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Many—though not all—black Americans exhibit an implicit evaluative preferes
for whites relative to blacks (e.g., Livingston, 2002). Are such hiases meaningfuiiy
related to blacks’ explicit attitudes and actual intergroup judgments? In the pres.n
study, 83 black participants who believe they would complote an intellectuaiiy
challenging task With a_partner ratecl their preferences for (ficliiows-Black 7

Wwhite Bolential partners. The less ﬂwcmm_kf_um:mnm_um:ﬁ Amplicitly preferred their

ingroup, the lower their preference for a black vs. 2 while work partner. Thi mag +i-
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unpleasant) were presented before the onset of the trials, and they re-
mained on the left and rightsides of the screen throughout the block The
stimulus words, which were obtained from Greenwald ot al.’s {19983
stimulus lists, appeared in the center of the sCreen, one at a time in ran-
dom order. Participants were instructed to assi gneach 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, re-
spectively. Correct categorizations were followed by green circles that
appeared below the stimulus word, whereas incorrect responses were
followed by red X’s that remained on the screen unti participants made
the correct response. The inter-trial stimulus interval was 150 ms,

The first three blocks of trials were for practice. In the first block, mar-

all participants were entered into a lottery and one randomly mmwmnwmm ~ m
person was awarded the cash prize at the conclusion of data collection
for the entire experiment. o
Participants then rated their potential pariners on the following ?m
8-point questions regarding partier preference: “To what extent wou

. you getaleng better with one partner over the other?”: “To what mxﬁmﬂﬂ
. . o LY 0,
@ are-youmore opposed to working wi ther?”;

portant for you to work with one partner ov

. . (fe =
the other?”: “T5 WHAT extent do you think one partner is friendlier m..“m
/,) mm,m oﬁrmnu\.ﬁd what extent do you think one partner is better at doin ™y

ol
m.mmum_. 51 ca mm Omer par 1C1 m§ u..uﬁ Or

for each item

(e.g.. 1= getalong better with Qﬁ.ﬁz@. A, ﬂrimwomurwn 8= !
get mmmmw‘mm.,.mmm?xv Partner B, James). In mg&aom\ whethera Emngﬁwu” - ar
st white name-appeared-as-the Jeft-versus right mzwwo.w was random
ized. These items assessed participants’ overall positivity toward one

2 for the stakes manipulation, partici- . . |
partner D,Mmm rﬂrm Nwm”o WMMWMMMM %mmm motivated to MJOOmm a success- propriate categories. Two of the categories (e.., black name 1 pleasant
pants rate eex

¢ ivated to 7 = extremely motivated), word) appeared together on the .mm: mma. go.ﬁ.m: white name + -

ful partner (1= not atall motivate fcipants were asked to help pleasant word) appeared on the right. This pairing was retained in :he

/}\/ IAT. >mmw:nom; leting this Emm,ﬂm, mmWMMMmHmBmﬂﬁma allegedly set up fourth block, but those trials served as test—rather than practice-—tri-.
— pilota ::m.é ﬂ@mcﬂ“ﬁ”%ﬁw M SWME p Emum place. Participants com- als. In the fifth (practice) block, the category placement was switched”

\Mw m,\) the room in whic u s that were created in order to control for trial D.oﬂ %mwo.m the m:.mﬁ block so that the n.mmmm.o@ »:m.m had mm,%mm?.i c:.:#.
' pleted one of two program identical except for the order in leftin the first block appeared on the right in the fifth block. This switch.
| order effects. These programs were i mmenm i Emmw name + pleasant was maintained throughout the sixth and seventh blocks. The sixtly:
| which participants completed .m;m nOﬁmH.Mv 3m _‘5 congruent {i.e., black (practice) block combined the categories (e.g.. black name + un pleasant-
word / white name + ::Emmmmnm word; a leasant Mﬁ& trial blocks. word on the left; white name + pleasant word on the right}. The final..
ame + smﬁhmmmmsw word / white :mEM+ P mmmmmww as possible while block was identical to the sixth, but counted as 4 test biock. Test blocks..
P m%.n%mzmmm were .H”mw”n”MavwmwwwmowwmmwxnmmnEM:H“ left the room consisted of 40 trials each, and practice blocks consisted of twen ty trialst

making as few mistakes ¢ : &

i icipe mpleted this task.
ET_MM MM%HMWWMWWMW*“.MNSB began S:r_mm:mmmm instructions .%mw %Mm
plained that participants would be mmm_..m:_:m Eoﬂ.m to ca Wmmoﬂwm.;&z
program then presented the nmwmmoz.wmw_o.n 5.&0 which no:.ﬁmzm_ se ﬁ
blocks of trials. In each block, the categories (i.e., black, white, pleasant,

third block, the tasks were combined: that is, participants were pres
sented with both names and words and had to assign them to their ap-

When participants finished the IAT, the experimenter returned and;.,
informed participants that this part of the studv was over and that thevs,
would notbe working onajoint task with g partner. At this time, partici. ;.
ants were asked whether they would be wi lling to partici pate in a see-
nd, supposedly unrelated study on ethnic attitudes. o
Explicit Measures. After they provided informed consent, participanis,.
were given a packet containing the following questionnaires assemblyd:
& random order. To assess _,Eo participants completed the ..
MIBI {Sellers et al., 1998), a S6-item _.:.,.m:ﬁoﬂ.q scored on a 7-point,..
Likertatype ale (1= st ngly dis ealo 7 = stronglv agree). The MIBi,..

b

-3 pani: i50) 05 13 mun C 1 they would
1y me Of :ﬂr riner with w o they we
2. Par ticipants wore waC isked toowr ite w_w f1a

=40 work, providing a dichotormous measure of _u.”imm.ﬁ choice. M_HMUHMWWHMWMM_HMMW

e et gs and partner cheice measure were significantly and s : mi oreaed
Tg other significant results were found for partner choice. The

i ikely was not a sensifive encugh measure,
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taps various aspects of racial identity, but those most mEvowﬁmnﬂ for %M . v
purposes of the present research were private regard (e.g., “I feel mo.w /@
about black people”), public regard (e.g., “Overall, Emnwm are consid-
ered good by others”), and centrality (e.g., “In general, being black is an
i Z art of my self-image”).
MBMMHHMMW toward M,&mmm S%m assessed using the mozwma Mrm (John-
son & Lecci, 2003). Participants made responses ona ulﬁo_.:ﬁ ?w@.nw%ﬁm
scale (1=strongly disagree to 7 = strongly mmmmmv\. The Fm includes nﬁwm
that tap blacks’ attitudes toward whites fe.g., "I mommﬁmw myself to be
racist toward whites”), perceptions of whites’ beliefs about EmnWm A.m.m;
“Ibelieve that most whites really believe that blacks are mmzmﬁ.nmm% infe-
rior”), and past behaviors regarding whites (e.g., “I have insulted a
SWWMWUWMM memmmma using the 16-item SDO scale A.m.mmxo etal., 1994).
Participants responded to the items using 7-point r%mﬁ.lﬁﬁum scales to
indicate their feelings toward each item (1 = very negative to 7 = very
positive}. The SDO scale included both OEQ(eg., :«Mm should Qo.ﬁ&mn
we can to equalize conditions for different groups”) and GBD ;mmsm
{e.g., “To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other
mwwm”mwawumﬂa were instructed to place their nogﬁ_mwma packets inan en-
velope to help ensure confidentiality. Upon nwu..:vmm:o: of the HWmmcM\M@
the experimenter returned and probed mmasnwmmﬂm for suspicion. We
particularly wanted to determine whether participants saw a nom.:mnﬁo:
between the IAT and the partner-rating task and Umﬁémmw the m:..mﬂ part
of the study and the questionnaires. No participant verbalized m.rsr be-
tween these features of the study in any way. Finally, the experimenter
debriefed, thanked, and compensated participants,

RESULTS

" IAT EFFECT

o FIAT for Windows 2.3 (Farnham, 1998) automaticall y drops the first &a.o
o ...Em_m in each block. These initial latencies tend to be longer as partici-
- pantsare growing accustomed to the task. Similarly, FIAT recodes all re-
rsponse latencies that are less than 300 ms or greater than 3000 ms as w.mm

p 3000 ms, respectively. These procedures help ensure wrw validity
aliminating extremely short and long response times that
inants’ momentary inattention. The response laten-
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cles were also log— ed, given that reaction time data tend to be
skewed (e.g., atcliff, 1993). Analyses were performed using the trans-
formed data, but resujts are presented in-milliseconds for case of
interpretation.
Theresponse latencies were thenanalyzed ina 2 {participantsex: male
vs. female) x 2 (IAT order: congruent first vs, incongruent first) x mw@\/‘ﬂ
trial type: congruent V8. incongruent) mixed-model analysis of varjance
(ANOVA), with repeated measures on the last factor. Results indicated a
significant effect of IAT trial typeonly, such that participants took m.c_..g‘mﬁ.
on the congruent (M = 889.04 ms) than incongruent trials M =811.77
ms), F A.H\ 78) =18.46, p<001,d= 49, Thus, participants overall &mﬁmmwmg
a moderate degree of implicit outgroup favoritism (i.e., more easily as-
sociating pleasant concepts with white names and unpleasant ,«im.:
black names).

IAT scores were then calculated by subtracting mean congrueit trial

latencies from incongruent latencies (see, for example, Greenwald etal,
1998), such that positive scores reflect ingroup favoritism and negative
scores reflect outgroup favoritism, Descriptive statistics for the IATand
all other measures are presented in Table 1, and the distribution of IAY
scores is depicted in Figure 1. Approximately 40% of the sample dis-
played implicit ingroup favoritism, responding significantly fastor
when black names were paired with pleasant words and white names
were paired with unpleasant words than the reverse. More strikingly,
60% of the sample displayed implicit ou tgroup favoritism, responding
significantly faster when white names were paired with pleasant words,
and black names with unpleasant words than the reverse. Indeed, over-
all the IAT effect was significantly different from Zero and in a negative
direction, + (81) = 3.81, p< 001, underscoring the degree to which Many
olack participants in our sample exhibited relatively negative ingroup
associations, On one hand, the present findings replicate those of n_..,.“a.q
ous studies (e.g., Livingston, 2002} in the high degree of variabiti
among blacks on the 1AT, with some participants exhibiting implicit
ingroup favoritism and some exhibiting implicit outgroup favoritizng.
On the other hand, the significant degree of outgroup faveritism ip the
present study is a departure from previous findings, Specificatly,
Livingston (2002) found no evidence of ingroup or ou tgroup preference
among black participants in fwo samples. We will return to this poini in
the General Discussion.




