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Abstract

Recent research has revealed that over half of Black participants display Implicit Association Test (IAT) scores indicative of implicit outgroup favoritism, yet it is not known whether such unconscious biases have implications for Blacks’ behavioral preferences. In the present study, 82 Black participants who believed they would complete an intellectually challenging task with a partner rated their preferences for Black and White (fictitious) potential partners. IAT scores significantly predicted partner preference. The less strongly participants implicitly favored their ingroup, the less likely they were to prefer a Black over a White work partner. This relationship held even when partialling out explicit attitudes toward Blacks. IAT scores were also associated with explicit attitudes regarding Black, but not White, persons and with system-justifying ideologies (Jost & Banaji, 1994).
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Doing the “White” Thing: Behavioral Consequences and Attitudinal Correlates of Implicit Outgroup Favoritism Among Black Americans

It is clear…that the majority of these Negro children prefer the white doll and reject the colored doll…this preference for the white doll implies a concomitant negative attitude toward the brown doll (Clark & Clark, 1947, p. 175). 

…my race was so despised that it had to be segregated; as a black my education was so unimportant that even unbalanced teachers without college degrees were adequate; ignorance and cruelty that would be intolerable in a classroom of whites was perfectly all right in a classroom of blacks. The anti-self saw no injustice in any of this, but instead took it all as confirmation of a racial inferiority…(S. Steele, 1990, p. 43).

As the above quote from Clark and Clark (1947) illustrates, researchers have long attempted to understand the phenomenon of Black outgroup favoritism. This involves a preference for White over Black persons, or more closely associating pleasant things with White than with Black people. Clark and Clark, for example, found that Black children who ranged in age from 3 to 7 years more frequently chose a White versus a Black doll with which to play. They suggested that the children’s preference for things that symbolize the White race is a form of self-hatred or a lack of esteem for or identification with the Black race. 


The doll studies, although widely-cited, have been criticized for various confounds (Brand, Ruiz, & Padilla, 1974) and for researchers’ misinterpreting results that actually translate to chance responding (Banks, 1976). In addition, subsequent research using explicit or consciously controlled measures (e.g., questionnaires) does not support the explanations offered for the doll study results. Studies comparing self-esteem across racial groups have consistently found that Blacks actually have higher self-esteem than Whites (see Gray-Little & Hafdahl, 2000, for a review). Moreover, Blacks appear to hold their race in high esteem, and they appear able to separate their personal ingroup views from how they believe society views their race (e.g., Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Rowley, Sellers, Chavous, & Smith, 1998). Although explicit measures suggest an invulnerability to the blows of prejudice, Allport (1954) contended that the prevalence of racism must have some detrimental impact on Blacks’ self-views. The above quotation from Shelby Steele, a noted Black American essayist, exemplifies the subtle consequences of racism. With reference to the “anti-self”, he alluded to Black people’s unconscious acknowledgement of the hierarchy in which White people are held in higher esteem. 


In the present research, we revisit the classic doll studies’ question of whether outgroup favoritism occurs among Blacks using an implicit measure that precludes participants’ conscious control. This more sensitive methodology allows us to examine individual differences in implicit bias that may exist among Black participants. Moreover, we explore what, if any, consequences implicit outgroup favoritism holds. Is it related to Black people’s explicit attitudes and beliefs? More importantly, does it predict a behavioral preference for Whites over Blacks?

Is Ingroup Favoritism Ubiquitous?   

The high levels of collective esteem observed by Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) and Rowley et al. (1998) are not limited to Black participants. Ingroup favoritism is a remarkably robust bias. This is particularly evident in numerous studies employing the minimal group paradigm, in which participants, though arbitrarily assigned to meaningless ingroups, nevertheless hold their group in higher regard than other groups (e.g., Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). The minimal group paradigm has yielded similar results even on implicit measures, suggesting that humans are indeed mentally prepared to think highly of their ingroups (Ashburn-Nardo, Voils, & Monteith, in press).

But are there exceptions? Findings of ingroup favoritism were so widely obtained that researchers began to think of outgroup favoritism, as observed in the doll studies of Clark and Clark (1947), as an experimental artifact (Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992). However, outgroup favoritism has in fact been observed in artificially created groups (e.g., Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985; 1987; 1991) as well as in naturally occurring groups (e.g., Hewstone & Ward, 1985; Mlicki & Ellemers, 1996; Spears & Manstead, 1989). As Jost and Banaji (1994) observed, the critical variable that predicts when outgroup favoritism will surface is group status. When people belong to low status groups, outgroup favoritism often emerges.

Outgroup Favoritism Among Low Status Groups


To explain the seemingly rare findings of outgroup favoritism, Jost and Banaji (1994) argued that members of disadvantaged or lower status groups attempt to justify their disadvantaged state. One way to do this is to implicitly endorse negative stereotypes about the ingroup’s inferiority. The negative images are often internalized, and the result is outgroup favoritism. Jost and Banaji termed this phenomenon system justification, the “psychological process by which existing social arrangements are legitimized, even at the expense of personal and group interest” (p. 2). Similarly, Shelby Steele’s quotation suggests that sometimes African Americans have a tendency to overlook the injustice in the system. 

In support of system justification theory, Jost, Burgess, and Mosso (in press) found that Southern Italian participants endorsed positive stereotypes of higher status Northern Italians and, more compellingly, negative stereotypes of their own group. In addition, Jost (2001) described several studies in which he and his colleagues manipulated perceived status and found that participants in the low status condition attributed their status to the greater competence of the outgroup.
Jost and Banaji (1994) argued that system justification is a process that is likely to occur outside of conscious awareness. If so, then researchers of outgroup favoritism stand to benefit from the relatively recent development of implicit measures. One such measure that is particularly suited for detecting implicit intergroup bias is the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). The IAT has become widely used due in part to its power and user-friendliness. In the section that follows, we will describe the IAT and relevant findings of ingroup and outgroup favoritism obtained with this measure. 

Ingroup Versus Outgroup Preferences on the IAT

The IAT is a computer-based dual-categorization task in which participants categorize, for example, exemplars (e.g., Brandon, Tyrone) of two social categories (e.g., White, Black) as well as exemplars (e.g., sunshine, stink) of two evaluative categories (e.g., pleasant, unpleasant). On critical trials the social and evaluative categories are combined and participants’ response latencies are recorded, yielding a measure of the strength of association between the social and evaluative categories. If individuals respond faster when ingroup exemplars are paired with pleasant words and outgroup exemplars are paired with unpleasant words (congruent trials) rather than the reverse, then they display implicit ingroup favoritism. If, however, individuals respond faster when ingroup exemplars are paired with unpleasant words and outgroup exemplars are paired with pleasant words (incongruent trials) rather than the reverse, then they display implicit outgroup favoritism. 

The IAT has yielded an abundance of evidence of ingroup favoritism among a wide variety of social groups (e.g., Greenwald et al., 1998; Rudman, Greenwald, Mellott, & Schwartz, 1999) and even artificially created groups (Ashburn-Nardo et al., in press). Investigations among White participants with the racial IAT (i.e., when the exemplar categories are White and Black) have revealed especially robust implicit biases (e.g., Dasgupta, McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000; Greenwald et al., 1998, Experiment 3; Monteith, Voils, & Ashburn-Nardo, in press; Nosek, Banaji, & Greenwald, in press). Virtually all of the White participants in this research have displayed an ingroup preference (i.e., responding faster on congruent than incongruent trials). Few White participants have displayed an absence of bias (i.e., equal performance on the two types of trials) or an outgroup preference (i.e., responding faster on incongruent than congruent trials).

There are two important exceptions to this consistent pattern of implicit ingroup favoritism. First, Jost, Pelham, and Carvallo (1999, Study 1) recently found greater evidence of implicit outgroup favoritism among low versus high status college students, consistent with system justification theory. More germane to the present research, Black participants completing the racial (i.e., White/Black) IAT have also displayed substantial levels of outgroup favoritism. Across two studies, Spicer and Monteith (2001) found that about 42% of Black participants in their samples displayed implicit ingroup favoritism; that is, they responded faster on congruent than on incongruent trials. However, and most noteworthy, about 58% of the participants exhibited implicit outgroup favoritism, responding faster on incongruent than on congruent trials. Spicer and Monteith also found that implicit outgroup favoritism among African Americans was associated with vulnerability to stereotype threat, suggesting that the bias has important psychological implications. Similar patterns of implicit outgroup favoritism were obtained among Black participants in an internet study using the racial IAT (Nosek et al., in press). 

The preponderance of outgroup favoritism observed among African Americans is consistent with a system justification perspective. Black people are undoubtedly aware of negative stereotypes and images of their ingroup in society, and this awareness has been shown to create certain vulnerabilities (e.g., C. Steele & Aronson, 1995). Importantly, however, not all Black participants in these studies were prone to implicit outgroup favoritism; there was significant variability in their IAT scores. The fact that this variability existed raises two important questions: what does the variability mean and will implicit outgroup favoritism predict Blacks’ behavior preferences?

Overview of the Present Research

We set out to investigate these questions in two ways. We began by examining the relationship between Black participants’ IAT scores and various other measures that we thought might be relevant to Black people’s unconscious racial preferences. First, system justification theory suggests that social dominance orientation (SDO; e.g., Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) might be related to implicit outgroup favoritism. SDO, similar to ingroup pride or ethnocentrism, concerns one’s aspiration for ingroup superiority or dominance over outgroups. A recent investigation of the SDO scale (Jost & Thompson, 2000) revealed the existence of two distinct factors, opposition to equality (OEQ) and group-based dominance (GBD). OEQ, as the name implies, assesses the extent to which participants oppose equality for all groups. GBD reflects the need to see one’s own group as dominant over others, perhaps an extreme form of ingroup favoritism. We particularly focused on OEQ because Jost and Thompson argued that, for low status groups, the greater the opposition to equality, the greater the system justification tendencies. 
Because the IAT is a dual-categorization task that reflects one’s associations regarding both Blacks and Whites, we also included measures of Black participants’ attitudes regarding their ingroup and their outgroup. To assess attitudes toward their ingroup, we borrowed from the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (MMRI; Sellers, Smith, Shelton, Rowley, & Chavous, 1998) which captures the degree to which race is included in Blacks’ self-concepts (i.e., centrality) as well as their regard for their racial ingroup. Racial regard not only refers to Blacks’ personal feelings about their race (i.e., private regard) but also their beliefs about how others view their race (i.e., public regard). We assessed attitudes toward Whites with the recently developed Johnson-Lecci Questionnaire (JLQ; Johnson & Lecci, 2001)

On one hand, one might expect a dissociation between the IAT and the explicit measures. Black persons may be unaware that they have internalized negative information about their group, just as many low prejudice people are unaware of their implicit biases (e.g., Monteith et al., in press). On the other hand, if attitudes are strong and easily accessible, one might expect at least some degree of association between the implicit and explicit measures (e.g., Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Fazio, 1990; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997). If Black participants’ IAT scores are related to other measures, then we will be able to begin to cast a nomological net around this phenomenon.

To address whether implicit outgroup favoritism has meaningful behavioral implications, we used Black participants’ IAT scores to predict their choice for a work partner. We constructed an intellectually engaging task and gave Black participants the opportunity to rate and select a Black versus White work partner. In addition, we manipulated participants’ “stakes” in the task by informing half of them that they and their partner stood to win $100 each if they had the highest score on the task upon completion of the entire study. We also assessed participants’ self-reported voting behavior in the 2000 Presidential election and examined its relationship with implicit outgroup favoritism.

In exploring the relationship between Black participants’ IAT scores and these behaviors, we considered two possible outcomes. Given that behavior has multiple determinants (e.g., Fazio, 1986), one possibility is that implicit outgroup favoritism has no bearing on their behavior. Indeed, social psychology’s history is riddled with allegations that attitudes are unrelated to behavior (e.g., LaPiere, 1934; Wicker, 1969). However, the striking patterns of outgroup favoritism observed among Black participants in previous research (Nosek et al., in press; Spicer & Monteith, 2001) hardly seem noteworthy if they fail to correspond to meaningful behavior. Hence, the second possibility is that IAT scores do predict behavior among Black individuals. The IAT has indeed demonstrated its capacity to predict behavior successfully. For example, McConnell and Liebold (2001) recently found that White participants’ IAT scores predicted their discriminatory behavior toward a Black versus a White experimenter on a number of measures. In addition, Nosek, Banaji, and Greenwald (2000) demonstrated that females’ implicit attitudes toward math were correlated with their performance on the quantitative portion of the Scholastic Aptitude Test. Interestingly, IAT scores sometimes even predict behaviors that explicit measures do not (McConnell & Liebold, 2001; Rudman & Glick, in press).

  If the implicit outgroup favoritism patterns observed among some Black participants on the IAT reflect system justification processes, then they should be related to choices in domains in which Black persons ascribe greater likelihood of success to White people, such as intelligence. System justification theory suggests that Black people who implicitly favor Whites should choose a White partner on intellectually challenging tasks such as the one we provided in the present study. This might particularly be the case when the situational stakes are high for participants; that is, when they stand to lose more by not performing well (e.g., when $100 is at stake). Although the idea of stakes has not been empirically tested in the work of Jost and his colleagues, they do state that system justification is most likely to occur when outcomes are important (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Likewise, system justification theory suggests that implicit outgroup favoritism may predict the likelihood of Black persons’ voting for conservative candidates who often advocate reductions of programs that benefit lower status groups. Clearly, if Black people’s implicit biases are related to these behaviors, then one can imagine the implications for other important real-world choices.

Method

Participants


Eighty-two (42 female and 40 male) Black American undergraduates at the University of Kentucky volunteered to participate in the study. All participants were recruited by phone. Potential participants’ names and phone numbers were obtained from the introductory psychology participant pool mass screening session and the registrar’s list of Black student enrollment. Twenty-eight participants were recruited from Introductory Psychology and compensated with research credit for their course grade. Fifty-four participants were recruited from the registrar’s list and compensated with $15.

Apparatus


The IAT was programmed and administered using FIAT for Windows 2.3 (Farnham, 1998) on a Dell Windows 95 personal computer (Pentium 166 processor). Participants sat approximately 24 in from the monitor while completing the IAT.

Procedure


Participants completed the study individually. After obtaining informed consent, a White female experimenter explained (as part of the cover story) to participants that they would be participating in a study conducted by industrial organizational psychologists interested in assessing individual versus team performance. To enhance the cover story, participants were told that there were two other individuals participating simultaneously in nearby labs and that one participant would complete the tasks individually while the other two would be paired. Participants then completed a demographic questionnaire (e.g., name, sex, race, age, GPA, etc.) and believed the other two supposed participants did the same.


A rigged drawing ensured that all participants were assigned to be in the “team” condition and work with a partner rather than individually. The experimenter explained that participants would be allowed to choose their partner based on the demographic information of the supposed other two participants. While the experimenter was allegedly interacting with the other supposed participants, participants were given time to practice a task that the experimenter described as similar to the upcoming team task. Specifically, participants were given 10 difficult anagrams to solve, which served to highlight the intellectual rigor of the task. 

Manipulation of stakes. Upon the experimenter’s return, participants were given time to read the demographic sheets of the supposed other participants. Each participant received a completed questionnaire from an African-American (Janet or James) and one from a Caucasian (Chris or Christy) who were the same sex as the participant. The responses of the alleged other participants were equated so that the basis for partner choice would primarily be the person’s race. At this point, participants received one of two sets of instructions, determined randomly, as a manipulation of stakes. Specifically, half were told to choose a partner with whom they would feel comfortable working for the remaining time (low stakes condition). The other half were given this information, but were additionally told that each member of the team whose scores on the joint task were highest upon completion of the study would be awarded $100 (high stakes condition). In actuality, all participants were entered into a lottery and one randomly selected person was awarded the cash prize at the conclusion of data collection for the entire experiment. 

Dependent measures. Participants then rated their potential partners on five 8-point questions regarding partner preference (e.g., “To what extent is it more important for you to work with one partner over the other?”). The alleged other participants’ names served as the anchors for each item. In addition, whether a Black versus White name appeared as the left versus right anchor was randomized. These items assessed participants’ overall positivity toward one partner over the other. They also were asked to write the name of the partner with whom they would like to work, providing a dichotomous measure of partner choice. These items served as the primary dependent measures in this study. Participants further completed questions concerning their voting behavior (i.e., whether or not they had voted in the Presidential election, for whom they voted or would have voted) and the extent to which they were motivated to choose a successful partner. The latter item served as a check for the stakes manipulation, and it was answered on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = not at all motivated to 7 = extremely motivated).


IAT. After completing these measures, participants were asked to help pilot a “new” measure, the IAT, while the experimenter allegedly set up the room in which the joint task would be completed. Participants completed one of two programs that were created in order to control for trial order effects. These programs were identical except for the order in which participants completed the congruent (i.e., Black name + pleasant word / White name + unpleasant word) and incongruent (i.e., Black name + unpleasant word / White name + pleasant word) trial blocks. Participants were instructed to respond as quickly as possible while making as few mistakes as possible. The experimenter left the room while participants completed this task.


The IAT computer program began with general instructions that explained that participants would be assigning words to categories. The program then presented the categorization task, which contained seven blocks of trials. In each block, the categories were presented before the onset of the trials, and they remained on the left and right sides of the screen. The stimulus words were obtained from Greenwald et al.’s (1998) stimulus lists. The words appeared in the center of the screen, one at a time in random order. Participants were instructed to assign each stimulus word as quickly as possible to the left or right category by pressing either the “A” key on the left side of the keyboard or the “5” key on the number pad, respectively. Correct categorizations were followed by green circles that appeared below the stimulus word, whereas incorrect responses were followed by red X’s that remained until participants made the correct response. The inter-trial stimulus interval was 150 ms.


Participants were asked to categorize names as Black or White and words as pleasant or unpleasant. Five of the seven blocks were for practice and two blocks (the congruent and incongruent trials) were of interest. In the first block, participants categorized names as Black versus White. In the second block, participants categorized words as pleasant versus unpleasant. In the third block, the tasks were combined; that is, participants were presented with both names and words and had to assign them to their appropriate categories. Two of the categories (e.g., Black name + pleasant word) appeared together on the left and two (e.g., White name + unpleasant word) appeared on the right. This same pairing was retained in the fourth block, which was a critical trial block. In the fifth block, the category placement was switched from that of the first block so that the category that had appeared on the left in the first block appeared on the right in the fifth block. This switch was maintained throughout the sixth and seventh blocks. The sixth block was for practice and combined the categories (e.g., Black name + unpleasant word on the left; White name + pleasant word on the right). The final block was identical to the sixth, but counted as a critical block. The critical blocks each consisted of 40 trials, and the other blocks consisted of twenty trials each.


 When participants finished the IAT, the experimenter returned and informed participants that this part of the study was over and that they would not, in actuality, be working on a joint task with a partner. At this time, participants were debriefed and asked whether they would be willing to participate in a second, supposedly unrelated study on ethnic attitudes.


Explicit measures. All participants (except one who arrived late and ran out of time) agreed to complete the supposed second study. Participants were provided with a packet containing the following questionnaires assembled in a random order. 

SDO was assessed using the 16-item SDO scale (Pratto et al., 1994). Participants responded to the items using 7-point Likert-type scales to indicate their feelings toward each item (1 = very negative to 7 = very positive). The SDO scale included both OEQ (e.g., “We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups”) and GBD items (e.g., “To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups”). 

To assess racial identity, participants completed the Multidimensional Inventory of Racial Identity (MIBI; Sellers et al., 1998), a 56-item inventory scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The MIBI taps various aspects of racial identity, but those most important for the purposes of the present research were private regard (e.g., “I feel good about Black people”), public regard (e.g., “Overall, Blacks are considered good by others”), and racial centrality (e.g., “In general, being Black is an important part of my self-image”). Nonetheless, we included all subscales for exploratory purposes (see Sellers et al., 1998, for a thorough description).

Attitudes toward Whites were assessed using the 20-item JLQ (Johnson & Lecci, 2001). Participants made responses on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The JLQ includes items that tap Blacks’ attitudes toward Whites (e.g., “I consider myself to be racist toward Whites”), perceptions of Whites’ beliefs about Blacks (e.g., “I believe that most Whites really believe that Blacks are genetically inferior”), and past behaviors regarding Whites (e.g., “I have insulted a White person”).

Participants were instructed to place their completed packets in an envelope to help ensure confidentiality. Upon completion of the measures, the experimenter returned and probed participants for suspicion. We particularly wanted to determine whether participants saw a connection between the IAT and the partner rating task and between the first part of the study and the questionnaires. No participant verbalized a link between these features of the study in any way. Finally, the experimenter debriefed, thanked, and compensated participants.        

Results and Discussion

Preliminary Analyses


IAT. FIAT for Windows 2.3 (Farnham, 1998) automatically drops the first two trials in each block. These initial latencies tend to be longer as participants are growing accustomed to the task. Similarly, to eliminate outliers, FIAT recodes all response latencies that are less than 300 ms or greater than 3000 ms as 300 ms and 3000 ms, respectively. The response latencies were log-transformed, given that reaction time data tend to be skewed (e.g., Ratcliff, 1993). All analyses were performed using the transformed data, but results are presented in milliseconds for ease of interpretation.


The response latencies were then analyzed in a 2 (participant sex: male vs. female) X 2 (IAT order: congruent first vs. incongruent first) X 2 (IAT trial type: congruent vs. incongruent) mixed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA), with repeated measures on the last factor. Results indicated a significant effect of IAT trial type only, such that participants took longer on the congruent (M = 889.04 ms) than incongruent trials (M = 811.17 ms), F (1, 78) = 18.46, p < .001, d = .49. Thus, participants overall displayed a moderate degree of implicit outgroup favoritism (i.e., more easily associating pleasant concepts with White names and unpleasant with Black names), replicating previous findings (Nosek et al., in press; Spicer & Monteith, 2001). 


IAT scores were then calculated by subtracting mean congruent trial latencies from incongruent latencies (see, for example, Greenwald et al., 1998), such that positive scores reflect ingroup favoritism and negative scores reflect outgroup favoritism. The distribution of IAT scores closely resembled those of Spicer and Monteith (2001); that is, the nature of the distribution was bimodal. Approximately 40% of the sample displayed implicit ingroup favoritism, responding significantly faster when Black names were paired with pleasant words and White names were paired with unpleasant words (M = 567 ms) than the reverse (M = 617 ms), t (27) = 6.32, p < .001, d = 1.22.  More strikingly, 60% of the sample displayed implicit outgroup favoritism, responding significantly faster when White names were paired with pleasant words (M = 475 ms) and Black names with unpleasant words than the reverse (M = 657 ms), t (53) = 9.85, p < .001, d = 1.35. No participant displayed a lack of bias (i.e., equal response times on both congruent and incongruent trials), although a few (N = 5) had implicit biases that were quite small (< 20 ms difference between trial types). Consistent with system justification theory (e.g., Jost & Banaji, 1994), the findings appear to reflect internalized negative associations for some Blacks but not for others.


Explicit measures. SDO (Pratto et al., 1994) was calculated by reverse-scoring items when appropriate and averaging across all 16 items to create an index ranging from 1 – 7, with higher scores indicating greater social dominance. Participants overall scored rather low (α = .77, M = 1.73, SD = .60). Following Jost and Thompson (2000), we broke the scale into its two components, GBD and OEQ. Both subscales were as reliable as the full scale (α = .76 and .77, respectively) and had similar distributions (M = 1.87, SD = .88 for GBD and M = 1.59, SD = .65 for OEQ). 

To assess participants’ racial identity, we constructed the centrality, private regard, and public regard subscales of the MIBI, following Sellers et al. (1998). 1 The centrality subscale consists of eight items, three of which were reverse-scored such that higher numbers indicate higher levels of centrality. The private regard and public regard subscales each consist of six items. One item from the private regard and two items from the public regard were reverse-scored such that higher scores indicate greater regard. For all subscales, participants’ responses to the items were averaged to create indices ranging from 1 – 7. Overall, participants displayed relatively high levels of racial centrality (α = .71, M = 5.25, SD = 1.00), reflecting the importance of race in their self-concepts at the conscious level. Participants were similarly high in private regard, with scores near the ceiling (α = .70, M = 6.73, SD = .42) indicating that participants viewed their race extremely favorably explicitly, in contrast to the great variability observed at the implicit level. Whereas participants held their race in high regard, they tended to believe that others do not; scores on the public regard subscale were lower and more variable (α = .63, M = 3.61, SD = .89). These findings are consistent with those of Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) and Rowley et al. (1998).

Participants’ attitudes toward Whites were assessed with the JLQ (Johnson & Lecci, 2001). Responses were averaged across items, yielding an index ranging from 1 – 7 such that higher scores indicate greater negative attitudes toward Whites. The scale proved to be highly reliable (α = .92), and a great deal of variability existed (M = 3.38, SD = 1.18).


Relationship between IAT and explicit measures. We next examined the correlations between the IAT and the explicit measures. As Table 1 indicates, participants’ IAT scores were related to system-justifying ideologies. Specifically, the more participants’ scores reflected an outgroup favoritism bias, the more opposed they were to equality (i.e., the higher in OEQ). The bimodal nature of the distribution further allowed us to look within each cluster of participants (i.e., those who implicitly favored Whites vs. those who implicitly favored Blacks). Interestingly, the correlation between OEQ and IAT scores was driven by participants who displayed outgroup favoritism. When selecting only these participants, a moderate-sized relationship existed, r (49) = -0.40, p < .01, indicating that the more participants favored Whites, the greater their opposition to equality. Among participants whose IAT scores reflected ingroup favoritism, this relationship was virtually nonexistent, r (26) = -0.003, ns. In other words, only among Black participants who implicitly favored Whites did their IAT scores reflect the extent to which they supported a hierarchical structure within society.


Participants’ implicit biases were also related to aspects of their explicit racial identity. The more positively they viewed their ingroup at the implicit level, the higher their explicit private regard for their race and the more central race was to their self-concept. Given the restricted range on both private regard and centrality, these correlations were somewhat surprising. Notably, the correlations primarily existed among participants with implicit outgroup favoritism. The more those participants favored Whites, the less their private regard [r (49) = 0.51, p < .001] and racial centrality [r (49) = 0.29, p = .04]. These correlations did not approach significance among participants with implicit ingroup favoritism biases. Those participants reported ceiling levels of private regard and centrality; hence, there was not sufficient variability to obtain a significant correlation. Paralleling previous findings obtained with explicit measures of private and public regard (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Rowley et al., 1998), participants’ implicit biases were not related to their perceptions of public regard for their race. 

Interestingly, there was no relationship between participants’ attitudes toward Whites and their implicit biases. Taken together, these correlational findings suggest that Blacks’ implicit racial biases are not entirely dissociated from their consciously held attitudes. In addition, outgroup favoritism among Black people appears to have less to do with how they feel about Whites and more to do with how they feel about Blacks. This is consistent with the logic of system justification theory. That is, implicit outgroup favoritism seems to stem from an internalized view that the lower status ingroup is relatively less positive.

Analyses with Behavioral Measures


Manipulation check. Our next step was to determine whether there are behavioral consequences of holding outgroup-favoring biases at the implicit level and whether they depend on the stakes involved in the situation. To ensure that the manipulation of stakes was successful, participants’ scores on the single-item question regarding their motivation to succeed were submitted to an independent-groups t-test. Indeed, the manipulation was successful, with participants in the low motivation condition reporting significantly less motivation (M = 3.95) than those in the high motivation condition (M = 4.93), t (81) = 2.68, p < .01, d = .60. It is important to note, however, that, although the manipulation check was significant and in the expected direction, participants in the low motivation condition were nonetheless above the scale midpoint. Thus, although participants in the low motivation condition were less motivated than those in the high motivation condition overall, they were nevertheless quite motivated to succeed.


Partner preference. To construct an index of partner preference, the five 8-point items were reverse-scored when appropriate and were submitted to a principal component analysis with varimax rotation. Two factors emerged that accounted for approximately 66% of the variance. One item (“To what extent are you more opposed to working with one partner over the other?”) clearly stood alone and significantly reduced the reliability of the index when included. Hence, this item was excluded, yielding a 4-item index of partner preference (α = .69; M = 4.81, SD = .91), such that higher numbers indicate a preference for a Black partner.


This 4-item measure was next regressed on participant sex (dummy-coded as 0 = male and 1 = female), IAT order (dummy-coded as 0 = incongruent trials first, 1 = congruent trials first), condition (dummy-coded as 0 = low motivation, 1 = high motivation), IAT scores (which were centered, following Aiken & West, 1991), and all possible interactions. Main effects were entered on the first step, followed by two-way interactions on the second step, three-ways on the third step, and the four-way on the fourth step. All effects were interpreted on the step at which they were entered. The only significant finding to emerge was a main effect of IAT scores, F (1, 79) = 5.73, p < .02, β = .30. This finding indicates that, indeed, Blacks’ implicit biases do predict their behavioral preferences. Specifically, the greater participants’ outgroup favoritism tendencies, the more likely they were to choose a White over a Black partner.2 This finding is consistent with system justification theorizing. On an intellectually challenging task, Black participants who implicitly favored their outgroup similarly believed that a White partner increased their likelihood of success. 

Although the stakes manipulation was successful according to the manipulation check, condition had no effect, either direct or moderating, on partner preference. Thus, it appears that the effect of implicit outgroup favoritism on behavior generalized across conditions. Perhaps the manipulation was not strong enough to evoke marked differences in motivation. Indeed, even participants in the low motivation condition were relatively highly motivated to succeed on the task. Further, perhaps the difficulty of the task previewed by participants was sufficient in activating system-justifying beliefs, regardless of motivation. In both conditions, participants were allowed to practice the same 10 difficult anagrams, perhaps making salient the intellectual nature of the task. Future research might attempt to manipulate stakes by varying task domain or level of difficulty.


Given the bimodal nature of the IAT score distribution, we next examined partner preference within each cluster of participants. One of the criticisms leveled against many of the previous studies of outgroup favoritism among Blacks---particularly the doll studies---is that Black participants’ preferences were compared with the preferences of White preferences (Banks, 1976). Banks demonstrated that the more appropriate comparison was within-group and based on probability. In his reanalysis, he found that the majority of the studies, in actuality, yielded chance responding. We therefore thought it would be appropriate, and perhaps more accurate, to examine whether what appeared to be a White preference among some participants was in fact chance responding. As illustrated in Figure 1, for participants with implicit ingroup biases (IAT > 0), IAT was significantly correlated with partner preference, r (24) = .53, p < .01, such that the stronger the implicit ingroup favoritism, the more participants positively rated the Black over the White partner. However, for participants whose IAT scores were less than zero, indicating implicit outgroup favoritism, there was no relationship between IAT and partner preference, r (52) = .03 ns. These participants, consistent with Banks’ research, appear to be responding rather randomly rather than consistently preferring a White over a Black work partner. Thus, it appears that implicit biases play a more important role for those who are unconsciously inclined to favor their ingroup. Nonetheless, the fact that participants with implicit biases that favored Whites displayed inconsistent preferences stands in stark contrast to the volumes of research on ingroup favoritism.


We next examined whether behavioral preferences are similarly associated with explicit measures and, if so, whether implicit or explicit measures have better predictive utility. Interestingly, although explicit private regard was a stronger correlate of implicit attitudes than were explicit attitudes toward Whites (i.e., JLQ), the reverse was true of participants’ partner preferences. Specifically, participants’ JLQ scores significantly contributed to their partner preference, F (1, 75) = 6.38, p < .02, β = 0.29 whereas private regard was not significantly related to partner preference (F < 1). Thus, the more negative participants’ attitude toward Whites, the more highly they regarded the Black work partner. Importantly, the IAT effect remained significant even when partialling out private regard and JLQ, F (1, 75) = 3.90, p = .05, β = 0.26. This suggests that implicit biases and explicit attitudes toward Whites both play an important and independent role in determining partner preference. 



Voting behavior. Recall that participants indicated whether or not they had voted in the 2000 Presidential election, for whom they voted, or for whom they would have voted if they had participated in the election. Whether or not participants voted was coded as 0 = no and 1 = yes. Their political preference was coded as 0 if participants responded that they had (or would have) voted for Buchanan or Bush and 1 if they responded that they had (or would have) voted for Gore or Nader. Thus, higher scores indicate more liberal tendencies. Approximately 42% of our sample indicated that they had cast a vote in the Presidential election. Interestingly, among those who had voted, the relationship between IAT scores and political preference approached significance and was moderate in size, r (45) = .28, p = .06. Given the restricted range of political preference, a dummy-coded variable, this is quite surprising. Closer inspection of the data revealed that only three participants indicated a conservative political preference. These participants clearly displayed evidence of strong implicit outgroup favoritism biases (M = -221.67 ms), especially compared with those participants who voted liberally (M = -23.39 ms). Thus, implicit outgroup favoritism indicated a tendency to endorse political candidates that are not usually associated with platforms that promote the best interests of the minority ingroup.

General Discussion


As Allport (1954) suggested a half-century ago, Black Americans have so long been exposed to stereotypes “that they are lazy, ignorant, dirty, and superstitious that they may half believe the accusations” (p. 152). Likewise, system justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994) maintains that exposure to such negative information may in fact result in its implicit acceptance by stereotyped group members via their attempts to justify the status quo. For example, Black Americans may unconsciously consider the fact that far fewer Black than White students earned bachelor’s degrees in the year 2000 (“The Nation: Students”, 2001) as evidence that Black people are not as capable as White people. As such, they may implicitly hold Whites in higher esteem. Indeed, mounting evidence suggests that many Black individuals do unconsciously hold outgroup-favoring associations (Nosek et al., in press; Spicer & Monteith, 2001). The present research demonstrates that the associations not only appear to be widely held among Black persons, but they also have important implications.


The present findings begin to unveil some of the factors associated with individual differences in outgroup favoritism. Implicit biases were related to certain ideologies and attitudes that one might expect, such as OEQ and private racial regard. The greater participants’ implicit outgroup favoritism, the more likely they were to express the sentiment that achieving equality across social groups in our society is unimportant and that social hierarchies are acceptable. In addition, the more strongly participants favored Whites implicitly, the less positively they regarded their own racial group. Perhaps, as system justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994) suggests, participants with greater outgroup favoritism have internalized stereotypic information about the hierarchical structure within society and attempt to justify it; that is, White persons typically hold more power so they must deserve it as well. It is interesting to note, however, that implicit outgroup favoritism, at least in the present study, appears to be driven more by how Black people feel about their own race as opposed to viewing White people as the “gold standard.” This dissociation between Blacks’ implicit racial attitudes and their explicit attitudes toward the White outgroup stands in contrast to findings obtained with White participants. For Whites, there is often a moderate-sized correlation between IAT scores and explicit attitudes toward the Black outgroup (e.g., Cunningham, Preacher, & Banaji, 2001; McConnell & Liebold, 2001; Monteith et al., in press); the greater White participants’ consciously held anti-Black attitudes, the more racially biased their implicit associations. These disparate findings allude to the possibility that there are different underlying roots of implicit racial bias for those that have been traditionally stigmatized versus those who have not. Perhaps Whites’ implicit racial attitudes are indeed a form of prejudice toward Blacks, whereas Blacks’ implicit biases stem more from collective self-esteem. Although these roots appear different, the source into which they tap is likely the same. That is, White and Black individuals are socialized in American society and are consequently exposed to much of the same information. It is easy to imagine how negative information about Blacks (e.g., stereotypes) might contribute to attitudes and beliefs for members of either race. 


Importantly, implicit bias in the present study was associated with behavior, such that the more strongly participants favored their ingroup implicitly, the more likely they were to prefer a Black partner. An interesting caveat, however, is that this finding held only among participants with implicit biases that favored their ingroup. Among those who implicitly displayed outgroup favoritism, we did not find a strong preference for a White partner. Instead, participants who unconsciously held such biases had inconsistent preferences, a finding that suggests two possibilities. First, perhaps participants who implicitly favored Whites truly have no behavioral biases. As Banks’ (1976) research suggested decades ago, Black persons do not always show a great preference for White over Black people. Often, their choices appear to be a coin toss. Some may applaud a lack of behavioral bias for its sense of egalitarianism, whereas others may argue the importance of ingroup favoritism among members of groups with long histories of stigmatization.


A second possibility is that people with implicit outgroup favoritism may demonstrate behavioral bias in some circumstances but not in others. We explored this possibility through our manipulation of stakes, but our attempt was not very effective. Perhaps participants were given too little information about their potential partners for consistent preferences to emerge. Just as people are reluctant to apply stereotypes when they believe they do not have much information (e.g., Darley & Gross, 1983; Yzerbyt, Schadron, Leyens, & Rocher, 1994), so too might Blacks fail to display a behavioral preference when they can find little justification for doing so. In addition, implicit outgroup favoritism may affect behavior only in situations of great importance. Although participants reported relatively high levels of motivation to succeed on our task, they ultimately may not have been especially invested in the outcome. After all, they believed that they would just be interacting with another student and they would be compensated for their participation regardless of their performance.

When decisions are of considerable importance, however, one might find greater behavioral evidence of system justification. Our data concerning voting behavior suggest that this might be the case. Although there was little variability in participants’ voting behavior, it is noteworthy that the three participants who voted conservatively displayed strong levels of implicit outgroup favoritism. Perhaps in other situations in which participants are especially invested in the outcome system-justifying tendencies will play a stronger role. We are currently investigating this possibility in our laboratory. 

 
The present findings also lend support for the predictive utility of the IAT. For such a widely used measure, few behavioral validations exist. Our findings complement those of other recent investigations (McConnell & Liebold, 2001; Nosek et al., 2000; Rudman & Glick, in press) in demonstrating that the IAT does have the ability to predict behavior successfully in a number of different environments and with different populations. Such validation is, of course, important for any measure that purports to tap into people’s attitudes, whether implicit or explicit. 


The fact that implicit attitudes were related to behavior in this and in other studies, however, does not establish a causal connection between the two. Until implicit attitudes are experimentally manipulated and behavior is assessed, the possibility of a third variable cannot be overlooked. There is growing evidence demonstrating that implicit biases can indeed be manipulated (e.g., Blair, Ma, & Lenton, in press; Dasgupta & Greenwald, in press; Kawakami, Dovidio, Moll, Hermsen, & Russin, 2000). Dasgupta and Greenwald (in press), for example, recently employed a priming technique that resulted in corresponding shifts in implicit attitudes assessed with the IAT. Specifically, they presented non-Black participants with information regarding admired Black (e.g., Tiger Woods, Martin Luther King, Jr.) and disliked White (e.g., Jeffrey Dahmer, Ted Bundy) individuals, and then they gave participants the racial IAT. Compared with control participants who were not primed with such information, primed participants’ implicit attitudes were significantly attenuated. This effect was not as transient as one might expect; in fact, it held for up to 48 hrs after the priming procedure. We are currently investigating whether this priming procedure can be used among Black participants to manipulate their implicit attitudes, with the ultimate goal of determining whether implicit attitudes are in fact causally related to behavior.   


In conclusion, although Blacks’ explicit disregard for their race, as described by Clark and Clark (1947), fortunately does not seem to exist, a more subtle form of outgroup favoritism remains. As Shelby Steele (1990) explained, Black people’s disadvantaged status in society is seen by the “anti-self” as perfectly just. In the present research, this “confirmation of a racial inferiority,” to use Steele’s words, was not without its consequences. Although implicit outgroup favoritism did not translate attitudinally or behaviorally into a belief that White people are “better” than Black people, it did seem to convey an acceptance of social inequalities and a behavioral uncertainty about a Black partner’s chances of success on an intellectually challenging task. Such beliefs may in fact be more likely to surface in situations of utmost importance. Sadly, this may undermine hopes for equality in situations in which members of traditionally disadvantaged groups may be able to gain positions of power or leadership. As S. Steele (1990) notes, “In this sense, the anti-self is an internalized racist, our own subconscious bigot, that conspires with society to diminish us” (p. 44). Our hope is that investigators will make understanding the origins and consequences of this bias a priority so that the very groups that endure the harshest consequences of discrimination in no way perpetuate the system that endorses it. 
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Footnotes


1There are five additional MIBI subscales, but analyses yielded unreliable and nonsignificant effects; hence, they will not be discussed further.

2Identical analyses performed with the dichotomous partner choice item using logistic regression failed to provide significant results, which is not terribly surprising giving the restricted range that inevitably occurs with such measures.

Table 1

Correlations Among IAT and Explicit Measures





1               2               3               4               5               6


1.  IAT


---


2.  Private regard
.40**

3.  Racial centrality
.23*        .55**

4.  JLQ


.13          .28*          .46**

5.  GBD

.10         -.15           .04            .15

6.  OEQ

-.38**    -.37**     -.17           -.19           .20

7.  SDO

-.13        -.31**     -.06            .01           .85**       .69**

Note. ** p < .01. * p < .05.

Figure Caption

Figure 1. Partner preference ratings as a function of type of implicit bias: outgroup favoritism (IAT score < 0) versus ingroup favoritism (IAT score > 0).
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