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Might a hypocrisy induction procedure reduce prejudicial behavior among aversive racists? We identified aversive racists as
individuals low in explicit prejudice but high in implicit prejudice toward Asians. Results revealed that aversive racists, but not truly
low prejudiced participants (i.e., those low in both explicit and implicit prejudice), responded to a hypocrisy induction procedure with
increased feelings of guilt and discomfort, compared to those in a control condition. Furthermore, aversive racists, but not low
prejudiced participants, responded to a hypocrisy induction procedure with a reduction in prejudicial behavior. These results suggest
that consciousness raising might play an important role in motivating aversive racists to reduce their prejudicial bebasioEisevier
Science
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As a new millennium begins, evidence of discrimination under certain conditions, hypocrisy induction is a successfi
based on race and gender is still found in many field angocial influence technique. Thus, the goal of the currer
laboratory studies (Landau, 1995; Rudman & Glick, 1999;study was to use hypocrisy induction to reduce a moder
Sinclair & Kunda, 1999). Given the persistence of prejudiceform of prejudicial or discriminatory behavior. In particular,
and discrimination, it is surprising that little research haswe hypothesize that a hypocrisy induction should succes
been conducted on prejudice reduction since early investifully reduce discriminatory behavior that stems from aver
gations on eliminating traditional prejudice (e.g., Rokeach'ssive racism. According to Gaertner and Dovidio (1986)
value confrontation procedure). Over the years, the naturgyersive racists consciously endorse nonprejudicial egalita
of prejudice has changed, such that modern forms of prejmn attitudes but subconsciously have negative feelings t
udice (e.g., aversive racism) have emerged (Gaertner §ard Blacks because of the history of racism in their cultur
Dovidio, 1986). Thus, it is sensible to presume that newsnq pecause of cognitive processing biases (e.g., in-gro
methods of prejudice reduction are needed (Monteith, Zupjas). Aversive racists experience themselves to be no

werink, & Devine, 1994). prejudiced yet have unacknowledged negative attitudes t
Recent research (Aronson, 1999) has demonstrated thafs g out-group members. Interestingly, the conflicting prej

udicial attitudes that aversive racists hold should make the
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which he or she, personally, did not uphold the advocated prejudice. It is possible that people who are low in
standard. Despite aversive racists’ nonprejudicial persongrejudice have no—or only minor—prejudicial slips that
standards, we suspect that they do not always practice whaan be recalled. Subsequently, to recall a prejudicial sli
they preach. According to Gaertner and Dovidio (1986),might not induce negative feelings or motivate a change i
aversive racists will discriminate against out-group mem-behavior for low prejudiced people. Therefore, in the cur
bers in situations for which appropriate intergroup behaviorent study, we compared the effects of a hypocrisy inductio
is ambiguous or for which a non-race-related justificationprocedure on people who, we have reason to believe, a
exists for discrimination. Furthermore, it has been foundtruly low in prejudice versus people who are aversive rac
that people of all prejudice levels imagine that their actualists.
reactions toward out-group members would be more preju- To identify aversive racists, we created a measure ¢
diced than they should be (Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & aversive racism because currently none existed. Accordir
Elliot, 1991; Monteith, 1996). Although aversive racists to Gaertner and Dovidio (1986), aversive racists are cha
supposedly rationalize discriminatory behavior with non-acterized by their ambivalent attitudes toward out-grou
race-related justifications (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986), wemembers; they hold egalitarian values as well as una
assume that they are able to recall instances in which thenowledged negative feelings and beliefs. Influenced b
had negative responses to out-group members. recent work on automatic and controlled processes and
Third, for a hypocrisy experience to initiate behavior implicit and explicit attitudes (e.g., Greenwald & Banaiji,
change, the speaker must be presented with the opportuni¥995), we reconceptualized aversive racists as individua
to change behavior in a way that allows him or her towith a discrepancy between their prejudicial attitudes at th
practice what was just preached. After facing their ownimplicit versus explicit level (see also Dovidio, Kawakami,
hypocrisy regarding prejudicial responses, aversive racistdohnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997; Wilson, Lindsey, &
should be strongly motivated to behave in a less prejudice&chooler, 2000). To our knowledge, this is one of the firs
manner than is typical. Usually, however, aversive racistsimes that the discrepancy between implicit and explici
are successful at suppressing their prejudicial feelings: measures has been used to measure a construct or to iden
o _ _ a group of individuals.
When a situation or event threatens to make the negative portion of - g q o our reading of aversive racism theory (Gaertn
their attitude salient, aversive racists are motivated to repudiate or . . .
dissociate these feelings from their self-image, and they vigorously try & Dovidio, 1986)* we presume that aversive racists hav
to avoid acting wrongly on the basis of these feelings. In these Negative automatic evaluations of out-group members ¢
situations, aversive racists may overreact and amplify their positive which they typically are unaware. Thus, aversive racists ce
behavior in ways that would reaffirm their egalitarian convictions and  he conceptualized as high in implicit prejudice. However
their apparently nonracist attitudes. (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986, p. 62) aversive racists have internalized nonprejudiced and ega

Consequently, Dovidio and Gaertner (1991) suggeste{fiian standards at a conscious level, and so they can
that increasing aversive racists’ awareness of their subtigonceptualized as low in explicit prejudice. Therefore, we
prejudiced responses should motivate behavior change bidentified aversive racists as those who are high in implic
cause of the inconsistency with their egalitarian attitudesPrejudice but low in explicit prejudice, and we identified
To date, however, no study has empirically tested methodguly low préjudiced individuals as those who are low in
of prejudice reduction among aversive racists (Monteith eP°th implicit and explicit prejudice. Consistent with our
al., 1994). expectations for low prejudlceql pgople, it has b.e'en foun

So why might experiences of hypocrisy motivate behav-that people low in implicit prejudice rarely exhibit even
ior change among aversive racists? Devine and Monteith’Subtle forms of discrimination (Dovidio et al., 1997; Fazio,
work on prejudice with compunction revealed that whenJackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995). N
people hold strong nonprejudicial standards, imagining or Theoretically, a discrepancy between people’s implici
experiencing strong discrepancies between their “should®nd explicit prejudice is possible because measures of ir
and “would” prejudicial responses (Devine et al., 1991;pI|C|t_a_nd explicit prejud|ce_ are found to be weakly re!ated
Monteith, 1996) creates feelings of guilt and discomfort.(Dovidio et al., 1997; Fazio et al., 1995; but see Witten:
Because a hypocrisy induction should make salient th®rink, Judd, & Park, 1997). This is because people’s mot
discrepancies between aversive racists’ nonprejudicial ide/ation to control prejudice, specifically their concern with
als and their prejudicial slip-ups, we hypothesize that a\.;u:t.mg prgjudlce, mqo!lfles t'he.relatlon.between expressiot
hypocrisy induction should evoke negative feelings (e.g.Of implicit and explicit prejudice (Fazio et al., 1995). Of
guilt, discomfort) and reduce prejudicial behavior in aver-consequence to the identification of aversive racists, there
sive racists. However, in contrast to Devine and Monteith’s€vidence that people who are high in implicit prejudice bu
work on prejudice with compunction, we do not believe that!OW in explicit prejudice tend to be high in motivation to
such an effect would occur for simply everyone.

Specifically, a hypocrisy induction procedure should not : recently, Dovidio (2000) independently seemed to come to the san
reduce discriminatory behavior for people who are truly lowconclusion on how to identify aversive racists.
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TABLE 1
Asian Modern Racism, External Motivation to Control Prejudicial Responses, and Implicit Prejudice

Intercorrelations

Minimum Maximum

Scale AMRS EMS Median M SD score score
AMRS (.72) -0.89 -0.87 0.97 -3.56 2.00
EMS A7 (.85) 5.00 4.89 1.72 1.00 9.00
Implicit -.02 12 0.00 -0.49 1.00 -2.00 2.00

Note.Cronbach’s alpha estimates of internal consistency are in parentheses. AMRS, Asian Modern RacistS@8é|; EMS, External Motivation
Scale N = 275 because of missing data); Implicit, implicit prejudidé¢ € 49).
**
p < .01.

control prejudice (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Fazio et al., degree to which respondents are motivated to be nonprej
1995). Theoretically, aversive racists should be motivated taliced toward Asians due to external pressures. Studer
be nonprejudiced because they have internalized such stacempleted Plant and Devine’s (1998) 5-item External Mo
dards and not because they experience societal pressuretivation to Respond without Prejudice Scale (EMS), whict
be politically correct. Thus, we identified aversive racists aswvas modified to indicate Asians as the out-group. A sampl
individuals who score low on both explicit prejudiemd  item is, “I try to act nonprejudiced toward Asian people
external motivation to be nonprejudicbdtwho score high  because of pressure from others”<£1strongly disagre¢o
on implicit prejudice. We chose not to identify people with 9 = strongly agreg
internalized nonprejudicial standards as those who score Excluding all Asian participantsN = 292, remaining),
high on internal motivation to be nonprejudiced because ofhose who fell below the median on the AMRS and the EMS
the high correlations found with explicit measures of prej-were selected as potential participants (Table 1). A resear
udice (Plant & Devine, 1998). assistant randomly contacted 49 students (20 men and
For the current study, we investigated prejudice and diswomen) who met the selection criteria to participate in twc
crimination against Asians because they constitute the largsupposedly unrelated studies for course credit.
est visible minority group on our campus and because little Phase 2: Measuring implicit prejudice.Participants
research has been conducted on prejudice toward Asiangere met by a Chinese experimenter with a strong acce
Our study hd a 2 (control vs. hypocrisy condition 2 who explained that Study 1 was an investigation of hov
(low vs. high implicit prejudice) factorial design. We hy- personality affects the free associations made during a wo
pothesize that a hypocrisy induction procedure should succompletion task. To activate the concept “Asian” and tc
cessfully induce negative feelings in aversive racists an@reate the strongest prime conceivalsii, participants in-
consequently lead to a reduction in their discriminatoryteracted with the Chinese experimenter for 5 min before st
behavior, compared to aversive racists in a control condiadministered the implicit prejudice measure. The Asial
tion. In contrast, we hypothesize that a hypocrisy inductiorexperimenter held up cards with word fragments written ol
procedure should have little effect on negative feelings othem. For each word fragment, participants said aloud th
discriminatory behavior for truly low prejudiced partici- first word that came to their minds (which they wrote

pants, compared to those in a control condition. down).
To measure implicit prejudice, we modified Gilbert and
METHOD Hixon’'s (1991) word fragment completion task. Gilbert and
Hixon used this task to measure stereotype activation (i.e
Subjects and Procedure the positive, negative, and neutral automatic associatior

primed by an Asian experimenter). In contrast, we needed:
dap implicit prejudice or the evaluative nature of partici-
low in explicit prejudice and low in external motivation to Pants’ automatic associations (i.e., positive vs. ne.g.atlve’
be nonprejudiced. As part of a larger mass-testing questior2fimed by an Asian experimenter. Thus, we identified :
naire, 312 introductory psychology students completed &TOr five word compleﬁops as associated Wlth the Asiar
9-item Asian Modern Racism Scale (AMRS) that measure§tereotype and evaluative in nature. We considered the wo
negative attitudes toward Asians. We modified the WaterloFOMPpletions SLY or SHY, SHORT, and NIP to reflect a
Modern Racism Scale (Bobocel, Son Hing, Davey, Stanleyf‘egat've implicit evaluation of Asians and SMART and
& Zanna, 1998) by targeting Asians as the out-group. APOLITE to reflect a positive implicit evaluation of Asiafs.
sample item is, “There are too many Asian students being

allowed to attend university in Canada” (=4very strongly 2 Of the participants, 15% made the completion sly, 3% shy, 11% shor
disagreeto 4 = very strongly agree Also, we measured the 26% nip, 36% smart, and 55% polite.

Phase 1: Identifying potential participantsIn Phase 1,
we identified potential participants, that is, those who ar
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To create an implicit prejudice scale, positive words (i.e.,and Esses (1993). Participants were told that both studi
smart and polite) were reverse keyed and added to theere finished; however, the Caucasian research assist
negative word totals, such that higher scores indicate greataisked participants to fill out an allegedly anonymous ballc
implicit prejudice’ A median split (median= 0.00) was being distributed by the university’s Federation of Student
employed to categorize participants as either low or higFEDS). The ballot concerned the financial cuts that variou
implicit prejudice (Table 1). student clubs would receive from the FEDS in the comin
Phase 3: Hypocrisy induction and subsequent affectyear. Apparently, the FEDS wanted input from the studer
Participants were led to a second, ostensibly unrelated exsody on how to distribute a 20% (or $1,000) cut in funding
periment conducted by a Caucasian research assistant whoross 10 student groups. The main dependent variable w
was blind to the participants’ level of implicit prejudice. the percentage of budget cuts made to the Asian Studen
Participants were randomly assigned to the control or hyAssociation’s (ASA) budget. Importantly, because the
pocrisy condition. The hypocrisy induction procedure wasFEDS needed to make budget cuts, a legitimate excu:
borrowed and adapted from Vance and Devine (1999)exists for participants to discriminate against Asians. Thus
Participants were told that Study 2 was an investigation ofve thought that the budget reduction exercise would dete
how personality affects persuasive writing styles. Partici-subtle discrimination against Asians. After completing the
pants were asked to write persuasive essays on why theyallot, participants were probed for suspicion. They wert
believe it is important to treat minority students on campusghen fully debriefed.
fairly. Furthermore, participants were told that excerpts
from their essays might be featured in pamphlets being
dispersed to promote the “Racial Equality Forum,” which
aimed to enlighten incoming students of the importance oPreliminary Results
treating other students fairly regardless of race, gender
sexual orientation, and so forth. Ostensibly, participants

were randomly chosen to write essays about treating Asia e )
e analyses. Preliminary analyses revealed no main

students fairly. Previous research has found that a hypocrisﬁ(I .
teractive effects of gender, so we collapsed across genc

induction is effective only if people make an initial public T .
declaration of their pro-attitudinal stance (Stone, Aronson,for all analysesA 2 (Condition: control vs. hypocrisyy 2

Crain, Winslow, & Fried, 1994). Thus, all participants pub- (Implicit Prejudice: low [low prejudice] vs. high [aversive

licly advocated a nonprejudicial stance toward Asians. Aften{jac'sﬂ) ?”a'ys's of variance (fwovﬁ). revss?led ‘h?“. ran-
writing their essays, participants in the hypocrisy condition om aSS|glnme_nf[ was successiully achieved for pgrtlupant
only were instructed as follows: EMS and implicit prejudice scores but not for their AMRS

scores (Table 2). Participants in the hypocrisy condition ha
The psychology department is interested in understanding more about marginally greater explicit prejudice scordd (= —1.48,
situations in which Asian students anet treated fairy . . . . Please SD = 0.54), compared to participants in the control con-
take afet"vdmn‘]’;?:r:: 1?'(]'5“?2);;\,2@;[)02: t(‘)"r’]otﬁgr‘]‘aio”tsh;” Whhticg dition (M = —1.83, SD = 0.68). Because there was a
)s/ﬁngfjagretreated angAin\e/myperson isla prr)ejjdiced m;/anljer. o r?'at'on between AMRS and the main dependent variab
(i.e., cuts to the ASAy(45) = .25, p = .09), wecon-
All participants then completed an affect measure (Mon-rolled for participants’ level of Asian modern racism in all
teith, Devine, & Zuwerink, 1993). Participants rated how subsequent analysés.
well each affect word (e.g., guilty) described how they were Participants’ essays and examplesTwo independent
feeling after writing their essays in the control condition judges, blind to condition and level of implicit prejudice,
(1 = does not apply at alio 7 = applies very muchor after  rated the strength of participants’ anti-prejudice essay
writing their essays and describing their personal example€This essay presents a strong/persuasive pro-equality [i.¢
in the hypocrisy condition. We investigated participants’ anti-racism] viewpoint”) and the severity of participants’
negative feelings of guilt and discomfort with a 12-item examples of prejudiced transgressions (“This was a seriot
composite (e.g., guilty, ashamed, uneasy, uncomfortablegevere example of anti-Asian [i.e., racist] sentiment”) or
that had a Cronbach’s alpha of .94 (Monteith et al., 1993)7-point scales (1= strongly disagreeto 7 = strongly
Phase 4: Discrimination against AsiansFinally, all  agred. Participants’ two examples were averaged. Thi
participants completed a behavioral measure of discriminajudges’ ratings for the strength of the essays were average
tion that was adopted and modified from Haddock, Zanna;(45) = .50, p < .001, aswere their ratings for the
severity of the examples,(21) = .74, p < .001). To

s R, . _ assess whether all participants wrote comparably stror
When a measure of stereotype activation (i.e., positive, negative, and

neutral words [e.g., RICE]) is used instead of implicit prejudice, no essays, we condudtea 2 (Condltlon)x 2 (Imp||C|t Preju-
significant effects are found in our major analyses. This suggests that when

Asians are the target group, implicit stereotyping and implicit prejudice are * Asian modern racism did not interact with any predictors in any
very different constructs. In fact, they were not relatgd5) = —.04,ns. analyses.

RESULTS

" Attrition and random assignment.Two participants did
ot provide complete data; thus, they were excluded fror
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TABLE 2
Reactions of Low Prejudiced and Aversive Racist Participants to the Experimental Manipulation

Condition/Participant group

Analyses of variance and analyses of covariance

ControF Hypocrisy’
Low Aversive Low Aversive Fs
Dependent prejudicé racist prejudicé racist Implicit Condition
variable (11) (13) (12) (11) Condition prejudice X implicit prejudice

EMS 3.69 3.72 3.47 4.08 0.05 0.92 0.74
AMRS -1.91 -1.76 -1.41 -1.54 3.86 0.01 0.55
Implicit -1.36 0.54 -1.33 -0.01 1.93 122.52%** 2.53
Essay 4.65 4.14 4.53 4.10 0.05 1.61 0.01
Examplé 4.83 4.76 0.01

Negativé" 2.51 2.09 2.80 3.71 5.93* 0.41 318

Note. N= 47. Cellns are in parentheses. Where appropriate, covariate-adjusted means are presented. EMS, External Motivation Scale; AMRS
Modern Racism Scale; Implicit, implicit prejudice; Essay, judges’ ratings of essay strength; Example, judges’ ratings of example severity; Ne:
negative feelings.

¢ Essay only.
® Essay plus examples.
¢ Low implicit/low explicit prejudice.
 High implicit/low explicit prejudice.
¢ Asian modern racism was a covariate.
" Self-esteem was a covariate.
'p < .10.
*p = .05.
w*% p < 001.

dice) analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with AMRS as the median in recency (median 4.50), compared to 80% of

covariate. There was no difference in the essays written bgversive racists.

low prejudiced participants and aversive racists (Table 2). In summary, low prejudiced participants and aversive
We also tested whether low prejudiced participants andacists wrote equally convincing essays and recalled equal

aversive racists provided equally severe examples of pregevere prejudicial slip-ups. However, the slip-ups recalle

udicial slip-ups. We had thought it possible that aversiveby low prejudiced participants occurred in the more distar

racists might recall more severe prejudicial examples, compast, whereas those recalled by aversive racists converg

pared to truly low prejudiced participants. Interestingly, on the present.

ANCOVA results revealed no effect of implicit prejudice on

the severity of participants’ prejudicial transgressions (Ta-Affect Results

ble 2). . . .
) To investigate participants’ affect, we conducted a :

We conducted exploratory analyses to test whether lo - . L 5
prejudiced participants recalled examples that occurred fu\lr\(ConQ|t|9rn)b>l< 22(|mp“(|:t't PreJUdI'CS) ANC.OV?' A{S (f:an bg.t.
ther in the past, compared to aversive racists. Two judgess,ee;]1 't?] ta et' ' restj s reveale 3 main etiec t.o co?f ! 'to
who were blind to participants’ implicit prejudice, rated the such that participants experienced more negative atiec

- , ; i the hypocrisy conditionNl = 3.26, SE = 0.27) than in
recency of participants’ examples €childhood,2 = high " B = !
school.3 = early university,4 = prior term, 5 = current the control condition¥ = 2.30,SE = 0.27).This effect,

term) if they had an impression of when the events occurredhowev.er’ was moqlerated by partlup'ants level of |r.an.|C|t
rejudice. As predicted, aversive racist and low prejudice

It was possible to rate the recency of at least one event fd?

19 participants. The agreement coefficients exceeded .89 &) rtipipants had different affective responses to the hypo
both Examples 1 and 2. Results revealed that aversivhSY induction procedure. Simple effects analyses reveale

racists tended to recall more recent examplds< 4.55, ﬁ1at aversivg racists in the hypocrisy conditioln experience
SD = 0.37), compared to low prejudiced participants more .negatlve affect, compared to those in the contr
(M = 3.67,SD = 1.20), t(17) = 2.00,p = .06. In condition, F(1, 39).=.10.53,p.= .003. In'contrast,

addition, significantly greater variance was found for the@MONY truly low prejudiced participants, experimental con

recency of low prejudiced participants’ examplds(7, . , i
10) = 9.82 p = .006. Anonparametric medians test was AMRS and_Rosenberg_s(lQGS) S_glf-Esteem Scale (from mass testin

L 5! P p were the covariates. The higher participants’ self-esteem, the less negat
reliable, y*(1, N = 19) = 4.23,p = .04.Only 33% of  they felt, F(1, 39) = 6.23, p= .02. Self-esteem did not interact with any
truly low prejudiced participants were above the overallpredictors.
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dition did not influence participants’ negative feeling$1, DLow Prejudiced B Aversive Racist
39) = 0.18,ns. Thus, supporting our hypothesis, a hypoc- 35
risy induction did make aversive racists feel more negative,
compared to their counterparts in the control condition;
however, it did not affect negative feelings for truly low
prejudiced people.

Looking at the interaction from a different perspective, in
the control condition, participants’ level of implicit preju-
dice did not influence their negative feelingq1, 39) =
0.96,ns. In contrast, in the hypocrisy condition, there was
a significant simple effect of implicit prejudicé(1, 39) = 0 ‘
3.86,p = .05, such that aversive racists experienced more Control Hypocrisy

negative feelings, compared to low prejudiced participants. Condition
FIG. 1. The conditionX implicit prejudice interaction on participants’
L cuts to the Asian Students Association (ASA). Control, essay-only cond
Discrimination Results tion; Hypocrisy, essay plus examples condition; Low Prejudiced, low
. . . . . implicit/low explicit prejudice; Aversive Racist, high implicit/low explicit
To investigate our main dependent variable, participantsprejydice.

discriminatory behavior, we calculated the percentage of
cuts made to the ASAA 2 (Condition) X 2 (Implicit Preju-
dice) ANCOVA was conductetiResults of the ANCOVA control condition, aversive racist participants tended t
revealed a marginal effect of Asian modern racighil, = make greater cuts to the ASA than did truly low prejudicec
41) = 3.63, p = .06. Participants higher in explicit participants,F(1, 41) = 2.90,p = .09.° A directional
prejudice tended to make greater cuts to the ASA. Ther@onparametric test was reliablg?(1, N = 24) = 3.23,
was neither a main effect for conditioR(1, 41) = 2.59, p = .04. Whereas only 18% of truly low prejudiced par-
ns, nor one for implicit prejudiceF(1, 41) = 0.83,ns.  ticipants cut more than 20% to the ASA, 54% of aversive
However, there was the predicted Conditioh Implicit  racists made more than the recommended cuts. Thus, wh
Prejudice interactior; (1, 41) = 9.54,p = .004(Fig. 1)”  a justification existed, aversive racists were more likely t
As hypothesized, aversive racists and low prejudiced parevince discriminatory behavior, compared to low prejudice
ticipants had different behavioral responses to the hypocrisparticipants.
induction procedure. Simple effects analyses revealed that Simple effects analyses revealed that in the hypocris
experimental condition significantly affected the amount ofcondition, aversive racists made fewer cuts to the ASA
cuts made to the ASA among aversive racistgl, 39) = compared to truly low prejudiced participani(1, 41) =
13.40,p = .001,such that those in the hypocrisy condition 7.60,p < .01. Inaddition, a directional nonparametric test
made fewer cuts to the ASAM = 6.5%, SE = 4.21), was reliabley*(1, N = 23) = 5.79,p = .008. Whereas
compared to those in the control conditiod (= 26.9%, 45% of truly low prejudiced participants cut 20% or less tc
SE = 4.04). In contrast, among truly low prejudiced the ASA, 92% of aversive racists made fewer cuts to th
participants, experimental condition had no effect on cutsASA than were required. Surprisingly, 42% of aversive
made to the ASAF(1, 49) = 1.57,ns, (hypocrisyM = racist participants either did not cut funds or gave additione
23.6%,SE = 4.64;controlM = 17.5%,SE = 4.47). funding to the ASA (no low prejudiced people failed to
Thus, the hypocrisy induction procedure prompted aversivenake cuts to the ASA). Thus, when aversive racists wer
racists, but not low prejudiced people, to reduce their disade aware of their prejudicial tendencies, they “bent ove
criminatory behavior toward Asians. backward” to act in a nonprejudicial manner.

Looking at the interaction in a different way, in the

30 A

25

20 A

10 A

% Cuts Made to the ASA

DISCUSSION

® AMRS and the average amount of money given to the nine other
student groups were the covariates. Only 25 participants accurately pro- Results confirmed our hypothesis that a hypocrisy induc

portioned funds such that the budget total reached $4,000. To take inttion should result in negative fee”ngs (e_g_1 gu||t, discom

account the tendency to under- or overcut funding, we controlled for thefort) and subsequently a reduction in prejudicial behaviol
average amount of cuts that participants made to the nine other groups, '

although the same pattern of interaction is found when AMRS is the only

covariate usedi(1, 42) = 9.16,p = .004. ® Nine participants indicated some suspicion that the FEDS ballot migt
" When multiple regression analysis is conducted with implicit prejudice have been part of the study; however, none indicated that it was intend

as a continuous variable, a significant ConditisnImplicit Prejudice to measure discrimination against Asians. Interestingly, when their dat

interaction emerge® = —5.31,p = .02, with a significant simple effect were excluded, our results became stronger. In particular, in the contr
of implicit prejudice in the hypocrisy conditio® = —7.79,p = .03, and condition, aversive racists made greater cuts to the ABA= 30.5%,
a significant simple effect of condition among aversive raciBts= SE= 4.93),compared to low prejudiced participantd (= 18.2%,SE=

-12.17,p = .003). The twoother simple effects were not significant. ~ 4.81), F(1, 32) = 3.85,p = .06.
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for aversive racists but not for participants truly low in Monteith’s (1993) model of the self-regulation of preju-
prejudice. Interestingly, low prejudiced and aversive racistdiced responses. Monteith hypothesized that, when peor
participants wrote equally strong essays advocating the imare made aware of the discrepancy between their ideal al
portance of being nonprejudiced, and in the hypocrisy conactual prejudicial responses, negative self-directed affe
dition they recalled equally severe examples of prejudiciabcts as a punishment that motivates nondiscriminatory f
slip-ups, although exploratory analyses revealed that trulyure behavior. Interestingly, the results of the current stud
low prejudiced participants recalled slip-ups that occurredsuggest that such processes operate for aversive racists
in the more distant past. Subsequently, aversive racists inot for truly low prejudiced people (see also Monteith &
the hypocrisy condition experienced more negative feelingsyoils, 1998).

compared to those in the control condition. Finally, a hy- One implication of the current research is that the classi
pocrisy induction motivated aversive racists to correct foraversive racism studies (e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 1977
their transgressions by reducing cuts to the ASA or, in someould be rerun with this individual difference measure of
instances, by giving the ASA additional funds. We believeaversive racism. Presumably, participants low in both im
that the hypocrisy induction procedure forced aversive racplicit and explicit prejudice rarely, if ever, should discrim-
ists to become aware of the negative aspects of their attinate against out-group members. In contrast, participan
tudes that they typically repress (Wilson et al., 2000). Anhigh in implicit prejudice but low in explicit prejudice
interesting issue to address in future research is the degrehould discriminate but only in ambiguous situations. Fu
to which aversive racists are typically aware of their implicit ture research should also investigate aversive racism usi
prejudice (T. Wilson, personal communication, April 19, different implicit prejudice measures and different targets o
2000). discrimination.

Truly low prejudiced participants had a different reaction  Given that a hypocrisy induction procedure can succes
to the hypocrisy induction: They did not feel more negativefully reduce prejudicial behavior for aversive racists, ar
and did not cut funds to the ASA less, compared to those immportant question arises: Might such experiences als
the control condition. It is possible that low prejudiced serve to reduce prejudicial behavior for other groups? I
participants had different affective and behavioral responseaddition to truly low prejudiced people, a hypocrisy induc-
to the hypocrisy induction than did aversive racists becausgon might not work for bigots (i.e., people high in explicit
the former had to search back in time to recall events irprejudice) because they tend to have relatively low an
which they had prejudicial responses to Asians. Possiblyweakly internalized nonprejudicial standards (Devine et al
truly low prejudiced participants experienced more diffi- 1991). Furthermore, when bigots imagine violating thes:
culty in retrieving examples of prejudicial slip-ups and standards, rather than feeling negative about themselve
interpreted such difficulty as a sign that they rarely arethey feel negative toward others (Monteith et al., 1993)
hypocritical (Schwarz et al., 1991). Also, it is possible thatTesting a hypocrisy induction procedure on people high il
low prejudiced participants disassociated their prejudiciakxplicit prejudice, however, would help to explicate the
slip-ups from their current self-images because the eventsurrent findings. In addition, a hypocrisy manipulation
had occurred sufficiently in the past (Ross & Wilson, 2000).might be unsuccessful among those whose standards
Both of these processes could be investigated in futur@onprejudiced behavior stem from societal pressures (e.
research. to be politically correct). A hypocrisy induction might in-

The results we obtained provide construct validity for ourduce feelings of fear and threat (Higgins, 1987) and cons
reconceptualization and measurement of aversive racisnguently increase tendencies to stereotype and discriming
Thus, we can tentatively conclude that it is possible to(Fein & Spencer, 1997).
classify aversive racists as individuals low in explicit prej- A second important question that arises is whether hy
udice but high in implicit prejudice. Participants classified pocrisy induction might help to actually reduce implicit
as aversive racists behaved in a manner entirely consisteptejudice. Recent work by Kawakami, Dovidio, Moll,
with aversive racism theory (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986). Hermsen, and Russin (2000) provides intriguing evidenc
First, given that a prejudicial response could be justified inthat practice at stereotype negation can reduce automa
the control condition, aversive racists tended to discriminatestereotyping. Through a similar process, it is possible the
against Asians—even after advocating nonprejudice. laversive racists can develop positive automatic evaluatiol
would be interesting to test the discriminatory behavior ofof out-group members. Importantly, experiences of hypoc
aversive racists without such a reminder of their egalitarianisy, consciousness raising, and feelings of guilt and dis
standards. Second, in the hypocrisy condition, aversive racwomfort might motivate aversive racists to reduce thei
ists bent over backward to treat Asians positively when theinegative automatic reactions toward out-group member
negative attitudes were made salient. However, it is also possible that aversive racists have faile

It appears that aversive racists needed to experience cote develop positive automatic evaluations of out-group
sciousness raising and subsequent negative feelings to avdigcause of the emotional beating they give themselves ¢
behaving in a discriminatory manner. These results suppothe rare occasions when they acknowledge their prejudic
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In other words, strong negative affect might disrupt the Just say no (to stereotyping): Effects of training in the negation o
|eam|ng of new posmve automatic associations. In future Stereotypic associations on stereotype activationrnal of Personality
research, it will be important to look at the processes by 2"d Secial Psychologyr8, 871-888.

which aversive racists may develop pOSI'[Ive Imp|ICIt atti- Landau, J. (1995). The relationship of race and gender to managers’ ratin
tudes and the role of affect in implicit attitude Change ore of promotion potentialJournal of Organizational Behaviorl6, 391—

400.
genera”y' Monteith, M. J. (1993). Self-regulation of prejudiced responses: Implica

tions for progress in prejudice-reduction effodsurnal of Personality
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