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Wyer et al. / CONTROLLING STEREOTYPE SUPPRESSION
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University of California, Santa Barbara

Jeffrey W. Sherman

Northwestern University

Steven J. Stroessner

Barnard College, Columbia University

Two experiments investigated the conditions under which previ-
ously suppressed stereotypes are applied in impression forma-
tion. In Experiment 1, the extent to which a previously sup-
pressed racial stereotype influenced subsequent impressions
depended on the race of the target who was subsequently encoun-
tered. Whereas impressions of race-unspecified targets were
assimilated to the stereotype following its suppression, no such
effects were observed when the target belonged to the racial group
whose stereotype had been initially suppressed. These results
demonstrate that when perceivers are motivated to avoid stereo-
typing individuals, the influence of a stereotype that has been
previously activated through suppression is minimized. Experi-
ment 2 demonstrated that these processing goals effectively
reduce the impact of suppression-activated stereotypes only when
perceivers have sufficient capacity to enact the goals. These
results suggest that both sufficient motivation and capacity are
necessary to prevent heightened stereotyping following stereotype
suppression.

Is stereotyping inevitable? Anyone following the grow-
ing body of research on stereotype activation might be
inclined to believe that it is. Such research has demon-
strated the ease with which stereotypes are activated
(e.g., Banaji & Greenwald, 1995; Devine, 1989) and the
wide range of consequences that follow from such activa-
tion (see Hamilton & Sherman, 1994, for a review).
Indeed, for a variety of reasons, people may be inher-
ently inclined to use their stereotypes of social groups.
First, stereotypes may be efficient in that they substitute
for impressions based on more effortful, individuated
impression formation processes (Brewer, 1988; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Lippmann, 1922). Second, perceivers
may boost their self-esteem by negatively stereotyping

out-groupmembers (e.g., Fein& Spencer, 1997; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). Stereotypes also may be used to justify an
unequal distribution of resources (e.g., Jost & Banaji,
1994). Finally, stereotypes may be comforting because
they allow people to feel that they can predict and con-
trol their environment (e.g., Kruglanski, 1989; Lipp-
mann, 1922).
Although a variety of factors predispose individuals to

use social stereotypes, there are also numerous reasons
why people may wish to limit their stereotype use. Many
individuals have adopted personal standards that pro-
hibit the use of certain stereotypes. For such individuals,
using those stereotypes may lead both to feelings of guilt
and to subsequent efforts to compensate for their trans-
gressions (Monteith, 1993; Monteith, Devine, & Zuwer-
ink, 1993). In addition, pervasive social norms discour-
age stereotype use in many contexts, and those who
openly espouse stereotypical views may be subject to
both social and legal sanctions for doing so. Awareness of
norms against stereotyping may encourage even preju-
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diced individuals to refrain fromovertly expressing their
stereotypes (Monteith, Deneen, & Tooman, 1996).
Although people may be motivated to suppress their

stereotypes, empirical evidence suggests that attempts to
do so may be unsuccessful. In fact, when people try to
avoid or suppress a thought, that very thought subse-
quently is more likely to come to mind than if suppres-
sion was never attempted (e.g.,Wegner, 1994). This phe-
nomenon was first demonstrated by Wegner, Schneider,
Carter, and White (1987) in a series of studies in which
participants were instructed either to think about or to
avoid (i.e., suppress) thinking about a white bear. The
basic finding from these studies was that participants
who initially suppressed thoughts of a white bear
reported thinking about it more often in a later expres-
sion phase compared with participants who had been
allowed to think about white bears all along. Thus,
attempts to suppress thoughts of white bears increased
the likelihood that those thoughts would later come to
mind.
Wegner and his associates have proposed two mecha-

nisms that may be used to account for the increased
accessibility of suppressed thoughts. According to Weg-
ner and Schneider’s (1989) context-association model,
this heightened accessibility is the result of associations
formed during suppression between the unwanted (sup-
pressed) thought and other thoughts used as distracters.
After suppression has ended, these distracter thoughts
may serve as retrieval cues for the formerly suppressed
thought, leading to a heightened accessibility of the
unwanted thought.
More recently, Wegner and Erber (1992; Wegner,

1994) have proposed an ironic process model that may
also explain the heightened accessibility of suppressed
thoughts. This model is based on the idea that two
processes operate during thought suppression. The first
process is described as an automatic monitoring process
and is initiated with the intent to engage in thought sup-
pression. This process serves to detect any occurrence of
the unwanted thought so that it may be suppressed. One
unintended effect of this monitoring process is that it
increases the accessibility of the unwanted thought. This
increase occurs for two reasons. First, the mere act of
searching for a match between the to-be-suppressed
thought and ongoing mental activity depends on the
accessibility of that thought. If the thought were not
accessible, identifying whether it had arisen would be
problematic. Second, if any of the to-be-suppressed
thoughts are actually detected by the monitoring
process, attention is drawn to those thoughts, increasing
their activation.
Once an unwanted thought is detected, a second

process, described as a controlled operating process, is
initiated. This process seeks outmental contents that are

more consistent with the desired state of mind (e.g., dis-
tracter thoughts) so that the unwanted mental state can
be eliminated. Whereas the automatic monitoring
process is unconstrained by attentional capacity, the
operating process is presumed to be controlled and thus
requires cognitive capacity for successful operation
(Bargh, 1994). As a result, the operating process is vul-
nerable to interference. If the operating process is inter-
fered with and the unwanted thought cannot be
replaced, then the thought activation that results from
themonitoring processmay lead to a particularly height-
ened accessibility of the unwanted thought.
The ironic process model, then, predicts that sup-

pressed thoughts may become more accessible during
the act of thought suppression. However, thismodel also
may be used to account for increases in accessibility after
suppression has ended. That is, because the unwanted
thought becomes repeatedly activated during its sup-
pression, the activationmay build to the point that it car-
ries over to influence subsequent information process-
ing. That is, suppression may serve to prime the
unwanted thought (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, &
Jetten, 1994).

Consequences of
Stereotype Suppression

Suppression-induced stereotype accessibility. If suppressing
a thought causes it to become more accessible in mem-
ory, then suppressing a stereotype ought to produce the
same effect. Macrae et al. (1994) recently demonstrated
that this is, in fact, the case (for a review, see Monteith,
Sherman, & Devine, 1998). In the first phase of one
study (Experiment 3), participants either suppressed or
did not suppress their stereotypes about a social group
(skinheads). As expected, suppressors showed less use of
the stereotype than nonsuppressors in this initial phase.
Later, these same participants engaged in a lexical deci-
sion task in which they made judgments about
stereotype-related and stereotype-unrelated words. Sup-
pression participants showed greater response facilita-
tion to stereotype-related words than did nonsuppres-
sors. This finding demonstrates that the stereotype was
more accessible to those participants who had sup-
pressed the skinhead stereotype than to those who were
free to express it in the initial part of the experiment.

Construct accessibility and social perception. The fact that
suppressing a stereotype increases its accessibility has sig-
nificant implications for social perception. Accessible
constructs can influence subsequent information proc-
essing in important ways (see Higgins, 1996, for a
review). For example, trait constructs made accessible
through various priming manipulations have been
shown to have an assimilative influence on the impres-
sions formed of subsequently encountered individuals
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(Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977; Srull & Wyer, 1979).
Devine (1989; see also Lepore & Brown, 1997) demon-
strated similar effects on impressions of racially ambigu-
ous targets following the subliminal priming of the Afri-
can American stereotype. More recently, Macrae et al.
(1994) showed that stereotypesmade accessible through
attempted suppression influence social perception in
much the same way. Participants whose stereotypes of
skinheads had been made accessible through an initial
suppression task reported more stereotypic impressions
of a subsequently encountered skinhead (Experiment 1)
and chose to physically distance themselves from the sec-
ond target to a greater extent (Experiment 2) than did
participants who had not previously suppressed their
stereotypes.
These results suggest that the effectiveness of stereo-

type suppression is, at best, short-lived. Although initial
attempts to inhibit the unwanted stereotype may be suc-
cessful, once the explicit goal of suppression is relaxed,
the heightened accessibility of the stereotype resulting
from the attempted suppression will have unintended
consequences. Specifically, the heightened accessibility
will influence thoughts and behavior toward subse-
quently encountered group members in a way opposed
to the initial wishes of the suppressor. That is, subse-
quent group members will be stereotyped to a greater
degree than if suppression had never been attempted.
Obviously, these processes cast doubt on our ability to
effectively control the use of our stereotypes by attempt-
ing to suppress them.

Activation Versus Application
of Stereotypes

Despite the unpleasant implications of Macrae et al.’s
(1994) findings, there are reasons to expect that
attempts at stereotype suppression will not always fail.
Although attempted suppression may unintentionally
increase the accessibility of unwanted stereotypes, those
stereotypes may not always be applied toward subse-
quently encountered group members. Several recent
studies highlight the fact that activated constructs are
not necessarily applied to subsequent perceptions.
Sedikides (1990), for example, showed that communica-
tion goals can override accessibility effects in impression
formation. In that study, participants engaged in a task
that primed either positive or negative trait attributes.
Subsequently, they were asked to read about an ambigu-
ous target person and to form an impression of the per-
son. Before reading about the target, participants were
informed that they would later be asked to communicate
their impressions of the target to another person (the
recipient) who was described as having a positive, nega-
tive, or neutral impression of the target person. The
results demonstrated standard priming effects when the

recipient was described as having a neutral attitude
toward the impression target: Participants liked the tar-
getmore when they were primedwith positive traits than
when they were primedwith negative traits. The priming
manipulation, however, had no effect when the recipi-
ent was described as having a positive or negative impres-
sion of the target. Regardless of the priming manipula-
tion, participants with a positive recipient formed
positive impressions of the target, andparticipants with a
negative recipient formed negative impressions of the
target. Thus, participants’ communication goals ob-
scured any effects of the activated traits.
Similar findings were reported by Thompson,

Roman, Moskowitz, Chaiken, and Bargh (1994, Experi-
ment 1; see also Ford & Kruglanski, 1995). After being
primed by different trait constructs, participants were
asked to form an impression of an ambiguously
described target person. Participants were given either a
high or low motivation to form accurate impressions.
When participants had low motivation to be accurate,
their impressions assimilated to the activated trait con-
structs. When participants were motivated to be accu-
rate, however, their impressions were not influenced by
the priming manipulation.
Thus, activated constructs clearly do not always influ-

ence later social perceptions. Personal motivations or
goals can moderate the extent to which activated con-
structs are subsequently applied. If motivations or proc-
essing goals are incompatible with the application of
activated material, then that material will not be used.

Suppression of Socially Sensitive
Stereotypes: Motivational Effects

The finding that activated constructs are not always
applied in later contexts may be important for our
understanding of the effects of stereotype suppression.
Macrae et al. (1994) demonstrated that previously sup-
pressed stereotypes of skinheads rebounded to influ-
ence subsequent impressions of and behavior toward
skinhead targets. It is important to note, however, that
no strong personal or social norms existed against
stereotyping skinheads as hostile for Macrae et al.’s Brit-
ish participants (as acknowledged by Macrae et al.,
1994). Therefore, without explicit suppression instruc-
tions, participants were not likely to be motivated to
avoid stereotyping the second skinhead target. As a
result, the stereotype made accessible by the initial sup-
pression task was used in forming impressions of and in
guiding behavior toward the second skinhead.
A rather different set of motivations is likely involved

in the suppression and subsequent application of poten-
tially sensitive and controversial beliefs such as racial
stereotypes. Many individuals have personally rejected
racial stereotypes based on their belief that racial stereo-
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typing is undesirable (Devine, 1989; Monteith, 1993).
Furthermore, the current social climate discourages the
use of racial stereotypes, a pressure that may be particu-
larly pronounced among young, European American
college students (Judd, Park, Ryan, Brauer, & Kraus,
1995). These motivations are clearly at odds with the
application of accessible racial stereotypes. Therefore,
based on the research of Sedikides (1990) and Thomp-
son et al. (1994), onemight expect to find very different
results following the suppression of racial stereotypes
than were demonstrated by Macrae et al. (1994). In par-
ticular, racial stereotypes made accessible through an
initial suppression task may not be applied to subse-
quently encountered members of that racial group.
Even with no explicit instructions to suppress stereo-
types about these subsequent group members, personal
and social norms may encourage participants to avoid
stereotyping these individuals. Because this processing
goal is at odds with the application of the previously acti-
vated stereotypes, no assimilation effects should occur
(Ford & Kruglanski, 1995; Sedikides, 1990; Thompson
et al., 1994). This analysis proposes an important limita-
tion on the types of effects demonstrated byMacrae et al.
(1994) and suggests that stereotypes may be controlled
successfully with sufficient motivation.

EXPERIMENT 1

Overview

Experiment 1 was designed to test these hypotheses
about the consequences of stereotype suppression for
subsequent perception. The paradigm used in this study
closely resembled the one used by Macrae et al. (1994).
Participants engaged in what they believed were two
separate experiments that were actually two phases of
the same experiment. In the first phase, participants
were presented with a picture of an African American or
an Asian Americanmale target and were asked to write a
story describing a typical day in the target’s life. Some
participants were instructed to avoid using stereotypes as
they wrote their stories. In the second phase, partici-
pants read a story about a new target whose race either
was unspecified or was the same as the race of the target
in the initial phase of the experiment. The target’s
behaviorwas ambiguous but couldbe interpreted as con-
sistent with the stereotype of African Americans or Asian
Americans. Participants formed an impression of the
second target and provided ratings of him on stereo-
typic, counterstereotypic, and stereotype-unrelated
traits.

Predictions

Weexpected that suppressing racial stereotypes in the
initial phase of the experiment would increase the acces-

sibility of those stereotypes. Whether the accessible
stereotype would be applied to the second target, how-
ever, would depend on the race of that target. In the con-
dition in which the second target’s race was unspecified,
we expected that the accessible stereotype would be
influential in forming an impression of the target. Be-
cause there obviously are no racial stereotypes existing
for targets whose race is unspecified, there would be no
basis for participants to attempt to form nonstereotypi-
cal impressions of these targets by avoiding use of the
accessiblematerial. As a result, the suppression-activated
stereotypes (regarding intelligence and hostility) would
be used to help interpret the target’s ambiguous behav-
iors (which reflected varying degrees of intelligence and
hostility), as in other priming experiments (e.g., Ford &
Kruglanski, 1995; Sedikides, 1990; Thompson et al.,
1994). Thus, we expected that impressions of the race-
unspecified second targets would be more consistent
with the stereotype of the initially encountered target
when participants were asked to suppress the initial
stereotype than when they were not. These conditions
were expected to provide a conceptual replication of the
findings of Macrae et al. (1994).
In contrast, in the conditions in which the second tar-

get’s race matched the race of the initial target, we
expected the initial suppression manipulation not to
affect impressions. Although the suppression instruc-
tions would still activate the stereotypes, those stereo-
types would not be applied to subsequently encountered
members of the racial group. In these conditions, the
target’s race may serve as a cue that avoiding stereotype
use is still a relevant goal. Thus, we expected that partici-
pants might be motivated to avoid stereotyping the Afri-
can American and Asian American second targets (Judd
et al., 1995). Because this processing goal is inconsistent
with the application of the activated stereotype, the
stereotype would not be used to form impressions
(Ford & Kruglanski, 1995; Sedikides, 1990; Thompson
et al., 1994). Consequently, impressions of the same-race
second targets were expected to be equally stereotypical
for suppressors and nonsuppressors.

Method

Participants. Participants were 124 undergraduates.
All participants were enrolled in an introductory psy-
chology course at theUniversity of California, Santa Bar-
bara (UCSB), and received partial course credit in
exchange for their participation. Participants were run
in groups of 2 to 6 per experimental session. No African
American or Asian American participants were included
in conditions in which the stereotype of their group was
involved.

Design. A 2 × 2 × 2 between-participants design was
used in this experiment. The independent variables in
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the studywere the race of the target in the initial phase of
the experiment (African American or Asian American
replication), instructions during the initial task (sup-
pression or no suppression), and the race of the target in
the secondphase of the study (same as the race of the tar-
get in the first phase or unspecified).

Procedure. The experiment consisted of two separate
phases described to participants as two different experi-
ments. To lend credibility to this cover story, each phase
of the study was conducted by a different experimenter
and took place in a different room.
In the initial phase of the experiment, participants

were told that the study examined how people form
impressions of other people at first sight. They were
instructed to write a story describing a typical day in the
life of a person whose photograph they would be shown.
Participants in the suppression conditionwere informed
that because past research has shown that first impres-
sions are often influenced by cultural stereotypes about
different ethnic groups, they were to avoid using such
stereotypes whenwriting their stories. Participants in the
nonsuppression condition were given no such special
instructions. All participants were then given 5 minutes
to compose their stories about the person.
After writing their stories, participants were taken to a

different room in which a second experimenter gave
instructions for the second phase of the experiment.
They were informed that the second experiment was
being conducted to study how people form impressions
of others based on relatively little information. Partici-
pants read a story about a target namedRobert and were
asked to form an impression of Robert as they read the
story. In the story, Robert was described as engaging in
three hostile behaviors, three unintelligent behaviors,
three passive behaviors, and three intelligent behaviors
(see appendix). Thus, the story contained equal
amounts of information that was stereotypic of African
Americans (i.e., the hostile and unintelligent behaviors;
see Devine, 1989; Devine & Baker, 1991, for traits stereo-
typic of African Americans) and stereotypic of Asian
Americans (i.e., the passive and intelligent behaviors;
see Jackson, Lewandowski, Ingram, & Hodge, 1997;
Rothbart & John, 1993, for traits stereotypic of Asian
Americans), causing Robert to be ambiguous along
these dimensions. The content of the stories was identical
across conditions, except for Robert’s race. In the unspeci-
fied race condition,nomentionwasmadeofRobert’s race.
In the same-race condition, Robert’s race was identified
as the same as that of the person about whom partici-
pants had written in the first phase of the experiment
(e.g., “Robert is a 25-year-old African American/Asian
American male from Southern California”).
After reading the story about Robert, participants

were asked to rate him along 12 personality trait dimen-

sions. These trait dimensions included several stereotype-
relevant traits (hostile, aggressive, passive, respectful,
smart, and unintelligent; see Devine, 1989; Devine &
Baker, 1991; Jackson et al., 1997; Rothbart & John, 1993)
and several stereotype-irrelevant traits (foolish, friendly,
unpleasant, intellectual, likable, boring). Participants
rated Robert on each of these dimensions using 9-point
Likert-type scales (1 = not at all, 9 = extremely).

Results

Manipulation check. To ensure that participants in the
suppression condition actually suppressed their stereo-
types, the stories written during the initial phase of the
experiment were rated for stereotypic content. Two cod-
ers who were blind to participants’ condition (including
the race of the target) rated each story on a 9-point scale
regarding its consistency with both the African Ameri-
can and the Asian American stereotype. The coders’ rat-
ings were quite consistent, r = .796, p < .01. An analysis of
variance (ANOVA) of the average of their stereotypical-
ity ratings yielded a significant main effect of suppres-
sion instructions, F(1, 123) = 4.75, p < .05. As predicted,
participants in the suppression condition wrote stories
that were significantly less stereotypical of the target’s
racial group (M = 4.15) than did participants in the non-
suppression condition (M = 5.03). Thus, participants in
the suppression condition suppressed their stereotypes
during Phase 1 of the experiment.

Stereotypicality of trait ratings. To analyze the stereotypi-
cality of trait ratingsmade about the target in the second
phase of the experiment, a stereotype composite mea-
sure was computed. For those participants who read
about the Asian American target in Phase 1, their ratings
of the second target on the traits “hostile” (reverse
scored), “unintelligent” (reverse scored), “aggressive”
(reverse scored), “passive,” “respectful,” and “smart”
were averaged. For participants who read about the Afri-
can American target, their ratings on the same traits
were averaged, except that only the latter three ratings
were reverse scored. Thus, higher ratings for both tar-
gets reflected greater stereotypicality.
These composite measures were subjected to a three-

way (Initial Target Race Replication × Initial Task
Instructions × Race of the Second Target) ANOVA. We
had predicted that there would be a significant two-way
interaction between the initial task instructions and
whether the race of the second target was specified. Spe-
cifically, among participants for whom the race of the
second target was unspecified, we expected to see signifi-
cantly greater stereotype use in the suppression condi-
tion than in the nonsuppression condition. In contrast,
we expected there to be no differences in stereotype use
among participants for whom the race of the second tar-
get matched the race of the initial target. We did not

Wyer et al. / CONTROLLING STEREOTYPE SUPPRESSION 17

 at University of Plymouth on January 2, 2012psp.sagepub.comDownloaded from 



expect the target race replication to qualify the pre-
dicted effect, and it did not, F(1, 116) < 1 for the three-
way interaction. Although the pattern of cell means was
consistent with the predicted two-way interaction (see
Figure 1), the ANOVA results did not reach standard lev-
els of statistical significance, F(1, 116) = 1.59, p > .2.
However, our hypotheses were clear regarding the

pattern of participants’ responses depending on
whether the race of the second target was specified. Spe-
cifically, in the condition in which race was not specified,
we predicted priming effects in the suppression condi-
tion, which would be reflected by more stereotypical rat-
ings of the target. An analysis comparing the ratings in
the race unspecified condition was significant, F(1, 60) =
5.77, p < .05. Consistent with our predictions, partici-
pants whohad initially suppressed the target’s stereotype
rated this target more consistently with the stereotype
(M = 5.17) than did participants whohadnot suppressed
the stereotype (M = 4.65). A different pattern of results
was predicted when participants were informed that the
second target’s race matched that of the initial target.
Specifically, we predicted that priming effects induced
by stereotype suppression would not occur in this case.
Consistent with our expectations, whether participants
had suppressed the stereotype did not influence their
ratings of the second same-race target. In particular, par-
ticipants who suppressed (M = 5.07) and did not sup-
press (M=4.99) the stereotypedidnotdiffer in the stereo-
typicality of their ratings, F(1, 56) < 1 (see Figure 1).
Thus, participants in the unspecified race condition

who suppressed the stereotype of either African Ameri-
cans or Asian Americans weremore likely to evaluate the
second phase target’s behavior as consistent with the
suppressed stereotype thanparticipants whodidnot sup-
press the stereotype. Participants in the conditions in
which the second target was the same race as the first tar-
get showed a different pattern; they showed the same
level of stereotyping regardless of suppression instruc-
tions. These data are consistent with the notion that
whereas suppression increases the accessibility of stereo-
types, the consequences of that suppression depend on
whether the subsequent targets’ race is specified.
Readers may note that ratings in the suppress/race

unspecified condition (M = 5.17) were not more stereo-
typical than participants in the suppress/race specified
(M = 5.07) and no suppress/race specified (M = 4.99)
conditions. Thismight seem to argue against our conclu-
sion that rebound effects were occurring in the race-
unspecified conditions. However, there are good reasons
to reject this logic. First, the targets in the race specified
and unspecified conditions are fundamentally different
targets. Whereas no race information was provided in
the unspecified conditions, the targets in the race speci-
fied conditions were described as either African Ameri-

can or Asian American. This diminishes the utility of
comparisons between targets because it is clearly evident
from a comparison of the no suppress conditions. In
those conditions, the race specified (Asian American
and African American) targets were rated as muchmore
stereotypical (4.99) than the race unspecified target
(4.65). Given that racial information was provided in the
former but not the latter case, this is not terribly surpris-
ing. Thus, what this means is that, at baseline, the speci-
fied targets were already seen as more stereotypical than
theunspecified targets.However, what ismost important
is that ratings of the specified targets did not become
even more stereotypical following suppression (4.99 vs.
5.07). In contrast, ratings of the unspecified target were
muchmore stereotypical following suppression (4.65 vs.
5.17). This increase in stereotyping of the unspecified
target reflects a clear rebound effect. Nonetheless, even
though the ratings of the unspecified target were more
stereotypical in the suppression than the nonsuppres-
sion condition, they were not more stereotypical than
ratings of the specified targets because the specified tar-
gets were seen as more stereotypical to begin with. This
highlights the more general point that investigations of
thought suppression that rely on target ratings for evi-
dence of rebound effects should be careful to focus on
comparisons of the same target following suppression
and nonsuppression.
Readers alsomay note that we did not collect baseline

ratings of the secondary target from participants who
did not engage in the first phase of the experiment (i.e.,
there were no participants who did not write “day in the
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life” stories). This baseline would have permitted us to
examine the extent of stereotype activation among sup-
pressors as compared to people who had no initial
encounter with a member of a stereotyped group. How-
ever, the goal of this research was to investigate stereo-
type activation following an initial encounter with a
member of a stereotyped group. In particular, if a person
encounters a member of a stereotyped group and sup-
presses the stereotype, will the stereotype bemore acces-
sible than if he or she encounters amember of the group
and does not suppress the stereotype? As such, the base-
line we collected (i.e., see amember of the group but do
not suppress the stereotype) was the most appropriate
baseline. Moreover, the “no suppress” baseline we col-
lected is more conservative than a “no encounter” base-
line. Although most studies of stereotype suppression
have not included a “no encounter” baseline (for a
review, see Monteith et al., 1998), Macrae et al. (1994,
Experiment 3) showed that simply encountering amem-
ber of a stereotyped group activated the stereotype in
comparison to a “no encounter” baseline. Thus, the fact
that suppressing the stereotype produced even greater
accessibility than baseline encounter activation in the
present study is telling, indeed.

Discussion

The results from the race-unspecified second target
conditions provide further evidence that attempts to
suppress stereotypes increase the accessibility of those
stereotypes. Participants in these conditions who sup-
pressed the stereotype of either African Americans or
Asian Americans weremore likely to evaluate the second
phase target’s behavior as consistent with the suppressed
stereotype than participants who did not suppress the
stereotype. These results are analogous to those
reported by Macrae et al. (1994). However, the results
from the same-race second target conditions demon-
strate that these suppression-activated stereotypes will
not necessarily be applied to impressions of subse-
quently encountered group members. Participants in
these conditions showed the same level of second target
stereotyping, regardless of suppression instructions.
Thus, the unintended postsuppression stereotyping
effects demonstrated by Macrae et al. (1994) may not
occur when perceivers have inhibited socially sensitive
stereotypes.
One key factor that seems to determine whether

suppression-activated stereotypes will be applied to
other group members relates to the processing goals of
the perceiver when learning about those group mem-
bers. The use of skinhead targets in Macrae et al.’s
(1994) research ensured that participants would not be
concerned about forming stereotypical impressions of
the postsuppression targets because it is normative to

use those stereotypes. As a result, the suppression-
activated stereotype was applied to judgments of the sec-
ond skinhead target. Similarly, in our race-unspecified
conditions, participants had no reason to attempt to
form nonstereotypic impressions of the second target.
Because no race information was given for the second
target, using the activated stereotypes would not be per-
ceived to result in stereotyping of the second target.
Thus, avoiding stereotyping was not a concern for par-
ticipants in the race-unspecified conditions, and there-
fore, the previously activated stereotypes influenced
these impressions.
In contrast, given the prevailing personal and social

norms against racial stereotyping, participants in our
same-race second target conditions were likely moti-
vated to avoid stereotyping the second targets. This goal
may have been particularly salient for suppression par-
ticipants given that antistereotyping norms had already
been made salient by the initial suppression instruc-
tions. As a result, the suppression-activated stereotypes
did not influence the impressions formed of subsequent
same-race targets. This finding is consistent with previ-
ous demonstrations that activated constructs will not be
applied in social perception when their application is
inconsistent with the current processing goal of the per-
ceiver (Ford & Kruglanski, 1995; Sedikides, 1990;
Thompson et al., 1994). This suggests that perceivers’
motivations play an important role in determining the
effectiveness of stereotype suppression.

EXPERIMENT 2

Motivation, however, is not the only factor that deter-
mines whether an activated construct will be subse-
quently applied. For amotivated processing goal to over-
ride the effects of an activated construct, the perceiver
must have sufficient cognitive resources to achieve that
processing goal. Several studies, in fact, suggest that the
depletion of processing capacity increases the likelihood
that activated constructs will influence subsequent infor-
mation processing, even if perceivers have opposing
processing goals. Thompson et al. (1994, Experiment 2;
see also Ford & Kruglanski, 1995), for example, primed
participants with trait constructs before giving them an
impression formation task. In addition to manipulating
impression accuracy motivation in this study, as was
described earlier, the researchers also placed some par-
ticipants under a cognitive load as they reported their
impressions of the target. The results demonstrated that
priming effects occurred if participants had either low
accuracymotivation or limited processing capacity. Only
when participants were both motivated to be accurate
and had full processing capacity were impressions unaf-
fected by the primedmaterial. Gilbert andHixon (1991)
demonstrated a similar effect in the activation and appli-
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cation of stereotypes. Participants whose stereotypes had
been activated in an initial phase of an experiment were
more likely to apply those stereotypes only when their
capacity was depleted during the application phase.
When capacity was high during the application phase,
the activated stereotypes did not influence target
impressions.
Thus, processing goals may diminish the influence of

activated mental constructs only if significant cognitive
resources are available to the perceiver. When resources
are low, activated constructs may be applied to subse-
quent targets, regardless of perceivers’ motivations.
Whether manipulations of cognitive capacity would
similarly influence the application of suppression-
activated stereotypes was the focus of Experiment 2.

Overview and Predictions

Experiment 2 was designed to test the hypothesis that
perceivers’ ability to overcome the influence of suppression-
activated stereotypes is subject to capacity constraints.
The same-race conditions of Experiment 1 were repli-
cated with the addition of conditions in which partici-
pants were placed under a cognitive load during the sec-
ond target impression formation task. In the first phase
of the experiment, participants either suppressed or did
not suppress their stereotypes of African Americans or
Asian Americans. Then, in a supposedly independent
experiment, participants formed an impression of a sec-
ond member of the same racial group. Whereas half of
the participants were required to rehearse an eight-digit
numberwhile engaging in the second impression forma-
tion task, the others were not given this additional task.
This task has been shown to effectively diminish process-
ing resources (e.g., Gilbert &Hixon, 1991; Thompson et
al., 1994).
We expected to replicate the results of the same-race

conditions of Experiment 1 in the low cognitive load
conditions of Experiment 2. The stereotypes activated by
the suppression task would not be applied to impres-
sions of the second target. Thus, suppressors and non-
suppressors would demonstrate the same amount of sec-
ond target stereotyping. Different results were expected
in the high load conditions. The high cognitive load
should interfere with suppressors’ ability to enact their
goal of not stereotyping the second target. As a result,
these participants would be unable to avoid using their
activated stereotypes to interpret the behavior of the sec-
ond target, and their impressions would reflect the influ-
ence of the stereotype made accessible through
attempted suppression (Ford & Kruglanski, 1995; Gil-
bert&Hixon, 1991; Thompson et al., 1994). Thus, in the
high load condition, we expected that suppressors
would form more stereotypical impressions of the sec-

ond targets than would nonsuppressors. These results
would demonstrate that just as reducing participants’
motivation to avoid stereotyping results in suppression-
induced stereotyping effects (as in the race-unspecified
conditions of Experiment 1) so too does interfering
with their capacity to control their use of accessible
stereotypes.

Method

Participants. A total of 162UCSBundergraduates (110
females)1 participated in the experiment in exchange
for partial course credit. Participants were run in groups
of 2 to 7. No Asian American or African American stu-
dents participated in conditions in which the stereotype
of their own racial group was involved.

Design. The experiment entailed a 2 × 2 × 2 between-
participants design. Target race replication (Asian
American or African American), instructions (suppres-
sion or no suppression), and cognitive load (high or
low) were manipulated. The primary dependent mea-
sure consisted of participants’ ratings of the second tar-
get on traits related to hostility and intelligence.

Procedure. Participants engaged in what they were told
were two independent experiments. The procedures for
the first phase of the experiment were identical to those
used in the first phase of Experiment 1. Specifically, par-
ticipants wrote a short story about a typical day in the life
of a man named John (who was either an African Ameri-
can or Asian American) whose photograph they were
shown. Whereas half of the participants were instructed
to suppress their stereotypes, the others were given no
special instructions.
After completing the first phase of the experiment,

participants were introduced to the second experiment.
They were informed that they would read a story about a
man named Robert and that they should try to form an
impression of him. Participants in the high load condi-
tion were further told that one purpose of the experi-
ment was to determine how people form impressions
when they engage in simultaneous tasks. To study this,
participants were told that they would be required to
remember an eight-digit number while they read the
story. They also were told that they would be asked to
recall the number at the end of the experiment. The
experimenter then read the number aloud once (at the
rate of approximately one digit per second). After recit-
ing the number once, the experimenter instructed the
participants to begin reading the story. Participants in
the nondistraction condition were simply told to form
an impression of Robert as they read the story. Always,
Robert was described as being of the same race as the tar-
get in the first phase of the experiment. After reading
the story, participants reported their eight-digit number
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and then completed a questionnaire that included the
trait scales on which they were to rate Robert. Finally,
participants completed a questionnaire in which they
were asked about their reactions to the experiment.
Included in the questionnaire were items that probed
for suspicion regarding the independence of the two
phases of the experiment.

Results

Manipulation checks. As in Experiment 1, the stories
written during the initial phase of the experiment were
rated for stereotypic content. Two coders whowere blind
to participants’ condition (including the race of the tar-
get) rated each story on a 9-point scale as to its consis-
tency with both the African American and the Asian
American stereotype. Their ratings were sufficiently con-
sistent (r = .701, p < .01); thus, the average of their ratings
was used in the subsequent analysis. An ANOVA on the
stereotypicality ratings yielded a significant main effect
of suppression instructions, F(1, 162) = 8.59, p < .01. As
predicted, participants in the suppression condition
wrote stories that were significantly less stereotypic of the
target’s racial group (M = 5.52) than did participants in
the nonsuppression condition (M = 5.97). Thus, partici-
pants in the suppression condition suppressed their
stereotypes during Phase 1 of the experiment.
Recall of the eight-digit number was examined as a

manipulation check on the cognitive capacity manipula-
tion. Participants who failed to recall at least half of the
digits of the eight-digit number correctly were deemed
to have not rehearsed the number diligently enough to
reduce available cognitive capacity (seeGilbert&Hixon,
1991; Thompson et al., 1994). On this basis, the data
from 17 participants were excluded from the analyses.
Finally, we examined participants’ responses to the

questionnaire that assessed their level of suspicion
regarding the independent nature of the two experi-
mental tasks. Although a number of participants men-
tioned that both experiments were concerned with
impression formation and that they both involved
minority targets, none of the participants expressed sus-
picion that the two phases were actually part of the same
experiment.2 Thus, the explicit suppression demands of
the first phase of the experiment were not perceived to
apply during the second phase.

Stereotypicality of trait ratings. As in Experiment 1, the
stereotypicality of trait ratings of the second target was
assessed based on a stereotype composite measure.
Higher scores on the composite measure always re-
flected greater stereotypicality.
These composite measures were subjected to a 2 (tar-

get race replication) × 2 (suppression) × 2 (cognitive
load) ANOVA. This analysis yielded a main effect of tar-
get race, F(1, 137) = 95.37, p < .001, but target race did

not qualify the predicted two-way interaction, F(1, 137) <
1 for the three-way interaction. The predicted two-way
interaction between suppression and cognitive load was
significant, F(1, 137) = 4.15, p < .05. This interaction is
illustrated in Figure 2. There was no effect of suppres-
sion instructions for participants in the low cognitive
load condition, F(1, 75) < 1. Participants who suppressed
their stereotypes produced ratings that were no more
stereotypic (M = 4.88) than those produced by partici-
pants who did not suppress (M = 5.04). This finding rep-
licates the pattern of results obtained in the same-race
condition of Experiment 1. However, there was a signifi-
cant effect of suppression instructions for participants in
the high cognitive load condition, F(1, 62) = 4.13, p < .05,
such that participants in the suppression condition rated
the second phase target more stereotypically (M = 5.40)
than did those in the nonsuppression condition (M =
4.73). Thus, suppressing racial stereotypes affected the
subsequent evaluationsmade by participants in the high
cognitive load condition but did not affect judgments of
participants in the low cognitive load condition.

Discussion

The low cognitive load conditions of Experiment 2
replicated the same-race conditions of Experiment 1.
Suppression-activated stereotypes did not influence the
impressions formed of subsequently encountered mem-
bers of the targeted group. Thus, suppressors and non-
suppressors formed equally stereotypical impressions of
the second phase targets. In contrast, suppressors in the
high cognitive load condition were unable to override
the influence of their activated stereotypes and formed
more stereotypical impressions of the second target than
did nonsuppressors. These results demonstrate that
motivation alone is insufficient for avoiding the applica-
tion of suppression-activated stereotypes to other group
members. Themotive to avoid stereotyping those group
members can override such effects but only when suffi-
cient capacity is available to enact that motive.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of these experiments demonstrate when
and why stereotype suppression does and does not lead
to increased stereotyping. In Experiment 1, participants
applied activated stereotypes when the targets whom
they encountered in the second phase were race-
unspecified. In this case, participants werenotmotivated
to form nonstereotypical impressions of the second tar-
gets because there is no reason to fear stereotyping a tar-
get whose race is not known. In Experiment 2, sup-
pressed stereotypes were applied in the impression
formation process when cognitive resources were
depleted, even though the second target belonged to the
same racial category as the initial target. In combination,
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these results demonstrate that a disruption either in per-
ceivers’ motivation to avoid stereotyping or in their
capacity to control the use of an activated stereotype will
lead to increased use of a stereotype following its sup-
pression. When both motivation and capacity to avoid
applying a suppression-activated stereotype are present,
however, those stereotypes will not influence subsequent
impressions. This result was demonstrated in the same-
race conditions of Experiment 1 and was replicated in
the low cognitive load conditions of Experiment 2. Thus,
stereotype suppression does not lead inevitably to
greater subsequent use of that stereotype. These results
extend the findings of recent research investigating the
conditions under which activated constructs are and are
not applied (Ford & Kruglanski, 1995; Gilbert & Hixon,
1991; Newman, Duff, Hedberg, & Blitstein, 1996;
Sedikides, 1990; Thompson et al., 1994).
The results of our same-race conditions may be con-

trasted with those reported by Macrae et al. (1994).
Whereas increased stereotyping of subsequently consid-
ered groupmembers following suppression of the group
stereotype was observed in those studies, such effects did
not emerge in the same-race conditions of the present
experiments (save for the high load condition in Experi-
ment 2). The primary difference between the same-race
conditions in our experiments and Macrae et al.’s
experiments was that targets in our experiments
belonged to social groups about which there are strong
social, and often personal, standards against stereotyp-
ing. Participants in Macrae et al.’s experiment were

unlikely to be concerned with negatively stereotyping
skinheads when they encountered a second target from
the same group because there are no strong norms
against stereotyping skinheads. In fact, negatively stereo-
typing such groups may be quite normative. Conse-
quently, participants’ impressions of the second target
were open to the influence of a suppression-activated
stereotype. In contrast, personal beliefs against racial
stereotyping are widely held (this belief is almost uni-
form among European American college students)
(Judd et al., 1995), and there are strong social norms
against doing so. Thus, in contrast to Macrae et al.’s par-
ticipants, it is likely that participants in our experiments
were motivated to avoid stereotyping the second phase
targets. This motive is incompatible with the application
of group stereotypes regardless of whether such stereo-
types have been made more accessible through prior
suppression. Consistent with other research (Ford &
Kruglanski, 1995; Sedikides, 1990; Thompson et al.,
1994), the presence of this incompatible goal obscured
any potential impact of the activated stereotype.

Implications for the
Inevitability of Stereotyping

The results from the same-race conditions of our
experiments suggest that if perceivers have sufficient
motivation and sufficient cognitive resources they can
avoid using accessible stereotypes to judge other group
members whom they encounter. On the surface, this
finding seems to paint a rather optimistic picture of our
ability to control our stereotypes. One issue for concern,
however, regards whether individuals will generally have
sufficient cognitive resources available to engage in the
processes that appear necessary to avoid stereotype use.
The results of Experiment 2 suggest that the presence of
even a minor distraction is enough to disrupt individu-
als’ ability to avoid the use of suppression-activated
stereotypes in forming their impressions. Given that eve-
ryday life is full of distractions, the outlook for individu-
als successfully controlling their use of activated racial
stereotypes does not seem so bright. In addition to sim-
ple distractions, affective states such as positive moods
(Bodenhausen, Kramer, & Susser, 1994; Mackie, Queller,
Stroessner, & Hamilton, 1996; Stroessner, Hamilton, &
Mackie, 1992; Stroessner & Mackie, 1992) and anxiety
(Wilder & Shapiro, 1989) have been shown to decrease
the ability to engage indeliberative processing. Likewise,
physical fatigue also decreases available processing
capacity (e.g., Bodenhausen, 1990; Kim& Baron, 1988).
Therefore, given that an individual’s cognitive capacity
varies tremendously in any day, stereotyping following
suppression may be more likely to occur in naturalistic
settings than in the lab.
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Questions of Motivation

Although we did not directly manipulate motivation
in this research, there is ample reason to believe that par-
ticipants were motivated to avoid using their stereotypes
in the second phases of both Experiment 1 (in the same-
race conditions) and Experiment 2. A considerable
amount of research has demonstrated that people
attempt to curtail their use of stereotypes in situations,
such as those in the current experiment, that make
social norms against stereotyping salient (e.g., Fazio,
Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995; Wyer, Sherman, &
Stroessner, 1998). Furthermore, although there are
undoubtedly individual differences in the extent to
which individuals are personally motivated to avoid
stereotyping (see below), research by Judd et al. (1995)
suggests that young, European American college stu-
dents are particularly likely to be somotivated. They also
may be more sensitive to salient social norms to avoid
stereotyping. These prior findings and the results of this
experiment lead us to conclude thatmotivation played a
crucial role in allowing participants in the same-race
conditions to overcome the stereotype accessibility that
occurred as a result of suppression.
There are a number of ways that the motive to avoid

stereotyping the same-race second targets could have
undermined stereotype application. One possibility is
that suppression participants reinitiated suppression
attempts when they encountered the second group
member, masking any lingering accessibility of the
stereotype resulting from the initial suppression at-
tempt. However, this account cannot easily explain the
data. If the suppressors had intentionally suppressed
their stereotypes about the second target, then their
judgments of that target would have been less stereotypi-
cal than those of the nonsuppressors, as was the case with
the impressions that were formed in the initial phase of
the experiment. They were not. A second possibility is
that the effects of the stereotype being primed during
the first phase of the experiment and the effects of sup-
pression being reactivated in the second phase of the
experiment acted in opposition to each other. That is,
both processes were active in the suppressors but they
canceled each other out, resulting in no differences
between the suppression andnonsuppression conditions.
Alternatively, it may be that suppressors varied in the
extent to which suppression demands were reactivated.
That is, some participants may have reinstigated the sup-
pression process and others did not. These two types of
participants, showing opposite effects, would have pro-
duced the observed pattern of data. Arguing against this
possibility, however, is the fact that the variance in judg-
ments in the suppression andno-suppression conditions
did not differ. Finally, and we believe most likely, partici-
pants in the same-race conditions may have been moti-

vated by egalitarian social and personal norms to form
individuated impressions of the second target that were
based on the specific behaviors described in the story.
Because the information provided about the target was
mixed with regard to its consistency with the suppressed
stereotype, individuated evaluations of the target would
be relatively independent of the stereotype for both sup-
pressors and nonsuppressors.
This analysis suggests that sufficient motivation to

avoid stereotyping is necessary for individuals to avoid
the ironic effects of stereotype suppression. One impor-
tant implication of this point concerns the fact that indi-
viduals differ in their level of chronicmotivation to avoid
stereotyping (Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Monteith et al.,
1993; Plant & Devine, 1998). For example, to the extent
that certain individuals hold personal standards against
expressing prejudice, theymay be chronically motivated
to avoid stereotyping others. By contrast, more highly
prejudiced individuals may only attempt to avoid stereo-
typing if the social situation demands it (Devine, Mon-
teith, Zuwerink, & Elliot, 1991; Dunton & Fazio, 1997;
Monteith et al., 1993; Plant & Devine, 1998). As a result,
these personsmay be unlikely to ever avoid the influence
of a suppression-activated stereotype.
These differentmotivations to avoid stereotyping also

may have important implications for people’s ability to
overcome the influence of previously activated (through
suppression or otherwise) stereotypes. In particular,
through practice at activating egalitarian beliefs and
forming individuated impressions, those who are inter-
nally motivated to avoid stereotyping may have become
quite adept at this task. As a result, these individuals may
be in a relatively strong position to avoid the influence of
a previously activated stereotype in subsequent encoun-
ters with group members, even if capacity is limited.
Thus, they may simply be efficient at stereotype avoid-
ance (seeMonteith et al., 1998, for a review). In contrast,
those who are motivated by external forces to avoid
stereotyping may have relatively little experience doing
so. As a result, previously activated stereotypes may be
more likely to impinge on subsequent encounters with
group members, even in the rare case that the perceiver
is trying to avoid stereotyping. This may be particularly
true if the perceiver’s resources are somehow depleted.
Clearly, one important goal for future research will be to
examine how individual differences in themotivation to
avoid stereotyping may moderate the repercussions of
stereotype suppression.

Conclusion

The present research provides compelling evidence
that the relation between stereotype suppression and
stereotype use is complex. Bothmotivation and ability to
avoid stereotyping appear necessary for successful
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stereotype suppression to be achieved without the risk of
unintentional consequences. Given that stereotype sup-
pression is an activity in which people frequently engage
(Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1996; Fazio et al., 1995; Mon-
teith, 1993; Monteith et al., 1998; Wyer et al., 1998), it
will be important to identify the conditions that sponta-
neously generate attempts at suppression and additional
factors that will determine whether suppression will be
successful. That suppression increased subsequent
stereotyping in some conditions of our experiments
does not suggest that stereotype suppression is necessar-
ily bad. On the contrary, in many situations, inhibiting
stereotypic thinking is critical. We should be aware, how-
ever, that these efforts may influence our subsequent
social perceptions and behaviors in important and unex-
pected ways and may occasionally backfire if we lose the
motivation or the ability to correct for a suppression-
activated stereotype.

APPENDIX

Robert is a 25-year-old (AfricanAmerican/AsianAmerican)
from Southern California. He lives in an apartment with his
roommate Jim.
Robert enjoys doing various things inhis free time.He reads

a lot and likes to listen tomusic. In fact, Robert has beenhaving
some trouble with some of the other people in his apartment
building because he plays his stereomuch too loud and refuses
to turn it down when his neighbors complain.
Robert recently went into the city to go to the art museum

because there was an exhibit that he wanted to see.He had a lit-
tle trouble getting there, however, because he got lost and was
confused by the freeway map, so he had to stop at a gas station
to ask for directions. As he left the station, Robert heard the at-
tendant insult him under his breath, but Robert did not turn
around to confront him.
On his way back from the museum, Robert’s car broke

down. After calling for a tow truck, Robert found the nearest
bus stop so that he could catch the next bus home. Because it
was late in the afternoon, there were a lot of people who also
wanted to catch a bus out of the city. When the bus finally ar-
rived, Robert shoved his way to the front so that he could be
sure that he would be able to get on.
Thenext day at work, Robert had ameeting in themorning.

Everyone at the company wasmeeting so that they could brain-
storm some new ideas for improving performance during the
upcoming year. Although Robert had a good idea, he did not
mention it because he did not want to interrupt the other peo-
ple that were talking.
Later that day, Robert was working on the computer when

he accidentally erased all of the word processing files. Luckily,
his supervisor kept a back-up copy of the files.
When Robert got home from work, his roommate’s father

had just arrived to visit for a couple of days. The three of them
went out to dinner at a local restaurant where Robert got into

a long conversation with his roommate’s father about foreign
affairs.
After dinner, Robert left his roommate and his father to

stop by the drug store to pick something up. The store was very
busy and Robert had to wait in line for almost a half hour. Al-
though he was a little upset by this, he did not object when the
person in front of him allowed three friends to get in line in
front of him.
When Robert got home, he found that his roommate had

left somedirty dishes in the kitchen sink. Annoyed by this, Rob-
ert wrote a nasty note to his roommate reminding him to clean
up after himself better.
Robert decided that he would watch some television before

going to bed.He had trouble getting the television to work and
had to fool around with it for several minutes before he real-
ized that the set was unplugged.Robert thenwatched anold sit-
com for a few minutes before falling asleep.

NOTES

1. A breakdownof participants’ sex is not available for Experiment 1.
Participant sex did not have any effects in Experiment 2.

2. This type of questionnaire was not included in Experiment 1.
However, Experiment 2 involved the conditions of Experiment 1 in
which participants could be expected to be most suspicious about the
independence of the two phases (i.e., in which the target individuals in
both phases were the same race). Thus, we can infer that participants
in Experiment 1 were likely to be no more suspicious than those in
Experiment 2.
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