ATTITUDES AND SOCIAL COGNITION

Variability in Automatic Activation as an Unobtrusive Measure of Racial
Attitudes: A Bona Fide Pipeline?
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The research examines an unobtrusive measure of racial attitudes based on the evaluations that are
automatically activated from memory on the presentation of Black versus White faces. Study 1,
which concerned the technique’s validity, obtained different attitude estimates for Black and White
participants and also revealed that the variability among White participants was predictive of other
race-related judgments and behavior. Study 2 concerned the lack of correspondence between the
unobtrusive estimates and Modern Racism Scale (MRS) scores. The reactivity of the MRS was
demonstrated in Study 3. Study 4 observed an interaction between the unobtrusive estimates and an
individual difference in motivation to control prejudiced reactions when predicting MRS scores. The
theoretical implications of the findings for consideration of automatic and controlled components of
racial prejudice are discussed, as is the status of the MRS.

The present research concerns the validity of a technique for
measuring racial attitudes unobtrusively. The technique stems
from a now widely used procedure, introduced by Fazio, San-
bonmatsu, Powell, and Kardes (1986), for examining the auto-
matic activation of attitudes from memory. The procedure in-
volves priming and permits assessment of the extent to which
the presentation of an attitude object automatically activates an
associated evaluation from memory. On each trial, the prime
that is presented is the name of an attitude object. Its presenta-
tion is followed by the display of a positive or negative evaluative
adjective. The participant’s task is to indicate the connotation
of the target word as quickly as possible. Does it mean “good”
or “bad”? The latency with which this judgment is made con-
stitutes the dependent measure.

For example, assume that the attitude object snake is evalu-
ated negatively by an individual. Presentation of snake as the
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prime may automatically activate the negative evaluation. If the
target adjective that is subsequently presented is also negative
(e.g., disgusting), then the individual is able to indicate the con-
notation of the target adjective relatively quickly; that is, re-
sponding is facilitated. Thus, the technique relies on the pres-
ence of facilitation as an indication that the evaluation associ-
ated with the primed attitude object has been activated on
presentation of the object. Precisely such attitude-congruent fa-
cilitation effects have been observed in many experiments using
this basic procedure (e.g., Bargh, Chaiken, Govender, & Pratto,
1992; Fazio, 1993; Fazio et al., 1986; Hermans, De Houwer, &
Eelen, 1994; Sanbonmatsu & Fazio, 1986; Sanbonmatsu, Os-
borne, & Fazio, 1986).

In our first report regarding automatic attitude activation
(Fazio et al., 1986), we raised the possibility that the procedure
might have utility as an unobtrusive measure of attitude. Essen-
tially, the pattern of facilitation that is exhibited on positive ver-
sus negative adjectives can provide an indication of the individ-
ual’s attitude toward the primed object. Relatively more facili-
tation on positive adjectives would be indicative of a more
positive attitude, and relatively more facilitation on negative ad-
jectives would be indicative of a negative attitude. Furthermore,
these estimates are obtained in a situation in which the individ-
ual is not aware that his or her attitude is being assessed. During
the critical priming task, the participant is not asked to consider
his or her attitude toward the object in question. Yet, it is possi-
ble to ascertain from the facilitation data the degree to which
positive or negative evaluations are activated when the attitude
object is presented.

Relatively recent technological advances provide all the more
reason to believe that the basic technique might represent a use-
ful and valid unobtrusive measure of attitude. It now is possible
to present not words (i.e., not names of attitude objects), but
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high-resolution color images as primes. Thus, a digitized photo
of an attitude object—a color photo of a snake, for example—
can now be presented as the prime. Using this new technology,
our laboratory has typically observed stronger facilitation
effects than in our earlier work using words as primes. The pres-
ent research used such a methodology to investigate racial
attitudes.

Racial attitudes provide an excellent context for consideration -

of the difficulties that can arise when attempting to assess individ-
uals’ attitudes. Either because they are unaware of their true senti-
ments (Banaji & Greenwald, 1994; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995;
Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) or because they are reluctant to reveal
negativity toward Blacks (e.g., Crosby, Bromley, & Saxe, 1980;
Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Sigall & Page, 1971), individuals’ self-
reported attitudes may be suspect. For example, an individual may
be reluctant to provide a response that would indicate a negative
attitude toward Blacks and, hence, might lead to him or her being
labeled as prejudiced. Precisely such concerns about the validity
of direct self-reports have motivated pleas for the use of more in-
direct, unobtrusive measures of racial attitudes (e.g., Crosby et al.,
1980; Dovidio & Fazio, 1992).

Various techniques have been promoted over the years as
means of circamventing the reactivity of direct measures. The
most well known of these is Jones and Sigall’s (1971) bogus
pipeline technique. By convincing participants that an appara-
tus, ostensibly recording their physiological responses, is capa-
ble of revealing their true attitudes, this technique seeks to in-
duce participants to provide truthful self-reports. Indeed, this
technique has been successful in revealing disparities between
participants’ self-reports on traditional measures and their self-
reports when attached to the bogus pipeline (Jones & Sigall,
1971; Sigall & Page, 1971). However, the technique requires an
elaborate deception to convince participants of the capacity of
the apparatus to discern their true attitudes.

Another type of measure that has been used to examine racial
attitudes is the Modern Racism Scale (McConahay, 1986). The
Modern Racism Scale was purportedly designed as a nonreac-
tive measure of anti-Black feelings. The scale asks respondents
to agree or disagree with a set of beliefs that Whites may or may
not hold about Blacks (e.g., “It is easy to understand the anger
of Black people in America”). According to McConahay
(1986), this instrument allows participants to express negative
affect toward a minority without apprehension that this expres-
sion might be labeled as prejudiced or racist: “The wording of
the items in the Modern Racism Scale permit the expression of
negative affect because giving the prejudiced response in each
instance can be explained by racially neutral ideology or non-
prejudiced race-relevant attributions™ (p. 100).

Ultimately, both the bogus pipeline technique and the Mod-
ern Racism Scale rely on the individual’s self-report. In con-
trast, the technique we are proposing provides an estimate of
participants’ attitudes without ever asking them to consider
their attitudes. That is, we try to “‘get inside the head” of the
participant. In this respect, the technique represents a poten-
tially bona fide, not a bogus, pipeline.

Various priming paradigms have been used in past research
on stereotypes as a means of documenting their automatic acti-
vation from memory. Included among these are investigations
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of racial stereotypes (e.g., Devine, 1989b; Dovidio, Evans, &
Tyler, 1986; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991; Gaertner & Mc-
Laughlin, 1983; Gilbert & Hixon, 1991), ageism (e.g., Perdue
& Gurtman, 1990), and in-groups versus out-groups ( Perdue,
Dovidio, Gurtman, & Tyler, 1990). Such research has suc-
ceeded in demonstrating the operation of stereotypes at an au-
tomatic processing level; stereotype-related constructs were ac-
tivated by the various primes. In a similar fashion, implicit
memory paradigms have recently been used to examine gender
stereotyping, demonstrating the occurrence of sexism at an un-
conscious level (Banaji & Greenwald, 1995). The present re-
search extended beyond such work, however, in that our goal
was not merely to demonstrate the activation of differential
evaluations as a function of priming but to explore the utility of
using each participant’s pattern of facilitation as an individual-
differences measure. Qur initial study aimed to examine the
validity of the priming technique as an indirect, unobtrusive
measure of attitude.

However, a second, related aim was more theoretical in nature.
Devine (1989a, 1989b) has proposed a very influential model of
prejudice. Much like our Motivation and Opportunity as Deter-
minants (MODE) model of attitude-behavior processes (Fazio,
1986, 1990), her model focuses on automatic and controlled com-
ponents of prejudice. The model assumes that high- and low-pre;j-
udiced individuals are equally knowledgeable of cultural stereo-
types and that these socially shared, cultural stereotypes are likely
to be accessible and automatically activated in the presence of a
minority group member. What distinguishes prejudiced and un-
prejudiced individuals is not this automatic component but the
controlled component. Nonprejudiced people are presumed to
hold personal beliefs that motivate them to inhibit the influences
of the automatically activated cultural stereotype. Thus, the model
suggests that personal beliefs must be consciously attended to via
controlled processes to exert any influence. In contrast, our ap-
proach emphasizes the automatic component far more and sug-
gests that there will be meaningful variability in the nature of the
evaluations that are activated from memory automatically. We ar-
gue that what is automatically activated from memory is not nec-
essarily some socially shared, cultural stereotype but personal
evaluations.

In one study testing her model, Devine (1989b) examined
the effects of subliminally priming stereotypes commonly held
about Blacks in Western culture. The primes included words
that were social category labels (e.g., Blacks and Negroes) and
stereotypic descriptors (e.g., poor and athletic). Participants’
perceptions of the ambiguous behavior of a target person whose
race was unspecified served as the dependent variable. Devine
found that priming of the stereotype associated with Blacks
affected participants’ perceptions of the target person’s behav-
ior. Those participants primed with the cultural stereotype of
Blacks rated the ambiguous behavior of the target person as
more hostile. This effect occurred equally for both high- and
low-prejudiced participants, as identified by the Modern Rac-
ism Scale.

These findings raise two questions. First, which concept, the
cultural stereotype or one’s personal evaluation, is automati-
cally activated in the presence of a minority group member?
Devine (1989b) suggested that this commonly held stereotype,
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rather than one’s personal evaluation, is activated automati-
cally. Yet, her study primed the cultural stereotype of Blacks
directly. The primes included words such as lazy, ghetto, and
welfare that tend to evoke negative images. In contrast, priming
with the faces of Black individuals would provide an opportu-
nity to examine whether personal evaluations, as opposed to
shared cultural stereotypes, are activated on observation of a
minority person.

The second issue raised by Devine’s (1989b) study concerns
the validity of the Modern Racism Scale. Devine found no
difference between high- and low-prejudiced participants. Al-
though this lack of a difference may reflect the activation of a
similar, culturally shared stereotype (as Devine suggested), it
also is possible that the null finding stems from a failure on the
part of the Modern Racism Scale to provide a valid measure of
an individual’s level of racism.

The present study was designed to examine both of these is-
sues, as well as the validity of the indirect technique as a mea-
sure of racial attitudes. The automatic activation of attitudes
was tested among groups of participants scoring high and low
on the Modern Racism Scale. Participants were presented with
photographs of faces of White and Black male and female un-
dergraduates and asked to make judgments about the connota-
tion of target adjectives that followed the presentation of each
face. If the face (prime) automatically activated evaluations
from memory, responding in the adjective connotation task
should be affected differently for positive versus negative adjec-
tives. Inferences regarding the participant’s attitude toward the
individuals represented in the photographs can be drawn from
the pattern of facilitation. Relatively greater facilitation on neg-
ative than positive adjectives when those adjectives are preceded
by Black faces than when they are preceded by White faces
would be indicative of a more negative attitude toward Blacks.

More specifically, the goals of the present research were three-
fold. First, the study explored Devine’s assumption about cul-
tural stereotypes versus personal evaluations. In the present
study, group membership (i.e., White or Black), rather than
the cultural stereotype, was primed. If, as Devine suggested, the
shared cultural stereotype is activated in the presence of a mi-
nority group, one would expect little meaningful variation in
the pattern of facilitation across participants. On the other
hand, if it is one’s personal evaluation that is activated in the
presence of a minority group member, the variation across par-
ticipants would be more substantial and predictive of race-rele-
vant behaviors.

Such predictive validity constituted the second aim of the
present study. The ability of both the Modern Racism Scale and
the attitude estimate based on facilitation scores to predict judg-
ment and behavior was examined. To do so, we obtained two
additional measures of participants’ behaviors and judgments:
(a) ratings of an interaction between each participant and a
Black experimenter and (b) participants’ responses to a num-
ber of questions regarding the Rodney King verdict and the en-
suing 1992 Los Angeles riots. The data from these two measures
were correlated with Modern Racism Scale scores and the un-
obtrusive attitude estimates to examine the link between the
participants’ attitudes, as measured by both techniques, and
their judgments and behaviors.
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Finally, the serendipitous inclusion of a sample of Black stu-
dents in the study permitted the comparison of patterns of fa-
cilitation in the priming task for Black versus White individuals.
Thus, estimates of racial attitudes based on facilitation scores
could be examined for the degree to which they distinguished
Black and White participants. Such discriminability would
provide further evidence regarding the validity of the unobtru-
sive technique.

Study 1

Method

Participants.  Fifty-three individuals (45 Whites and 8 Blacks) partici-
pated for payment or as partial fulfillment of an introductory psychology
course requirement. These individuals were among 479 students who had
participated in an earlier mass survey that included the Modern Racism
Scale. Scores on the Modern Racism Scale can range from —14 (low
prejudice) to 14 (high prejudice). Twenty-five students had scores that
placed them among the top 10% of respondents (scores of 2 to 12); 28 had
scores that placed them among the bottom 10% (scores of —14). Seven of
the 8 Black students were from this latter group.

Stimulus materials. Forty-eight color photographs of White, Black,
and other (“other” being Asian and Hispanic ) male and female undergrad-
uates served as primes. All photographs were head shots taken against a
common background. Volunteers, who were paid $5, signed consent
agreement forms permitting the use of their photographs for research
purposes. The photographs were digitized as 256 color, 640 X 480 resolu-
tion image files. Thirty-two black-and-white yearbook photographs were
selected from the 1991 Indiana University yearbook for use in the second
and third phases of the experiment described subsequently.

Procedure. On arrival, students were greeted by an Asian female
experimenter unaware of their Modern Racism Scale scores. Students
were told that the experiment involved word meaning as an automatic
skill and that a variety of different tasks would be performed during the
experiment. The experimental procedure consisted of six phases, the
fourth phase involving the actual priming task.

The first word-meaning task, whose purpose was to obtain baseline
data, involved the presentation of a single word on the computer screen.
The student’s task was to press a key labeled good or a key labeled bad
as quickly as possible to indicate his or her judgment of the word. The
list of words consisted of 12 adjectives that were positive in connotation
(e.g., attractive, likable, and wonderful ) and 12 adjectives that were neg-
ative in connotation (e.g., annoying, disgusting, and offensive). Stu-
dents were instructed to maximize the speed and accuracy of their re-
sponses. The order in which the adjectives were presented was random-
ized for each student. A row of asterisks preceded the presentation of
each adjective, serving as a warning signal that the target adjective was
about to appear. A given adjective remained on the screen until the stu-
dent responded or for a maximum of 1.75 s. A 2.5-s interval separated
each trial. The student’s response was recorded, along with the latency
of response (from adjective onset to response) to the nearest millisec-
ond. Students’ performance of this task was preceded by a block of prac-
tice trials involving different adjectives to familiarize students with the
procedure. Students performed two blocks of trials, each block consist-
ing of 24 adjectives. The average latency for the two trials involving any
given adjective served as the student’s baseline latency for that adjective.

The next two phases of the experiment were intended to prepare stu-
dents for the priming task that would involve presentation of faces as
primes and adjectives as targets. The second and third phases were pre-
sented to students as face learning and detection tasks.

The second phase ostensibly involved the ability to learn faces for a
later recognition task. The students’ task was simply to attend to the
faces (targets) presented on the computer screen. They were told that
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they would be asked to recall the targets in the next task. The stimuli
consisted of 16 black-and-white yearbook photographs of White, Black,
and Asian male and female faces. Each photograph was presented twice,
once in each of two blocks.

The third phase involved a recognition test of the faces presented in
the previous task. The photographs from the previous task were pre-
sented on the computer screen. Students were told that their task was to
press the key labeled yes if the face had appeared in the previous task or
to press the key labeled no if the face had not appeared in the previous
task. Each face remained on the screen for a maximum of 5 s. A 2.5-s
interval separated each trial. Students made such judgments about 32
faces, 16 “target” faces that had appeared in the previous task and 16
“filler” faces not previously presented.

The fourth phase involved the actual priming task. Students were told
that the previous tasks would now be combined. They were told that
our interest was in determining the degree to which the judgment of
word meaning was an automatic skill. The experimenter said that if
such a judgment was truly an automatic skill, individuals should be able
to perform just as well as in the very first phase of the experiment even
if they had to do something else at the same time. Thus, students were
led to believe that this phase of the experiment involved both the learn-
ing of the faces and the judgment of the connotation of the adjectives.

The instructions and procedures were identical to the first task, with
one exception. Students were told it was important that they attend to
the faces presented because they would be asked to recall the faces in
the next task. The row of asterisks was replaced by 48 color photographs
of White, Black, and “other” male and female faces. These photographs
served as primes. On any given trial, a prime was presented for 315 ms,
followed by a 135-ms interval before onset of the target adjective. Thus,
the interval between prime onset and target onset, stimulus onset
asynchrony, was 450 ms.! A 2.5-s interval separated each trial. After an
initial practice block involving different faces and adjectives, four blocks
of trials were presented. Each block consisted of 48 trials in which each
of the primes appeared once, followed by one of the 24 adjectives. Over
the course of the four blocks, each prime was paired with 2 positive
and 2 negative adjectives. Each Black face and each “other” face were
randomly paired with a same-sex White face. The paired faces were
followed by an identical set of 4 adjectives. Trials involving the 12
matched pairs of Black and White faces constituted the actual trials of
the experiment. The trials involving the 12 “other” faces and their 12
matched White faces served as fillers. These trials were included to re-
duce the overall proportion of Black faces to which the student was ex-
posed and, thus, minimize the likelihood that students would become
aware of the interest in the race shown in the photograph.

The fifth phase of the experiment was the detection task that students
had been led to expect during the instructions for the fourth phase. This
detection task involved the presentation of the 48 color photographs
used during the priming task, along with 48 filler photographs not pre-
viously presented. Students were instructed to press the key labeled yes
if the face was presented in the priming task or the key labeled no if the
face had not been presented in the priming task. The instructions for
this task were identical to those given in the third phase of the experi-
ment. Each photograph appeared on the screen for 5 s or until the stu-
dent pressed a key. A 2.5-s interval separated each trial. Each pho-
tograph was presented once.

The sixth and final phase involved ratings of attractiveness of the
color photographs (primes). This phase was intended to bolster the
cover story and to provide the basis for the “debriefing” that students
were to receive later (see later discussion). Students were told that we
were interested in assessing the extent to which the attractiveness of a
face determined the degree to which it had distracted them from their
task of judging word meaning during the fourth phase. Hence, we were
asking them to rate the attractiveness of each photo. Students were in-
structed to press one of nine keys (1 = not at all attractive, 9 = very
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attractive) to indicate their rating of the attractiveness of the pho-
tograph. Each photograph appeared on the screen for 15 s or until the
student pressed a key.

Additional measures. Two additional measures were collected 1o ex-
amine the possibility that the direct measure (Modern Racism Scale)
or an indirect measure (one based on facilitation scores) of students’
racial attitudes (or both measures) would be predictive of their behav-
ior. The first measure involved the students interacting with a second
experimenter, a Black woman, who was unaware of students’ Modern
Racism Scale scores. After completing the computer tasks, the students
were introduced to the second experimenter with the explanation that
this person would take a few minutes to explain the experiment and
pay them. During the debriefing session, this experimenter provided an
explanation of the experiment, focusing on the possibility of attractive-
ness as a distraction in the performance of the word-meaning task. The
experimenter answered any questions the students may have had at this
time. Each debriefing session lasted approximately 10 min. On the basis
of this interaction, the experimenter rated each student in terms of
friendliness and interest in psychology on scales ranging from not ar all
(=3) to very (3). In making these judgments, the experimenter was
especially attentive to such factors as smiling, eye contact, spatial dis-
tance, and body language. The purpose of these measures was to obtain
some indication of the nature of the student’s behavior during an in-
teraction with a Black target person and to assess whether a student’s
Modern Racism Score, indirect attitude score, or both scores would pre-
dict such behavior.

As students were leaving the laboratory after the debriefing, the first
experimenter stopped each one to ask him or her to complete a survey
ostensibly unrelated to this study. This constituted the second measure.
Students were asked to complete a questionnaire for a colleague at an-
other university. This “college student national opinion survey” con-
tained a number of items related to the 1992 Rodney King trial and the
ensuing Los Angeles riots.2 The survey asked respondents to indicate
the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with statements regarding
the trial verdict (“Was it just?””) and the anger of the Black community
after the verdict (“Was the community justified?”). In addition, respon-
dents were asked to indicate the degree to which they would attribute
responsibility for the riots to the following groups: Whites, Blacks, Ko-
reans, the media, and the Los Angeles Police Department. After they
had completed the questionnaire, students placed it in an envelope,
sealed the envelope, and then placed the sealed envelope in a large ma-
nila envelope posted on a bulletin board. This envelope was clearly ad-
dressed to a scientist at another university. The students were under the
impression that the packet would be mailed to the individual.

Results

Detection data. During the priming phase, students had
been instructed to attend to the photographs for recall in a later
task. In compliance with the cover story, students later partici-
pated in a detection task in which they had to indicate whether

! This stimulus onset asynchrony of 450 ms was selected on the basis
of earlier pilot testing and experimentation involving photos of objects
as primes. Just as in Experiments 2 and 3 of Fazio et al. (1986), the
Valence of the Attitude Object X Valence of the Adjective interaction
was not observed at a longer stimulus onset asynchrony, but was appar-
ent at the stimulus onset asynchrony of 450 ms. With even shorter
prime durations, participants had difficulty identifying and naming the
pictures that were presented.

2 In 1992, four White police officers were acquitted in the brutal beat-
ing of a Black motorist, Rodney King. The verdict resulted in looting
and rioting in Los Angeles.
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a given photograph had or had not been presented during the
priming phase of the experiment. These data were examined to
check whether the students had followed the instruction to at-
tend to the faces. Detection scores were calculated for each stu-
dent by subtracting the proportion of false alarms (filler not
previously presented that the student incorrectly identified as
having been presented) from the proportion of correctly identi-
fied hits (previously presented faces correctly identified as
such). Performance at chance levels would be indicated by a
score of zero on this detection index. Students performed at bet-
ter than chance levels; their mean score was .65, which was sta-
tistically reliable, £(53) = 26.18, p < .001.

Facilitation scores. For each student, baseline latency for
each adjective was computed from the average of the two pre-
sentations of the adjective during the initial asterisk task. The
latency for any given target adjective when preceded by a given
face was subtracted from the baseline for that adjective to arrive
at a facilitation score. Average facilitation scores on positive
target adjectives and negative target adjectives were computed
for each face. For each student, mean positive and mean nega-
tive facilitation scores were computed within each cell of the 2
(race of face) X 2 (sex of face) design. The latencies for any
trials on which the student made an error, which averaged
3.52%, were not included in these computations.

Effects of race of student. Of the 53 students, 8 were Black.
Thus, an initial analysis examined the effects of the student’s
race. The data were analyzed in a mixed analysis of variance
(ANOVA) involving one between-subjects variabie (race of
student ) and three within-subject variables (race and sex of the
photograph and valence of the adjective). This overall analysis
revealed main effects for race of the photo, F(1, 51) = 5.67, p
= 021, and valence of the adjective, F(1,51) = 5.29, p = .026.
However, both main effects were qualified by a significant three-
way Race of Student X Race of Photo X Valence of Adjective
interaction, F(1, 51) = 25.88, p < .001. No significant effects
concerning sex of the face were observed; therefore, subsequent
analyses have collapsed across this variable.

As a means of exploring the nature of the interaction, sepa-
rate ANOVAs were conducted among the White and among the
Black students. The analysis among White students revealed a
significant interaction between the race of the prime and the
valence of the target adjective, F(1, 43) = 32.49, p < .001. The
means for this interaction are displayed in the left panel of Fig-
ure 1. Greater facilitation® occurred when positive adjectives
had been preceded by White than by Black primes and when
negative adjectives had been preceded by Black than by White
primes. This pattern of facilitation suggests that White students,
on average, held negative attitudes toward Blacks.

Among Black students, the analysis again revealed a signifi-
cant interaction between the race of the prime and the valence
of the target adjective, F(1,7) = 9.36, p = .018. However, in this
case, the pattern of facilitation was in the opposite direction (see
the right panel of Figure 1). Greater facilitation occurred when
positive adjectives had been preceded by Black than by White
primes and when negative adjectives had been preceded by
White than by Black primes.

As noted earlier, the differential patterns of facilitation for
Black and White students produced a highly significant Race of
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Student X Race of Photo X Valence of Adjective interaction.
This outcome provides the first indication that the unobtrusive
technique has some validity. Black and White students dis-
played very different patterns of facilitation.

Effects of level of modern racism. Subsequent analyses fo-
cused on only the White students to allow examination of the
effects of level of racism, as measured by the Modern Racism
Scale. A mixed ANOVA involving three within-subject vari-
ables (race of face, sex of face, and valence of adjective) and
one between-subjects variable (level of racism, as defined by the
Modern Racism Scale) was conducted. This analysis revealed
that level of racism did not interact with any other variable. The
critical Race of Face X Valence of Adjective interaction that had
been observed earlier was not qualified by level of racism, F <
1. For both low- and high-prejudiced White students, greater
facilitation occurred when positive adjectives had been pre-
ceded by White primes and when negative adjectives had been
preceded by Black primes. Thus, the pattern of facilitation held
constant regardless of the level of racism, as measured by the
Modern Racism Scale. This null effect parallels Devine’s
(1989b) finding. As noted earlier, the priming effects observed
in her study were not moderated by scores on the Modern Rac-
ism Scale.

Attitude estimates based on facilitation scores.  The facilita-
tion data can be represented in another form, one that proves
useful for other purposes. We wished to reduce the facilitation
data for any given student to a single index that would serve as
an estimate of the student’s attitude toward Blacks. Given that
multiple observations were available for each student (i.e., facil-
itation data for 12 White faces and 12 Black faces), it was pos-
sible to examine the Race of Photo X Valence of Adjective in-
teraction for each and every student. We computed the effect
size of this interaction for each student as our estimate of the
student’s attitude. In more precise terms, the steps (see Rosen-
thal, 1991) involved (a) computation of the difference between
the average facilitation score for positive adjectives and that for
negative adjectives for each and every face, (b) computation of
a pairwise ¢ test comparing the difference scores for the White
faces and their matched Black counterparts, (¢) transformation
of the ¢ value to a correlation coefficient, and (d) further trans-
formation of this coefficient via Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.
For the resulting index, more negative scores reflected a pattern
of facilitation indicating greater negativity toward Blacks.

A frequency distribution of these attitude estimates is dis-
played in Figure 2. Note, first of all, the relative position of the
Black versus White students in this distribution. Reiterating
what was observed in the ANOVAs, the White students were

3 Throughout this article, the term facilitation is used in a relative
sense. To speak of absolute facilitation requires the assessment of a true
no-prime baseline that is identical to the primes in such respects as ease
of encoding and memory demands (for further discussion of this issue,
see Fazio et al., 1986; Jonides & Mack, 1984). In the present case, the
task instructions clearly demanded that the students attend to and fa-
miliarize themselves with the faces that appeared as primes. Hence, it is
not surprising that responding to the adjectives generally took longer
during the priming phase of the experiment than during the baseline
assessment phase, when the students’ sole task was to indicate the con-
notation of the adjective.
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Figure 1. Mean facilitation scores in Study 1 for positive and negative adjectives preceded by photos of

White and Black faces.

characterized, on average, by negative attitude scores; their
mean score was —.26, which was significantly different from
zero, t(44) = 6.33, p < .001. The Black students were charac-
terized by positive attitude scores; their mean score was .33, 1(7)
= 2.51, p < .05. The two means differed significantly from one
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Figure 2. Frequency distribution of attitude estimates among White
and Black subjects. More negative scores reflect more negativity toward
Blacks.

another, £(51) = 5.32, p < .001. However, it is also worth noting
that there existed considerable variability among the White stu-
dents. Some of them were characterized by relatively extreme
negative attitude estimates. However, some of them were not,
and, in fact, some displayed data similar to those displayed by
some of the Black students.

Predicting judgment and behavior. One of our goals was to
examine how well the attitude estimates, as well as the Modern
Racism Scale, served as predictors of judgment and behavior.
The value of having reduced the facilitation data to a single at-
titude estimate for each student is that we could easily examine
how the unobtrusive estimates correlated with some of the other
measures that were collected. The correlations presented were
calculated only among the White students. The question of in-
terest is the extent to which the variability that was observed
among the White students is meaningful in the sense that it is
predictive of other judgments and behavior.

The Black experimenter had rated the friendliness and interest
that each student had exhibited during the debriefing. These two
ratings, which correlated significantly (r = .37, p < .02 ), were stan-
dardized, and their average was computed as an indication of the
overall tone of the interaction. As shown in Table 1, the indirect
attitude estimates correlated significantly with this measure,
whereas the level of modern racism (high vs. low, as indicated by
whether the student had been selected on the basis of his or her
falling in the top or bottom 10% of the distribution of Modern
Racism Scale scores in the mass survey) did not.

In addition to the behavioral measure obtained during the de-
briefing, students’ assessments of the Rodney King trial verdict
and the subsequent riots were collected in the opinion survey. Stu-
dents rated how just the verdict was and how justified the anger of
the Black community was. The average of these two ratings, which
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Table 1
Correlation Matrix of Variables in Study 1
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Unobtrusive

estimate —
2. Modern racism

level 15 —
3. Interaction

rating 31 —-09 —
4. Rodney King

verdict —-.06 =53 02 —
5. Responsibility 32% — 4% 26%  52%W
6. Attractiveness .18 —.35%* .07 39 20 —

Note. Higher scores on the unobtrusive estimate, the interaction rat-
ing, the verdict, and the responsibility and attractiveness measures re-
flect a more favorable response to Blacks. Higher scores on the modern
racism level variable reflect a more negative response.

*p<.10. **p<.05. **p< .0l

correlated significantly (r = .42, p = .005), was computed. This
assessment of the verdict correlated well with the level of modern
racism but did not correlate with the unobtrusive estimates of at-
titude based on facilitation scores (see Table 1).

However, the unobtrusive attitude estimates did correlate
with students’ assignment of responsibility for the escalation of
tension and violence that ensued after the verdict. The respon-
sibility measure was simply the difference between the respon-
sibility assigned to Whites and that assigned to Blacks. This
measure correlated well with both our unobtrusive estimates
and the level of modern racism.

Although attractiveness ratings were collected in the final
phase of the experiment largely for the purpose of setting the
stage for the Black experimenter’s debriefing of the student, the
relation of these data to the other variables also was examined.
For each student, a point-biserial correlation was computed be-
tween a dichotomous variable representing Black versus White
photos and the attractiveness ratings. These within-subject cor-
relations were transformed via Fisher’s r-to-z transformation.
For the resulting index, more negative scores reflected having
rated the Blacks as less attractive than the Whites. This measure
correlated significantly with scores on the Modern Racism
Scale (more prejudiced students were more likely to rate the
Black faces as relatively less attractive ) but not with our unob-
trusive measure (see Table 1).

A factor analysis of these six variables was conducted in the
hope of gaining further insight into the nature of their interre-
lations. Two factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than one;
together, these factors accounted for 61.4% of the variance. The
factor loadings, following a varimax rotation, are displayed in
Table 2. The level of modern racism and the unobtrusive esti-
mates clearly loaded on different factors, thus reiterating the
independence of modern racism and automatically activated
evaluations noted earlier. Consistent with our observations
from the correlation matrix, the two factors clearly reflect vari-
ables that are related to level of modern racism versus those
related to the unobtrusive estimates. The interaction rating
loaded much more highly on the unobtrusive estimate factor,
whereas the Rodney King verdict variable and the attractiveness
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variable loaded more highly on the modern racism factor. The
responsibility variable loaded about equally on both factors.
(These two factors receive further discussion later in the context
of the findings of the subsequent studies.)

Discussion

The present data are certainly encouraging for what they im-
ply about our unobtrusive measure of attitude. Two findings, in
particular, suggest that the measure has some validity. First, the
attitude estimates for Black and White students differed mark-
edly. Black and White students displayed very different patterns
of facilitation in response to primes that consisted of Black ver-
sus White faces. Whereas White students exhibited more nega-
tivity in response to Black faces than in response to White faces,
Black students displayed the opposite pattern of relatively more
negativity toward Whites.

Second, the variability that existed among White students ap-
pears meaningful in the sense that it was predictive of at least
some race-related judgments and behaviors. Although the atti-
tude estimates for White students were, on average, indicative of
negativity toward Blacks, some students displayed more nega-
tivity than others. These attitude estimates related significantly
to the Black experimenter’s ratings of the quality of the interac-
tion that she had with the student. Those students with more
negative attitudes toward Blacks, according to the unobtrusive
measure, behaved in a less friendly and less interested manner.
The measure also proved predictive of the extent to which stu-
dents assigned responsibility to Blacks versus Whites for the ri-
ots in Los Angeles after the Rodney King verdict. In summary,
there are a number of indications that the indirect estimates
obtained from the pattern of facilitation evident on trials in-
volving positive versus negative adjectives form a valid, unob-
trusive measure of attitudes toward Blacks.

These findings are of theoretical, as well as methodological,
import. The data illustrate the importance of evaluations that
are activated automatically from memory. The meaningful
variability that we observed among the White students suggests
that a personal evaluation, rather than a socially shared cultural
stereotype, is automatically activated on encountering a Black
person. Thus, at a theoretical level, the data point to the impor-
tance of considering the variability that exists in the automatic
component of prejudice.

In addition, the research provides corroboration for the
MODE model’s (Fazio, 1990) depiction of a spontaneous atti-
tude-to-behavior process and, in particular, for the emphasis
that it places on evaluations that are activated from memory

Table 2
Factor Loadings
Variable Factor 1 Factor 2

Unobtrusive estimate —.10 .84
Modern racism level -.83 .08
Interaction rating 10 .68
Rodney King verdict .84 .10
Responsibility .59 .55
Attractiveness .66 .05
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automatically. To our knowledge, our consideration of the rela-
tion between our unobtrusive measure and behavior toward the
Black experimenter represents the very first effort to directly
examine the correspondence between automatically activated
evaluations and behavior. Although numerous investigations
have examined how attitude-behavior consistency varies as a
function of attitude accessibility (i.e., the likelihood that the at-
titude will be activated from memory automatically on en-
countering the attitude object; see Fazio, 1995, for a review),
the present investigation is the first to directly assess the nature
of the evaluations that are automatically activated from mem-
ory and to use the resulting individual-differences measure as a
predictor of behavior.

This is not to say that motivations to control the influences of
any negativity that is automatically activated, in the manner
that Devine (1989b) has proposed, are irrelevant. It is certainly
reasonable to believe that some individuals may experience
such automatically activated negativity toward Blacks but work
to counter the influence of such negativity so as not to appear
prejudiced to themselves or others, or both. As Devine has
noted, change from the status of racially prejudiced to unpreju-
diced may involve precisely such a stage of attempting to con-
sciously monitor and control one’s judgments and behaviors
(Devine, 1989a; Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & Elliot, 1991;
Monteith, Devine, & Zuwerink, 1993). Some such judgments
and behavior may be more difficult to control fully than others.
It is for such relatively uncontrollable classes of behavior that
the effects of any automatically activated personal evaluations
are likely to be most apparent.

The single perplexing aspect of the findings from the present
investigation was the lack of any apparent relation between our
unobtrusive measure and what is probably the most commonly
used self-report measure of racial prejudice, namely, the Mod-
ern Racism Scale. At the very outset of the investigation, we had
been concerned about the relatively unprejudiced nature of a
college student population. Indeed, the distribution of scores on
the Modern Racism Scale was heavily skewed in our mass sur-
vey of nearly 500 students. Relatively few scores fell at the prej-
udiced end of the scale. It was for this reason that the students
who participated in the study were selected from the top and
bottom 10% of the distribution. The low-prejudiced students all
scored at the endpoint of the scale (—14). The high-prejudiced
students scored at 2 or higher.* Despite having sampled two
groups whose scores differed so markedly, we found no signs of
an effect of modern racism level on our facilitation data. The
basic Race of Photo X Valence of Adjective interaction was not
moderated by modern racism level. Moreover, our unobtrusive
measure and modern racism loaded on two distinct factors.

In summary, the present findings suggest that the priming
methodology may yield a valid, unobtrusive measure of racial
attitudes. However, the discordance between our unobtrusive
estimates and scores on the Modern Racism Scale is puzzling.
If the unobtrusive measure is as valid as the preliminary find-
ings lead us to believe and if the Modern Racism Scale is char-
acterized by the validity with which it has been portrayed, then
it is reasonable to expect the two measures to correlate with one
another. This is the puzzle to which we turned our attention in
the next three studies.
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The first issue that required attention was whether the null
relation observed in Study 1 would replicate. Study 2 attempted
such a replication. Moreover, the participants in Study 2 were
recruited with different criteria in mind. Study 1 had involved
students from the top or bottom 10% of the distribution of Mod-
ern Racism Scale scores. In the case of the nonprejudiced
group, the students all had the most extreme score possible on
the scale (i.e., —14). Thus, they had a response of —2 to each of
the seven items on the scale. Although it does not seem very
likely, one might argue that there is something unusual about
people who consistently use the endpoint of the scale. In addi-
tion, the lack of variability within the nonprejudiced group
made it impossible to meaningfully examine the relation be-
tween our unobtrusive estimates and each of the items of the
Modern Racism Scale individually. For these reasons, Study 2
involved a sample of participants recruited so as to form
roughly a normal distribution of scores on the Modern Racism
Scale.

Study 2
Method

Participants. Forty-nine students, all of whom were White, partici-
pated in the study. They were selected from a large sample of students
who had completed the Modern Racism Scale as part of a mass survey
carly in the semester. The students were recruited with the goal of ob-
taining a roughly normal distribution of scores on the Modern Racism
Scale centered around the scale value of 0. This effort was successful
and resulted in a sample with a mean score of 0.33 and a standard devi-
ation of 5.11.

Procedure. The stimulus materials and procedure for Study 2 were
identical to those used in Study 1.

Results

Facilitation scores, as well as attitude estimates based on the
facilitation data, were calculated in the same manner as for
Study 1. These attitude estimates, for which lower scores reflect
greater negativity toward Blacks, averaged —. 14, which was sig-
nificantly different from zero, £1(48) = 3.27, p < .002. Just as in
Study 1, then, students displayed relatively greater facilitation
when positive adjectives had been preceded by White than by
Black primes and when negative adjectives had been preceded
by Black than by White primes.

The attitude estimates were correlated with scores on the
Modern Racism Scale, for which higher scores are presumed
to reflect greater prejudice. The correlation was .28 (p < .06).
Although the coefficient did not reach a conventional level of
statistical significance, this correlation was in the direction op-
posite to what was expected. People with less prejudiced scores
on the Modern Racism Scale exhibited more negativity toward
Blacks on our measure of automatically activated evalunations.
That is, more negative scores on the unobtrusive measure
tended to be associated with lower, less prejudiced scores on the

“ It was this selection criterion that led to the serendipitous sampling
of so many Blacks in our sample. Eight of our 53 students were Blacks,
which is much higher than the percentage of Black students on the Bloo-

_mington campus. Seven of these 8 Blacks had scores of —14.
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Modern Racism Scale. When the correlations between the un-
obtrusive measure and each of the seven scale items were exam-
ined individually, none were found to yield a significant corre-
lation in the expected direction; six, three of which were statis-
tically reliable, produced a correlation in the unexpected
direction. Thus, just like in Study 1, the data from Study 2 failed
to reveal the expected relation between attitude estimates based
on the priming technique and Modern Racism Scale scores.

Discussion

Essentially, then, the second study substantiates what was ob-
served in the first. Even when a normally distributed sample
was selected, the expected relation between Modern Racism
Scale scores and our unobtrusive estimates based on automati-
cally activated evaluations was not observed. What, then, is the
Modern Racism Scale measuring?

We have focused our attention on two potential difficulties
with the Modern Racism Scale as the basis for the discordance
between the scale and our unobtrusive measure. One issue con-
cerns a confounding variable, and the other concerns the poten-
tial reactivity of the scale. First, the scale appears to confound
prejudice and political conservatism. Recall that the wording
of the items was intended to permit an individual’s giving the
prejudiced response to be “explained by racially neutral ideol-
ogy” {McConahay, 1986, p. 100). The racially neutral ideology
here is conservatism. Given the nature of the items (e.g., “Over
the past few years, the government and news media have shown
more respect to Blacks than they deserve” and “Over the past
few years, Blacks have gotten more economically than they
deserve”), it would appear quite difficult for a political conser-
vative—one who does not value government intervention—to
score at the low-prejudiced end of the scale. This confounding
has been emphasized by critics of the modern racism perspec-
tive, especially Sniderman and Tetlock ( 1986a, 1986b). In fact,
empirical work has documented the existence of a correlation
between individuals’ self-identification as politically conserva-
tive and scores on the Modern Racism Scale (Weigel & Howes,
1985). Yet, experimental results have demonstrated that polit-
ical conservatives, although less supportive than liberals of gov-
ernmental assistance of any form, are, if anything, more sup-
portive of such assistance for Black claimants than for White
claimants (Sniderman & Piazza, 1993; Sniderman, Piazza, Tet-
lock, & Kendrick, 1991).

Thus, there appears to be no reason to believe that politically
conservative individuals are necessarily racially prejudiced.
Nevertheless, such a confounding is implied by Weigel and
Howes’s (1985) finding and also is readily apparent within our
own studies. In our work, the Modern Racism Scale items had
been embedded in an opinion survey. Many of these filler items
concerned political issues and were such that a liberal versus
conservative side to the issue could be identified. Thirteen of
these filler items served as our measure of conservatism. They
covered a wide range of topics (e.g., abortion rights, capital pun-
ishment, gay rights, censorship, tax increases, defense spending,
and sex education) but yielded a scale with quite satisfactory
internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = .72). This measure of po-
litical conservatism was correlated with Modern Racism Scale
scores. When our two samples of White students were com-
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bined, the correlation was highly significant (r = .47, p <.001),
with more conservative individuals having Modern Racism
Scale scores presumably indicative of greater prejudice. Thus,
it seems very possible for someone to obtain a high score on the
Modern Racism Scale not because he or she is prejudiced but
simply because he or she is conservative.’

The second difficulty with the Modern Racism Scale con-
cerns its potential reactivity. Despite the claims to the contrary,
the scale items appear very obvious and even blatant. The evi-
dence that has been marshalled in support of the scale’s nonre-
activity comes from research by McConahay, Hardee, and Batts
(1981). These researchers had participants complete the mod-
ern racism items, as well as the so-called old-fashioned racism
items. The latter included such even more blatant and inflam-
matory statements as “Black people are generally not as smart
as Whites” and “It was wrong for the U.S. Supreme Court to
outlaw segregation in its 1954 decision.” The questionnaire was
administered by either a Black or a White experimenter. In each
of two experiments, scores on the old-fashioned items, but not
the modern items, were influenced by the race of the experi-
menter. In a third experiment, participants rated the extent to
which agreement (or disagreement) with a given item was in-
dicative of a negative attitude toward Blacks. The old-fashioned
items were perceived as more indicative of negativity than were
the modern racism items, although even the latter were viewed
as having significant racial implications relative to filler items
that bore no relation to issues of race. On the basis of these
findings, McConahay et al. (1981) concluded that

these experiments demonstrate that the modern racism scale is a
nonreactive measure in this period of history. When there were
incentives to fake being less prejudiced, items measuring old-fash-
ioned racism were the ones that subjects could spot and figure out
how to fake in a consistently less prejudiced direction. Though the
modern racism items might have been recognized as having racial
implications, they were not altered very much or very consistently.
(p. 577)

It is our belief that the participants’ recognition of the racial
implications of the modern racism items points to a serious
problem in and of itself. The participants in McConahay et al.’s
(1981) Experiment 3 perceived agreement with the modern
racism items to be indicative of a negative attitude. The failure
of participants in the other two experiments to shift toward a
less prejudiced direction when the questionnaire was adminis-
tered by a Black experimenter may bear little relation to the
potential reactivity of the scale. They may not have shifted be-
cause they may have believed that the attitudes they were ex-
pressing were such that they would not offend the Black experi-
menter. Indeed, the participants were not very prejudiced, ac-
cording to their Modern Racism Scale scores. At the time, the
scale included only six items, ranging from strongly disagree
(—2) to strongly agree (2); possible total scores ranged from
—12 (least prejudiced) to 12 (most prejudiced). The mean in

5 In this vein, it is interesting to note that the single Black student
from Experiment 1 whose Modern Racism Scale score led to inclusion
in the high-prejudice group had the second highest conservatism score
in the entire sample.
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the White experimenter condition was —4.2, on the nonpreju-
diced side of the neutral point. Thus, these participants may
have believed that they held the “correct” attitudes on the mod-
ern racism items and, hence, felt little pressure to alter their
responses in the presence of a Black experimenter. In contrast,
they may not have perceived their slight disagreement with the
even more blatant, old-fashioned items as sufficiently extreme
to satisfy the Black experimenter.

Whether it be for this reason or simply because times have
changed since the McConahay et al. (1981) study was con-
ducted, we thought that it would be useful to conduct an exper-
imental test of the reactivity of the Modern Racism Scale. All of
our students had participated in a mass survey that included
the Modern Racism Scale early in the semester. As a means of
ensuring our sample might have reason to modify their re-
sponses, all of the students who participated in the study had
scores of at least —1 on the current (—14 to 14) version of the
Modern Racism Scale. Thus, our least prejudiced score was
considerably more prejudiced than the average score in the
McConahay et al. study. The students were administered an
opinion survey that included the modern racism items by either
a Black or a White experimenter.

Study 3
Method

Farticipants.  Fifty-eight students participated for payment or par-
tial fulfillment of an introductory psychology course requirement.
These individuals were among 552 students who had participated in an
earlier mass survey that included the Modern Racism Scale. Students
were selected on the basis of their scores on the Modern Racism Scale;
those with the highest scores (i.e., high prejudiced ) were selected (scores
ranged from —1 to 7). Pairs of students were created by matching stu-
dents with identical scores on the Modern Racism Scale. One member
of each pair was then randomly assigned to the Black or the White ex-
perimenter condition.

Procedure. Students were recruited for participation in the experi-
ment 2 to 3 months after the mass survey. On their arrival, students were
greeted by a Black or a White female experimenter unaware of their
scores on the Modern Racism Scale.

Students were told that they would be completing three short ques-
tionnaires. The first questionnaire included the Modern Racism Scale;
the other two measures were not related to the present concerns. Each
experimenter stressed that because the questionnaires were not com-
puter administered, she would personally input the student’s responses
into the computer at a later time. This statement was intended to un-
derscore that the experimenter would be aware of the student’s re-
sponses to questionnaire items.

The format of the Modern Racism Scale was modified from the for-
mat used during the earlier mass survey to minimize the possibility that
students would recognize the scale, but the wording and order of the
modern racism items were not changed. As before, the items were em-
bedded in a larger opinion survey. However, new filler items were used,
the questionnaire was printed on paper of a different color, and the for-
mat of the 5-point scale was altered.

Results

The mean Modern Racism Scale scores in the two conditions
are presented in Figure 3. Naturally, given our creation of
matched pairs, the scores in the two conditions were identical
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Figure 3. Mean scores on the Modern Racism Scale at Time 1 and

Time 2 in the White and in the Black experimenter conditions. Higher
numbers indicate more prejudice.

when considering the scale completed in the mass survey. How-
ever, at Time 2, the scores shifted toward the less prejudiced
end of the scale. This was true of both the White experimenter
condition, £(28) = 2.21, p < .04, and the Black experimenter
condition, 7(28) = 6.34, p < .001. However, as is apparent in
Figure 3, the movement toward the less prejudiced end of the
scale was especially pronounced when the scale was adminis-
tered by the Black experimenter. An ANOVA revealed the Time
X Race of Experimenter interaction to be highly significant,
F(1,56)=18.19, p <.001.

Additional analyses revealed that the movement induced by
the Black experimenter did not simply shift the entire distribu-
tion in a less prejudiced direction. Instead, the relative rank or-
dering of the students was affected. The correlation between
Modern Racism Scale scores obtained in the initial mass survey
and the scores obtained at Time 2 was .68 (p < .001) when the
Time 2 experimenter was White and .29 (p = .12) when she
was Black. A test of the difference between the two correlations
revealed a marginally significant difference (z = 1.93, p < .054).

Discussion

On the basis of the present findings, it certainly appears that
the Modern Racism Scale is a reactive measure. Students did
indeed respond in a less prejudiced manner when interacting
with the Black experimenter. Apparently, students were not
only aware of the racial implications of the scale items but also
motivated to respond in a less prejudiced manner as a result.
Thus, the experiment provides evidence that the Modern Rac-
ism Scale, like traditional self-report measures, is subject to so-
cial desirability concerns.
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How might one account for the difference between our results
and those of McConahay et al. (1981)? Students in the present
sample had average Modern Racism Scale scores that placed them
on the prejudiced side of the scale. In contrast, McConahay et al’s
participants had scores that placed them on the nonprejudiced
side of the scale. Thus, participants in the present study may have
been more motivated to shift toward the nonprejudiced end of
the scale than those in McConahay et al’s study. Participants in
McConahay et al’s (1981) study may not have felt this same pres-
sure because their responses were sufficiently nonprejudiced to
raise little concern about social desirability.

Alternatively, or in addition, the difference between the out-
comes of the two studies may simply reflect the possibility that
the scale items have become outdated, a possibility that Mc-
Conahay et al. (1981) seem to have forecast when they con-
cluded that their findings indicated the Modern Racism Scale
to be a “nonreactive measure in this period of history” (p. 577).
Although McConahay et al.’s (198 1) participants were aware of
the racial implications of the scale items, they may not have
labeled these items as blatantly racist. However, statements that
were perceived as subtle and nonracist more than a decade ago
may now be perceived as blatantly racist. Indeed, recent re-
search by Swim, Aikin, Hall, and Hunter (1995) suggests that
old-fashioned and modern racism scale items are no longer as
empirically distinct as they once were. Whether it was because
we selected a sample with relatively prejudiced Modern Racism
Scale scores or simply because times have changed, the present
data clearly contradict the conclusion that the Modern Racism
Scale is nonreactive.

It should be emphasized that the Black-White experimenter
manipulation merely provides a convenient and effective means
of examining the scale’s inherent reactivity. It by no means sug-
gests that scores on the Modern Racism Scale are valid with a
White experimenter. In our view, social desirability concerns
are accentuated when it is evident that a Black experimenter
will see the participant’s questionnaire. However, the extent to
which such factors concern a given individual and the extent to
which the concerned individual adjusts his or her responses var-
ies considerably, as is suggested by the differential correlations
of Modern Racism Scores across time in the two conditions.
Moreover, these concerns are likely to arise for some individuals
even when the scale is distributed by a White experimenter (as
it was during the initial mass survey), simply as a consequence
of the blatantly obvious wording of the scale items. Were it not
for the language of the Modern Racism Scale items, the race of
the experimenter would matter little. As a result, some truly
prejudiced individuals obtain scores presumably indicative of
low prejudice, no matter how the scale is administered.

In this context, it is interesting to speculate about the relation
that was observed in Study 2 between Modern Racism Scale
scores and our unobtrusive estimates of attitude. Recall that the
correlation was in the unexpected direction; students for whom
more negativity was automatically activated in response to
Black faces had lower, less prejudiced scores on the scale. The
inherent reactivity of the Modern Racism Scale may have
prompted students for whom negative attitudes were automati-
cally activated to present themselves as relatively unprejudiced
on the scale items. When faced with such social desirability con-
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cerns, these students may have, in effect, overcompensated (ie.,
presented themselves as even less prejudiced than individuals
for whom little or no negativity toward Blacks is automatically
activated).

As noted earlier, another force that contributes to the manner
in which respondents complete the Modern Racism Scale is
their political conservatism. The Modern Racism Scale appears
to be confounded with conservatism. Thus, some truly nonprej-
udiced individuals obtain scale scores presumably indicative of
prejudice simply because they are conservative. It is our
contention that these two forces—the scale’s reactivity and its
confounding with conservatism——yield a distribution of Mod-
ern Racism Scale scores that bears little resemblance to the ex-
tent to which negative evaluations are automatically activated
on encountering a Black individual. These arguments suggest
that the Modern Racism Scale may amount to a measure of
“willingness to express” negativity toward Blacks that is con-
founded with political conservatism. This reasoning was tested
in Study 4.

Study 4

According to the MODE model (Fazio, 1990), attitudes can
influence judgments and behavior via either a spontaneous or a
deliberative process. However, the model explicitly postulates
the possibility of attitude-behavior processes that are neither
purely spontaneous nor purely deliberative but instead are
“mixed” processes involving a combination of automatic and
controlled components. The MODE model also proposes that a
deliberative process, or any controlled component within a
mixed sequence, requires that the individual both be motivated
to engage in the necessary cognitive effort and have the oppor-
tunity to do so.

It is this theoretical perspective that underlies our reasoning
regarding individuals’ responses to the Modern Racism Scale.
Any automatically activated negativity toward Blacks is poten-
tially tempered by a controlled process among individuals who
are so motivated. The reactivity that was observed in Study 3
suggests that at least some individuals experience such motiva-
tion when responding to the items of the Modern Racism Scale.
In Study 4, we directly assessed this motivation to control seem-
ingly prejudiced reactions. Scores on the Modern Racism Scale
were predicted to be a function of political conservatism and
the joint influence of automatically activated evaluations and
the motivation to control prejudice. Thus, when conservatism
is controlled, Modern Racism Scale scores should be more pre-
dictable from our unobtrusive estimates of automatically acti-
vated attitudes as the motivation to control seemingly preju-
diced reactions decreases.

Method

Farticipants. During each of two consecutive semesters, students
were selected from a large sample of those who had completed the Mod-
ern Racism Scale as part of a mass survey early in the semester. One
hundred seventeen students were recruited with the goal of obtaining a
wide range of scores on the Modern Racism Scale. The sample’s mean
score on the scale was —2.33, with a standard deviation of 7.39.

Procedure. The same experimenter conducted the priming proce-
dure in each of the two semesters. Students participated in the same first
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five procedural tasks used in Study 1, with the exception that 16 Black
faces and 16 White faces were paired for the target trials. The remaining
16 photos (Whites, Hispanics, and Asians) were used on the filler trials.
Given time constraints and the lack of any need to set the stage for
a debriefing by a Black experimenter, attractiveness ratings were not
collected in Study 4.

Motivation to control racial prejudice. Students completed a 17-
item scale assessing their motivation to control seemingly prejudiced
reactions. The survey included such statements as “In today’s society
it’s important that one not be perceived as prejudiced in any manner™;
“If I have a prejudiced thought or feeling, I keep it to myself ; and “It’s
never acceptable to express one’s prejudices.” Students responded to
each item on a scale ranging from strongly disagree (—3) to strongly
agree (3). The scale’s internal consistency within the present sample
was more than adequate (Cronbach’s o = .81). All of the scale items, as
well as additional psychometric details, have been reported by Dunton
and Fazio (1995).

Students in one semester completed the scale as their final task in an
ostensibly unrelated second session conducted by a different experi-
menter 1 week after the priming procedure. In the other semester, the
scale was included as part of the mass survey.

Political conservatism.  Asin Studies 1 and 2, political conservatism
was estimated by students’ responses to relevant filler items in the opin-
ion survey in which the Modern Racism Scale items had been embed-
ded. As before, the internal consistency of this scale was satisfactory
(Cronbach’s « = .68).

Results

Estimates of automatically activated attitudes were calcu-
lated from facilitation scores in the same manner as in Studies
1 and 2. Although not as extremely as in the earlier studies, the
average attitude estimate tended to be negative (M = —.046),
t(116) = 1.74, p = .084. Moreover, there was considerable vari-
ability around this mean (SD = .287).

Complete data (i.e., unobtrusive estimates, motivation to
control prejudice scores, and conservatism scores) were avail-
able for 111 of the 117 students. The major hypothesis was
tested by a multiple regression equation predicting scores on the
Modern Racism Scale from conservatism, attitude estimates,
motivation scores, and the interaction between the last two vari-
ables. When entered simultaneously, the three main effects ac-
counted for a significant proportion of the variance, R = .57,
F(3, 107) = 17.57, p < .001. Conservatism was a highly sig-
nificant predictor, 2(107) = 6.90, p < .001, such that more po-
litically conservative individuals had higher, more prejudiced
Modern Racism Scale scores. This finding replicates what was
observed earlier in Studies 1 and 2. Higher motivation to control
prejudice was significantly associated with lower, less prejudiced
scores on the Modern Racism Scale, 1(107) = 2.68, p < .01. No
main effect of the attitude estimate was apparent, ¢ < 1.

The interaction between attitude estimates and motivation to
control prejudice was entered as the next step in the equation
and yielded a significant increase of .03 in the squared multiple
correlation, F( 1, 106) = 5.38, p < .025. Other interaction terms
were tested but were not found to add to the prediction of Mod-
ern Racism Scale scores. Nor did the semester in which the stu-
dents participated yield a main effect or any interactions.

The nature of the Attitude X Motivation interaction can be
readily discerned from Figure 4, which displays the regression
lines predicting Modern Racism Scale scores from attitude esti-
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mates for motivation to control prejudice scores of 1.07 and
—0.59 (one standard deviation above and below the mean of
0.24). As motivation to control prejudice decreases, the relation
between the unobtrusive attitude estimates and Modern Racism
Scale scores grows stronger, such that more negative automati-
cally activated attitudes are associated with more prejudiced
Modern Racism Scale scores. In other words, motivation to
control prejudice matters little among those for whom little or
no negativity is automatically activated in response to Black
faces. However, motivation to control seemingly prejudiced re-
actions exerts a strong influence among those individuals for
whom negativity is automatically activated. Those with little
such motivation feel free to respond to the Modern Racism
Scale items in a manner that is indicative of prejudice, whereas
more motivated individuals present themselves as far less
prejudiced.

Discussion

The results of Study 4 confirm the predictions advanced by
the MODE model and our reasoning regarding the Modern
Racism Scale, as well as attesting further to the predictive valid-
ity of our unobtrusive estimates of racial attitude, As suggested
earlier, the Modern Racism Scale assesses willingness to express
prejudice and conservatism. Unprejudiced individuals can
score high on the scale if they endorse a conservative political
philosophy. Truly prejudiced individuals will score high on the
scale, provided that they are not motivated to control preju-
diced reactions. Relatively low scores on the Modern Racism
Scale, on the other hand, can emanate either from individuals’
being truly unprejudiced or from their being motivated to con-
trol their prejudiced reactions.

Modern Racism Score

6

4

12 09 -06 -03 0 0.3 06 09

Attitude Estimate

Motivation
& High =Low
Figure 4. Regression lines predicting scores on the Modern Racism

Scale as a function of the unobtrusive attitude estimates and motivation
to control prejudice. Higher scores indicate more prejudice.
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Obviously, individuals can control their responses to the
Modern Racism Scale items if they are motivated to do so. The
interaction that was observed between automatically activated
attitudes and motivation indicates that individuals who lack
such motivation respond in a manner that is consistent with
their automatically activated attitudes. In contrast, individuals
who are motivated to control prejudiced reactions do not re-
spond in accord with their automatically activated attitudes. In-
deed, the positive slope that was observed among those with
high motivation suggests that individuals who are highly moti-
vated to control their automatically activated negativity may ac-
tually overcompensate. They presented themselves as even less
prejudiced than similarly motivated individuals for whom neg-
ativity is not automatically activated. This observation is con-
sistent with our earlier conjecture regarding the positive corre-
lation between Modern Racism Scale scores and our unobtru-
sive estimates in Study 2, a correlation that was in the direction
opposite to what was expected. Apparently, a preponderance
of the students in Study 2 were relatively motivated to control
prejudiced reactions.

The findings certainly suggest that researchers need to be ex-
tremely cautious in using the Modern Racism Scale. Given the
myriad of factors that influence individuals’ responses to the
scale items, it will be difficult to draw any clear inferences from
findings based on the scale scores. This is not to say that the
Modern Racism Scale is not without predictive validity. Indeed,
it was found to be predictive of some race-related judgments in
Study 1. Given that the Modern Racism Scale measures will-
ingness to express negativity toward Blacks, along with conser-
vatism, it should be predictive of any judgments that themselves
involve either or both of these dimensions. Thus, for example,
it should correlate reasonably well with any judgment that is
itself influenced by conservatism.® Likewise, it should correlate
reasonably well with any judgment that provokes the same con-
cerns with social sensitivity. In this case, individuals who are
willing to express negativity on the Modern Racism Scale are
equally likely to be willing to express negativity on some other
clearly race-related judgment.

General Discussion

The major aim of the present research concerned the value of
using the priming paradigm that has been used to study auto-
matic attitude activation as an unobtrusive measure of racial
attitudes. The priming procedure appears to provide a bona fide
pipeline for attitude measurement. It permits assessment of the
extent to which judgments of positive versus negative adjectives
are facilitated by primes consisting of Black faces relative to
primes consisting of White faces. As noted earlier, the findings
of Study 1 suggest that attitude estimates derived from the re-
sulting patterns of facilitation have some validity. Similarly, the
results of Study 4 indicate that the unobtrusive attitude esti-
mates are predictive of responses to the Modern Racism Scale
for individuals who are relatively unmotivated to control any
prejudiced reactions that they may experience.

The results of the research clearly attest to the importance
of the variability that exists among people with respect to the
evaluations that are likely to be activated from memory auto-
matically on encountering a minority individual. The theoreti-
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cal assumption offered by Devine (1989a, 1989b) concerning
the automatic activation of a socially shared, cultural stereotype
involving negativity toward Blacks does not appear tenable in
light of the present results. Nevertheless, the findings, especially
those from Study 4, imply that it may be useful to identify,
broadly speaking, three types of individuals, one of whom is
very appropriately characterized by Devine’s model. The three
types vary with respect to the evaluation that is automatically
activated and with respect to the extent to which the evaluation
is countered by a subsequent controlled process. First, some in-
dividuals do not experience the automatic activation of any neg-
ative evaluation from memory on encountering a Black person
(or may experience activation of a positive evaluation relative
to what occurs when they encounter a White target). We would
label these individuals as truly nonprejudiced. Second, negativ-
ity is automatically activated for other individuals. Some such
people may have no qualms about their experiencing such neg-
ativity or about expressing it. It seems appropriate to label these
individuals as truly prejudiced. Third, as Devine (1989a,
1989b) has postulated, some individuals for whom negativity is
automatically activated may be motivated to counter the effects
of that negativity.” This motivation may vary from a sincere dis-
taste for the negative reaction that was automatically evoked on
encountering a Black individual to a more strategic self-presen-
tation dictated by perceptions of the social norms for the par-
ticular situation in which the individual was encountered. In
either case, the expression of judgments and the performance of
overt behavior may be carefully and deliberately monitored so
as to avoid the appearance of a prejudiced response. The more
the efforts to inhibit and control one’s automatically activated
negativity stem from a sincere displeasure with one’s having ex-
perienced such negativity, the more one would appear to be
moving toward a truly nonprejudiced stand. The importance of
such self-dissatisfaction has been documented by recent re-
search concerned with the process of prejudice reduction
(Devine et al., 1991; Monteith, 1993; Monteith et al., 1993).
We believe that the MODE model (Fazio, 1990) provides a
useful theoretical framework for considering the influence of
automatic and controlled processes in race-related judgments
and behavior (see Dovidio & Fazio, 1992). As noted earlier,
the model asserts that motivation is necessary to engage in the
cognitive effort required to counter any automatically activated

¢ In fact, conservatism scores did correlate significantly with judg-
ments of the Rodney King verdict (r = .35, p < .025). More conserva-
tive individuals viewed the verdict as more appropriate, which may have
contributed to the relation observed between modern racism level and
verdict judgments.

7 A fourth class of individuals, one that can be viewed as a subcate-
gory of the second class, may be identifiable. As noted earlier, some
individuals may have negative evaluations of Blacks but not be aware of
their sentiments or experience any automatically activated negativity
phenomenologically (see Greenwald & Banaji, 1995). Nevertheless,
such individuals’ behavior would presumably be influenced by their au-
tomatically activated attitudes. Yet, they may not realize that there is
any need for them to monitor and control their behavior. In this sense,
such individuals are similar to individuals who are aware of their nega-
tivity but have no reservations about expressing it. For both such types,
the automatically activated negativity is not tempered by a controlled
process.
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negativity. In this particular domain, the relevant motivation
concerns a desire to control and avoid seemingly prejudiced re-
sponses. Whether this motivation is engaged in any given situa-
tion will depend on individuals’ construal of the situation and
the judgmental or behavioral response that is being requested of
them. Construing the situation and requested response as re-
lated to their racial attitudes will evoke such motivation among
any individuals who share these concerns.

The interactive influence of automatically activated attitudes
and motivation to control prejudice that characterized re-
sponses to the Modern Racism Scale in Study 4 presumably
stemmed from such construals. In fact, the reactivity that was
demonstrated in Study 3 illustrates that the scale items are per-
ceived as related to racial attitudes. We would suggest that any
requested judgment or behavior that is construed as related to
racial attitudes will evoke motivational concerns. Study 1’s as-
sessments of the Rodney King verdict and of the attractiveness
of the Black and White faces, both of which were found to load
highly on the same factor as the Modern Racism Scale, are likely
to have been of this sort. To some extent, the same may have
been true of Study 1’s assessment of Black versus White respon-
sibility for the riots that followed announcement of the verdict,
a measure that loaded highly on both the modern racism and
the unobtrusive estimate factors.

According to the MODE model, the opportunity factor will
be the key determinant of whether any motivation that is acti-
vated can successfully counter the influence of automatically
activated negativity. As mentioned earlier, efforts to control any
automatically activated negativity may vary in their likelihood
of success. Some behaviors may be more easily monitored and
controlled than others. Likewise, some situations (e.g., those
that do not place the individual under any time pressure to
respond) may offer a greater opportunity for the motivated in-
dividual to engage in the desired controlling effort than other
situations (Jamieson & Zanna, 1989; Kruglanski & Freund,
1983; Sanbonmatsu & Fazio, 1990). Judgments and behaviors
that provide the opportunity for controlling one’s response
should be predictable from the joint, interactive influence of
automatically activated attitudes and motivation to control
prejudice, just as we observed for the Modern Racism Scale.
Such controllable responses also are likely to be well predicted
from other measures, like the Modern Racism Scale, that are
similarly influenced by the extent to which the individual is
willing to express a response that is identifiable as prejudiced.
However, as opportunity decreases, either because the behavior
is not easily controllable or because the situation itself limits the
opportunity, the behavior should be less influenced by motiva-
tional concerns and more directly influenced by any automati-
cally activated evaluations. Thus, as the opportunity to satisfy
one’s motivation to control prejudice decreases, the behavior
should be more and more predictable from attitude estimates
based on automatically activated evaluations.

Nonverbal behavior, in particular, may be subject to “leak-
age” of the negativity that an individual is experiencing, despite
the individual’s effort to behave in a nonprejudiced manner (see
Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Rosenthal & DePaulo, 1979). In-
deed, one of the most interesting of our findings may be the
ability of our unobtrusive measure to predict the Black experi-
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menter’s judgment of the quality of the interaction she had with
the student. Apparently, those students for whom negative eval-
uations were automatically activated on the presentation of a
Black face behaved more distantly during their interaction with
her. Given what is known about nonverbal behavior and leak-
age, this automatically activated negativity would be difficult for
such an individual to conceal during an interaction with a
Black. Such leakage may have played a role in the correspon-
dence that was observed between the unobtrusive attitude esti-
mates and the experimenter’s ratings of the quality of the in-
teraction. Obviously, this finding requires replication before
any conclusions can be reached with confidence. Yet, the find-
ing does suggest that our unobtrusive measure can directly pre-
dict behavior, especially when the behavior measure is one that
is likely to be difficult to control strategically and, hence, is in-
fluenced largely by automatically activated attitudes unmoder-
ated by any motivation to control prejudice. We look forward
to future research pursuing these possibilities in a systematic
and detailed fashion.
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