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Many—though not ali—black Americans exhibit an implicit evaluative preferes o
for whites relative to blacks fe.g., Livingston, 20021, Are such hiases meaningfulty
related to blacks” explicit attitudes and actual intergroup judgments? In the pres.at

study, S_WWE_YMUidﬂmj)ﬁi;@iﬂ}(‘”ecluil“y
. challenging task with_a partner rated their_preferences for_(fictitiowsack and
white Totential_partners. The less st“rongl_y‘@;_fmic_i%pr_#mni implicitly preferred their
ingroup, the lower their preference for a black vs. a white work nartner. TRE mag +-
fude o1 this relationship held ever ing forexplicit attitudes that weee

retgted to 0 it hiasedwereassochtedwithexplicit attitucks
regarding black, but not white, personsand with system-—justifying ideclogy (Jost &

Banaji, 1994),
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were entered into a lottery and one randomly selected

articipants :
. i’ the conclusion of data collection

person was awarded the cash prize at

for the entire experiment. o
Participants then rated their potential pariners on the following five

8-point questions regarding partier preference: “To what extent uld

% you get-along better with one partner over the other?”; “To what???(ie':;t
- : T
kin
are youmore opposed to wor .

what extent is it more important for you to work with ?ne lpartr}e_r 01:
/:\ the;.‘égé;?’";—”'fo what extent do you Think one parmer is frlend}sf; t 'a £

e other?” i oin
\ the other?”: “To what extent do you think one partneris better a o @g

a}ia.gi?éifh._é?_”;'l“_ﬁ"é alleged© ier participants Tares servesas e anchol
item {e.g., 1 = gef aion,

fg(;i-z?sgg}t;ettir gvith i’frﬁér B,g]ames). In addi.tion, whether ablackdver:

o5 white ame-appeared-as-the-Jeft-versus right anf:}}Of* was rand om

ized. These items assessed participants’ overall p051t‘w1ty fowar one
partner over the other? As a check for the stakes manipulation, partici-

pants rated the extent to which they were motivated to chn.:)ose a success-

ful partner (1= not at all motivated to 7 = egtremely motlvatiicg.io help

@ JAT. After completing this measure, parhczpz‘mts were as ke
. pmnme the experimenter aii.ege y setup
"~ the room in which the joint task would take place. Participants coz-n—l
(&(” pleted one of two programs that were created in order to control for tm:a
.~ order effects. These programs were identical except for the order in
N4 \ which participants completed the congruent {i.e., black name - pieasar:
9\ . word / white name + unpleasant word) and incongruent (i.e,, blac

\*%1; ame + unpleasant word / white name + pleasant word) trial blocks.

: i.ﬂ . - .
Participants were instructed to respond as quickly as possible while

. making as few mistakes as possi
: . " - " k'
- while participants completed this tas . - %
: he};AT computer program began with general instructions _that ex ‘

§ cipants would be assigning words to categories. The

h contained seven

ble. The experimenter left the room

';;pi':é\ined that parti assi :
Stogram then presented the categorization task, whic :
Wiocks of trials, In each block, the categories (i.e., black, white, pleasant,

ove also asked to write the name of the partner with whom they would

iding @ dichotomous measure of partner choice. Although the partnj;—
nd partner choice measure were significantly and stn.mg!y C()rrFlafL .
{éhificaﬂt results were found for partner choice. The dichoto-
Kely was not a sensitive enough measure.
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unpleasant) were presented before the onset of the trials, and they re-
mained on the left and right sides of the screen throughout the block. The
stimulus words, which were obtained from Greenwald et al.’s (1998)
stimulus lists, appeared in the center of the screen, one at a time in ran-
dom 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, 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 until 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, par-
ticipants 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 pre-
sented with both names and words and had to assign them to their ap-
propriate categories. Two of the categories (e.g., black name + pleasant
word} appeared together on the left and two (e.g., white name + un-
pleasant word) appeared on the right. This pairing was retained in the
fourth block, but those trials served as test—rather than practice—tri-
als. In the fifth (practice) block, the category placement was switched”
from that of the first block so that the category that had appeared on the
leftin the first block appeared on the right in the fifth block. This switch
was maintained throughout the sixth and seventh blocks. The sixth
{practice) block 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 test block. Test blocks.s
consisted of 40 trials each, and practice blocks consisted of twenty trials:
each. [
When participants finished the IAT, the experimenter returned and.
informed participants that this part of the studv was over and that thev
would notbe working ona joint task with a partner. At this time, particiz:,
ants were asked whether they would be willing to participate in a sce-
nd, supposedly unrelated study on ethnic attitudes. ) g

Explicit Measures. After they provided informed consent, pa rticipanis;:
were given a packet containing the following questionnaires assembled:,
n a random order. To assess racial identity, participants completed the o
MIBI {Sellers et al., 1998), a 56~item inven tory scored on a 7-point...

"

Likert<typescale (1 = strongly disagree.to 7 = stronglv agree). The M1 .
; AT (2
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L ‘ . cies were aisoli—og;ma.us&efmed, given that reaction time data tend to be

(é skewed (e.g., Ratcliff, 1993). Analyses were performed using the trans-
formed data, but results are presented in-milliseconds for case of
interpretation. )

The response latencies were then analyzed ina 2 (participant sex:i_inaie
vs. female) x 2 (IAT order: congruent first vs. incongruent first) x 2,(IAT
trial type: congruent vs. incongruent) mixed-model analysis of varjance
{ANOVA), with repeated measures on the last factor. Results indica ted a
significant effect of AT trial type only, such that participants took ionger
on the congruent (M = 889.04 ms) than incongruent trials (M = §11.17

i 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 as-
_ " sociating pleasant concepts with white names and unpleasant ‘\}‘vith
WESI};EE)p\i:aS: I;ss‘e,ssecl using the 16-item SDO scale (Pratto et al., 1994). black names). : o
.y nded to the items using 7-point Likert-type scales to IAT‘scores were then calcuiatec.i by subtracting mean congruent trial
Partmpants_rESPO‘ hitem (1 = very negative to 7 = very latencies from incongruent latencies (see, for example, Greenwald etal.,
indicate their feelings tD\'Nal'd ea; b : t;%gém (e Y”Wge should do what 1998), such that positive scores reflect ingroup favoritism and neg.{at:i\'e
positive). The SD_Oscale e ude g. fferent fﬁ; $”}) and GBD items scores reflect outgroup favoritism. Descriptive statistics for the IAT and
we can to equalize c‘onc_iltlo.né for di o ngecessztr to step on other all other measures are presented in Table 1, and the distribution of AT
(eg- ”F{O get ahead in life, it is sometimes Y scores is depicted in Figure 1. Approximately 40% of the sample dis-
groups .)' y d to place their completed packetsin an en- played implicit ingroup favoritism, responding significantly faster
Participants were mstrufte 0 f Upon completion of the measures, /Z '/ when black names were paired with pleasant words and white names
velope to help ensure confidentiality. Upon P \ were paired with unpleasant words than the reverse. More strikingly,

. icipe uspicion. We
the e-gxpenmenter returned an‘d pr(;b(ﬁe}:ar;;lg’ir;iz;z a fonnection 60% of the sample displayed implicit outgroup favoritism, responding
particularly wanted to detem:iﬂe wa;:n tapsk andpbetween the first part significantly faster when white names were paired with pleasant words
between the IAT and the partner= N b articipant verbalized a link be- and black names with unpleasant words than the reverse. Indeed, over-
of the study and the queStEOnm;rés' OIPwa gimll the experimenter all the IAT effect was significantly different from zero and in a negative
hween these features of the study 1 adn ; rtigi' an;s g direction, t {81) = 3.81, p < .001, underscoring the degree to which mans
debriefed, thanked, and compensated participants. black participants in our sample exhibited relatively negative ingraft_-tf

associations. On one hand, the present findings replicate those of presii-
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taps various aspects of racial identity, but those most impoitant for th; .
purposes of the present research were private regard (e.g., "1 feel go.(:j '\z ‘
about black people”), public regard {e.g., “Overall, blaclfs are consid-
ered good by others”), and centrality (e.g., “In general, being black is an
i rtant part of my self~image”).
lmﬁgitudef toward zvhites were assessed using the 2G—i.tem FLS (John-
son & Lecci, 2003). Participants made responses ona 7—po;‘nt Lakeri.—type
scale (1= strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The }F:,S includes items
that tap blacks’ attitudes toward whites (e.g., “I consider myself to be
racist toward whites”), perceptions of whites’ beliefs about b¥acks {e.g.,
“] believe that most whites really believe that blacks are genetllcaﬁy infe-
rior”), and past behaviors regarding whites (e.g., “I have insulted a

RESULTS ous studies (e.g., Livingston, 2002) in the high degree of variability
IAT EFFECT among biacks'(?n the AT, with some pa't'ticipa_nts: exhibitiz?g imnlici

) ingroup favoritism and some exhibiting implicit outgroup favorilism.

FIAT for Windows 2.3 (Farnham, 1998) automatically drops the f1rstt.w.0 On the other hand, the significant degree of outgroup favoritism in the

. trials in each block. These initial latencies tend to be longer as partici- present study is a departure from previous findings, Specifically;

5 Rents are growing accustomed to the task. Similarly, FIAT recodes all re- Livingston (2002) found no evidence of ngroup or et o
e latencies that are less than 300 ms or greater than 3000 ms as ?s'GG amnong black participants in two samples. We will refuun fo e poro o
2000 ms, respectively. These procedures help ensure th? validity the General Discussion. n

“%by eliminating extremely short and long response times that

\‘\Part‘icipants’ momentary inattention. The response laten-




