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Koan 7: The Oppostte of a Great Truth is Also True
— McGuire (1973, p. 455)

McGuire’s seventh koan in his 1973 article beauti-
fully summarizes our response to Henry’s target article
in the current issue of Psychological Inquiry. It is true
that using student participants to investigate the nature
of prejudice and stereotyping can be problematic in
some situations and these problems should not be un-
derestimated. But it is also true that delving into the
mind of students offers many benefits to the scientific
understanding of the causes and consequences of prej-
udice. As McGuire wisely noted in his perspectivist
approach to conducting research. a fruitful way to syn-
thesize such opposing claims is to identify the specific
conditions under which each claim is true (McGuire,
2004a, 2004b). In that spirit, the present article iden-
tifies some conditions under which the heavy reliance
on student participants is likely to stunt theory build-
ing and scientific discovery in social psychology. We
then consider the opposite: the conditions under which
the use of student samples benefits social psychology.
In both cases, existing experiments are used as illus-
trations; these are drawn specifically from research on
prejudice and stereotyping.

When psychology parted ways with philosophy and
found a new home with the sciences, it acquired a new
intellectual sensibility that involved using the scientific
method to answer questions about the nature of human
cognition and behavior (Benjafield, 2005; Wertheimer,
2000). A key feature of the scientific method in the
comtext of social psychology is to articulate general
principles that guide social cognition and behavior and
to specify their causes and consequences in ways that
apply to most people most of the time. These gen-
eral principles form the foundation of psychological
theories. Theory building. theory testing, revising, and
applying theories to inform social problems are cen-
tral research activities in social psychology (Ander-
son, Lindsay, & Bushman. 1999; Campbell & Stanley,
1967; Cronbach, 1957; Mook, 1983). The critical im-
portance of theory building and testing means that con-
cern about internal validity is rightfully located front-
and-center of the research process. Internal validity is
why we place such premium on experimental control,
on identifying and manipulating causal variables to test

whether they produce changes in prejudicial responses,
and on uncovering psychological processes that me-
diate between causal antecedents and prejudicial
outcomes.

However, in pursuing internal validity (clearly, a
strength of scientific research) we as investigators
sometimes rely too heavily on easily obtained con-
venience samples, which exposes our Achilies’ heel.
In some cases, relying almost exclusively on student
samples limits our understanding of the causes and
consequences of prejudice and stereotyping and un-
duly restricts the development of theories and general
principles of human social behavior in ways that are
spelled out next.

When Do Student Samples Hurt the Scientific
Study of Prejudice and Stereotyping?

Restricted Range in Student Samples
Is an Obstacle to Theory Development

As noted by Henry and others, college students
sometimes express a restricted range of responses when
it comes to their attitudes and behavior (Fiske, 2004;
Henry, this issue; Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier,
2002; Peterson, Duncan, & Pang, 2002). In the context
of intergroup relations, given that on-campus commu-
nity norms typically favor egalitarian values (Lottes
& Kauriloff, 1994), this restriction of range is particu-
larly likely to apply to attitudes and behavior toward
disadvantaged social groups. This can attenuate the
relationship between prejudice and its antecedents or
consequences thereby presenting an obstacle to theory
development. Two examples illustrate this point.

We first learned this lesson from our own experi-
ence while investigating the relation between implicit
antigay prejudice and discriminatory behavior toward
gay men (Dasgupta & Rivera, 2006). In our research
we were attempting to specify the conditions under
which implicit antigay prejudice would evoke subtle
discnminatory behavior toward gay interaction part-
ners versus other conditions that would attenuate such
an attitude—behavior relation. We predicted that con-
scious egalitarian beliefs and the ability to control one’s
behavior were critical variables that ought to moderate
the relation between implicit prejudice and behavior.
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Our initial attempt to test this hypothesis using a sam-
ple of mostly college students confirmed the prediction
for male participants, but not for female participants
(Dasgupta & Rivera, 2006, Experiment 1). Specifi-
cally, for men who consciously endorsed traditional
beliefs about gender and who were unskilled at behav-
ior control, implicit antigay prejudice resulted in subtle
antigay behavior. Other men who endorsed egalitar-
ian beliefs or who were highly skilled at monitoring
their behavior did not show behavioral bias regard-
less of their implicit attitudes. Women, however, did
not conform to these predictions regardless of their
conscious beliefs or behavioral control—their implicit
attitudes toward gay men did not predict their behav-
ior across the board. At first blush, this sex difference
pointed in the direction of a different theoretical expia-
nation than the one we had originally proposed: Per-
haps men’s attitudes and behavior were more closely
aligned because they felt threatened by a same-sex
gay person whereas women’s attitudes and behaviors
were not aligned because a gay man was not person-
ally threatening. However, a closer examination of our
data cautioned against discarding our original hypoth-
esis because it had not been tested adequately among
female participants. Women in our sample were over-
whelmingly egalitarian in their gender-related beliefs,
which created a serious restriction of range.

In a follow-up experiment, we actively recruited
nonstudent participants from a city outside the college
area (Dasgupta & Rivera, 2006, Experiment 2). This
time both female and male participants’ gender-related
beliefs and behavioral control showed robust variabil-
ity, and as predicted, implicit antigay attitudes spilled
over into negative actions when participants (regard-
less of sex) lacked conscious egalitarian beliefs and
control over their subtle behaviors. The presence of
either conscious process {egalitarian beliefs or behav-
ioral control) attenuated the attitude—behavior relation.
Our take-home lesson from this experience was to be
particularly alert that using student samples may cre-
ate a restricted range in participants’ responses, which
in turn may mask hypothesized relationships between
prejudice-related vanables and lead to the premature
abandonment of accurate hypotheses.

A second example that illustrates how restricted
range in student populations may constrain theory de-
velopment comes from intergroup contact. More than
50 years of research has repeatedly demonstrated that
contact with members of outgroups significantly re-
duces prejudice toward those groups (Pettigrew, 1998;
Pettigrew & Tropp. 2006). In their influential meta-
analysis, Pettigrew and Tropp reported an interesting
finding that had remained unnoticed in individual stud-
ies: The relationship between intergroup contact and
prejudice reduction was significantly stronger for stu-
dents compared to nonstudent adults. In other words,
intergroup contact was particularly effective in reduc-

ing prejudice among participants whose age range was
restricted to traditional student samples; it was less ef-
fective among older adults. This was an important dis-
covery for both theoretical and practical reasons. From
a theoretical standpoint, this finding may lead to the
development of an interesting line of research exam-
ining why students are particularly open to intergroup
contact. Is it because traditional-aged students are at
a developmental stage where their attitudes and sclf-
concept are more malleable than their nonstudent coun-
terparts (Jennings & Markus, 1984; Hoge, Johnson, &
Luidens, 1993; Perry, 1999)? Altematively, is it the
case that powerful campus norms that favor egalitari-
anism, rather than developmental life stage, is the rea-
son why students benefit from contact more than non-
students who live in communities where egalitarian
norms may not be quite as strong (Lottes & Kuriloff,
1994)? The difference between students and nonstu-
dents discovered by Pettigrew and Tropp opens up the
possibility of modifying and extending intergroup con-
tact theory in innovative directions. From a practical
standpoint, prior knowledge about which populations
are more versus less sensitive to intergroup contact has
the potential to promote effective interventions that are
targeted to appropriate populations.

Students Lack Particular Psychological
Characteristics That Are Important
to Theory Development

How do prejudice and stereotypes influence mem-
bers of disadvantaged groups? This question has
spurred burgeoning empirical research on stigma in
the last 20 years. A large portion of this research has
focused on the impact of stereotypes on academic per-
formance (Steele, 1997; Steele, Spencer, & Aronson,
2002; see Shapiro & Neuberg, 2007), self-esteem
(Klaczynski, Goold, & Mudry, 2004; Panayiotou & Pa-
pageorgious, 2007; Ward, 2004), and cognitive func-
tioning (Schmader & Johns, 2003: Shelton, Richeson,
& Salvatore, 2005), which can be easily investigated in
student populations. One might argue that the heavy re-
liance of student samples has limited the investigation
of the diversity of ways in which stereotypes affect
stigmatized individuals. For example, only in recent
years have social scientists begun to examine the in-
fluence of stereotypes and prejudice on stigmatized
individuals’ physical health, mental health, memory,
and medical decision making. Because problems with
health and memory are not common in young students,
these outcome vartables have been understudied in so-
cial psychology.

For example, recent research using older nonstu-
dent samples has found that knowledge of negative in-
group stereotypes has profound effects on older adults’
memory and medical decision making (Levy, 2003),
African Americans’ physical health (Krieger & Sid-
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ney, 1996; Paradies. 2006; Williams, 1999), and gays
and lesbians’ physical and mental health (Cole, Ke-
meny, & Taylor. 1997; Meyer. 1995; Millard. 1995:
Robertson, 1998). A recent meta-analysis of 138 em-
pirical articles on experiences of racism and health
outcomes included 126 studies with adults and 15
studies with students (Paradies, 2006). The relation-
ship between prejudice and negative health outcomes,
such as high blood pressure, tended to be significantly
weaker for college-aged adult samples than middle-
aged samples. For example, Guyll, Matthews, and
Bromberger (2001) found a standardized regression
coefficient of .22 for the predictive effect of frequent
experiences with prejudice on blood pressure reactiv-
ity among middle-aged African Americans. In contrast,
other studies with younger college-aged African Amer-
icans found substantially smaller standardized coeffi-
cients (Bowen-Reid & Harrell, 2002; Krieger & Sid-
ney, 1996).

Similarly, the negative impact of stercotypes on
memory and cognitive functioning is often more dra-
matic for older adults than college students. As noted
by stereotype threat theory, making one’s group mem-
bership salient to an individual who belongs to a
stereotyped group impairs his or her performance
on stereotype-relevant tasks (Steele, 1997; Steele,
Spencer, & Aronson, 2002; see Shapiro & Neuberg,
2007). Most of this research has focused on perfor-
mance outcomes that are easily observed in college
students such as academic test performance (Spencer,
Steele, & Quinn, 1999; Stecle & Aronson, 1995).
Only recently have researchers begun to examine the
negative effect of stereotypes in domains other than
academic testing. As a case in point, because cog-
nitive functioning tends to decline in late adulthood
(Finkel, Reynolds, McArdle, Gatz, & Pedersen, 2003;
Lyketsos, Chen, & Anthony, 1999), people tend to as-
sume that all elderly individuals have bad memory.
When older adult are reminded of the negative memory
stereotype associated with aging they tend to perform
worse on subsequent memory tasks (Hess, Auman,
Colcombe, & Rahhal, 2003) and show a physiologi-
cal stress response (Levy, Hausdorff, Hencke, & Wei,
2000). Negative age stereotypes can even influence
people’s medical decisions about life and death. When
elderly individuals were primed with negative aging
stereotypes and asked to make a hypothetical deci-
sion involving accepting or rejecting life-prolonging
interventions, they tended to refuse such interventions
(Levy, Ashman, & Dror, 1999).

These two examples illustrate that broadening the
study of stigma beyond student samples to include
middle-aged and older adults illuminates the wide-
ranging impact of prejudice on physical health and cog-
nitive functioning. It benefits psychological theory by
focusing attention on the interplay between the social
environment, individual psychology, and human phys-
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iology thereby blurring the boundary between psy-
chology and biology. Finally, recruiting older samples
of participants allows us to investigate the cumulative
long-term impact of prejudice and stereotypes across
the life span.

Some Prejudice-Relevant Contexts Cannot
Be Captured in Academic Environments

Even though the power of situations is evident from
classic laboratory studies (Milgram, 1965; Zimbardo
& White, 1972), it is important to recognize that the
critical ingredients of naturalistic environments cannot
always be captured in the lab. Thus, field studies and
archival studies with nonstudent samples often serve as
a good companion for 1ab studies because they provide
real examples of the antecedents and consequences of
prejudice. This point is illustrated by the following
studies.

Since the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the impact of
prejudice and stereotypes on judicial decisions has re-
mained consistent but more subtle. Even though mock
trials have been conducted using laboratory studies,
such settings cannot completely capture the gravity
of sentencing someone to years of jail time or to
death. Imagining that a hypothetical defendant is go-
ing to spend years in jail or be put to death cannot
be equated with actually being faced with the decision
as a judge or jury member. Researchers have started
turning to nonstudent samples and archival studies to
examine the role of prejudice in the judicial system.
Two studies utilized a database of incarcerated indi-
viduals in the Philadelphia corrections system to ex-
amine the impact of race on death penalty sentences
(Baldus, Woodworth, Zuckerman, Weiner, & Broffitt,
1998; Eberhardt, Davies, Purdie-Vaughns, & Johnson,
2006). Both studies found that Black defendants were
more likely to receive death penalty sentences com-
pared to White defendants even after controlling for the
type and severity of the crime. Moreover, defendants
with more African facial features were more likely to
receive the death penalty than others with more Eu-
ropean facial features (Eberhardt et al., 2006). Blair,
Judd, and Chapleau (2004) used a database of inmates
in the Florida corrections system to examine the link
between Afrocentric facial features and criminal sen-
tences. Even after controlling for criminal histories,
defendants with more prototypically African facial ap-
pearance received up to 8 months more jail time com-
pared to defendants with less African appearance. In
this case. using nonstudent data was important to ex-
amine how racial stereotypes influence actual judicial
decisions that have real and serious consequences.

As with judicial decisions, empioyment decisions
can be simulated in laboratory studies, but key ingredi-
ents in actual hiring situations may be missing in such
simulations. For example. business professionals have
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domain-specific knowledge and training that come into
play when they make hiring decisions. These charac-
teristics make them different from student participants.
Because of this, some studies examining the influence
of stereotypes on hiring decisions have paid atten-
tion to recruiting participants who are managers and
business professionals in addition to students (Cesare.
1996; Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992) and others
have conducted audit studies in which bogus resumes
are mailed to real companies for real advertised jobs
to examine the impact of race and gender on appli-
cant ratings (Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007; Mclntyre,
Moberg, & Posner, 1980). This is not to say that ef-
fects found with student samples are never comparable
to nonstudent samples. Of course there is overlap in
the psychological processes at work in both samples.
However, comparing students to nonstudents is nec-
essary to determine if training, expertise, and knowl-
edge are sufficient to attenuate the impact of preju-
dice and stereotypes on hiring and promotions. Results
show that in some cases business professionals exhibit
bias similar to student participants. A meta-analysis by
Eagly et al. (1992) found that both college students
and business professionals show bias in their evalua-
tion of women in leadership positions compared to their
male counterparts. Other studies using business people
as participants show that these individuals do not ex-
hibit any gender bias (Lyness & Judiesch, 1999; Powell
& Butterfield, 1994; Stroh, Brett, & Reilly, 1992). In
sum, nonstudent samples are needed to spell out the
conditions under which training, expertise, and knowl-
edge do versus do not mitigate the impact of prejudice
and stereotypes on employment decisions. This issue
cannot easily be investigated with student samples be-
cause one cannot manipulate training, experience, and
knowledge in a single lab session or even in multiple
lab sessions. Business students are the most similar
to business professionals; however, even such students
clearly have not acquired the same amount of experi-
ence as long-term professionals.

When Do Student Samples Help the Scientific
Study of Prejudice and Stereotyping?

Academic Environments May Contain
Theoretically Interesting Variables

Because colleges and universities often strive to cre-
ate diverse communities of students and faculty, these
environments are likely to contain psychological vari-
ables that are important for prejudice reduction. For
example, colleges and universities may have a higher
proportion of disadvantaged group members in high-
status counterstereotypic roles compared to noncollege
settings (high-level faculty and administrators who are
ethnic minorities or women). So too, education about
diversity may have a consciousness raising effect and

strengthen egalitarian values and intrinsic motivation
to avoid prejudice. These special qualities of academic
environments are of value to researchers who are in-
terested in examining whether these variables play a
critical role in undermining prejudice and stereotyp-
ing. Three examples illustrate our argument.

As a case In point, we conducted a longitudinal
study investigating whether naturally existing differ-
ences between two types of colleges—a women’s col-
lege vs. a coeducational college—influenced students’
gender stereotypes after long-term immersion in these
environments (Dasgupta & Asgari, 2004, Study 2). Be-
cause women’s colleges typically have more women
in leadership roles (as faculty, administrators, etc.)
than comparable coeducational colleges, a compar-
ison of these two types of institutions provided an
ideal way to examine the impact of campus exposure
to counterstereotypic women leaders on students’ im-
plicit gender stereotypes. To that end, we tracked im-
plicit beliefs about gender and leadership in female
students who were immersed in campus environments
that had relatively few women in leadership roles (i.e.,
a coed college) versus relatively more women in lead-
ership roles (i.e., a women’s college). During the st
year of college, students at both colleges expressed
equivalent (and moderate) implicit gender stereotypes.
However, by their sophomore year, students at the
women’s college expressed no implicit gender stereo-
types, whereas their peers at the coeducational college
expressed strong implicit gender stereotypes. More-
over, as predicted, greater exposure to women in lead-
ership roles at the women’s college compared to the
coed college mediated implicit stereotype reduction
over time. In sum, in this study we were able to take
advantage of special qualities within college campuses
to test a theoretically driven prediction that repeated
exposure to counterstercotypes can undermine implicit
bias.

College campuses routinely educate students about
the benefits of diversity, both informally (outside the
classroom) and formally (through coursework). Thus,
they comprise ideal situations in which to empirically
test whether education attenuates conscious and non-
conscious prejudice against historically disadvantaged
groups. This is what Rudman, Ashmore, and Gary
(2001) set out to investigate in their study on racial
attitudes. Rudman and colleagues measured students’
tmplicit and explicit racial attitudes before and after
they completed a course on prejudice and conflict reso-
lution. Compared to students in a control course where
the topic was not on prejudice, students in the prejudice
seminar showed significantly less prejudice both ex-
plicitly and implicitly over time. Moreover, students in
the prejudice seminar became more aware of and moti-
vated to overcome their own biases, and reported feel-
ing less threatened by outgroup members over time. Of
course, the effect of education on prejudice reduction
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could have been studied in a nonacademic setting using
nonstudent participants; however, the academic envi-
ronment was ideal because students were already mo-
tivated to learn.

Another cluster of psychological variables of inter-
est to prejudice researchers is motivation to control
prejudice and chronic egalitarian goals. Because stu-
dents in North America are typically exposed to egali-
tarian values on campus (Lottes & Kuriloff, 1994), col-
lege campuses are likely to have sufficient numbers of
participants with such goals and motives. Using student
samples, several studies have found that the adoption of
chronic egalitarian goals reduces automatic stereotype
activation (Moskowitz, Gollwitzer, & Wasel, 1999;
Moskowitz, Salomon, & Constance, 2000); and sim-
ilarly, internal motivation to control prejudice re-
duces prejudice expression (Amodio, Harmon-Jones,
& Devine, 2003; Devine, Plant, Amodio, Harmon-
Jones, & Vance, 2002). Together, these lines of re-
search suggest that socialization of egalitarian values
promotes the reduction of both implicit and explicit
prejudice. The advantage of using student samples
in this case is not because these researchers assumed
that the characteristics of college campuses will eas-
ily translate to nonacademic settings. Instead, by tap-
ping students these researchers could access a large
number of individuals who possessed the psychologi-
cal characteristics of interest—internal motivation to
avoid prejudice and chronic egalitarian goals. Now
that student-based research has established that these
two variables evoke prejudice reduction, one can in-
vestigate the same socialization forces in nonacademic
settings.

Students Possess Theoretically Interesting
Characteristics

When social psychologists are interested in devel-
opmental questions about the nature of prejudice (e.g.,
what critical mental processes produce changes in prej-
udice?) student samples can be particularly useful to
the extent that the 18- to 22-year-old age group cap-
tures the developmental charactenistics of interest. It
is clear from developmental research that late adoles-
cencef/young adulthood differs from middle and late
adulthood in several ways important for the under-
standing of prejudice. For example, adolescents and
young adults show less crystallized attitudes com-
pared to middle-aged and older adults; therefore at-
titudes change is more possible during this life stage
(Hoge et al., 1993; Jennings & Markus, 1984: Perry,
1999). Moreover, higher education promotes the ex-
ploration and reconsideration of arttitudes and beliefs
during this developmental period (Pascarella & Teren-
zini, 1991). These findings suggest that prejudice re-
duction may be easier with coilege students than older
adults, which is consistent with previously described
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evidence showing that intergroup contact evokes more
prejudice reduction among students compared to older
adults (Pettigrew & Tropp. 2006). To researchers who
are particularly interested in developmental windows
when attitudes are most malleable, focusing on student
populations is ideal.

A second example where developmental processes
have important implications for prejudice is the de-
velopment of cognitive control. Studies on cognitive
control across the life span typically find an inverted U-
shaped function, with children, adolescents, and older
adults showing significantly less ability to exert cog-
nitive control compared to adults (Cepeda, Kramer,
Gonzalez, & Sather, 2001; Zelazo, Craik, & Booth,
2004). Cognitive control plays a critical role in mod-
ulating the relationship between prejudice and dis-
criminatory behavior such that when cognitive control
is depleted, negative attitudes toward outgroups have
the most impact on people’s behavior (Dasgupta &
Rivera, 2006; Gailliot et al., 2007; Govorun & Payne,
2006; Richeson et al., 2003; Richeson & Trawalter,
2005). For example, people show more race bias after
experiencing cognitive depletion (Govorun & Payne,
2006). So too, individuals who have little ability to
control their interpersonal behavior are more likely
to act on their implicit prejudice compared to oth-
ers who have more ability to control their behavior
(Dasgupta & Rivera, 2006). Because students are lo-
cated in the age group where the ability to exert cog-
nitive control has not yet peaked, using student par-
ticipants affords an ideal opportunity to investigate
how variations in cognitive control brought about by
situational manipulations and individual differences
influence prejudicial attitudes and behavior. For re-
searchers who are interested in asking questions about
how basic mental processes such as cognitive con-
trol allow people to regulate attitudes and behavior,
student samples provide an ideal window into that
process.

Student Samples Provide an Efficient Means
to Develop Theories Before Testing Their
Generalizability in Broader Samples

Given the convenience of recruiting student partic-
ipants, it often provides an efficient way to test ini-
tial hypotheses, build theories, and resolve concerns
about internal validity and construct validity before at-
tempting to generalize one’s theory to broader samples
or special populations. This strategy of starting smal}
with student samples before moving on to more ambi-
tious nonstudent samples to establish external validity
has been successfully utilized by several programs of
research. Here we offer three examples.

Motivated by events in the past few years in
which police officers shot and killed unarmed African
American suspects, several studies have examined
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the impact of racial stereotypes on decisions to
shoot potentially armed suspects in law enforcement
simulations (Correll. Park, Judd. & Wittenbrink, 2002;
Correll, Urland, & Tto. 2006). Initial studies investi-
gating this hypothesis did not have access to special
populations of police officers and instead used student
participants. Results showed that student participants’
simulated shooting responses were consistently biased
if, under time pressure, they had to decide whether
to shoot a Black or White person who was poten-
tially armed (Correll et al., 2002; Plant, Peruche, &
Butz, 2005). Participants were more likely to shoot an
unarmed Black man compared to an unarmed White
man; so too they were faster to shoot an armed Black
man compared to an armed White man. These results
begged the question: Do shooting decisions differ be-
tween students versus experts who have training in
this kind of decision making? In other words, does
training attenuate the impact of racial stereotypes on
rapid decision making? To address this question Cor-
rell et al. (2007) compared students to police officers,
a population with substantial training and expertise
in law enforcement decision making. They found that
even though police officers demonstrated greater over-
all accuracy and a more conservative shooting standard
compared to students (i.e., they were less “trigger-
happy™), officers still demonstrated significant race
bias in their shooting decisions. Thus, the impact of
racial stereotypes on behavior was first examined with
a student sample and then extended to a special pop-
ulation. In addition, replicating the effect with a po-
lice sample demonstrated that variables such as train-
ing can mitigate the impact of stereotypes on rapid
decisions.

A second example of developing a theoretical model
using student participants and later extending it to spe-
cial populations comes from literature on the relation
between implicit prejudice and discriminatory behav-
ior. In the past decade, growing empirical evidence
has demonstrated that implicit prejudice and stereo-
types toward various disadvantaged groups captured
by simple reaction time tasks predict a host of discrim-
inatory outcomes such as biased evaluations of indi-
vidual members, biased hiring decisions, allocation of
fewer financial resources to those individuals, nonver-
bal behavioral bias, etc. (for a review see Greenwald,
Poehlman, Uhimann, & Banaji, in press). Most of the
research on this topic used convenient samples of stu-
dents. However, lately, some researchers have begun to
test the external validity of these ideas by examining if
implicit prejudice in specific high-impact contexts such
as hospitals affects doctors’ medical decisions. Specif-
ically, Green et al. (2007) tested whether physicians’
implicit racial attitudes predict their clinical decisions
about the type of medical intervention to recommend
to Black and White patients with acute coronary syn-
dromes (specifically thrombolysis recommendations).

Medical residents in internal medicine and emergency
medicine participated in a study where they evalu-
ated a clinical vignette of a hypothetical patient (Black
or White) who arrived at an emergency room with
an acute coronary syndrome, after which participants
completed a task measuring their implicit racial atti-
tudes. Results showed that physicians who exhibited
more implicit race preference for Whites over Blacks
were significantly more likely to treat the White patient
with thrombolysis (a higher quality treatment) but not
the Black patient even though both presented 1dentical
symptoms. These results extend previous laboratory
findings on implicit race bias using student samples
to special adult participants in health care settings and
illustrate that participants’ expertise does not always
erase race bias in decision making.

A final example of the process of theory develop-
ment with student samples and later expansion to non-
student samples comes from research on prejudice and
compunction. Because negative stereotypes are well-
learned, are routinized, and tend to activate automati-
cally, even individuals who consciously endorse egal-
itarian attitudes may sometimes act in a prejudicial
manner. The inconsistency between a person’s sponta-
neous prejudicial response and his or her ideal desired
response can lead to guilt and the motivation to inhibit
future biases. Initial research on this topic was con-
ducted with student participants {(Devine, Monteith,
Zuwerink, & Elliot, 1991; Monteith & Voils, 1998).
For example, Devine et al. gave White undergraduate
participants a list of five scenarios depicting poten-
tial interactions with African Americans (e.g., sitting
next to an African American person on a bus). Partic-
ipants indicated how they would actually respond and
how they should ideally respond. When there was a
discrepancy between actual and ideal responses, low
prejudice participants reported feeling guilty and at-
tempted to monitor and correct their future behav-
ior more diligently. In an attempt to generalize the
initial research with students, Voils, Ashburn-Nardo,
and Monteith (2002) recruited nonstudent participants
of various ages, income levels, and education lev-
els. Voils and colleagues found the same pattern of
results with adult nonstudents as they had with stu-
dents. Even the magnitude of discrepancy between
what participants reported they would do and what
they should do was similar across students and nonstu-
dents.

All three of these examples illustrate how a theoreti-
cal model can be developed and tested efficiently using
student samples and later extended to a general adult
population or to special populations of interest depend-
ing on the specific research question. The convenience
of data collection with student participants provides an
efficient way to refine a theoretical model and resolve
concerns about internal validity before testing it more
generally in labor intensive forums.

95




COMMENTARIES

Conclusion

We support Henry’s (this issue) argument that
broadening the types of samples used to test social psy-
chological theories can only benefit our understanding
of the nature of prejudice and stereotyping by facili-
tating theory building and identifying boundary condi-
tions that delimit existing theories. At the same time.
we recognize several structural barriers that make it dif-
ficult for social psychologists to access adult samples
and special populations even if they wish to do so. First,
recruiting adults and special populations typically take
considerable financial resources. Only rarely is it the
case that one can recruit nonstudent adults to partic-
ipate in psychological studies without compensation.
Participant compensation is particularly important for
experiments that require controlled settings rather than
brief surveys that can be administered in any public
setting. Compensation is also critical for any study
(experiment or survey), that requires more than a few
minutes of participants’ time. Second, recruitment of
nonstudent participants and special populiations can be
incredibly time-consuming even if one holds aside the
issue of compensation. Given that our field rewards
researchers who publish at a rapid and efficient clip,
graduate students and early-career investigators may
not have the flexibility to embark on studies that use
nonstudent samples because of the long and uncertain
time line for completion. Third, access to special pop-
ulations and diverse adult samples requires planning,
networking, and some luck to create the infrastructure
necessary to produce a steady stream of participants.
Access to special populations may also be limited by
the geographical region in which the research is con-
ducted. In sum, it is not easy to recruit nonstudent
adults in the absence of professional networks and
funding.

We offer some suggestions that may help mitigate
these barriers to some degree. One strategy that we have
used in our own work to offset the time-consuming
process of recruiting adult participants is to initially
test and refine our hypotheses and theories with conve-
nience samples before venturing out to recruit nonstu-
dent adults or to conduct field studies. Pairing studies
that use student samples with other studies that use
nonstudents is a way in which we have diversified our
portfolio and minimizing research risk. Second, if we
as a fleld recognize that diverse samples are critical
to the development and revision of social psycholog-
ical theories, we might consider rewarding investiga-
tors who actively use nonstudent participants to push
the boundaries of their theories and ideas. As an ex-
ample, grant proposals and empirical manuscripts that
venture beyond student samples to test theoretically
important questions using different participants could
be rewarded for taking the risk to conduct innovative
research. Reviewers may wish to place emphasis on
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theoretical innovations that emerge from (a) testing so-
cial psychological questions by comparing students to
nonstudents, (b) generalizing initial findings with stu-
dent participants to adults from diverse backgrounds
and special populations. or (¢) specifying the limits of
a theory by showing that findings obtained from stu-
dents fail to replicate in a different population. We as
a field and we as individual investigators stand to en-
rich our understanding of the nature of prejudice and
benefit social psychological theories if we expand the
diversity of our participants.
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