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Abstract

Several studies have examined the effects of racial prejudice on Whites’ responses to advertisements that did or did not feature Black spokespersons.  Since these studies have relied exclusively on explicit, self-report measures of prejudice, there could potentially be value added to this literature by the use of implicit measures of prejudice.  Recent work in social psychology suggests that implicit measures of prejudice can predict behavior under specific conditions.  The present chapter reviews relevant studies from this rapidly expanding literature, with an emphasis on one popular measure, the Implicit Association Test.  This chapter also proposes future directions for research, as well as possible implications for consumers’ reactions to advertisements featuring minorities.

On The Predictive Utility of the Implicit Association Test:  

Current Research and Future Directions


A great deal of research in marketing and social psychology has investigated the effectiveness of persuasive appeals when the source of the appeal is a member of a stigmatized group.  For example, do White message recipients respond more favorably to White spokespersons, Black spokespersons, or does it not matter?  When might it matter more or less?


One approach common to several studies of this issue has been to examine the impact of Whites’ racial prejudice on their evaluations of advertisements featuring Black or White individuals.  The results of these investigations have been mixed.  Cagley and Cardozo (1970), for example, exposed White participants to three print ads:  one featuring only Black models, one featuring only White models, and one with a racially heterogeneous cast.  Cagley and Cardozo also measured participants’ racial prejudice using a self-report measure.  They found that low prejudice individuals responded similarly to all three ads, but high prejudice individuals responded more favorably to the all-White ad than to either of the others.  In contrast, Bush, Hair, and Solomon (1979) found little evidence that high prejudice Whites evaluated advertisements more favorably if they featured White models than if they featured Blacks.  Similarly, Whittler (1989) found little evidence that high prejudice Whites discriminated in their evaluation of ads featuring Black and White actors.  Although on one product, high prejudice Whites reported greater difficulty identifying with the Black actor, their product evaluations and evaluations of the advertisement were unaffected by the actor’s race.  Consistent with this result, Whittler and DiMeo (1991) found that high prejudice Whites evaluated a product equally favorably, regardless of whether a Black or White spokesperson had appeared in its advertisement.  In fact, it was low prejudice individuals who rated the products less favorably when a Black actor had appeared, rather than a White.  


One factor that may have contributed to the inconsistency of these results is the researchers’ reliance on explicit, self-report measures of racial attitudes.  These measures, although convenient to use, are characterized by a serious problem.  As this chapter will note later, these measures may reveal some individuals’ feelings toward Black Americans, but other individuals may be motivated and able to distort their responses in ways that reduce the validity of the measures.  Thus, variance in the validity of self-report measures of racial attitudes could contribute to variance in the findings obtained with those measures.  Of course, this problem of motivated response distortion is one that social psychologists have recognized for decades (Jones & Sigall, 1971; Sigall & Page, 1971; Warner, 1965).  Recent years, however, have seen the development and proliferation of implicit racial attitude measures, which promise a new solution to this problem.  The present chapter reviews relevant research in this area, with an emphasis on one particular measure—the Implicit Association Test.  The chapter will also report one study in which a collaborator and I have examined the predictive utility of this measure, and it will close with an eye to future research and marketing strategy.

Implicit Racial Attitudes


Recently, the use of implicit measures of attitudes has spread rapidly.  In fact, at least 48 research laboratories have employed the Implicit Association Test in recent studies (Nosek, 2001).  This growth is the result of at least two causes—one methodological and one conceptual.  First, self-report measures of many attitudes—including racial attitudes—are subject to response-distortion.  In the case of racial attitudes, respondents who want to appear unprejudiced—either in their own eyes or the eyes of others—can alter their responses in an effort to appear egalitarian.  Even self-report measures that are designed to offset this problem still appear to be quite reactive (cf., McConahay, 1986; McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981).  For example, Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, and Williams (1995) randomly assigned White participants to complete the Modern Racism Scale (MRS) in the presence of either a Black or White experimenter who, according to the experimental cover story, would read their responses.  Participants who believed a Black experimenter would see their answers gave less prejudiced responses than those who believed a White experimenter would see their responses.  Individuals in both groups reported less prejudice than they had in a mass testing session earlier in the semester.  However, this shift was more pronounced with the Black experimenter, suggesting self-presentational concerns were higher in her presence.  These data call into question the claim that the MRS is not reactive.


A second reason for the development and popularity of implicit measures is that some researchers endorse a conceptual distinction between implicit and explicit attitudes.  Greenwald and Banaji (1995), for instance, propose that implicit attitudes represent a “trace” of past experience that can mediate evaluative responses to objects, even if the actor is unable to accurately identify the “trace.”  Or, as Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998) say, “Implicit attitudes are manifest as actions or judgments that are under the control of automatically activated evaluations, without the performer’s awareness of that causation” (p. 1464).  Since this reasoning proposes that actors may not always be able to accurately identify their implicit attitudes, it implies that valid measurement via self-report is unlikely.


Consistent with the assumption that implicit attitudes are conceptually separable from explicit attitudes, Wilson, Lindsey, and Schooler (1999) propose a model of dual attitudes, one which postulates that a single individual can hold two, distinct attitudes toward a single object, one implicit and one explicit.  According to Wilson et al., the implicit attitude is defined by (a) unknown origin, (b) automatic activation, and (c) influence on implicit responses, those responses that the actor does not view as influenced by his or her attitude.  Importantly, Wilson et al. assume that individuals may override their implicit attitudes through controlled processes.  For example, a White might hold a positive explicit attitude toward African-Americans but a negative implicit attitude toward members of the same category.  According to Wilson et al., in his dealings with Blacks, this individual may experience spontaneous negative feelings upon seeing or thinking about Blacks, because the negative implicit attitude will be automatically activated.  Nevertheless, this person will be motivated to override the implicit attitude and respond on the basis of the explicit attitude.  If this same overriding occurs while individuals complete self-report measures of racial prejudice, then those measures are likely to be poor indicators of implicit racial attitudes.

Implicit Attitude Measures


Because self-report measures are likely to be insensitive to implicit attitudes, a number of indirect measures have been developed as alternatives.  For example, Russ Fazio and colleagues have developed an evaluative priming measure of racial attitudes (Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995).  While completing this measure, participants are exposed to positive adjectives (e.g., “wonderful”) and negative adjectives (e.g., “disgusting”) that appear on a computer monitor, and their task is to indicate, by pressing one of two keys, whether each word is a good word or bad word.  Prior to the appearance of each target adjective, a prime is displayed briefly (for 315 milliseconds).  Some of the primes are photographs of African Americans and some primes are photos of Caucasian Americans.  Fazio et al. find that participants’ response latencies on the “good word-bad word” judgments are differentially facilitated by the faces.  In general, White participants classify positive adjectives as “good” faster after exposure to White faces than Black faces, but the opposite tends to be true with negative adjectives.  Importantly, there is considerable variance among participants in their tendency to show this pattern, and participants can be assigned scores that indicate the extent to which they show this pattern of differential facilitation.  Moreover, two pieces of evidence suggest that these scores are reliably associated with participants’ positivity or negativity toward Blacks.  First, Blacks show a very different pattern of responding, one that suggests ingroup bias (i.e., White faces facilitate responding to negative adjectives).1  Second, Fazio et al. demonstrated that Whites’ scores on the racial priming measure were correlated with their behavior toward a Black experimenter.  Even though the experimenter was blind to individuals’ scores, she rated those Whites whose priming scores indicated more negative attitudes as less friendly and less interested in what she was saying.


The Implicit Association Test is another popular measures of implicit attitudes.  This implicit measure, originally proposed by Greenwald et al. (1998) involves the presentation of stimuli on discrete trials, after each of which the respondent’s reaction time is measured.  Typically, participants must give one of two keyboard responses (striking either a specified key on the left hand side of the computer keyboard or one on the right) to each stimulus that appears.  In one version of this task, participants are exposed to stimuli from four categories:  African-American names (e.g., Aiesha), White names (e.g., Amber), pleasant words (e.g., love), or unpleasant words (e.g., death).  As Figure 1 indicates, the first two blocks of trials are learning trials that acquaint the participant with the procedure.  However, the third block of trials is critical.  On this block of trials, two of the stimulus categories are assigned to each of the two response keys.  So, Black and unpleasant share a response key, as do White and pleasant.  Then, on a later block of trials (the fifth), the task is modified so that Black and pleasant share a response key, as do White and unpleasant.  Consistently (e.g., Greenwald et al.; Dasgupta, McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000), participants are slower to give the same response to Black and pleasant (as well as White and unpleasant) than they are to give the same response to White and pleasant (as well as Black and unpleasant).  This “IAT effect” is interpreted as an indication of an implicit preference for Whites over Blacks.  In other words, it is assumed that slower responding on the “Black + pleasant” version of the task indicates more positive implicit attitudes toward Whites than toward Blacks.  Importantly, this mean difference is obtained, regardless of the order of the critical blocks.  Although Figure 1 describes an IAT in which the “Black + pleasant” block comes second, participants tend to respond more slowly on that block of trials, even when it comes before the “Black + unpleasant” block (Greenwald et al., 1998).

_______________

Insert Figure 1 about here

_______________

Figure 1.  Sample structure of a “Black-White” Implicit Association Test.


As with order effects, so must other plausible alternative explanations be ruled out if confidence in the validity of the IAT is to be justified.  One plausible alternative interpretation is based on stimulus familiarity.  It could be that Black names are simply less familiar to most respondents than are White names.  Given that familiarity with stimuli can produce liking (Zajonc, 1968), this alternative explanation is, on its face, quite plausible.  Nevertheless, recent work has demonstrated that this stimulus familiarity explanation does not fully account for the IAT effect.  Most participants are slower to give the same response to Black exemplars and pleasant words than to White exemplars and pleasant words, even when the stimuli used are equally unfamiliar Black and White faces (Dasgupta, McGhee, Greenwald, & Banaji, 2000).  Moreover, the IAT effect is still obtained on an IAT using Black and White names (and pleasant and unpleasant words), even after controlling for the effects of stimulus familiarity.  These data undermine the plausibility of the familiarity interpretation, and, as a consequence, bolster the case for the validity of the IAT as a measure of implicit attitudes.


Arguably, however, the utility of the IAT depends on demonstrations of its ability to reliably predict behavior.  Just as social psychologists once questioned the utility of the explicit attitude construct, because of controversies over its predictive utility (LaPiere, 1934; Wicker, 1969), so might researchers and practitioners question the utility of the implicit attitude construct, in the absence of data showing a relationship between it and overt behavior.  Indeed, researchers have begun addressing this very question, and are also beginning to reap fruit.  McConnell and Leibold (2001), for instance, found that the “Black-White” IAT could predict Whites’ tendency to exhibit different nonverbal behavior with a Black experimenter than with a White experimenter.  For example, participants whose IAT indicated an implicit preference for Whites over Blacks exhibited more speech errors and hesitations with the Black experimenter than with the White.  This demonstration is of practical importance, given that nonverbal behaviors such as these can have important consequences.  For instance, Word, Zanna, & Cooper (1974) demonstrated that White participants who were interviewing a confederate showed a more negative pattern of nonverbal behavior with a Black confederate than with a White (including a tendency to commit more speech errors with the Black target).  In a second study, Word et al. showed that White participants who were then the targets of the same nonverbal behavior that the Blacks had received performed worse in the interview.  


These data suggest that the IAT may indeed be a reliable predictor of important behavior.  Two purposes of this chapter are (a) to review evidence confirming that the IAT can predict behavior and (b) to suggest some of the conditions under which it is more or less likely to do so.  The predictions that my students and I have tested were derived from Fazio’s MODE model of attitude-behavior relations, as well as research conducted to test its assumptions.

Fazio’s MODE Model


Fazio’s MODE model proposes two ways that attitudes can influence behavior—spontaneously and deliberatively (Fazio, 1990; Fazio & Towles-Schwen, 1999).  When individuals respond spontaneously, their attitudes, once activated, guide behavior without the actor’s necessarily reflecting on them.  In contrast, deliberative responding does involve conscious reflection on, at the very least, any relevant attitudes.  One possible motivation for this deliberation is a desire to be accurate.  For example, a consumer shopping for a new automobile might experience spontaneous positive feelings upon seeing a red Porsche, but because this purchase represents an expensive and prolonged commitment, she may deliberate and consider other alternatives in order to ensure her long-term satisfaction.  Of course, there are other potential motivations for deliberation besides accuracy.  Importantly, egalitarian motivations could cause actors to be deliberative when responding to stigmatized targets (e.g., African Americans).  Individuals who worry that their spontaneous response could be prejudiced may act to override or correct it (Wegener & Petty, 1995).  


The MODE model’s “MO” is for motivation and opportunity, the two factors that determine whether a response is likely to be spontaneous or deliberative.  Simply put, an actor must have both the motivation to deliberate and the opportunity to deliberate in order for a spontaneous response to be avoided.  This is because deliberation is a controlled process that consumes scarce cognitive resources.  If either motivation or opportunity is low (or if both are low), one’s response is more likely to be spontaneous.  


Whites, in their interactions with Blacks, will deliberate on their responses in order to minimize the influence of prejudice, but only if they have the required motivation and opportunity to do so.  In that deliberative process, implicit racial attitudes—even if automatically activated—may be overridden.  Wilson et al. (1999) also describe this process of “motivated overriding,” whereby an automatic response (e.g., a negative implicit attitude toward Blacks) is inhibited through a controlled process.  In other words, automatically activated racial attitudes serve as the “starting point” for race-related judgments and behaviors, but with sufficient motivation and opportunity to override them, they are unlikely to govern controllable judgments and behavior (Fazio, 2001).


This logic implies that valid measures of implicit attitudes may not predict controllable responses when individuals are motivated to override their implicit attitudes.  However, when individuals are not motivated to override their implicit attitudes, valid implicit measures may indeed predict controllable responses.  In fact, Fazio et al. (1995) found that one sort of controllable response (responses on the MRS) could be predicted by their racial priming measure—but only among individuals low in a specific kind of motivation to control prejudice.  Fazio et al. prescreened participants on the Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale (Dunton & Fazio, 1997).  This scale consists of two subscales, one of which describes individual differences in concern with acting prejudiced.  Among individuals high in this concern, the relationship between the priming measure and the MRS was not significant.  In fact, these participants actually showed a non-significant trend indicating that as their implicit attitudes toward Blacks became more negative, their responses on the MRS became less negative toward Blacks.  Fazio and colleagues interpret this pattern as indicative of overcompensation for presumed bias.2  In other words, Whites whose implicit attitudes toward Blacks are negative but who are motivated not to appear prejudiced “bend over backwards” so far that they respond even more positively toward Blacks (on the MRS) than do individuals whose implicit attitudes are actually positive.  In terms of the MODE, when these participants completed the MRS, they had the opportunity to deliberate (e.g., there was no time pressure) and the motivation to deliberate (i.e., they did not want to give racist responses).  As a consequence of their deliberation, they overrode—and overcompensated for—their implicit racial attitudes.


The pattern was quite different among individuals low in concern with acting prejudiced.  Here, the relationship between the racial priming measure and the MRS was significant in the direction opposite of that obtained with highs.  Scores indicating more negative implicit attitudes toward Blacks were associated with more negative responses to Blacks on the MRS.  In other words, the implicit attitude measure predicted controllable responses on the MRS, but only when individuals lacked the motivation to override their automatically activated attitudes, a pattern that has since been replicated (Dunton & Fazio, 1997).  Thus, it appears the MODE model is correct in its suggestion that motivation (in this case, motivation to respond without prejudice) can moderate the relationship between implicit attitude measures and controllable responses.

Assessing the Predictive Validity of the “Black-White” IAT


Ongoing research in my laboratory has examined the predictive validity of the IAT.  In a straightforward application of the MODE model, we expected that the “Black-White” IAT could predict Whites’ controllable responses to a Black person (or the symbolic equivalent), but we also expected that this relationship would depend on Whites’ motivation to control prejudice.  Among Whites whose motivation was low, we predicted that the IAT would be a reliable predictor of controllable responses.  That is, IAT scores indicating implicit preferences for Whites over Blacks would be associated with relatively positive reactions to Whites and relatively negative reactions to Blacks.  But among Whites whose motivation was high, that relationship was expected to be weaker, null, or possibly even reversed (suggesting overcompensation).  The results of one study conducted thus far confirm these predictions.


The goal of this study was to determine if attributional ambiguity would moderate the predictive validity of the “Black-White” IAT.  Prior studies have shown that people often act on socially unacceptable motives (e.g., prejudice) under conditions of attributional ambiguity (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1977; Snyder, Kleck, Strenta, & Mentzer, 1979).  In other words, when a socially unacceptable motive is but one of a number of plausible explanations for a particular behavior, people are more likely to act on that motive.  For example, Snyder et al. presented individuals with a choice between two seating areas, in either of which they could view a film while seated near another person.  In one area, the potential seating partner appeared to have a physical disability (implied by leg braces and Canadian crutches).  The person in the other area did not.  Snyder et al. found that participants who believed that different movies would be shown in the two seating areas were more likely to choose the non-disabled partner than participants who believed that the same movie would be showing in each area.  Snyder et al. assumed that many participants were motivated to avoid sitting near the disabled person, but they deemed this avoidance motive socially unacceptable, and only acted on it when their choice could be attributed to a preference for one movie over another.  Put differently, the existence of attributional ambiguity (in the different movies condition) may have lowered participants’ concern with appearing prejudiced against the disabled.  In contrast, low ambiguity (in the same movie condition) maintained or heightened their concerns with appearing prejudiced.  

In the present study (Sargent & Theil, 2001), we modified the Snyder et al. (1979) paradigm to present White male participants with a choice between two partners, one of whom was Black and the other of whose race was left unspecified.3  Upon arrival, each participant was convinced that he was the third of four participants to arrive for the session, and that the first two had left their personal belongings in the laboratory while they worked on preparatory tasks elsewhere.  The participant was further informed that, after each participant had finished these preparatory tasks, he and one of the first two participants would work together on an intellectual task.  Consistent with this cover story, the laboratory was divided into two workspaces, each of which contained a table and two chairs.  In one workspace, the participant could clearly see a sweatshirt emblazoned with a photo of a Black family, and the label, “Jackson Family Reunion.”4  This sweatshirt was said to belong to “Jamal,” one of the participants.  In the other workspace, the other participant, “Christopher,” had apparently left only a nondescript blue jacket.  Each participant was asked to choose his desired workspace and to leave any of his personal belongings there.  Whether participants chose to work with Jamal or Christopher was the dependent variable.  Participants made this choice under either high or low attributional ambiguity.  In the high ambiguity condition, participants were told that different intellectual tasks were available in the different workspaces.  (Of course, counterbalancing ensured that Jamal was paired with each of the two tasks half the time.)  In the low ambiguity condition, participants were told that the same task was available regardless of the chosen workspace.  After making his choice, each participant was then escorted to a private room for his preparatory tasks, which, naturally, included completion of the “Black-White” IAT.  

Our central assumptions were that concern with appearing prejudiced motivates individuals to override their implicit racial attitudes, but that high ambiguity lowers concern about appearing prejudiced.  Thus, we expected that the IAT would predict participants’ likelihood of choosing the Black partner, but only under conditions of high ambiguity.  In that condition, participants would be less motivated to override their implicit racial attitudes, and as a consequence, those attitudes would be more influential of their behavior.

Consistent with our expectations, the interaction between IAT score and attributional ambiguity was significant, as Figure 2 illustrates.  Under conditions of high ambiguity (i.e., the different task condition), the IAT was a significant predictor of behavior.  As expected, IAT scores indicating an implicit preference for Whites were associated with lower likelihood of choosing the Black partner.  In contrast, there was no significant relationship between the IAT and behavior under conditions of low ambiguity (i.e., the same task condition).  In fact, there was a non-significant trend in the opposite direction (suggesting possible overcompensation).  Thus, these data are consistent with the MODE model in that the implicit attitude measure (in this case the IAT) predicted a controllable response (likelihood of choosing the Black partner), but only among individuals in the high attributional ambiguity.  Our interpretation is that those individuals’ motivation to control their prejudice was temporarily reduced by the presence of a plausible non-racial explanation for their behavior.  

_______________

Insert Figure 2 about here

_______________

Figure 2.  From Sargent and Theil (2001).  The IAT was scored so that higher numbers represented a tendency to respond more quickly when “Black” and “unpleasant” shared the same response key than when “Black” and “pleasant” shared the same response key.  Higher scores are interpreted as indicated an implicit preference for Whites over Blacks.  Although the data were analyzed in logistic regression, for illustrative purposes, a median split distinguished “high implicit prejudice” individuals (i.e., above the median) from “low implicit prejudice” individuals.

It will be important for future research to replicate this effect and to explore its boundary conditions.  It may be, for instance, that this effect will only emerge on certain types of dependent measures.  In the present study, the dependent measure was a tendency to choose between a Black partner and a presumably White partner.  As a consequence, this measure may have been influenced by both reactions to the Black partner and the presumably White partner.  In other words, the IAT may have predicted approach toward the White as much as avoidance of the Black.  Similarly, McConnell and Leibold (2001) found that the IAT predicted difference scores, each of which represented the tendency to respond more favorably toward a White experimenter than a Black.  It is possible that the IAT—which itself involves simultaneous responses to White and Black stimuli—only predicts responses of a comparative nature.  In other words, the IAT might not predict individuals reactions to Blacks, in isolation from their reaction to Whites.5  At any rate, resolving this issue is one of a number of questions for future research, to which I now turn.

Future Directions

Research on Stigmatized Sources and Persuasion


Recent work on attitude change has demonstrated that recipients of persuasive messages may be motivated to process information from a source who belongs to a stigmatized group—even under conditions where such processing is not usually expected.  For example, White and Harkins (1994) demonstrated that White participants processed a persuasive message from a Black source, even under conditions of low relevance.  In other words, even when the message pertained to an issue that would not affect these individuals directly, they still were more persuaded by a Black source whose arguments were strong than a Black source whose arguments were weak.  Under the same conditions, exposure to a White source did not lead to message scrutiny (i.e., strong and weak arguments were equally persuasive).  White and Harkins concluded that this effect was driven by aversive racism (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986).  According to the aversive racism model, Whites endorse egalitarian values and are motivated to think of themselves as unprejudiced, but they still harbor negative feelings toward Blacks.  Whites are more likely to act on their negative feelings when a plausible non-racial explanation exists.  Scrutinizing the Black source’s message, according to White and Harkins, is one way that White message recipients can seek a non-racial justification for a negative response.  According to this interpretation, then, it is negativity toward the Black source that motivates processing the message, and that processing is assumed to be a search for weak arguments that would justify rejecting the message.  Thus, it might be that people high in prejudice would be most prone to this tendency to process the Black source’s message.


In fact, Petty, Fleming, & White (1999) found the opposite to be true.  It was low prejudice individuals (as indicated by the MRS) who were most likely to process the Black source’s message.6  They also demonstrated that individuals low in prejudice against gays were more likely to process a message from a gay source than a straight source, whereas, individuals high in anti-gay prejudice were not.  Petty et al. argue that these data support a “watchdog hypothesis.”  That is, low prejudice individuals are vigilant in their efforts to respond fairly to a stigmatized source.  They are watchdogs against prejudice and discrimination.  Their processing of the stigmatized source’s persuasive message, according to Petty et al., is to ensure they give the source due consideration.  In other words, low prejudice Whites are assumed to be high in motivation to control prejudice.  As Petty et al. say, “The increased processing of persuasive messages from stigmatized others could be part of low-prejudiced individuals’ chronic attempts…to be unprejudiced and to prevent themselves from discriminating against stigmatized sources” (p. 30).


I agree with this characterization, but on the basis of the data reported earlier (Sargent & Theil, 2001), I expect that watchdogs sometimes let down their guard.  Even if egalitarian vigilance is what activates scrutiny of a stigmatized source’s persuasive message, once the message recipient realizes that the message contains weak arguments, he or she may relax those efforts.  Sargent and Theil found that Whites’ preference for a Black or White task partner could be predicted by their implicit racial attitudes, but only when there was a plausible non-racial justification.  Likewise, once Whites have identified a plausible non-racial justification for rejecting a Black’s message (i.e., weak arguments) at that point, their implicit racial attitudes may predict their response to the message.7  So, even if source negativity is not what motivates the processing of messages from stigmatized sources, it may be relevant in other ways.  It may be that implicit measures of negativity (e.g., the “Black-White” IAT) can predict Whites’ responses to persuasive appeals featuring stigmatized individuals, but only when there is a plausible justification that is irrelevant to the stigma.  For example, a Black source who presents only weak arguments in endorsing a product creates attributional ambiguity for rejecting his or her message and the product; it is unclear whether the rejection was because of the specious arguments or the source’s race.  In that case, a measure such as the IAT might predict Whites’ response to the product and to the message.  Moreover, a Black source who presents a mixture of strong and weak arguments may also create attributional ambiguity, because any response to the message (positive or negative) can be attributed to the arguments and not to one’s attitude toward the source’s category.  In contrast, a Black source whose position is known, but who presents no arguments, may create a case of low attributional ambiguity, since there are no arguments to which one can attribute a response (R. Petty, personal communication, February 11, 2001).  In future research, my collaborators and I hope to address this question by manipulating attributional ambiguity in a persuasion context and then determining the extent to which implicit racial attitude measures, such as the IAT, can predict Whites’ responses to the message.

Practical Implications

The Effects of Ad-Based Diversity on Product Attitudes.  If future studies confirm that there are conditions under which implicit racial attitudes (or implicit intergroup attitudes in general) predict consumers’ evaluations of advertisements featuring stigmatized sources, this result could have important implications for advertising effectiveness.  For example, this work could reinforce the importance of presenting strong arguments in messages delivered by stigmatized sources.  Earlier research on source effects (Petty et al., 1999; White & Harkins, 1994) already demonstrates the importance of utilizing strong arguments with stigmatized sources, since message recipients are likely to process those messages, even under conditions of low personal relevance.  As suggested earlier, the presence of weak arguments could constitute one form of attributional ambiguity, and if so, it might reduce message recipients’ concerns with appearing prejudiced.  In that case, implicit racial attitudes may predict message recipients’ responses to the source, the message, and the product.  So, measures such as the IAT could identify which individuals respond most extremely to strong and weak arguments from stigmatized sources.  It may be, for instance, that Whites with negative implicit attitudes toward Blacks will be more sensitive to the quality of a Black source’s arguments than will Whites with neutral or positive implicit attitudes toward Blacks.  If the Black source presents weak arguments, they may respond more negatively than Whites with neutral or positive attitudes, but if all his arguments are strong (or if he presents no arguments at all), they may respond more positively, as a result of overcompensation.8  If future data support these predictions, they would suggest that implicit racial attitudes might be useful to marketers in determining when it is most critical to pretest arguments to ensure that all weak ones are eliminated from persuasive appeals.  Specifically, if a Black source is featured in ads that are run in a market where implicit prejudice against Blacks is prevalent, the unintended presence of weak arguments in his message could be extremely counterproductive to the campaign, more so than with a White source.


Of course there may be practical difficulties associated with assessing consumers’ implicit racial attitudes.  Even if future studies confirm that the IAT (and other implicit measures) can predict consumers’ responses to persuasive messages, frequent testing may be difficult (although web-based administration of the IAT may make even that possible).  One potential long-term goal for future marketing research will be to identify demographic correlates of the IAT so that its predictive power can be readily translated into practical use.  

The Effects of Ad-Based Diversity on Implicit Prejudice.  Thus far, this chapter has adopted a narrow focus in examining the impact of stigmatized sources on advertising effectiveness, where effectiveness is gauged by message recipients’ evaluations of the ad and the product.  Nevertheless, there may be other effects worth considering.  It seems plausible that—like other media portrayals—the use of stigmatized sources in advertising may influence implicit attitudes toward those categories.  In fact, a burgeoning literature on context effects attests to the malleability of implicit attitudes (Maddux & Barden, 2001; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001).

Dasgupta and Greenwald (2001) report data more directly supportive of the notion that exposure to stigmatized sources could affect the implicit intergroup attitudes of message recipients.  Their participants completed the “Black-White” IAT after exposure to (a) images of popular Black males (e.g., Michael Jordan) and unpopular White males (e.g., Jeffrey Dahmer), (b) images of unpopular Black males (e.g., Mike Tyson) and popular White males (e.g., Tom Hanks), or c) non-racial images, exposure to which represented a control condition.  Participants in the control condition were faster on the “Black + unpleasant” trials than on the “Black + pleasant” trials, a pattern indicating an implicit preference for Whites.  Participants who saw unpopular Blacks and popular Whites showed virtually the same pattern.  On the other hand, this difference was significantly reduced among participants who had been exposed to popular Blacks and unpopular Whites.  Notably, this attenuation was still evident 24 hours later on another IAT.  Moreover, explicit racial attitude measures were insensitive to these effects.

Although it will be important for future studies to confirm that this attenuation of implicit racial preferences was at least partially attributable to exposure to the popular Blacks (and not merely the unpopular Whites), this result raises interesting possibilities for advertisers.  Although consumers’ implicit racial attitudes may influence their responses to advertisements that feature members of stigmatized groups, those same implicit racial attitudes may be influenced by the advertisements themselves.  In other words, consumers who are exposed to ads featuring popular minority spokespersons may develop more positive implicit attitudes toward that group as a consequence.  So, Nike’s use of Michael Jordan’s image may not only be good for the company’s sales; it may also reduce implicit prejudice among viewers of its ads.  This is a question of great practical importance and one that should guide future research.

Conclusion

The effects of stigmatized sources in persuasive appeals may be more complex than previous analyses suggested.  Whereas explicit, self-report measures of racial attitudes might appear to account for little variance in responses to advertisements featuring Blacks, for example, implicit measures may prove more useful.  But even where implicit measures may be useful predictors of consumers’ responses to stigmatized sources, it seems plausible—based on the MODE and on the research reviewed here—that their utility will depend on motivational factors.  Among individuals concern about appearing prejudiced is temporarily reduced, implicit intergroup attitudes may predict how positively or negatively they will respond to ads featuring members of stigmatized categories.  On the other hand, individuals who are concerned about appearing prejudiced may override any implicit negativity that is activated upon encountering a stigmatized source.

Future studies should address these issues so that a comprehensive understanding of the effects of stigmatized sources can be developed.  As future studies test the ways that implicit intergroup attitudes can influence the persuasiveness of ads, effective marketing strategy will be informed.  Moreover, as future studies test the ways that implicit intergroup attitudes may themselves be partially determined by exposure to advertising, socially responsible marketing strategy will be informed as well.
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Footnotes

1These data should, however, be interpreted with caution, as the sample of Black participants was rather small (N = 8).

2What Fazio et al. call “overcompensation” seems similar to what has elsewhere been termed “overcorrection” (Wegener & Petty, 1995).  Although I will consistently use the former term, I see the two as interchangeable.  In either case, an actor is attempting to undo or avoid the effects of a presumed bias, but because of a flawed implicit theory about the magnitude of the bias, the corrective or compensating process is excessive.

3Given the demographics of the student body from which participants were drawn (overwhelmingly majority White), we suspect that most participants assumed that the alternative to the Black partner was, in fact, a White partner.

4In pretesting, the majority of participants indicated that they would assume the owner of such a sweatshirt was Black.  The authors thank Joanne Miller for suggesting the use of the sweatshirt to imply the owner’s race.

5In fact, a follow-up study suggested that the IAT did not predict scores on either the Modern Racism Scale or the Attitudes Toward Blacks scale (Sargent & Theil, 2002), each of which solicits reactions to only Blacks.  Importantly, this was true even among individuals low on either subscale of the Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale (Dunton & Fazio, 1997).  Just as the participants in the high attributional ambiguity condition of the experiment just reported were presumed to be relatively unconcerned about appearing or acting prejudiced because of the presence of a plausible nonracial excuse for their behavior, so were participants low in motivation to control prejudiced reactions assumed to be similarly unconcerned.  But even among that group, the IAT did not predict either self-report measure of prejudice.  It may be that, even under the most favorable of conditions (e.g., among individuals unmotivated to override their implicit attitudes), the IAT will not predict either reactions to Blacks or Whites separately, but will only predict the difference between the two or an explicit choice between a Black and a White.

6Unlike White and Harkins (1994), Petty et al. (1999) left unspecified whether message recipients would be personally affected by the policy described in the persuasive message, so relevance was uncertain.

7Incidentally, this proposal implies that primacy effects on recall might be obtained with stigmatized sources.  If, for example, a Black source’s message begins with weak arguments, attention to, and consequent recall of, later arguments might be weaker than for early arguments.  

8Of course, one wonders if successful inhibition of negative implicit racial attitudes will be followed by subsequent rebound effects, as has been observed with stereotypes (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 1994).
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