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 Abstract


The over-reliance of social psychologists on the use of self-report measures may not sufficiently assess attitudes in individuals. People may be unwilling or unable to report their attitudes via self-report questionnaires or they may be unaware of the attitudes that could influence their behavior (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). This study examines new indirect measures of attitudes (Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998) that attempt to assess implicit components of political attitudes, racial attitudes and social dominance orientation. Moreover, this study examines the relationship between these implicit attitude measures and social dominance orientation (SDO). Recently, Sidanius, Pratto and Bobo (1996; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) proposed the construct of Social Dominance Orientation to explain explicit racial and political beliefs in individuals. Of primary interest is the inter-relationship between the implicit attitude measures as well as the relationship between SDO, explicit racial and political attitudes, and implicit racial and political attitudes. Additionally we examined whether these measures predict actual voting behavior in the 2000 U.S. Presidential elections.

Social Dominance Orientation, Racial Attitudes, 

Political Attitudes and Voting Behavior

Researchers utilize self-report questionnaires to assess a large number of attitudes and beliefs. However, self-report measures may not fully capture all attitudes, especially when researchers are interested in socially sensitive issues such as racial attitudes and political beliefs. For example, research that has used self-report measures of prejudice indicates that Whites in the United States are becoming less prejudiced toward Blacks, despite the fact that negative associations toward Blacks remain prominent (e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991). Given the numerous limitations of self-report measures (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995; Schwarz, 1999), a great amount of recent effort has focused on development of better theories and measures of attitudes, stereotypes and prejudice. In particular, recent research has examined the usefulness of implicit attitude measures (Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995; Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998; Ottaway, Hayden & Oakes, 2000). These implicit attitude measures are less sensitive to self-presentation effects and therefore may more adequately predict actual behavior. In an alternative approach to understanding prejudice, Sidanius, Pratto and Bobo (1996; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) have proposed that both racial and political attitudes are determined by social dominance orientation. This approach focuses on an alternative explicit attitude construct – social dominance orientation – rather than on implicit attitude components of prejudice. In the current study, we examine both self-report and implicit attitude measures of political and racial attitudes as well as social dominance orientation. Three questions are of primary interest: (a) Do alternative versions of implicit attitude measures correlate highly with each other, (b) Are self-report and implicit measures of political and racial attitudes similarly correlated to social dominance orientation and (c) Do self-report or implicit measures of SDO, racial attitudes or political attitudes accurately predict actual voting behavior? 

Relationship between Self Reports and Discriminatory Behavior

Beginning in the early 1970’s negative stereotypes toward Blacks seemed to be decreasing in society but studies on helping behavior, aggression, and nonverbal communication indicated that Whites still displayed prejudiced behaviors toward Blacks (Crosby, Bromley & Saxe, 1980). A more recent review by Schutz and Six (1996) indicated only a fairly weak correlation (r = .29) between prejudiced beliefs (primarily assessed by self-report questionnaires) and subsequent discriminatory behaviors. Taken together, these two literature reviews demonstrate a relatively weak correlation between self-report assessments of prejudice and acts of discrimination suggesting that self-report measures fail to consistently predict prejudicial behavior.

This lack of consistency between self-reported beliefs and subsequent behavior may indicate that self report measures are unable to reliably assess attitudes that individuals are unwilling to disclose. For instance, many individuals may be unwilling to report their “true” beliefs because they do not want to appear prejudiced, sexist, or to have other traits that may not be viewed favorably in society. Alternatively, the dissociation between attitude and behavior may result because attitudes exist below an individuals’ particular threshold of awareness (Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). In this case, individuals may be unaware that they hold negative beliefs toward certain groups of people and they therefore may not be completely aware of all of their motivation for their behavior. In these cases, the use of self-report questionnaires would not accurately assess attitudes because they only measure explicit attitudes.

Implicit and Explicit Attitudes

To further understand the components of attitudes that underlie behavior, Greenwald and Banaji (1995) proposed the distinction between explicit and implicit attitudes. They defined implicit attitudes as “introspectively unidentified (or inaccurately identified) traces of past experience that mediate favorable or unfavorable feeling, thought, or action toward social objects (p. 8).” Other researchers have also argued that implicit attitudes exist outside of an individual’s awareness (Devine, 1989; Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986). Conversely, explicit attitudes are those that are under control by the individual and can be effectively measured via self-report questionnaires, provided that the individual responds truthfully. Within this framework, the dissociation between self report measures and behavior is understood as a failure of explicit measures to assess the contribution of implicit attitudes to behavior.

Previous research suggests that implicit and explicit attitudes may be independent as evidenced by the finding that these measures do not necessarily correlate highly with one another (e.g., Dasgupta McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000; Greenwald & Farnham, 2000; Greenwald et al., 1998; Ottaway et al., 2000). In fact, Greenwald et al. (1998) found that White participants’ implicit attitudes toward Blacks were only weakly correlated with explicit measures of prejudice such as the Modern Racism Scale (r = .11), Feeling thermometer towards Blacks (r = .19) and the Discrimination (r = .19) and Diversity Scales (r = .12). Subsequent research has demonstrated that this dissociation between implicit and explicit measures is not dependent on stimulus familiarity (Dasgupta et al., 2000; Ottaway et al., 2000) and the dissociation between explicit and implicit measures occurs even if the target group is Hispanics (Ottaway et al., 2000). 

In addition to consistently observing a dissociation between implicit and explicit attitude measures, a few researchers have found that implicit attitude measures are better at predicting behavior. After subliminally priming participants with photos of Black or White faces, Bargh, Chen and Burrows (1997) measured perceived facial hostility in subjects when an error message flashed on a computer screen. Those individuals who had been primed with Black faces displayed higher levels of facial hostility. Interestingly, self-report questionnaires were not significantly correlated with the displayed facial hostility by participants. Phelps et al. (2000) have also shown that physiological responses to pictures of Blacks and Whites, such as activation of the amygdala, were better predicted by measures of implicit attitudes in comparison to measures of explicit attitudes. 

In addition implicit attitudes reveal more consistent findings with regard to balanced identity paradigms. Greenwald, Banaji, Rudman, Farnham, Nosek, and Mellot (2000) examined data from individuals completing explicit and implicit measures of self-esteem, group membership identity and an attribute association of a group (EXAMPLE here). On implicit measures, degree of liking of themselves, liking of their in-group and identification with that in-group were highly correlated. However, the correlations on explicit measures were much smaller. Similar results were found across five different empirical studies. Thus, the use of implicit measures to assess attitudes may provide more consistent predictions of subsequent behavior than explicit measures. At the very least, the additional information provided by implicit attitude measures may facilitate the prediction of behavior. 

In summary, various lines of research indicate that one cannot assess the full nature of an individual’s attitude without taking into account their implicit attitudes. Consequently, researchers must utilize tools that attempt to circumvent consciousness to reliably and accurately assess attitudes. In the current study, we employ both implicit and explicit measures of political, racial and group dominance attitudes. One primary goal of the current study is to compare both implicit and explicit attitude measures in their ability to predict actual voting behavior.

Implicit Attitude Measures

The Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998) measures the strength of association between target concepts (e.g., Democrats & Republicans) and an attribute dimension (e.g., Positive & Negative). Participants classify concepts based on different pairings of categories and the strength of association between paired concepts is inferred based on reaction times. The stronger the association between stimuli, the faster the reaction time. Conversely, if two stimuli are weakly or negatively associated, then reaction times should be slower. 

Two critical blocks are necessary to determine implicit attitudes with the IAT. In one block, two categories share the same response key which the contrasting poles of these categories share another response key. For instance, in our Political Attitude IAT, concepts from the Positive and  Democrat categories would share a single response key (e.g., “Positive+Democrat concepts share the ‘A’ key”) while concepts from the Negative and Republican categories would share a separate response key (e.g., “Negative+Republican concepts share the ‘5’ key”). If an individual was a Democrat, then this block would be considered a compatible trial block and the pairing of Positive+Democrat should be easier as reflected by faster reaction times. In the second block, the pairing of category concepts are reversed (e.g., “Positive+Republican” vs. “Negative+Democrat”). This block would be considered an incompatible block if an individual was a Democrat because they should be slower to associate Positive words with Republicans. Of course, the labeling of the blocks would be reversed for an individual who identifies with the Republican party. Table 1 provides an overview of a political attitude IAT. See Greenwald et al. (1998) for a more complete description of the IAT task.

Implicit attitudes are calculated based on the difference in reaction time between the two tasks. Participants have consistently shown prejudiced implicit attitudes toward African Americans and other racial groups, through slower response times when Black is paired with a positive attribute, than when Black is paired with a negative attribute (Dasgupta et al., 2000; Greenwald & Farnham, 2000; Greenwald et al. 1998; Ottaway et al., 2000). Furthermore, as already noted, results on the IAT correlate very weakly with explicit measures of racial attitudes. As discussed more fully below, of particular interest in the current study is whether the IATs used in the current study correlate with Social Dominance Orientation and whether the IATs predict self-reported voting behavior.

In the current experiment, participants completed three different IATs:  Political Attitude, Group Dominance Attitude and Racial Attitude. In the Political Attitude IAT, the target concepts were Positive, Negative, Democrat and Republican. Democrats should respond more quickly when Positive+Democrat are paired. In the Group Dominance IAT, Self (e.g., I, Me) vs. Other (e.g., They, Them) and Group Dominance vs. Egalitarian concepts formed the target categories. Only positive Dominance (e.g., Group Advantage, Social Dominance) and Egalitarian words (e.g., Group Fairness, Social Equality) were used. Participants who favor Group Dominance should be faster to respond when Self+Dominance are paired. Finally, we employed a Racial Attitude IAT that included the evaluative concepts of Positive and Negative affective words (Baggenstos, 2000) and the target categories of Blacks and Whites. Pictures formed the target categories for Black vs. Whites. Based on previous research by Ottaway et al. (2000), we predicted that our White American participants would be faster to respond when Black+Negative were paired.

Single Category Inclusion Task

The Single Category Inclusion Task (SCIT) is similar to the IAT except participants respond to a single category dimension. For example, rather than discriminating between Positive and Negative concepts, and Democrat and Republican names, participants would only respond if they saw a Positive word or a Democrat name by pressing the space bar, and they would not respond if a Negative word appeared on the monitor. This task has a potential advantage over the IAT because participants only respond to a single (political group) category (i.e., only Positive+Democrat vs. Negative). In the IAT, since a difference score is calculated based on differences between two target categories (Democrat vs. Republican), one can not isolate whether the IAT effect is due to faster associations between Positive+Democrat or Negative+Republican (or vice versa). Table 2 provides an overview of the Political Attitude SCIT used in the current study. In addition, participants completed Racial Attitude and Group Dominance SCITs.

	
	Political Attitude & Self IAT Tasks

	
	A
	B

	RESPONSE
	first combined 

task
	reversed 

combined task

	left hand
	Positive +

 Democrat
	Positive + 

Republican

	right hand
	Negative + 

Republican
	Negative + 

Democrat



	
	

	
	Examples of Stimuli 



	left hand
	Cheerful

Al Gore

Delighted

...
	Cheerful

George W. Bush

Delighted

...

	right hand
	Anxious

George W. Bush

Depressed

...
	Anxious

Al Gore

Depressed

...

	
	
	

	Measures
	RTs
	RTs


Table 1. Illustration of an Implicit Association Test (IAT) 


The Implicit Association Test requires participants to classify stimuli into one of two different categories. Participants are first presented with four different categories (e.g., Positive, Negative, Republican, Democrat). In Task A, participants classify Positive or Democrat words by pressing the “A” key and Negative or Republican words by pressing the “5” key. In Task B, the target concepts are reversed and participants press the “A” key for either  Positive or Republican words, and the “5” key for a Negative or Democrat words. The difference in reaction times between blocks A and B represent the measure of implicit attitudes. The IAT procedure will be the same for the other measures completed in this experiment except for the stimuli. RTs = response times.
	
	A
	B

	RESPONSE
	first task


	second task

	respond
	Positive +

 Democrat
	Positive +

Republican

	ignore
	Negative
	Negative



	
	

	
	Examples of Stimuli 



	respond
	Cheerful

Al Gore

Delighted

...
	Cheerful

George W. Bush

Delighted

...

	ignore
	Anxious

Depressed

Fearful

...
	Anxious

Depressed

Fearful

...

	
	
	

	Measures
	Errors
	Errors


Table 2. Illustration of a Single Category Inclusion Task (SCIT).


The Single Category Inclusion Task requires participants to determine whether stimuli presented represent information that they are to classify. Participants are first presented with three different categories (e.g., Positive, Negative and Democrat). In Task A, participants classified Positive or Democrat words by pressing the “space bar” and not respond if the stimuli was a Negative word. The target concepts are changed and participants press the “space bar” for either Positive or Republican words, and no response for a Negative word in Task B. The number of errors (incorrect striking of space bar or not pressing when appropriate stimuli appear) were calculated for each participant. For the other SCITs, the procedure remained the same and only the stimuli changed.

Social Dominance Orientation

Over the past twenty years, researchers have been divided over how to best conceptualize and interpret the link between political values and racial attitude (e.g., Kinder & Sanders, 1996; Kinder & Sears, 1981; McConahay, 1986; Sears, van Laar, Carillo, & Kosterman, 1997; Sniderman & Tetlock, 1986a, 1986b). Sidanius, Pratto, and Bobo (1996) argue that the correlation between political conservatism and racism is accounted for by their mutual relationship with social dominance orientation. Social dominance orientation can be understood as an ideological belief system that legitimizes the current hierarchical disparity of resources and power between different groups (Sidanius, 1993; Sidanius & Pratto, 1993; see also, Levin & Sidanius, 1999; Levin, Sidanius, Rabinowitz, & Federico, 1998; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994; Sinclair, Sidanius, & Levin, 1998). More specifically, Sidanius and Pratto (1999; p. 61) define SDO as “a very general individual differences orientation expressing the value that people place on non-egalitarian and hierarchically structured relationships among social groups”. Groups distinctions can be made based on nationality, gender, race, age, and economic class where social hierarchies can and do exist. In short, people who hold more beliefs consistent with SDO believe that certain groups should dominate over other groups. 

Across a series of studies, Sidanius and Pratto (1999) argue that the construct of SDO sufficiently accounts for the significant relationship between racial prejudice and political conservatism. After partialling out SDO from both political conservatism and racism, the resulting correlation between those two constructs was nonsignificant. The authors also contend that SDO accounts for the apparent correlations between other related constructs such as authoritarianism and interpersonal domination. Their main argument is that conservatism, racial prejudice, authoritarianism and interpersonal domination are based upon a common desire to dominate another group. Thus, rather than proposing a distinction between implicit and explicit attitudes, Sidanius and Pratto propose that one can  understand political conservatism and racism simply by examining their relationship to SDO.

Researchers find that individuals from dominant groups such as men (Sidanius, Pratto & Bobo, 1994) and European Americans (Jost & Thompson, 1999) all display higher levels of SDO than lower status groups such as women and African Americans. In addition, mean SDO scores increased as membership in a higher status group also increased, from Latino Americans to African Americans, to Asian Americans and finally to Euro-Americans (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In general, higher status groups consistently show higher levels of SDO than lower status groups regardless of whether high and low status groups are differentiated based on race, gender or sexual orientation. Also, individuals entering more dominant/authoritarian careers, such as a police officer, display higher levels of SDO than those individuals entering careers where dominance/authoritarianism is not as high a priority, such as public defenders (Sidanius, Liu, Shaw & Pratto, 1994).

Present Research


The aim of the present research is to examine the relationship between SDO, political attitudes, and racial attitudes by employing both implicit and explicit measures. Additionally, we are interested in how well these measures predict actual voting behavior. Subjects completed a series of explicit measures designed to assess their social dominance orientation, racial attitudes and political attitudes. Additionally, we asked participants whom they intended to vote for in state, gubernatorial, senatorial and presidential races. This part of the study, Phase I, was completed through web-based surveys. Phase II involved completion of the three IAT tasks followed by the three SCITs. One IAT and SCIT were designed to measure political attitudes, a second IAT and SCIT measured the individuals’ identification with group dominance vs. group egalitarianism, and the third IAT and SCIT measured participants’ racial attitudes towards Blacks. Phase III of the study occurred after the 2000 U.S. Presidential election. Via email and phone, we contacted participants to obtain data on whom they voted for in state, gubernatorial, senatorial and presidential races. See Table 3 for complete description of three phases of study and instruments used at each phase. 

	
	Phase I

(Explicit Measures)
	Phase II

(Implicit Measures)
	Phase III

(Voting Behavior)



	Racial Beliefs
	Modern Racism Scale

Student Racism Scale

Discrimination Scale

Diversity Scale

Anti-Black Scale

Pro-Black Scale
	Racial Attitude IAT

Racial Attitude SCIT
	

	Political Affiliation
	Right-Wing Authoritarianism

Political Attitudes

Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism
	Political Attitude IAT

Political Attitude SCIT
	

	Social Dominance

Orientation

(SDO)
	SDO Scale


	Group Dominance IAT

Group Dominance SCIT
	

	Individual 

Differences
	Motivation to Control Prejudice

Need for Cognition


	
	

	Voting Behavior
	Forced Choice Voting Preference

Likert-Scale Voting Preference


	
	Did you vote?

Whom voted for?




Table 3. Overview of Explicit, Implicit and Voting Preference Measures Collected during each Phase of Testing.

The design of the study allows us to (a) empirically test whether these new versions of the IAT and SCIT are correlated with each other, (b) determine whether the implicit measures of group dominance, racial attitudes and political affiliation are reliably correlated with explicit measures, (c) to examine relationships between SDO and both implicit and explicit attitude measures and (d) to directly compare the implicit and explicit measures in their ability to predict subsequent voting behavior. We hypothesized that the implicit measures would be better predictors of behavior than the sole reliance on explicit questionnaires. Furthermore, we hoped to show the value of the SCIT by demonstrating that single dimension task, rather than the bipolar dimensions of the IAT, had equivalent measurement properties as the IAT. The SCIT is a new task that has only been subjected to limited empirical evaluation. Finally, the design allows examination of SDO’s relationship to implicit attitude measures and comparison of these measures in their ability to predict actual voting behavior.

Method

Overview

The experiment involved three separate phases. In Phase I, participants completed thirteen self-report questionnaires over the web. These explicit attitude surveys assessed SDO, Need for Cognition, political attitudes, racial beliefs and anticipated voting behavior in the 2000 U. S. Presidential and Congressional elections. In Phase II, we measured implicit attitudes towards group dominance, political attitudes and racial beliefs, using both the IAT, and a single category inclusion task. After the 2000 Election, we re-contacted participants to determine who they actually voted for in the election. 

Participants

Approximately 120 psychology students (60 males and 60 females, mean age = 20.00 years) from Western Washington University participated in exchange for course credit. This sample size results in a power of approximately .90 based upon the assumption of detecting a meaningful result (r ( .30) between SDO, racial attitudes, political attitudes and voting behavior. No one was denied an opportunity to participate although we excluded data from African-American participants because a portion of the present research was designed to assess attitudes toward African Americans. 


Materials

Phase 1: Explicit Measures

Modern Racism Scale (MRS). (McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981). This is a seven-item scale designed to measure participants’ feelings on a number of social issues regarding Blacks (“Over the past few years, the government and news media have shown more respect to Blacks than they deserve.”). Participants respond on a nine-point, Likert-type scale, where answers range from –4 (“Strongly Disagree”) to +4 (“Strongly Agree”). Higher scores represent more prejudiced beliefs. The MRS has a high reliability where Cronbach’s ( = .80 (Wittenbrink et al., 1997).
Pro-Black and Anti Black Scales. (Katz & Hass, 1988). Participants completed two ten-item subscales that represent the degree to which the respondent holds Pro-Black (“Too many Blacks still lose out on jobs and promotions because of their skin color.”) or Anti-Black (“Black children would do better in school if their parents had better attitudes about learning.”) feelings. Individuals respond on a six-point scale ranging from 0 (“Strongly Agree”) to 5 (“Strongly Disagree”). Higher scores on the Pro-Black scale typically represent less prejudice toward Blacks, while higher scores on the Anti-Black subscale represent more prejudice toward Blacks. We recoded the Pro-Black scale so higher scores also reflect more prejudice towards Blacks. The reliability on both the Pro-Black and Anti-Black scales are fairly strong, with Cronbach’s ( = .77 and .86, respectively (Wittenbrink et al., 1997). 


Discrimination and Diversity Scales. (Wittenbrink et al., 1997). The Diversity scale measures participants’ beliefs about diveristy in our culture (e.g., “There is a real danger that too much emphasis on cultural diversity will tear the United States apart.”), while the Discrimination Scale assess the degree to which participants endorse discriminatory statements (e.g., “More and more, Blacks use accusations of racism for their own advantage.”). Individuals respond to the 15 questions that comprise both subscales on a five-point scale with scores ranging from –2 (“Strongly Disagree”) to +2 (“Strongly Agree”).Higher scores indicate more prejudicial beliefs. The Diversity Scale and Discrimination Scale both showed acceptable reliability values (Cronbach’s ( = .67 and .89, respectively, Wittenbrink et al., 1997).

Student Racism Scale. This revised rendition of the Modern Racism Scale (McConahay et al., 1981) assesses racial attitudes in a college population. The eight questions are geared more toward issues that typical college students deal with while at school (e.g., “Black students expect too much preferential treatment from university officials.”). Scores range from –5 (“Strongly Agree”) to +5 (“Strongly Disagree”) with higher scores indicating more negative attitudes toward racial groups. Reliability for this scale is unknown.


 Social Dominance Orientation. (Pratto et al., 1994). The 16-item SDO scale assesses the degree to which individuals believe that inequality should exist amongst social groups. Scores range from 1 (“Very Negative”) to 7 (“Very Positive), based on the degree of positive or negative feelings participants have toward the target statement (e.g., “No one group should dominate in society.”). Higher scores indicate a more dominant style, such that the respondent believes that social hierarchies should exist in society. Psychometric tests have demonstrated good reliability for this scale (Cronbach’s ( = .83; Pratto et al., 1994).


Right Wing Authoritarian Scale. (Altemeyer, 1988). This scale assesses the degree to which individuals believe authority is necessary and how they adhere to that authority. Three distinct components comprise this scale: Authoritarian submission (e.g., “Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should learn.”), authoritarian aggression (e.g., “Once our government leaders and the authorities condemn dangerous elements in our society, it will be the duty of each patriotic citizen to help stomp out the rot that is poisoning our country from within.”), and conventionalism (e.g., “There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse.”). Potential responses range from -4 (“Very Strongly Disagree”) to +4 (“Very Strongly Agree”) on this 30-item scale. Higher scores indicate more agreement with beliefs consistent with right-wing authoritarianism (Cronbach’s ( = .81, Altemeyer, 1988).


Motivation to Control Prejudice. (Dunton & Fazio, 1997). Individuals respond to this 17-item scale that appraises the degree to which individuals are motivated to control expressions of prejudice (e.g., “In today's society it is important that one not be perceived as prejudiced in any manner.”). Scores range from –3 (“Strongly Disagree”) to +3 (“Strongly Agree”), with higher scores indicating less motivation to control one’s prejudiced beliefs. This measure has demonstrated good reliability (Cronbach’s ( = .81; Dunton & Fazio, 1997).


Need for Cognition. (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). The Need for Cognition scale assesses the degree to which individuals engage or wish to engage in analytical thinking in their lives. The purpose of the scale is to differentiate between those people who do and do not engage in as much analytical thinking (e.g., “I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems.”).Responses can very from 0 (“Very Characteristic of Me”) to 5 (“Very Uncharacteristic of Me”). Higher scores indicate people who do not engage in as much analytical thinking. This scale has demonstrated good levels of internal consistency (Cronbach’s ( = .87; Cacioppo & Petty, 1982).

Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism Scale: (Katz & Hass, 1988). The Humanitarian-Egalitarianism scale measures the degree to which one endorses statements that are related to issues of compassion and sense of equality. Participants respond to each of the 10 items (e.g. “Those who are unable to provide for their basic needs should be helped by other.”) on a six-point scale with scores ranging from 0 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly Agree”). Higher scores indicate more agreement with humanitarian and egalitarian values. Scores are stable as a measured by Cronbach’s alpha ( ( = .84; Katz & Hass, 1988).

Belief in a Just World: (Rubin & Peplau, 1973). This scale assesses the degree to which individuals believe that events that occur in the world are fair and people get what they deserve (e.g. “In almost any business or profession, people who do their job well will rise to the top.”)  Individuals respond to a series of 16 statements on a five-point scale from 1 (“Strongly Disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly Agree”). The scale demonstrates acceptable reliability (Cronbach’s ( = .83).

Political Attitudes. We adopted the measures used by Sidanius et al. (1996) to assess political values. These questions consisted of two Likert-type scales that assessed general political attitudes (i.e., “I consider myself to be: 1= Strong Democrat, 7=Strong Republican”, “I consider myself to be: 1=Very Liberal, 7=Very Conservative”) and twelve attitudes towards government policy questions, primarily adapted from Pratto, Stallworth, and Sidanius (1997; i.e., 1 = Strongly Disapprove, 7 = Strongly Approve, “Please indicate to what extent you favor or oppose each policy issue: (1) Greater assistance for the poor, (2) Increased taxation of the rich, (3) Universal healthcare, (4) Reduced public support for the homeless, (5) Reduced benefits for the unemployed, (6) Equal rights for women, (7) The U.S. military, (8) Gay and lesbian rights, (9) Government support for businesses, (10) Death penalty, (11) Affirmative action, and (12) Public day care.”). 

We also created four questions designed to assess general attitudes toward the two political parties including:  (1) “In most state-wide elections, which party will you vote for? 1 = Exclusively Democrat, 4 = Neither Party 7 = Exclusively Republican”, (2) “Which party shares your views about most political issues?  1 = Exclusively Democrat, 4= Neither Party, 7 = Exclusively Republican”, (3) “Which party do you trust to more represent your views?  1 = Exclusively Democrat, 4= Neither Party, 7 = Exclusively Republican”, (4) “How likely is it that you will vote? 1 = Definitely will not vote, 4 = Undecided, 7 = Definitely will vote”.


Voting Behavior. We asked participants about their likelihood of voting for a specific candidate in U. S. presidential (Al Gore (D) vs. George W. Bush (R)), senatorial (Washington State: Slade Gorton (R) vs. Maria Cantwell (D), congressional (Washington State: Rick Larsen (D) vs. John Koster (R); New York State: Hillary Clinton (D) vs. Rick Lazio (R)) and gubernatorial (Washington State: Locke (D) vs. John Carlson (R)) races. Two types of questions assessed participants intended voting behavior. It was emphasized to each participant that they should assume that they were registered voters for each political contest. The first set of questions use a 7 point scale to determine who participants intended to vote for in the upcoming election. For instance, participants were asked “In the race for U.S. President, who will you likely vote for?  1= Definitely Al Gore (D), 4 = Neither Candidate, 7 = Definitely George W. Bush (R).” Similar questions were asked for each of the political races. 

The second set of questions asked participants to directly choose which candidate they would vote for in the election (“If the election for U. S. President were held today, whom would you vote for? Al Gore (D), George W. Bush (R)”). These forced-choice measures were intended to examine intended voting behavior. After the election, we contacted as many participants as possible via email and then by phone if necessary and asked them whether they did in fact vote in the election. If the respondent voted, we then asked who he/she actually voted for in the presidential, gubernatorial, senatorial, and congressional elections that were on the ballot in Washington State (e.g., “In the election for U. S. President, whom did you vote for? Al Gore (D), George W. Bush (R), Other, or Did Not Vote”). 

Demographic Information Questionnaire. Participants also standard demographic questions such as age, gender and ethnicity. 

Phase II: IAT and Single-Category Inclusion Tasks


In this phase, participants completed three Implicit Association Tests (IATs) followed by three Single-Category Inclusion Tasks (SCIT). Table 1 contains an overview of each task including examples of the target dimensions and evaluative categories. In the first IAT task, the Self-Political Ideology IAT, participants discriminated between the categories of Democrat and Republican and Positive vs. Negative attributes. Participants also completed a Political Attitude SCIT. The purpose of these indirect measures was to assess automatic associations with the different U. S. political parties. We hypothesized that individuals would respond more quickly and make fewer errors when positive words were paired with the political group to which they most closely identified (i.e., Republicans would pair Positive+Republican more quickly than Positive+Democrat).

The second IAT involved the categories of Self vs. Other and Group Dominance vs. Group Egalitarianism. The corresponding SCIT contained only the categories of Self, Group Dominance and Group Egalitarianism. If participants have a stronger association with group dominance, we hypothesized that they would more easily complete the tasks on which Self+Dominance categories were paired. A third IAT examined attitudes between Black+White racial categories and Positive+Negative Affective dimensions. The single category inclusion task included the dimensions of Black, Negative and Positive. We hypothesized that participants who have more negative racial attitudes would be faster and make fewer errors when Black+Negative were paired.

The same stimuli were used for the IAT assessment and the Single-Category Inclusion Task. See Appendix A for all stimuli. A total of fifty words and pictures were used for the three IATs and the three Single-Category Inclusion Tasks: five Group Dominance words, five Group Egalitarianism words, five Self words, five Other words, five Positive Affect words, five Negative Affect words, five pictures of Blacks, five pictures of Whites, five names of Republicans, and five names of Democrats. The Dominance and Egalitarianism words, pictures of Blacks and Whites (color, X by X), as well as names of the five Democrats and Republicans were developed for the current study. The five Self and Other words were used previously by Greenwald, X, (2000 Psych review) and the five positive and negative affective words had been used in IAT research by Baggenstos (2000). 

Four Dell Dimension 333 MHz Pentium III computers with Windows NT presented the IAT and SCIT tasks. The pixels on the 17-inch color monitor had a resolution of 1024 x 768 and the refresh rate was set at 85 MHz. INQUISIT Experimental Development Software (www.millisecond.com) was used to create and administer the IAT and SCITs. All words were presented in a black, Times New Roman, size 24 font and the color pictures were 1.46” x 2.8”. Both words and pictures appeared in the center of the screen.

IAT tasks. For the IAT, participants responded by using their left index finger on the “A” key and their right index finger on the “5” key on the numeric keypad. At the start of the experiment, researchers asked participants if they have any questions and then they described the nature of the experiment. Participants were then asked to complete a series of reaction time tasks and were told to make their responses as quickly as possible, but they should avoid making errors. Next, participants read a set of instructions presented on the computer that informed them which keys would be used and described the categories the category pairings. The researcher then left the room and turned off the lights to reduce glare on the computer monitor.

The IAT procedure in this experiment was consistent with that administered by Greenwald et al. (1998) and Ottaway et al. (2000) except that participants completed only the two critical combined blocks for each IAT. In one combined block, two categories were paired (e.g., Positive + Democrat, Negative + Republicans) while in the second combined block the category pairings were reversed (e.g., Positive + Republican, Negative + Democrat). Thus, in our study, the single category discrimination tasks (Democrat vs. Republican, Self vs. Other) typically used in IAT studies were eliminated. In order to familiarize participants with the IAT, participants completed two combined blocks consisting of the categories of (Insects vs. Flower, Pleasant vs. Unpleasant). See Ottaway et al. (2000) for a complete description of this Flower/Insect IAT. 

For each IAT block, participants completed 20 practice trials, followed by 40 trials with one pairing of concepts (e.g., Republican+Positive, Democrat+Negative). In the second Block, participants completed 20 practice trials followed by 40 trials with the opposite pairing of concepts (e.g., Democrat+Positive, Republican+Negative). Thus, in each of the critical blocks, all stimuli occurred twice. Across subjects, we counterbalanced key assignment (left or right) and order of pairing of the concepts in the critical blocks (Republican+Positive first or second). Participants completed three IATs and the methodology was identical for each. However, before the Group Dominance IAT, participants again completed the SDO scale, although the response dimensions were changed to XXXX. The reasoning for this procedure was that we wished to constrain how people interpreted the Group Dominance and Group Egalitarian words used in the IAT. Thus, our intent was to focus participants on the relationship between these terms and attitudes towards social groups assessed by the SDO. 

Single-Category Inclusion Task


The single category inclusion task is similar to the IAT, but allows the researchers to gauge an individual’s strength of association to only one construct, rather than the difference between two diametrically opposed constructs. Participants completed three different SCITS: Political Affiliation SCIT (Positive, Negative, Democrat), Group Dominance SCIT (Self, Dominant, Egalitarian) and Racial Attitude SCIT (Black, Positive, Negative). For each SCIT, participants were informed that one of three stimuli categories would appear on the computer screen and that their goal was to press the space bar as quickly as possible only if words from two of the three categories appeared. The two categories that participants should respond to were called inclusion categories and the single category that participants should not respond to was called the ignore category. For example, for first block of the Group Dominance SCIT, positive, dominant or egalitarian words would appear on each trial and participants pressed the spacebar only if a positive or dominant word appeared on the screen. If an egalitarian word appeared on the screen, participants were instructed not to respond. In the second block of the group dominance SCIT, participants were required to respond only to positive and egalitarian words. 

On each trial, a word appeared for 1000 ms followed by a 500 ms inter-trial interval and a reminder indicating the inclusion categories appeared in the center, top third of the screen. For the 20 practice trials and 40 critical trials in each block, an equal number of response trials and ignore trials appeared. Thus, participants responded on half the trials in the block. As an example, for the 40 critical trials on the Political Attitude SCIT in which Democrat and Positive were the inclusion categories, 10 trials contained Democrat words, 10 trials contained Positive words and 20 trials contained Negative words. When Democrat and Negative became the inclusion categories, Negative words occurred on 10 trials while Positive words – the ignore category - occurred on 20 trials. 

The critical measure in the SCIT is the difference in error rates between the two SCIT blocks. The SCIT task should be easier (fewer errors) and participants should respond more quickly when the categories are compatible (e.g., for the Political Attitude SCIT, the individual who affiliates with the Democratic Party should make fewer errors when Democrat and Positive are the inclusion categories). 

Procedure


Participants were recruited from introductory psychology courses to participate in the three phases of the study. Initially, participants received information on how to complete the surveys, which were presented on a local network. Participants were instructed that all information would be secure and confidential and that they needed to complete all surveys without interruption. Students were then instructed that they would select their answer by clicking on the bubble corresponding to the response that best answers the question or statement. Participants completed one of four different randomly determined orders of surveys. The entire web survey phase lasted about 45 minutes.

Approximately one week after completing the web surveys, a researcher recruited participants for the second phase. Upon arrival, participants completed a second consent form followed by the Political Attitude, Racial Attitude and Group Dominance IATs. Participants then completed the three SCITS in the same order. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two key assignments and one of two orders of combined blocks (e.g., Democrat+Positive first or Second). Before the IATs or SCITs, participants completed a practice IAT and SCIT that included the categories of Flower, Insect, Positive and Negative. At the end of the 30-minute experiment, participants were debriefed.

Immediately after the November 7th election, participants will be emailed the four voting behavior questions about the Washington State elections. If participants do not respond within one week, they will be phoned.

Proposed Analysis

IAT Tasks


For each IAT
· Means, standard deviations, and log means for reaction times

· Log transformations (to satisfy assumptions of Pearson’s r)

· 3-way mixed design (2 x 2 x 2) with between-subject factors of Order-of-IAT-Block (Democrat + Positive first or second),  and Key Assignment (positive left or right), and a within-subjects factor of the Type-of-Combined-Block (Democrat + positive block compared to Democrat + negative block).

Comparing IATs

· One-way within-subjects design with a factor of Type-of-IAT (political attitudes vs. racial beliefs vs. Group dominance orientation)

SCIT Tasks



For each SCIT

· Mean and standard deviations for each error block

· Two-way mixed design (2 X 2) with a between-subjects factor of Order-of-Inclusion-Block (e.g., positive first or second) and a within-subjects factor of Type-of-Inclusion Block (e.g., Democrat + positive vs. Democrat + negative)

Comparing SCITs

· One-way within design with a within-subjects factor of Type-of-SCIT (political attitudes vs. racial beliefs vs. social dominance orientation)

Explicit Measures

· Racial beliefs, political affiliation, social dominance orientation, and need for cognition scales

· Means and standard deviations for each of the scales 

Voting Behavior


Pre-election scales
· Means and standard deviations for Likert-type scales

· Means, standard deviations and frequencies for forced choice

Post-election scales

· Correlate pre and post election measures with Pearson’s r on both Likert scales and forced choice scales

Relationship Between Implicit and Explicit Attitudes

· Use Pearson’s r to examine these relationship

Relationship Between Attitudes and Voting Behavior

· Correlate relationship between voting behavior and explicit attitudes using Pearson’s r

· Correlate relationship between voting behavior and explicit attitudes using Pearson’s r

· Utilize multiple regression analysis to yield equations that best predict voting behavior based on implicit and explicit attitude measures
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Appendix A

Social Dominance Orientation
Group Dominance

Group Advantage, Social Dominance, Group Superiority, Group Hierarchy, Racial Advantage

Subordinate

Group Fairness, Social Equality, Group Parity, Egalitarianism, Racial Equality

Political Affiliation

Republican

Ronald Reagan (R), Elizabeth Dole (R), George W. Bush (R), Slade Gorton (R), Richard Nixon (R)

Democrat

Bill Clinton (D), Hillary Clinton (D), Al Gore (D), Jimmy Carter (D), John F. Kennedy (D)

Self


I, Me, Mine, My, Self

Other

Them, Their, Other, They, It

Pleasant Words (Greenwald, et al., 1998)


Cheerful, Delighted, Happy, Joyous, Pleased

Unpleasant Words


Anxious, Depressed, Fearful, Miserable, Sad

Race (using pictures)
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