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Although the notion of automatic cognitive processing has a tradition as
old as the field of psychology itself (see review by James, 1890; also Bargh,
1984; Gilbert, Chapter 6, this volume), the widespread application of the
concept to social perception, judgment, and behavior is a relatively recent
occurrence, Its renaissance can be traced to the introduction of a theoreti-
cal distinction between “automatic” and *conscious” or “controlled™ pro-
cesses in the mid-1970s—a distinction that since has become increasingly
important for an ever-wider range of social phenomena.

An automatic thought process was initially defined as one that is ca-
pable of occurring without the need for any intention that it occur, with-
out any awareness of the initiation or operation of the process, and with-
out drawing upon general processing resources or interfering with other
concurrent thought processes (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Posner & Sny-
der, 19785; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). In other words, an automatic pro-
cess was defined as satisfying the criteria of being unintentional, involun-
tary, effortless (i.e., not consumptive of limited processing capacity},
autonomous, and occurring outside of awareness. Currently, the consensus
definition of automaticity remains that it possess all of these features (see
reviews by Johnson & Hasher, 1987; Kahneman & Treisman, 1984; Lo-
gan & Cowan, 1984; Zbrodoff & Logan, 1986); this unitary nature 1s
what distinguishes the concept of automaticity from each of its defining
qualities (see also Fiske, Chapter 8, this volume).

Conscious or controlled processes, on the other hand, were defined as
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4 PART . BASIC PROCESSES

those that are under the flexible, intentional control of the individual, that
he or she is consciously aware of, and that are effortful and constrained
by the amount of attentional resources available at the moment (see also
Atkinson & Shiffrin, 1968; Logan, 1980; Necly, 1977; Shallice, 1972).
Any single cognitive process, then, was thought to be either controlled or
automatic (although most processing tasks are sufficiently complex to in-
volve a combination of automatic and controlled components; e.g., Shit-
frin & Schncider, 1977), according to this dual-mode model of cognition,

AUTOMATICITY AND ITS DISCONTENTS

It is a central aim of this chapter to persuade the reader that the assump-
tion thar a given cognitive process is cither automatic or controlled by
these definitional criteria is incorrect. What is more, my thesis is that this
assumption is misleading, resulting in faulty conclusions regarding the na-
ture of social-cognitive processing. Let us start with the assumption that a
cognitive process is either automatic or controlled, according to the defi-
nitional criteria of the two types. It logically follows that if a process fails
to mcet one or more of the criteria for one type, then it must be, by de-
fault, an instance of the other form of processing. For example, if a process
is found to occur effortlessly, or outside of awarcness, then it may be con-
cluded that the process is automatic because, by definition, it is not a con-
trolled process. On the assumption that the automatic and controlled pro-
cessing modes are mutually exclusive and exhaustive, if a process does not
meet all of the criteria for an automatic process, then it must be of the
controlled variety. Ascribing the guality of automaticity or control 1o a
process by default in this manner is therefore a direct consequence of as-
suming that the automatic—controlled dichotomy exhausts the universe of
cognitive processes.

What Does It Mean for a Social-Cognitive Process
to Be ““Antomatic”'?

Because, by defimition, a controlled process is not unintentional, or effort-
less, or autonomous, or involuntary, or occutring outside of conscious
awarcness, this “automaticity by defaalt” has meant in practice that a so-
cial-cognitive process has been considered to be automatic if it possesses
any of these qualitics. Thus, automaticity has been invoked to explain the
following processing cffects:

1. Effects of which a person is unaware (in making ateributions—
Taylor & Fiske, 1978; during impression formation—Higgins &
King, 1981; that result in emotional experience—Strauman & Hig-
gins, 1987},
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2. Effects that are relatively effortless, such that they will operate even
when attenttonal resources are scarce (e.g., Bargh & Thein, 1985,
Bargh & Tota, 1988; Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988).

3. Effects that are unintentional and occur even in the absence of
explicit intentions and goals (e.g., Winter & Uleman, 1984).

4, Effects that are autonomous, in that they will run by chemselves to
completion, without the necd of conscious attentional monitoring
{e.g., Smith, Branscombe, & Bormann, 1988; Smith & Lerner,
1986}.

5. Effects that are involuntary or uncontrollable even when one is
aware of them (e.g., Bargh & Pratto, 1986; Higgins, Chapter 3,
this volume; Wegner & Schneider, Chapter 9, this volume).

It is clear from these examples that the concept of automaticity has
become important in understanding a wide variety of social-perceptual and
social-judgmental phenomena. It is also apparent that several of the com-
ponent criteria of automaticity have been investigated in their own right
because of their relevance for these research domains, But as the present
review of the social research into automatic phenomena indicates, most of
these findings meet only one or two of the defining criteria of antomaticity,
and not the others.

A few examples may illustrate the point to be developed more com-
pletely later. Several studies of automaticity in impression formation (c.g.,
Bargh & Thein, 1985; Gilbert & Krull, 1988} and social judgment (e.g.,
Smith & Lerner, 1986) have shown subjects to be able to engage in task-
relevant forms of processing very efficiently, even when attentional re-
sources arc scarce. Becausc these routinized modes of thought are rela-
tively independent of the availability of conscious attention, they are au-
tomatic in the “efficient” or “effortless” sense. But in these studics, subjects
were given explicit instructions by the experimenter to form an impression
or make the judgment. Thus, it could not be said that the subjects per-
formed these cognitive operations unintentionally or involuntarily, or that
they werce not aware of doing so or could not stop themselves.

By the same token, many processing effects that have been shown to
be unintentional depend on conscious and attentional processing of some
form for their occurrence. Examples of these unintended outcomes of in-
tended and aware thought arc the activation of accessible attitudes upon
perception of the attitude object (Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes,
1986}, trait categorizations of behavioral information (Uleman, 1987; Winter
& Uleman, 1984), and most category-priming demonstrations {c.g., Hig-
gins & King, 1981; Wyer & Srull, 1986).

Intention, Awareness, Efficiency, and Control as Separate Issues

These examples, and the other research to be reviewed herein, illustrate

that there is a problem both with the unitary definition of automaticity
*
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and with the assumption that automatic and controlled processes, as con-
scnsually defined, exhaust all possibilities. These difficulties with the con-
cept of automaticity are not unique to social-cognitive research by any
means, having been noted and debated for several years within cognitive
psychology. Whereas in social cognition the research emphasis in this de-
cade has been on documenting the automatic (albeit single-criterion—un-
intended or efficient) aspects of perceptual and judgmental processes pre-
viously assumed 1o be conscious and deliberate, in cognitive psychology
just the reverse has been true. Processes previousty believed to be proto-
typic exatnples of antomaticity—for instance, the activation of a word’s
meaning during reading; cffects of semantic priming and spreading acti-
vation; the Stroop color—word interference effect; and well-practiced vi-
sual target detection—have all been shown to require some attentional re-
sources (and thus not to be completely effortless), and not to occur if the
subject has certain processing goals {e.g., Dark, Johnston, Myles-Worsley,
& Farah, 1985; Hoffman & MacMillan, 1985; Kahneman & Henik, 1981;
Ogden, Martin, & Paap, 1980). In addition, as Logan and Cowan (1984)
have pointed out, most processes that are popularly considered to be au-
tomartic, such as typing, reading, driving, and walking, arc actually highly
conerolled, in that they arc intentional and stoppable. Furthcrmore, one is
usually awarc of such routinized action sequences while they are occur-
ring, although one does not need to pay active attention to them because
of their autonomous nature {Norman & Shallice, 1986). It sometimes hap-
pens that people are aware of performing complex actions, even though
they did not intend them, as in the “action slips” documented by Norman
{1981).

Thus, attention, awareness, intention, and contro! do not necessarily
occur together in an all-or-none fashion. They are to some cxtent indepen-
dent qualities that may appear in various combinations. As there is ample
evidence that antomatic processing is not unitary, such that all of its com-
ponent propertics do not co-occur, so also arc there no compelling theo-
retical reasons to believe in its unitary nature {Zbrodoff & Logan, 1986).
On these grounds, Zbrodoff and Logan (1986} concluded that it would be
mote profitable to investigate the individual properties separartely.

It is clear that continuing to treat intentionality, awareness, efficiency,
and control as a composite, all-or-none package may well confuse rather
than clarify thesc component issues, which are of great importance in their
own right to the study of social perception, judgment, and behavior. Take,
for example, the conclusion that stereatyping is “automatic” because one
finds that it is an efficient and easily activated process. As Fiske (Chapter
8, this volume)} argues, consumers of such research in the legal arena may
quite logically take this conctusion to mean that there is evidence that
stereotyping is uncontrollable as well, and there would be important and
far-rcaching consequences for findings of responsibility in discrimination
cases. Mare than that, studies that have found stereotype activation to be
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efficient have at the same time found the use of such steteotypes in making
judgments about others to be controllable, given values or motivation not
to do so (Devine, 1987).

Another example is the proposal that dispositional attributions are
made “automatically” becausc they are made more easily and efficiently
than situational ones (e.g., Gilbert, Chapter 6, this volume; Smith & Miller,
1983; Winter, Uleman, & Cunniff, 1983); this conclusion has been inter-
preted to mean that such judgments often are made unintentionally and
involuntarily (e.g., Hastie & Park, 1986; Trope, 1986). Whether attribu-
tions are made with little or no conscious consideration, or only through
a deliberate weighing of evidence following certain rules, has been an issue
of great theoretical importance within attribution theory and research for
many years (c.g., Hansen, 1980; Jones, 1979; Kruglanski, 1980; Langer,
1978; Winter & Ulecman, 1984).

All Automaue Processing Is Conditional

If one examines the uses of the label “automatic”™ within social psychol-
ogy, one finds that some of the processes are intended, whereas others
require recent conscious and intentional processing of related informa-
tional input, or attentional resources. Still others are not intended, but do
depend on goal-driven processing of a certain kind. As discussed in this
chapter, the obtained automatic effects fall into certain regular classes:
those that occur prior to conscious awareness (““preconscious’ automatic-
ity); those that require some form of conscious processing but that pro-
duce an unintended outcome {“postconscious” automaticity); and thosc
that require a specific type of intentional, goal-dirccted processing (“goal-
dependent” automaticity). Subtypes within each of these major classes can
also be delincated, based on variations in their necessary instigating con-
ditions. These types of processes clearly vary as to the conditions needed
to produce the effect in question: whether subject’s awareness of certain
stimuli is a requirement, whether focal-—spacial attention is necessary, and
whether a certain goal or intention must be operative,

All automaticity is conditional; it is dependent on the occurrence of
some specific set of circumstances. A cognitive process is automatic given
certain enabling circumstances, whether it be merely the presence of the
triggering proximal stimulus, or that plus a specific goal-directed state of
mind and sufficient attentional resources. The varions phenomena labeled
as “automatic” within social psychology vary greatly in the number and
quality of the conditions explicitly required for them to occur. Moreover,
there are many such “‘automatic” effects that may have implicit or “hid-
den” preconditions, due to the specifics of the experimental procedures.
Numecrous studies administer mood or attitude or personality inventories
just prior to experimental tests of the “automaticity” of the subject’s cog-
nitive processing in the domain of the questionnaire. Given what is known

.
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about the residual effects of recent conscious thought {sce below; also Hig-
gins & Bargh, 1987; Wyer & Srull, 1986), one cannot tell from such ex-
perimental designs whether the obtained effect would occur without the
extensive prior thoughe (see Bargh, 1984; Bargh & Tora, 1988). Another
difficulty in interpretation results from the specific instructions given the
subjects. If one instructs them to form an impression of a target person,
for example, and then finds that they do so cven when operating under
severe attentional shortage (Bargh & Thein, 1985; Gilbert et al., 1988},
one cannot conclude that such impression formation, however efficient and
effortless, would have occurred in the absence of the explicit goal. If sub-
jects have the task of differentiating between various stimuli, and then
learn to do so (e.g., Lewicki, 1986b), their pattern identification abilities
have not yet been shown to be independent of the intention and goal of
learning the patterns.

When such implicit assumptions arc put to the test, they are often
found to be invalid. For cxample, impressions are not always formed in
the absence of an impression formation goal (see Bargh & Thein, 1985, p.
1143; Sherman, Zehner, Johnson, & Hirt, 1983; Wycr & Gordon, 1982;
Wyer & Srull, 1986}, and implicit pattern learning docs not occur unless
onc attends to the task and attempts to learn the target pattern (Nissen &
Bullemer, 1987).

Johnson and Hasher (1987) concluded from their teview of automa-
ticity research that one must be very carcful o specify all of the necessary
conditions for producing a given effect {instructions, attention availability,
direction of focal-spatial attention, etc.), because “theoretical ideas based
* on incomplcte task analyscs are likely to be wrong™ (p. 655). If such task
analyses arc important to a complete understanding of the operation of
the relatively simple cognitive tasks reviewed by Johnson and Hasher (e.g.,
lexical decision, word pronunciation), then they are even more critical for
phenomena of interest in social perception and cognition,

The Ecology of Automaticity

Deconstructing the concept of automaticity into its component features
also facilitates an assessment of the ecological validity of the phenomenon
in question by focusing attention on the extent to which the phenomenon
pussesses each of the separate qualitics, instead of just one or two. Among
the issues that this would help to address are the following:

1. If the effcct requires an exphlicit intention or goal on the part of the
subject, how likely is the person to have such a goal outside the labora-
tory? Arc there individual differences in motivation, values, or interests,
for example, that would make it more or less likely for a person to have
this goal or intention in the first place, and if so, to have it to a greater or
lesser degree? And does the cffect depend on not only the specific inten-
tion, but one of a certain minimal strength? Are there situational factors
that are likely to produce such imtentions?

*
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2. If the effect requires the availability of attentional capacity, then
will such capacity be available in natural settings? For example, findings
in the area of person memory (Srull, 1981, Experiment 4), causal attribu-
tion {see Gilbert et al., 1988}, impression formation (Bargh & Thein, 1985;
Strack, Erber, & Wicklund, 1982}, and stercotyping {Pratto & Bargh, 1988)
are different under a shortage of attentional resources than with ample
attention available, and such minimal attention allocation may be the norm
outside the laboratory.

3. Is the effect controllable, or will it occur even when the person
does not intend it and is trying to stop it {scc Tait & Silver, Chapter 12,
this volume; Wegner & Schneider, Chapter 9, this volume)? If a person is
not aware of the cffect, will making the person aware allow him or her to
conitol it (see Moretti & Shaw, Chapter 13, this volume)?

Clearly, the fewer the conditions that have to be in place to produce
an effect, and the more likely those conditions are to occur in the social
environment, the more general and constant the effect will be. Cognitive
processes that require only registration of the triggering proximal stimulus
pattern, and that will occur even if the person is trying to prevent them,
will be the most generally influcntial in ongoing and subsequent judgment
and behavior. These have been referred to by Fodor (1983) as “‘input pro-
cesses™; they are unavoidable and uncontrollable (e.g., basic sensory en-
coding). For example, try as one might, it is not possible to see the oranges
in a bowl as actually being purple, ot the sky at noon as a vivid red. On
the other hand, processes that require intention and attentional resources
in addition to the triggering stimulus pattern are less gencral, because at-
tention may not be available and other intentiens might be in place when
the proximal stimulus event occurs, The prediction and understanding of
any given phenomenon will be greatly enhanced by the discovery of those
component processes that automatically occur given the least provocation.

In summary, the concept of automaticity continues to be important to
understanding social perception, judgment, and interaction, but it has as-
sumed a variety of meanings that correspond to its scparate defining qual-
ities. [f one is not aware of a process, or does not nced to consciously
momtor its operation, or does not intend it, the process often is considered
to be automatic in nature, despite the fact that it is manifestly controlled
and conscious in all other respects. “This problem can be traced to the
underlying assumptions that the defining features of automaticity will nee-
essarily co-oceur, and that the antomatic—ontrolled dichotomy compriscs
the entire set of cognitive processes. However, it is becoming ever more
obvious that these assumptions are inherently invalid.

As noted elsewhere in this volume as well {(e.g., sec the chapters by
Fiske, Gilbert, Logan, and Uleman), the multiple meanings of the concept
of “automaticity” that are currently in nse have resulted in some confusion
as to what one means by the term. Because social-psychological rescarch
is not really concerned with the question of whether automatic processing

™
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exists in its purest form, but rather with the individual component issues
of intentionality, awarcness, autonomy, and efficiency, the ficld would be
better served if research explored these separate issues in their own right.
Namely, does a process require attention? Does it require one’s intention
that it occur? Does it occur involuntarily? Does it depend on recent preac-
tivating or priming experience? In other words, theory should conceptual-
ize the judgment or behavior process of interest as automatic given certain
necessary conditions, and research should focus on establishing those min-
imal conditions nceded to produce the effect.

VARIETIES OF AUTOMATICITY

The several demonstrations of automatic processing of social stimuli have
varied widely as to their necessary conditions. Some require conscious
awarcness and attentional processing; some need preactivation alone with-
out necessarily any awareness of the preactivating event; some are depen-
dent on spccific processing goals; and some require the intention that the

TABLE 1.1. Necessary Conditions for Each of the Several Varieties of
Automatic Processing

Precondition

Awarencss  Specific  Intention Allocanon  Censcious

of processing that of focal guidance
Variety of instigating goal in effect attention to
automaticity stimulus place occur to process  completion
Preconscious
Construct
activation No No No No Nao
Evaluation
and affect No No Nao Neo No
Postconscious
Reverberatory Yes No No No No
Residual Yes No No No No
Goal-dependent
Unintended
Side effect Yes Yes No Yes No
Context-
dependent Yes Yes No Neo No
Intended
Autonomous
procedures Yes Yes Yes No No
Incubation Yes Yes Yes No No
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effect itsell occur. Technically speaking, all of these effects are quasi-au-
tomatic, but each of them nonetheless captures some essence of what it
means to be automatic. A review of these findings follows, organized in
terms of necessary conditions and ordered from the fewest to the greatest
number of them. Table 1.1 contains a summary of the prerequisites for
each of the varieties of antomaticity delincated in this section.

Preconscious Automaticity

Preconscious processes require only the triggering proximal stimulus cvent,
and occur prior to or in the absence of any conscious awarencss of that
event. In these forms of environmental analysis reside the interpretative
analyses that produce the “givens” of consciousness and the starting point
of controlled processing. Preconscious processes operate uncontrotlably,
autonomously, involuntarily, and nearly effortlessly. Fodor (1983) has lik-
ened preconscious input analyses to reflexes, as “they are automatically
triggered by the stimuli they apply to” (p. 55).

To be precise, inside the precondition of the presence of the relevant
proximal stimulus event is the additional one that the environmental event
to be preconsciously analyzed be detected by the sensory apparatus. This
requires, at least in the case of vision, the allocation of spatial attention to
the relevant part of the environmental field (Kahneman & Treisman, 1984).
In other words, a modicum of attention allocation may be necessary for
registration of the proximal stimuli, even though the analysis of the stim-
ulus takes place prior to conscious awareness (see Kahneman & Treisman,
1984, and Norman & Shallice, 1986, for more on the distinction between
attention and awareness). Because many such preawareness and involun-
tary processes have been shown to require some minimal amount of atten-
tional processing (Dark et al., 1985; Kahneman & Treisman, 1984), the
term “preconscious” is preferred here to the term “preattentive” (e.g.,
Neisser, 1967}, and the strong claim of completely cffortless preconscious
processing 1s not made here (see Kahneman & Treisman, 1984).

The importance of the preconscious variety of antomaticity is two-
fold. First of all, the validity of the interpretations and evaluations that arc
made prior to awarcness and that constitute one’s subjective experience
are then trusted as accurate and valid, precisely because the person 1s not
aware of any inferential activity { Johnson & Raye, 1981; Jones & Nisbett,
1971). Thus, these interpretations are not questioned, but are seen as un-
doubtedly valid sources of information, and are as a result a prime source
of judgments and decisions (Andersen, 1984; Andersen & Ross, 1984,
Bargh, 1988; Jacoby & Kelley, 1987; Jones & Nisbett, 1971). Second,
there is an increasingly influential model of consciousness {to be discussed
ptesently), to the effect that consciousness is a construction of the world
that integrates all current sources of activated memory locations, both those
preconsciously and those intentionally activated. Thus, preconscious anal-
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yses also may play an indirect role in memory and judgmental processcs,
even when the output or products of such analyses are not expressed in
phenomenal awareness, through their influence on the outcome of the
judgment or interpretation that is made consciously.

Chronically Accessible Social Constructs

Two major forms of chronic preconscious interpretative influences have
been studied in social cognition: social construct activation and evaluation
extraction. Through freguent and consistent activation by the environ-
ment, social constructs representing types of behavior (c.g., honesty, self-
ishness, aggressiveness) become capable of being activated by the relevant
proximal stimulus information itsclf, without the need for conscious inten-
tion or goals or attention, or any awareness that the information has been
thus categorized {Bargh, 1984; Higgins & King, 1981). As a consequence,
chronically accessible constructs are more likely to become activated by
relevant information than are constructs that require intentional, goal-di-
rected processing to be used. Considerable individual differences emerge in
the content of the chronically accessible constructs one possesses {(Higgins,
King, & Mavin, 1982); these are presumably due to differences in idiosyn-
cratic lifc experiences (i.e., long-term social covironment).

The interpretative influence of chronically accessible constructs was
demonstrated in onc study (Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 1986). We
found that subjects with a chronically accessible construct for kind or shy
bchavior were more likely to interpret ambiguously kind ot shy target be-
haviors in terms of that trait than were other subjects, in the absence of
any priming or preactivation of these constructs, and in an experimental
session held 2 months after the assessment of chronicity was made.

The implication that chronically accessible constructs should exert a
preconscious influence on the selection of social information, so that chronic
construct-relevant information would be more likely to influence conscions
judgments, has found empirical support as well. Higgins et al. {1982) found
that subjects were more likely to later remember those behaviors of a tar-
get person that corresponded to the subjects’ chronically accessible con-
structs than those that did not. Using the Stroop color—word technique to
test the involuntary and uncontrollable aspects of preconscious construct
activarion {see Logan, 1980; Kahneman & Treisman, 1984}, we (Bargh &
Pratto, 1986) found that subjects required more time to name the color of
trait adjectives that corresponded to their chronically accessible constructs
than those that corresponded to their maccessible constructs. As the word
meanings were irrelevant to the color-naming task, it was in the subjects’
interest to ignore them, yet the chronically accessible material proved more
of an involuntary distraction. And information relevant to subjects’ self-
concept also caused greater distraction from the conscious and intentional
task (i.c., shadowing a list of words in the dichotic listening task), cven
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These structures would thus constitute a preconscious influence on the
interpretation of target behaviors and on decisions abour the targets (see
Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985). Several studies have documented the unin-
tenttonal aspects of stereotype activation (e.g., McArthur & Friedman, 1980;
Mills & Tyrrell, 1983), and others have shown the efficient and relatively
effortless nature of stereotype operation {Devine, 1987; Pratto & Bargh,
1988).

Evaluation and Affect

The second major form of preconscious meaning extraction that has been
investigated is affect or evaluation {(see Bargh, 1988; Spielman, Pratto, &
Bargh, 1988, for reviews). Johnson {1983), Gordon and Holycak {1983},
Jacob and Kelley (1987}, and Mandler and Nakamura {1987} have dis-
cussed how liking for a person or other environmental object or event may
be due to the buildup of a sensory representation of the physical features
of the stimulus that is not available to conscious introspection. Theoret-
cally, the greater ease or fluency with which the sensory representation
enables the stimulus to be perceived results in a positively valenced feeling
of familiarity that is misattributed by the subject to qualities of the stimu-
lus itself {(Zajonc, 1968, 1980; but see Mandler, Nakamura, & Van Zandr,
1987). Thus, the mere exposure cffect of frequency of experience on liking
may be produced entirely preconsciously (Kunst-Wilson 8¢ Zajonc, 1980;
Seamon, Brody, & Kauff, 1983; Wilson, 1979). The importance of such
automatic and preconsciously extracted affecr has been demonstrated for
concurrent and subsequent consciously made social judgments and behav-
ioral decisions. Bornstein, Leone, and Galley (1987) subliminally presented
a photograph of a confederate repeatedly to subjects in a firse task, and
then the subjects interacted with him and another confederate in a subse-
quent group decision-making task. During the group discussion, subjects
expressed agreement with the confederate whose photograph they had been
exposed to reliably more often than they did with the other confederate,
apparently because they had greater liking for the target confederate due
to their prior subliminal processing of his facial fearures.

Postconscious Automaticity

Another variety of automancity 1s that which depends on recent conscious
experience and attentional processing of some type for its occurrence. This
postconscious influence on processing can be defined as the nonconscious
consequences of conscious thought. The conscious expericnce may be in-
tentional, or it may be unintentional—what is important is chat the mate-
rial be in awareness. Much of the contents of awareness are driven by the
environment, and one does not intend or control the flood of these percep-
tual experiences, vet they should still result in postconscious effects.
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(with strength defined in terms of speed of evaluation) automatically acti-
vate that evaluation upon the mere perception of the object, person, or
cvent in the environment, Fazio et al, {(1986) demonstrated the automatic
evaluation effect by employing the names of subjects’ strong-attitude ob-
jects as primes in an evaluative decision task, Subjects were instructed to
attend to cach prime in order to be able to repeat it out loud at the end of
the trial.> When presented immediately before adjectives of the same val-
ence, the names of these strong-actitude objects facilitated the cask of eval-
uating the adjectives, compared to a baseline prime condition; when the
object names were presented before oppositely valenced adjectives, deci-
sion times were slowed. Such priming influences did not accrue for weak-
attitude objects {i.e., objects to which subjects were slow to respond). Ap-
parently, conscious attention to a strong-attitude object name automati-
cally activated the evaluation associated with it, so that subjects were faster
to make that evaluative response for the target adjective and slower to
make the opposite cvaluative response {presumably due to the need to in-
hibit the primed evaluation from becoming the [incorrect| response; sce
Logan, 1980; Neely, 1977).

There was some indication in the Fazio ¢t al. (1986) study that the
automatic evaluation effect might not be restricted to just the most strongly
held attitudes. [n their Experiment 3, the evaluative priming cffect was
obtained even for attitude objects that were relatively weak (i.c., slowly
evaluated). In a rccent serics of experiments, we {Bargh, Chaiken, Pratto,
& Govender, 1988) found that at least 70% of the artitude objects in the
Fazio et al, {1986) study showed the automatic evaluation effect, with the
size of the cffect nearly identical throughout the range of attitude responsc
speeds. The only attitnde objects that did #ot show the effects were the
very weakest, and even these were found to show the effect under certain
expetimental conditions. Vhus, the antomatic and preconscions acoivation
of evaluations may be a very general and pervasive phenomenon.

An intriguing aspect of these findings is that activation was found to
spread from one activated representation to others of similar valence. ‘Thus,
even though Johnson and Tversky (1983) varied the degree of similarity
between the event that subjects were asked to think about in order to
induce the desired affective state, and the event of which they judged the
likelihood, the degree of similarity did not affect the results. For example,
subjects were more likely than a control group to believe they would get
cancer, whether they had just read about someone who had cancer or
someone who dicd in a fire. Moreover, the preconscious evaluative prim-
ing effects obtained in the Fazio et al. (1986) and Bargh, Chaiken, ct al.
{1988) studics, as well as by Greenwald, Liu, and Klinger (1986}, occurred
for randomly paired attitude objects and adjectives of the same valence,
such that no other features besides valence were shared. On the basis of
thesc findings, in which evaluative similarity was the only linking feature
between prime and target concepts, it scems that there may exist scparate
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positive and negative affective networks that are independent from other
semantic and lexical networks (see Bargh, 1988; Clark & [sen, 1982).

Postconscious effects due to mood-congruent spreading activation often
involve declarative knowledge as well as episodic memories; temporary
construct accessibility may be increased either by recent activation by con-
struct-relevant features or by activation spreading to that construct from
other representations to which it is linked by evaluative valence (sce Bargh,
1988}. For example, subjects are most likely to incidentally recall thosce
self-relevant trait adjectives that are congruent in valence with their exper-
imentally induced mood state (Brown & Taylor, 1986). And not only can
mood states influence construct accessibilities, but the reverse 1s true as
well: Strauman and Higgins (1987} showed that presenting a subjcct with
trait adjectives in a sentence completion task that were related to that sub-
ject’s specific emotional vulnerabilities (e.g., agitation, depression) auto-
matically activated those emotions on line, as indicated by physiological
reactions,

Residual Effects (“Priming”)

The best-known cxample of residual postconscious influences is the dem-
onstration of temporary category accessibility effects. In these experiments,
a social construct such as hastile or independent is activated by relevant
information in one context, and the subject is then shown to be more
likely to use that construct to interpret the behavior of a target person in
an apparently unrelated second task {see Higging, Chapter 3, this volume;
sce also reviews by Higgins & Bargh, 1987; Wyer & Srull, 1986). The
activation of the construct in the “priming” task is typically nonsocial in
naturc, such as having subjects use construct-related words in a sentence
construction task (e.g., Srull & Wyer, 1979), or presenting the priming
stimuli as “memory words” to hold in mind while performing another task
(Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977).

Recent category-relevant conscious cxperience thus increases the ac-
cessibility {and likelihood of use) of that category in subscguent processing
for some time thereafter, after the relevant input is no longer in conscious
awareness (see Higgins, Bargh, & Lombardi, 1985; Lombardi, Higgins, &
Bargh, 1987). The primed constructs, while active, exert a contextually
preconscious influence on the selection and interpretation of relevant prox-
tmal stimuli,

Residual postconscious or priming effects have been obtained for more
abstract memory representations as well. The self-concept may be prima-
ble; Fenigstein and Levine {1984}, for example, found that subjects who
were nstructed to use the pronouns “I” and “me” in a preliminary task

subscquently made more sclf-attributions in an ostensibly unrelated task
than did subjects who had earlier used third-person pronouns (see also
Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Strauman, 1986, Stady 2; Pyszczynski & Green-
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berg, 1987; Rhodewalt & Agustsdottir, 1986}. And Chaiken (1987) and
her colleagnes have shown in a series of studies that simple decision rules
for use in processing persuasive messages may be primable by recent ex-
perience. Subjects were exposed to a “rule of thumb” {e.g., *More is bet-
ter,” “Experts can be trusted™) as the theme of a message in a first exper-
iment. In an ostensibly unrelated second experiment that followed
immediately, subjects were presented with a persuasive message, and thosc
who had becn primed with a decision rule were more likely to use it to
cvaluate the validity of the message than were nonprimed subjects. It shounld
be noted that what was postconsciously automatic in these studies was not
the processing of the persuasive message per se, which was clearly inten-
tional, but the adoption of a particular heuristic strategy (as opposed to a
more controlled and systematic mode) with which to evaluate the message
(Sherman, 1987, pp- 80-81),

Posteconscious Sources of Preconscious Influence

The preconscions automatic influences discussed earlier are structural n-
terpretative biases that operate on the relevant informational input even
when in a dormant (i.c., not recently active) state. What might be termed
“contextual precanscious™ influences result from the priming or preacti-
vation of sucial constrncts or knowledge structures, so that the temporatily
active structures simulate the chronically active, preconscious processes in
their effects on selection and interpretation of environmental information.
The only difference betwecn chronic and contextual preconscious auto-
maticity in terms of their necessary preconditions is therefore that the lat-
ter and not the former requires an activating stimulus event prior to the
automatic influence on subsequent interpretation of informational input.
To the extent that such priming or preactivation requires the intervention
of conscious processing and attention, the consequence influence on pro-
cessing is properly considered as postconscious in nature.

Postconscious states thus can result in preconscious influences on sub-
sequent processing. The similarity of chronic and contextual preconscious
influences is shown by the fact that they indcpendently produce the same
effects on the interpretation of ambiguously relevant social events. The
Bargh et al. {1986} experiment was designed to assess how chronic and
contextual sources of preconscious construct accessibility influences inter-
acted. Thus, half of the chronic and half of the nonchronic subjects were
also primed outside of their awareness with trait-relevant adjectives; the
remaining subjects were not primed. Both the chronic and the temporary
accessibility (priming) factors demonstrated reliable main cifects on the
impression tatings of the target person: The chronics considered the per-
son to be more kind {shy) than did the nonchronics, even in the no-prim-
ing condition, and subjects who were subliminally primed thought the tar-
get to be more kind {shy} than nonprimed subjects, even within the
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nonchronic group. Thus, for a given construct, chronic and contextual
sources of preconscious influence appear to combine additively, and both
sources have the same quality of influence over interpretation of construct-
relevant information (see also Bargh, Lombardi, & Higgins, 1988}.% In
addition, contextual salience effects occur when the person or event is in-
consistent either with the postconscious effects of the current situation {c.g.,
Taylor 8¢ Fiske, 1978) or with the preconscious effects of normative long-
term knowledge {e.g., McArthur, 1981). And activation appears to spread
among evalnatively similar memory representations, whether the initial ac-
tivation is preconscious {e.g., Greenwald et al., 1986) or conscious (e.g.,
Isen et al., 1978). For the duration of their residnal or reverberatory acti-
vation, postconscious processes may simulate preconscious effects on sub-
jective experience and conscious judgments {see review by Hipgins & Bargh,
1987).

Despite these functional similarities, the distinction between precon-
scious and postconscious processing is an important one. The two forms
of automaticity differ in a fundamental way—the necessity of conscious
awareness of the activating event—and this difference has important im-
plications for their relative powers to influence subsequent judgment and
behavior. As argued elsewhere in this chapter, the importance of precon-
scious automaticity lies in the fact that one implicitly trusts in the veracity
of the interpretation made, because one is not aware of any processing
effort being applied. In the case of postconscious effects, however, con-
scious awareness of and attention to the stimulus event are necessary, so
that one is much more likely to be aware of the possible influence of that
event on concurrent inferences and judgments (e.g., Jacoby & Kelley, 1987;
Johnson, 1983). There is thus a greater probability in the postconscious
case that when later considering their opinions or feelings about the person
or event they have encountered, people will realize that the consciously
noted occurrence might have an influence over their judgment. Moreover,
it has been found that the residual postconscious effects of priming social
constructs on subsequent judgments are dramatically different when the
activating information still resides in consciousness at the time the judg-
ment is made, compared to when the material is no longer in conscious-
ness (Lombardi et al., 1987). As the likclihood of the activating event’s
remaining in conscious awareness at the time of its influence over judg-
ment or behavior is necessarily greater for antomatic effects that require
conscious awarcness of the event than for those that do not, the quality of
the auromatic influence as well as one’s ability to control for it may de-
pend on whether the effect is preconscious or postconscious.

Goal-Dependent Automaticity

A third major variety of automaticity in social psychology is that which is
goal-dependent, because not only does it require conscious processing in




20 PART I. BASIC PROCESSES

order to occur, it depends on the person’s having a particular processing
goal. There are two important forms of such goal-dependent automaticity,
differing as to whether the outcome of the processing is intended or not.
One form is goal-directed processing that produces concomitant effects
that are not intended by the person. One example of such unintended goal-
dependent automaticity is the encoding of target behaviors in terms of
personality trait constructs by subjects who are instrucred merely to mem-
orize the sentences containing the behaviors (Winter & Uleman, 1984;
Winter ct al., 1985),

Intended goal-dependent automaticity, on the other hand, occurs au-
tonomously and outside of awareness, and its output is what was intended
by the current processing goal, Well-practiced procedures that one inten-
tionally employs in social judgment (Smith & Lerner, 1986) or pattern
discrimination (Lewicki, 1986b), or as part of a complex skilled action
{(Norman & Shallice, 1986}, qualify as this type of automaticity.

Unintended Goal-Dependent Awtomaticity

Unintended geal-dependent automatic effects have as a necessary precon-
dition the instantiation of specific processing contexts, but they are uain-
tended consequences of those intentional thought processes. There arc two
major varicties: (1} the storage in memory of abstract encodings as umn-
tended “side effects™ of another, intended process; and (2} the unintended
activation and subscquent influence of social constructs and constroct
systems as a consequence of the current processing context,

Perhaps the best-known form of side-effect encodings when social in-
formation is being processed is the encoding of behaviors in terms of per-
sonality trait concepts. Several studies have shown that exposure to behav-
iors in a task in which trait inferences are not necessary or relevant {(e.g.,
constructing grammatical sentences from a randomly ordered word string)
activates the abstract trait concept to which the behavior is relevant, which
then is more likely to be used to encode subsequent ambiguously relevant
information (c.g., Bargh, Lombardi, & Higgins, 1988; Higgins ct al., 1985;
Srull & Wyer, 1979). Winter and Uleman (1984; Winter et al., 1985) showed
that subjects trying to memorize sentences that contained trait-relevant be-
haviors encoded that trait concept as part of the episodic memonal repre-
sentation of the sentence, as demonstrated by the effectiveness of adjectives
related to the trait concept as retrieval cues for the sentence {sec Uleman,
1987).

A study by Maoskowitz and Uleman (1987) showed that the trait-en-
coding effect depended on the subjects’ particular processing goal. Subjects
had to at least intend to comprehend the meaning of the sentence; if they
focused on the physical (i.e., the typeface) or the phonemic aspects of the
sentence, the effect did not occur. (This finding is similar to that in the
area of semantic priming, in which activation docs not spread between
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retated concepts if subjects are instructed to search for a particular letter
in the priming word; c.g., Henik, Friedrich, & Kellogg, 1983; Hoffman &
MacMillan, 1985.) Moreover, an impression formation goal resulted in
the strongest effect (see also Bassili & Smith, 1986).

It may be, however, that such encodings are the default state, and
occur wrless a relatively unusual, overriding processing goal is in place.
That is, these encodings may not depend on a specific goal state as much
as they may be interfered with by a special type of processing. This dis-
onction is important for ecological considerations, as in natural settings
these speaial processing goals may tarely if ever occur. What the findings
of Winter, Uleman, and their colleagues imply, therefore, is that an auto-
matic and unintended way in which people understand and cncede social
behavioral information is in terms of personality trait dimensions, even
when they are processing behaviors for purposes unrelated to their social
aspects. A precondition for this effect is that one must be intending to
understand the meaning of the behavioral information for such sponta-
neous encodings to occur; yet it may be that this comprehension goal is
nearly always in place (sce Srull & Wyer, 1986). The importance of the
processing-context-dependent automaticity of trait encodings from behayv-
ioral input is that it is probably a major contributor to the tendency of
people to make dispositional trait artributions from bchavioral evidence,
especially when their ability or inclination to consciously undertake an
attributional analysis is precluded in some way (see Gilbert, Chaprer 6,
this volume; Trope, 1986).

Another form of side-effect encoding is the phenomenon known as
“implicit learning™ (e.g., Gordon & Holyoak, 1983; Reber, 1967). Onc is
capable of picking up patterns in incoming information that one is attend-
ing to, even when one is not trying to learn that pattern. Gordon and
Holyoak (1983, Experiment 1), for example, found that subjects trying to
memorize letter strings nonetheless learned repeated pattern sequences, 2s
shown by subjects’ performance in classifying subsequently presented novel
strings as being similar or dissimilar to the earlier sct of strings. In a sec-
ond experiment, the investigators found thar subjects’ liking judgments of
test stimuli they had not seen before were a function of the stimuli’s simi-
larity to previously shown patterns that subjects were instructed only to
“look at.”

Docs implicit learning such as this oceur for social stimuli? Recently,
Lewicki (1986a) has argned that the detection of covariation between per-
somality traits and physical features (such as hair length and voice pitch) is
“nonconscions.” The pairing of these traits and features in the fiest pact of
the experiments was shown to influence the subscquent evaluation of novel
target persons, with subjects evidencing no awareness of the relation be-
tween the traits and features in the earlier part of the study, nor of the
influence of the features on their later judgments. That subjects were not
able to report on the sensory features guiding their responsc in these ex-
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periments is consistent with considerable recent research on the dissocia-
tion of scnsory storage from conscious access to it (see reviews by Graf &
Mandler, 1984; Jacoby & Kclley, 1987; Johnson, 1983; Johnson & Hasher,
1987).

[t is important to note, however, that in all of Lewicki’s demonstra-
tions of covariation detection using social stimuli {Lewicki, 1982, 1985,
1986a, 1986b), subjects were instructed to form an impression of the rar-
get person to whom they were paying conscious attention, and were also
informed that the study was an examination of their personality assess-
ment abilitics. As Nissen and Bullemer (1987) have shown, such implicit
pattern learning does #ot occur unless one attends to the task and attempts
to learn the target parttern. Nissen and Bullemer concluded that their find-
ings “emphasize the importance of distinguishing between attending to the
task itself and being aware of information carried by the task. Subjects
could learn the sequence without being aware of it, but not without at-
tending to the task itself” (1987, p. 29). Thus, the influence of the feature—
trait exposure on the subsequent evaluation of novel rarget persons in the
Lewicki experiments may have depended on the explicit impression for-
mation instructions and the framing of the experiment in terms of “per-
sonality assessment.” Yet the outcome of the processing—the encoding of
feature—trait relations and their later influence—was not intended by sub-
jects, and so these effccts satisfy the criteria for side-effect automaticity,

Recently, some assumed processing effects of the side-effect, unin-
tended variety of encoding have been found not to occur, Smith and Kihls-
trom {1987) found thar a subject’s “implicit personality theory” of how
traits covary did not affect the organizarion of personality-relevant mate-
rial about a target person encoded into memory (see also Lewicki, 1986a,
p. 111). Moreover, the evidence frequently cited 1o support the assumption
that social perceivers routinely go beyond the information given and en-
code schema-consistent information that was not actually present has been
found lacking, and the assumption of internally generated intrusions at
encoding has been found to be unsubstantiated (Higgins & Bargh, 1987;
sec also Johnson & Raye, 1981). Another widely held assumption has been
that during reading, material is automatically associated if it shares a com-
mon overarching theme. Seifert, McKoon, Abclson, and Raccliff (1986)
showed that different stories that shared a common underlying theme were
not associated together in terms of the common theme in subjects’ memory
for the information, unless subjects had the goal of detecting the abstract
similarity, Seifert et al. (1986) concluded that such thematic connections
are not made automatically in reading narrative material, but are strategy-
dependent. These studies highlight the importance of testing the conditions
under which effects assumed to be automatic do and do not oceur.

The second type of unintended goal-dependent antomatic processing,
context-dependent automaticity, is the unintended activation of memory
locations by the intended instantiation of a specific processing goal, so that
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in motion, operates with little or no artentional involvement, Sometimes
the less frequent behavioral variations on such routine themes default into
the routine actions themselves, because the needed attentional controf and
direction are not asserted. William James's (1890) example of the man
who goes upstairs to dress for dinner and winds up in bed after undressing
illustrates this point.

Intended Goal-Dependent Automaticity

According to the most recent edition of Webster's New International Dic-
tionary, the central meaning of the term “automatic™ is ““involuntary” or
“unintentional.” Thus it 1s somewhat paradoxical to reler to an “inten-
tional” form of automaticity—one for which both the instigation and the
outcome of the process are desired and controlled. However, the notion of
a form of aucomaticity that requires an intentional instigation follows log-
ically from the present thesis of conditional automaticities. Such processes
are autonomous, not needing to be controlied once started, and *‘auton-
omy™ perhaps may be what most people (other than Webster) mean when
they nsc the term “automatic™ {(Zbrodoff & Logan, 1986). (Note thar all
of the varieties of automatcity outlined in Table 1.1 are autonomous, as
none of them require conscious guidance to run to completion,) Well-learned
situational scripts (Abclson, 1980; Langer, 1978) and routinized complex
action sequences (Norman & Shallice, 1986), such as those involved m
driving or athletic skills, are perhaps the best-known examples of these
autonomous processes. The automatized memoty structures guide atten-
tion, make behavioral decisions, and direct action within the situation with
a minimum of attentional control necessary {Langer & Abelson, 1972;
Langer, Blank, & Chanowitz, 1978).

Because these processes are directed toward a current conscious goal,
they are flexible in their application. The same general restaurant script,
for example, can be applied at most restaurants within a given culture
{Schank 8 Abelson, 1977), and the “subroutine™ knowledge structures
involved in the complex skill of driving can be invoked to achieve what-
ever is the desired destination (Norman & Shallice, 1986; see also Val-
lacher & Wegner, 1987). The relative antonomy of these processes is de-
termined by how well the environmental features match the input sought
by the autonomous structures. More atteational control and conscious de-
cision making arc needed when the situation has novel characteristics, such
as finding onc’s way while driving through a new city, or encountering an
unusnal occurrence in a familiar setting {c.g., when the waiters in a restau-
rant surround your table and sing “Happy Birthday™).

The fact that such processes immediately demand and attract con-
scions attention at these nonroutine junctures indicates how closely con-
trolled they are, despite their otherwise autonomous nature {Logan &
Cowan, 1984). Scripts and action sequences have as components conscious
decision steps when the given situation typically calls for attentional pro-

.
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cessing, such as checking the rear-view mirror and deciding whether it is
safc to switch lanes, or making one’s selection from the menu (Abelson,
1980; Norman & Shallice, 1986).

These processes are more properly termed “semiautomatic” than “au-
tomatic,” because of their intentional and controlled nature, and because
they continually require reinitiation by an intentional process to continue.
Logan and Cowan {1984) noted that such autonomous phases of orher-
wise intended and controlled processes, once started, will run to comple-
tion no matter what. An act of contral is needed to initiate the next auton-
omous phase, however, and an act of control may stop the process after
such a phase has been completed. For semiautomatic processes, the dura-
tion of such autonomous processing phases has been found to be quite
short {about half a second or less) across a variety of mental and motor
tasks—even for complex processing sequences that are routinized and well
practiced {Logan & Cowan, 1984). Examples of such processes are the
finger, hand, and arm movements involved in typing, which only occur
given the intentional goal to type, but which do not need conscious atcen-
tion and control for the skilled typist. Other examples are the foot and leg
movements that occur when one is driving and a stop sign suddenly ap-
pears around a corner in the road—the act of hitting the brake oceurs
reflexively and without conscious deliberation. However, the same stop
sign when onc s walking up to the intersection, and the goal of driving a
car is thus not currently in place, does not result in the reflexive leg and
foot movements. Thus, what is needed for this type of goal-dependent au-
tomaticity is the relevant goal’s being currently active, plus the presence of
the triggering proximal stimulus {(see Norman & Shallice, 1986).

In addition to the performance of skilled behaviors {Abelson, 1980;
Norman & Shallice, 1986; Vallacher & Wegner, 1987} and nonsocial mental
operations {Logan & Cowall, 1984; Zbrodoff & lLogan, 1986}, therc are
two other types of intentional goal-directed antomaticity. One consists of
procedural knowledge structures that have become autonomous with prac-
tice or frequent application {e.g., Anderson, 1983; Smith, 1984). The sec-
ond type, “incubational automaticity,” is goal-directed thought that con-
tinucs after one’s conscious attention has moved on to other concerns,
typically when the goal was not satisfied during the material’s residence in
CONSCIONSNESS,

Smith and his colleagues (Smith, 1984; Smith et al., 1988; Smith &
Lerner, 1986) have studied the development of autonomous procedures
that perform social inferences from relevant sets of behavioral data. Given
the intention to do so, such procedures take a rclevanc inpuc and perform
a transformation or apply an inferential decision rule to it. $Smith and ler-
ner (1986) showed that components of social judgments decreased in cheir
attentional demands to an asymptotic level after only a small amount of
practice. The generality of these cfficient classificatory procedures to other
content domains was evidenced by the lesser amount of practice a person
skilled in making one type of inference (e.g., a waitress stercotype) needed

L4
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to transfer that skill to a different content area (e.g., a librarian stereo-
type), compared to control subjects with no practice in making the judg-
ment,

In incubational processing, goal-directed processes that have not
achieved thetr goal of a problem solution nonetheless continue to operate
subconsciously, after the conscious mind has moved on to other matters.
This second variety of intentional goal-dependent automaticity is thus less
closely controlled by the individual than is procedural automaticity, but it
nonetheless satisfies the definitional criteria, as it is unintentional and au-
tonomous once initiated. A well-known example of this situation is the
“tip-of-the-tongue™ phenomenon {(Brown & McNeill, 1966): One is trying
to remember something, definitely feels as though one knows it and is very
close to remembering it, but cannot. Later, when one is thinking about
somcthing else entirely, the answer pops into consciousness (e.g., Norman
& Bobrow, 1976; Yaniv & Meyer, 1987). Apparently, the scarch for the
answer goes on in these cases autonomously without conscious awareness
or control, to achieve the desired goal after all, Ghiselin (1952} has assem-
bled examples of such nonconscious problem solving and creativity in the
writings of scientists, poets, and artists, The common theme suggested by
these excerpts is that such nonconscious solutions appeared only after a
great deal of conscious thought and effort had gone into the attempts.

Apparently, then, processing goals that have been frequently activated
over a substantial period of time can become themselves capable of oper-
ating outside of awareness. This is not surprising, considering the evidence
of the subconscious operation of complex subgoals in skilled action, given
the initiating intention (Norman & Shallice, 1986); in the process of de-
veloping the complex skill, the component skill originally required consid-
crable attentional monitoring and control {see Newell & Rosenbloom, 1981).
But the implications of chronically activated goal structures (Srull & Wyer,
1986) that can operate autonomously are considerable. It is possible that
chronic motivations may manifest themselves in a totally automatic way,
beginning with preconscious activation by triggering situational features of
the overarching goal structure (see Bargh, in press; Srull & Wyer, 1986}).
{Note that this is very different from the Frendian notion of “unconscions”
goals and motivations, in which the person is never aware of having such
goals in the first place.)

This tendency for goals to continue operating after the individual has
made a deliberate choice to move on to other things may result n abnor-
mal thought patterns under certain circumstances. Several chapters in this
volume (those by Moretti & Shaw, Tait & Siiver, and Wegner & Schnei-
der) are concerned with uncontrollable ruminations or obsessive thinking
about negative and traumatic events. Martin and Tesser {Chapter 10, this
volume) argue that this intrusive and uncontrollable conscious thinking
may in fact be attributable, ar least in part, to the opcration of unsatisfied
goals of long-standing importance to the person. Tait and Silver (Chapter
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12, this volume) also contend that these unwanted ruminations may be
due to the attempt to find some explanation or resolution of the traumatic
event,

To summarize, the varieties of automatic processing documented by
recent social-cognitive research fall into distinct groupings as a function of
their necessary conditions. The three major types—preconscious, postcon-
scious, and goal-dependent—can be distinguished by whether or not the
automatic process requires recent conscious processing of the relevant
stimulus, and whether a certain processing goal must be in place. Postcon-
scious automaticity, which requircs conscious awarcness of the relevant
stimulus event, can be further analyzed into residual effects of the specific
construct activated by conscious processing, and reverberatory etfects, in
which the effect is attributable to spreading activation from that construct
to others associated with it. The effects produced by goal-dependent au-
tomatic processing may be either unintended or intended. An unintended
representation of the stimulus information may be encoded into memory
as a side effect of an intended processing of the information, or knowledge
structures may become activated without the person’s awareness or intent
due to the current conscious processing context. Finally, efficient process-
ing procedures may operate autonomously, given one’s intent to obtain
their output; somctimes this output 1s not available immediately, but must
first “incubate™ for some time subconsciously.

Figure 1.1 is presented as a guide to this classification scheme. With
fond memories of summer camp field guides to the identification of birds
and trees, | have organized Figure 1.1 as a series of yes—no questions based
on distinguishing features. These questions progressively narrow down the
alternatives until only one remains,

In developing the present taxonomy of automaticities, 1 have found it
necessary to discuss cach type of process separately and in isolation from
the others. Yet automatic processes, of whatever variety, do not occur in
a vacuum, but in parallel or in combination with other ongoing automatic
and controlled cognitive work (Logan, 1980; Posner, 1978; Shiffrin &
Schneider, 1977). In present terms, this interaction is most apparent with
goal-dependent automaticities, as the occurrence of the automatic effect
requires specific forms of controlled processing. Postconscions cffects as
well arc a function of the current or recent contents of conscious aware-
ness. Thus, conscious awareness and goals in part determine the nature
and course of automatic processing.

But, as alluded to already in this chapter, the reverse is true as well:
There is an interface between preconscious/postconscious processing and
consciousness, such that the latter is very much a function of the former.
In the next section, I focus on the ways in which conscious experience and
judgments are influenced by preconscious and postconscious processing,
and the extent of this influence.
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FIGURE 1.1. A “field guide” to the classification of automatic processes.

HOW PRECONSCIOUS AND POSTCONSCIOUS PROCESSING
SHAPE CONSCIOUSNESS

Conscious experience is shaped by preconscious and postconscious nflu-

ences in three ways: through an influcnce on the dircction and allocation

of conscious attention to environmental events; through a direct impact on
.

CONDITIONAL AUTOM:!

phenomenal experience v
put; and through an i
judgments by preconscio
nons that do not themsel

Attentional Salience Effe
Preconscious Determinar

The focus of conscious a
preconscious analysis me
the duration of first fixat
be much longer for tho
scenes (e.g., a hippopotar
scene was activated prec
gruent input fell upon th
comprehended. (The imp
is that the greater atrenti
tion of a conscious, atte
note the inconsistencies;
to social events that are
edge such as social norn
of peaple (McArthur, 19
sequences of the different
Higgins & Bargh, 1987,

“A morc direct prece
matic attention responses
attention is automatically
vant stimulus, There is
regard to social stimuli, ¢
the effect used the subjec
ray, 1959). Recently, ho
subjects with the task of
an array of faces were al
cfficiently, such that ang
showing that subjects’ sp
relatively independent of t
provided strong evidence
tace, as the time needed
would be necessarily incr
frin & Schneider, 1977).

1t should be noted
the Shiffrin and Schneide
of detecting a target fror
trying to attend consciot
cessed, but instead to igne

D



S1C PROCESSES

RECONSCIOUS '

1S
EFFECT
N ACTIVATION
JF A MEMORY
STRUCTURE?

CONTEXT-
DEPEMDENT

¢ processes,

OCESSING

onscious influ-
and allocation
irect impact on

CONDITIONAL AUTOMATICITY 29

phenomenal experience via interpretative and evaluative processing of in-
put; and through an indirect effect on consciously made decisions and
judgments by preconsciously and posteonsciously activated memory loca-
tions that do not themselves attain conscious awareness.

Atutentional Salience Effects
Preconscious Determinarnts

The focus of conscious attention is to an extent under the direction of the
preconscious analysis mechanism, Friedman (1979), for example, tound
the duration of first fixations of the cyes to clements in common scenes to
be much longer for those aspects that arc not usually features of such
scenes (e.g., a hippopotamus in a farm pond); the mental “*frame” for cach
scenc was activated preconsciously, so that the very first time the incon-
gruent input fell upon the retina, it required greater processing effort to be
comprehended. {The importance of the measurement of first eye fixations
is that the greater attention allocation was immediate, and was not a func-
tion of a conscious, attentional process that would have taken longer to
note the inconsistencies; see Neely, 1977.) The greacer attention allocated
to social events that are unexpected or unusual, given long-term knowl-
edge such as social norms (Fiske, 1980) and the typical physical features
of people (McArthur, 1981), is well established, as are the judgmental con-
sequences of the differential attention allocation (see Fiske & Taylor, 1984;
Higgins & Bargh, 1987, for reviews),

A more direct preconscious influence on attention consists of auto-
matic attention responses (Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977), in which conscious
attention is automatically drawn to stimuli upon the detection of the rele-
vant stimulus. There is very little research on such a phenomenon with
regard to social stimuli, despite the fact that the original demonstration of
the effect used the subject’s name as the attention-grabbing stimulus (Mo-
ray, 1959}). Recently, however, Hansen and Hansen (1988) showed that
subjects with the task of picking out the emotionally discrepant tace from
an array of faces were able to detect angry faces in happy “crowds™ very
efficiently, such that angry faces appeared to “pop out™ of the arrays. In
showing that subjects’ speed in detecting angry faces in happy crowds was
relatively independent of the size of the crowds, Hansen and Hansen [1988)
provided strong evidence of an automatic attention response to the angry
face, as the time needed for a controlled, sequential search of the arrays
would be necessarily increased by the number of faces to be searched (Shif-
frin & Schneider, 1977).

It should be noted that in the Hansen and Hansen (1988} study, as in
the Shiffrin and Schneider (1977) experiments, subjects were given the goal
of detecting a target from an array. In studics in which subjeets were not
trying to attend consciously to targets assumed to be automarically pro-
cessed, but instead to ignore them, we (Bargh, 1982; Bargh & Prarto, 1986)

*
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showed that such stimuli {adjectives relevant to the self-concept and to
chronically accessible constructs, respectively) attracted processing re-
sources automatically; however, in both studies subjects were able to in-
hibit this activation from affecting their actual task responses {although
the necessity of inhibition did result in slower response times). Clearly,
then, if automatic attention responses to social stimuli exist, they are at
least partially controllable with an intention to exert such control. Thus,
whether conscious, focal attention is auwtomatically drawn to specifiable
classes of social stimuli in the absence of an explicit intenrion to attend to
them~—or, in the stronger case, despite attempts to ignore them—imust re-
main an open question at present.

Postconscious Deterviinants

Salience effects in which certain environmental features or events uninten-
tionally and autonomously attract conscious attention are also acteibutable
to residual postconscious processing. Aspects of the current situation act-
vate their corresponding memory representations, with this activation per-
sisting as a background state of perceprual readiness against which the
foreground of focal attentional processing takes place. Greater attention is
then automatically allocated to people or events that are inconsistent with
the representations activated postconsciously in this manner, such as the
one male in an otherwise all-female group, or the few aggressive behaviors
in a set of passive acts (Bargh & Thein, 1985; Hastie & Kumar, 197%;
Higgins & King, 1981, Study 5; Taylor, Crocker, Fiske, Sprinzen, &
Winkler, 1979; Taylor & Fiske, 1978). Whereas the natural direction of
attention in this way is unintcnded and autonomous, requiring no top-
down deliberative control, it is not uncontrollable, as it can be overriden
by intentional concentration of attention. Of course, such concentration is
more or less difficult, depending on the strength of the automatic attention
response { James, 1890; Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). As is discussed in the
section to follow, preconscious and postconscious sources of activation
together constitute an activated, working memory model of the environ-
ment as it usually is and recently has been.

The Social Reality Monitor

The working model of the current environment that is set up by the “social
reality monitor”* of preconscious and postconscious processes appears to
be tuned to both the long-term and the short-term expected features of
that environment, in that the corresponding mental representations of those
features are more accessible and easily triggered in comprehending subse-
quent input. We (Bargh, Lombardi, 8 Higgins, 1988) pitted a chronically
accessible construct against a competing temporarily accessible construct
to examine which would capture an event relevant to both. It was found
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that the postconscious, temporarily accessible construct more often cap-
tured the ambiguous behavior after a short delay (15 seconds) between the
priming and the labeling tasks, whereas the preconscious, chronically ac-
cessible construct emerged as the majority choice afrer a longer postprim-
ing delay (2 minutes). Apparently, a recently primed construct is more
accessible than a chronic, unprimed one for a brief time, after which the
longer-term accessibility influence reasserts itself.

A similar pattern occurs for competing sources of postconscious prim-
ing influences: the more frequently a construct has been recently activated,
the longer the duration of its influence {see also Bargh & Pietromonaco,
1982; Srull & Wyer, 1979), but the more recently activated construct 1s
more accessible and likely to be used than the frequently activated one for
a short time after it has been primed (Higgins et al., 1985; Lombardi ¢t
al., 1987). Moreover, the social reality monitor is flexible and not rigidly
locked into a certain exclusive set of preconscious interpretative biases,
because one is more likely to interpret an event in line with what has just
happened instead of one’s relevant chronic construct if the two suggest
conflicting meanings (Bargh, Lombardi, & Higgins, 1988). Thus, the pre-
conscious filter of social experience is automaticaily tuned to interpret events
on the basis of the probabilities of those events, given past and recent
experience.

It may be that the operation of the social reality monitor to process
efficiently those aspects of the environment that are consistent with the
current working model has the natural consequence of causing conscious
attention to be drawn to those features of the environment that are incon-
sistent with that model, the constructs associated with which would not
be as accessible {sce Hastie, 1981; Logan, 1980), and perhaps cven inhib-
ited (see Shallice, 1972). Those aspects of the environment that are consis-
tent with the working model {sce Yates, 1985) do not require as many
attentional resources to activate their alrcady activated representations, but
to the extent that an environmental event does not match this model, it
requires a greater amount of attentional processing to activate its corre-
sponding memory location {Logan, 1980). What should receive the great-
est amount of attention allocation in this automatic fashion are those cvents
that contradict an aspect of the chronically or contextually activated modcl.
These events not only require enough attention to activate their own rep-
resentation; they also requirc the additional amount of processing effort
needed to inhibit the competing representation, as only one of the two can
capture the input (see Bruner, 1957; Logan, 1980; Shallice, 1972).

Phenomenal Experience

Subjective experience is shaped by the hidden operation of input analyscs
of which a person is not aware. The interpretation of a behavior in line
with a chronically accessible or primed social construct is seen by the sub-
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jeet to be due to a property of the behavior; there is no awareness of the
interpretative work done by the capturing construct (e.g., Bargh, 1984;
Higgins & Bargh, 1987; Higgins & King, 1981). The effect of previous
exposure to a stimulus is to make that stimulus easier to perceive in the
future; however, a person often misattributes this fecling of perceptual
fluency to qualities of the stimulus rather than to the previous experience
{ Jacoby & Kelley, 1987; Johnson, 1983; Mandler et al.,, 1987). From their
review of these and similar findings, Jacoby and Kelley (1987} concluded
that “people do not develop a general ability to distinguish between what
is given in a stimulos and what is an interpretation™ (p. 332). And earlicr,
from a quite different vantage point, Jones and Nisbett {1971} argued that
the different attributional tendencies of actors and observers are “ampli-
fied by bias from . . . the tendency to regard one’s reactions to cntities as
based on accurate perceptions of them. Rather than humbly regarding our
impressions of the world as interpretations of it, we scc them as nnder-
standings or correct apptehensions of it” (p. 86).

Perhaps the most important consequence of preconscious input to
conscious processes, therefore, is the confidence one has in the validity and
acenracy of such input, given the effortless way it comes to our attention
(Bargh, 1988). Such “social-perceptunal fluency™ is often misunderstood as
being due to the clarity or obviousness of the data; the unquestioning way
in which we accept preconscious interpretations, beyond the fact that we
are not aware of them, may go a long way toward explaining the resis-
tance to change of our preconceptions and stereotypes, and the strength of
our convictions about people.

The history of social psychology is replete with demonstrations of
people’s lack of awareness or knowledge of the true influences on their
judgment or behavior. Cognitive dissonance experiments relied on the fact
that subjects would not be aware of the power of the socdial influence ex-
erted by the experimenter or other features of the task environment, and
so would have the “illusion™ that they had free choice in how they be-
haved (e.g., Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959; Wicklund & Brehm, 1976). Ex-
actly this notion of a lack of introspective access was embraced by sclf-
perception theorists {e.g., Bem, 1972} as an alternative explanation for the
same phenomena. In bystander intervention studies, subjects are not aware
of and dismiss the possibility that the number of other people present in-
fluenced their own decision to help or not {Latane & Darley, 1970). Attri-
butional research has uncovered a myriad of misattributional tendencies—
for example, that people can ecasily mistake the source of their emotional
arousal (e.g., Schachter & Singer, 1962; Zillman & Bryant, 1974). Fur-
thermore, Nisbett and his colleagues (e.g., Nisbett & Bellows, 1977; Nis-
bett & Wilson, 1977) have demonstrated how people might not have ac-
cess to the real influence on their judgments of both social and nonsocial
stimuli. And Lewicki {1982, 1985, 1986a) has provided similar evidence
that people can be influenced in their social judgments without their
knowledge by recently encountered covariations between personality traits
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and physical features of target persons. Thus, there is a tradition of social-
psychological rescarch documenting the myriad of hidden influences on
phenomenal experience and judgments based on it,

The Constructive Nature of Consciousness

One is consciously aware of only a subset of all of the memory represen-
tations currently activated by perceptual and cognitive activity (Bowers,
1985; Johnston & Dark, 1986; Mandler & Nakamura, 1987; Posner, 1978;
Posner & Snyder, 1975}, This dissociation between activation and one’s
awareness of that activation has been demonstrated in a wide variety of
contexts, in addition to the studies of subliminal mere exposure already
described. Recent exposures to words may influence perceptual thresholds
and identification ability for them, independently of recognition memory
(Jacoby & Dallas, 1981; Tulving, Schacter, & Stark, 1982). Several stud-
ies have found subjects to be able to discriminate stimuli of which they are
not aware on the basis of Jexical and semantic characteristics of the words
(Balota, 1983; Cheesman & Merikle, 1986; Fowler, Wolford, Slade, &
Tassinary, 1981; Marcel, 1983; Posner, 1978). Such preconscious seman-
tic activation seems to be general across subjects, as the average person
fluent in his or her native language has sufficiently frequent and consistent
experience in mapping a given word to its meaning(s) for such automatic
encoding pathways to develop (see Posner, 1978; Shiffrin & Dumais, 1981).
Experiments in our laboratory have shown that such generat preconscious
effects also hold for categories of social behavior with which people have
had considerable experience (Bargh et al., 1986; Bargh & Pictromonaco,
1982). We (Bargh & Pictromonaco, 1982) presented synonyms of the con-
cept “hostile” to subjects in such a way that they were not aware of the
presentation. The greater the {requency of such presentation, the more hostile
were subjects’ subsequent impressions of a target person who performed
ambiguously hostile behaviors. We (Bargh ct al., 1986) replicated this find-
ing for the trait concepts of kindness and shyness, and Erdley and [’ Agos-
tino {1988) replicated it for honesty and meanness. Apparently, the presen-
tation of trait-relevant words outside of awarcness activates the trait
construct, making it more accessible and likely to be used subscquently to
interpret the ambiguous behaviors,

Finally, the “feeling-of-knowing” phenomenon documented by several
recent studies (Blake, 1973; Glucksberg & McCloskey, 1981; Metcalfe,
1986; Nelson, Gerler, & Narens, 1984; Schacter, 1983; Yaniv & Mever,
1987} refers to subjects’ ability to predict accurately their subsequent abil-
ity to recognize matcrial they cannot currently recall, Mectcalfe (1986}, for
example, found that subjects’ feeling-of-knowing ratings for trivia ques-
tions they could not answer predicted their later correct recognition of
those answers, Thus, something about the degree of activation of the rel-
evant memory location gave people the “feeling”of knowing in the absence

»*
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of actual awareness of the answer, documenting the potential indepen-
dence of activation from awareness.

In addinon to the automatic imerpretations expericnced by the per-
ceiver as stimulus properties (i.c., not as inferences), preconscious sources
of activation that do not atrain conscious awareness and postconscious
sources that have receded from consciousness influence judgments and de-
cisions as well. Recently, there have been a growing number of theoretical
and empirical arguments in support of the constructive nature of con-
sciousness (Fodor, 1983; Mandler 8& Nakamura, 1987; Marcel, 1983;
Trope, 1986; Yates, 1985). Consciousness is considered to be an integra-
tion of all sources of activation relevant to current goals and purposes.
People may be aware of some information, such as the products of inten-
tional retrieval of reasoning processes; however, other sources may be
nonconscious, and their influence on judgment may thus be hidden from
the individual. Lewicki {1986a, Experiment 7.8), for example, has dem-
onstrated a postconscious effect of a recent negative experience with an
experimenter, resulting in avoidance behavior in an ostensibly unrelated
experiment toward another experimenter having similar physical features.
Niedenthal and Cantor (1986) showed that the favorability of subjects’
impressions of target persons is influenced by the dilation of the targets’
pupils, with subjects apparently unaware of this influence on their judg-
ments, :

The “Eternal Vigilance™ of Preconscious Input Analysis

The importance of preconscious automatic input processes for conscious-
ness is also increased by the fact that such input will always be present to
influence conscious decisions, whereas input that relies on intentional and
attention-demanding processes will not. Fodor (1983) postulated that
mandatory input processes transform the proximal stimuli and furnish the
results to central (i.e., controiled or conscious) processes, which are op-
tional and which operate on any and all available activated memory loca-
tions that might be relevant to their goals. Trope’s (1986) model of dis-
positional attribution similarly posits an automatic (preconscious)
identification process, which transforms the relevant informational input
into attribution-relevant features {c.g., sitnational influences, behavioral
features), with these features serving as the input for optional and inten-
tional inferential processes. Controlled processes, on the other hand, only
occur if they are intended, and if there are sufficient attentional resourccs
at the time to sustain them (Bargh & Thein, 1985). If the intention or
motivation is not present, or if there are insufficient attentional resources
because of time constraints or the focusing of attention elsewhere, then
conscious reasoning and information-gathering processes will not have an
influence on the judgment or decision, which will conseguently be based
only on the automatic input.
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Thus, without sufficient motivation to engage in the cffortful evalua-
tion of a persuasive message, only the efficient and relatively cffortless rel-
evant information concerning superficial aspects of the message source,
such as his or her attractiveness or expertise, will be present as input into
the attitude judgment {e.g., Chaiken, 1980, 1987; Chaiken, Liberman, &
Eagly, Chapter 7, this volume). Langer et al. {1978} showed that the amount
of attention paid to a routine request was minimal when the personal cost
of compliance was low, resulting in a decision to comply that did not take
into account the nonroutine features of the request. However, when the
personal cost was greater, the consequent additional conscious and effort-
ful processing of the request resulted in detection of those uwnusunal features
and a lower compliance rate (sce also Kitayama & Burnstein, 1988). When
one is making attributional judgments about a person’s actions and atten-
tion is loaded or scarce, preventing the effortful and intentional computa-
tion of the possible role of situational influences, the only information
available is that of the actor performing a trait-like behavior, and so a
dispositional attribution is made solely on the basis of this information
(Gilbert et al., 1988; see also Trope, 1986). And when one is trying to
form an impression of another person, attentional scarcity restricts the in-
formation available for the judgment to only those aspects of the person
that can be extracted preconsciously—that is, those that are salient and
automartically draw attention (Higgins & Bargh, 1987; Taylor et al., 1979),
ar that correspond to one’s chronically accessible constructs (Bargh & Thein,
1985). Strack et al. (1982) found that judgments of a salient target’s influ-
ence in a social situation were a function of priot belicfs abouc the target’s
general ability to influence others, but only when those judgments were
made under time pressure, thus restricting the ability to perform a con-
trolied search of memory for relevant evidence. When subjects had suffi-
cient time to makce the judgment, the effects of salience and prior knowl-
edge dissipated.

As Rothbart {1981, p. 178) noted, it is often the case that we must
make “snap” decisions under certainty because of an immediate need to
act. Once made, these decisions and judgments are used as the basis for
further decisions and judgments {e.g., Carlston, 1980; Hastie & Park, 1986)
as well as the actions necessary to implement those decisions {Beckmann
& Gollwitzer, 1987). Therefore, it 1s essential for models of social judg-
ment, memory, and behavior to include an account of the preconscious
mechanisms that transform sensory data into the stuff that conscious ex-
perience and judgments are made of.

The Limits of Preconscious Processing

What are the limits to preconscious processing’s influence over the coursce
of social cognition? Given the necessity of conscious involvement and at-
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tention for material other than sensory features (Johnson, 1983} to be
stored permanently in memory (Bargh, 1984: Carlson & Dulany, 1983;
Fisk & Schneider, 1984, sce review by Johnson & Hasher, 1987), precon-
scious processes themselves are unlikely to result in the production of judg-
ments or artributions and their storage in memory. Still; it has been argued
that dispositional attributions are made automatically from behavioral in-
put alone (see Gilbert, Chapter 6, this volume; Smith & Miller, 1983;
Winter & Uleman, 1984; Winter et al., 1985). There is no convincing
evidence as vet that artributions are made without conscious and inten-
tional intervention, however; the evidence often cited for this effect 1s
problematic because subjects did not actually make attributional judg-
ments (see Higgins & Bargh, 1987; Uleman, 1987), or the effect required
an intentional goal on the part of subjects.

Moreover, if attributions or impressions are madce given only the rel-
evant behavioral data, then they should be made at the time a person
encounters such behaviors—that is, on line, at the time of information
acquisition, whether or not the person has the intention of making any
judgments. [t has been shown that when a judgment is made (intention-
ally} on line, at cthe time of information acquisition, subsequent relevant
jndgments arc based on that original judgment instead of being recom-
puted from the information accessible in memory on which the initial
judgment was based (see Bargh & Thein, 1985; Carlston, 1980; Hastie &
Park, 1986; Lingle & Ostrom, 1979). This holds truc cven when- the orig-
inal information is re-presented to the subject prior to the seccond judgment
{Schul & Burnstein, 1985). Yet there are many documented circumstances
when such initial judgments during information acquisition arc #ot made,
forcing subjects to rely on whatever information about the event is acces-
sible in memory by that time (Rargh & Thein, 1985; Hastie & Park, 1986;
Wyer & Srull, 1986). In addition, the failure to make on-line judgments,
and subjects’ consequent later dependence on memory for the behaviors,
occur even when subjects are instructed to form impressions and are pre-
sented with very diagnostic behavioral information, but do not have suffi-
cient attentional resources to compute an impression (Bargh & Thein, 1985).
On-line judgments also are not always formed when subjects have suffi-
cient attention but are instructed to memorize the information {i.c., not
instructed to form an impression; Sherman ct al,, 1983; Wyer & Gordon,
1982). In short, if social judgments and attributions were made automati-
cally and on line upon the mere presence of the relevant proximal stimali,
such judgments would not need to be based on subsequent memory for
the original information,

Sail, all of the studies that found that no on-line judgments were made
under conditions of a lack of intention or attention presented the stimulus
information to subjects in a verbal form, and it may be that in naturalistic
social-interactive settings, judgments are indeed made automatically. Gil-
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bert and Krull (1988), for example, found that subjects watching a target
person on videotape formed more accurate impressions of the target when
they were prevented from paying much attention to what the target was
saying. As the authors concluded, it may be that dispositions are more
easily inferred from nonverbal than from verbal behavior (but see Krauss,
Apple, Morency, Wenzel, & Winton, 1981). Thus, a definitive conclusion
as 1o whether impressions and dispositional attributions are formed and
stored entircly preconsciously must await studies of the necessity of inten-
tion and attention that employ nonverbai as well as verbal stimulus mate-
rials.

As for whether social behavior could be under preconscious control
{e.g., Langer, 1978}, the evidence is fairly consistent that overt actions are
under conscious control {Abclson, 1980; Logan & Cowan, 1984; Norman
& Shallice, 1986; Vallacher & Wegner, 1987).° However, the behavioral
decision itself may be based only on automatically supplied sources ot in-
formation. In the theories of action control recently proposed by Vallacher
and Wegner (1987) and Norman and Shallice (1986), skilled and highly
practiced actions arc capable of being performed autonomously and with-
out the need for conscions monitoring, bur even these (as well as all oth-
ers) most be initially set in motion by an overarching intention (see “Goal-
Dependent Automaticity™ section),

In summary, there 1s frequently a confusion between the precon-
sciously or automatically supplicd input that may influence a consciously
made judgnicnt, and this judgment itsclf, as if it did not need the intention
or goal to vccur. Preconscious processing categorizes, evaluates, and im-
putes the meaning of social input, and this input i1s available for conscious
and controlled judgment and behavioral decisions; however, those judg-
ments and decisions arc not mandatory and uncontrollable, given the
proximal stimulus event alone, Similarly, the uncontrollable and manda-
tory nature of preconscious analyses should not be mistaken for the im-
possibility of counteracting or adjusting their influence on judgment and
behavior when one is aware of them, if that is what one wishes to do.
When one knows that input processes are misleading and leading one astray,
as in perceptual illusions, one does not bave to make judgments or act as
though what is apparent is real. One can grit one’s teeth and drive through
what one’s senses insist is a lake ahead on the desert highway. Or one can
prevent one’s stereotypically generated preconceptions of a person from
affecting one’s judgments, if one wishes to (Devine, 1987; sce also Fiske,
Chapter 8, this volume} and if one has the attentional capacity and rime
to monitor the judgment process (Bargh & Thein, 1983; Pratto & Bargh,
1988}, In other words, although the operation and output of preconscious
processes are uncontrollable, this does not mean that the use of the output
in consciously made judgments is mandatory (see Bargh, 1988; Jacoby &
Kelley, 1987).
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bert and Krull {1988), for example, found that subjects watching a target
person on videotape formed more accurate impressions of the target when
they were prevented from paying much attention to what the targer was
saying. As the authors concluded, it may be that dispositions are more
easily inferred from nonverbal than from verbal bechavior (but see Krauss,
Apple, Morency, Wenzel, & Winton, 1981). Thus, a definitive conclusion
as to whether impressions and dispositional attributions are formed and
stored entirely preconsciously must await studies of the necessity of inten-
tion and attention that employ nonverbal as well as verbal stimulus mate-
rials.

As for whether social behavior could be under preconscious control
(e.g., Langer, 1978), the evidence is fairly consistent that overt actions are
under conscious control (Abelson, 1980; Logan & Cowan, 1984; Norman
& Shallice, 1986; Vallacher & Wegner, 1987)." However, the behavioral
decision itself may be based only on automatically supplied sources of in-
formation. In the theorics of action control recently proposced by Vallacher
and Wegner (1987) and Norman and Shallice (1986}, skilled and highly
practiced actions are capable of being performed autonomously and with-
out the need for conscious monitoring, but even these (as well as all oth-
ers) must be initially set in motion by an overarching intention (see “Goal-
Dependent Automaticity™ section).

In summary, there is frequently a confusion between the precon-
sciously or antomatically supplied input that may influence a consciously
made judgment, and this judgment itself, as if it did not nced the intention
ot goal to occur. Preconscious processing categorizes, evaluates, and im-
putes the meaning of social input, and this input is available for conscions
and controlled judgment and behavioral decisions; however, those judg-
ments and decisions are not mandatory and uncontrollable, given the
proximal stimulus event alone. Similarly, the uncontroliable and manda-
tory nature of preconscious analyses should not be mistaken for the im-
possibility of counteracting or adjusting their influence on judgment and
behavior when one is aware of them, if that is what one wishes to do.
When one knows that input processes are misleading and leading one astray,
as in perceptual illusions, one does not have to make judgments or act as
though what is apparent is real. One can grit one’s teeth and drive through
what onc’s senses insist is a lake ahead on the desert highway. Or one can
prevent one’s stereotypically generated preconceptions of a person from
affecting onc¢’s judgments, # one wishes to (Devine, 1987, see also Fiske,
Chapter 8, this volume) and if one has the attentional capacity and time
to monitor the judgment process (Bargh & "Thein, 1985; Pratto & Bargh,
1988). In other wortds, although the operation and output of preconscious
processcs are uncontrollable, this does not mean that the use of the ontput
in consciously made judgments is mandatory (see Bargh, 1988; Jacoby &
Kelley, 1987},
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CONCLUSIONS: THE POWER BEHIND THE THRONE
OF JUDGMENT

The phenomena discussed in this chapter vary greatly in the conditions
needed to produce them. Some require intention or goals; some require
conscious attention or awareness; some are controllable and some are not.
What all seem to have in common is that they are autonomous, not re-
quirmg conscious control (at least to some extent) once they are initiated.
But the fact that many of the phenomena do reguire an act of control to
begin, and that some cven require periodic monitoring and control to be
completed, suggests that the automatic—controlled processing dichotomy,
especially as applied in social psychology, is misleading. On the basis of
the widely held assumption that this dichotomy is composed of mutually
exclusive and exhaustive types of information processing, a process that is
found not to meet one or more of the criteria for one form of processing
can be properly concluded to possess all of the defining qualities of the
opposite form. The review of research in this chapter shows very clcarly
that this assumption is incorrect. Intention, awarencss, attention, and con-
trol do not covary in many social-perceptual and social-cognitive phenom-
ena, burt are distinct qualities that may or may not be necessary to produce
a given effect.

Whether an effect occurs nnintentionally, or in the absence of aware-
ness, or efficiently without needing many attentional resources, or auton-
omously once set into motion is a question of fundamental importance,
especially to the ecological validity of laboratory and experimental phe-
nomcna, [f an effect only occurs when the subject is instructed to think in
a certain way, then whether or not he or she ever or usually has the inten-
tion to think that way outside of the laboratory should be a question of
primary importance. The methodological corollary is not to assume that a
processing effect would occur without the types of conditions needed to
produce it in the laboratory, but to assess the extent to which those con-
ditions of intention, attention availability, or priming, for example, are
necessary to produce the effect. The fewer the preconditions, the more
general, pervasive, and important the influence of the process in ques-
tion.

The classification of extant research into the categories of precon-
scious, postconscious, and goal-dependent processing in this chapter should
not be taken as the definitive word on the phenomena discussed. Further
rescarch could well determine that effects that seem today to require spe-
cific goals or instructions, for example, may only require awareness of the
triggering stimuli (i.c., to be postconscious); effects that appear to require
recent conscious experichce may not require awareness, but preactivation
alone {i.e., to be contextually preconscious). Of course, such research may
instead demonstrate that effects previously believed to occur automati-
cally, given only the triggering relevant environment event (i.e., to be pre-
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conscious), actually require a specific processing goal. This was the casce
with Uleman’s (1987) reinterpretation of the Winter and Uleman (1984}
findings, given the result of the Moskowitz and Uleman (1987} study, in
which the possible influcnee of processing goals was tested.

Preconscious processes (and, to a somewhat lesser extent, the
postconscious cffects that simuolate them) are important both because of
the automatic selective and interpretive work they perform, and also be-
cause of the unhesitating way in which people tend to use preconsciously
supplied information about the environment in constructing subjective ex-
perience and in computing judgments and decisions. The interaction of
preconsciousness and consciousness can be conceptualized as “automatic
input for controlled output” (Bargh, 1988), with the implicadion that to
the extent that other information is not being supplicd concurrently by
intentional information-gathering processes, judgments and decisions will
be largely determined by the preconscious input (Bargh & Pratto, 1986;
Chaiken, 1987; Chaiken ct al., Chapter 7, this volume; Gilbert, Chaprer
6, this volume). Goal-dependent effects that generate unintended encod-
ings and inferences as a side effect of an intended process are yet another
important source of hidden influence.

Is this to say that one is usually not in control of one’s own judgments
and behavier? If by “countrol” over responses is mcant the ability to over-
ride preconsciously suggested chotces, then the answer is that onc can ex-
ert such control in most cases (sec Fiske, Chapter 8, this volume; Logan
& Cowan, 1984). The oceurrence of preconscious influences on interpre-
tation of input and generation of evaluations is probably not controllable
in the immediate, on-line sense (but is perhaps alterable through extensive
and controlled rechanneling of unwanted interpretative biases, as through
cognitive therapy; see Beck et al., 1979; Moretti & Shaw, Chapter 13, this
volume). However, one can reduce or perhaps eliminate such preconscious
influences on judgments by an intentional search for and cxamination of
relevant evidence. Such cffortful processes require the availability of suffi-
cient attentional capacity (Bargh & Thein, 1983; Gilbert, Chapter 6, this
volume) and the motivation to exert the needed effort, such as when one’s
own outcomes depend on the person one is evaluating (Erber & Fiske,
1984}, or when an issue has important personal consequences (e.g., Chai-
ken, 1980; Chaiken et al., Chapter 7, this volume; Petty & Cacioppo,
1981). And even highly routinized and habitual behavior is controllable in
this sense of intentionally stopping or changing it (Logan & Cowan, 1984;
Norman & Shallice, 1986).

But if by “control” is meant the actual exercise of that ability, then
the question remains open. The assertion of control over preconscious,
postconscious, and context-dependent automatic mfluences—the three types
discussed in this chapter that produce unintended outcomes—can only oc-
cur if one is aware of those influences. My own hunch is that control over
automatic processes is not usually exercised, not so much because of a lack
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of motivation as because people tend not to accept the idea thac there are
many ways in which awareness, judgment, and behavior may be influenced
without one’s knowledge. As long as most people belicve that they are
aware of all such influences, that subjective awareness is an objective re-
flection of reality, and that their introspective ability is fully capable of
sorting out the true causes of one’s emotions and evaluations, then they
will not take care to counteract the hidden preconscious biases and other
unintended influences upon thought and behavior that are discussed in this
chapter. Furthermore, the constructive nature of consciousness will result
in the use of whatever sources of activation information are available and
relevant at that moment, whether or not the person is aware of those sources
of information.

Finally, there is the bedrock trust that people place in the validity of
their subjective experience, and ‘especially those forms of information that
arc the “givens” of conscious awareness (i.e., for which people do not feel
that much active inferential work was needed or done). The confidence
that people have in the accuracy and validity of input selection and anal-
yses can thercfore cause the pieces of evidence furnished by preconscious
interpretations to awarcness to be weighted more heavily than other sources
of data in conscions judgmental and decision-making processcs, cven when
a person is motivated to be deliberate and “objective” in making judg-
ments and decisions.

For all of these reasons, it would appear that only the illusion of full
control is possible, as the actual formation of a judgment or decision is
intended and controllable, although the inputs and influences largely may
not be. A fitting metaphor for the mfluence of automatic input on judg-
ment, decisions, and behavior is that of the ambitious royal advisor upon
whom a relatively weak king relies heavily for wisdom and guidance. The
actual power of decision always rests with the king, who by no means has
to follow the proferred advice; yet the counselor who “has the king’s ear”
wields the real power over decisions and the policy of the kingdom. Pre-
conscious, postconscious, and context-dependent automatic influences have
this behind-the-scenes power over judgments and action, to the extent that
the conscious and intentional processes that actually make those decisions
trust the automarically supplied information and do not seek to supple-
ment it with advice from other quarters.
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NOTES

1. When discussing the mediating role of awareness, it is important (o be explicit
as to what the awareness is of {Bargh, 1984; Uleman, 1987). Postconscious effects
require awareness of the stimulus events, not awareness of the subsequent influence
of the activation resulting from them.

2. It may be that the amount of attentional effort required to hold the prime word
in working memory in order to be able to repeat it after the evaluation of the
adjective is a necessary precondition of the automatic evaluation effect {scc Bargh,
Chaiken, et al., 1988). If 5o, the cffect would not be classifiable as a reverberatory,
spreading-activation effect needing merely conscious awareness of the relevant
stimulus event. It would more accurately be considered as “context-dependent”—
that is, as unintended but conditional on the goal of memorizing the prime (sec
“Unintended Goal-Dependent Automaticity™ section}.

3. The duration of the priming effect, on the other hand, docs appear to be »
function of the extent of processing of the prime (see Bargh & Pratto, 1986, p.
301).

4. This phrasc is derived {rom the work of Johnson and Raye (1981}, whose re-
search on “reality monitoring”™ concerned how one knows the difference berween
memories driven by sensory experience and those generated by imagination and
other internal sources of thought.

5. The validity of this assertion, of course, depends on at what level one defines
“behavior.” It appears that behavior in the form of facial expressions and visceral
reactions to affectively laden stimuli may not be as controllable, for example (Win-
ton, Putnam, & Krauss, 1984). But it seems reasonable in light of present evidence
to state that verbal behavior and bodily motion, and even facial expression to a
considerablc extent—in short, the components of social-interactive behavior—are
never under the direct control of the cnvironment (see also Bargh, 1984).

REFERENCES

Abelson, R. P. (1980). Psychological status of the script concept. American Psy-
chologist, 36, 715-729,

Andersen, 5. M. {1984}, Self-knowledge and social inference: II. The diagnosticicy
of cognitivefaffective and behavioral data. Journal of Personality and Sociaf
Psychology. 46, 294-307.

Andersen, S. M., & Ross, L. (1984). Self-knowledge and social inference: 1. The
impact of cognicve/affective and behavioral data. fournal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 46, 280-293.

+




42 PART L. BASIC PROCESSES

Anderson, |. R. {1983). The architecture of cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press,

Atkinson, R. (., & Shiffrin, R, M, (1968). Human mcmory: A proposcd system
and its control processes. In K. W. Spence & J. T. Spence (Eds.), Advarces in
the psycholagy of learning and motivation research and theory (Vol. 2). New
York: Academic Press.

Balota, D. A. (1983). Automaric semantic activation and episodic memory cncod-
ing. Joursal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Bebavior, 22, 88104,

Bargh, |. A. (1982). Attention and automaticity in the processing of self-relevant
information. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43, 425-436.
Bargh, J. A. (1984). Automatic and cognitive processing of social information. [n
R. 5. Wyer, Jr., & T. K. Seull (Eds.), Handbook of social cognition {(Vol. 3,

pp. 1-43). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bargh, ]. A. (1988). Automatic information processing: Implications for commu-
nication and affect. In L, Donohew, H. E. Sypher, & E. T, Higgins (Eds.),
Communication, social cognition, and affect (pp. 9-37). Hillsdale, NJ: Erl-
baum,

Bargh, |. A. {in press). Prcconscious activation of goal-structurcs as a cognitive
basis of chronic motivational states, In E. T, Higgins & R. M. Sarrentino
(Eds.}), Handbook of motivation and cognition (Vol. 2). New York: Guilford
Press.

Bargh, J. A., Bond, R. N., Lombardi, W. J., & Tota, M. E. {1986}. The additivc
nature of chronic and emporary sources of conscruct accessibility. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 30, 869-878.

Bargh, ]. A., Chaiken, 8., Pratto, F., & Govender, R, (1988). The automaric acti-
vation of attitudes revisited. Unpublished manuscript, New York University.

Bargh, J. A., Lombardi, W. ]., & Higgins, E. T. (1988). Automaticity of chroni-
cally accessible constructs in Person x Situation effects on person perception:
I’ Just a matter of dme. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 335,
399-605.

Bargh, [. A., & Pietromonaco, P. (1982). Automatic information processing and
social perception: The influence of trait information presented outside of con-
scions awarcness on impression formation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 43, 437-449,

Bargh, J. A., & Pratwo, F. [198&), Individual construct accessibility and perceptual
sclection. fournal of Experimental Social Psychology, 22, 293-311.

Bargh, J. A., & Thein, R. D. (1985). Individual construct accessibility, person
memory, and the recallqudgment link: The case of information overload. fournal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 49, 1129-1146.

Bargh, J. A, & Tota, M. E. (1988). Context-dependent automatic processing in
depression: Accessibility of negative constructs with regard w0 self but not
others. journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34, 925-939.

Rassili, ]. N., & Smith, M. C. {1986]. On the spontaneity of trait attribution:
Converging cvidence for the role of cognitive strategy. Journal of Personality
and Social Psycholugy, 50, 239-245.

Beck, A. T. (1967). Depression: Clinical, experimental and theoretical aspects. New
York: Harper & Row.

Beck, A, T,, Rush, A. |, Shaw, B. F., & Emery, G. (1979). Cognitive therapy of
depression, New York: Guilford Press.

'Y

CONDITIONAL AUT

Beckmann, ., & Gollv
of mind: The issu
mation processiug,

Bem, D ] {19720, Self
perimental social f

Blake, M. {1973). Pred;
of-knowing pheno
12, 311-319.

Bodenhausen, G, V., &
making and inforn
cial Psychology, 44

Bornstein, R. F., Lcone
limiral mere expo:
ness on social beh
10701079,

Bowers, K. 8, {1985). ¢
Bowers & I}, Meic
Wilcy.

Brewer, M. B. (1988).
Srull & R, 5. Wye
36). Hillsdale, NJ:

Brown, j. D., & Taylor
martion: Evidence f
Social Psychology,

Brown, R., & McNeill,
of Verbal Learning

Bruncr, . 8. (1957). On

Carlson, R. A., & Dui:

concept learning, fo
Cognition, 11, 45~
Carlston, D. E. {19801,
processes. Journal ¢
Chaiken, S. {1980). Heu
of source versus me
Psychology, 39, 75
Chaiken, S. (1987). Th
Olson, & C. P. Her
5, pp. 33-39), Hills
Cheesman, J., & Merik
scious perceptual pr
Clark, M. S, & Isen, 2
tween fecling states
Cognitive social psy
Dark, V. )., Johnston, ¥
of selection and cap
114, 472497,
Deaux, K., & Lewis, L.
ships among compo
Psvehology, 46, 991

—



> PROCESSES
MA: Harvard

sposed system
1, Advances in
{Vol. 2). New

iemory encod-
4.

if self-relevant
425436,
formation. In
wition (Vol, 3,

s for commu-
liggins (Eds.),
dale, NJ: Erl-

a5 a cogmtive
v, Sorrentine
‘ork: Guilford

. The additive
ity. Journal of

utomatic dcti-
k University.

tity of chroni-
M perception:
yebology, 55,

rocessing and
ntside of con-
ity and Socraf

nd perceptual
11,

ibility, person
srload. Journal

processing in
y self bur not
39.

it atteibution:
of Personality

"aspects, New

ive therapy of

CONDITIONAL AUTOMATICITY 43

Beckmann, ., & Goliwitzer, P. M. (1987). Deliberative versus implemental states
of mind: The issuc of impartiality in predecisional and postdecisional infor-
matien processing, Social Cognition, 5, 259-279. -

Bem, D. J. {1972}, Self-perception theory. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in ex-
perimental social psychology (Val. 6, pp. 1-62). New York: Acadernic Press.

Blake, M. {1973}, Prediction of recognition when recall fails; Exploring the fecling-
of-knowing phenomenon. fournal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Bebavior,
12, 311319,

Bodenhausen, G. V., & Wyer, R. 8., Jr. {1985). Effccts of stereotypes on decision

making and information-processing strategies. fournal of Personality and So-
cial Psychology, 48, 267-282.

Bornstein, R. F., Leose, D. R., & Galley, D. J. (1987). The gencralization of sub-
liminal mere exposure effects: Influcnce of stimuli perceived withour aware-
ness on social behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53,
1070-1079.

Bowers, K. 5. (1985). On being unconsciously influenced and informed. [n K. S,
Bowers & 1. Meichenbaum {Eds.), The unconscious reconsidered. New York:
Wiley.

Brewcr, M. B. (1988). A dual process model of impression formation, In I'. K.
Srull & R. 5. Wyer, Jr. (Eds.), Advances in social cognition (Vol. 1, pp. 1-
36). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Brown, J. D., & Taylor, 5. E. {1986). Affect and the processing of personal infor-
mation: Evidence for mood-activated self-schemata. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 22, 436452,

Brown, R., & McNecill, 1. {1966). The “tip of the tongue” phenomenon, journal
of Verbal Learning and Verbal Bebavior, 5, 325-337.

Bruner, J. 5. (1957}. On perceprual readiness. Psychologicat Review, 64, 123-152.

Carlson, R. A., & Dulany, I}, E. {1985}. Conscious attention and abstraction in
concept leaming. fowrnal of Fxperimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and
Cognition, 11, 45-38.

Carlston, D. E. (1980). The recall and use of traits and events in somal inference
processes, fournal of Fxperimental Social Psychology, 16, 303-329.

Chaiken, 5. (1980). Heuristic versus systematic information processing and the use
of source versus message cues in persuasion. fournal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 39, 732-766.

Chaiken, S, (1987). The heuristic model of persuasion. In M. P. Zanna, |, M.
Qlson, & €. . Herman {kds.), Soctal influence: The Ontaric Symposium {Vol,
5, pp. 33-39). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaumn.

Cheesman, [., & Merikle, B, M. {1986). Distinguishing conscious from uncon-
scious perceptual processes, Canadian fournal of Psychology, 40, 343-367.

Clark, M. S., & Isen, A. M. (1982). Toward understanding the relationship be-
tween feeling states and soctal behavior, Tn AL H. Hastorf 8¢ AL M. Isen (bds)),
Cognitive social psychology (pp. 73—108). New York: Elsevier.

Dark, V. J., Johnston, W. A., Myles-Worsley, M., & Farah, M. ]. (1985). Levels
of selection and capacity limits. Jowrnal of Experimental Psychology: General,
114, 472497,

Deaux, K., & Lewis, L. L. {1984). Structure of gender stereotypes: Interrelation-
ships among companents and gender label. Jonrnal of Personality and Social
Psycholagy, 46, 991-1004,




44 . PART L. BASIC PROCESSES

Devine, P. (G. (1987)., Sterectypes and prejudice: Their antomatic and controlled
components. Unpublished manuscripr, University of Wisconsin.

Erber, R., & Fiske, 5. T. {1984). Outcome dependency and attention to inconsis-
tent information. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 47, 709-7126.

Erdley, C. A, & D’Agostino, P. R. (1988). Cognitive and affective components of
autematic priming effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34,
T41-747.

Fazic, R. H., Sanbonmatsu, D. M., Powell, M. C,, & Kardes, F. R. (1986). On the
automatic activation of attitudes, Journal of Personality and Soctal Psychol-
ogy, 50, 229238,

Fenigstein, A, & Levine, M. I. {1984}, Self-attention, concept activation, and the
causal self. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 20, 231-245.

Festinger, L., & Carlsmith, ]. M, {1959). Cognitive consequences of forced com-
pliance. Jowrnal of Abrormal and Social Psychology, 58, 203-210.

Fisk, A. 1., & Schneider, W. [1984), Memory as a function of attention, level of
processing, and automatization. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learn-
ing, Memory, and Cognition, 10, 181-197.

Fiske, S. T. {1980). Attention and weight in person perception: The impact of
negative and extreme behavior. fournal of Personality and Social Psvchology,
38, 889-90s.

Fiske, S. T., & Pavelchak, M. (1986). Catcgory-based versus piecemeal-based af-
fective responscs: Developments in schema-triggered affect. In R, M. Sorren-
tino & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of motivation and cognition (pp. 167—
203), New York: Guiltord.

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, 5. E. (1984). Social cognition. Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley,

Fodor, ). A. {1983). The modularity of mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Forgas, ]. I, & Moylan, 8. {1987), After the movics: Transicnt mood and social
judgments. Personality and Sccial Psychology Bulletin, 13, 467-477.

Fowler, C. A., Wolfard, G., Slade, R., & Tassinary, L. (1981). Lexical access with
and without awarencss, Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 110,
341-362,

Friedman, A. {1979). Framing pictures: The rale of knowledge in automatized en-
coding and memory for gist. fournal of Experimental Psychology: General,
108, 316-355.

Ghiselin, B. {(Ed.). (1952). The creative process. New York: New American Li-
brary.

Gilbert, D. T., & Krull, I, 5. (1988). Seeing less and knowing more: The benchits
of perceptual ignorance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54,
193-202.

Gilbert, D. T, Pelham, B. W., & Krull, 1. 5. (1988). On cognitive busyness: When
person perceivers mect persons perceived, Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 34, 733-740.

Glucksberg, ., & McCloskey, M. (1981). Decisions about ignorance: Knowing
that you don’t know. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning
and Memory, 7, 311-325.

Gordon, P. C., & Holyoak, K. J. {1983). Implicit learning and generalization of
the “mere exposurc” effect. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45,
492--500.

CONDITIONAL AUT

Graf, ., & Mandler, ¢
neccssarily more r
23, 553-568,

Greéenwald, A. G., Liv
word meaning. Ut

Hansen, C. H., & Har
supcriority effect,

Haasen, R. D. (1980].
Psychology, 39, 9

Hastie, R. (1981]. Schi
Herman, & M. P
{Vol. 1, pp. 39-8¢

Hastie, R., & Kumar,
principles in me
chology, 37, 25--3

Hastie, R., & Park, B
depends on whetl
logical Review, 93

Henik, A., Friedrich, F
rclatedness effects
373.

Higgins, E. T., 8 Barg
nnal Review of Ps

Higgins, E. T., Bargh, |
on categorization.
and Cognition, 11

Higgins, E. T., Bond, |
and emotional vu
crepancy influence
5-15.

Higgins, E. T., 87 King
processing conseq
& ]. F. Kihlstron

69122}, Hillsdale

Higgins, E. T., King, (
bility and subjecti
Psychology, 43, 3.

Higgins, E. T., Rholes
impression forma
154,

Hoffman, ]. E., & M
M. L. Posner & (
585-599). Hillsd:

Ingram, R. E., & Ken
Therapy and Rese

Isen, A. M. (1984). Ty
Wyer, Jr., & T.
179=236). Hillsd:

Isen, A. M., Shalker,’



YCESSES
wntrolled
inconsis-
(0-726.
nents of

logy, 54,

. On the
Psychol-

, and the
cd com-

, level of
r: Learn-

mpact of
rchology,

based af-
. Sorren-
pp. 167—
Addison-

5.
nd sccial

cess with
ral, 110,

itized en-
General,

rican Li-

¢ benefits
logy, 54,

55: When
nd Social

Knowing
Learning

zation of
ogy, 45,

CONDITIONAL AUTOMATICITY ' 45

Graf, P., & Mandler, G. {1984). Activation makes words more accessible, but not
necessanily more retrievable. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Bebavior,
23, 553-568.

Greenwald, A. G., Liu, T. J., & Klinger, M. (1986). Unconscious processing of
word meaning. Unpublished manuscript, Ohio State University.

Hansen, C. H., 8 Hansen, R, D. (1988). Finding the face in the crowd: An anger
superiority effect. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 917-924.

Hansen, R. D. (1980). Commonsense attribution. fournal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 39, 996-1009.

Hastie, R. {1981)}. Schematic principles in human memory. [n E. T. Higgins, C. I
Herman, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Social cognition: The Ontario Sympositun
(Vol. 1, pp. 39-88). Hillsdalc, NJ: Erlbaum.

Hastie, R., & Kumar, P. (1979). Person memory: Personality traits as organizing
principles in memory for behaviors. fournal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 37, 25-38.

Hastie, R., & Park, B. (1986). The relationship beeween memory and judgment
depends on whether the judgment task is memory-based or on-line. Psycho-
logical Review, 93, 258-268.

Henik, A., Friedrich, F. ., & Kellogg, W. A. (1983]. The dependence of semantic
relatedness effects upon prime processing. Memory & Cognition, 11, 366-
373.

Higgins, E. T, 8 Bargh, J. A, {(1987). Social perception and social cognition. An-
nual Review of Psychology, 38, 369-425.

Higgins, E. T., Bargh, ]. A., & Lombardi, W. (1985). The nature of priming effccs
on categorization. Journal of Fxperimental Psychology: Learning, Memory,
and Cognition, 11, 59—69.

Higgins, E. T., Band, R, N., Klein, R., & Stranman, T, (1986). Self-discrepancics
and emoticnal vulnerability: How magnitude, accessibility, and type of dis-
crepancy influence affect. Jowrnal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51,
5-15.

Higgins, E. T., & King, G. {1981). Accessibility of social constructs: Information-
processing consequences of individual and contextual variability. In N. Cantor
& J. F. Kihlstrom (Eds.), Personality, cognition, and social interaction (pp.
69—122), Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Higgins, E. T., King, G. A., & Mavin, G, H. {1982). Individual construct accessi-
bility and subiective impressions and recall. fournal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 43, 3547,

Higgins, E. T\, Rholes, W. 5., & Jones, C. R, (1977). Category accessibility and
impression formation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 13, 141 -
154.

Hoffman, J. E., & MacMillan, F. W. (1985). Is semantic priming automatic? In
M. L Posner & O. S. M. Marin (Eds.}, Attention and performance X1 (pp.
585-599). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Ingeamn, R. E., & Kendall, P. C. {1987). The cognitive sidc of anxiety. Cognitive
Therapy and Research, 11, 523-536.

Isen, A, M. (1984}, Toward understanding the role of affect in cognition. In R. 5.
Wyer, Jr., & T. K. Srull {Eds.), Handbook of social cognition (Vol. 3, pp.
179-236). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Iscn, A. M., Shalker, T. L., Clark, M., & Karp, L. (1978]. Affect, accessibility of

L4




46 PART 1. BASIC PROCESSES

material in memory, and behavior: A cognitive loop? fournal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 36, 1-12.

Jacoby, 1.. 1., & Dallas, M. (1981). On the relationship berween autobiographical
memory and perceptual learning, fournal of Experimental Psychology: Gen-
eral, 110, 306-340.

Jacoby, L. L., & Kelley, C. M. (1987). Unconscious influences of memory for a
prior cvent. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 13, 314-336.

James, YW, (1890), The principles of psychology (2 vols.). New York: Holt.

Johnson, E. ., & Tversky, A, {1983). Affect, gencralizadion, and the perception of
tisk. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 20-31.

Johnson, M. K. {1983). A multiple-entry, modular memory system. [n G. H. Bower
{Ed.), The psychology of learning and motivation (Vol. 16, pp. 81-123). New
York: Academic Press.

Johnson, M. K., & Hasher, L. (1987). Human learning and memory, Annial Re-
view of Psychology, 38, 631-668.

Johnson, M. K., & Raye, C. L. (1981}, Reality monitoring, Psychological Review,
8%, 67-85.

Johnston, W. A., & Dark, V. J. (1986). Seclective attention. Annual Review of
Psychology, 37, 43-75.

Jones, E. E. {1979}, The rocky road from acts to dispositions, American Psychol-
ogist, 34, 107-117.

Joncs, E. E., & Nisbett, R. E. (1971). The actor and the observer: Divergent per-
ceptions of the causes of behavior. In E. E. Jones, . Kanouse, H. H. Kelley,
R. E. Nisbett, 5. Valins, & B. Weiner (Eds.), Attribution: Percefving the causes
of bebavior [pp. 79-94). Morristown, N]: General Learning Press.

Kahneman, D., & Henik, A, {1981). Perceprual organization and attention. In M.
Kubovy & J. R. Pomerantz (Eds.), Perceptual organization. Hillsdale, NJ: Erl-
baum. -

Kabneman, D., & Treisman, A. (1984). Changing views of attention and automat-
icity. In R, Parasuraman & D. R. Davies (Eds.), Varieties of attention (pp.
29-61). New York: Academic Press.

Kitayama, S., & Buarnstein, E. {1988). Automaticity in conversations: A reexami-
nation of the mindlessness hypothesis. fournal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 54, 219-224,

Krauss, R, M., Apple, W., Morency, N., Wenzel, C., & Winton, W. {1981). Ver-
bal, vocal, and visible factors in judgments of another’s affect. fournal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 40, 312-320.

Kruglanski, A. W. (1980). Lay epistemologic process and contents: Another look
at attribution theory. Psychological Review, 87, 70-87.

Kunse-Wilson, W. R., & Zajonc, R. B. {1980). Affective discrimination of stimuli
that cannot be recognized. Science, 207, 557558,

LaBerge, ., & Samucls, S. ). {1974). Toward a thecory of automatic information
processing in reading. Cognitive Psychology, 6, 293-323.

Langer, E. J. (1978). Rethinking the rale of thought in social intcraction, In J. H.
Harvey, W. |. Ickes, & R. I'. Kidd (Eds.), New directions in attribution re-
search (Vol. 2, pp. 36-58). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Langer, E. ]., & Abclson, R. P. (1972). The semantics of asking a favor: How to
succeed in getting help without really dying. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 24, 26-32.

*

CONDITIONAL AUT(

Langer, E. |, Blank, A
thoughttul action:
action. fournal of

Latane, B., & Darley, ]
belyr? New York: /

Lewicki, P. (1982}, Tre
experience. Persun

Lewicki, P. {1983}, Noi
judgments. Journal

Lewicki, P, {1986a). N
ademic Press.

Lewicki, D. {1986b). Pr
ticulated. Journal
nition, 12, 135-14

Lingle, }. H., & Ostr
impression judgme
194.

Logan, G. D. (1980).
Theory and data. (

Logan, G. 0., & Cow
action: A theory o

[Lombardi, W. J., Higgi
it priming cffects ¢
of awarencss of th
13, 411429,

Mandler, G., & Nakar
Social Psychology

Mandler, G., Nakamu
of exposurc to su
Psychology: Learn

Marcel, A. J. (1983). ¢
sual masking and -

McArthur, L. 7. {198

formation and cat
Zanna (Eds.}, Soc
246). Hillsdale, N

McArthur, L. 2., & F
mation: Variation:
distinctive person’
chology, 39, 615+

Metcalfe, J. (1986). F
nal of Lxperiment,
254,

Mills, C. J., & Tyrrel
proactive interfere
T8I,

Moray, N. {1959). Ant
of instructions. Q1

Moskowitz, GG, B., & |



JCESSES .

rsonafity

araphical
gy: Gen-

wy for a

£
ption ol

1. Bower
13). New

nual Re-
Review,
eview of
Psychol-
zent per-
I, Kelley,

1€ CAUSOS

n. In M.
NJ: Erl-

automat-
tton (pp.

reexami-
«cial Psy-

1. Ver-
tof Per-

her look
f stimuli
rmarion

In J. H.
wtion re-

How 1o
1d Social

CONDITIONAL AUTOMATICITY 47

Langer, E. ]., Blank, A., & Chanowitz, B, {1978). The mindlessness of ostensibly
thoughtful action: The role of “placebic™ mformacion in interpersonal inter-
action. fowrnal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 635-642,

Latane, B., 8 Darley, J. M. (1970}, The unresponsive bystander: Why doesn’t be
help? New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts,

Lewicki, P. (1982}, Trait relationships: The nonconscious generalization of social
experience. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 8, 439-445.

Lewicki, P {1983}, Nonconscious biasing effects of single instances on subsequent
judgments. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 563-574.

Lewicki, P. {1986a). Norconscious social information processing. New York: Ac-
ademic Press.

Lewicki, P. (1986b). Processing information about covariations that cannot be ar-
ticulated, Journal of Experismental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cop-
pition, 12, 135-146.

Lingle, J. H., & Ostrom, T. M. (1979). Retrieval selectivity in memory-based
impression judgments. journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 180—
194,

Logan, G, D, {1980). Artention and automacticity in Stroop and priming tasks:
Theory and data. Cognitive Psychology, 12, 523-553.

Logan, G. D., & Cowan, W. B. (1984). On the ability to inhibit thought and
action: A theory of an act of contrel. Psyehological Review, 91, 295-327.
Lombardi, %, J., Higgins, E. T., & Bargh, ]. A. (1987). The role of consciousness
in priming effects on categorization: Assimilation versus contrast as a function
of awareness of the priming event. Personaliry and Social Psychology Bulletin,

13, 4114285,

Mandler, G., & Nakamura, Y. (1987). Aspects of consciousness. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 13, 299-313.

Mandler, G., Nakamura, Y., & Van Zandt, B. J. 5. {1987). Nonspecific effecrs
of exposure to stimuli that cannot be recognized. fournal of Experimentul
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 13, 646—648,

Marcel, A. ]J. (1983). Conscious and unconscious perception: Experiments on vi-
sual masking and word recognition, Cognitive Psychology, 15, 197-237.
McArthur, 1. Z. (1981). What grabs you? The rolc of actention in impression
formation and causal attribution. In E, T, Higgins, C. P. Herman, & M. I
Zanna (Eds.), Social cognition: The Ontario Symposien (Vol. 1, pp. 201-

246). Hillsdale, NJ: Frlbaum,

McArthur, L. Z., & Friedman, 5. (1980). [llusory correlation in mmpression for-
marion: Variations in the shared distinctivencss effect as a function of the
distinctive person’s age, race, and sex. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 39, 615-624.

Metcalfe, |. {1986). Fecling of knowing in memory and problem-solving. four-
nal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 12, 288—
294,

Mills, C. J., & Tyrrell, D. J. (1983). Sex-stereotypic encoding and release trom
proactive interference. Journal of Persomality and Social Psychology, 45, 772—
781,

Moray, N. {1959). Attention in dichotic listening: Affective cues and the intluence
of instructions. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 11, $6—60.

Moskowitz, G. B., & Uleman, ], S, (1987, August). The facilitation and inhibition




48 PART [. BASIC PROCESSES

of spontaneous trait inferences. Paper presented at the 95th Annual Conven-
tion of the American Psychological Association, New York City.

Neely, ]. H. {1977). Semantic priming and retrieval from lexical memory: Roles of
inhibitionless spreading activation and limited-capacity attention. fournal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 106, 226-254.

Neisser, U, (1967). Cognitive psychology. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Nelson, T. O., Gerler, D., & Narens, L, (1984). Accuracy of fecling-of-knowing
judgments for predicting perceptual identification and relearning. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 113, 282-300.

Newell, A., & Rosenbloom, P. 5. (1981). Mechanisms of skill acquisition and the
law of practice. In J. R. Anderson {Ed.), Cognitive skills and their acquisition
(pp. 1-93). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Niedenthal, P. M., & Cantor, N, {1986}, Affective responses as guides to category-
based inferences. Motivation and Emotion, 10, 217-232.

Nisbecr, R. E., & Bellows, N. {1977). Verbal reports about causal influences on
social judgments: Private access versus public theories. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 35, 613-624.

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D, {1977]. Telling more than we can know: Verbal
reports on mental processes. Esychological Review, 84, 231-259.

Nissen, M. ]., & Bullemer, P. (1987). Attentional requirements of learning: Evi-
dence from performance measures. Cogritive Psychology, 19, 1-32.

Norman, D. A. (1981). Categorization of action slips. Psychological Review, 88,
1-15.

Norman, D. A., & Bobrow, D. (. {1976). On the role of active memory processes
in perception and cognition. In C. N. Cofer (Ed.), The structure of human
memory (pp. 114-132). San Francisco: W. H. Freeman.

Notman, D, A, & Shallice, T. (1986). Artention te action: Willed and automatic
control of behavior, Tn R. J. Davidson, G. E. Schwartz, & D. Shapiro (Eds.},
Consciousness and self-regulation: Advances in research and theory (Vol. 4,
pp. 1-18). New York: Plenum,

Ogden, W, C., Martin, D. W., & Paap, K. R. (1980). Processing demands of en-
coding: What does secondary rask performance reflect? Journal of Experimen-
tal Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 6, 355-367.

Perty, R. E., 8 Cacioppo, J. T. {1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic and con-
temporary approaches. Dubuque, TA: Wiiliam C. Brown.

Posner, M. L (1978). Chronometric explorations of mind. Hillsdale, N]: Erlbaum.

Posner, M. L, & Snyder, C. R. R. {1975). Attention and cognitive control. In R,
L. Solso (Ed.), Information processing and cognition: The Loyola Symposium
{pp. 55-85). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Postman, L., & Brown, D. R. (19352}, Perceptual consequences of success and fail-
ure. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 47, 213-221.

Pratto, F., & Bargh, |. A. (1988). Sex stereotyping under information overload:
Twa paths for going beyond the information given. Unpublished manuscript,
New York University,

Pyszczynski, T., & Greenberg, J. (1987). Self-regulatory perseveration and the de-
pressive sclf-focusing style: A self-awareness theory of reactive depression.
Psychological Bulletin, 102, 122138,

Reber, A. S. (1967). Implicit learning of artificial grammars. Journal of Verbal
Learning and Verbal Behavior, 5, 855-863.

CONDITIONAL AUTOMATIC

Rhodewalt, F., & Agustsdottir,
nomenal self, Journal of Pe

Rothbart, M, {1981}, Memory pi
Cognitive processes in stere
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Schachrter, S., & Singer, ]. L. (1!
nants of cmotional state. Is

Schacter, ). {1983). Feeling-of-
mental Psychology: Learniy

Schank, R. C., & Abelson, R. P
Hillsdale, N]: Erlbaum.

Schul, Y., & Burnstein, E. {198
Using past impression ratl
impression. Journal of Expe

Seamon, J. G., Brody, N, & |
stimuli that are not recogni
laterality. Journal of Experi
nition, 9, 544555,

Setfert, C. M., McKoon, G., Ab
nections between thematica
chology: Learning, Memory

Shallice, T. (1972). Dual functi
383-393.

Sherman, S. J. (1987). Cognitiv
sion of attitudes. [n M. P, Z
influence: The Ontario Syn
baum,

Sherman, S. J., Zehner, K. 5., Jol
The role of timing, set, and
of Personality and Social Ps

Shiffrin, R. M., & Dumais, §. T.
Anderson (Ed.), Cognitive .
dale, NJ: Erlbaum,

Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W
mation processing: [I. Perce
theory. Psychological Revier

Smith, E. R. (1984}, Model of
91, 392-413.

Smith, E. R., Branscombe, N. R.
of practice on secial judgm
cholagy, 54, 385-393.

Smith, E. R, & Lerner, M. (19
ments. journal of Personalit

Smith, E. R., & Miller, F. D. {
and comprchension process
of Personality and Social Ps

Smith, S. 8., & Kithlstrom, J. F. {
Five™ traits as cognitive stru

Spiclman, I.. A., Pratto, F., & |

—



'ROCESSES
ual Conven-

ry: Roles of
. Joursal of

ry-Crofts.
-of-knowing
. Journal of

ton and the
- acquisition

to category-

ifluences on
Personality

ow: Verbal

arning: Evi-
2.
Review, 88,

'y Drocesscs
e of human

d automatic

piro (Eds.),
ory {(Vol. 4,

ands of en-
Experimen-

ic and con-

I: Erlbaum.
ntrol. In R.
Symposium

ss and fail-

n averload:
manuscripr,

and the de-
depression.

{ of Verbal

CONDITIONAL AUTOMATICITY 49

Rhodewalt, F., & Agustsdottir, 5. (1986). Effects of self-presentation on the phe-
nomenal self, fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 47-535.

Rothbart, M. (1981}, Memory processes and social beliefs. In D. L. Hamilton (Ed.),
Cognitive processes in stereotyping and intergroup behavior (pp. 145-181).
Hilisdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Schachter, 5., & Singer, ]. L. (1962}). Cognitive, social, and physiological determi-
nants of emotional state. Psychological Review, 69, 379-399.

Schacter, D. (1983). Feeling-of-knowing in episodic memory. fournal of Experi-
mental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 9, 39-54.

Schank, R. C., & Abelson, R. P. (1977). Scripts, plans, goals, and understanding.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Schul, Y., & Burnstein, E. {1985). The informational basis of social judgments:
Using past impression rather than the trait description in forming a new
impression, fournal of Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 421-439.

Seamon, J. G., Brody, N., & Kauff, I, M. {1983). Affcctive discrimination of
stimuli that are not recognized: Effects of shadowing, masking, and ccrchral
laterality. Journal of Expetimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cog-
nition, 9, 544-555.

Seitert, C. M., McKoon, G., Abelson, R. P., & Ratcliff, R. (1986). Memory con-
nections between thematically similar episodes. fournal of Experimental Psy-
chology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 12, 220-231.

Shallice, T. (1972). Dual functions of consciousness. Psvchological Review, 79,
383-393.

Sherman, S. J. (1987). Cogaitive processes in the formation, change, and expres-
sion of attitudes. [n M. P. Zanna, |. M. Olsan, & C. P. Herman (Eds.), Social
influence: The Ontario Symposiwm (Vol. 5, pp. 75-106). Hillsdale, NJ: Lrl-
bauin.

Sherman, S. ., Zehner, K, 8., Johnson, J., & Hirt, E. R. {1983). Social explanation:
'The role of timing, set, and recall on subjective likelihood estimates. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 1127-1143.

Shiffrin, R, M., & Dumais, S. 1. {1981). The development of automatism. In J. R.
Anderson (Ed.), Cognitive skills and their acquisition (pp. 111-140). Hills-
dale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Shiffrin, R. M., & Schneider, W, {1977). Controlled and automatic human infor-
mation processing: 1. Perceptual learning, automatic attending, and a genceral
theory. Psychological Review, 84, 127—19).

Smith, E. R. (1984). Model of social inference processes. Psychological Review,
91, 392413,

Smith, E. R., Branscombe, N. R., & Bormann, C. {1988). Generality of the cffcects
of practice on social judgment tasks. Journal of Personality and Social Vsy-
chology, 54, 385395,

Smith, E. R., & Lerner, M. {1986). Development of automatism of social judg-
ments. fournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 246-259.

Smith, E. R., & Miller, F. D. {1983). Mediation among attributional inferences
and comprehension processes: [nidial findings and a general mcthod. Journal
of Persanality and Social Psychology, 44, 492-505.

Smith, 8. 5., & Kihlstrem, J. F. {1987). When is a schema not a schema? The “Big
Five” traits as cognitive structures. Soctal Cognition, §, 26-57.

Spielman, L. A., Pratto, F., & Bargh, ]. A. (1988). Automatic affect: Are one’s




S50 . PART I. BASIC PROCESSES

moods, attitudes, evaluations, and cmotions out of control? American Behav-
toral Scientist, 31, 296-311.

Srudl, T. K. (1981). Person memory: Some tests of associative storage and retrieval
models. fournal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning and Memory,
7, 440463,

Srull, T. K., & Wyer, R. §., Jr. {1979). The role of category accessibility in the
interpretation of information about persons: Some determinants and implica-
tions. Jowurnal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 1660—1672.

Srull, 1. K., & Wyer, R, S., Jr. (1986). The vole of chronic and temporary goals in
social information processing. In R. M. Socrentino & E. T. Higgins (Eds.},
Handbook of motivation and cognition: Foundations of social bebavior (pp.
$03-549). New York: Guilford Press.

Strack, F., Frber, R., & Wicklund, R. A. (1982). Effects of salience and time pres-
sure on ratings of social causality. fournal of Experimental Social Psychology,
18, 581594,

Strauman, T. ], & Higgins, E. 'I'. (1987), Automatic activation of self-discrepan-
cies and emotional syndromes: When cognitive structures influence affect.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 1004-1014. )

Taylor, 8. E., Crocker, J., Fiske, 8. T., Sprinzen, M., & Winkler, [. D. (1979). The
generalizability of salience effects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 37, 357-368.

Taylor, S. E., & Fiske, 5. T. (1978). Salience, attention, and attribution: Top of
the head phenomena. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 11, pp. 249-288). New York: Academic Press.

Trope, Y, (1986). Identification and inferential processes in dispositional attribu-
tion. Psyehological Review, 93, 239-257.

Tulving, E., Schacter, D. L., & Stark, H. A. (1982). Priming cffects in word-frag-
ment completion arc independent of recognition memory. Jouwrnal of Experi-
mental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 8, 336-342.

Uleman, J. 5. {1987). Consciousness and contrel: The case of spontaneous trait
inferences. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 13, 337-334.

Vallacher, R. R., & Wegner, D. M. {1987). What do people think they're doing?
Action identification and human behavior. Psychological Review, 94, 3—135.

Wicklund, R. A., & Brchm, . W. (1976). Perspectives un cognitive dissonance.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Wilson, W. R. {1979). Feeling more than we can know: Exposure cffects without
learning. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 811-821.

Winter, L., 8 Uleman, ). 5. (1984). When are social judgments made? Evidence
for the spontaneousness of trait inferences. Jomrnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 47, 237252,

Winter, L., Uleman, ], S., & Cunniff, C. (1985). How automatic are social judg-
ments? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 49, 904-917.

Winton, W. M., Putnam, L. E., & Krauss, R. M, (1984). Facial and autonomic
manifestations of the dimensional structure of emotion. fournal of Experimen-
tal Social Psychology, 20, 195-2186,

Wyer, R. 5., Jr., & Gordon, S. E, {1982). The recall of information about persons
and groups. fournal of Experimental Psychology, 18, 128~164.

Wyer, R, S, Jr., & Srull, T. K. (1986). Human cognition in its social context.
Psychological Review, 93, 322-359.

CONDITIONAL AU

Yaniv, I, & Mcyer,
stored informatic
Journal of Expe
187-205.

Yaces, J. (1983). The
Review, 92, 249

Zajone, R. B. (1968}
and Social Psych

Zajonc, R, B. (1980)
ican Psychologis

Zbrodoff, N. J., & L
case study of ari
118-130.

Zillman, ., & Brya
FESponse to prov
ality and Social |




SSES
2hat-

icval
HOTY,

1 the
slica-

als in
ids.),
{pp.

pres-

fogy,

*pan-
ffect.

. The
chol-

:]p 0f
social

tibu-

-frag-
cpert-

trait
oing?
13.
‘ance.

thout

dence
Social

judg-

10mic
imen-

TSONs

ntext,

CONTNTIONAL AUTOMATICITY 51

Yaniv, [, & Meyer, D. E. {1987}, Activation and metacognition of inaccessible
stored information: Potential bases for incubation effects in problem solving.
fournal of Experimental Psychology: 1.earning, Memory, and Cognition, 13,
187-205.

Yates, J. {1985). The content of awareness 1s a model of the world. Psychological
Review, 92, 249-284.

Zajone, R. B. (1968). Attimdinal effects of mere exposurc. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology Monograph Supplement, 9, 1-27.

Zajong, R. B. (1980). Fecling and thinking: Preferences need no inferences. Asmer-
rcan Psychologist, 315, 151-175.

Zbrodoff, N. |., & Logan, G. I). {1986). On the autonomy of mental processes: A
case study of arithmetic. Jowrnal of Experimental Psychology: General, 113,
118-130.

Zillman, D., & Bryant, |. (1974). Effect of residual excitation on the emotional
response to provocation and delayed aggressive behavior. fowrnal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 30, 782-791.






