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(ABSTRACT)

This research program investigated the reasonable possibility that differential information pro-
cessing strategies can be manifestations of racist prejudgments.  Our research design applies a technique
often used in social cognition studies.  This technique captures evidence of a rather habit-driven (though
not instantaneous) decision made by subjects rapidly presented with information about (typically fic-
tional) characters.  These target characters are associated (in the context of the experiment) with some
form of generalized expectancy (i.e., they are typically presented as a likable or unlikable person).  This
is accomplished either by creating the expectancy artificially, or by using targets that are members of a
conspicuously or notably-stereotyped group.  The rather non-conscious decision involved is one of
either bolstering one’s pre-conceived notions or engaging in inconsistency resolution (e.g., either
marshaling evidence to bolster your prejudicial expectation or pondering more earnestly those pieces of
information which are inconsistent with your expectancy or well-known prejudicial stereotypes).

Typically, the likelihood of pursuing one strategy or the other is manipulated in experimental
settings by first providing an artificial expectation, then altering the structure of the person-memory task
or adjusting the rate of information flow to the subjects. We hoped to reveal how a non-artificial pre-
existing race-based prejudicial expectancy (of a largely non-evaluative as in non-likable/dislikable
nature) might effect the pursuit of one strategy or the other.  By and large, our five hypotheses were not
supported.  The first and second hypotheses have some visual support (i.e., recall proportions across
sentence types start out roughly equal for low prejudicial expectation – PE — subjects then branch out;
high PE subjects seem to treat sentence types differently from the start); however, these differences
were not statistically significant.

Analysis of the third and fourth hypotheses was confounded because the candidate contaminat-
ing covariate failed to have consistent effects.  This, coupled with the floor effect of the PE scale, the
unexplained (and substantial) variability in recall behavior, and some other control issues (detailed
below), made the use of the continuous DVs less than fruitful.  The floor effect of the PE scale was
especially problematic – with many subjects compressed at this floor, relations would be difficult to see
even if present.  In an attempt to detect weak effects of prejudice, we aggregated subjects by PE (as in
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high and low prejudice).  Aggregation probably made the floor effect-driven range restriction less
problematic (the subjects lumped together on PE’s floor are probably less-afflicted with well-practiced
prejudicial expectations than the high half of PE scorers).  This exercise generated weak support for the
third hypothesis:  the time interval data feebly indicates that high PE subjects manifest a negative impres-
sion-centered person-memory schema in their storage of sentences about a Black target – and, unlike
the low PE subjects, they apparently do this starting with the earliest blocks of sentences.

The median split approach failed to generate support for the fourth hypothesis – where we
expected to see bolstering replace inconsistency resolution (in the slow condition) since subjects were
afforded the time.  There was weak evidence, however, that more inconsistency resolution was occur-
ring in the fast condition.  This evidence was in the form of greater recall time interval differences seen
when comparing high PE subjects and their schema-speeded versus non-speeded intervals.  The bottom
line for the first four hypotheses is still this:  we failed to create a condition where prejudice would
paradoxically favor recall of laudable or admirable inconsistencies associated with a fictitious Black
target.

The fifth hypothesis was just intended to verify that racial prejudice does not predict recall
behavior when the target is White and so are the subjects.  So using a White target, we performed the
same sort of tests seen above.  Fortunately, relations with PE ranged from weak to very weak – and, of
course, were non-significant.  In sum, these outcomes suggest that Hastie-Srull associative network (H-
SAN) processing effects may not reliably manifest themselves in the prejudiced rater/performance
appraisal arena — at least not in designs similar to those used previously to illustrate H-SAN effects.
There were a few exceptions, however, in our data.  Taken together, our results suggest that H-SAN
mechanisms may apply when appraising performance potential, but have a difficult time manifesting
themselves in substantial ways.



iv

DEDICATION

This dissertation is dedicated to several important people, without whom this work would not
have been possible.  Most especially, it is dedicated to my lovely wife and fellow graduate student Erica
R. Atkins, who never lost hope that my studies would someday come to a successful end.  She put a
distinctive sparkle into every day – especially those days when we could share brief moments together
on campus.  This effort is also dedicated to my chair and psychometrics advisor, R. J. Harvey, my social
cognition advisor, Roseanne Foti,  my chaplain, Rod Sinclair, and my own cheerleading parents, Harvey
and Dorese Atkins.  All of these cherished people shared my wife’s undying optimism.  For a few years,
I thought they were all deluding themselves.  I cannot thank them enough for their support.  I must also
thank my delightful baby daughter – for enlarging the list of reasons I must continually improve my brain
and take better care of my body.



v

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I wish to gratefully acknowledge the support of the Air Force Institute of Technology’s Civilian
Institution Office at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio.  They gave me more freedom of operation than I
should have expected.  Likewise the support and camaraderie of the tremendously professional instruc-
tors and staff at VPI/SU’s Air Force ROTC Detachment was essential to my success and sanity.  I
would also like to thank Michael Hughes and Danny Axsom for their lengthy and candid advice con-
cerning existing racism measures, Del Paulhus for insightful comments concerning social desirability, and
Joe Sirgy and Karl Pribrum for piercingly frank advice about the likely fruitlessness of trying to nail
down the causes of racism.  I also must thank my research methods instructors, Neil Hauenstein and
Joe Franchina, for instilling in me the self-criticizing mindset hopefully revealed within.  Likewise, I wish
to thank the administrative staff in the VPI/SU Department of Psychology (especially Gayle Kennedy
and Helen Salmon) for support and assistance way beyond the call of duty.  Iraslav Drezga and Jim Van
Scotter, however, must get the warmest thanks – their computer programs made this entire effort
possible.  More such efforts can now follow.  Finally, I want to thank David Trafimow for encouraging
my arguments in his social psychology class.  These ultimately resulted in the research questions
wrestled with herein.



vi

Table of Contents

LIST OF FIGURES vii

LIST OF TABLES viii

CHAPTERS

1. Introduction 1

2. Background 10

3. Instrument Development 27

4. Experimental Study of Prejudice and Bolstering 36

5. Results of Experimental Study 47

6. Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research 59

APPENDICES

A. Instrument Development Survey 67

B. Stimulus Sentences and Rating Form 93

C. Sample Software Output 98

REFERENCES 103



vii

List of Figures

Figure 1.  Hastie-Srull Associative Network (H-SAN) representation 8
of behaviors congruent and incongruent with a single trait.

Figure 1 Amended.  H-SAN with addition of neutral/irrelevant items. 13

Figure 2.  A Srull-type Expectancy Emergence Chart 16

Figure 3.  PE Scores (Likert responses summed on 13 items for 397 Whites) 33

Figure 4.  PE Scores (Likert responses summed on 11 items for 397 Whites) 34

Figure 5.  PE Scores (Likert responses summed on 11 items for 79 survivors) 35

Figure 6.  Hypothesized Expectancy Emergence (Fast Cell/No Expectancy) 38

Figure 7.  Hypothesized Expectancy Emergence (Fast Cell/High PE) 39

Figure 8.  Expected outcomes in terms of inter-response recall intervals 40

Figure 9.  Expected outcome in terms of recall probabilities 40

Figure 10.  Experimental condition combinations 42

Figure 11.   Average Inter-recall Response Intervals by Sentence Type 48

Figure 12.  Srull Expectancy-Emergence Chart for Hypothesis One 52

Figure 13.  Srull Expectancy-Emergence Chart for Hypothesis Two 53

Figure 14.  Srull Expectancy Emergence Chart (Low PE/13 sec/Minority) 54

Figure 15.   Srull Expectancy Emergence Chart (High PE/13 sec/Minority) 54

Figure 16.   Experimental condition combinations (paired-sample t-tests) 56

Figure 17.   Srull Expectancy Emergence Chart (Low PE/13 sec/White target) 57

Figure 18.   Srull Expectancy Emergence Chart (High PE/13 sec/White target) 57

Figure 19.   Srull Expectancy Emergence Chart (Low PE/13 sec/White target) 58
minus outliers



viii

List of Tables

Table 1.   Eigenvalues Associated with First Twenty Factors 29

Table 2.   Prejudice Item Factor Loadings 31

Table 3.   Eigenvalues for First Eight Factors (examining uni-dimensionality) 32

Table 4.   Item Analysis Results for Thirteen Surviving PE Items 32

Table 5.   Regression Outcomes for Analysis of nCog 50

Table 6.   Regression Outcomes for Analysis of PE Predictions of CRA + SQE 51


