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prejudice still seems to be prevalent in more subtle forms
(e.g., Crosby, Bromley, & Saxe, 1980; Katz, 1981). Thus,
it is often argued that racial prejudice has simply changed
its face, rather than been abandoned. This assumption is a
guiding principle in contemporary research on racism,
which postulates subtle forms of racial prejudice such as
modern racism (McConahay, 1986), aversive racism
(Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986), or implicit prejudice
(Rudman, Greenwald, Mellott, & Schwartz, 1999).

Somewhat surprisingly, the development of these
concepts occurred relatively independently, resulting in
almost equally independent research programs. For
example, research on implicit social cognition usually
contrasts “implicit” prejudice, as assessed with the
Implicit Association Test (IAT; Greenwald, McGhee, &
Schwartz, 1998), or affective priming (Fazio, Jackson,
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Research on racial prejudice is currently characterized
by the existence of diverse concepts (e.g., implicit preju-
dice, old-fashioned racism, modern racism, aversive
racism) that are not well integrated from a general per-
spective. The present article proposes an integrative
framework for these concepts employing a cognitive
consistency perspective. Specifically, it is argued that the
reliance on immediate affective reactions toward racial
minority groups in evaluative judgments about these
groups depends on the consistency of this evaluation
with other relevant beliefs pertaining to central compo-
nents of old-fashioned, modern, and aversive forms of
prejudice. A central prediction of the proposed frame-
work is that the relation between “implicit” and
“explicit” prejudice should be moderated by the inter-
action of egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals
and perceptions of discrimination. This prediction was
confirmed in a series of three studies. Implications for
research on prejudice are discussed.

Keywords: aversive racism; cognitive consistency; implicit
prejudice; modern racism; old-fashioned racism

Since Allport’s (1954) seminal publication on “the
nature of prejudice,” racial discrimination has been a

topic of major interest in social psychology. One of the
primary conclusions that has been drawn from this
research is that the overt expression of prejudiced beliefs
about racial minorities has continuously declined over the
past decades (e.g., Schuhman, Steeh, Bobo, & Kyrsan,
1997; Sniderman & Carmines, 1997). However, racial
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Dunton, & Williams, 1995) with “explicit” prejudice, as
assessed with traditional self-report measures.1 However,
research in this tradition rarely distinguishes between
different variants of “explicit” prejudice, such as old-
fashioned racism or modern racism (cf. McConahay,
1986; Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995). In a similar
vein, research on aversive racism incorporated the
notion of “implicit” prejudice by arguing that aversive
racists can be characterized by a conflict between
(explicit) egalitarian goals and (implicit) negative feelings
toward racial minority groups (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004).
However, the relation between aversive racism and modern
racism (McConahay, 1986) has rarely been the subject of
extensive theoretical or empirical investigations. Thus,
research on racial prejudice is currently characterized by the
existence of diverse concepts (e.g., implicit prejudice, old-
fashioned racism, modern racism, aversive racism) that are
not well integrated from a general perspective.

In the present article, we propose a theoretical frame-
work that aims at integrating several concepts of con-
temporary research on racial prejudice. Specifically, we
argue that the concepts proposed by different theories
of racial prejudice can be understood in terms of their
contribution to a consistent system of race-related
beliefs. For this purpose, we first provide a brief
overview of different concepts of racial prejudice. We
then outline the theoretical basis for our integrative
framework: the distinction between associative and
propositional processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2006; Strack & Deutsch, 2004) and their relation to the
notion of cognitive consistency (see Gawronski, Strack,
& Bodenhausen, in press). Based on our integrative analy-
sis of different forms of racial prejudice, we then present
three studies that tested a major implication of our theoreti-
cal framework, namely, the interactive influence of “implicit”
prejudice, discriminatory beliefs, and egalitarianism-related,
nonprejudicial goals on the endorsement of negative
evaluations of racial minority groups.

Concepts of Racial Prejudice

Theories of subtle prejudice have their roots in the
observation that public opinion polls in North America
showed a steady decline in negative evaluations of racial
minority groups after World War II, with racial con-
flicts showing only a moderate reduction (Campbell,
1971; Greeley & Sheatsley, 1971; Taylor, Sheatsley, &
Greeley, 1978). This dissociation is often explained by
the emergent conflict between old-fashioned racism and
the increasing importance of egalitarian values (Gaertner
& Dovidio, 1986; McConahay, 1986). Specifically, it is
argued that old-fashioned racism includes the endorse-
ment of nonegalitarian beliefs, such as support for seg-
regation and open discrimination. These nonegalitarian
beliefs stand in contrast to the modern ideal of equality

and equal opportunity, thereby leading to a decline in
old-fashioned forms of prejudice. However, as noted
earlier, this decline does not necessarily lead to a corre-
sponding reduction in negative sentiments against racial
minorities.

Theories of modern racism argue that the implied
conflict between egalitarian goals and negative senti-
ments simply leads to a change in the expression of
racial prejudice. Rather than being reflected in support
of racial segregation and open discrimination, negative
sentiments against racial minorities are assumed to find
their expression in discriminatory beliefs, namely, in the
proposition that racial discrimination no longer exists
(McConahay, 1986; Swim et al., 1995). According to
McConahay (1986), this notion includes four related
subcomponents:

(1) Discrimination is a thing of the past because Blacks
now have the freedom to compete in the marketplace
and to enjoy those things they can afford. (2) Blacks are
pushing too hard, too fast and into places where they
are not wanted. (3) These tactics and demands are
unfair. (4) Therefore, recent gains are undeserved and
the prestige granting institutions of society are giving
Blacks more attention and the concomitant status than
they deserve. (p. 92)

This type of modern prejudice differs from the old-
fashioned support of segregation in that proponents of
these discriminatory beliefs do not consider them as
constituents of prejudice but as empirical facts.

A similar notion is implied in Gaertner and Dovidio’s
theory of aversive racism (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004;
Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986). A central tenet in aversive
racism theory is the conflict between negative feelings
toward racial minority members and the personal desire
to be nonprejudiced. The conflict between the two com-
ponents is further assumed to result in a state of attitu-
dinal ambivalence such that attitudes toward racial
minorities are not uniformly positive or negative.
Gaertner and Dovidio (1986) labeled this state of
ambivalence aversive racism, which “represents a par-
ticular type of ambivalence in which the conflict is
between feelings and beliefs associated with a sincerely
egalitarian value system and unacknowledged negative
feelings and beliefs about blacks” (p. 62). Another
important aspect of aversive racism is that the negative
feelings that lead to racial ambivalence are not hostile or
vicious. Instead, the feelings held by aversive racists tend
to involve discomfort, uneasiness, or fear, which may
lead to avoidance behavior despite the personal impor-
tance of egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals.

The reorientation in the study of racial prejudice was
recently enriched by a methodological advancement in
the measurement of attitudes, namely, the development
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of indirect measures such as the IAT (Greenwald et al.,
1998) and affective priming (Fazio et al., 1995).
A common assumption in research employing these
measures is that they assess “introspectively unidenti-
fied (or inaccurately identified) traces of past experience
that mediate favorable or unfavorable feeling, thought,
or action toward social objects” (Greenwald & Banaji,
1995, p. 8). In the context of racial groups, these traces
of past experience are often called implicit prejudice,
which is contrasted with explicit prejudice assessed by
traditional self-report measures (e.g., Rudman et al.,
1999). Even though most researchers in the domain of
“implicit” prejudice do not discuss the theoretical back-
ground of different forms of “explicit” prejudice, the
idea of potential dissociations between “explicit” and
“implicit” evaluations has been incorporated into aver-
sive racism theory (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004).
Specifically, it is assumed that indirect measures tap the
negative feelings experienced by aversive racists, which
may be in conflict with egalitarianism-related, nonprej-
udicial goals reflected in traditional self-report measures
(e.g., Son Hing, Chung-Yan, Grunfeld, Robichaud, &
Zanna, 2005).

Despite obvious similarities in their theoretical back-
ground (e.g., the increased importance of egalitarian
values) and their common concern with subtle forms of
racial prejudice, the relations between different theories
of racial prejudice are often inconclusive and difficult to
understand as there is no integrative model that incor-
porates all of the components proposed by these theo-
ries. In the following sections, we outline a general
framework that aims at providing such an integration,
thereby granting a more systematic analysis of the
relations between the components of race-related belief
systems.

Associative Versus Propositional Processes

In the proposed framework, we distinguish between
two different types of evaluative responses, affective
reactions and evaluative judgments, which are claimed
to have their roots in two distinct, though interrelated,
processes: associative and propositional processes
(Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Strack & Deutsch,
2004). Specifically, we argue that people experience
either positive or negative affective reactions toward an
object depending on the particular associations that are
activated in response to that object. These affective
reactions are further assumed to provide the basis for
evaluative judgments, unless the evaluation implied by
the affective response is inconsistent with other relevant
information that is momentarily considered. Such con-
sistency assessments represent the core feature of propo-
sitional processes, which aim at validating momentarily
available information.2

The propositional process of consistency-based val-
idation plays an important role for our integrative
framework of racial prejudice. Gawronski and
Bodenhausen (2006) argued that the perceived validity
of a cognitive element—such as the evaluation implied
by an affective reaction—depends on the consistency
of this element with other elements that are considered
to be relevant for a given judgment. In the case of eval-
uative judgments, such elements may include noneval-
uative beliefs referring to states of affairs in the world
or evaluative beliefs about other attitude objects
(Jones & Gerard, 1967). If the evaluation implied by
an affective reaction is consistent with other relevant
beliefs, it may be considered valid and thus may serve
as the basis for an evaluative judgment. If, however,
the evaluation implied by an affective reaction is
inconsistent with other relevant beliefs, people will
aim at achieving consistency in their system of beliefs
to avoid uncomfortable feelings of cognitive disso-
nance (Festinger, 1957). One possibility to achieve
consistency is to reject—or invalidate—the evaluation
implied by an affective reaction. However, mere rejec-
tions of affective reactions do not necessarily deactivate
the associations that gave rise to these reactions (Deutsch,
Gawronski, & Strack, 2006). Thus, inconsistency-
related rejections can lead to dissociations between
immediate affective reactions and evaluative judg-
ments such that affective reactions may persist despite
inconsistency-related changes in evaluative judgments
(e.g., Gawronski & Strack, 2004).

Different Forms of Racial Prejudice

These assumptions can also be applied to the
endorsement of negative judgments about social groups.
For example, with regard to racial prejudice, an indi-
vidual may experience a negative affective reaction to
Black people, which is driven by the valence of all eval-
uative associations that are activated in response to
Black people. Whether or not this affective reaction
leads to a negative judgment about Black people (i.e., “I
dislike Black people”) should further depend on the
consistency of this evaluation with other beliefs that are
considered to be relevant. In the case of racial prejudice,
such beliefs may include egalitarianism-related, non-
prejudicial goals and perceived discrimination of Black
people. More precisely, the resulting set of judgment-
relevant elements may include the following three
propositions (see Figure 1, Panel A):

1. “I dislike Black people.”
2. “Negative evaluations of disadvantaged minority

groups are wrong.”
3. “Black people represent a disadvantaged minority

group.”
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Figure 1 Interplay Between Affective Reactions and Propositional Beliefs in Racial Prejudice Against Black People.
NOTE: Panel A depicts the case of an inconsistent belief system resulting from negative affective reactions toward Black people; Panels B, C, and
D depict consistent belief systems, including central components of different forms of racial prejudice.

Negative Affective
Reaction Toward

Black People

“I dislike
Black people.”

“Negative evaluations of
disadvantaged minority

groups are wrong.”

“Black people represent
a disadvantaged
minority group.”

A

Inconsistency

Negative Affective
Reaction Toward

Black People

“I dislike
Black people.”

“I don’t care about
disadvantaged

minority groups.”

“Black people represent
a disadvantaged
minority group.”

B

Negative Affective
Reaction Toward

Black People

“I dislike
Black people.”

“Negative evaluations of
disadvantaged minority

groups are wrong.”

“Black people do not
represent a disadvantaged

minority group.”

C

Negative Affective
Reaction Toward

Black People

“I like
Black people.”

“Negative evaluations of
disadvantaged minority

groups are wrong.”

“Black people represent
a disadvantaged
minority group.”

D
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These three propositions are inconsistent with each
other in that they cannot be endorsed simultaneously
without violating the basic notion of cognitive consis-
tency (Festinger, 1957). Proposition 1 is inconsistent
with the joint implication of Propositions 2 and 3;
Proposition 2 is inconsistent with the joint implication of
Propositions 1 and 3; and Proposition 3 is inconsistent
with the joint implication of Propositions 1 and 2. Thus,
in order to avoid uncomfortable feelings of cognitive dis-
sonance (Festinger, 1957), cognitive consistency has to
be maintained by rejecting at least one of the three
propositions (Gawronski & Strack, 2004).3 The three
possible cases are illustrated in Figure 1 (Panels B, C, D).

First, people may reject the proposition representing
egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals (e.g., “I don’t
care about disadvantaged minority groups”). In this case,
people may still agree that Black people represent a dis-
advantaged minority group. However, this belief does
not result in a rejection of negative affective reactions as
a basis for evaluative judgments as negative judgments of
disadvantaged minorities are considered to be acceptable.
Thus, negative affective reactions to Black people may
directly translate into negative judgments (see Figure 1,
Panel B). This belief component plays a significant role in
theories of old-fashioned racism: People reject nonpreju-
dicial, egalitarian values and openly support racial dis-
crimination (McConahay, 1986; Swim et al., 1995).

Second, people may reject the proposition represent-
ing discriminatory beliefs (e.g., “Black people do not
represent a disadvantaged minority group”). In this
case, people may still hold strong egalitarianism-related,
nonprejudicial goals. However, these goals do not result
in a rejection of negative affective reactions to Black
people as a basis for evaluative judgments as Black
people are not considered to be a target of discrimina-
tion (Franco & Maass, 1999). Accordingly, negative
affective reactions may directly translate into negative
judgments (see Figure 1, Panel C). This belief compo-
nent plays a central role in theories of modern racism:
People deny the continued discrimination of racial
minority groups (McConahay, 1986).

Third, people may reject their negative affective reac-
tions as a valid basis for an evaluative judgment (e.g., “I
like Black people”). Such a rejection may occur when
people hold strong egalitarianism-related, nonprejudi-
cial goals and at the same time agree that Black people
represent a disadvantaged minority group. In this case,
negative affective reactions to Black people will not
translate into negative judgments about this group (see
Figure 1, Panel D). Rather, people’s evaluative judg-
ments should be relatively neutral (or even positive)
irrespective of the valence of their affective reactions.
Importantly, the mere rejection—or invalidation—of
affective reactions as a basis for evaluative judgments

does not necessarily deactivate the associations that
gave rise to these reactions (Gawronski & Strack, 2004;
see also Butler et al., 2003; Gross, 1998). Thus, even
though negative affective reactions may not be reflected
in evaluative judgments, affective reactions may still be
negative. This case may be regarded as the one described
in theories of aversive racism: People hold strong
egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals and believe
that racial minority groups are disadvantaged but nev-
ertheless experience negative feelings toward these
groups even though these feelings are not reflected in
negative judgments (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004).

The Present Research

Drawing on the assumption that measures of
“implicit” prejudice provide a proxy of people’s feelings
toward racial groups (Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004) via the
assessment of activated associations that give rise to these
feelings (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007; Strack &
Deutsch, 2004), the proposed framework implies specific
predictions about the relation between “implicit” prejudice
reflected in indirect measures and “explicit” prejudice
reflected in direct evaluative judgments. In particular, our
model implies that the relation between “implicit” and
“explicit” prejudice should be moderated by the interaction
of perceived discrimination and egalitarianism-related,
nonprejudicial goals. More precisely, direct evaluative
judgments (or the degree of “explicit” prejudice) should
reflect the valence of immediate affective reactions (or the
degree of “implicit” prejudice) when either perceived dis-
crimination or nonprejudicial goals are low. However,
direct evaluative judgments (or the degree of “explicit”
prejudice) should be unrelated to immediate affective
reactions (or the degree of “implicit” prejudice) when
both perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals
are high. In other words, people should base their evalu-
ative judgments about a racial group on their immediate
affective reactions toward this group when either (a) they
do not believe that this group is a target of racial dis-
crimination or (b) they do not endorse egalitarianism-
related, nonprejudicial goals. In contrast, immediate
affective reactions should not be reflected in evaluative
judgments when people (a) believe that the group is a tar-
get of racial discrimination and at the same time (b) hold
strong egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals. Study
1 tested these predictions using two different variants of
the IAT as a measure of “implicit” prejudice (Greenwald
et al., 1998; Olson & Fazio, 2004); Studies 2 and 3 aimed
to replicate the findings obtained in Study 1 using a vari-
ant of Payne, Cheng, Govorun, and Stewart’s (2005)
Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP) and two different
sets of self-report measures of perceived discrimination
and nonprejudicial goals.
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STUDY 1

The main goal of Study 1 was to provide a first test of
the proposed framework by investigating the interactive
effect of perceived discrimination and egalitarianism-
related, nonprejudicial goals on the relation between
“implicit” and “explicit” prejudice against Black people.
In the present study, “implicit” prejudice—or immediate
affective reactions resulting from activated associations—
was assessed with two variants of the IAT (Greenwald
et al., 1998; Olson & Fazio, 2004); “explicit” prejudice—
or direct evaluative judgments—was assessed with a feel-
ing thermometer scale (Esses, Haddock, & Zanna,
1993). In addition, we assessed nonprejudicial goals with
Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control
Prejudiced Reactions Scale (MCPR) and perceived dis-
crimination with McConahay’s (1986) Modern Racism
Scale (MRS). Applied to these operationalizations, the
proposed framework predicts a three-way interaction
between IAT scores, perceived discrimination, and non-
prejudicial goals in the prediction of feeling thermometer
scores. Specifically, IAT scores of “implicit” prejudice
should be positively related with feeling thermometer
scores of “explicit” prejudice when either (a) perceived
discrimination is low or (b) nonprejudicial goals are
weak. However, the two measures should be unrelated
when perceived discrimination is high and at the same
time nonprejudicial goals are strong.

Method

Participants. In Study 1, 140 undergraduate students
at the University of Western Ontario (105 female; 35
male) participated in a study on “attitudes and atten-
tion” in return for course credit. Of these, 3 participants
identified themselves as Black or African. Excluding
these participants from analyses did not change any of
the results reported in the following.

Measures. Participants first completed an IAT designed
to assess “implicit” preference for Whites over Blacks.
Because of recent controversies regarding the nature of
associations assessed with the standard IAT (Olson &
Fazio, 2004), two different variants of the IAT were
employed. The first variant used the standard IAT pro-
cedure proposed by Greenwald et al. (1998); the second
variant used the personalized IAT procedure proposed
by Olson and Fazio (2004). Half of the participants
completed the standard IAT; the remaining half com-
pleted the personalized IAT.

In the standard IAT, participants were first presented
with pictures of Black and White faces that had to be
categorized according to their skin color. Specifically,
participants were asked to press a left-hand key (A)

when the face was Black and a right-hand key (Numpad
5) when the face was White. In the second block, par-
ticipants were presented with positive and negative
words that had to be categorized according to their
valence. Participants were asked to press the left-hand
key when the word was negative and the right-hand key
when the word was positive. In the third block, the two
discrimination tasks were combined with a prejudice-
congruent key assignment. Participants were asked to
press the left-hand key when they saw either a Black
face or a negative word and the right-hand key when
they saw either a White face or a positive word. In the
fourth block, participants were again presented with
Black and White faces. However, the original key assign-
ment of the first block was now reversed. Specifically,
participants were asked to press the left-hand key when
the face was White and the right-hand key when the face
was Black. Finally, the fifth block again combined the
two discrimination tasks, now in a prejudice-incongruent
manner. Specifically, participants were asked to press the
left-hand key when they saw either a White face or a
negative word and the right-hand key when they saw
either a Black face or a positive word.

The personalized IAT was identical to the standard
IAT with the following two exceptions. First, instead of
categorizing positive and negative attribute words
according to their normative valence, participants were
asked to indicate whether they like or dislike the objects
denoted by the words. This difference was further
emphasized by the labels of the two response keys.
Whereas the keys in the standard IAT were labeled pos-
itive versus negative, the keys in the personalized IAT
were labeled I like versus I dislike. Second, the two IAT
variants differed with regard to error feedback.
Whereas in the standard IAT, incorrect responses were
indicated with the word ERROR! for 1000 ms in the
center of the screen, the personalized IAT did not
include any error feedback.

The practice blocks of the two IAT variants each
included a total of 24 trials (Blocks 1, 2, and 4); the crit-
ical test blocks each included a total of 48 trials (Blocks
3 and 5). The stimulus items consisted of a total of 12
positive words, 12 negative words, and pictures of 3
Black males, 3 Black females, 3 White males, and 3
White females. Positive words were: gifts, vacations,
friends, sunrise, summer, harmony, freedom, honesty,
health, fun, relaxation, love. Negative words were: ter-
rorists, spiders, stink, cockroaches, viruses, vomit, can-
cer, rotten, grief, pollution, stress, wasps. The stimulus
material was identical for the two IAT variants. In both
IAT variants, participants were asked to respond as
quickly as possible without making too many errors.

Immediately after the IAT, participants were asked to
complete several questionnaires regarding their personal
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beliefs. The first part consisted of several feeling ther-
mometer scales in which participants were asked to
indicate the “warmth or positivity” versus the “coolness
or negativity” of their feelings associated with different
ethnic groups. The groups rated included Whites and
Blacks as target categories and Asians, Hispanics, and
Inuit as filler items. Ratings were assessed with 7-point
scales ranging from 1 (very cold) to 7 (very warm). The
second part consisted of McConahay’s (1986) Modern
Racism Scale as a measure of perceived discrimination.4

Finally, the third part included Dunton and Fazio’s
(1997) Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions
Scale as a measure of nonprejudicial goals. Both per-
ceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with 5-point rating scales.

Results

Preliminary analyses. IAT scores of “implicit” preju-
dice were aggregated according to the D-600 scoring
algorithm proposed by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji
(2003). Scores were calculated such that higher values
indicate a stronger “implicit” preference for Whites
over Blacks. Feeling thermometer ratings of Blacks and
Whites were aggregated into a single index by subtract-
ing the mean positivity ratings for Blacks from the mean
positivity ratings for Whites. Thus, higher values indi-
cate a stronger “explicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks. Indices of perceived discrimination (Modern
Racism Scale) and nonprejudicial goals (Motivation to
Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale) were aggregated by
first recoding items with a negative polarization and
then calculating the respective mean values for the two
scales. Ratings were aggregated such that higher values
indicate higher perceived discrimination and stronger
nonprejudicial goals, respectively.5 Means and standard
deviations of all measures are reported in Table 1.
Replicating previous findings by Olson and Fazio
(2004), “implicit” prejudice scores tended to be some-
what lower for the personalized as compared to the
standard IAT, F(1, 138) = 2.97, p = .09, η2 = .021.

Correlations. Correlations between all measures are
reported in Table 2. Scores of “implicit” preference for
Whites over Blacks were uncorrelated with any of the
self-report measures, regardless of whether “implicit”
prejudice was assessed with the personalized IAT or the
standard IAT. Perceived discrimination showed a signif-
icant negative correlation to “explicit” preference for
Whites over Blacks such that higher perceived discrimi-
nation was associated with lower levels of “explicit”
preference for Whites over Blacks. In addition, a signif-
icant positive correlation between perceived discrimina-
tion and nonprejudicial goals indicated that higher

levels of perceived discrimination were associated with
stronger nonprejudicial goals. “Explicit” preference for
Whites over Blacks was unrelated to nonprejudicial goals.

Regression analyses. The framework proposed in the
present article suggests that zero-order correlations are
insufficient to understand the relation between different
components of racial prejudice. Instead, our conceptu-
alization implies that nonprejudicial goals and per-
ceived discrimination of Blacks should interactively
determine whether negative affective reactions to Blacks
(“implicit” prejudice) lead to the endorsement of nega-
tive evaluations of Blacks (“explicit” prejudice). More
precisely, it is predicted that “explicit” prejudice should
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TABLE 1: Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Discrimination
(PD), Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Explicit Preference for
Whites Over Blacks (EP), and Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks Assessed With the Standard IAT (IAT-S) and the
Personalized IAT (IAT-P), Study 1

N M SD

PD 140 3.61 0.58
NPG 140 3.27 0.50
EP 140 0.44 1.56
IAT-S 71 0.53 0.48
IAT-P 69 0.37 0.58

NOTE: Perceived discrimination was assessed with McConahay’s
(1986; Table 2) Modern Racism Scale; nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control
Prejudiced Reactions Scale; “explicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks was assessed with a feeling thermometer scale; “implicit” pref-
erence for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Greenwald, McGhee,
and Schwartz’s (1998) standard version of the Implicit Association
Test or Olson and Fazio’s (2004) personalized variant of the Implicit
Association Test.

TABLE 2: Zero-Order Correlations Between Perceived Discrimination
(PD), Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Explicit Preference for
Whites Over Blacks (EP), and Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks Assessed With the Standard IAT (IAT-S) and
the Personalized IAT (IAT-P), Study 1

PD NPG EP IAT

1. PD (.66)
2. NPG .24** (.75)
3. EP –.31*** –.09 (—)
4. IAT-S –.03 –.08 .04 (.56)
5. IAT-P –.11 –.02 .18 (.64)

NOTE: Perceived discrimination was assessed with McConahay’s (1986;
Table 2) Modern Racism Scale; nonprejudicial goals were assessed with
Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions
Scale; “explicit” preference for Whites over Blacks was assessed with a
feeling thermometer scale; “implicit” preference for Whites over Blacks
was assessed with Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz’s (1998) standard
version of the Implicit Association Test or Olson and Fazio’s (2004)
personalized variant of the Implicit Association Test. Cronbach’s α
estimates of internal consistency are in parentheses.
**p < .01. ***p < .001.
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be directly related to “implicit” prejudice when either
perceived discrimination of Blacks or nonprejudicial
goals are low. However, “implicit” prejudice should be
unrelated to “explicit” prejudice when both perceived
discrimination of Blacks and nonprejudicial goals are
high. In other words, the proposed framework implies a
three-way interaction in the prediction of feeling ther-
mometer scores such that IAT scores should predict feeling
thermometer scores when either perceived discrimination
is low or nonprejudicial goals are weak. However, IAT
scores should be unrelated to feeling thermometer scores
when perceived discrimination is high and at the same
time nonprejudicial goals are strong.

To test these predictions, standardized scores of
“explicit” preference for Whites over Blacks were
regressed to standardized scores of “implicit” preference
for Whites over Blacks, nonprejudicial goals, perceived
discrimination, and all of their possible interactions (see
Table 3). Consistent with our predictions, this regression
analysis revealed a significant three-way interaction. The
specific pattern of this interaction is depicted in Figure 2.
Simple slope analyses (Aiken & West, 1991) revealed
that “implicit” prejudice was positively related to
“explicit” prejudice when perceived discrimination was
high but nonprejudicial goals were weak, B = .44, SE =
.23, t(132) = 1.94, p = .05, as well as when nonprejudi-
cial goals were strong but perceived discrimination was
weak, B = .44, SE = .18, t(132) = 2.52, p = .01. In con-
trast, “implicit” prejudice showed a tendency for a nega-
tive relation to “explicit” prejudice when perceived
discrimination was high and at the same time nonpreju-
dicial goals were strong, B = –.29, SE = .16, t(132) =
–1.89, p = .06. Unexpectedly, participants low in per-
ceived discrimination and weak nonprejudicial goals
showed relatively high levels of “explicit” prejudice irre-
spective of their level of “implicit” prejudice, B = .02,
SE = .19, t(132) = 0.12, p = .90.

In order to test whether these effects depend on proce-
dural aspects of the IAT, the two variants (i.e., personal-
ized vs. standard) were dummy coded and entered as an
additional between-subjects variable to the regression.
This analysis indicated that the obtained three-way inter-
action was not qualified by the specific IAT variant, as
reflected by a nonsignificant four-way interaction includ-
ing IAT variant as an additional factor, B = .06, SE = .27,
t(124) = .23, p = .82. Neither the main effect of IAT vari-
ant nor any of its interaction effects reached statistical sig-
nificance (all ts < 1.05; all ps > .29). The three-way
interaction pattern was identical for the two IAT variants.

Discussion

Results from Study 1 provide preliminary support for
the proposed integrative framework. Consistent with

our predictions, “implicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks (as measured by two variants of the IAT) was
positively related to “explicit” preference for Whites
over Blacks (as measured by a feeling thermometer
scale) when (a) perceived discrimination of Black people
was high but nonprejudicial goals were weak and (b)
nonprejudicial goals were strong but perceived discrim-
ination of Black people was low. In contrast, “implicit”
prejudice scores tended to show a negative relation to
“explicit” prejudice scores when nonprejudicial goals
were strong and at the same time perceived discrimination
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TABLE 3: Regression Coefficients for Explicit Preference for Whites Over
Blacks as Predicted by Implicit Preference for Whites Over
Blacks (IAT), Perceived Discrimination (PD), Nonprejudicial
Goals (NPG), and Their Interactions, Study 1

B SE t p

Intercept –.05 .08 –0.64 .52
IAT .15 .09 1.65 .10
NPG –.01 .09 –0.17 .87
PD –.20 .09 –2.24 .03
IAT × NPG –.08 .10 –0.82 .42
IAT × PD –.08 .10 –0.80 .42
NPG × PD .10 .06 1.56 .12
IAT × NPG × PD –.29 .13 –2.28 .02

NOTE: Perceived discrimination was assessed with McConahay’s
(1986; Table 2) Modern Racism Scale; nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control
Prejudiced Reactions Scale; “explicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks was assessed with a feeling thermometer scale; “implicit” pref-
erence for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Greenwald, McGhee,
and Schwartz’s (1998) standard version of the Implicit Association
Test or Olson and Fazio’s (2004) personalized variant of the Implicit
Association Test (IAT). R2 = .164; adjusted R2 = .120.
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Figure 2 Relation Between “Implicit” Preference for Whites Over
Blacks in the Implicit Association Test (IAT) and “Explicit”
Preference for Whites Over Blacks As a Function of
Perceived Discrimination (PD) and Nonprejudicial Goals
(NPG), Study 1.
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was high. This negative relation is consistent with the
results of earlier studies showing similar tendencies
when cognitive inconsistency led to a rejection of affec-
tive reactions as a basis for evaluative judgments (e.g.,
Gawronski & Strack, 2004). A possible interpretation
of such reversals is that attempts to counteract the influ-
ence of affective reactions on evaluative judgments
increase as a function of the strength of these reactions
(Fazio & Olson, 2003).

In addition to these results, there was also an unex-
pected finding for participants with low scores on both
perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals. Even
though we expected a positive relation between
“implicit” and “explicit” preference scores for these
participants, they showed relatively high levels of
“explicit” preference for Whites over Blacks irrespective
of their level of “implicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks. This pattern suggests that some people may
show no negative affective reactions toward racial
minority groups but nevertheless judge these groups
negatively. However, given that this pattern was not
anticipated, it seems premature to draw strong conclu-
sions from this result as long as it is not clear whether it
reflects a replicable, systematic effect or simply a ran-
dom outcome of the present study. Thus, we will defer
a more detailed discussion of this finding to the General
Discussion.

STUDY 2

The main goal of Study 2 was to replicate the pat-
tern obtained in Study 1 with a different measure of
“implicit” prejudice. This goal was stimulated by two
issues. First, even though Study 1 showed correspond-
ing effects for the standard IAT (Greenwald et al.,
1998) and the personalized IAT (Olson & Fazio,
2004), the general procedure of the IAT has been crit-
icized for several reasons that apply to both the per-
sonalized and the standard variant (e.g., Brendl,
Markman, & Messner, 2001; Mierke & Klauer, 2003;
Rothermund & Wentura, 2004). Thus, it seems desir-
able to replicate the obtained effects with a different
measure that is not susceptible to these task-related
criticisms. Second, we aimed to test whether the
obtained independence of “implicit” and “explicit”
prejudice for participants with low scores on both per-
ceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals is sim-
ply a random outcome or a replicable, systematic
effect. For these purposes, Study 2 aimed to replicate
the pattern obtained in Study 1 using a variant of
Payne et al.’s (2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure
(AMP) as a measure of “implicit” prejudice.

Method

Participants. In Study 2, 79 students at the University
of Western Ontario (64 female; 15 male) participated in a
study on “imagination, belief, and attitudes.” Participants
received CDN $10 for their participation in a 1-hour ses-
sion. Due to a computer error, data from 2 participants
were only partially recorded and thus were excluded
from analyses. Also, 5 participants identified themselves
as Black or African. Excluding these participants from
analyses did not change any of the results reported in
the following.

Measures. The self-report measures were identical to
those employed in Study 1. To assess immediate affective
reactions, we used a variant of Payne et al.’s (2005) AMP.
On each trial of the task, participants were first presented
with a fixation cross for 1000 ms, which was then
replaced by a picture of the face of either a Black or a
White male for 75 ms. Control trials involved the presen-
tation of a grey square. The presentation of the prime
stimuli was followed by a blank screen for 125 ms, after
which a Chinese character appeared for 100 ms. The
Chinese character was then replaced by a black-and-white
pattern mask, and participants had to indicate whether
they considered the presented character as more pleasant
or less pleasant than the average Chinese character. The
pattern mask remained on the screen until participants
gave their response. Participants were asked to press a
right-hand key (Numpad 5) if they considered the Chinese
character as more pleasant than the average Chinese char-
acter and a left-hand key (A) if they considered the
Chinese character as less pleasant than average. Following
the instructions employed by Payne et al., participants
were told that the pictures can sometimes bias people’s
responses to the Chinese characters and that they should
try their absolute best not to let the pictures influence their
judgments of the Chinese characters. The task included 24
trials for each of the two prime categories (i.e., Black,
White) and 24 filler trials using a grey square as prime
stimulus for a total of 72 trials. As prime stimuli, we used
pictures of 12 Black and 12 White male faces, each face
being presented twice during the task. As target stimuli,
we used a pool of 72 distinct Chinese characters, which
were randomly selected by the computer. Both prime and
target stimuli were adapted from Payne et al. Order of tri-
als was randomized for each participant.

Results

Preliminary analyses. AMP scores were aggregated by
calculating the proportion of more pleasant responses
for each of the two prime categories (i.e., Black, White),
respectively. Scores of “implicit” preference for Whites
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over Blacks were calculated by subtracting the propor-
tion of more pleasant responses for Black priming trials
from the proportion of more pleasant responses for
White priming trials. Thus, higher values indicate a
stronger “implicit” preference for Whites over Blacks.
Ratings on the feeling thermometer scale, the Modern
Racism Scale (i.e., perceived discrimination), and the
Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale (i.e.,
nonprejudicial goals) were aggregated according to the
procedures described for Study 1. Ratings were again
aggregated such that higher values indicate higher per-
ceived discrimination and stronger nonprejudicial goals,
respectively. Means and standard deviations of all vari-
ables are reported in Table 4.

Correlations. Correlations between all measures are
reported in Table 5. Scores of “implicit” preference for
Whites over Blacks were significantly correlated with
“explicit” preference for Whites over Blacks. In addi-
tion, nonprejudicial goals showed a significant positive

correlation with perceived discrimination such that
higher levels of perceived discrimination were associ-
ated with stronger nonprejudicial goals. No other cor-
relation reached statistical significance.

Regression analyses. Standardized scores of
“explicit” preference for Whites over Blacks were
regressed to standardized scores of “implicit” prefer-
ence for Whites over Blacks, nonprejudicial goals, per-
ceived discrimination, and all of their possible
interactions (see Table 6). Replicating the findings of
Study 1, this regression analysis revealed a significant
three-way interaction. The specific pattern of this inter-
action is depicted in Figure 3. Consistent with our pre-
dictions, simple slope analyses revealed that “implicit”
prejudice was positively related to explicit prejudice
when perceived discrimination was high but nonpreju-
dicial goals were weak, B = .82, SE = .38, t(69) = 2.18,
p = .03, as well as when nonprejudicial goals were
strong but perceived discrimination was low, B = .67,
SE = .24, t(69) = 2.81, p = .006. In contrast, “implicit”
prejudice was unrelated to “explicit” prejudice when
perceived discrimination was high and at the same time
nonprejudicial goals were strong, B = –.01, SE = .31,
t(69) = –0.05, p = .96. Replicating the unexpected pat-
tern obtained in Study 1, “explicit” and “implicit” prej-
udice were again unrelated for participants with low
perceived discrimination and weak nonprejudicial
goals, B = –.16, SE = .32, t(69) = –0.51, p = .61.
However, in contrast to Study 1, these participants
showed only moderate (rather than particularly high)
scores in the present study.
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TABLE 4: Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Discrimination
(PD), Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Explicit Preference for
Whites Over Blacks (EP), and Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks (AMP), Study 2

N M SD

PD 77 3.54 0.72
NPG 77 3.17 0.55
EP 77 0.23 1.53
AMP 77 0.01 0.20

NOTE: Perceived discrimination was assessed with McConahay’s
(1986; Table 2) Modern Racism Scale; nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control
Prejudiced Reactions Scale; “explicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks was assessed with a feeling thermometer scale; “implicit” pref-
erence for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Payne, Cheng,
Govorun, and Stewart’s (2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure.

TABLE 5: Zero-Order Correlations Between Perceived Discrimination
(PD), Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Explicit Preference for
Whites Over Blacks (EP), and Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks Assessed (AMP), Study 2

PD NPG EP AMP

1. PD (.75)
2. NPG .24* (.77)
3. EP –.05 –.03 (—)
4. AMP –.03 –.09 .28* (.51)

NOTE: Perceived discrimination was assessed with McConahay’s
(1986; Table 2) Modern Racism Scale; nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control
Prejudiced Reactions Scale; “explicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks was assessed with a feeling thermometer scale; “implicit” pref-
erence for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Payne, Cheng,
Govorun, and Stewart’s (2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure.
Cronbach’s α estimates of internal consistency are in parentheses.
*p < .05.

TABLE 6: Regression Coefficients for Explicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks as Predicted by Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks (AMP), Perceived Discrimination (PD),
Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), and Their Interactions, Study 2

B SE t p

Intercept .00 .11 0.02 .98
AMP .33 .13 2.57 .01
NPG .06 .12 0.51 .61
PD –.03 .12 0.27 .78
AMP × NPG –.18 .14 –1.27 .21
AMP × PD .08 .18 0.41 .68
NPG × PD .01 .11 0.08 .94
AMP × NPG × PD –.43 .20 –2.10 .04

NOTE: Perceived discrimination was assessed with McConahay’s
(1986; Table 2) Modern Racism Scale; nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with Dunton and Fazio’s (1997) Motivation to Control
Prejudiced Reactions Scale; “explicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks was assessed with a feeling thermometer scale; “implicit” pref-
erence for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Payne, Cheng,
Govorun, and Stewart’s (2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure
(AMP). R2 = .140; adjusted R2 = .053.
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Discussion

Results from Study 2 provide further support for the
proposed integrative framework in terms of associative
and propositional processes. Replicating the pattern
obtained in Study 1, “implicit” preference for Whites
over Blacks (as measured by a variant of the AMP) were
positively related to “explicit” preference for Whites
over Blacks (as measured by a feeling thermometer
scale) when (a) perceived discrimination of Black people
was high but nonprejudicial goals were weak and (b)
nonprejudicial goals were strong but perceived discrimi-
nation of Black people was low. In contrast, “implicit”
prejudice scores were unrelated to “explicit” prejudice
scores when nonprejudicial goals were strong and at the
same time perceived discrimination was high. In addition
to these findings, Study 2 also replicated the unexpected
pattern for participants with low scores on perceived dis-
crimination and nonprejudicial goals. For these partici-
pants, “implicit” prejudice scores were again unrelated to
“explicit” prejudice scores. However, in contrast to the
relatively high levels of “explicit” prejudice obtained in
Study 1, this particular group of participants showed
moderate scores in the present study.

STUDY 3

Despite the supportive evidence obtained in Studies 1
and 2, one could object that the employed self-report
measures do not perfectly capture the particular con-
structs of our integrative framework. For instance, both
the Modern Racism Scale (McConahay, 1986) as well
as the Motivation to Control Prejudiced Reactions Scale

(Dunton & Fazio, 1997) include several items that
are not directly related to perceived discrimination or
egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals. To be sure,
the use of these established measures seems valuable as
it allows direct comparisons with previous research
findings. However, the use of these measures can also
be regarded as dysfunctional as they may not be pure
reflections of the constructs proposed in our frame-
work. This issue seems particularly important for the
interpretation of the unexpected pattern obtained for
participants with low perceived discrimination and
weak nonprejudicial goals. Specifically, it is possible
that this unexpected pattern was driven by the confla-
tion of different constructs in the two self-report mea-
sures. A similar concern could be raised about the
employed feeling thermometer ratings, which assess
evaluative responses toward abstract categories without
any exposure to individual exemplars of these cate-
gories. This situation is different in the IAT and the
AMP, which generally involve the presentation of exem-
plars representing the category. Thus, it is possible that
our findings were driven by the lack of exposure to indi-
vidual exemplars in the feeling thermometers rather than
by the particular processes proposed by our framework.

To address these concerns, Study 3 aimed at replicat-
ing the present findings using two newly developed self-
report measures that were particularly designed to assess
perceived discrimination and egalitarianism-related, non-
prejudicial goals. In addition, Study 3 included likeability
ratings of exemplars of the two categories to rule out
method-related confoundings pertaining to our measures
of “implicit” and “explicit” prejudice.

Method

Participants. In Study 3, 98 students at the University
of Western Ontario (67 female; 31 male) participated in
a study on “attitudes and decision making.” Participants
received CDN $10 for their participation in a 1-hour
session. Due to a computer malfunction, data from 2
participants were only partially recorded and thus
excluded from analyses. In addition, we excluded data
from 1 participant who repeatedly pressed the same key
on all trials of the AMP. Finally, 3 participants identi-
fied themselves as Black or African. Excluding these
participants from analyses did not change any of the
results reported in the following.

Measures. The AMP was largely identical to the one
employed in Study 2, the only exception being that we
used a different set of pictures as prime stimuli. This set
included color headshots of 10 White and 10 Black
males. The AMP comprised a total of 90 trials, with
each of the 20 faces being presented three times during
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Figure 3 Relation Between “Implicit” Preference for Whites Over Blacks
in the Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP) and “Explicit”
Preference for Whites Over Blacks As a Function of Perceived
Discrimination (PD) and Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Study 2.
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the task. On the remaining 30 trials, a grey square was
presented as prime stimulus. To assess “explicit” pref-
erence for Whites over Blacks, we used the same feeling
thermometer ratings employed in Studies 1 and 2. In
addition, participants were asked to rate how much
they liked each of the 10 White and 10 Black males pre-
sented in the AMP on 7-point Likert scales ranging
from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). To assess perceived
discrimination and egalitarianism-related, nonprejudi-
cial goals, we created two new scales, provided in the
appendix. These scales were created by selecting suitable
items from published scales (Dunton & Fazio, 1997;
Katz & Hass, 1988; McConahay, 1986; Swim et al.,
1995) and creating new items that were particularly
designed for the purpose of the present study. The two
scales showed satisfying reliabilities with Cronbach’s
alpha values of .85 (perceived discrimination) and .77
(nonprejudicial goals).

Results

Preliminary analyses. AMP scores were aggregated
according to the procedures described in Study 2.
Ratings on the perceived discrimination and nonpreju-
dicial goals scales were aggregated by first recoding
items with a negative polarization and then calculating
the respective mean values for each of the two scales.
Ratings were aggregated such that higher values indicate
higher perceived discrimination and stronger nonpreju-
dicial goals, respectively. Scores of “explicit” preference
for Whites over Blacks were calculated by first subtract-
ing the mean feeling thermometer ratings of Blacks from
mean ratings of Whites. In addition, we subtracted the
mean likeability ratings of all Black faces from the mean
likeability ratings of all White faces. The two difference
scores were then standardized and averaged to serve as
our main dependent measure of “explicit” preference for
Whites over Blacks. Means and standard deviations of
all variables are reported in Table 7.

Correlations. Correlations between measures are
reported in Table 8. The only significant correlation
obtained in the present study was between “implicit”
and “explicit” preference for Whites over Blacks. No
other correlation reached statistical significance.

Regression analyses. Standardized scores of “explicit”
preference for Whites over Blacks were regressed to
standardized scores of “implicit” preference for Whites
over Blacks, nonprejudicial goals, perceived discrimina-
tion, and all of their possible interactions, revealing a
significant three-way interaction (see Table 9). The spe-
cific pattern of this interaction is depicted in Figure 4.
Replicating the findings of Studies 1 and 2, simple slope

analyses revealed that “implicit” prejudice was posi-
tively related to explicit prejudice when perceived dis-
crimination was high but nonprejudicial goals were
weak, B = .45, SE = .11, t(87) = 4.09, p = .0001, as well
as when nonprejudicial goals were strong but perceived
discrimination was low, B = .45, SE = .14, t(87) = 3.28,
p = .001. In contrast, “implicit” prejudice was unrelated
to “explicit” prejudice when perceived discrimination
was high and at the same time nonprejudicial goals
were strong, B = –.05, SE = .12, t(87) = –0.42, p = .68.
Replicating the unexpected pattern obtained in Studies
1 and 2, “explicit” and “implicit” prejudice were again
unrelated for participants with low perceived discrimi-
nation and weak nonprejudicial goals, B = –.05, SE =
.13, t(87) = –0.43, p = .67. As with Study 2, these par-
ticipants showed moderate scores of “explicit” prefer-
ence for Whites over Blacks irrespective of “implicit”
preference scores.

TABLE 7: Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Discrimination
(PD), Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Explicit Preference for
Whites Over Blacks (EP), and Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks (AMP), Study 3

N M SD

PD 95 3.28 0.70
NPG 95 3.91 0.61
EP (exemplars) 95 0.69 1.01
EP (category) 95 0.20 1.88
AMP 95 0.07 0.21

NOTE: Perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with newly developed scales listed in the appendix; “explicit”
preference for Whites over Blacks was assessed with feeling ther-
mometer scales pertaining to the two categories and likeability ratings
of White and Black exemplars; “implicit” preference for Whites over
Blacks was assessed with Payne, Cheng, Govorun, and Stewart’s
(2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP).

TABLE 8: Zero-Order Correlations Between Perceived Discrimination
(PD), Nonprejudicial Goals (NPG), Explicit Preference for
Whites Over Blacks (EP), and Implicit Preference for Whites
Over Blacks Assessed (AMP), Study 3

PD NPG EP AMP

1. PD (.85)
2. NPG .06 (.77)
3. EP –.01 .06 (—)
4. AMP .04 –.19 .25* (.71)

NOTE: Perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with newly developed scales listed in the appendix; “explicit”
preference for Whites over Blacks was assessed with feeling thermome-
ter scales pertaining to the two categories and likeability ratings of
White and Black exemplars (combined z scores); “implicit” preference
for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Payne, Cheng, Govorun, and
Stewart’s (2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure (AMP). Cronbach’s α
estimates of internal consistency are in parentheses.
*p < .05.
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Discussion

Results from Study 3 provide further support for our
integrative framework, showing that the results
obtained in Studies 1 and 2 are independent of possible
conflations of other constructs in the employed self-
report measures. Specifically, Study 3 replicated the
obtained pattern of results using two newly designed
self-report measures of perceived discrimination and
egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals. In addition,
Study 3 included likeability ratings of individual exem-
plars of the two categories to rule out method-related
confoundings between our measures of “explicit” and
“implicit” evaluations. Notably, the present study also
replicated the unexpected pattern for participants with
low perceived discrimination and weak nonprejudicial
goals, who generally showed moderate scores of
“explicit” prejudice irrespective of “implicit” prejudice.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The main goal of the present research was to propose a
new integrative framework for the study of different forms
of racial prejudice. Drawing on the distinction between
associative and propositional processes (Gawronski &
Bodenhausen, 2006; Strack & Deutsch, 2004), we
argued that evaluative responses to racial groups can be
rooted in two qualitatively different mechanisms: (a) the
activation of associations in memory and (b) the propo-
sitional validation of evaluations and beliefs. Whereas
activated associations determine the evaluative quality

of immediate affective reactions, propositional valida-
tion processes provide the basis for evaluative judg-
ments. Moreover, we argued that people typically base
their evaluative judgments on their immediate affective
reactions unless the evaluation implied by these reactions is
inconsistent with other judgment-relevant beliefs. In this
case, the resulting inconsistency has to be resolved by
rejecting at least one of the relevant propositions or by
finding a new proposition that resolves the inconsis-
tency (Gawronski & Strack, 2004).

Applied to racial prejudice, we argued that negative
affective reactions to a racial group may be inconsistent
with strong egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals
and high levels of perceived discrimination (see Figure
1, Panel A). Thus, in order to avoid cognitive disso-
nance (Festinger, 1957), people may reject either (a) the
proposition reflecting nonprejudicial goals, (b) the
proposition reflecting perceived discrimination, or (c)
the proposition reflecting a negative evaluation of the
group. First, if people maintain cognitive consistency by
rejecting nonprejudicial goals (see Figure 1, Panel B),
they can still base their evaluative judgments on their
negative affective reactions even when they believe that
the group is a target of discrimination. This case plays a
significant role in theories of old-fashioned racism:
People simply do not care about egalitarian, nonpreju-
dicial values and openly support racial discrimination
(McConahay, 1986). Second, if people maintain consis-
tency by rejecting the proposition that the group is dis-
advantaged (see Figure 1, Panel C), they can still base
their judgments on their negative affective reactions
even when they have strong egalitarianism-related, non-
prejudicial goals. This case plays a central role in theo-
ries of modern racism: People deny the continued
discrimination of racial minority groups (McConahay,
1986). Finally, if people hold strong nonprejudicial
goals and at the same time believe that the group is a
target of discrimination (see Figure 1, Panel D), they
may reject their negative affective reactions as a basis
for evaluative judgments about the group even though
this rejection does not necessarily change the affective
reaction itself (Gawronski & Strack, 2004). This case
can be regarded as the one described in theories of aver-
sive racism: People hold strong egalitarianism-related,
nonprejudicial goals and believe that racial minority
groups are still disadvantaged but nevertheless experi-
ence negative feelings toward these groups even though
these feelings are not reflected in negative judgments
(Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004).

In the present research, we tested a particular impli-
cation of this theorizing, namely, the interactive effect
of perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals on
the relation between immediate affective reactions—as
reflected in measures of “implicit” prejudice—and direct
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TABLE 9: Regression Coefficients for Explicit Preference for Whites Over
Blacks as Predicted by Implicit Preference for Whites Over
Blacks (AMP), Perceived Discrimination (PD), Nonprejudicial
Goals (NPG), and Their Interactions, Study 3

B SE t p

Intercept –.01 .07 –0.20 .84
AMP .20 .07 2.68 .01
NPG .10 .07 1.34 .18
PD –.12 .08 –1.61 .11
AMP × NPG –.04 .07 –0.64 .52
AMP × PD .00 .06 0.04 .99
NPG × PD –.03 .06 –0.55 .59
AMP × NPG × PD –.22 .06 –3.72 < .01

NOTE: Perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals were
assessed with newly developed scales listed in the appendix; “explicit”
preference for Whites over Blacks was assessed with feeling ther-
mometer scales pertaining to the two categories and likeability ratings
of White and Black exemplars (combined z scores); “implicit” prefer-
ence for Whites over Blacks was assessed with Payne, Cheng,
Govorun, and Stewart’s (2005) Affect Misattribution Procedure
(AMP). R2 = .205; adjusted R2 = .141.
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evaluative judgments—as reflected in feeling thermometer
scores of “explicit” prejudice. Specifically, we predicted
that direct evaluative judgments should reflect the valence
of immediate affective reactions when either perceived
discrimination or nonprejudicial goals are low. However,
direct evaluative judgments should be unrelated to
affective reactions when both perceived discrimination
and nonprejudicial goals are high. These predictions
were supported in three studies using two variants
of the IAT (Greenwald et al., 1998; Olson & Fazio,
2004) and Payne et al.’s (2005) AMP as measures of
“implicit” prejudice.

An Unexpected, Replicable Finding

Even though our predictions were largely confirmed by
the present data, there was also an unpredicted finding for
participants with weak nonprejudicial goals and low per-
ceived discrimination. In contrast to the assumption that
these participants would base their evaluative judgments
on their immediate affective reactions, “explicit” preju-
dice scores were generally unrelated to “implicit” preju-
dice for this particular group. This pattern consistently
emerged in all studies reported in the present article. In
addition, we replicated this pattern in a yet unpublished
application of the present framework to prejudice against
overweight people (Brochu, Esses, & Gawronski, 2007).

There are several noteworthy aspects of this finding.
First, in developing our integrative model, we tended to
focus on the three possible cases that involved a rejec-
tion of one of three relevant propositions (see Figure 1).
This focus was inspired by the intended integration of
old-fashioned, modern, and aversive prejudice. For
these three cases, our predictions have been generally

confirmed. However, these three cases differ from the
one producing the unexpected outcome such that the
latter involves a rejection of two relevant propositions.
Thus, our discovery points to a case that has not yet
been discussed in the prejudice literature, which may
stimulate future research in this area.

Second, even though the pattern obtained for partic-
ipants with weak nonprejudicial goals and low per-
ceived discrimination was not expected, it does not
contradict the core assumptions of our integrative
model. One of the central tenets of our model is that
people aim to avoid cognitive inconsistency among their
race-related beliefs. This core assumption would be
challenged if some people exhibit an inconsistent system
of beliefs (e.g., if they endorse all three components
depicted in Figure 1, Panel A). However, this is not the
case for participants with weak nonprejudicial goals
and low perceived discrimination as the latter two com-
ponents are consistent with any “explicit” evaluation of
Black people. Thus, even though the obtained indepen-
dence of “explicit” and “implicit” evaluations was not
predicted, it does not challenge the core assumptions of
our integrative framework.

Third, the obtained independence of “explicit” and
“implicit” evaluations suggests that additional factors
may contribute to the reliance on immediate affective
reactions for evaluative judgments (for a review, see
Hofmann, Gschwendner, Nosek, & Schmitt, 2005).
Applied to the present framework, these factors may
include other prejudice-related belief components that
may contribute to (in)consistency within a person’s sys-
tem of beliefs. For instance, applications of our integra-
tive framework to prejudice against overweight people
(Brochu et al., 2007) could be expanded by including
subjective beliefs about personal responsibility. Other
belief components that might be relevant in the case of
racial prejudice are social dominance orientation and
right-wing authoritarianism (Duckitt, 2006). Irrespective
of the particular function of these constructs, our inte-
grative framework suggests that these components
should be analyzed from a cognitive consistency perspec-
tive. This perspective requires one to go beyond mere cor-
relations between belief components to focus on their
interactive relations in comprising an internally consistent
system of beliefs. Thus, future research relating low levels
in both perceived discrimination and nonprejudicial goals
to other belief components may help to further clarify the
obtained independence of “explicit” and “implicit” preju-
dice for this particular group of individuals.

Motivation to Control Prejudice

By investigating the joint impact of nonprejudicial
goals and perceived discrimination on the relation
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between “implicit” and “explicit” prejudice, the present
research expands on previous studies showing similar
effects for motivation to control prejudiced reactions
(e.g., Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Fazio et al., 1995;
Hofmann, Gschwendner, & Schmitt, 2005; Payne et al.,
2005). Specifically, these studies found that measures of
“implicit” prejudice are correlated with measures of
“explicit” prejudice only for participants low in moti-
vation to control prejudice but not for participants high
in motivation to control. This finding was also obtained
in some of our own studies (e.g., Banse & Gawronski,
2003; Gawronski, Geschke, & Banse, 2003). However,
we also failed to replicate the moderating effect of moti-
vation to control prejudice in several unpublished stud-
ies. From the perspective of the present framework, the
failure to replicate this effect may have at least two
causes. First, the present findings indicate that high lev-
els of motivation to control prejudice—or strong non-
prejudicial goals—are insufficient to reduce the impact
of negative affective reactions on the endorsement of
negative evaluations. Rather, this reduction requires
high levels in both motivation to control and perceived
discrimination. Thus, the moderating influence of moti-
vation to control prejudice may depend on contingent
characteristics of the sample, namely, high levels of per-
ceived discrimination. Second, several of the studies
conducted so far used dependent measures that involve
modern variants of prejudice (e.g., the Modern Racism
Scale; McConahay, 1986). However, these measures do
not involve a direct evaluation of the racial group
(Sniderman & Tetlock, 1986). Instead, group evalua-
tions in these measures are indirect in that they are
inferred from participants’ responses to nonevaluative
propositions (e.g., perceived discrimination). Even
though these nonevaluative propositions contribute to
the overt endorsement of negative evaluations by mod-
erating the impact of affective reactions on evaluative
judgments, they are not sufficient for a direct negative
evaluation. As such, the moderating influence of moti-
vation to control prejudiced reactions obtained in some
studies may be spurious, such that it may be due to the
correlation of the employed dependent measure to the
overt endorsement of negative evaluations.

A Fourth Case

The main goal of the present research was to test a
specific prediction of the proposed framework that
involves the rejection of relevant propositions. However,
it is important to note that inconsistency can also be
resolved in a different way, namely, by a search for an
additional proposition that resolves the inconsistency
(Festinger, 1957). In research on cognitive dissonance,
additional propositions of this kind are often represented

by situational explanations for counterattitudinal behav-
ior (e.g., Festinger & Carlsmith, 1959; Gawronski &
Strack, 2004). This idea can also be applied to the present
framework. Specifically, people may resolve the inconsis-
tency between negative evaluations, perceived discrimina-
tion, and egalitarianism-related, nonprejudicial goals by
searching for an explanation that justifies a negative
evaluation (Crandall & Eshleman, 2003). For instance,
people may judge a Black person negatively when this
evaluation can be attributed to specific behaviors of that
person. Such justification processes play a central role in
research on aversive racism (Dovidio & Gaertner,
2004), showing that White participants’ behavior
toward Blacks often did not differ from their behavior
toward Whites under control conditions. However,
when negative behavior could be attributed to factors
other than racial prejudice, behavior toward Blacks
tended to be more negative than behavior toward
Whites (e.g., Gaertner, 1973). Our integrative frame-
work implies that such negative behavior under condi-
tions of attributional ambiguity should directly reflect
the valence of immediate affective reactions. That is,
immediate affective reactions should influence judg-
ments and behavior when a potential inconsistency
between negative affective reactions, nonprejudicial
goals, and perceived discrimination can be resolved by
an additional proposition. However, negative affective
reactions should leave judgments and behavior unaf-
fected when inconsistency is resolved by a rejection of
negative affective reactions. This prediction goes
beyond earlier findings showing that measures of
“implicit” prejudice predict spontaneous but not delib-
erate behavior (e.g., Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner,
2002), in that the relation between “implicit” prejudice
and deliberate behavior should increase under condi-
tions of attributional ambiguity.

Attributions of Prejudice

Throughout this article, the constructs of interest
were described as reflecting “different forms of preju-
dice.” It is important to note however that this inter-
pretation has been the subject of ongoing controversies
in social psychology. For example, research in the tradi-
tion of modern racism has been criticized for inferring
prejudice from measures that may simply reflect conser-
vative political opinions (Sniderman & Tetlock, 1986).
In a similar vein, research on “implicit” prejudice has
been criticized for inferring prejudice from measures
that may reflect cultural stereotypes rather than “per-
sonal animus” (Arkes & Tetlock, 2004). The present
framework offers a new perspective on these controver-
sies by specifying the relation between several different
concepts. Specifically, the proposed conceptualization
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agrees with previous criticism by arguing that measures
of “implicit” prejudice or the Modern Racism Scale do
not tap the endorsement of negative evaluations of
racial groups. By definition, such an endorsement can be
assessed only with measures implying a direct evaluation of
these groups, such as feeling thermometers or likeability rat-
ings (De Houwer, 2006). The present conceptualization
also agrees with previous criticism that neither the denial of
discrimination nor “implicit” negativity is sufficient for
the endorsement of negative evaluations. However, the
present conceptualization disagrees with previous criti-
cism by arguing that both factors systematically con-
tribute to the endorsement of negative evaluations of
racial groups. Specifically, the present results indicate
that negative affective reactions (as assessed by mea-
sures of “implicit” prejudice) directly translate into neg-
ative judgments of racial groups when perceived
discrimination is low (i.e., high levels of modern racism)
or nonprejudicial goals are weak (i.e., low levels of
motivation to control prejudice). However, negative
affective reactions do not translate into negative judg-
ments when perceived discrimination is high and at the
same time nonprejudicial goals are strong. Thus, theo-
retical controversies regarding the ontological nature of
different forms of prejudice could possibly be resolved
by focusing on the specific relations between the pro-
posed concepts. In addition, incorporating the notion of
cognitive consistency (Festinger, 1957; Gawronski et al.,
in press) and recent theorizing on associative and
propositional processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen,
2006; Strack & Deutsch, 2004) may provide deeper
insights into the underlying dynamics of different com-
ponents in prejudice-related belief systems.

Conclusion

The framework proposed in the present research
has two important implications. First, it integrates dif-
ferent components of racial prejudice by describing
them from a cognitive consistency perspective. Second,
it makes specific predictions regarding the interactive
influence of perceived discrimination and egalitarianism-
related, nonprejudicial goals on the relation between
immediate affective reactions (or “implicit” prejudice)
and direct evaluative judgments about racial groups.
To be sure, the proposed integration is not exhaustive,
as the overall system of race-related beliefs may include
additional components that have not been addressed in
the present research. Nevertheless, we argue that it
may be useful to study the interactive relation between
these components from a cognitive consistency per-
spective. The present research was intended as a first
step in this direction.

APPENDIX
ITEMS USED TO ASSESS PERCEIVED

DISCRIMINATION AND NONPREJUDICIAL
GOALS IN STUDY 3

Reverse-coded items are marked with an asterisk.
Responses were assessed with 5-point Likert scales ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Perceived Discrimination

1. Discrimination against Black people is no longer a
problem in Canada.*

2. Black people in Canada often miss out on good jobs
due to racial discrimination.

3. On average, people in our society treat Black people
and White people equally.*

4. Black people in Canada do not have the same
employment opportunities that White people do.

5. Too many Black people still lose out on jobs because
of their skin color.

6. Society has reached a point where Black and White
people have equal opportunities.*

7. Black people in Canada still represent a disadvan-
taged minority group.

8. Black people are treated just like everyone else.*
9. Black people are still facing racial discrimination in

Canada.
10. Black people, as a group, rarely encounter prejudice

or racial discrimination.*

Nonprejudicial Goals

1. Negative evaluations of disadvantaged minority
members are wrong.

2. In today’s society, it is important that one is not
perceived as prejudiced.

3. It is important to me that people do not think I am
prejudiced.

4. I get angry with myself when I have a thought or
feeling that might be considered prejudiced.

5. It is never acceptable to express one’s prejudices.
6. When speaking to minority members, it is important

to me that they do not think I am prejudiced.
7. If I have prejudiced thoughts or feelings, I keep them

to myself.
8. I feel guilty when I have negative thoughts or feelings

about the members of disadvantaged minority groups.
9. I don’t mind if I appear prejudiced.*

10. When I have negative thoughts about disadvantaged
minority groups, I have no concerns expressing them.*

NOTES

1. Following De Houwer (2006), we use the terms direct and indi-
rect to describe features of measurement procedures and the terms
explicit and implicit to describe features of the constructs assessed
by a particular measurement procedure. Moreover, given that the
unconscious nature of the constructs assessed by indirect measures
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seems equivocal (Gawronski, Hofmann, & Wilbur, 2006) we use the
terms implicit and explicit with quotation marks.

2. To avoid potential confusion, it is important to note that the dis-
tinction between associative and propositional processes should not be
equated with the distinction between automatic and controlled processes.
Whereas the terms associative and propositional define two distinct
processes by means of their respective operating principles (i.e., activation
vs. validation), the terms automatic and controlled refer to descriptive fea-
tures of a process that require empirical confirmation. In the present
research, we primarily refer to the operating principles of associative and
propositional principles while being agnostic about whether the two
processes operate in an automatic or controlled fashion (for a more
detailed discussion, see Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2007).

3. An alternative strategy to resolve inconsistency is to “search for
consonant information” (Festinger, 1957), which implies the addition
of a new proposition rather than the rejection of an old proposition
(Gawronski & Strack, 2004). This strategy is discussed in more detail
in the General Discussion.

4. To provide a better proxy of perceived discrimination, the pre-
sent studies used the original Modern Racism Scale variant reported
in Table 2 of McConahay (1986).

5. Note that the present coding of perceived discrimination is oppo-
site to the standard coding of the Modern Racism Scale, in which
higher scores typically reflect a lower level of perceived discrimination.

REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and
interpreting interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Arkes, H. R., & Tetlock, P. E. (2004). Attributions of implicit preju-
dice, or “Would Jesse Jackson ‘fail’ the Implicit Association Test?”
Psychological Inquiry, 15, 257-278.

Banse, R., & Gawronski, B. (2003). Die Skala Motivation zu
vorurteilsfreiem Verhalten: Skaleneigenschaften und Validierung
[The scale Motivation to Act Without Prejudice: Psychometric
properties and validity]. Diagnostica, 49, 4-13.

Brendl, C. M., Markman, A. B., & Messner, C. (2001). How do indi-
rect measures of evaluation work? Evaluating the inference of
prejudice in the Implicit Association Test. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 81, 760-773.

Brochu, P. M., Esses, V. M., & Gawronski, B. (2007). Cognitive con-
sistency in prejudice against the overweight: The interplay of
implicit evaluations, nonprejudicial goals, and perceived discrimi-
nation. Unpublished manuscript.

Butler, E. A., Egloff, B., Wilhelm, F. H., Smith, N. C., Erickson, E. A.,
& Gross, J. J. (2003). The social consequences of expressive sup-
pression. Emotion, 3, 48-67.

Campbell, A. (1971). White attitudes toward Black people. Ann
Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research.

Crandall, C. S., & Eshleman, A. (2003). A justification-suppression
model of the expression and experience of prejudice. Psychological
Bulletin, 129, 414-446.

Crosby, F., Bromley, S., & Saxe, L. (1980). Recent unobtrusive stud-
ies of Black and White discrimination and prejudice: A literature
review. Psychological Bulletin, 87, 546-563.

De Houwer, J. (2006). What are implicit measures and why are we using
them? In R. W. Wiers & A. W. Stacy (Eds.), The handbook of implicit
cognition and addiction (pp. 11-28). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Deutsch, R., Gawronski, B., & Strack, F. (2006). At the boundaries
of automaticity: Negation as reflective operation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 91, 385-405.

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2004). Aversive racism. In M. P.
Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 36,
pp. 1-52). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dovidio, J. F., Kawakami, K., & Gaertner, S. L. (2002). Implicit and
explicit prejudice and interracial interaction. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 62-68.

Duckitt, J. (2006). Differential effects of right-wing authoritarianism
and social dominance orientation on outgroup attitudes and their
mediation by threat from and competitiveness to outgroups.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32, 684-696.

Dunton, B. C., & Fazio, R. H. (1997). An individual difference mea-
sure of motivation to control prejudiced reactions. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 316-326.

Esses, V. M., Haddock, G., & Zanna, M. P. (1993). Values, stereo-
types, and emotions as determinants of intergroup attitudes. In
D. M. Mackie & D. L. Hamilton (Eds.), Affect, cognition, and
stereotyping: Interactive processes in group perception (pp. 137-
166). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Fazio, R. H., Jackson, J. R., Dunton, B. C., & Williams, C. J. (1995).
Variability in automatic activation as an unobtrusive measure of
racial attitudes: A bona fide pipeline? Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 69, 1013-1027.

Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. A. (2003). Implicit measures in social cog-
nition research: Their meaning and use. Annual Review of
Psychology, 54, 297-327.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Evanston, IL:
Row Peterson.

Festinger, L., & Carlsmith, J. M. (1959). Cognitive consequences of
forced compliance. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
58, 203-210.

Franco, F. M., & Maass, A. (1999). Intentional control over preju-
dice: When the choice of the measure matters. European Journal
of Social Psychology, 29, 469-477.

Gaertner, S. L. (1973). Helping behavior and discrimination among
liberals and conservatives. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 25, 335-341.

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (1986). The aversive form of racism.
In J. F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Prejudice, discrimination,
and racism (pp. 61-89). San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2006). Associative and propo-
sitional processes in evaluation: An integrative review of implicit
and explicit attitude change. Psychological Bulletin, 132, 692-731.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2007). Unraveling the
processes underlying evaluation: Attitudes from the perspective of
the APE model. Social Cognition, 25, 687-717.

Gawronski, B., Geschke, D., & Banse, R. (2003). Implicit bias in
impression formation: Associations influence the construal of indi-
viduating information. European Journal of Social Psychology,
33, 573-589.

Gawronski, B., Hofmann, W., & Wilbur, C. J. (2006). Are “implicit”
attitudes unconscious? Consciousness and Cognition, 15, 485-499.

Gawronski, B., & Strack, F. (2004). On the propositional nature of cog-
nitive consistency: Dissonance changes explicit, but not implicit atti-
tudes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40, 535-542.

Gawronski, B., Strack, F., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (in press). Attitudes
and cognitive consistency: The role of associative and proposi-
tional processes. In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Briñol (Eds.),
Attitudes: Insights from the new implicit measures. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Greeley, A. M., & Sheatsley, P. B. (1971). Attitudes toward racial
integration. Scientific American, 225, 13-19.

Greenwald, A. G., & Banaji, M. R. (1995). Implicit social cognition:
Attitudes, self-esteem, and stereotypes. Psychological Review, 102, 4-27.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. K. L. (1998).
Measuring individual differences in implicit cognition: The Implicit
Association Test. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
74, 1464-1480.

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003).
Understanding and using the Implicit Association Test: I. An
improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85, 197-216.

Gross, J. J. (1998). Antecedent- and response-focused emotion regula-
tion: Divergent consequences for experience, expression, and physi-
ology. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 224-237.

Hofmann, W., Gschwendner, T., Nosek, B. A., & Schmitt, M. (2005).
What moderates explicit-implicit consistency? European Review
of Social Psychology, 16, 335-390.

 © 2008 Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Inc.. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at UNIV OF WESTERN ONTARIO on April 15, 2008 http://psp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://psp.sagepub.com


Gawronski et al. / CONCEPTS OF RACIAL PREJUDICE 665

Hofmann, W., Gschwendner, T., & Schmitt, M. (2005). On implicit-
explicit consistency: The moderating role of individual differences
in awareness and adjustment. European Journal of Personality,
19, 25-49.

Jones, E. E., & Gerard, H. B. (1967). Foundations of social psychol-
ogy. New York: John Wiley.

Katz, I. (1981). Stigma: A social psychological analysis. Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Katz, I., & Hass, R. G. (1988). Racial ambivalence and American value
conflict: Correlational and priming studies of dual cognitive struc-
tures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55, 893-905.

McConahay, J. B. (1986). Modern racism, ambivalence, and the mod-
ern racism scale. In J. D. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.),
Prejudice, discrimination, and racism (pp. 91-125). San Diego,
CA: Academic Press.

Mierke, J., & Klauer, K. C. (2003). Method-specific variance in the
Implicit Association Test. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85, 1180-1192.

Olson, M. A., & Fazio, R. H. (2004). Reducing the influence of extra-
personal associations on the Implicit Association Test: Personalizing
the IAT. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86, 653-667.

Payne, B. K., Cheng, S. M., Govorun, O., & Stewart, B. D. (2005). An
inkblot for attitudes: Affect misattribution as implicit measure-
ment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 277-293.

Rothermund, K., & Wentura, D. (2004). Underlying processes in the
Implicit Association Test: Dissociating salience from associations.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 133, 139-165.

Rudman, L. A., Greenwald, A. G., Mellott, D. S., & Schwartz, J. L. K.
(1999). Measuring the automatic components of prejudice:

Flexibility and generality of the Implicit Association Test. Social
Cognition, 17, 437-465.

Schuhman, H., Steeh, C., Bobo, L., & Kyrsan, L. (1997). Racial atti-
tudes in America: Trends and interpretations. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Sniderman, P. M., & Carmines, E. G. (1997). Reaching beyond race.
Political Science and Politics, 30, 466-471.

Sniderman, P. M., & Tetlock, P. E. (1986). Symbolic racism:
Problems of motive attribution in political analysis. Journal of
Social Issues, 42, 129-150.

Son Hing, L. S., Chung-Yan, G., Grunfeld, R., Robichaud, L., &
Zanna, M. P. (2005). Exploring the discrepancy between implicit
and explicit prejudice: A test of aversive racism theory. In J. P.
Forgas, K. Williams, & S. Latham (Eds.), Social motivation:
Conscious and unconscious processes (pp. 274-293). New York:
Psychology Press.

Strack, F., & Deutsch, R. (2004). Reflective and impulsive determi-
nants of social behavior. Personality and Social Psychology
Review, 8, 220-247.

Swim, J. K., Aikin, K. J., Hall, W. S., & Hunter, B. A. (1995). Sexism
and racism: Old-fashioned and modern prejudices. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 68, 199-214.

Taylor, D. G., Sheatsley, P. B., & Greeley, A. M. (1978). Attitudes
toward racial integration. Scientific American, 238, 42-49.

Received December 8, 2006
Revision accepted October 24, 2007

 © 2008 Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Inc.. All rights reserved. Not for commercial use or unauthorized distribution.
 at UNIV OF WESTERN ONTARIO on April 15, 2008 http://psp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://psp.sagepub.com


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




