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Two experiments explored the formation of context-dependent attitudes about a single social target.
One such mechanism for the development of differential attitudes toward a target in different contexts
is illusory correlation formation. It was proposed that within-target illusory correlations (i.e., perceiv-
ing unwarranted associations between salient target behaviors and distinctive domains in which the
target is observed) can result in biased evaluations of a social target in different domains (e.g., home
vs. work). When memory-based (vs. on-line) judgments were induced, perceivers formed context-
dependent attitudes for both group (Experiment 1) and individual (Experiment 2) targets. These
findings are consistent with theories regarding multiply categorizable attitude objects. Further, they
suggest that some apparent discrepancies between attitudes and behavior may reflect holding multiple

context-dependent attitudes about social targets.

In a classic intergroup relations study, Minard (1952) docu-
mented how White coal miners in the Pocahontas Coal Field of
McDowell, West Virginia, treated Black coworkers much more
favorably in the coal mines than outside of the coal mines.
Although some White miners behaved consistently (either uni-
formly positive or negative) toward Black miners in the mines
and in the local town. Minard found that the majority of White
miners showed striking differences in their behaviors in the two
situations.” Minard (1952) reported that these White miners
showed *‘practical equality of status’’ toward Black coworkers
in the mines, but that in the outside world, the White miners
showed an ‘‘elevation of status’’ as they became members of
**a superior caste group’’ (p. 30).

The differential treatment of Blacks in these domains (the
mines vs. the surface) reflects the important point that in addi-
tion to distinguishing between members of different social
groups, perceivers often draw meaningful distinctions within a
single social target in different contexts. In support of this,
Trafimow ( 1994) found that perceivers are sensitive to informa-
tion presented about different domains of a single target person’s
life, resulting in domain-specific attribution errors. For instance,
perceivers are much more likely to overgeneralize about one’s
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dispositional qualities (i.e., demonstrate the fundamental attri-
bution error) in one’s work setting from observations of one’s
work behaviors than from observations of one’s home
behaviors.

The differential perception and treatment of social targets in
different contexts reported by Trafimow (1994) are reminiscent
of the findings that Minard (1952) reported for the Pocahontas
coal miners. But what processes underlie results such as these?
For example, why did the White miners demonstrate different
judgments of, and behaviors toward, Black miners on the basis
of the context (mine vs. town) in which they were encountered?
Minard had suggested several possible reasons for why most
White miners held more positive attitudes toward Black cowork-
ers in the mines than in the town. One reason involved the
specific norms and motivations that developed in the mine: a
strong community atmosphere, equal standards for achievement
applied to Black and White miners alike, and the necessity to
avoid confrontation or hostility in order to maintain a safe and
efficient workplace. Another possibility involved anti-Black atti-
tudes that were normative in the town and the importance of
the White miners adhering to these norms when they were in
the company of townspeople. Minard’s explanations were thus
based on the operation of different social norms in the two
contexts. The White miners may have held only one predomi-
nant internalized attitude toward their Black coworkers, but situ-
ational norms and expectancies would have determined whether
they acted in accordance with these attitudes (Ajzen, 1988;
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973).

The current work suggests that a process other than normative
influence can account for why individuals demonstrate differen-
tial behaviors toward the same social target. Specifically, we
propose that social perceivers can hold multiple attitudes about
a single social target. In the Minard study, for example, the
White miners may have held different internalized attitudes to-

! Similar findings have been observed by others, including Pettigrew
(1958) and Reitzes (1953).
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ward their Black coworkers in the mine context and in the town
context. We suggest that individuals can hold very different
attitudes toward the same object as the context in which that
object is encountered changes. ’

This idea that attitudes toward a single object can vary with
context is consistent with recent conceptualizations of the atti-
tude construct. Fazio (1990) has conceived of attitudes as asso-
ciations between an object and an evaluation. However, he has
recognized that any attitude object can be categorized in multi-
ple ways (Fazio, 1994). For example, Hillary Clinton is White,
female, a lawyer, the first lady, and so forth. Each categorization
can bring with it its own affective association. When someone
evaluates an object or behaves toward it, the evaluation and
behaviors depend on how the object has been categorized. In
any specific situation, sufficient cues may exist to prompt identi-
fication of the object in one or another category, and only the
affect associated with that category (and behaviors consistent
with that affect) will be activated. These alternative attitudes
toward the same object can be activated spontaneously as the
object is categorized in one way or another, depending on the
contextual cues available.

The Black miners in the Minard (1952) example may have
been categorized as ‘‘miners’’ when they were below ground,
and White miners may have had very positive attitudes toward
the miner category. Above ground, however, on the basis of
the cues available, these same Black miners may have been
categorized as ‘‘Black men,’ a category toward which the
White miners held quite negative attitudes. The different catego-
rizations of the same object can lead to very different affective
responses. Whichever category is most strongly activated by
the specific contextual cues will determine the nature of the
attitudinal response that is expressed. This two-stage model
(categorization followed by spontaneous attitude activation) has
been supported in recent work by Smith, Fazio, and Cejka
(1996).

How is it that people develop different attitudes toward the
same object as its predominant categorization changes with con-
text? Several possibilities exist. Clearly, one could have different
kinds of experiences with the same object in different situations.
Enjoyable days might be spent with a neighbor on the golf
course, but terrible evenings might be spent with a neighbor at
the bridge table. Pickles might be greatly enjoyed in the context
of a corned beef sandwich but not in the context of an ice cream
sundae. Thus, the White coal miners may simply have had very
positive experiences with their Black coworkers when in the
mine, but for a variety of reasons, the experiences above ground
may have been quite negative. Thibaut and Kelley (1959) dis-
cuss the specificity of experiences with interaction partners and
how the specific contextual outcomes determine the interaction
pattern for each context.

In addition to holding different attitudes about people based
on differential experiences, it is also possible that biased percep-
tion, rather than different experiences, can lead to context-de-
pendent attitudes. That is, differential perception and interpreta-
tion of evaluatively identical experiences can lead to different
reactions to the same target in different contexts. Indeed, in
some circumstances, one will perceive equivalent social infor-
mation as being subjectively different when one forms illusory
correlations. The current work uses illusory correlation as one

vehicle to document and explain the formation of context-depen-
dent attitudes. Illusory correlations are demonstrated when per-
ceivers reveal an unwarranted relationship between two vari-
ables. In terms of group stereotyping, it has been shown that
people often perceive a relationship between salient social
groups and salient behaviors. Often, this salience is produced
when one observes infrequently encountered (i.e., minority)
group members and infrequently performed (i.e., undesirable)
behaviors. In typical illusory correlation experiments, individu-
als report that minority group members perform relatively more
undesirable behaviors than majority group members even though
members of both groups engaged in exactly the same proportion
of desirable to undesirable behaviors (e.g., Hamilton & Gifford,
1976). The prevailing explanation for this outcome is that rarely
encountered information categories (i.e., undesirable behaviors
that are performed by minority group members) are distinctive
because of their infrequency and thus receive additional atten-
tion and encoding (Stroessner, Hamilton, & Mackie, 1992),
resulting in increased accessibility for these behaviors (John-
son & Mullen, 1994; McConnell, Sherman, & Hamilton,
1994a).

Although these infrequent minority group behaviors are more
accessible in memory, they will bias subsequent judgments only
if perceivers’ group-relevant evaluations are based on what they
can recall at the time of judgment. That is, an unwarranted
perception that members of the minority group perform rela-
tively more undesirable behaviors than members of the majority
group will occur only if evaluations are memory based instead
of being formed on-line (Hastie & Park, 1986). Research has
shown that, typically, judgments of group targets in this para-
digm are memory based (McConnell, Sherman, & Hamilton,
1994b, 1997), resulting in the formation of differential attitudes
about equivalent group targets. However, when perceivers inte-
grate information about social targets into strong impressions
while they are acquiring additional information, judgments of
social targets are formed on-line (the default for individual tar-
gets), and differential attitudes do not result (McConnell et al.,
1994b; 1997; Sanbonmatsu, Sherman, & Hamilton, 1987).
Thus, the type of target encountered (individual vs. group) is
one critical determinant of illusory correlation formation. Yet
illusory correlations are observed for both group and individual
targets when memory-based judgments are induced either by
providing processing goals that discourage the formation of
strong impressions (McConnell et al., 1994b; Pryor, 1986) or
by establishing expectations of social targets with little entitati-
vity and behavioral consistency (McConnell et al., 1997; for a
review, see Hamilton & Sherman, 1996).

Although illusory correlations have traditionally been re-
garded as between-group phenomena (e.g., majority group vs.
minority group), it is possible to consider different context
domains within a single social target in a distinctiveness-based
framework. Specifically, there may be some domains for mem-
bers of a single group target about which perceivers have a great
deal of information (which would be isomorphic to the majority
group in traditional illusory correlation studies) and other do-
mains about which perceivers have relatively little information
(isomorphic to the minority group in illusory correlation stud-
ies). For example, the White coal miners in the Pocahontas
Coal Field may have known more about their Black coworkers’
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behaviors at work in the mines (a more frequently encountered
domain) than above ground (a less frequently encountered do-
main). If Black coal miners had engaged in the same ratio of
desirable to undesirable behaviors (with desirable behaviors
occurring more frequently) in both domains, it is possible that
perceivers formed an illusory correlation between the infre-
quently encountered domain (Black miners above ground) and
the infrequently encountered behavior (undesirable actions). As
a result, a social cognitive process may have contributed to
the formation of the negative stereotypes about, and prejudicial
behaviors toward, Blacks in the town that were described by
Minard and others. Such a process would result in White miners
showing relatively positive attitudes and behaviors toward Black
coworkers below the ground but showing relatively negative
attitudes and behaviors toward Black coworkers above ground.

What is suggested and tested in the current work is that
context-dependent attitudes about a single social target may
result from illusory correlations when, in fact, equivalent evalua-
tive information exists about the target in multiple social do-
mains. We.conducted two experiments to test the conditions
under which such context-dependent attitudes would be exhib-
ited. In Experiment 1, we examined whether perceivers would
form context-dependent attitudes about a social group as a result
of within-group illusory correlations. Different instructions sets
were used to induce either memory-based judgments (which
should produce context-dependent attitudes) or on-line judg-
ments (which should not result in context-dependent attitudes).
In Experiment 2, we examined how context-dependent attitudes
may result for individual, as well as group, social targets.

Although our primary interest was in examining whether eval-
uative biases between different within-target domains would
form, we were also interested in collecting measures that would
permit us to assess the social information processing (on-line vs.
memory-based judgments) involved in forming these context-
dependent attitudes. When perceivers form on-line judgments,
they process social information in a more integrative fashion,
resulting in more associative linkages in memory (which im-
prove overall recall of social information). Also, because they
adopt the goal of forming strong impressions of social targets,
perceivers tend to rely on early information in forming their
evaluations, resulting in primacy effects in recall. Last, because
they attempt to form an integrative impression of the social
target as they acquire information, their target judgments tend
to be unrelated to their subsequent recall of target-specific be-
haviors. In contrast, perceivers who form memory-based judg-
ments tend to recall less information (because fewer associative
links are formed in memory), to recall information that was
recently presented (because recent items are more accessible
when one does not try to form an initial impression of the social
target), and to demonstrate a positive correspondence between
memory and judgment (because their judgment of the social
target is based on the information that is available at the time of
judgment). Also, as noted above, illusory correlations typically
result from memory-based, rather than on-line, judgments
(McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997).

In sum, we conducted two experiments to explore the forma-
tion of context-dependent attitudes for group (Experiment 1)
as well as individual (Experiment 2) social targets. If context-
dependent attitudes are produced by the formation of within-

target illusory correlations, differential attitudes for evaluatively
equivalent domains of a social target’s behaviors should be ob-
served when memory-based judgments occur. Further, free recall
should reveal different social-information-processing patterns to
provide an account for why these context-dependent attitudes
result.

Experiment 1:
Context-Dependent Attitudes of Group Targets

The first experiment explored whether perceivers would form
context-dependent attitudes for group targets as a result of
within-group illusory correlations. Participants encountered be-
haviors that were performed by target group members in either
a home or work setting. Although participants learned about
group members in both context domains (i.e., home and work),
more information was presented about one domain ( the frequent
domain) than the other (the infrequent domain). Frequent do-
main assignment (home vs. work) was counterbalanced, and
the ratio of desirable to undesirable behaviors was identical in
both domains.

In addition to manipulating which domain (work vs. home)
was presented more frequently, we manipulated instruction set to
influence participants’ processing goals. Half of the participants
were told that they would be reading some statements about
behaviors that were performed by group members and that their
task in the experiment was simply to read each statement care-
fully (the read-set condition). Because these read-set instruc-
tions did not provide explicit processing goals, participants
should not have formed impressions of the target group in an
on-line fashion (McConnell et al., 1994b). As a result, these
participants should have demonstrated context-dependent atti-
tudes about group members based on the formation of illusory
correlation (i.e., reported more favorable attitudes about group
members in the frequently encountered domain than in the infre-
quently encountered domain) and should have revealed process

" data consistent with’ memory-based judgments. Past research

has found that memory-based judgments are indicated by rela-
tively poor recall of information, better recall of recent events
(i.e., recency in recall ), and positive correlations between target
memory and judgment (Hastie & Park, 1986; Lichtenstein &
Srull, 1987; McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997).

Impression-set instructions were provided to the remaining
participants. They were told that their task in the experiment
was to read information about the target group and to form
strong impressions of group members in both their home and
work domains. These explicit instructions focused participants
on forming strong impressions, which should have led to on-line
judgments, an absence of illusory correlation, and no context-
dependent attitudes. Evidence of on-line judgments would in-
clude relatively good recall of information, primacy in recall,
and the absence of memory—judgment correlations. Thus, the
instruction-set manipulation was designed to induce either mem-
ory-based (read-set) or on-line (impression-set) judgments,
which should have resulted in context-dependent attitudes in the
former, but not in the latter, case.
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Method

Participants and Design

At Indiana University, 76 undergraduates enrolled in introductory psy-
chology courses participated in exchange for research credit. They were
randomly assigned in a 2 (instruction set: imp vs. read) X 2 (frequent
domain: work vs. home) between-subjects factorial.

Stimuli

A series of work and home behavioral statements were developed to
be moderately desirable or moderately undesirable in nature. Examples
of work-related behaviors included ‘‘started a recycling effort at work™’
(desirable) and ‘‘broke the photocopier at work and didn’t report it for
repairs”” (undesirable). Examples of home-related behaviors inciuded
‘‘takes the family dog on walks around the neighborhood’” (desirable)
and ‘‘let trash spill onto the kitchen floor rather than taking the garbage
out’’ (undesirable ). Each behavioral statement was rated for desirability
by pretest participants (none of whom took part in the current study)
on a 10-point scale to ensure that behaviors were consistently viewed
as desirable or undesirable, as anticipated.

Two stimulus sets, each with 36 behavioral statements, were con-
structed to provide a counterbalancing manipulation of frequent domain
(work vs. home). For each stimulus set, there were twice as many
behaviors associated with the frequent domain (24 total ) than the infre-
quent domain {12 total ). Within each domain, there were twice as many
desirable behaviors as undesirable behaviors. Thus, in the work frequent
domain condition, there were 24 work-related behaviors (16 desirable, 8
undesirable) and 12 home-related behaviors (8 desirable, 4 undesirable).
Accordingly, in the home frequent domain condition, there were 24
home-related behaviors (16 desirable, 8 undesirable) and 12 work-re-
lated behaviors (8 desirable, 4 undesirable ). In addition to ensuring that
each domain (frequent vs. infrequent) had the same ratio of desirable
to undesirable behaviors, we selected statements (using the pretest rat-
ings of behavioral desirability) such that the mean desirability of both
the desirable and the undesirable behaviors in the two domains were
equivalent (e.g., the mean desirability of the undesirable work behaviors
was the same as the mean desirability of the undesirabie home behav-
iors). No first names were associated with the behaviors, and each
sentence began with ‘‘A member of this group . . .’

Procedure

Participants were initially told that the current experiment was explor-
ing how people process and retain information. After completing consent
forms, they were led to individual rooms and completed the remainder
of the experiments at individual computer workstations. All participants
were told that a series of behaviors would be presented on the computer
monitor that were performed by different members of a real-world group.
Participants in the read-set condition were told that their goal in the
experiment was to simply read each statement carefully. Participants in
the impression-set condition were told that they would read information
about group members at home and at work and that their goal in the
experiment was to try to form strong impressions about group members
at work and at home. The 36 statements were presented in a randomly
determined order on the monitor at a pace of one statement every 8 s.
After the statements were presented, participants completed a 4-min
filler task (a series of math problems) to eliminate short-term memory
effects.

Free recall.  After completing the interpolated task, participants were
directed to recall as many of the statements as they could and to write
the statements on a sheet of paper. They were told that their recall did
not have to be verbatim but that they should list as much of the statement
as they could remember. They were given 10 min to recall the behaviors.

Frequency estimates. Following the free recall period, participants
were told that they had read 24 statements about the group members’
behaviors in the frequent domain (either home or work, depending on
condition ) and were asked to estimate how many of these 24 behaviors
were undesirable in nature. Next, they were told that they had read 12
statements about the group members’ behaviors in the infrequent domain
(either work or home, depending on condition) and were asked to esti-
mate how many of those 12 behaviors were undesirable in nature.

Likability estimates.  Finally, participants were asked to evaluate how
desirable the group members’ behaviors were in each domain (home
and work) on a 10-point scale, ranging from 1 (extremely undesirable)
to 10 (extremely desirable).”

Results
Context-Dependent Attitude Measures

The primary focus of Experiment 1 was whether context-
dependent attitudes about a single social group would result
under conditions in which memory-based judgments should oc-
cur. Evidence of these context-dependent evaluations would be
exhibited in the likability ratings and frequency estimates. Spe-
cifically, such attitudes would be revealed if participants made
less positive evaluations of the group members’ behaviors in
the infrequent (relative to the frequent) domain and reported
the performance of relatively more undesirable behaviors in the
infrequent (relative to the frequent) domain. We predicted that
context-dependent attitudes would be observed in the read-set
condition but not the impression-set condition. Thus, an interac-
tion between instruction set and target domain was predicted.
Also, we expected that the frequent domain counterbalancing
manipulation would not qualify these effects.

Likability ratings. The liking ratings were examined in a 2
(instruction set: imp vs. read) X 2 (frequent domain: work vs.
home) X 2 (target domain: frequent vs. infrequent) mixed-
design analysis of variance (ANOVA), where the last variable
was within subjects. Two effects were observed, and their means
are reported in Table 1. First, there was a main effect of target
domain, F(1, 72) = 6.68, p < .02, revealing that participants
held differential attitudes about the target group, with more
favorable evaluations of the group in the frequent domain than
in the infrequent domain.

More important, this effect was qualified by an interaction
with instruction set, F(1, 72) = 5.67, p < .02. As Table 1
illustrates, the evaluative preference for the frequent domain
over the infrequent domain (i.e., context-dependent attitudes)
existed in the read-set condition (where memory-based judg-
ments were expected) but not in the impression-set condition.
The frequent domain counterbalancing manipulation did not
produce any main or interactive effects (Fs < 1). Supplemental
paired ¢ tests revealed that the preference for the frequent domain
over the infrequent domain was significant in the read-set condi-
tion, #(37) = 2.85, p < .01, but not in the impression-set condi-
tion, (¢ < 1). Thus, regardless of which domain was frequently
presented, participants demonstrated a strong within-group eval-

2In the current study, free recall was collected before the evaluative
judgments. Past researchers (e.g., Hamilton et al., 1985) have found
that order of collection (recall preceding judgment vs. judgment preced-
ing recall) has no effect on the dependent measures.
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Table 1
Means for Context-Dependent Attitude and Free Recall
Measures in Experiment 1

Instruction set

Variable Impression set Read set M
Liking ratings
Frequent domain
M 6.84 7.11 6.97
SD (1.46) (1.37) (1.41)
Infrequent domain
M 6.79 5.82 6.30
SD (1.80) (2.12) 2.01)
Frequency estimate
Frequent domain
M 0.40 0.35 0.38
SD 0.20) (0.20) (0.20)
Infrequent domain
M 0.38 0.47 0.43
SD (0.25) 0.17) (0.22)
Amount of recall
M 13.55 13.79 13.67
SD 6.71) (4.48) (5.67)
Recall serial position
First {2 items
M 042 0.36 0.39
SD 0.21) (0.15) (0.18)
Last 12 items
M 0.34 0.40 0.37
SD 0.21) ©.17) 0.19)

uative preference for the frequently presented domain, but only
when adopting information-processing goals that should lead to
memory-based judgments (i.e., read set). Thus, those who
formed memory-based judgments about the group revealed con-
text-dependent attitudes as a result of within-group illusory cor-
relation formation.

Frequency estimates. The proportion of undesirable behav-
iors estimated for each domain was computed. These propor-
tions were submitted to an instruction set (impression vs. read)
by frequent domain (work vs. home) by target domain (estimate
for frequent vs. infrequent domain, a repeated measure ) mixed-
design ANOVA. Table 1 reveals a nonsignificant trend for target
domain, F(1, 72) = 292, p < .10, toward estimating that
relatively more undesirable behaviors were performed by group
members in the infrequent domain than in the frequent domain.
More important, we observed the predicted interaction between
target domain and instruction set, F(1, 72) = 4.07, p < .05,
indicating that participants formed context-dependent attitudes
in the read-set condition (i.e., estimated that group members
performed more undesirable behaviors in the infrequent domain
than in the frequent domain ) but not in the impression-set condi-
tion. Again, the frequent domain counterbalancing manipulation
had no effect on these outcomes (Fs < 1). Paired ¢ tests revealed
that the difference in frequency estimate proportions for the
frequent and infrequent domains was significant in the read-set
condition, #(37) = 2.48, p < .02, but not in the impression-
set condition (¢ < 1). Thus, regardless of which domain was
frequently encountered, participants reported that group mem-
bers performed relatively more undesirable behaviors in the in-
frequently encountered domain, but only when adopting infor-

mation processing goals that should produce memory-based
judgments (i.e., read set).

Process Measures

Although the primary goal of Experiment 1 was to explore
the formation of context-dependent attitudes based on within-
group illusory correlations, we conducted a second group of
analyses on free recall data to examine the extent to which
these measures were consistent with memory-based or on-line
judgments. We expected that memory-based judgments would
be observed in the read-set condition ( where context-dependent
attitudes were formed, as predicted) and that on-line judgments
would be indicated in the impression-set condition (where con-
text-dependent attitudes were absent, as predicted).

Free recall was assessed by three trained judges who were
unaware of each participant’s experimental condition. They used
a ‘‘gist’’ criterion in assessing whether each recorded statement
was accurately recalled. Two judges served as primary judges
and demonstrated good interjudge reliability (92% agreement).
In cases of disagreement, the third judge served as the tiebreaker.

Overall recall. We expected that participants would recall
less information about the target group when given instructions

_ that encouraged memory-based judgments (i.e., read set) than

when instructions encouraged on-line judgments (i.e., impres-
sion set). The total number of statements recalled by each partic-
ipant was submitted to an instruction set (impression vs. read)
by frequent domain (work vs. home) ANOVA. An unexpected
main effect of frequent domain was observed, F(1, 72) = 4.43,
p < .04, revealing that participants recalled more statements in
the work-frequent condition (M = 15.00) than in the home-
frequent condition (M = 12.34). Moreover, this main effect was
qualified by a marginal interaction with instruction set, F(1,
72) = 3.14, p < .09, suggesting that the main effect of frequent
domain existed in the impression-set condition (for work-fre-
quent, M = 16.00; for home-frequent, M = 11.11) but not in
the read-set condition (for work-frequent, M = 14.00; for home-
frequent, M = 13.58). The predicted main effect of instruction
set did not obtain, and the reason for the unanticipated effects
is unclear.

Recall serial position. Using a second process measure, we
examined whether participants’ memory for group behaviors
was better for early statements (suggestive of on-line judgments)
or late statements (suggestive of memory-based judgments). It
was expected that participants would recall relatively more early
information when instructions encouraged on-line judgments
(i.e., impression-set condition) than when they encouraged
memory-based judgments (i.e., read-set condition). To assess
serial position effects in recall, we computed the proportion of
statements recalled from the first third of the presentation and
from the last third of the presentation. An instruction set (im-
pression vs. read) by frequent domain (work vs. home) by
presentation position (recall for first 12 items vs. last 12 items,
a repeated measure) mixed-design ANOVA was conducted on
these proportions. Consistent with the findings for free recall,
there was a main effect of frequent domain, F(1, 72) = 4.34,
p < .05, revealing that participants recalled a greater proportion
of the statements when the work domain was presented more
frequently (M = .42) than when the home domain was presented
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more frequently (M = .36). More important, and as predicted,
there was a significant interaction (displayed in Table 1) be-
tween presentation position and instruction set, F(1, 72) =
7.01, p < .01, revealing that participants recalled more early
statements (relative to late statements) in the impression-set
condition than in the read-set condition. This effect was not
qualified by an interaction with the frequent domain manipula-
tion (F < 1). Paired ¢ tests revealed significantly better recall
for the first 12 statements (relative to the last 12 statements) in
the impression-set condition, 1(37) = 2.34, p < .03. In the
read-set condition, the difference between recall of the first 12
statements and last 12 statements did not reliably differ, 1(37)
= 1.34, ns. In accordance with predictions, participants showed
greater primacy in recall in the conditions in which on-line
judgments were expected and context-dependent attitudes were
not observed (i.e., the impression-set condition ).

Memory—judgment correlations. Following the procedures
of McConnell et al. (1994b, 1997), we correlated the content
of free recall to participants’ likability ratings for both the fre-
quent and infrequent domains. All of the behaviors recalled by
each participant were used to create an index based on pretest
desirability norms for each behavioral sentence. Separate in-
dexes were computed for recall about each domain. We com-
puted each index by summing the pretest ratings for the items
that each participant recalled and dividing by the number of
statements recalled for that domain. Next, each domain index
was correlated to the likability rating for the same domain.
We expected that positive correlations between the recall-based
indexes and the likability ratings would be exhibited only in the
conditions in which memory-based judgments were made (i.c.,
read-set condition).

Zero-order correlations were computed between the recall-
based index and likability rating for both the frequent and infre-
quent domains. In the impression-set condition, as expected
because of the on-line nature of judgments, participants did not
show significant memory—judgment correlations for either the
frequent domain (r = .23, ns) or the infrequent domain (r =
.20, ns). In the read-set condition, there was no significant
memory —judgment correlation observed in the frequent domain
(r = .13, ns), but there was a significant memory—judgment
correlation in the infrequent domain (r = .34, p < .04). Thus,
a significant memory—judgment correlation was observed only
when context-dependent attitudes formed, but only for the infre-
quent domain.

Discussion

We proposed that people form context-dependent attitudes
about a social group as a result of within-group illusory correla-
tions. When social judgments are rendered in a memory-based
fashion, unwarranted relations are perceived between distinctive
behaviors and distinctive domains of group members’ activities.
The results of Experiment 1 provided strong support for this
hypothesis. Participants showed an evaluative preference (both
in terms of likability ratings and frequency estimates) for group
members’ behaviors in the frequently encountered domains only
when memory-based judgments were invoked. Thus, these data
reveal that one can form context-dependent attitudes based on
illusory correlations within a single target group, leading to

differential evaluations of group members’ behaviors in different
domains as a result of an information-processing bias. These
biased evaluations lead to different perceptions, judgments, and
behaviors toward group members depending on the context in
which they are encountered.

Not only did Experiment 1 demonstrate the formation of con-
text-dependent attitudes for groups, but it also examined free
recall for evidence of .on-line and memory-based judgments.
Unlike the unequivocal support found in the evaluative measures,
these process data provided mixed support for the predictions.
As expected, participants showed less primacy in recall in the
conditions where context-dependent attitudes were exhibited
(consistent with memory-based judgments) than in the cases
where context-dependent attitudes were absent. However, find-
ings regarding amount of recall depended only on whether the
work or home domain was presented more frequently. Perhaps
the work behaviors were more salient because of their infre-
quency in the everyday lives of the participant population, which
resulted in better recall when the work domain was the frequent
domain. Finally, relatively weak support was observed in the
memory-judgment correlation data. As expected, there were no
significant memory-judgment correlations observed for either
the frequent or the infrequent domain in the impression-set con-
dition. In the read-set condition, the anticipated significant mem-
ory—judgment correlation was observed for the infrequent do-
main but was not found for the frequent domain. It should be
noted that memory—judgment correlations were not appreciably
stronger in the read-set condition than in the impression-set
condition. The difficulty in obtaining strong memory—judgment
correlations in any experimental condition has been noted in
previous work (e.g., Hamilton, Dugan, & Trolier, 1985; Has-
tie & Park, 1986; McConnell et al., 1994b, 1997 ). It is possible
that some degree of spontaneous trait extraction (Uleman, 1987,
Winter & Uleman, 1984) occurs after some threshold amount of
information is exceeded (more likely to occur for the frequently
encountered domain ), though extensive integration and elabora-
tion of this information does not take place. As a result, signifi-
cant memory-judgment correlations may occur only for an in-
frequently encountered domain.

In summary, Experiment 1 demonstrated that social perceivers
can form context-dependent attitudes about a single group tar-
get. Perceivers demonstrated domain-specific evaluations of
group members’ behaviors in situations in which memory-
based, but not on-line, judgments were induced. Thus, when
memory-based judgments were rendered, within-group illusory
correlations led perceivers to hold differential attitudes about
objectively equivalent domains of group member behavior. De-
spite the apparent success of Experiment 1, however, a few
concerns should be noted. First, there appeared to be overall
differences in amount of recall based on whether the home or
work domain was presented frequently. Although this manipula-
tion did not affect the other measures (e.g., likability ratings,
primacy indexes ), it would be helpful to examine the formation
of context-dependent attitudes under conditions in which the
salience of behavioral domains is held constant across partici-
pants. Thus, participants in Experiment 2 were presented only
with home frequent domain stimuli.

Second, although the instruction sets (impression vs. read)
were designed to induce either on-line or memory-based judg-
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ments (respectively), it is possible that the impression-set condi-
tion influenced participants not only by manipulating their pro-
cessing goal (i.e., form a strong impression ) but also by provid-
ing them with advance warning of the two dimensions to be
evaluated ( work vs. home). This information about the domains
to be encountered, of course, was unavailable to the read-set
condition participants. As a result, advance knowledge about
the domains to be encountered may have produced the on-line
judgments observed. To address this concern, we omitted refer-
ence to the two context domains in the instruction sets in Experi-
ment 2.

Experiment 2 also considered the formation of context-depen-
dent attitudes with individual, as well as group, social targets.
If memory-based judgments are responsible for the context-
dependent attitudes revealed in Experiment 1, then one should
observe context-dependent attitudes for individual (as well as
group ) targets when participants form memory-based judgments
about them. Although perceivers typically form on-line judg-
ments of individuals, processing goals that inhibit impression
formation can produce memory-based judgments of individuals
(McConnell et al., 1994b). Thus, when perceivers are prevented
from forming strong impressions of a social target, memory-
based judgments result regardless of whether the target is an
individual or a group.

To examine the possibility of context-dependent attitudes for
individual targets, in Experiment 2 we manipulated two be-
tween-subjects factors. First, the type of target was manipulated:
individual versus group. Second, instruction sets were used to
provide either nondirecting, on-line-directing, or on-line-inhib-
iting processing goals. When participants are given instruction
sets that inhibit on-line judgments, context-dependent attitudes
based on within-target illusory correlations should be exhibited
regardless of whether the target is an individual or a group.
Conversely, when participants are given instruction sets that
strongly encourage on-line judgments, context-dependent atti-
tudes should not occur regardless of whether the target is an
individual or a group. Finally, when participants are given in-
structions that do not induce any strong processing goals, con-
text-dependent attitudes based on within-target illusory correla-
tions should be exhibited for group targets (for which memory-
based judgments are the default) but not for individual targets
(for which on-line judgments are the default).

Experiment 2: Context-Dependent Attitudes of
" Individual and Group Targets

Experiment 2 examined the possibility that context-dependent
attitudes could occur for individual, as well as group, social
targets. Instruction sets that have been effective in manipulating
social information processing goals were borrowed from previ-
ous research (Experiment 1; McConnell et al., 1994b). All
participants were told that they would encounter a social target
(either an individual or a group) and that they were to read
statements performed by the social target. One third of the par-
ticipants received no further instructions (read-set condition).
These participants should have shown the strongest differences
between group and individual targets (with context-dependent
attitudes and memory-based judgments for groups, but no con-
text-dependent attitudes and on-line judgments for individuals).

Another third of the participants (impression-set condition)
were told to form strong impressions of the target (individual
or group). In this condition, no context-dependent attitudes or
on-line judgments were anticipated, regardless of the target type
encountered. Lastly, the remaining participants (comprehension-
set condition) were given instructions that should have inhibited
the formation of on-line judgments. They were told to examine
each statement in terms of its comprehensibility for a fourth-
grade child. As a result, participants should have focused on
each statement’s grammar rather than its evaluative implications
for the social target. Thus, at the time of judgment, participants
given comprehension-set instructions should have been forced
to form their evaluation on the basis of the information available
at the time of judgment, resulting in memory-based judgments
and the formation of context-dependent attitudes regardless of
the target type encountered.

Method

Participants and Design

At Penn State University, 138 undergraduates enrolled in introductory
psychology courses participated in exchange for extra credit in their
courses. They were randomly assigned in a 3 (instruction set: impres-
sion, read, or comprehension) X 2 (target type: individual vs. group)
between-subjects factorial.

Stimuli

The 36 behavioral sentences used in the home frequent domain condi-
tion ( 16 desirable home context, 8 undesirable home context, 8 desirable
work context, and 4 undesirable work context) of Experiment 1 were
used in Experiment 2 to maintain equivalent behavioral salience across
conditions. In the individual target condition, the phrase *‘This person’
preceded each behavioral statement. In the group target condition, the
phrase “‘A member of this group’’ preceded each behavioral statement.

Procedure

All participants were told that the current experiment was exploring
how people process and retain information. As in Experiment 1, they
participated in individual rooms at individual computer workstations.
Participants were told that a series of behaviors, which were presented
on the computer monitor, were performed by different members of a
real-world group (group target condition ) or by an individual in the real
world (individual target condition). Those in the read-set condition were
told nothing else before reading the statements. Participants in the im-
pression-set condition, however, were told that their goal in the experi-
ment was to form strong impressions of the target as they encountered
the information. Unlike in Experiment 1, participants were given no
information about the domains (home vs. work) to be encountered.
Participants in the comprehension-set condition were told that their goal
in the experiment was to read each statement and consider whether
a fourth-grade child could comprehend its meaning (purportedly the
statements were to be used in future experiments with children).

Each of the 36 statements was presented on the monitor at a pace of
one statement every 8 s. After the statements were presented, participants
completed a 4-min filler task (solving math problems) to eliminate
short-term memory effects. Afterward, they completed the same free
recall, frequency estimate, and likability rating tasks that were used in
Experiment 1 (except that participants in the individual target conditions
were told to base their judgments on the target person rather than the
target group).
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Results

Overview of Analyses

Two measures of context-dependent attitudes (likability esti-
mates and frequency estimates) and two indicators of social
information processing (amount of free recall and recall serial
position) were examined. We predicted that evidence of context-
dependent attitudes and memory-based judgments would be ex-
hibited in the comprehension-set conditions regardless of target
type and in the read-set condition only for group targets (where
the memory-based default for group targets should be exhib-
ited). In contrast, we expected that on-line judgments, and thus
no context-dependent attitudes, would be observed in the im-
pression-set conditions regardless of target type and in the read-
set condition only for individual targets (where the on-line de-
fault for individual targets should be exhibited). We assessed
each of these measures with ANOVAs followed by specific
planned contrasts comparing the three conditions expected to
demonstrate context-dependent attitudes and memory-based
judgments with the three conditions expected to reveal no con-
text-dependent attitudes and on-line judgments.

Although our hypotheses predicted that the effect of target
type (stronger context-dependent attitudes and memory-based
judgments for group targets than individual targets) would vary
as a function of instruction set, the nature of this prediction
(differences between target types in one condition but similari-
ties between target types in the other two conditions) severely
limited the ability of observing a significant ordinal interaction.
Rosenthal and Rosnow (1985; Rosnow & Rosenthal, 1989) have
argued that the appropriate way to test such specific a priori
predictions is by planned contrasts rather than by two-way
ANOVAs interactions. Because our model makes specific and a
priori predictions, we followed the strategy used in previous
work (e.g., McConnell et al., 1997) and used planned compari-
sons as the principal test of our hypotheses. In addition to these
between-subjects analyses, memory-judgment correlations
were assessed as an indicator of memory-based and on-line
judgments.

Context-Dependent Attitude Measures

Likability ratings. The evaluative ratings were submitted to a
3 (instruction set: impression, read, or comprehension) X 2
(target type: group vs. individual) X 2 (target domain: frequent
vs. infrequent, a repeated measure) mixed-design ANOVA. As
Table 2 reports, a main effect of target domain was found, F(1,
132) = 38.73, p < .001, revealing that participants rated the
target’s behaviors in the frequent domain as more desirable
than in the infrequent domain. Thus, in general, participants
demonstrated context-dependent attitudes. However, this main
effect was qualified by an interaction with instruction set, F (2,
132) = 4.13, p < .02. As Table 2 illustrates, the strongest
context-dependent attitudes were observed in two of the group
target conditions (read set and comprehension set) and in one
of the individual target conditions (comprehension set). These
findings are consistent with the predicted pattern of results.

To test the specific a priori prediction, a planned comparison
was conducted comparing the three conditions expected to pro-
duce context-dependent attitudes (comprehension~group, com-

prehension—individual, and read—group) with the three condi-
tions expected not to reveal context-dependent attitudes (im-
pression—individual, impression—group,-and read—individual).
This contrast analysis examined liking judgments in a condition
by target domain (frequent vs. infrequent, a repeated measure)
mixed-design. The critical prediction is the interaction between
the condition contrast and the target domain. In other words,
the relative evaluation between majority and minority domains
should have varied as a function of the conditions only where
context-dependent attitudes were expected. Indeed, this planned
contrast interaction was significant, F(1, 132) = 16.05, p <
.001. As Table 2 reveals, context-dependent attitudes (i.e., rela-
tive preference for the majority domain over the minority do-
main) were exhibited most strongly in the predicted conditions
(i.e. comprehension—group, comprehension—individual, and
read~group). Paired ¢ tests (comparing evaluations for the ma-
jority and minority domains) found that participants in those
conditions showed significant differences in attitudes as a func-
tion of context domain, #(68) = 8.88, p < .001, whereas partici-
pants in the other conditions (i.e., impression—individual, im-
pression—group, and read-individual) did not, #(68) = 1.38,
ns. Thus, participants demonstrated a significant evaluative bias
(i.e., context-dependent attitudes based on within-target illusory
correlation formation) in the conditions that encouraged mem-
ory-based judgments but not in the conditions where on-line
judgments should have occurred.

Frequency estimates. The proportion of undesirable behav-
iors estimated for the target domains was examined in an in-
struction set (impression, read, or comprehension) by target
type (group vs. individual) by target domain (proportion for
the frequent vs. infrequent domain, a repeated measure ) mixed-
design ANOVA. As Table 2 illustrates, a main effect of target
domain was observed, F(1, 132) = 18.75, p < .001, revealing
that participants generally revealed context-dependent attitudes
(i.e., reporting relatively more undesirable behaviors in the mi-
nority domain than in the majority domain). No other effects
in the omnibus ANOVA were significant.

Although Table 2 reveals that the pattern of means for fre-
quency estimate proportions were in the anticipated directions
(i.e., the three largest differences between frequent and infre-
quent domains were in the cells predicted to reveal context-
dependent attitudes), the Condition X Target Domain mixed-
design planned contrast interaction did not obtain significance,
F(1, 132) = 1.05, ns. The reason why the interaction did not
emerge is unclear.

Process Measures

In addition to exploring the formation of context-dependent
attitudes, analyses were conducted to examine whether memory-
based or on-line judgments were exhibited. Free recall was eval-
uated in the same fashion as in Experiment 1, and interjudge
agreement between the two primary judges was good (90%).

Overall recall. The total number of statements recalled by
each participant was submitted to an instruction set (impression,
read, or comprehension) by target type (individual vs. group)
ANOVA. Recall was expected to be poorer in the conditions in
which context-dependent attitudes were exhibited (i.e., compre-
hension—-group, comprehension—individual, and read-group).




Table 2
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Means for Context-Dependent Attitude and Free Recall Measures in Experiment 2

Group targets

Individual targets

Variable Imp Read Comp Imp Read Comp M
Liking ratings
Frequent domain
M 5.87 7.30 7.22 6.65 6.00 - 7.48 6.74
SD (1.57) 0.97) (1.00) (1.73) (2.04) (1.08) (1.57)
Infrequent domain
M 5.52 5.35 5.65 6.13 5.70 6.00 5.73
SD (2.39) (1.64) (1.34) (1.87) (1.96) (1.65) (1.82)
Frequency estimate
Frequent domain
M 0.45 0.34 0.36 0.38 045 0.37 0.39
SD (0.16) 0.14) 0.20) 0.16) 0.21) 0.19) (0.18)
Infrequent domain
M 0.50 0.44 0.46 0.43 0.51 0.44 0.46
SD (0.20) 0.17) 0.14) 0.15) 0.17) 0.18) 0.17)
Amount of recall
M 12.96 11.78 10.04 12.96 14.04 10.35 12.02
SD (4.53) (4.41) 4.97) (4.53) 4.12) 4.17) (4.61)
Recall serial position
First 12 items
M 033 0.27 0.27 0.38 0.40 0.23 0.32
SD 0.16) (0.16) (0.18) (0.19) 0.22) (0.15) (0.18)
Last 12 items
M 0.41 0.35 0.30 0.34 0.37 0.34 0.35
SD (0.18) 0.17) (0.18) 0.18) (0.13) 0.17) 0.17)

Note. Imp = impression-set instructions; Read = read-set instructions; Comp = comprehension-set instruc-

tions.

A main effect of instruction set was observed, F (2, 132) =
5.78, p < .01, demonstrating that participants recalled more
statements in the impression-set (M = 12.96) and read-set (M
= 12.91) conditions than in the comprehension-set condition
(M = 10.20). No other effects were significant.

To test our specific a priori prediction, we conducted a
planned contrast comparing the conditions expected to reveal
poorer recall (comprehension—group, comprehension—individ-
ual, and read—group) with the conditions expected to show
better recall (impression—individual, impression-group, and
read—individual ). As Table 2 reports, the contrast, as expected,
found that participants in the former conditions showed poorer
recall (indicative of memory-based judgments) than participants
in the latter conditions (indicative of on-line judgments), F(1,
136) = 11.66, p < .001.

Recall serial position. The proportion of statements recalled
from the first third and last third of the stimulus presentation
was computed and examined in an Instruction Set (impression,
read, or comprehension) X Target Type (individual vs. group) X
Presentation Position (first 12 items vs. last 12 items, a repeated
measure ) mixed-design ANOVA. Three effects were significant.
First, there was a main effect of instruction set, F(2, 132) =
4.22, p < .02, indicating that participants recalled more state-
ments in the impression-set (M = 0.37) and read-set (M =
0.35) conditions than in the comprehension-set condition (M =
0.29). This main effect is consistent with the overall recall
findings. There was also a main effect of recall position, F(1,
132) = 4.07, p < .05, showing that participants recalled more
behaviors from the last 12 presentation positions (M = 0.35)

than from the first 12 presentation positions (M = 0.32). These
effects, however, were qualified by the three-way interaction,
F(2, 132) = 3.75, p < .03, which is reported in Table 2. As
Table 2 reveals, the strongest recency effects (i.e., relatively
better recall for the last 12 items than the first 12 items) occurred
with group targets, except in the compreherision-set condition,
where both target types revealed evidence of recency effects in
recall.

To further test whether this three-way interaction was consis-
tent with the a priori predictions, we conducted a mixed-design
planned contrast comparing the conditions expected to display
memory-based judgments (comprehension—group, comprehen-
sion—individual, and read—group) with those in which on-line
judgments were expected (impression—individual, impression—
group, and read—individual) with respect to recall serial posi-
tion (first 12 items vs. last 12 items, a repeated measure ). The
expected interaction between these two variables (condition and
recall position) was marginally significant, F(5, 132) = 2.25,
p < .06. Inspection of Table 2 reveals that, overall, good support
for the predictions was obtained. Paired r-tests revealed that
the participants who formed context-dependent attitudes showed
significantly better recall for the last 12 items than for the first
12 items, 7(68) = —3.09, p < .01. There were no significant
differences in recall serial position for participants in the condi-
tions expected to reveal on-line judgments (¢ < 1). Therefore,
the conditions designed to elicit memory-based judgments
(which produced context-dependent attitudes based on within-
target illusory correlations) also resulted in significant recency
effects in recall.
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Memory—judgment correlations. As in Experiment 1, in-
dexes of liking based on information recalled by participants
for each domain were computed and correlated to their liking
ratings for each domain. We expected that positive correlations
would be observed only in conditions in which participants
formed memory-based judgments. Despite these predictions,
none of the zero-order correlations achieved significance (rs
< .17).

Discussion

Experiment 2 extended the notion of forming context-depen-
dent attitudes to individual, as well as group, social targets.
Thus, the production of unwarranted differential evaluations
within a single individual target can occur in situations in which
memory-based judgments are produced. The results of Experi-
ment 2 revealed that this can occur as a function of either the
type of social target the perceiver encounters (i.e., individual
vs. group) or the perceiver’s information-processing goals for
understanding the target (replicating Experiment 1).

These results indicate that context-dependent attitudes can
occur for different types of social targets when memory-based
judgments are induced. Although this process may not be the
impression formation default for individual targets (as revealed
by the read —individual condition), it is clear that context-depen-
dent attitudes for individual targets will result when social per-
ceivers do not attempt, on-line, to form an integrative impression
of the person (e.g., the comprehension—individual condition}.
These findings are consistent with previous work (e.g., McCon-
nell et al., 1994b, 1997) that shows that differential attitudes
produced by illusory correlations are determined not by the type
of target encountered but rather by whether or not perceivers
actively attempt to integrate target-relevant information into a
coherent impression as that information is received.

Although strong differences in context-dependent attitudes
were observed between individual and group targets when par-
ticipants were given nondirective instructions (i.e., the read-
set condition), context-dependent attitudes were observed when
participants were given processing goals that interfered with
their ability to form strong impressions (i.c., the comprehesion-
set condition ) regardless of target type. Moreover, when partici-
pants were given the goal of forming strong impressions ( ie.,
the impression-set condition), context-dependent attitudes were
absent regardless of the type of target encountered. These out-
comes were observed in biased likability ratings, which repli-
cated and extended Experiment 1. Although it is unclear why
the frequency estimate biases did not achieve significance (as
they did in Experiment 1), the pattern of means was consistent
with expectations.

In terms of process data, we observed support for the on-
line versus memory-based distinction in amount of recall and
primacy-recency effects in recall. When memory-based (as op-
posed to on-line) judgments were anticipated, participants re-
membered less information and showed recency effects in their
recall, as expected. Despite the strong support for the predictions
from these two indicators, significant memory-judgment corre-
lations (a third indicator of type of social information pro-
cessing) were not observed in cases in which they were ex-
pected. As previously noted, it is difficult to totally eliminate

some amount of integrative processing and thus difficult to ob-
tain significant memory—judgment correlations.

General Discussion

The main goals of this work were to determine whether people
can form different attitudes toward the very same object as that
object is embedded in different contexts and to specify a possi-
ble mechanism for how such differential impressions of a con-
stant social target in different contexts might develop. The no-
tion that attitudes, judgments, or behaviors toward a single ob-
ject can vary with context is not a new one. For example, social
judgment theory is primarily concerned with differences in the
judgment of an object depending on the context in which that
object is placed (Sherif & Hovland, 1961). Assimilation and
contrast effects as a function of context have been observed for
objects as diverse as weights (Helson, 1947), reports of reli-
gious beliefs (Salancik & Conway, 1975), the importance of
recycling (Sherman, Ahlm, Berman, & Lynn, 1978), and the
happiness (Wedell & Parducci, 1988) and height (Biernat,
Manis, & Nelson, 1991) of social targets. Thus, the very same
object can be rated as heavier or lighter, taller or shorter, happier
or sadder, and more or less important, depending on the sur-
rounding context.

However, the current context-dependent attitudes explanation
is different from the process proposed to account for assimila-
tion and contrast context effects. First, that process is often
depicted as not involving actual differences in underlying per-
ceptions of the target object but rather as being based on re-
sponse scale usage and changes in perspective of the response
scale that is used (Upshaw, 1978; see also, Tourangeau & Rasin-
ski, 1988). Even when actual changes in perception are posited
by this account (Biernat et al., 1991), the process involved is
a comparative one in which the current meaning of an object is
determined by a comparison with available other contextual
stimuli. This kind of comparison process is done at the time of
exposure to the target object and its context and thus does not
involve the development of different internalized attitudes to-
ward the same object in different contexts, as the context-depen-
dent attitudes account does.

In addition to such context effects, we have seen in Minard’s
(1952) account of his findings how differential norms in differ-
ent situations can lead to different, and seemingly inconsistent,
behaviors toward group members as a function of context. Ac-
cording to this account, although the underlying attitude toward
the target object may be constant, behaviors will differ due to
norms and situational pressures.

The current experiments considered an additional process, by
which different judgments of and behaviors toward an object
can develop as a function of context. This process is quite differ-
ent from Minard’s (1952) norm-based explanation and depends
on the development of different internalized attitudes toward the
same object in different contexts. The role of these two factors,
situational norms and internalized attitudes, in guiding behavior
is consistent with Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1973, 1980) theory of
reasoned action. Their model states that behavioral intentions
(and thus, behaviors) are primarily a function of normative
beliefs and attitudes toward the behavioral act. Minard’s expla-
nation of his data recognizes the influence of one of these fac-
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tors, normative beliefs, whereas the current experiments focused
on the other main determinant of behavior, attitudes toward
the behavioral act. In addition, we demonstrated how different
internalized attitudes toward the same object can develop in
different contexts and, consequently, how judgments of and be-
haviors toward that object will vary with context.

The operation of context-dependent attitudes produced by
within-target illusory correlations is not meant to replace or
invalidate the other processes (e.g., norm formation, assimila-
tion and contrast effects) by which differential judgments of
and behaviors toward the same social target might develop.
Rather, we are suggesting an additional mechanism by which
we might understand how seemingly inconsistent attitudes and
behaviors toward a single social target might develop.

In the current work, we explored how within-target illusory
correlations may produce such context-dependent attitudes. Dif-
ferential exposure to the same object in different contexts com-
bined with an inability to engage in integrative processing of
information about the object as it is received can lead to the
development of different internalized attitudes to the same object
as the surrounding context in which one is exposed to that object
changes. Contextual cues will determine which representation
or categorization of the object is activated and, thus, which
attitude (and associated behaviors and judgments) will be
engaged.

Past work has indeed demonstrated the validity of the illusory
correlation process in accounting for the development of differ-
ential impressions of social targets (e.g., McConnell et al.,
1994b, 1997 ). However, these past studies have always involved
the differential impressions of two or more different social tar-
gets and have focused on perceived differences between different
social groups or different individuals. The current study, in con-
trast, is the first to investigate the illusory correlation process
as it might operate in the differential perception of a single
social target as a function of different contexts in which that
target is perceived. If perceivers hold different attitudes about a
single social target in different contexts, then seeming inconsis-
tencies, such as those observed by Minard (1952), will result.
Although past work (e.g., LaPiere, 1934; Minard, 1952) has
documented such discrepancies in attitudes and behavior toward
social targets, the current work provides one possible explana-
tion for how these differential attitudes are formed, even in
situations in which objectively one should hold equivalent atti-
tudes toward the same social target in different contexts. If
the appropriate conditions for illusory correlation development
existed for Minard’s White coal miners, differential exposure
to their Black coworkers above and below the mine and a lack
of opportunity for integrative processing during social interac-
tion, then the more positive attitudes and behaviors toward the
Black miners below the ground may have been influenced by
context-dependent attitudes as well as situational norms.

The present conceptualization and the findings of the two
experiments provide another way to make sense of attitude—
behavior inconsistencies (for a critique, see Wicker, 1969) such
as those described by Minard and to maintain the concept of
attitude as an important predictor of behavior (Kelman, 1974).
To return to Minard's (1952) example, the present results sug-
gest that the White coal miners may have actually had different
internalized attitudes toward their Black coworkers in the two

different contexts, above the ground and in the mines. That is,
the same Black social targets elicited very different evaluative
response depending on the social context in which these targets
were placed. Each attitude was then quite consistent with the
judgments and behaviors toward the Black coworkers that were
formed and demonstrated in the two social settings.

This notion that attitudes toward an object vary according to
context fits nicely with Fazio’s (1990) view that attitude objects
are categorized in multiple ways. The categorization of any
object (the first stage in Fazio’s process model) determines
which attitude will be activated and thus which behaviors are
to be expected. We suggest that different contexts can evoke
different target-relevant attitudes, resulting in context-specific
patterns of behavior. Indeed, recent work by Smith et al. (1996)
supports the prediction that different categorizations of the same
object can lead to very different attitudinal responses. The cur-
rent findings are consistent with this two-stage model of catego-
rization followed by subsequent attitude activation. Further, our
results indicate one likely process by which different attitudes
become associated with different categorizations of an object
depending on the context.

In sum, these findings suggest that people may perceive evalu-
ative differences within a social entity when, in actuality, no such
differences exist. Although context effects and social norms may
be responsible for the expression of different attitudes toward
single social targets, the present work provides a mechanism by
which different context-dependent attitudes are truly formed.
Rather than demonstrating attitude—behavior inconsistency, the
current findings reveal that behaviors in different contexts may
be driven by different, and corresponding, context-dependent
attitudes. Although additional work will be required to more
fully explore these possibilities, the current research represents
one step toward an understanding of these processes.
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