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Abstract

System justification theory (SJT; Jost & Banaji, 1994) maintains that members of disadvantaged groups may rationalize and legitimize their lower status, resulting in outgroup favoritism tendencies. Two studies examined variability in implicit group favoritism among African Americans using the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). Consistent with SJT, half of Ps in Study 1 and 65% in Study 2 showed evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism. Study 1 showed that variability in implicit group favoritism was not related to conscious knowledge or endorsement of negative stereotypes. Study 2 showed that Ps with implicit outgroup favoring tendencies were more vulnerable to stereotype threat (based on measures of stereotype accessibility, affect, and self-handicapping). Further, evidence that implicit outgroup favoritism can boost performance through the mediating variable of stereotype accessibility was obtained.

Implicit Outgroup Favoritism Among African Americans

and Vulnerability to Stereotype Threat

They [African Americans] have heard so frequently that they are lazy, ignorant, dirty, and superstitious that they may half believe the accusations ….

(Allport, 1954, p. 152)

Even if the believing self wants to see racial difference as essentially meaningless, the anti-self, that hidden perpetrator of racist doubt, sees white people as better than black people. Its mission is to confirm black inferiority, and so it looks closely at whites, watches how they walk, talk, and negotiate the world, and then grants these styles of being and acting superiority.

(S. Steele, 1990, p. 52)

Across the decades, insightful scholars like Gordon Allport and Shelby Steele have noted the likely possibility and perhaps even inevitability that members of stigmatized groups will internalize negative societal views of their own group while holding nonstigmatized outgroups in relatively high esteem. Early on, the possibility of outgroup favoritism was empirically investigated in the classic doll studies conducted by Clark and Clark (1947). These studies figured importantly in the Supreme Court decision to legislate school desegregation in the United States (e.g., Allport, 1954), but they also became infamous in the eyes of many researchers due to their methodological and substantive problems (e.g., Banks, 1976). Further casting empirical skepticism over the possibility of outgroup favoritism were findings that members of disadvantaged groups often strive for positive social identification with their ingroup (e.g., Brewer, 1979; Crocker & Major, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), and also robust evidence of ingroup favoritism even when group membership is based on arbitrary criteria (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). 

However, Jost and his colleagues (Jost, 2001; Jost & Banaji, 1994) have recently revisited the possibility of outgroup favoritism among low status groups. They have built on Marxist theorizing (e.g., Marx & Engels, 1846/1970) to provide a psychological explanation of why such tendencies may emerge among stigmatized groups, which has been formalized in their System Justification Theory. Furthermore, Jost and his colleagues’ research has provided solid empirical evidence of outgroup favoritism tendencies among members of low relative to high status groups (Jost & Burgess, 2000; Jost & Thompson, 2000).

One goal of the present research was to examine the prevalence of outgroup favoritism tendencies among African Americans. Consistent with Allport’s (1954) suggestion that African Americans may only “half believe” negative stereotypes about them and S. Steele’s (1990) suggestion that a “hidden perpetrator of racist doubt” drives outgroup favoritism, we focus especially on the possibility of outgroup favoritism at the implicit (unconscious) level. The second goal of the present research was to determine whether variation in implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies among African Americans is related to a group-based vulnerability that has received much attention in recent research—vulnerability to stereotype threat. Stereotype threat occurs when the existence of a negative stereotype about a group to which one belongs causes one to feel threatened that one will behaviorally confirm it as a characteristic of the self (C. Steele, 1997; C. Steele & Aronson, 1995). This threat may, in turn, undermine actual performance (e.g., C. Steele & Aronson, 1995; Spencer, C. Steele, & Quinn, 1999). Previous work has focused on the power of the situation to evoke the threat, but not on the possibility that the experience of stereotype threat may result from the internalization of inferiority images. Thus, the present research extends this burgeoning area of research to focus on the possible role of implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies in contributing to the experience of stereotype threat.

Outgroup Favoritism Tendencies


People typically have a very strong proclivity for favoring their own group over other outgroups, perhaps because doing so makes evolutionary sense (Krebs & Denton, 1997) or due to the boost in self-esteem made possible by bolstering collective self-esteem through ingroup favoritism (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Even when group membership has just been arbitrarily assigned, people show greater favorability toward the ingroup in their unconsciously generated responses (Ashburn-Nardo, Voils, & Monteith, in press) as well as in their consciously generated responses (Rabbie & Horowitz, 1996; Tajfel et al., 1971). With this apparently natural tendency toward ingroup favoritism in place, how can the phenomenon of outgroup favoritism be explained?


Jost and Banaji’s (1994; Jost, 2001) System Justification Theory (SJT) explains what psychological forces may lead some groups to show evidence of outgroup favoritism. SJT builds on the idea that people have a powerful need to believe in a just world (Lerner, 1980)—to believe that people get what they deserve and deserve what they get. Living in an unpredictable, uncontrollable, and unjust world would be too psychologically threatening, so people believe that the world is predictable, controllable, and just. System justification theory further maintains that the need to believe in a just world leads members of disadvantaged and stereotyped groups to rationalize and legitimize their status, which leads them to favor other higher status groups over their own group. According to Jost (2001, p. 91)

The most surprising and powerful cases of system-justifying stereotypes arise when members of low-status groups internalize unfavorable stereotypes of themselves and favorable stereotypes of others as a way to justify the existing hierarchy (Jost & Banaji, 1994). This process may give rise to the attitudes and beliefs that are outgroup favoring …. Ultimately, system-justifying ideologies and stereotypes become imperceptible—like water to the fish.


Jost (2001; Jost & Burgess, 2000) summarized a variety of previous studies with results consistent with SJT, and he also presented an empirical paradigm for even more convincingly demonstrating system justification tendencies. In this paradigm, participants from two rival universities are presented with statistics that point to systematic socioeconomic differences among graduates of the universities. Participants randomly assigned to the high-success condition are led to believe that graduates from their own school outperformed those of the rival school (e.g., earned more, were promoted faster, and achieved higher status positions), whereas the opposite is true for participants in the low-success condition. The general finding using this paradigm is that participants in the high-status condition evaluate their own group as superior (i.e., display ingroup favoritism) and participants in the low-status condition also evaluate the high-status outgroup as superior (i.e., they display outgroup favoritism). 


In some ways such a finding is understandable, as the evidence of high success was designed to be highly persuasive, and participants in the low success condition had little opportunity to refute it and protect their regard for their ingroup. However, given greater opportunity, people may be more reticent to consciously favor the outgroup over the ingroup, given the obvious conflict between doing so and personal and group interests. Such reasoning led Jost and Banaji (1994; Jost, 2001) to argue that outgroup favoritism should be most likely to emerge at a nonconscious level. 

Jost, Pelham, and Carvallo (2001) recently conducted several investigations to determine whether system justifying tendencies would emerge with implicit preference measures. A first study employed the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) as an implicit measure of the extent of favoritism with one’s own group versus with an outgroup. The two natural groups used were Stanford students (a long-standing high status group) and San Jose State University (SJSU) students (a group with relatively lower status). The results indicated that Stanford students showed a strong implicit ingroup favoritism bias in that they more easily paired pleasant concepts with their own group and unpleasant concepts with the outgroup than the reverse. However, SJSU students did not show an overall bias in favor of either group and, furthermore, 1/3 of the sample showed a bias indicative of implicit outgroup favoritism. A second study revealed subtle behavioral preferences among Asians and Hispanics for Whites, even though participants presumably were not aware of having these preferences. A third study showed that newborn children were more likely to be named after their fathers (as compared to mothers), and parents were more likely to publish birth announcements for boys than for girls. Again, these outcomes favoring the higher status group presumably were not produced with the intention of discrimination. In sum, these findings provide compelling evidence of implicit favoritism toward higher status groups, which is the hallmark of system justification tendencies.

Our first investigation herein focused on the extent to which implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies would emerge among African Americans in relation to Whites. Specifically, we examined the distribution of IAT scores among African American participants. The IAT is a dual categorization task that, for our purposes, involved distinguishing between pleasant (e.g., sunrise) and unpleasant (e.g., cancer) words and White American (e.g., Fred) and traditionally African American (e.g., Alonzo) names. Participants are first given practice categorizing these words based on each of the individual categories (i.e., pleasant/unpleasant and White/Black). Of greater interest, participants complete two critical trial blocks in which these individual categorization tasks are combined. One of these trial blocks involves categorizing White exemplars and pleasant words together and Black exemplars and unpleasant words together. For African American participants, such pairings would be evaluatively incompatible if participants had ingroup favoring tendencies. Thus these trial blocks will be called “incompatible” hereafter. The other trial block involves categorizing White exemplars and unpleasant words together and Black exemplars and pleasant words together, which we refer to as evaluatively compatible trial blocks.  Implicit ingroup favoritism would be evident if performance on the compatible trial block was faster than on the incompatible trial block. Evidence of implicit ingroup favoritism 

has been found in much prior work using the IAT with groups other than African Americans (Dasgupta et al., 1999; Greenwald et al., 1998; Rudman, Greenwald, Mellott, & Schwartz, 1999). Conversely, implicit outgroup favoritism would be evident if participants had an easier time going through the incompatible trial block than the compatible trial block. 

We also examined the extent to which our participants were aware of cultural stereotypes about their own group and the extent to which they consciously endorsed such stereotypes. SJT leads to the prediction that African Americans’ lower status will lead them to have implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies but that, given the obvious conflict between explicit endorsement of negative stereotypes and personal and group interests, these outgroup favoring tendencies will not be paralleled in explicit stereotypic beliefs. 

Although clear predictions for the findings follow directly from SJT, we consider the use of African Americans as the target group to provide an important extension of previous research. Unlike other groups that have been used in system justification research (e.g., college students of differing status), African Americans have no choice in determining their race, they have no choice but to always be a member of their group, their group membership is an obvious and salient self characteristic, many African Americans are aware that years of systematic discrimination can account for their differential status, and there is consistent documentation of African Americans’ efforts to develop and maintain a positive racial identity (Phinney, 1990; Sellers, Smith, Shelton, Rowley, & Chavous, 1998). These factors arguably may provide protective shields against implicit outgroup favoritism, so we consider the present research to be a particularly strong test of the system justification perspective.

Implicit Outgroup Favoritism Tendencies and Vulnerability to Stereotype Threat


A second goal of the present research was to determine whether variability in implicit favoritism tendencies predicts vulnerability to stereotype threat (C. Steele & Aronson, 1995). Our reasoning was that African Americans who implicitly hold their own group in lower esteem than they hold Whites may be vulnerable to stereotype threat in domains where Whites are stereotypically superior to African Americans (e.g., intelligence). 

The examination of whether internalization of negative group regard (i.e., in the form of implicit outgroup preferences) is related to stereotype threat is an important extension in that past research has focused exclusively on the power of situational forces to evoke stereotype threat. These situational forces serve to make the negative stereotype salient by, for example, making race (C. Steele & Aronson, 1995), gender (Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000; C. Steele, 1997), or socioeconomic status (Croizet & Claire, 1998) salient. Once salient, knowledge of the stereotype presumably sets participants up for fear of confirming it and interferes with the ability to perform well (Spencer et al., 1999; Quinn & Spencer, 2001). For example, situations can even produce stereotype threat among people who have not historically been members of stigmatized groups. This was evident in Aronson, Lustina, Good, Keough, C. Steele, and Brown’s (1999) research, in which stereotype threat was created among math proficient White males by inducing them to compare their performance to Asians (see Stone, Lynch, Sjomeling, & Darley, 1999, for a similar finding). Importantly, stereotype threat is mostly likely to affect performance when one is most at risk of confirming the stereotype, such as on very hard intellectual problems as opposed to easy problems (Spencer et al., 2001).

Despite the overwhelming emphasis in past research on the powerful role that situations can play in creating vulnerability to stereotype threat, it also seems reasonable to expect individual differences in how people implicitly feel about their group to play a role. Evaluations held at the implicit level often do influence behavior (see Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Furthermore, group-based IAT scores have been found to be related to behavior in ways that consciously-held attitudes are not (Rudman & Glick, in press). For example, McConnell and Leibold (in press) found that Whites’ IAT scores but not their explicit attitudes were predictive of a variety of nonverbal behaviors in relation to African Americans. We therefore expected the present research to reveal an important individual-level contributor to vulnerability to stereotype threat.


Although the ultimate undermining of performance often takes the spotlight when researchers discuss the phenomenon of stereotype threat, it is important to keep in mind that performance is the outcome of stereotype threat—not its psychological indicator. Various factors have been advanced as possible psychological indicators of stereotype threat, including stereotype activation (C. Steele & Aronson, 1995), self-doubt activation (C. Steele & Aronson, 1995), self-handicapping (which can be taken as evidence of performance apprehension, C. Steele & Aronson, 1995; see also Aronson et al., 1999; Spencer et al., 1999), anxiety (Aronson et al., 1999; Blascovich et al., 1998), and avoidance of racially stereotypic preferences (C. Steele & Aronson, 1995). However, what constitutes the best indicators of stereotype threat is far from clear based on extant research, as the findings across studies have often been inconsistent. For example, although evaluation apprehension appears to have played in role in a number of studies as noted above, it has not been associated with significant effects in other studies (Cheryan & Bodenhausen, 2000; Croizet & Claire, 1998). Even less consistent evidence exists for the mediational role of these psychological indicators of stereotype threat, as the results often have not provided clear support for a mediational interpretation (Aronson et al., 1999; Spencer et al., 1999; Stone et al., 1999). 

Perhaps the psychological markers of stereotype threat, and thus the underlying mediating mechanisms, vary depending upon the different situational factors that have been manipulated across the studies noted above. At any rate, given the inconsistencies observed in past research and our novel focus on individual differences in implicit group preferences, we considered it important to assess a variety of possible indicators of stereotype threat in our research.


Aside from examining the role of implicit group preferences in stereotype threat, our research also differs from much past research in that we did not preselect participants who were experts and highly identified with the stereotype threat domain (i.e., intellectual performance), as has frequently been done in past research (e.g., Spencer et al., 1999). Even when participants have not been preselected for domain expertise and identification, their status most often has suggested that they were, indeed, a select group (e.g., the Stanford undergraduate students who participated in C. Steele & Aronson’s, 1995, research). The use of a more “average” sample may have important implications for the effects of stereotype threat. The negative effects of stereotype threat on performance may not generalize to groups who arguably will be less threatened when placed in a stereotype threat situation. For example, Aronson et al. (1999) found that participants who were highly identified with the performance domain performed worse when a stereotype was made salient, but participants who were moderately identified with the performance domain actually performed better when the stereotype was salient than when it was not. According to Aronson et al. (1999), this likely occurred because the stereotype created a challenge to perform well, but the moderately identified participants were not so ego-involved that performance was undermined (e.g., see Baumeister & Showers’ 1986 review of the relation between ego-involvement and performance).

Summary of Goals


Study 1 tested for possible variability among African Americans in implicit group favoritism using the IAT, with particular interest on whether participants would show evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism. African Americans’ knowledge of and belief in cultural stereotypes about their ingroup were also assessed. Although we expected African Americans to be highly knowledgeable of the cultural stereotype, we did not expect them to consciously endorse it. Study 2 tested for a possible relation between implicit outgroup favoritism among African Americans and vulnerability to stereotype threat using a variety of indexes of stereotype threat, in addition to examining actual performance in the stereotype domain. Participants in this second study were not preselected to be highly identified or experts in the domain, allowing us to examine whether the experience of stereotype threat would impede or facilitate performance among a group of participants that was less select than in much prior research.

Study 1

Method

Participants

Thirty-eight (30 female, 8 male) African American undergraduate students at the University of Kentucky participated. Introductory Psychology students received course credit, and other participants were recruited through registrar lists and completed the study in return for $10. All participants were recruited and scheduled by phone.

Design


Participants’ IAT scores varied continuously. Several counterbalancing factors were included in connection with the IAT, which are noted in the Procedure section.

Procedure


Participants completed the study individually. They were greeted by an African American male experimenter and told they would complete three brief tasks that included a computer-based task and two paper-and-pencil tasks. Following Greenwald et al. (1998), the implicit measure (IAT) was completed before the explicit measures (stereotype- and thought-listing tasks). The stereotype-listing task preceded the thought-listing task because interest centered on whether participants would, after thinking about cultural stereotypes, include them in their descriptions of their beliefs. 


Participants were provided with standard IAT instructions (e.g., respond quickly but accurately throughout the task). The IAT included 7 trial blocks, five of which provided practice and two of critical interest (i.e., the compatible and incompatible trial blocks). For each trial, participants’ task was to categorize words that appeared on the screen individually in random order by pressing either the A key with the left forefinger or the 5 key on the number keypad with the right forefinger. Each block began with instructions that explained which stimuli were to be categorized on the left versus on the right for that block. For example, the first trial block instructed participants to categorize pleasant words on the left (i.e., press the A key on the left with the left forefinger if the word is a pleasant word) and unpleasant words on the right (i.e., press the 5 key on the right with the right forefinger if the word is an unpleasant word). Category labels were shown in the top corners of the screen (e.g., “Pleasant” in the top left corner and “Unpleasant” in the top right corner). 


Four versions of the IAT had been programmed for counterbalancing purposes. Specifically, whether participants completed the IAT with male names and then with female names or the reverse was crossed with whether compatible trails preceded incompatible trials or the reverse. For example, for participants in the incompatible trials first and female names first condition, the first seven trial blocks appeared in the following order and were followed by another IAT in the same order but with male names: (1) left if pleasant word / right if unpleasant word; (2) left if White female name / right if Black female name; 3) left if White female name or pleasant word / right if Black female name or unpleasant word (practice); (4) left if White female name or pleasant word / right if Black female name or unpleasant word (test); (5) left if Black female name / right if White female name; (6) left if Black female name or pleasant word / right if White female name or unpleasant word (practice); and (7) left if Black female name or pleasant word / right if White female name or unpleasant word (test). 

The practice trial blocks (e.g., see blocks 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6, above) and included 20 trials each. The test blocks (4 and 7) included 40 trials each. The inter-trial interval was 150 ms. A red “X” appeared below the stimulus word whenever an incorrect response (e.g., the A key was pressed on the left when the 5 key should have been pressed on the right) was given and remained on the screen until a correct response was made. A green “O” appeared whenever a correct response was made.

The pleasant and unpleasant words and African American and White American names were drawn from Greenwald et al.’s (1998) stimuli lists. There were 15 stimuli corresponding to each type of category. Participants were given the opportunity to view all stimuli prior to the categorization task and to eliminate any stimuli that seemed inconsistent with the corresponding category label.

Participants completed the stereotype-listing task after the IAT. They were given a form on which they were to list all of the cultural stereotypes about African Americans of which they were aware.  The instructions stressed the fact that we were interested in determining to what extent African Americans were knowledgeable of the cultural stereotypes about their race and not whether participants believed the stereotypes to be true.  Participants were further told to put no identifying marks on the materials and that their responses would remain anonymous.  They were given 10 minutes to complete the task and were instructed to place their completed form in a data box (i.e., a box with small opening for depositing materials).

Participants then were given a form that contained 20 blank boxes for the thought-listing task.  Instructions indicated that we were interested in participants’ personal beliefs about African Americans, and that they should list all of the beliefs that come to mind in relation to African Americans, with one thought per box on the form. The experimenter emphasized that any and all beliefs (positive or negative) were acceptable and that responses would be anonymous.  Once again, participants were instructed not to include identifying information and to place the form in the data box when finished. They were given 10 minutes to complete this task. 
Results and Discussion

IAT Performance

Following Greenwald et al. (1998), trials with latency values less than 300 ms were recoded to 300 ms, and values greater than 3000 ms were recoded to 3000 ms. The first and second trials of each block were dropped, as they frequently have unusually long times. Latencies then were log-transformed for data analytic purposes, although results are reported in milliseconds for ease of interpretation. 

The mean latencies for the various trial blocks then were analyzed in a 2 (pairing type that appeared first: compatible vs. incompatible) X 2 (gender name that appeared first: male vs. female) X 2 (gender name: male vs. female) X 2 (critical trial blocks: compatible vs. incompatible) mixed-model ANOVA, treating the first two factors as between-participants factors and the last two as repeated measures factors.  The only significant results that emerged were associated with the counterbalancing measures and appeared to result by chance.1 It was not the case that the African American participants responded significantly faster on compatible trials (M = 819.88) than on incompatible trials (M = 829.54), F(1, 34) = .758, p = .39, d = .15. As a whole, then, participants showed neither an ingroup nor an outgroup bias. 


Further examination of the data revealed significant variability in IAT performance.  These patterns can clearly be seen when examining IAT difference scores (cf. Greenwald et al., 1998), which were computed by subtracting mean response latencies for compatible trial blocks from mean response latencies for incompatible trial blocks. Negative difference scores indicate a bias that favors Whites over African Americans (i.e., an outgroup bias), and positive difference scores indicate an ingroup bias.  Fifty-three percent of the sample had IAT scores indicative of outgroup bias, and 47% of the sample had difference scores indicative of an ingroup bias. As can be seen in Figure 1, the distribution of scores was bimodal, suggesting two different types of implicit biases. Within-participant comparisons performed separately among participants with IAT scores < 0 and IAT scores > 0 further supported the idea that two distinct types of implicit biases were evident in the data. Among participants showing an outgroup bias (IAT < 0), performance on the compatible trials was significantly slower than on the incompatible trials, t (18) = 6.82, p < .001, d = 1.61. Among participants showing an ingroup bias (IAT > 0), performance on the incompatible trials was significantly faster than on the compatible trials, t (18) = 8.40, p < .001, d = 1.98, respectively.  



These results are consistent with SJT (Jost & Banaji, 1994), indicating that many African Americans do not show an ingroup bias but rather show evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism. The results can be contrasted with the consistent and strong evidence of ingroup favoritism that participants have shown in past research in which group-based distinctions included Jewish versus Christian (Rudman et al., 1999), Americans versus Soviets (Rudman et al., 1999), Japanese Americans versus Korean Americans (Greenwald et al., 1998), African American versus White with White participants (Dasgupta et al., 1999; Greenwald et al., 1998), and young versus old with young participants (Rudman et al., 1999). What differs between the past and present research is group status: In the present research, many members of a lower status group (African Americans) showed evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism in relation to a higher status group (Whites). 

Stereotype Knowledge

A judge read through the stereotype listing data to identify stereotypes that appeared on three or more participants’ lists. Each participant’s list then was coded for the presence or absence of each stereotype. A second judge later coded 16% of the data, and interjudge reliability, based on the percent of agreement between judges, was acceptable (82%). 

Twenty-seven stereotypes were identified (see Table 1), which contrasts with only 15 stereotype categories generated by White participants in Devine (1989; Study 1). This may suggest that our African American sample had even greater knowledge or more differentiated knowledge than Whites of cultural stereotypes about African Americans. The total number of stereotypes recorded by participants was 361, (M = 9.6, SD = 2.77), again suggesting that participants were well aware of the cultural stereotypes of African-Americans. Four of the stereotypes (athletic, welfare/poor, crime, and unintelligent) appeared in roughly 80% of participants’ lists.

Personal Beliefs
To examine the extent to which participants’ beliefs coincided with stereotypes, the beliefs data were examined for the presence or absence of the 27 stereotypes identified from the stereotype-listing task.  Interjudge agreement for the coding of the thought data (again based on joint coding of 16% of the data) was acceptable (91% agreement). 

The total number of stereotypes that appeared among the beliefs listed was 79, (M = 2.08, SD = 1.63). As can be seen in Table 2, when participants did include stereotypes in their beliefs they often included “positive” (e.g., athletic) or neutral (e.g., physical features) stereotypes, although some negative stereotypes (e.g., hostile) did appear as beliefs. Overall, the low frequency with which stereotypes appeared as beliefs suggest that participants generally did not endorse cultural stereotypes about African Americans.

Relation Among IAT Scores, Stereotype Knowledge, and Personal Beliefs

Correlations were performed to examine the relations among IAT difference scores (reflecting the extent to which participants showed a bias favoring the ingroup versus the outgroup), the number of stereotypes listed, and the number of stereotypic beliefs. These analyses revealed just one significant effect, such that the more participants’ IAT scores were indicative of a pro-White bias (i.e., the smaller they were), the more stereotypes participants listed among their personal beliefs, r(37) = -.34, p < .05. This finding should be interpreted with caution, however, as many of the stereotypes listed as personal beliefs were positive in content, and some were neutral. Indeed, when a distinction was made between positive versus negative stereotypes appearing as beliefs, most of the IAT-stereotype relation appeared to be due to listing positive stereotypes. The correlation between IAT scores and listing positive stereotypes as beliefs was r = -.31, p = .06, and the correlation between IAT scores and listing negative stereotypes as beliefs was r = -.18, p > .30.2 

In sum, the findings from Study 1 point to considerable variability in implicit group favoring tendencies, with approximately half the participants showing outgroup favoritism and the other half showing ingroup favoritism. One way to assess whether this variation is meaningful is to examine its relation with other psychological and behavioral variables, which brings us to the goals of Study 2.

Study 2


The relation between IAT scores and stereotype threat in connection with completing an intellectually challenging task was examined in Study 2 among African American participants. All participants were undergraduate students and thus presumably by definition at least partly identified with intellectualism, which is important because people who are completely domain-disidentified are unlikely to be sufficiently motivated to experience stereotype threat (C. Steele, 1997). However, participants were not preselected to be especially intellectually identified or talented, allowing us to examine stereotype threat among a different type of sample than has been typically used in research on this topic. Participants completed the IAT and were introduced to and completed an intellectually challenging test throughout the course of the experiment. 


Following Steele and Aronson (1995), a variety of psychological indicators of stereotype threat was collected. Participants completed a word-fragment task to assess the extent of stereotype activation and self-doubt they were experiencing prior to taking the intellectual test. If participants feel threatened by a particular cultural stereotype, it is likely that the stereotype will become activated along with accompanying elements of self-doubt. Before taking the test, evaluation apprehension was also assessed through the use of several self-handicapping items, and we also assessed participants’ affect (with particular interest in their level of anxiety). Finally, we also assessed actual performance on the intellectual test. The test included both easy and difficult items, which allowed us to determine whether any effect of IAT scores on performance would be evident for difficult problems only (as has been found in past research; Spencer et al., 1999). 


Our main hypothesis was that participants who were more prone to implicit outgroup favoritism would be more vulnerable to stereotype threat than participants who instead showed evidence of implicit ingroup favoritism. That is, African Americans who implicitly regard their own group less positively than Whites were expected to feel threatened over the possibility of confirming a negative stereotype about their group. Based on Aronson et al.’s (1999) finding that stereotype threat facilitated rather than impeded performance among participants who were not highly domain-identified, we considered it possible that the experience of stereotype threat might actually improve performance among our sample. 

Participants
Eighty-one African American students (56 female and 22 male) from the University of Kentucky participated.  They were recruited using the same methods as in Study 1. 

Design

IAT scores varied continuously. We manipulated whether participants completed the IAT before or after all other experimental tasks so that possible effects could be examined. For example, doing the IAT first might increase the salience of race and augment any stereotype threat effects we might obtain. Alternatively, any stereotype threat effect experienced throughout the study might affect how participants were experiencing their race—thus influencing IAT scores. As in Study 1, various manipulations (described below) were included in relation to the IAT so that possible order effects could be tested. 

Procedure


Participants took part in the study individually.  They were greeted by a White experimenter wearing a lab coat and asked to complete a consent form. Half of the participants then completed the IAT (using a procedure identical to that of Study 1), whereas the other half of the participants proceeded directly to the intellectual task. For the intellectual task, participants were told that the Department of Psychology was helping the University to collect data on students’ cognitive skills, and that these data would be used in designing school programs to improve the cognitive skills of students. Participants were told that they were one of 200 students randomly selected to participate in the study, and that they would be taking a test that required reading, solving word-recognition problems, and verbal reasoning abilities. Participants were encouraged to put forth their best effort so that the findings would be useful. They were also informed that they would have the opportunity to get information about their own strengths and weaknesses based on their test performance.3

Participants then were shown two very difficult examples of the types of test items contained in the Verbal Aptitude Test (VAT) that they would be taking. They then completed several measures that allowed us to assess the extent to which stereotype threat was being experienced.


Indicators of Stereotype Threat. Under the guise that it was one of the cognitive skill tests, participants completed a word-fragment completion task that assessed the accessibility of stereotypes and self-doubt. Specifically, participants were presented with 40 word-fragments with one or more blank spaces each.  Eleven of the fragments were of words related to race or images of African Americans (e.g., _ _ C E [RACE] and L A _ _ [LAZY]) and seven fragments were of words related to self-doubt (e.g., L O _ _ _ [LOSER] and _ _ _ E R I O R [INFERIOR]).  These 18 word-fragments were the same as those used by Steele and Aronson (1995; Study 3).  The remaining items were fillers.


Next participants were told that people’s performance on tests might be influenced by their emotional state at the time of the test, so that they should respond honestly to several questions about their present state. In actuality, this questionnaire included items to assess self-handicapping and affect. The self-handicapping items were taken from Steele and Aronson (1995, Study 3) and included “Indicate how many hours of sleep you got last night,” How tricky/unfair do you feel standardized tests are?” “How able to focus do you feel,” and “How much stress have you have been under lately?” The latter three items were rated on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much), as were 11 other items asking participants to report the extent to which they were experiencing various feelings (bothered, threatened, energetic, uneasy, depressed, anxious, frustrated, tense, optimistic, uncomfortable, and helpless). 


Test Performance. The 30-item intellectual test was then administered to enable us to examine possible effects of stereotype threat on actual performance. The experimenter read the instructions for the VAT, emphasizing that participants would have 20 minutes to complete the test and that he/she should notify the experimenter should he/she finish before the time expired.  Fifteen items involved selecting the pair of words that best expressed a relationship similar to that expressed in an original pair (e.g., DEDUCTION: RATIONAL. (A) hunch: intuitive; (B) ploy: spontaneous; (C) maxim: hackneyed; (D) hypothesis:tested; (E) daydream: bored). The remaining 15 items involved choosing a word or set of words that best fit in sentence blanks (e.g., If his works had been regarded merely as those of a fool, he might have met with only ______, not with violent enmity and strict censorship. (A) brutality, (B) loathing, (C) rebellion, (D) ridicule, (E) execution). 


The test length (i.e., number of items and time to complete) was approximately the same as what has been used in past research (e.g., Steele & Aronson, 1995). The items included on the VAT were chosen based on pilot testing among 30 African American participants (using an  African American experimenter). The pilot results indicated that the correct response percentage for individual items ranged from 6% - 90%, and the overall average was 54% correct. Eighteen of the 30 items were considered “easy VAT items” because they were answered correctly by 50% or more of the pilot study sample. The remaining 12 items were considered “hard VAT items because they were answered correctly by less than 50% of the pilot study sample. Distinguishing between easy and hard items allowed us to test whether stereotype threat affects performance on tasks that challenge the limit of one’s ability rather than on easier tasks (see Spencer et al., 1999; Study 1). 


Following the VAT, participants responded to several questions about the test. Of interest were their reports of the extent to which they put forth their best effort on the test, which were rated on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale. (See also Footnote 3.) Inclusion of this item allowed us to determine whether the extent of stereotype threat experienced affected self-reported effort on the test. Finally, participants in the IAT-after condition completed the IAT. All participants were thoroughly debriefed prior to being provided with their research credit or payment.

Results and Discussion

IAT Performance
Outliers were removed from the IAT data using the same strategy as in Study 1, and values were log-transformed. IAT data for 3 participants were lost due to experimenter error. The mean latencies for the various trial blocks were analyzed in a 2 (pairing type that appeared first: compatible vs. incompatible) X 2 (gender name that appeared first: male vs. female) X 2 (task order: IAT before the VAT versus IAT after the VAT) x 2 (gender name: male vs. female) X 2 (critical trial blocks: compatible vs. incompatible) mixed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA), treating the first three factors as between-participants factors and the last two as repeated measures factors.  The analysis revealed a significant main effect of critical trial blocks, F(1,74) = 8.16, p = .006, d = .33.  As a group, participants’ IAT performance was indicative of a bias that favored Whites over African Americans, with faster mean response latencies, in milliseconds, for incompatible trial blocks (M = 882.04, SD 196.50) than for compatible trial blocks (M = 927.62, SD = 189.46).

As in Study 1, IAT difference scores were computed by subtracting the mean response latencies for compatible trial blocks from mean response latencies for incompatible trial blocks.  Thus, lower (negative) scores are indicative of an outgroup bias, and higher scores are indicative of an ingroup bias. Sixty-four percent of the sample had IAT scores indicative of an outgroup bias, and 36% had scores indicative of ingroup bias. Thus, replicating Study 1, considerable evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism emerged in the data. There were no significant effects associated with whether participants completed the IAT before or after the portion of the study involving the intellectual test, suggesting that IAT scores did not shift as a consequence of the stereotype threat situation. There were a few significant interactions involving procedural factors included in the programming of the IAT, but these effects were of little practical or theoretical interest.4 

Stereotype Threat Measures

Formation of Indexes. The 11 items reflecting stereotype activation based on the word completion task were coded such that 0 = not completed or completed in a stereotype-inconsistent way and 1 = completed in a stereotype-consistent way. Scores were then summed to form an index (M = 1.98, SD = 1.11). A self-doubt index was formed in a similar manner using the doubt-related items from the word completion task (M = .71, SD = .76). 


The 11 affect items were submitted to a principal components analysis with varimax rotation, and two factors emerged that accounted for a total of 58% of the variance. The first factor included bothered, threatened, uneasy, depressed, frustrated, tense, uncomfortable, and helpless. These items were averaged to form a negative affect index (( = .89; M = 2.58, SD = 1.26).  The second factor included anxious and energetic, which were averaged to form an anxious-energy index, r(80) = .26, p < .02 (M = 3.59, SD = 1.36).  Optimistic did not have a loading of at least .40 on either factor and thus was not included in subsequent analyses.


The number of hours of sleep participants reported (M = 5.8, SD = 1.67) was reverse scored so that higher numbers indicated greater self-handicapping. The item about how tricky participants feel standardized tests are was considered as a single-item measure (M = 4.31, SD = 1.81). Participants’ reports of how well they were able to focus were reverse-scored and then averaged with their reports of stress to form an index, r(79) = .32, p < .01 (M = 4.76, SD= 1.00). 


Analyses. The various stereotype threat measures were predicted in regression analyses using participants’ IAT difference scores (which were centered, Aiken & West, 1991), task order (IAT before intellectual test = 0 and IAT after intellectual test = 1), and the interaction between these variables. Main effects were entered and interpreted in the step before the interaction term was entered. Although participants’ IAT scores were associated with several significant effects, the task order variable did not have a systematic impact. Thus, the results are summarized in Table 3 in terms of the zero-order correlations between IAT scores and the stereotype threat indexes.


As can be seen in Table 3, the more participants were prone to implicit outgroup favoritism (i.e., the lower their IAT scores), the greater their evidence of stereotype activation on the word completion task. Thus, participants who implicitly held their own racial group in lower regard than Whites became preoccupied with thoughts about stereotypes and race when put in a situation where they might confirm a negative stereotype of their group.  We also found that the lower participants’ IAT scores, the more anxious energy they reported feeling. Finally, outgroup favoritism was associated with all of the self-handicapping measures. Participants with lower IAT scores reported fewer hours of sleep the previous night, perceived standardized tests to be trickier, and showed a tendency to score higher on the focus-stress index. These findings provide the same sort of evidence of the psychological indicators of stereotype threat that have been observed in past research (Steele & Aronson, 1995). Furthermore, the results point to a consistent relation between individual differences in implicit outgroup favoritism and vulnerability to stereotype threat.

Only two effects did not approach significance. IAT scores were not significantly related to self-doubt, which may have been because stereotypic completions were not easy enough to generate for these words and there were so few self-doubt words that a floor effect occurred. (Scores for this index were distributed among participants as follows: 0, N = 37; 1, N = 31; 2, N = 12; 3, N = 1.) Reports of negative affect also were unrelated to IAT scores, suggesting that participants did not experience stereotype threat in the form of negative affect. Also, examination of ratings of how much effort participants reported putting forth on the VAT revealed no significant effects.

Verbal Aptitude Test (VAT) Performance

VAT items were scored by assigning a 1 for items that were answered correctly and a 0 for items that were answered incorrectly or not answered at all. An overall VAT index was formed by summing scores for all of the VAT items, an easy VAT index was formed by summing scores for the 18 items that pilot testing had indicated were easy, and a hard VAT index was formed by summing scores for the 12 items that pilot testing had indicated were difficult.

Regression analyses (using the same approach as noted above for the stereotype threat measures) were used to predict performance on the three different types of VAT indexes. No significant results were obtained for the overall VAT index or for the easy VAT index. Significant findings did emerge for the items that were most intellectually challenging, which is consistent with the idea that stereotype threat effects will be most evident when the tasks are most challenging (Spencer et al., 1999). Specifically, the results for the hard VAT index included a marginally significant main effect for IAT scores, F(1, 75) = 3.35, p = .07, β = -.21, which was qualified by a significant interaction between task order and IAT scores, F(1, 74) = 4.59, p < .04. The pattern of findings is shown in Figure 2. Whereas the effect of IAT scores was not significant when participants completed the IAT before the intellectual testing situation was introduced, performance steadily decreased with increases in participants’ IAT scores when the IAT was completed after the intellectual testing situation. Simple slope analysis (Aiken & West, 1991) confirmed that this reduction in performance as a function of IAT scores in the IAT after condition was significant, F(1, 74) = 6.87, p < .02. 

What can account for this pattern of results? The finding that participants with IAT scores indicative of outgroup bias performed relatively well regardless of task order condition is consistent with the possibility that the stereotype threat they were experiencing facilitated performance on the intellectual task. Such an outcome would be expected if our participants were moderately rather than highly identified with the intelligence domain (Aronson et al., 1999), which presumably was the case (i.e., participants were not preselected, do not attend an ivy league school, etc.). However, why did participants with IAT scores indicative of ingroup bias perform relatively well when the IAT preceded the intellectual test and worse when it did not? Although we can only offer a post hoc explanation at this point, perhaps taking the IAT made race salient, which had the effect of increasing performance motivation among participants with IAT scores that favored the ingroup.

Mediation Analysis
Mediational analyses (Baron & Kenny, 1986) were undertaken to see if the effects of IAT scores on performance for the hard VAT items could be accounted for by one of our indicators of stereotype threat. Because IAT scores were significantly related to performance on the hard VAT items in the IAT after task condition only, these analyses could be undertaken in this condition only. The results indicated that one variable did appear to be acting as a mediator – stereotype activation. Within the IAT after condition only, this variable was significantly related to IAT scores, r(38) = -.51, p < .001, and to performance on the hard VAT items, r(38) = .45, p < .01. Furthermore, when IAT scores and stereotype activation were used simultaneously to predict performance on the hard VAT items, the effect of IAT scores on performance was no longer significant, F(1, 36) = 1.22, p = .28, β = -.19, whereas the effect of stereotype activation on VAT performance was significant, F(1, 36) = 4.52, p < .05, β = .36. Thus it seems that stereotype activation served a mediating function between participants’ implicit attitudes and their performance on the hard VAT items.

General Discussion


The results of this research point to significant variability in the nature of implicit group favoritism among African Americans. Approximately half of the participants in Study 1 and 35% of the participants in Study 2 showed evidence of the type of group preferences that would be expected based on the vast ingroup favoritism literature (for a review, see Devine, 1995). However, the remaining participants—notably a majority of the participants in Study 2—showed a pattern of implicit outgroup favoritism. The prevalence of outgroup favoritism that we observed suggests that many African Americans have internalized negative group images, as would be expected based on system justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994). The propensity for outgroup favoritism among African Americans stands in stark contrast to the consistent and strong evidence of ingroup favoritism on the IAT obtained among many other groups, including Jews, Christians, Whites, young people, Americans, Soviets, Japanese Americans and Korean Americans (Dasgupta et al., 1999; Greenwald et al., 1998; Rudman et al., 1999). 


Perhaps even more disturbing are the results from Study 2 showing that implicit outgroup favoritism has psychological and behavioral counterparts. If outgroup favoritism were only an unconscious phenomenon that had no bearing on how the world is experienced and navigated, there would be little cause for concern. However, under the stereotype threat conditions of Study 2, implicit outgroup favoritism significantly predicted the extent to which stereotypes sprang to mind, how much anxious energy was experienced, and how much evaluation apprehension (as indexed by several self-handicapping measures) was evoked. There was some evidence that this experience of stereotype threat augmented rather than reduced actual performance on the intellectual test. However, we are reluctant to characterize this outcome as a positive byproduct of implicit outgroup favoritism because stereotype threat does have the potential to undermine performance when participants are highly domain-identified (Aronson et al., 1999).

The Nature and Implications of Outgroup Favoritism Among African Americans

A pressing issue for future research will be to examine why some African Americans show evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism and other African Americans show evidence of implicit ingroup favoritism. The results of Study 1 suggest that this variability is not a function of greater knowledge of negative stereotypes or greater explicit belief in negative stereotypes about African Americans. However, other recent findings from our laboratory (Ashburn-Nardo, Knowles, & Monteith, 2001) suggest that implicit outgroup favoritism is not completely dissociated from beliefs that are consciously held. All of the African American participants (N = 82) in this study held very positive explicit beliefs about African Americans (as assessed by the Private Regard subscale of Sellers, Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, & Smith’s, 1997, Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity, or MIBI). The mean value on a 7-point scale was 6.73 (SD = .42). However, even with this restricted range, explicit beliefs about African Americans were significantly and moderately related to participants’ IAT scores such that the less positive participants’ explicit beliefs, the greater their implicit outgroup favoritism. We also examined the relation between explicit beliefs about Whites and implicit outgroup favoritism and, in this case, found no relation. These patterns of findings suggest that implicit outgroup favoritism stems more from an internalization of relatively less positive beliefs about African Americans than from the belief that Whites are especially good. Future research is needed to determine precisely what experiences or psychological factors enable some but not other African Americans to maintain ingroup favoritism tendencies. Jost (2001) discussed various likely correlates of outgroup favoritism, such as belief in a just world (Lerner, 1980), social dominance orientation (Sidanius, 1993), and political ideology. However, the more distal life experiences and lessons that lead to such orientations will also be important to examine.


In addition to stereotype threat, outgroup favoritism among African Americans is likely to be associated with a host of other psychological and behavioral outcomes that will serve to maintain African Americans’ disadvantaged status within society. We (Ashburn-Nardo et al., 2001) recently found that participants who showed evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism on the IAT were less likely to choose an African American partner for completing a difficult task than were participants who showed evidence of implicit ingroup favoritism. If African Americans favor Whites over African Americans when important outcomes are at stake, unfair social arrangements in the United States certainly will be maintained. Indeed, we also found in this research that participants with implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies were more likely to have voted for Bush than for Gore in the last Presidential election (i.e., arguably for the candidate and certainly for the party that traditionally has been less sympathetic toward promoting racial equality). System justification tendencies in the form of outgroup favoritism clearly circumvent African Americans’ ability to protect their own interests and those of their group.

System justification tendencies may also have negative implications for African Americans’ psychological well-being. Jost and Thompson (2000) found that, as an indicator of outgroup favoritism increased, self-esteem decreased and neuroticism increased among African Americans. Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, and Broadnax (1994) found several revealing relations between subcales of their Collective Self-Esteem Scale (CSE) and indicators of psychological well-being among African Americans. Membership esteem (i.e., how worthy participants felt as members of their group) and Private CSE (i.e., participants’ personal judgment of how good their group is) were positively related to self-esteem and life satisfaction, but these group esteem indexes were negatively related to depression and hopelessness. Clearly how one feels about one’s racial group and psychological well-being are linked. 


Whether the link between implicit outgroup favoritism and various psychological and behavioral factors is causal remains unclear based on past research, and the same is true for the present findings. Favoring Whites over African Americans at the implicit level may cause African Americans to be vulnerable to stereotype threat or a third variable may be involved, such as whether one attended predominantly White or African American schools. Future research that experimentally manipulates implicit group favoritism is needed. There is growing evidence that implicit attitudes as assessed by the IAT are malleable and can be influenced by recent experiences and context (Ashburn-Nardo et al., in press; Blair, Ma, & Lenton, in press; Dasgupta & Greenwald, in press; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, in press). Thus, for example, potent priming of positive images and thoughts about African Americans can be expected to increase implicit ingroup favoritism tendencies which may, in turn, be causally associated with various outcomes.

Contributions to Understanding Stereotype Threat


The findings from Study 2 have a variety of implications relevant to stereotype threat. Steele and Aronson (1995; see also Steele, 1997) have emphasized the notion that mere knowledge of stereotypes can result in vulnerability to stereotype threat. This has led to an emphasis on the situational perspective – the idea that situational factors that make stereotypes or race salient will serve to increase the likelihood of stereotype threat. And, indeed, many findings have been consistent with this situational perspective. When Steele and Aronson (1995) manipulated whether a test purportedly was diagnostic of ability, they found that participants in the diagnostic condition were the ones who showed vulnerability to stereotype threat (Studies 1-3). When these researchers created a situation that made race salient, they likewise found evidence of stereotype threat (Study 4). Similar findings were obtained for math performance among female participants in Spencer et al.’s (1999) research. Aronson et al. (1999) found further support for the situational perspective in showing that people who clearly did not have internalized feelings of self-doubt in the performance domain could be induced to experience stereotype threat through a situation that encouraged them to compare their performance with a stereotypically superior outgroup. Notwithstanding the importance of situational factors to activate stereotype threat, the present research also points to the important role of individual differences in the experience of stereotype threat. Stereotype threat did not occur in the absence of implicit outgroup favoritism.


Our research also contributes to the stereotype threat literature by using a less selective sample than has been used in most previous experiments. All participants were enrolled in courses at the University of Kentucky and arguably were domain-identified, but we did not preselect participants who were particularly intellectually motivated or talented. Still, we found evidence of the psychological experience of stereotype threat in terms of anxious energy, self-handicapping, and stereotype activation among participants with implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies.


This experience of stereotype threat appeared to translate into improved rather than diminished performance, which is consistent with Aronson et al.’s (1999) finding that the experience of stereotype threat will augment performance when people are not highly motivated to perform well. However, we believe that the performance data should be treated as suggestive but not conclusive for a couple of reasons. First, we do not have actual data on participants’ intellectual abilities to verify our assumption that our nonselected sample was of average ability. Second, the effect of implicit favoritism on performance was moderated by whether participants completed the IAT prior to or after the other experimental procedures, making the findings not altogether straightforward. Most difficult is knowing why participants who completed the IAT before the intellectual task showed relatively good performance regardless of the nature of their IAT scores. We suggested that this may be because completing the IAT primed race which, in turn, increased motivation, but we do not have evidence that this was actually the case.


The findings among participants who completed the IAT after the intellectual task were more straightforward, and our interpretation was supported by mediational analyses. Specifically, these participants evidenced better performance as their implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies increased, and the effect of implicit favoritism on performance was mediated by preoccupation with race and stereotypes (as assessed with the stereotype accessibility word completion task). Although stereotype accessibility has been implicated as a mediating mechanism in past stereotype threat research, previous investigations have not yielded consistent support for a particular mediator (e.g., contrast Steele & Aronson’s 1995 conclusions with what Aronson et al. 1999 found). This may be because, as Steele and Aronson (1995) suggest, different mechanisms may be involved under different circumstances. For example, withdrawal of effort may be the mechanism if a test is quite long, whereas anxiety may be the mechanism if a test is shorter. With respect to the present findings, perhaps preoccupation with stereotypes and race plays a mediational role primarily when implicit attitudes are involved and performance is augmented.  

Conclusion
The results of the present investigations indicated that many African Americans do, in Allport’s (1954) words, “half believe” that their own race is not as favorable as Whites. Implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies were prevalent among our samples, providing evidence of the unconscious system justification to which disadvantaged groups have been argued to be prone (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Furthermore, the relation observed between implicit outgroup favoritism and stereotype threat suggests that the implicit outgroup favoritism tendencies observed among our African American participants do appear to constitute, in S. Steele’s (1990) words, a “hidden perpetrator of racist doubt.” Hopefully these initial investigations of a very troubling reality among African Americans will spur additional investigations to identify the causes, consequences, and cures for the reversal of the otherwise natural tendency to favor one’s ingroup. 
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Table 1

Stereotype Categories and Percentage of  Ps Who Listed Each

___________________________________________________________________

Stereotype


%

Stereotype


%_____            

Athletic


79

Like certain foods

34

Undependable


26

Inferior


18

Musical


32

Use drugs


26

Rhythm


29

Use slang/ebonics

26

Welfare/poor


79

Physical features

29

Criminal


79

Dress certain ways

18

Unintelligent


79

Cooks



10

Dirty



21

Self-centered


10

Hostile/abusive

66

Use race as an excuse

13

Lazy



50

Want affirmative action
10

Interested in sex 

68

 Failures


10

Hard workers


13

Talented/entertainers

34

Loud/obnoxious

47

Untrustworthy


32

Religious/sprititual

  8



___________________________________________________________________

Note: N = 38

Table 1

Stereotypes Listed as Beliefs and Percentage of  Ps Who Listed Each

___________________________________________________________________

Stereotype


%

Stereotype


%_____            

Athletic


29

Like certain foods

  5

Undependable


13

Inferior


  3

Musical


  5

Use drugs


  0

Rhythm


  5 

Use slang/ebonics

  5

Welfare/poor


  8

Physical features

16

Criminal


10

Dress certain ways

  3

Unintelligent


  0

Cooks



  3

Dirty



  3

Self-centered


  0

Hostile/abusive

18

Use race as an excuse

10

Lazy



  5

Want affirmative action
  3

Interested in sex 

  8

 Failures


  0

Hard workers


16

Talented/entertainers

13

Loud/obnoxious

  3

Untrustworthy


  0

Religious/sprititual

 24



___________________________________________________________________

Note: N = 38

Table 3

The Relation Between IAT Scores and Indicators of  Stereotype Threat




       _ _r             __p__          

Stereotype activation
         -.23
     .04

Self Doubt

          .17
     .13

Negative affect
         -.07        
     .52

Anxious energy
         -.24
     .03

Sleep 


         -.24             .03

Tricky


         -.21
     .06

Focus-stress

         -.19             .09

_________________________________________________________

Note: N = 78. All threat measures are scores such that greater values 

indicate greater stereotype threat. Lower IAT scores indicate greater 

outgroup favoritism and higher IAT scores indicate greater ingroup 

favoritism.

Figure Captions

Figure 1.  Study 1: Distribution of IAT scores.

Figure 2.  Study 2:  The effect of implicit group favoritism and IAT order on VAT performance.
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1.  These included a main effect of gender of name that appeared first, F(1, 34) = 8.81, p = .005, and an interaction between gender name and pairing type that appeared first, F(1, 34) = 13.38, p = .001. These effects were qualified by a three-way interaction between pairing type that appeared first, gender name that appeared first and gender names, F(1, 34) = 7.58, p = .009. The interaction appeared to be driven by the fact that participants responded particularly slow for male names when female names appeared first and when the P+W/U+B trial block preceded the P+B/U+W trial block.





2.  Stereotypes we considered “positive” stereotypes were athletic, rhythm, sex, hard workers, religious/spiritual, dress, and talented/entertainers. Stereotypes we considered “negative” were undependenable, welfare/poor, crime, unintelligent, dirty, hostile/abusive, lazy, loud/obnoxious, inferior, use drugs, self-centered, race as excuse, affirmative-action, failures, and not trustworthy.





3.  A manipulation that ended up having no effect was introduced at this point. Half of the participants were told that their performance would remain anonymous, and they would score their own test at the conclusion of the study so as to see how they performed. The other half was told that the experimenter would score their test and provide feedback about their performance. This manipulation was included to test whether the extent of stereotype threat varies depending on whether one might confirm a negative stereotype in one’s own eyes only or in the eyes of others (i.e., the experimenter) as well. A manipulation check included at the conclusion of the study produced mixed results. Participants who believed the experimenter would score their test and provide feedback reported feeling more anxious about “anyone but me knowing my test results” (Ms = 3.87 and 2.86), F(1, 75) = 5.72, p < .02, β = .27. However, participants in the experimenter-scoring feedback condition were just as likely to agree that “I believe no one will see my test results other than me” as were participants in the self-scoring condition (Ms = 4.19 and 3.64), F(1, 75) = 1.07, p = .30, β = -.12. Further, this manipulation was not associated with other significant effects in the experiment. Further research will be needed to determine whether our manipulation simply was not strong enough or whether confirming stereotypes in the eyes of one’s self versus in others’ eyes has no effect on the magnitude of stereotype threat experienced. 


4.  These included an interaction between gender name that appeared first and gender name, F(1, 74) = 29.11, p < .001, an interaction between gender name that appeared first and pairing type that appeared first, F(1, 74) = 6.72, p < .02, and an interaction between critical trial block, gender name, and gender name that appeared first, F(1, 74) = 4.31, p < .05. The pattern of these results did not suggest theoretically meaningful variation and thus are not discussed here but can be obtained from the authors upon request.
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