on multiple, potentially diverse and discrepant, memmMalleable rather than fixed, reflexive stimulus responses

ory contents. Therefore, different measures may reveal diff® SOMe extent consistent with Bargh's (1994) notion o
ferent “attitudes,” depending on what aspects of the under-conditional automaticity.” With this concept, Bargh con-
lying representation the measures make salient. With regarfj2Sts automatic cognitive processes that are triggered i
to explicitly measured attitudes and beliefs, such effects oyariantly, whenever the presence of the triggering stimulu
assessment context are widely recognized (Schwarz & the environment is r_eglster_ed, from th_o_se automatic prc
Strack, 1991; Tesser, 1978; Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1986€SS€s t_h_at occur only if certain precondlpons are met. Suf
Wilson & Hodges, 1992; Zanna & Rempel, 1988). The Preconditions, according to Bargh, may mclude_ recent rel
present results suggest that these effects are not limited fyant controlled thought processes (“postconscious autorr
explicit measures and that therefore—even at the level dfiCity”) Or prior activation of relevant goal states (“goal-
automatic activation—there is not just one single measurdePendent automaticity”). In particular, then the preser
of a person’s attitude toward a given attitude object. findings are consistent with the notion of goal-depender

With regard to the particular contents that the two judg_a_\utomaticity. In this study, participants’ automatic activa-
ment conditions tap in the present experiment, the threglOn Of group stereotypes and attitudes depended on the
component view of attitudes offers one possible explanaQbJeCt"_’e when performing the judgment task. Trying to
tion. That is, there is widespread support for the assumptiof€t€rmine the evaluative implications of stimuli appearing
that attitudes include an affective basis, as well as cognitiv@" the computer screen led to different spontaneous r
components and behavioral predispositions, and that theSPONSes than trying to determine their identity.
three components need not always be entirely consistent
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1998). Explicit measures clearly vary in
which of these components they most strongly tap. Like- Social scientific research of the past 40 years has doc
wise, it seems perfectly reasonable in light of this compo-mented that racial attitudes among White Americans are cor
nent view of attitudes that our more conceptual task seemglex and multidetermined. If we are to understand the re
to tap more directly the cognitive or belief-based componensponses of White Americans to racial minorities in U.S
of the attitude, while the evaluative task used by Fazio et alsociety, then it is clear that we need to understand racial belie
is more closely picking up the more affective aspects of theand values in all their complexity. Knowing the association:
automatic attitude. Our results are certainly consistent withhat are stored in long-term memory and being able to asse

CONCLUSION
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these in an “unfiltered” and “pure” manner is undoubtedlyLepore, L., & Brown, R. (1997). Category and stereotype activation: Is
useful in this endeavor. But just as explicit measures of prejudice inevitable3dournal of Personality and Social Psycholo@y,

. : . 275-287.
racial attitudes may tap different aspects and components of

. . . crae, C. N., Bodenhausen, G. V., Milne, A. B, Thorn, T. M. J., &
those attitudes, so too may different automatic aSSessr‘nelﬁltaé:astelli, L. (1997). On the activation of social stereotypes: The moder

procedures. ating role of processing objectivedournal of Experimental Social

Psychology 33, 471-489.
REFERENCES Macrae, C. N., Stangor, C., & Milne, A. B. (1994). Activating social

Banaji, M. R., & Greenwald, A. G. (1995). Implicit gender stereotyping in ~ Stereotypes: A functional analysidournal of Experimental Social Psy-

judgments of fameJournal of Personality and Social Psycholo®g, chology,30, 370-389.

181-198. McConahay, J. B., Hardee, B. B., & Batts, V. (1981). Has racism decline
Banaji, M. R., & Hardin, C. D. (1996). Automatic stereotypirRsycho- in America? It depends on who is asking and what is askedtnal of

logical Sciencey, 136-141. Conflict Resolution25, 563-579.

Bargh, J. A. (1994). The four horsemen of automaticity: AwarenessMeyer, D. E., & Schvaneveldt, R. W. (1971). Facilitation in recognizing
intention, efficiency, and control in social cognition. In R. S. Wyer, &  Pairs of words: Evidence of a dependence between retrieval operatior

T. K. Srull (Eds.),Handbook of social cognitioivol. 1, pp. 1-40). Journal of Experimental Psycholog90, 227-234.

Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. Murphy, S. T., & Zajonc, R. B. (1993). Affect, cognition, and awareness:
Blair, I. V., & Banaji, M. R. (1996). Automatic and controlled processes in  Affective priming with optimal and suboptimal stimulus exposures.

stereotype primingJournal of Personality and Social Psychologi, Journal of Personality and Social Psycholog, 723-739.

1142-1163. Neely, J. H. (1977). Semantic priming and retrieval from lexical memory:

Cacioppo, J. T., Gardner, W. L., & Berntson, G. G. (1999). The affect system Roles of inhibitionless spreading activation and limited-capacity atten
has parallel and integrative processing components: Form follows function. tion. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Genera06, 226-254.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholo@{, 839—855. Posner, M. I, & Snyder, C. R. R. (1975). Attention and cognitive control.

Chen, M., & Bargh, J. A. (1997). Nonconscious behavioral confirmation In R.L. Solso (Ed.)Information processing and cognition: The Loyola
processes: The self-fulfilling consequences of automatic stereotype ac- Symposiungpp. 55-85). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
tivation. Journal of Experimental Social Psycholo@g, 541-560. Ratcliff R. (1993). Methods for dealing with reaction time outligPsy-

Cohen, J., MacWhinney, B., Flatt, M., & Provost, J. (1993). PsyScope: An chological Bulletin,114,510-532.
interactive graphical system for designing and controlling experimentsSchwarz, N., & Strack, F. (1991). Context effects in attitude surveys
in the psychology laboratory using Macintosh computdBshavior Applying cognitive theory to social research. In W. Stroebe, & M.
Research Methods, Instruments, and Compu@3s257-271. Hewstone (Eds.)European review of social psychologyol. 2, pp.

Devine, P. G. (1989). Stereotypes and prejudice: Their automatic and 31—49). London: Wiley.
controlled componentslournal of Personality and Social Psychology, Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W. (1977). Controlled and automatic human
56, 5-18. information processing: Il. Perceptual learning, automatic attending, an

Dovidio, J. F., Kawakami, K., Johnson, C., Johnson, B., & Howard, A. & general theoryPsychological Reviewg4, 127-190.

(1997). On the nature of prejudice: Automatic and controlled processesSmith, E. R., & Lerner, M. (1986). Development of automatism of social

Journal of Experimental Social Psycholo@g, 510-540. judgmentsJournal of Personality and Social Psycholo®p, 246 —-259.
Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1998). Attitude structure and function. In Strack, F., & Martin, L. (1987). Thinking, judging, and communicating: A

D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.Jhe handbook of social process account of context effects in attitude surveys. In H. J. Hipplel

psychology(4th ed., Vol. 1, pp. 269-322). Boston: McGraw-Hill. N. Schwarz, & S. Sudman (Eds$ocial information processing and

Fazio, R. H., Jackson, J. R., Dunton, B. C., & Williams, C. J. (1995). ~survey methodologfpp. 123-148). New York: Springer-Verlag.
Variability in automatic activation as an unobtrusive measure of racialSudman, S., Bradburn, N. M., & Schwarz, N. (1998hinking about

attitudes: A bona fide pipelinedournal of Personality and Social answers: The application of cognitive processes to survey methodolog
Psychology69, 1013-1027. San Francisco, CA: Jossey—Bass.

Gollwitzer, P. M., & Moskowitz, G. B. (1996). Goal effects on action and Tesser, A. (1978). Self-generated attitude change. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.
cognition. In E.T. Higgins, & A.W. Kruglanski (Eds.gocial psychol- Advances in experimental social psycholo@yol. 11, pp. 289-338).
ogy: Handbook of basic principlg®p. 361-399) New York: Guilford. New York: Academic Press.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. K. (1998). Measuring Tourangeau, R., & Rasinski, K. A. (1988). Cognitive processes underlyin
individual differences in implicit cognition: The implicit association test.  context effects in attitude measuremeRtychological Bulletin, 103,
Journal of Personality and Social Psychologid, 1464—-1480. 299-314.

Judd, C. M., Park, B., Ryan, C. S., Brauer, M., & Kraus, S. (1995). Wilson, T. D., & Hodges, S. D. (1992). Attitudes as temporary construc
Stereotypes and ethnocentrism: Diverging interethnic perceptions of tions. In L. L. Martin, & A. Tesser (Eds.JThe construction of social
African American and White American youtliournal of Personality judgementgpp. 37-66). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
and Social Psychology9, 460-481. Wittenbrink, B., Judd, C. M., & Park, B. (1997). Evidence for racial

Katz, I., & Hass, R. G. (1988). Racial ambivalence and American value prejudice at the implicit level and its relationship with questionnaire
conflict: Correlational and priming studies of dual cognitive structures. measuresJournal of Personality and Social Psychologi2, 262—-274.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholod, 893-905. Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and Thinking. Preferences need no infel

Kawakami, K., Dion, K. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (1998). Racial prejudice and  encesAmerican Psychologis85, 151-175.
stereotype activatiorPersonality and Social Psychology Bullet®d,  zanna, M. P., & Rempel, J. K. (1988). Attitudes: A new look at an old
407-416. concept. In D. Bar-Tal, & A.W. Kruglanski (EdsJhe social psychol-

LeDoux, J. E. (1996)The emotional brain: The mysterious underpinnings  ogy of knowledggpp. 315-334). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ.
of emotional life.New York: Simon & Schuster. Press.



	METHOD
	TABLE 1

	RESULTS
	TABLE 2
	TABLE 3
	TABLE 4
	TABLE 5
	TABLE 6

	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSION
	REFERENCES

