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The Cognitive Monster

THE CASE AGAINST THE CONTROLLABILITY
OF AUTOMATIC STEREOTYPE EFFECTS

JOHN A. BARGH

This chapter provides a more or less opinion-
ated hisrory of the standard dual-process
model of stereotyping effects on judgment
and behavior It focuses particularly on the
fluctuations over the past 30 years in the rela-
tive power ascribed 1o the automatic influ-
ences of stereotypes versus the comscious, in-
tentional attempts to control them. The major
theme is that the evidence of controllability is
weaker and more problematic than we would

like to believe.

TAs Falile of the Cognilive Mongter

Once upon a time, in the land of Social Psy-
chology, there lived the Cognirive Miser. This
creature was the object of much sympathy
and compassion from the good people of So-
cial Psychology, for it was afflicted with cthe
curse of Limited Processing Resources, and
therefore could do naught but give scant ar-
tention and time to most of the world around
it. All agreed that it was necessary and wise
for the creature to depend on simplifying
modes of thought, in order to conserve its
constrained mental capacity for when it was
most needed. The people wartched and noted
how the Cognitive Miser never learned about
them as separate individuals, but only reacted
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1o cach of them on the basis of their superfi-
cial aspects and the roles they played in daily
life. fc was unfortunare, bur a reasonable
straregy for the Miser to pursue, given irs lim-
its. And so-the people in the land of Social
Psychology were {reasonably} content.

But then the people became terribly
afraid and anxious. For lo! the Cognitive Mi-
ser had become transformed, by the magic of
Further Research, into the Cognitive Monster,
No longer did the creature use simplifying
caregories and stereotypes by choice or strar-
egy; their use had become an addicrion—un-
controllable, nor a marter of choice ar all—
and the creatyre’s Will was powerless to do
anything else.

“We must do something!™ ¢ried the peo-
ple of Social Psychology. “We must slay the
Monster!” And so their heroes came lorth.
They rode to the nearby friendly lands of
Awareness and Motivation, and raised a for-
midable army. Then, cleverly using the very
weapons of Further Research thar had created
the Monster, they turned them against the
dreaded foe. The soldiers of Awareness shone
their bright lights on the Monster, and thus
aided, the people of Motivation lashed and
tethered the beast. Victory followed upon vic-
tory. The Monster was greatly diminished in
power and scope, and the people were no lon-
ger afraid. lnrf::id, soon ¢ame the day when
they laughed and jeered ar the Monster, teth-
ered in chains in the village square.


Anthony Greenwald
Typewritten Text
Bargh, J. A. (1999). The cognitive monster: The case against the controllability of automatic stereotype effects.  In S. Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.), Dual-process theories in social psychology. (pp. 361-382).  New York: Guilford Press.


362

Unfortunately, monster stories rarely end
on such a happy note, as anyone familiar with
the tales of King Kong or Frankenstein
knows. The chained monstes, it turns out in
each of these stories, is only temporarily un-
der control. And so, when the populace be-
comes complacent and lets its guard down,
the monster bursts its bonds and rampages
again, causing more mayhem than before.

Those classic monster stories were writ-
ten as allegories for the very real monsters
that individuals and societies face (be they
dictators or unchecked scientific progress).
They were also intended as warnings of the
need for constant vigilance against such
menaces. My theme in this chapter is similar.
It is that in many ways, the field of social
cognition has become overly optimistic
about the “cognitive monster” of automatic
stereotype activation. I contend here that,
contrary to what our research is actually
showing, the conclusions drawn from the
data have overestimated the degree to which
automatically activated stereotypes can be
controlled through good intentions and
effortful thought—and thereby have underes-
timated the extent to which stereotypes con-
tinue today to cause problems in social rela-
tions.

META-ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT
STEREOTYPE CONTROLLABILITY:
A BRIEF HISTORY

“The Fable of the Cognitive Monster” is in-
tended to illustrate the assumptional shifts in
social cognition that have taken place since
the 1960s concerning the controllability (vs.
automaticity) of social perception and judg-
ment. The early attribution models broadly
assumed an active and effortful search after
meaning, with conscious and deliberate scru-
tiny of the co-occurrence of effects with their
possible causes (e.g., Jones & Davis, 1965;
Kelley, 1967; Weiner, 1974). Individuals were
assumed to be largely in executive control of
tieir perceptual and judgmental faculties.

The Cognitive Miser

However, the 1970s saw a reaction to this
meta-assumption of effortful processing, as
Langer (e.g., 1978; Langer & Abelson, 1972)
and Taylor and Fiske (e.g., 1978) voiced
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doubts as to whether people are always gq
thoughtful and in control. Instead, they ar.
gued, people are often “mindless” in their be.
havior and choice making, following stored
scripts based on the routines of social interac.
tions. These authors also described people a5
lacking the mental and attentional capacity to
engage in effortful thought on a moment-to-
moment basis. Therefore, people are forced
into using mental resources in a sparing or
“miserly” fashion—relying on simplifying
tactics such as heuristic decision rules and ste-
reotypes (see also Dawes, 1976; Kahneman &
Tversky, 1973).

The reliance on simple decision rules and
on pigeonholing of individuals into stock char-
acters or categories was viewed mainly as a
matter of strategic necessity, or even as an
adaptive way of dealing with our mental short-
comings as human beings. A miser, after all, is
one who is intentionally and deliberately stingy
when doling out money, and who jealously
guards existing funds. Because the world is
filled with unexpected and potentially danger-
ous events, and these draw heavily on our lim-
ited artention (e.g., Fiske, 1980; Pratto & John,
1993), it would seem to be a reasonable strat-
egy to use attention in this miserly fashion.

As an illustration of how such minimal
and noneffortful information processing was
viewed at the time as a matter of strategic
choice, consider the classic Langer, Blank, and
Chanowitz (1978) experiments on mindless
behavior. These studies demonstrated how
participants would react mindlessly in routine
situations, evidently not paying much atten-
tion to the content (only to the form) of the
social interaction. But at the same time, the
experiments also showed that participants
quickly became mindful, and engaged in
effortful processing, when behaving mindless-
ly would have had important costs to them.
For instance, when a confederate trying to cut
ahead in the line to use the copying machine
promised the participant that this would
cause only a short delay, the quality of the ex-
cuse given did not matter to the participant’s
behavior; however, the quality of the reason
did matter when the promised delay was lon-
ger and thus a real inconvenience.

The Cognitive Monster

It soon became apparent, however, that much
of the documented reliance on cognitive short-
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cuts was not so much a matter of strategic
choice as of automatic, unintended processes
operating in person perception and social judg-
ment. Automaticity was first raised as a possi-
bility in the closing pages of Taylor and Fiske
(1978), and in the 1980s it was applied to and
demonstrated for nearly all social-
psychological phenomena: trait attributions
(e.g., Gilbert, 1989; Gilbert, Pelham, & Kruli,
1988; Winter & Uleman, 1984), an attitude’s
effect on behavior (Fazio, Sanbonmatsu,
Powell, & Kardes, 1986), self-judgments
(Bargh & Tota, 1988; Paulhus, Graf, & Van
Selst, 1989), interpretation of another’s behav-
ior (Bargh & Thein, 1985), and of course ste-
reotyping (Brewer, 1988; Deaux & Lewis,
1984; Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986). The
mere perception of easily discernible group fea-
tures {e.g., skin color, gender, and age-related
characteristics) was sufficient in these latter
studies to cause the activation of the stereotype
associated with the group, which then was
shown to influence judgments of a group mem-
ber in an unintended fashion, outside of a
perceiver’s awareness {see reviews in Bargh,
1989; Brewer, 1988).

These latter demonstrations were what
raised the specter of the cognitive monster of
automatic stereotyping. If it were indeed the
case, as research appeared to indicate, that ste-
reotyping occurs without an individual’s
awareness or intention, then the implications
for society—specifically, the hope that preju-
dice and discrimination could eventually be
eradicated—were tremendous, as well as tre-
mendously depressing. Most ominously, how
could anyone be held responsible, legally or
otherwise, for discriminatory or prejudicial be-
havior when psychological science had shown
such effects to occur unintentionally? The legal
profession has a term for such a dilemma: the
¢ “parade of horribles,” in which the appropri-
E  ate legal cure for an existing unfair or unconsti-
- tutional situation itself opens a Pandora’s box
- of styll worse evils. Did social psychologists re-
'~ ally want to go on record as saying that stereo-
typing and prejudice are uncontrollable?

The “Nightmare Scenario”

. More than one social psychologist lost sleep
[ over the implications of these demonstrations
¢ of automatic stereotyping, but it was Fiske
(1989) who most eloquently captured the es-
t sence of the dilemma:
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An absence of intent ultimately implies an ab-
sence of responsibility for the effects of cate-
gorization. . .. It has led me to have the fol-
lowing nightmare: After testifying for the
plaintiff in a case of egregious and demonstra-
ble discrimination, a cognitive social psychol-
ogist faces the cross-examining attorney. The
hostile attorney, who looms taller than Goli-
ath, says, “Tell us, Professor, do people intend
to discriminate?” The cognitive social psy-
chologist hedges about not having any hard
data with regard to discrimination, being an
expert mainly in stereotyping. When pressed,
the psychologist admits that stereotypic cog-
nitions are presumed to underlie discrimina-
tory behavior Pressed still further, the psy-
chologist reluctantly mumbles that, indeed, a
common interpretation of the cognitive ap-
proach is that people do not stereotype inten-
tionally, whereupon the cross-examining at-
torney says in a tone of triumph, “No further
questions, Your Honor.” The plaintiff is led
shaking from the courtroom. ... (Fiske,
1989, p. 265)

Faced with this possibility, Fiske argued that
the mind does not work by cognition alone.
Although the cognitive miser may shy away
from using such effortful control processes,
Fiske argued that properly motivated individ-
uals can “make the hard choice” and over-
come the influences of automatically acti-
vated ‘stereotypes. In her view, this is
theoretically possible because of the general
ability of conscious or control processes to
dominate and inhibit the influence of auto-
matic processes {e.g., Posner & Snyder, 1975);
however, it will depend both on the person’s
being aware of the nonconscious influence in
the first place, and then on his or her having
the motivation and also the ability (i.e.,
enough time and attentional resources) to en-
gage in the control process.

There were those who were skeptical
about how often all of these conditions can be
met in the real world (e.g., Bargh, 1989;
Hilton & Darley, 1991), but at the time this
was almost beside the point. As the evidence
appeared to show that stereotyping and preju-
dice are inevitable, or at least highly likely, a
way out had to be found; the alternative was
to give up and go home.

And so, faced with the cognitive monster,
the battle cry of social cognition researchers
became (to borrow the words of Isaac
Bashevis Singer): “We’ve got to believe in free
will—we have no choice!”
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A Critique of “Fiske’s Dilemma”

Bringing motivation back into stereotyping
research transformed what had been seen as a
cognitive inevitability (e.g., Billig, 1985;
Hamilton, 1979) into a matter of personal
choice and goal setting. It was part of a larger
trend within social cognition that started
around the mid-1980s (e.g., Neuberg &
Fiske, 1987; Sorrentino & Higgins, 1986). In
another widely cited paper, also appearing in
1989, Devine divided the phenomenon of au-
tomatic stereotyping into two distinct compo-
nents: stereotype activation and stereotype
application, with only the first stage being au-
tomatic and inevitable. The application and
use of the activated stereotype in person per-
ception and judgment were argued to be un-
der motivational control.

The dilemma posed by Fiske (1989) was
between the pursuit of scientific insight into
how much control an individual does have
over prejudicial judgments and behavior on
the one hand, and the implications of that
knowledge for society on the other. The possi-
bility was clearly and dramatically sketched
of a “parade of horribles” if society and the
legal system adopted the apparent findings of
psychological research as to the unintentional
nature of stereotyping. If people cannot help
stereotyping, then they cannot be held person-
ally responsible for their actions, and so can-
not be sanctioned for any prejudicial actions.

Yet, as participants in a scientific enter-
prise, we enter upon a very slippery slope
when we attempt to tailor our conclusions to
fit what we believe to be good for society. We
should not be guided, as a field, by a motiva-
tion to demonstrate and conclude from our
research findings that automatic stereotypes
are in fact controllable. No matter how well-
meaning and virtuous this intention may be, it
can do nothing but compromise our objectiv-
ity as psychological scientists.

Societal versus Scientific Concepts
of Personal Responsibility

Whether or not personal responsibility over
stereotyping and prejudice exists in fact, there
is no doubt that society has a powerful inter-
est in presuming that it does. The notion of
individual responsibility and culpability for
one’s own actions is the bedrock of every legal
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system, and the “parade of horribles” that
would follow from abandonment of this no-
tion would indeed be calamitous. This is one
reason why, even if psychologists were some-
day to prove beyond a shadow of a doubt
that free will does not exist, society would
nonetheless continue to hold people person-
ally responsible for their actions {see Koestler,
1967, Ch. 1). It would cease to function oth-
erwise.

In a recent essay, Prinz (1996) distin-
guishes between the scientific status and the
moral function of the concept of “free will.”
The latter sense of the concept is described as
“a social construction aimed toward the soci-
etal control of actions.” According to this
analysis, psychologists focus on the causal ex-
planation of actions, whereas society is much
more interested in their evaluation and moral
justification than in their causal explanation.
But the important point is that the societal
and the scientific versions of the concept of
personal responsibility can coexist independ-
ently of each other. The social utility of the
idea of individual responsibility exists, the sci-
entific evidence regarding personal control
notwithstanding. Therefore, society’s use of
the notion of free will is something that can
never be dictated to by psychological research
findings. At the same time, psychological re-
search into the degree of personal control
over stereotyping and prejudice is of enor-
mous theoretical and practical significance.
And so, by the same logic, the conclusions of
this research should not be dictated by the
agenda of society.

Prinz (1996) frames the question thus:

How should we view this? Where is the hen
and where is the egg? Should we consider free
will to be a basic fact of our psychological
make-up that, quite arbitrarily, has desirable
social side effects—or as the product of a so-
cial construction aimed toward the societal
control of actions? Do the psychological facts
precede the moral function—or should we at
last realize that the moral function elicits psy-
chological facts?

The Monster in Chains

Fiske’s (1989) analysis of the interplay be-
tween cognitive factors (stereotype activation)
and motivational factors (effortful control) in

e e
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prejudice gave free will and intentionality a
chance again. The pendulum was swinging
back to a meta-assumption of strategic con-
trol over stereotyping, as it had been assumed
in the era of the cognitive miser. Note, how-
ever, that there was something of a strategic
retreat regarding the role of free will in person
perception: Whereas the initial deployment
and use of categories and stereotypes had
been thought to be under the miser’s strategic
control, now only the subsequent inflaence of
the already activated category or stereotype
was believed to be controllable.

Two Stages of Stereotyping

That same year, as noted above, Devine
(1989) published a similar analysis of distinct
activation and application stages of stereotyp-
ing. With the perspective of time, what may
well have contributed to the impact and im-
portance of Devine’s paper was that it pre-
sented, simultaneously, the scariest version of
the cognitive monster yet imagined, followed
by reasons why and evidence as to how this
worst-case scenario was not really the intrac-
table problem we had assumed. This was in-
deed welcome news: If even the most threat-
ening version of stereotype automaticity
could be shown to be ultimately controllable,
as Devine argued, then the monster could be
fought, and perhaps further diminished in
power by additional discoveries.

Devine (1989) found that all of her par-
ticipants, regardless of their expressed or ex-
plicit level of prejudice against African Ameri-
cans, could accurately report the content of
the culture’s stereotype of that group. Next—
and most chillingly—all of the participants
showed evidence of having this stereotype au-
tomatically activated by subliminally pre-
sented stereotypic features. In her Experiment
2, Devine (1989) showed effects of the primed
stereotype on judgments of a target person’s
degree of hostility, even though in her design
the primes did not include “hostile” or a syn-
onym for it. Therefore, the African American
stereotype had become active automatically
and had affected opinions about a person’s
hostility in the absence of any information in
the experimental situation concerning hostil-
ity—exactly the “going beyond the informa-
tion given” and filling-in-the-blanks function
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long associated with stereotyping—yet the
experimental participants never intended to
stereotype, and low-prejudice individuals showed
the effect as much as did high-prejudice indi-
viduals.

Therefore, even if a person expressed
egalitarian and nonprejudiced beliefs concern-
ing African Americans, he or she nonetheless
seemed just as vulnerable to automatic stereo-
type influences as were prejudiced individu-
als. Where in these data was there any reason
for optimism that a person’s values, and egali-
tarian motives, and good intentions could
prevent cultural stereotypes from influencing
judgments of minority group members?

Yet there was room for hope. It came
from Devine’s (1989) theoretical analysis of
stereotype automaticity into two components:
the activation stage and the application stage.
In her view, the activation stage is completely
automatic (assuming a stereotype that perme-
ates the culture), in that one cannot help hav-
ing the stereotype activated by relevant group
features. This is what Experiment 2 showed.
Experiment 3, on the other hand, concerned
the application stage. Assuming an activated
stereotype, can an individual consciously con-
trol its application to a target individual? In
Experiment 3, the participants’ level of ex-
pressed racism did relate to how stereotypic
and prejudicial were thoughts listed about the
category “blacks”: High-prejudice participants’
thoughts were more negative and stereotypic
than those of low-prejudice participants.

Further Restrictions on Automatic
Stereotype Influences

With the momentum swinging back in the di-
rection of conscious control and away from
demonstrations of automaticity, other limits
to the phenomenon of automatic stereotyping
were documented in short order. Devine
(1989) had argued that even though stereo-
types become active automatically, their influ-
ence on judgment is under motivational con-
trol. Neuberg (1989, 1994) showed that the
self-fulfilling prophecy effects of negative ste-
reotypic expectancies could be controlled if
participants had a conscious goal to form an
accurate impression of the target person (see
also Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Gilbert and
Hixon (1991) argued that even the stereotype
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activation stage may not be automatic under
all conditions, because it did not happen
when participants were busy with a secondary
task (holding a series of digits in memory)
while a member of a stereotyped group was
present. Blair and Banaji (1996) concluded
that the initial stage of automatic activation
can be prevented through counterstereotypic
expectancies. And Jussim (e.g., 1990) argued
that if all else fails, and stereotypes are
nonconsciously activated and their “influence
not then controlled, this influence should
nonetheless be benign because stereotypes are
accurate descriptions of the social group (see
also Lee, Jussim, & McCauley, 1995).

Perhaps I'm just a pessimist, but I don’t
buy any of this. It would be nice if stereotypes
were found not to be activated automatically.
It would be nice if, failing that and stereo-
types were found to be automatically acti-
vated, then it was found that an individual
could prevent this activation by having a con-
scious, counterstereotypic expectancy. It
would be nice if, even if automatic activation
could not be shown to be prevented in this (or
any other) way, individuals were found to be
indeed cognizant of the possibility of being
nonconsciously influenced, and when aware
of that influence, to have the motivation and
the time to effortfully control it. And it would
be nice if, even if all these propositions failed
and stereotypes were shown to be automati-
cally activated and to affect perceptions of
and behavior toward a member of a minority
group, this influence was still found to be be-
nign because the group stereotype was a de-
monstrably accurate portrait of the target in-
dividual.

All of this would indeed be nice—if it
were true. But the relevant research evidence
largely contradicts this rosy picture.

WHAT DOES THE EVIDENCE
REALLY SAY ABOUT
STEREOTYPE CONTROLLABILITY?

In this section, I first provide a critical ap-
praisal of the evidence as to (1) whether auto-
matic stereotype activation is likely, and, if so,
whether such activation is unconditional or
depends on the perceiver’s current processing
goal; (2) whether automatic activation can be
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eliminated by counterstereotypic expectan-
cies; and (3) whether the influence of 3
stereotype, once activated, on judgments and
behavior is likely to be controlled by the
perceiver. Following this review, new evi-
dence supporting a dual-process model of
self-fulfilling prophecy effects is described.

Are Stereotypes Always Activated?

The Role of Attentional Resources

Gilbert and Hixon (1991) showed that a load
on attentional resources—induced by giving
participants a secondary task to perform—
disrupted the otherwise automatic activation
of the Asian American stereotype. Whereas
participants made more stereotypic comple-
tions of word stems (e.g., “shy” for “s_y”)
when an Asian American woman presented
those stems in a video presentation, compared
to baseline levels, this effect disappeared if
they had to hold a series of digits in memory
simultaneously. Thus, at least some stereo-
types did not become active upon the mere
presence of group features, if the perceiver
had been “cognitively busy” at the time.

One question concerning this finding is
its generalizability to other stereotypes. Per-
haps those for women, African Americans,
and the elderly are “stronger” stereotypes (at
least in U.S. society), and consequently are
more efficiently activated and not prevented
from activation by a shortage of attention.
Recently, however, Spencer, Fein, Wolfe,
Fong, and Dunn (1998) have replicated the
Gilbert and Hixon (1991) finding for the Af-
rican American stereotype, so it does seem
that when attention is divided, stereotypes are
less likely to become activated.

However, several other studies, beginning
with Devine (1989, Experiment 2), show that
the African American stereotype is so efficient
that it can become activated even with sub-
liminal presentation of group features (see
Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996, Experiment
3; Chen & Bargh, 1997; Devine, 1989; Fazio,
Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995, Experi-
ment 1), that is, with no conscious attentional
processing needed. It therefore seems odd that
a shortage of attentional resources would
knock out the stereotype activation effect in
the Gilbert and Hixon paradigm. This is a
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clue that the particular manipulation em-
ployed may have blocked stereotype activa-
tion for a reason other than, or in addition to,
the shortage of processing resources it pro-
duced.

Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, Thorn,
and Castelli (1997) have proposed one such
alternative explanation for the Gilbert and
Hixon (1991) findings. They presented faces
of female undergraduates as well as pictures
of common household objects to their partici-
pants. Some participants were instructed to
detect, by means of a key press, whether or
not a white dot appeared on each photo-
graph. Others were told merely to press a key
upon the presentation of each stimulus photo-
graph on the screen. A third group was di-
rected to process the stimuli in a semantic
manner, deciding whether a given photograph
was of an animate or an inanimate object. On
each trial, following the response to the pho-
tograph, a participant was presented a word
string and was to indicate, as quickly as possi-
ble, whether it was a word or a nonword.
Some of the word strings were stereotypic of
women, while others were counterstereotypic.

The results showed that on trials on
which a photograph of a woman had just
been presented, but not on the other trials, re-
sponses were faster to the stereotypic word
strings than to the counterstereotypic ones in
this lexical-decision task. However, as pre-
dicted, this effect held only for those partici-
pants who had processed the photographs in
a semantic fashion; that is, responses were
based on the content and meaning of the pho-
tograph. Those who had searched each photo
for the presence of a white dot, or who had
merely pressed a button to indicate the pre-
sentation of any stimulus, did not show any
evidence of stereotype activation.

This study is reminiscent of earlier work
by Uleman and Moskowitz (1994), who
studigd the goal dependence of spontaneous
trait inferences by varying the participants’
processing goals during presentation of trait-
implying sentences. Across three experi-
ments, Uleman and Moskowitz found that
behavioral stimuli automatically activated
the trait concept they implied (e.g., “consid-
erate” for “The deliveryman slows down
and motions the pedestrians to cross”), as
long as the participants processed the behav-
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ioral description for meaning in some way—
either by indicating (via key press) the gen-
der of the actor, by forming an impression
of the actor, by deciding whether they them-
selves would engage in the given behavior,
or by deciding whether they were similar or
not to the actor. But in other conditions in
which the meaning of the sentence was not
relevant to the judgment task, such as de-
tecting the appearance of specific letter com-
binations, spontaneous trait inferences were
reduced or eliminated.

Taken together, these studies suggest that
as long as a perceiver is dealing with a target
individual as a social being—that is, whenever
the perceiver is making judgments about or
forming impressions of the target—trait con-
cepts and stereotypes relevant to that target
individual will become active automatically.
However, if the perceiver is instead dealing
with the other person not as a person at all,
but as a device that turns cards, or as a stimu-
lus that may or may not contain a white spot,
then these social concepts will not be acti-
vated.

Beyond the hopeful implication that der-
matologists are unlikely to stereotype their
patients, what is the “real-world” relevance
of studies involving such presemantic process-
ing goals? The results seem to suggest that
when we are dealing with minority group
members not as people, but as stimuli or de-
vices, the group stereotype will not become
active; however, as long as we are dealing
with them as people (even if it is only to mem-
orize their faces), the stereotype will become
active automatically. This may not be a trivial
reduction of the scope of automatic stereotyp-
ing effects, because we often encounter peo-
ple, especially functionaries, in whom we
have no interest as social beings.

The Role of Processing Goals

In addition, examining the generality of au-
tomatic stereotype activation across a variety
of processing goals, as Macrae et al. (1997)
did, may well turn out to be a promising
line of attack on the cognitive monster. The
telling evidence is yet to come, however. For
instance, people may have many interper-
sonal goals during social interaction other
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than impression formation or evaluation
(Chaiken, Liberman, & Eagly, 1989;
Gollwitzer & Moskowitz, 1996; Hilton &
Darley, 1991; Jones & Thibaut, 1958), and
some or most of these well may override,
prevent, or suppress stereotype activation.
Examples include social comparison, having
a good time, competing, self-enhancement,
self-presentation, having a smooth rather
than awkward interaction with the other
person, and information seeking, as well as
the pursuit of personal goals that involve the
other’s help or assistance (e.g., a salesper-
son’s advice in making a purchase; megotia-
tion with that same salesperson over the
price; working with superiors, subordinates,
or equals on a shared task). These are the
kind of goals that seem quite relevant to the
question of how widespread (vs. goal-
dependent) automatic stereotype activation
actually is in social life.

One recent study underscores the impor-
tance of goals and motivations in automatic
stereotyping effects. Spencer et al. (1998)
showed that even under the original Gilbert—
Hixon conditions that knocked out stereotype
activation, the stereotype was nonetheless au-
tomatically activated if a participant had just
suffered a blow to his or her self-esteem. The
moral here is that the impact of motivation on
stereotyping is a double-edged sword. Just as
motivation not to stereotype can possibly
overcome the automatic influence, as Devine
{1989) and Fiske (1989) argued, so too can
there be motivations to use stereotypes that
can overcome conditions that otherwise suc-
cessfully block them.

Can Stereotype Activation Be Eliminated
by Expectancies?

Blair and Banaji (1996) have approached the
cognitive monster from a different direction.
Devine (1989) had distinguished between ste-
reotype activation and stereotype application,
and argued that only the latter is potentially
controllable by the appropriate motivation
(e., to be egalitarian and nonprejudiced).
Blair and Banaji (1996) have gone still further
and argued that motivational control is possi-
ble even over the first stage of stereotype acti-
vation.

In their Experiment 1, participants were
faster to classify names as male or female
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when those names were immediately precedeq
(i.e., with a stimulus onset asynchrony [SO4]
of 350 milliseconds [ms]) by stereotypic traj
and nontrait primes consistent with the gep. :
der of the target name (e.g., “aggressive- 3}
Mike,” “petite~Carol”) than when the primes *
were consistent with the opposite gender :
stereotype (e.g., “flowers-Tom,” “briefcase~ 7

Susan™). Previous studies had consistently
shown that an SOA of 350 ms or less is too
brief for an effect of expectancy or intention
on responses (e.g., Fazio et al., 1986; Neely,
1977, see review in Neely, 1991), and so the
results of Blair and Banaji’s (1996) Experi-
ment 1 were consistent with the hypothesis of
automatic activation of gender stereotypes.

In Experiment 3, again with a 350-ms
SOA between prime and target on each trial,
half of the participants were presented with
stereotype-inconsistent primes on most of the
trials. That is, male names were usually pre-
ceded by primes consistent with the female
stereotype, and female names were usually
preceded by male stereotypic terms. Partici-
pants were explicitly informed, in fact, to ex-
pect this combination. The remaining partici-
pants were presented most of the time with
stereotype-congruent prime-target combina-
tions, and were told to expect that combina-
tion. '

The startling apparent outcome of the
experiment was that for the participants told
to expect stereotype-inconsistent prime-target
combinations, there was no longer any signifi-
cant response time advantage for the stereo-
type-consistent primes, as there had been in
Experiment 1 with no expectancies operating.
Response times when the stereotypic trait
primes matched the targer names’ gender did
not differ significantly from the times when
the primes corresponded to the opposite-
gender stereotype. The authors conclude that
their results “suggest that stereotype activa-
tion may not be unconditional and stereotypic
cues need not result in a stereotypic re-
sponse,” and moreover that the findings
“support proposals ... that perceivers can
control and even eliminate such effects” (Blair
& Banaji, 1996, p. 1159).!

The present Figure 18.1, however, tells a
somewhat different story. It presents the mean
response latencies from Experiment 1, from
which the authors conclude that the auto-
matic stereotype effect did occur, and from
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the counterstereotype expectancy (350-ms
SOA) condition of Experiment 3, from which
they conclude that the automatic stereotype
effect did not occur—that is, that the
counterstereotypic expectancy successfully
controlled and eliminated the automatic ste-
reotype. It is quite evident that the two pat-
terns are nearly identical (if anything, the ef-
fect in Experiment 3 was stronger). If one
considers the amount of response time facili-
tation produced by the stereotype-consistent
primes compared to the stereotype-
inconsistent primes (the difference between
the average of the F-F and M-M means and
the average of the F-M and M-F means), this
facilitation effect was 8 ms in the no-
expectancy condition (Experiment 1), but 13
ms under the counterexpectancy conditions
(Experiment 3) that were said to have elimi-
nated the effect.

The authors’ conclusion that the stereo-
type activation effect was moderated by
counterstereotypic expectations was based on
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the statistical significance of the Prime x
Target interaction in Experiment 1 but not in
Experiment 3. However, it should be noted
that the Experiment 3 participants were the
same people as those who took part in Exper-
iment 1, and that they did so after a S-minute
break (half went into the stereotype expec-
tancy condition and the other half into the
counterstereotype expectancy condition of
Experiment 3; Blair & Banaji, 1996, p. 1150).
Therefore, it would be possible to test
whether the expectancy manipulation moder-
ated the size of the Prime x Target interaction,
because the same participants experienced
both no expectancy in Experiment 1 and the
counterstereotypic expectancy in Experiment
3. Blair and Banaji (1996) did not report such
a test in the article; L. Blair (personal commu-
nication, November 8, 1997) reports that the
authors did not consider such a comparison
to be valid “because participants reported
that the priming tasks made them fatigued,
and stereotype effects are more likely when

550 547
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F-M M-F

None (Exp. 1)

Counter-Stereotypic (Exp. 3)

Expectancy Condition

FIGURE 18.1. Mean response latencies to classify common names as male or female, by prime (male vs.
female stereotypic trait) and expectancy for prime—target combinations (none vs. counterstereotypic). The
first letter on each bar denotes the gender of the prime, and the second denotes the gender of the target
stimulus. Shaded bars represent conditions in which prime and target matched in gender. The data are
from Blair and Banaji (1996, Experiments 1 and 3, 350-ms SOA conditions).
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people are tired.” Nonetheless, it appears un-
likely, given the results shown in the present
Figure 18.1, that such a within-subjects test
would reveal that the counterstereotype ex-
pectancy conditions had attenuated the effect
of prime on target in any way.’

Nevertheless, these findings have been
cited widely in support of the opposite con-
clusion: as “demonstrating that perceivers’
expectations can impede stereotype activa-
tion” (Macrae et al., 1997, p. 474}; as show-
ing “that conscious efforts to suppress
stereotypically biased reactions can_ inhibit
even the immediate activation of normally au-
tomatic associations” (Dovidio, Kawakami,
Johnson, Johnson, & Howard, 1997, p. 536);
and as demonstrating “that, if perceivers have
counterstereotypical replacement thoughts,
stereotypes may be inhibited ... [which is]
particularly encouraging in that the effects of
the counterstereotypic expectations were re-
vealed within milliseconds, which does not al-
low enough time for controlled processing”
(Monteith, Sherman, & Devine, 1998, p. 71).’
My own assessment differs; to me, the Blair
and Banaji (1996) results are actually the best
evidence to date that automatic stereotype
activation is impervious to cognitive control.
That is, even when participants were told
that on most trials the gender of the prime
name would signal a stereotypic trait associ-
ated with the opposite gender, and then en-
countered a majority of such trials, the auto-
matic stereotype activation effect was
unchanged.

Alas, the story gets even bleaker for the
possibility of controlling stereotypes through
expectancies. The Blair and Banaji (1996) Ex-
periment 3 did find a strikingly powerful ef-
fect of expectancies on the size of the auto-
matic stereotype effect—but it was the effect
of stereotype-consistent expectations, which
dramatically increased the automatic stereo-

type effect (see their Figure 4, p. 1152). When -

pArticipants were notified that stereotype-
consistent pairings between prime and target
would occur on the majority of the trials, and
then experienced these mostly stereotype-
consistent trials, the conscious stereotype-
consistent expectancy made the automatic
stereotype effect even stronger than the auto-
matic effect was by itself, with no expectancy
operating, in Experiment 1. When no expec-
tancy was operating (Experiment 1), the aver-
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age stereotype facilitation effect on response
latencies was 8 m; by contrast, when partic;-
pants in Experiment 3 held stereotype.
consistent expectancies, the average auto-
matic stereotype effect increased to 96 mill;-
seconds, or 12 times greater.

The reality is that when people have ex-
pectancies about stereotyped groups, those
expectancies are for stereotypic—not counter-
stereotypic—behavior (e.g., Jones, 1990;
Neuberg, 1989, 1994). Thus, Blair and Ban-
aji’s (1996) findings that expectations either
leave the automatic stereotype effect alone if
they are inconsistent with the stereotype, or
substantially enhance it if they are consistent
with the stereotype, are hardly good news
about the chances of reducing automatic ste-
reotyping through expectations.

In sum, with enemies like expectancies,
the cognitive monster doesn’t need friends.

Is Successful Control Following
Automatic Activation Likely?

The ability to control a stereotype (given mo-
tivation to do so) depends heavily on one’s
awareness of the possibility of unconscious
prejudicial influence, but also on one’s theory
of how that unconscious prejudice may be
manifested and expressed (see Wilson &
Brekke, 1994). Devine’s (1989) Experiment 3
instructed participants to write down the
characteristics of the typical African Ameri-
can, and here people who were not prejudiced
(according to an explicit measure of preju-
dice, the Modern Racism Scale) produced
more positive and less stereotypic descrip-
tions. But stereotypic assumptions and beliefs
can emerge and be expressed in ways about
which a person with egalitarian motives has
no theory concerning the unfelt influence. Ex-
amples of this phenomenon include the lin-
guistic intergroup bias (Semin & Fiedler,
1988; Maass, Salvi, Arcuri, & Semin, 1989;
von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa, & Vargas, 1997),
in which the same behavior is described in
more abstract, pansituational terms when it
confirms a stereotype (e.g., “Ramon was v10-
lent”) than when it is performed by a member
of a nonstereotyped group (e.g., “Bill pushed
the reporter away from his car”), or the ten-
dency when completing behavior stem sen-
tences to explain the reasons for counterster-
eotypic but not stereotype-consistent behavior
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(von Hippel, Sekaquaptewa, & Vargas,
1995). Stereotype effects emerge in the “tacit
inferences” people make when interpreting
the meaning of others’ behavior; for instance,
upon hearing “Some felt that the politician’s
statements were untrue,” people assume that
the politician was lying, but do not make this
assumption if the actor was a physicist in-
stead (Dunning & Sherman, 1997). Again,
these implicit effects are just as likely for
those who score low on explicit meastires of
stereotypic beliefs as for those who score high
(Dunning & Sherman, 1997, Study 5).*
Stereotype effects appear as well in
judgments of fame (Banaji & Greenwald,
19935), in larger priming effects when the
primed trait category is stereotype-relevant
{(Banaji, Hardin, & Rothman, 1993), and
also in response latencies to evaluate good
and bad adjectives (Dovidio et al., 1997;
Fazio et al., 1995). Here again, they are in-
dependent of explicit, expressed measures of
prejudice. In other words, when a partici-
pant does not realize how his or her re-
sponse can be a sign of stereotyping and
prejudice, he or she manifests the stereotype.
Even well-meaning attempts at controlling
prejudicial influences require knowing what
those influences are (Wilson & Brekke,
1994), and for those that are less obvious
than overtly describing characteristics of mi-
nority groups, the experimental evidence
taken as a whole provides scant indications
of control being exerted. And if not in psy-
chology experiments, where people know
that they are being measured and their be-
havior scrutinized, why should we expect
such control to be exercised elsewhere?
Even if an individual is aware of possibly
being prejudiced, and is motivated to engage
in control over the stereotype in question,
such control attempts often backfire. It is an
“ironic” effect of mental control attempts
that suppressed thoughts often bounce back,
becoming even more accessible than before,
when the person’s guard is down and there is
a letup in control (Wegner, 1994). Consistent
with this principle, Macrae, Bodenhausen,
Milne, and Jetten (1994) found that partici-
pants who had been suppressing stereotypic
thoughts about others subsequently re-
sponded more negatively to a stereotyped tar-
get, compared to those who had not been at-
tempting to control such thoughts. And
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Wegner, Erber, Bowman, and Shelton (1997)
showed that ongoing control attempts (not to
be sexist) backfired under conditions of men-
tal load (time pressure): Participants trying to
control their stereotypic assumptions about
females actually made more sexist remarks
under such conditions than did participants
not attempting to control their assumptions.
Though attempts at suppression do not al-
ways produce such rebound effects (see
Monteith et al., 1998), the point is that even
in the unlikely event that both of the neces-
sary conditions—awareness of nonconscious
stereotype operation and motivation to do
something about it—are in place, stereotypic
judgments and behavior can nonetheless oc-
cur.

Do Behavioral-Confirmation Effects
No Longer Exist?

Another avenue of attack on the enormous
problem posed by automatic stereotyping
has been in the area of self-fulfilling prophe-
cies or behavioral confirmation of stereo-
types (e.g., Jussim, 1986; Merton, 1948;
Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1968; Snyder, Tanke,
& Berscheid, 1977). The standard model of
such effects (for reviews, see Darley &
Fazio, 1980; Hamilton, Sherman, & Ruvolo,
1990; Jones, 1990; Olson, Roese, & Zanna,
1996; Snyder, 1984) assumes that activated
stereotypes generate negative expectancies
concerning the behavior of the minority
group member, causing the perceiver to be-
have toward the other person in such a way
as to produce the very stereotype-consistent
behavior he or she expects. For instance, a
teacher assuming a lack of intelligence or
promise from a pupil may spend less time
with him or her and in other ways commu-
nicate those assumptions, causing the pupil’s
performance to suffer. This mechanism by
which stereotypes perpetuate themselves has
also been called into question over the past
10 years.

Accuracy Motivation

Neuberg (1989) manipulated his participants’
motivation to produce accurate impressions
of a target person by offering a monetary
prize for the most accurate judgment, and this
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did create more positive behavior toward the
stereotyped-group member and consequently
reduced stereotypic judgments. The behavior
in question had to do with the questions
asked by participants while interviewing the
target person; these were less expectancy-
confirming than otherwise (e.g., Snyder &
Swann, 1978).

But this is a type of behavior (i.e., verbal)
that is under people’s cognitive control to a
great extent; other forms of behavior in natu-
ralistic social interactions are less controllable
(e.g., nonverbal) and provide more possibility
for “leakage” from stereotypic assumptions.
Fazio and Dunton (1997) conclude that when
“the behavior is not easily controllable, the
behavior should be less influenced by motiva-
tional concerns and more directly and singly
influenced by any automatically activated
evaluations” (p. 469), and they point to non-
verbal behaviors as a good example of such
difficult-to-control behaviors (see Dovidio,
Brigham, Johnson, & Gaertner, 1996).

Accuracy motivation as a method of re-
ducing stereotyping is not promising for other
reasons as well. Even when perceivers are ac-
curacy-motivated, their effortful or systematic
processing of person information is influ-
enced by their stereotypes (Chaiken &
Maheswaran, 1994; Chen & Chaiken, Chap-
ter 4, this volume; Trope & Alfieri, 1997); for
example, stereotypes affect how the target be-
havior is identified or encoded initially, before
the accuracy-driven systematic processing be-
gins (see also Darley & Gross, 1983; Dunning
& Sherman, 1997; von Hippel et al., 1995).
Furthermore, several recent reviews of expec-
tancy and goal effects have concluded that it
is relatively rare in naturally occurring situa-
tions for an individual to have the goal of
forming an accurate impression (e.g., Hilton
& Darley, 1991; Olson et al., 1996).

A Methodological Critique
of Behavioral-Confirmation Studies

Jussim and his colleagues (e.g., Jussim, 1990;
Madon, Jussim, & Eccles, 1997, p. 792) have
also questioned the existence of behavioral-
confirmation effects, on both methodological
and theoretical grounds. They point out that
experimental demonstrations of self-fulfilling
prophecy effects typically induce false expec-
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tancies in participants, so that such studies do *
not address the likelihood that such false be-
liefs develop on their own, without such inter. :
ventions on the part of the experimenter. Ac-
cording to Jussim (1990, p. 30), “Despite
some grandiose claims to the contrary, there
is currently no evidence that naturally occur-
ring expectations lead to huge self-fulfilling
prophecy effects or perceptual biases.”
Jussim’s argument is that if the stereotype is
accurate (Lee et al., 1995), the expectancies it
generates in the perceiver are not false, and
thus are not factors contributing to the stereo-
type-consistent behavior of the target person.

A Nonconscious Route
to Behavioral-Confirmation Effects

A recent study (Chen & Bargh, 1997), how-
ever, demonstrated that self-fulfilling proph-
ecy effects could be produced experimentally
without giving the participants any expectan-
cies at all. Instead, a second, nonconscious
route from stereotype activation to the pro-
duction of confirming behavior in the stereo-
typed-group member was documented, dis-
tinct from the standard route through
consciously held expectancies (see Figure
18.2). Building on the long-standing hypothe-
sis in psychology of a direct, “express” link
between perception and behavior (see next
paragraph), Chen and I argued that automatic
stereotype activation can produce a tendency
for a perceiver to be the first to act in a stereo-
type-consistent manner within an interaction
with a stereotyped-group member. This may
well produce similar behavior in response by
the target. However, without awareness of the
effect of the stereotype on his or her own be-
havior, the perceiver will be highly likely to
interpret the response of the other as just an-
other confirming instance of the stereotype
(cf. Jones & Nisbett, 1971).

The idea that mental activity can directly
affect behavior without an intervening act of
will was championed by William James
(1890) as the principle of “ideomotor ac-
tion.” James argued that merely thinking
about a behavior increases its probability of
occurrence because of the impulsive nature of
consciousness, which does not require an act
of “express fiat” or will prior to each behav-
ioral response to the environment. James in
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FIGURE 18.2. A dual-process model of behavioral confirmation of stereotypes.

fact argued that such cases of intervention by
the will are the exception and not the rule.
Later, the Gestalt psychologists endorsed the
notion, and Piaget (e.g., 1948) considered it
an indispensable mechanism of imitative
learning. More recently, Berkowitz (e.g.,
1984) and Carver, Ganellen, Froming, and
Chambers (1983) argued that an express link
between perception and behavior produces
passive and unintended media effects on be-
havior, as well as interpersonal effects.

We (Bargh et al., 1996) combined the
idea of a passive perception-behavior link
with the evidence of automatic stereotype ac-
tivation. If stereotypes can be activated auto-
matically, without awareness or intention on
the part of the perceiver, then this perceptual
activity should activate related behavioral
tendencies. That is, we assumed (in line with
the common-coding model of Prinz, 1990)
that the trait concepts activated in the course
of stereotype activation contain within them
knowledge not only of how to detect such
trait-like behavior in others (e.g., what it
means to act honestly or aggressively, etc.) but
also of how to produce the same behavior
oneself.

In Experiment 2 of the Bargh et al.
(1996) study, the stereotype of the elderly was
primed through a standard method, the

“scrambled-sentence test” (see Bargh &
Chartrand, in press; Srull & Wyer, 1979).
Words related to the stereotype (e.g., “conser-
vative,” “grey,” “bingo”) were embedded for
some participants in a sentence construction
task, while the remaining participants re-
ceived’ a version of this task with neutral
primes. Then participants were thanked for
their help and left the experimental room, be-
lieving that the experiment was over. How-
ever, a confederate posing as the next partici-
pant was waiting outside in the hall, and
surreptitiously timed how long it took the
participants to walk down the hallway on the
way to the elevator. The prediction was that
because slowness and weakness were compo-
nents of the elderly stereotype, participants
whose stereotype of the elderly had been acti-
vated without their awareness would walk

‘more slowly down the hall than the other par-

ticipants would. Because neither slowness nor
weakness (or synonyms of either) appeared as
priming stimuli, such an effect could only oc-
cur through activation of the elderly stereo-
type. The prediction was confirmed in two
experiments.

The Bargh et al. (1996) Experiment 3 fo-
cused on the African American stereotype.
First, some participants were subliminally
primed with photographs of young black
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male faces, and others with young white male
faces (all participants were white). Then a
mild provocation was staged, in which the ex-
perimenter requested the participant to do the
fairly boring experimental task again because
of a computer error in saving the data. A hid-
den video camera recorded each participant’s
reaction to this request, and judges who were
unaware of the experimental hypotheses rated
these tapes later for the degree of hostility
shown by the participants. Hostility is a trait
component of the African American” stereo-
type (e.g., Devine, 1989). Again as predicted,
those whose stereotype of African Americans
had been primed subliminally showed gréater
hostility in response to the provocation than
did the other participants, consistent with the
hypothesized behavioral effects of the acti-
vated stereotype. These stereotype-priming ef-
fects on behavior have subsequently been rep-
licated and extended for different stereotypes
(e.g., “professor,” “soccer hooligan”) by Dij-
ksterhuis and van Knippenberg (1998).

The implications of these findings for
self-fulfilling prophecies are evident. It has
long been established that there are nonverbal
modes through which stereotypic affect and
beliefs are expressed (e.g., Dovidio et al.,
1996; Word, Zanna, & Cooper, 1974), and
that nonverbal expressions of affect are diffi-
cult to control (e.g., DePaulo, 1992; Ekman
& Friesen, 1969; Fazio & Dunton, 1997).
Nonverbal expressions of hostility (tone of
voice, facial expression, aversion of eye con-
tact, etc.) are also perceived without any diffi-
culty by their target. Thus, it is easily conceiv-
able that activation of the concept of hostility
through one’s perception of an African Amer-
ican may quickly and nonconsciously cause
such nonverbal manifestations in the perceiv-
er, as well as possibly more overt expressions
in verbal or behavioral content. The target
person may understandably respond in kind
with hostility, and this should be perceived by
the stereotyper—lacking awareness of his or
her own role in producing the interpreta-
tion—as occurring without any provocation.
Thus, the stereotyper should attribute the
hostility to the dispositional characteristics of
the target person.

‘We (Chen & Bargh, 1997) designed a
study to test this implication. In essence, the
design was a merging of two paradigms—
those of automatic stereotype activation and
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of behavioral confirmation (as described by ¢

Snyder et al., 1977). Pairs of participants
played a game of “Catch Phrase”—similar tq
the old television game show Password—ip
which one player attempts to get his or her
partner to guess each of several target words,
The game readily creates mild frustration and
sometimes even anger, as one’s partner often
cannot guess the word, despite what the clye
giver often believes to be (biased by his or her
knowledge of the word) excellent and obvious
hints. In our experimental version of this
game, players were in different rooms and
communicated via headphones and micro-
phones. We recorded the two players’ voices
on separate channels of a stereo tape re-
corder.

Prior to playing the game together, the
individual members of a pair performed the
priming task alone. This was the same task as
in the Bargh et al. (1996) Experiment 3. One
member of the pair in each session was ran-
domly assigned the role of “perceiver,” and
the other the role of “target.” During this
task, half of the perceiver participants were
presented subliminally with black faces, and
the other perceiver participants with white
faces. All of the target participants were pre-
sented with white faces; that is, for none of
the target participants was the African Ameri-
can stereotype automatically activated.

Following the game, each participant
rated his or her partner on a variety of traits,
including hostility. We also had judges who
were unaware of the experimental hypotheses
listen to the audiotapes in a random order
and rate each participant on hostility, as well
as on stereotype-irrelevant trait dimensions.
The audiotape ratings showed that, as pre-
dicted, both the perceiver and the target par-
ticipants in the stereotype-primed condition
were rated as being more hostile than their
counterparts in the no-priming condition.
Thus, the subliminal priming manipulation
increased the hostility of the perceiver partici-
pants, and this in turn increased the hostility
of the target participants. A path analysis
confirmed that the greater the hostility shown
by a perceiver participant, the greater was the
hostility evidenced by the target participant.
Finally, the signature of the behavioral-
confirmation effect was also observed:
Perceiver participants primed with subliminal
black faces rated their interaction partners as
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being more_hostile, compared to nonprimed
i perceivers’ ratings of their partners. That this
!t effect was driven specifically by the activated
. African American stereotype was further
Eshown by the fact it held only for ratings of
- hostility and not for the overall negativity of
 the ratings on stereotype-irrelevant trait di-
mensions.

This demonstration of self-fulfilling

- prophecy effects is free from the objections

raised concerning the phenomenon by Jussim,

. Neuberg, and others. The study differed from

previous experimental tests in that we did.not
give our participants any false expectancies;

- we merely showed them young black male

faces outside of awareness. That this presen-
tation evidently activated the stereotype of
African Americans, and thus the concept of
hostility, had to be because this concept was
stored in the memories of the participants—it
was not present in their environment,

Furthermore, as to the contention that
stereotypes are benign influences on social
perception and behavior because they are ac-
curate, note that all of the participants in the
Chen and Bargh (1997) study were white and
not black. Thus there was no way that the be-
havior of the target persons could have been
actually, or “accurately,” more hostile (i.e.,
because of any presumed “actual” greater
hostility of African Americans) to then initiate
the greater hostility found in the perceiver—
target pairs where the perceivers had been
primed with black faces. If the targets had
been black, the argument could possibly have
been leveled by those who take the position of
stereotype accuracy that the targets did be-
have first with greater hostility because the
stereotype is accurate and black people are
more hostile. This cannot be raised as an ob-
jection to the Chen and Bargh (1997) behav-
ioral-confirmation effects.

In short, the results newly document an
insidious way in which stereotypes can be
confirmed—unconsciously, because the effect
does not depend on consciously held expec-
tancies and their guidance of behavior toward
the target person. Although it may be possible
for a person with the motivation to behave in
a fair and egalitarian manner to be aware of
and then control negative, consciously operat-
ing stereotypic expectancies, it is less clear
how even such motivated individuals will
have the opportunity to control the immedi-
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ate, nonconscious effect of the stereotype on
their own behavior (see Fazio & Dunton,
1997, for a similar argument regarding the
importance of opportunity conditions).

But perhaps this conclusion is premature,
given the currently available evidence. Studies
such as ours (Chen & Bargh, 1997) and that
of Devine (1989) deliberately did not have
participants interact with or read about a
member of the focal stereotyped group (i.e.,
the target person was not African American),
in order to rule out conscious or intentional
sources of the stereotyping effect. But this
also eliminated a potential cue in the situation
that might have triggered stereotype suppres-
sion or control strategies for at least some
participants. In other words, if our white par-
ticipants had interacted with a black target,
perhaps they would have been alerted to the
possibility of unintended prejudicial behavior
and would have exercised greater care and
guidance over their behavior.

Further research is needed on this point,
but merely to show that such experimental ef-
fects vary with black versus white targets (if
indeed they do) is not enough; the question is
not how people behave in a psychology ex-
periment setting, in which they are more
likely to be on their guard, but how they nat-
urally react to members of stereotyped versus
nonstereotyped groups in real life. My feeling
is that the Chen and Bargh (1997) findings do
generalize to actual encounters between black
and white Americans, because these strategic
“guards” are often down in both cases, and
we are dealing with immediate behavioral re-
actions for which there exists no lay “theory”
of influence (see Wilson & Brekke, 1994).
Nonetheless, a well-designed study camou-
flaging the role that race of target person
plays as an independent variable could give us
some valuable answers.

IMPLICATIONS FOR
ERADICATING PREJUDICE

Some clear prescriptions can be based on the
foregoing review. One is not to count too
much on a person’s ability to control the im-
pact of an automatically activated stereotype.
Once it is activated, the horse has left the
barn, and shutting the barn door at that point
does no good. To be able to control these ef-
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tects, the person first has to accept the idea of
being influenced in ways of which he or she is
not aware, and people generally have a diffi-
cult time accepting this possibility. The re-
search described above shows that control is
especially unlikely for nonobvious manifesta-
tions of prejudice, and that stereotypes leak

out into nonverbal behavior and evaluations

even for those who consciously endorse non-
prejudicial values and beliefs.

Should a person accept the possibility of
unconscious influence, then he or she must
have the motivation and ability to control it.
By “ability” here is meant such things as hav-
ing enough time and attention to gngage in
the effortful, “hard” choice of individuating
information processing. More than that, an
individual needs to have a relatively accurate
“theory” about the nature of the unfelt influ-
ence in order to correct for it, but generally
these lay theories are faulty (see Wilson &
Brekke, 1994). The odds that all of these nec-
essary conditions will be met in a given situa-
tion therefore become vanishingly small.

Can People Break the Habit?

If a “cure” for automatic stereotyping
through conscious correction processes is not
possible, what are we left with? Clearly, one
implication is that efforts would be better
spent in “prevention”—that is, finding a way
to stop stereotypes from being activated auto-
matically in the first place. Lepore and Brown
(1997) and Fazio et al. (1995) have shown
that automatic stereotype activation does not
occur for everyone, despite a stereotype’s per-
meation of a culture. Although all individuals
appear to possess knowledge of the stereo-
type, there may be individual differences in
whether that stereotype is activated upon acti-
vation of the group representation. Lepore
and Brown (1997) showed this by distinguish-
ing between the representation of the social
group (the individual’s own knowledge base

about the group) and the cultural stereotype

as$ociated with that group (see also Pratto &
Bargh, 1991). The group representation is au-
tomatically activated by distinguishing group
features (e.g., skin color), but the group repre-
sentation may or may not be automatically
associated with the group stereotype.

Lepore and Brown (1997) argued that
Devine (1989, Experiment 2} showed auto-

ey
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‘matic stereotype activation for aJ|
participants, regardless of level of overt rac.
ism, because the priming stimuli used were dj.

- rectly relevant to the stereotype (and therefore

bypassed the group representation). In an ex.
periment in which the priming stimuli were
relevant only to the group representation and
not to the stereotype, Lepore and Brown
(1997) found automatic stereotype activation
to be a function of a participant’s degree of
overt racism. This result is reminiscent of
Gilbert and Hixon’s (1991) and Macrae et
al.’s (1997) findings of no effect of stereo-
types under memory load, despite partici-
pants’ later ability to recall the race of the tar- .
get person—except that there was no
manipulation of cognitive load in Lepore and
Brown’s (1997) study. Such dissociations be-
tween group representation and stereotype
activation suggest that it is possible for indi-
viduals not to automatically apply stereotypic
conceptions that they do possess, by virtue of
the pervasiveness of the beliefs within the cul-
ture.

Yet the fact of individual differences in
the application of a cultural stereotype is not
in itself evidence that stereotypes can be con-
trolled once they become so strong as to be
automatically applied. The individual differ-
ences in application may exist because the au-
tomatic pathway or association has never
been developed by some people in the first
place. Though this is potentially good news
about the degree of pervasiveness of stereo-
types, it does not directly address the theme of
the present chapter, which is the degree to
which automatic stereotype effects can be
controlled once they are in place.

Several studies do bear directly on this
question. Monteith (1993) provided a poten-
tial method for breaking or retraining the ste-
reotype habit. After rating the job suitability
of a gay job applicant, participants were in-
formed that their ratings were lower than
those given by participants who read and
evaluated the identical application, except
that the applicant was described as heterosex-
ual. Thus admonished for the prejudice they
had shown, those participants who had ear-
lier expressed values for being nonprejudicial
reacted to this evident discrepancy between
their behavior and their self-concept with an
increased effort to be nonprejudicial in subse-
quent parts of the experimental session (se¢
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also Brunstein & Gollwitzer, 1996; Wicklund
& Gollwitzer, 1982). Those who did not ex-
press such values were not affected by the ap-
parent act of prejudice they had committed.
Therefore, if people can be made aware
of committing acts of prejudice, their motiva-
tion to be egalitarian (or not to be) may well
come into play. But will this motivated en-
gagement in nonstereotypic thought about the
target group have any effect on changing the
automaticity of the stereotype activation? A
recent set of studies by Kawakami (1997)
provides some evidence on this score. She
found that the link between a group represen-
tation and a stereotype could be broken, at
least temporarily, by retraining a different set
of automatic beliefs about the group. Across a
series of 240 trials, participants were in-
structed to respond by pressing a key labeled
“No” whenever a photograph of a skinhead
(or elderly person) was presented along with a
stereotypic term associated with that group,
and to respond “Yes” whenever a term not
associated with that group was presented
with the photograph. This associative training
of different content to the skinhead or elderly
group representation was successful in elimi-
nating automatic stereotype activation, as
measured by a subsequent Stroop task: The
usual effect of greater response interference
by stereotype-consistent than by stereotype-
inconsistent stimuli was eliminated. Kawa-
kami’s procedure of training a different re-
sponse to the stereotyped group is reminiscent
of the approach taken in the cognitive therapy
of emotional disorders (Beck, 1976; Beck,
Rush, Shaw, & Emery, 1979).

Can an Automatic “Good” Defeat
an Automatic “Evil”?

It is too early to tell, but perhaps the greatest
hope for stereotype control at the intraindivi-
dual level lies in the battle between two differ-
ent forms of preconscious, automatic process-
ing. If Kawakami’s experimental situation can
prodfice at least temporary inhibition or re-
duction of the automatic stereotyping effect,
then perhaps a well-intentioned individual,
motivated to be nonprejudicial and egalitar-
ian, can develop chronic inhibition/reduction
of the effect over time. That is, repeatedly
pursuing egalitarian goals and thoughts when
interacting with members of stereotyped

377

groups may automate that goal (i.e., may
make it into an “auto-motive”; Bargh, 1990,
1997), so that the goal operates autono-
mously when one interacts with such individ-
uals, without needing to be consciously cho-
sen and guided each time. There is already
evidence that information-processing as well
as behavioral goals can be activated
nonconsciously and then operate to produce
the same outcomes as when those goals are
selected consciously and intentionally (see
Bargh, 1997; Bargh & Gollwitzer, 1994;
Chartrand & Bargh, 1996).

This reasoning leads to the interesting
possibility that both the group stereotype and
the motivation to be egalitarian can be auto-
maticaily activated at the same time and in
parallel, by the mere features of the stereo-
typed-group member. How will these two
forces interact?> Will the automatically acti-
vated goal to be fair stifle and defeat the auto-
matic stereotype activation, all in a matter of
a few hundred milliseconds or so, before con-
scious processing has a chance even to notice
(if ever) what is going on?

Such a possibility was first raised by
Gollwitzer and Moskowitz (1996), and evi-
dence is starting to accrue in its support
{Moskowitz, Wasel, Gollwitzer, & Schaal,
1998). This idea of an immediate automatic in-
hibition of stereotypes is also in harmony with
the recent theoretical model of Bodenhausen
and Macrae (1998), which calls for both auto-
matic facilitative and inhibitional responses in
the processing of information about a stereo-
typed-group member. Indeed, Stangor, Thomp-
son, and Ford (1998) have explicitly linked the
idea of an egalitarian “auto-motive” to the
Bodenhausen-Macrae model.

If all this sounds too good to be true,
well, it may be. How, for example, does the
egalitarian motive or goal become automated
if not by the individual’s chronically pursuing
it over time, consciously and intentionally?
But doing so, as has been argued above, re-
quires the awareness of possible (noncon-
scious) bias; knowledge of the effect of the
bias on judgments (many of them quite sub-
tle, implicit, and tacit); ability to engage in the
effortful processing at the time; and the good
intention to be egalitarian—all of which are
problematic conditions in real life. Neverthe-
less, the good news is that if one can get one’s
egalitarian motivation to the automatic state,
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it may then routinely win out over the auto-
matic stereotype—a case, if you will, of fight-
ing automatic fire with automatic fire.

CONCLUSIONS

One danger in any critical analysis of a re-
search area is that it can be mistaken for criti-
cism of the goals of the research itself. There
is no question that the research described in
this chapter has been driven by sincere and
laudable goals to discover ways to reduce and
ameliorate the social scourge of stereotyping
and prejudice, and by optimism that such
ways can be found. Such attempts should of
course continue. But although the goals and
purpose of the research are admirable and op-
timistic, we must nonetheless accept the find-
ings of that research at face value, and not al-
low our optimism and hopefulness to color
our interpretation of the evidence. In my
opinion, the evidence to date concerning peo-
ple’s realistic chances of controlling the influ-
ence of their automatically activated stereo-
types weighs in heavily on the negative side.
The lesson to be learned from the tales of
Frankenstein and King Kong is that monsters,
once on the loose, cannot be controlled by
chains.

Once a stereotype is so entrenched that it
becomes activated automatically, there is re-
ally little that can be done to control its influ-
ence. Even under the scrutiny of a psychology
experiment, in which most of the time not
only the presented prime-target pairs but the
participants’ conscious expectations for the
targets were counterstereotypic, participants
produced the same pattern of means as when
no such conscious expectancy existed. Even
when a person has egalitarian values and mo-
tives, his or her facial expression and tone of
voice and reaction to the behavior of a stereo-
typgd-group member can often be a first
strike that produces stereotype-confirming be-
havior and so perpetuates the stereotype. Re-
alistically, there is little that will be done
about such nonconscious effects in the real
world—mainly because, in the words of Hall
of Fame baseball pitcher Bob Feller, “You
can’t hit what you can’t see,” and because on
those occasions when corrections are at-
tempted, they are often (if not usually) guided
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by faulty lay theories as to the nature of the
bias (Wilson & Brekke, 1994).

Hoping to stop the cognitive monster by
trying to control already activated stereotypes
is like mowing dandelions; they just sprout
back up again. As with dandelions, the only
way to kill stereotype effects is to pull them
up by their roots—by removing their capabil-
ity for automatic activation, or (better still) by
preventing the seeds from taking root in the
first place, through eradication of the cultura}
stereotype itself. Steele (1997) makes a similar
argument in the context of African Ameri-
cans’ rocky road to holding an academic iden-
tity. In theory, he points out, one could per-
form intrapsychic interventions on each
affected student in an attempt to counter the
panoply of forces that can push them off the
academic track, but this is not a realistic strat-
egy. The real solution, Steele concludes, is to
eliminate in the first place the culturally
shared and transmitted assumption that
blacks “can’t cut it” academically. Until we
find a way to kill the dandelions, reports of
the death of the cognitive monster will be
greatly exaggerated.
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NOTES

1. Many (see below) have taken this conclu-
sion to express the authors’ belief that expectancies
can prevent the initial automatic activation of the
stereotype, but [. Blair (personal communication,
November 11, 1997) considers that the successful
elimination of stereotype effects on reaction times
in “the 2000 ms SOA condition showed that par-
ticipants could eliminate stereotype activation with
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an expectancy strategy.” In other words, the con-
¥ clusion at the end of the Blair and Banaji (1996)

article quoted here apparently referred to the
2,000-ms and not the 350-ms SOA condition re-

& sults. Perhaps it is just a matter of personal taste,
F but I consider Devine’s’(1989) distinction between

the activation of a stereotype and its subsequent

I use in judgment to be a useful one. That is, 2
I seconds is enough time to strategically control the

effect of an automatically activated stereotype
(Neely, 1977); therefore, a lack of stereotype ef-
fects in that condition does not demonstrate the

' elimination of the stereotype’s automatic activa-

tion.

2. The experiment x prime X target interac-
tion was in fact not reliable (F < 1; Blair, personal
communication, November 11, 1997). Although it
is my belief that this within-subjects test of the ef-
fect of expectancy (none vs. counterstereotypic) on
automatic stereotype activation (i.e., the prime x
target interaction) is more appropriate than com-
paring the significance levels of the two separate
prime x target interactions (see Keppel, 1973}, rea-
sonable people can disagree on this point.

3. Importantly, this is not the position of Blair
and Banaji concerning their results: “The position
we took in our article and continue to support is
that the priming effect was not eliminated under
high cognitive constraints” (Blair, personal com-
munication, November 8, 1997).

4. In the great majority of experiments, overt
and explicit measures of stereotypic beliefs such as
the Modern Racism Scale or the Attitudes Towards
Women scale are uncorrelated with these implicit
tendencies (for an exception, see Wittenbrink,
Judd, & Park, 1997). In an insightful analysis of
the role of encoding processes in the persistence of
stereotypes, von Hippel et al. (1995) draw a dis-
tinction between the content of stereotypes and the
way those stereotypes are used to process informa-
tion about a person, akin to Jacoby’s (e.g., Jacoby
& Kelley, 1987) distinction between memory as an
object and memory as a tool. It is possible, in other
words, for the tendency to process person informa-
tion in a way that confirms stereotypes to be some-
what dissociated or independent from the tendency
to hold stereotypic beliefs (see also Dunning &

Sherman, 1997; Trope & Alfieri, 1997).
.
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