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According to self-monitoring theory (Snyder, 1987), high self-monitors tailor their
self-presentation for the sake of desired public appearances, whereas low selfmonitors are relatively unlikely to practice such situationally guided impression management strategies. It was therefore predicted that, when asked to publicly express
their attitudes regarding a social group, high self-monitors would modify their expressive behaviour in a direction consistent with the attitudes attributed to their audience. Conversely, low self-monitors would be unaffected by their audience’s attitude
towards this group. A study was conducted to test this hypothesis: participants,
whose level of self-monitoring and prejudice towards homosexuals had been previously measured, were asked to report their thoughts regarding this group in an
open-ended manner. They anticipated discussing these thoughts with an audience
perceived as either prejudiced or tolerant, or they expected that their responses
would remain private. In line with predictions, high self-monitors expressed more
prejudice when the audience was perceived as prejudiced than tolerant, whereas low
self-monitors were not affected by the audience’s attitude.

Is it easier for men to make sexist jokes in front of an audience of long-time male
friends than in front of their liberal (and female) supervisors? Will a French supporter
of the anti-immigration party ‘Front National’ be more intolerant when addressing
fellow members of the FN than when interviewed by a journalist from the mainstream
public television channel? Will an Israeli leader express warmer thoughts for the Arab
Israeli minority when addressing a fellow Jewish Israeli in Hebrew than when speaking
to an American diplomat in English? While we will not provide a definite answer to
all of these questions, the present paper will constitute an attempt to address the
more general issue they raise: how does an audience’s norms affect the expression
of prejudice? In the past two decades, research, conducted mainly in the USA,
has suggested that norms condemning the expression of prejudice have become
*Correspondence should be addressed to Olivier Klein, Service de Psychologie Sociale CP 122, Université Libre de Bruxelles,
50 av. F. Roosevelt, 1050 Bruxelles, Belgium (e-mail: oklein@ulb.ac.be).
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widespread (see e.g. Crosby, Bromley, & Saxe, 1980; Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, &
Elliot, 1991; Dunton & Fazio, 1997; Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; McConahay, 1986;
Monteith, Deenen, & Tooman, 1996). Devine, Monteith, and their colleagues (Devine,
Plant, Amodio, Harmon Jones, & Vance, 2002; Monteith, 1993; Monteith, Sherman, &
Devine, 1998; Plant & Devine, 1998; see also Dunton & Fazio, 1997) have conducted a
programme of research suggesting that the prevalence of these norms may affect the
expression of prejudice in two ways: people may internalize the norms proscribing the
expression of prejudice and therefore abstain from expressing prejudice, especially if
these norms are salient. They may also do so for external reasons: to protect their
public self-image and gain approval from others. According to this view, the generalized standards prevalent in society guide prejudice expression either ‘internally’ or
‘externally’.
Of course, proponents of this perspective acknowledge that, as a function of the
situation, different norms may be applicable (e.g. as in the above examples). How may
individuals respond to these norms, especially if they violate the egalitarian standards
presumed to be prevalent? According to this perspective, their response to situational
norms is a function of the degree of internalization of these standards. For example,
Monteith et al. (1996) have suggested that low-prejudice individuals may show little
sensitivity to external norms because of their well-internalized tolerant standards: in a
situation in which they are asked to express their attitude towards an out-group, they
may bring these standards to mind regardless of the situationally salient norm. By
contrast, high-prejudice individuals should be more sensitive to external norms because they have not internalized generalized egalitarian standards. In a test of this
hypothesis, Monteith et al. used a paradigm devised by Blanchard, Lily, and Vaughn
(1991) and conducted two studies in which participants expressed their attitude
towards a social group (homosexuals in Study 1, African Americans in Study 2) after
hearing a confederate express either a tolerant or a prejudiced attitude. Contrary to the
above hypothesis, they failed to observe an interaction between the confederate’s
norm and their participants’ level of prejudice. Regardless of prejudice level, participants were more likely to conform to the tolerant than to the prejudiced norm.
Monteith et al. interpret this finding as indicating that the tolerant source is more
influential than the prejudiced source because it activates these prevalent egalitarian
standards.
However, this conclusion should be treated cautiously: indeed, one of Blanchard’s
original studies using this paradigm (Blanchard et al., 1991: Study 2) revealed precisely
the opposite pattern, with participants conforming to the prejudiced, but not to the
tolerant, source. In other studies using this paradigm, participants conformed to both
norms (Blanchard et al. 1991: Study 1; Blanchard, Crandall, Brigham, & Vaugn, 1994;
Crandall, Eshelman, & O’Brien, 2002: Study 7): thus, overall, there does not seem to be
a general tendency to conform more to a tolerant than to a prejudiced norm.
According to a different perspective (Blanchard et al., 1991, 1994; Crandall et al.,
2002; Klein, Licata, Azzi, & Durala, 2003; Ryan, Turner, & Reynolds, 2002; Sherif, 1948;
Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), there are no general norms condemning the expression of prejudice. Rather, some prejudices are thought to be more
acceptable than others as a function of the group one identifies with and of the social
context. In this view, situational norms are the crucial determinant of prejudice
expression. Prejudice expression is, in large part, a response to these situationally
salient standards. Proponents of this perspective (Blanchard et al., 1991, 1994;
Crandall et al., 2002) take the results obtained using the ‘Blanchard paradigm’ as strong
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evidence in its favour: people express prejudice when they want to conform to
important others perceived as condoning it and they abstain from doing so when these
others condemn it.
To better understand the role of an audience’s norm on the public expression of
prejudice, we shall consider the interaction between personality factors and situational
cues: this strategy has proved its usefulness in many domains of the study of personality and social behaviour (Snyder & Cantor, 1998; Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Confronting
the two perspectives we have highlighted lends itself particularly well to this strategy
because they offer different predictions as to which individual differences variables
should moderate the impact of an audience’s norms on the public expression of
prejudice.
We have seen that, according to the generalized standards perspective (Devine
et al., 1991; Monteith et al., 1996; Plant & Devine, 1998), prejudice level should be
such a moderator. By contrast, the contextual norm perspective (Crandall et al., 2002;
Turner et al., 1987) suggests that, since prejudice expression is a response to the
variable norms that are salient in a specific social context, the internalization of
generalized egalitarian standards (as revealed by a tolerant attitude) should not
necessarily minimize the impact of an audience’s norm on the public expression of
prejudice. Rather, individual differences in sensitivity to situational cues, or in concerns with social appropriateness, should chiefly moderate the impact of a situational
norm on prejudice expression.
Empirical evidence seems to favour this latter perspective. As we have seen,
Monteith et al. (1996) observed in two studies using Blanchard et al.’s paradigm that
convergence with the source of influence was independent of prejudice level. Data
from a study by Crandall et al. (2002: Study 7) provide more direct support for the
contextual perspective. These authors used three scales designed to measure an internal motivation to respond without prejudice:1 according to the generalized standards
perspective, such scales capture the extent to which internalized egalitarian standards
motivate individuals to suppress prejudice expression. A few months after the administration of these scales, Crandall et al. asked participants to express their degree of
tolerance towards racism using a manipulation comparable to Blanchard et al.’s (1991,
1994). The three prejudice suppression scales that they used predicted tolerance
towards racism negatively when racism was condemned by the source but positively
when racism was condoned by the source: thus, the more that people reported being
motivated to suppress prejudice, the higher the level of prejudice actually expressed.
These results suggest that these scales do not capture responses to internalized nonprejudiced standards but a general motivation to conform to contextual norms.
This study is interesting because it casts doubt on the validity of these scales and,
more importantly, on the very idea that suppressing prejudice expression can be a
general motivation independent of the social context. However, from an individual
differences perspective, a strong test of the contextual norm hypothesis involves
examining whether individual differences in the sensitivity to situational norms, rather
than individual differences in prejudice level, moderate the impact of an audience’s
attitudes on prejudice expression. The self-monitoring construct (Gangestad &
Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1974, 1979, 1987; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) was developed to
tap differences in sensitivity to such situational norms. Specifically, high self-monitors
1

The Internal Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice (Plant & Devine, 1998), the Concern With Appearing Prejudiced
Scale (Dunton & Fazio, 1997), and their own Suppression Scale (Crandall et al., 2002).
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(identified by their high scores on the Self-Monitoring Scale; Snyder, 1974) strategically
cultivate their public appearances. They use the cues available in their social environment to present public images that will gain them favourable outcomes (Gangestad &
Snyder, 2000). In this respect, they are particularly likely to express attitudes and
opinions consistent with those they attribute to their audiences, which they perceive
as normative (McCann & Hancock, 1983; Snyder & Monson, 1975). On the other hand,
low self-monitors are less likely to engage in such strategic impression management
activities and, accordingly, their behaviour is less dependent on situational and interpersonal considerations (Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982; Snyder & Swann, 1976; Zanna,
Olson, & Fazio, 1980).
In the present study, we examined the relation between self-monitoring and the
expression of prejudice in public contexts. To do so, we used a procedure devised by
Tetlock (1992), which has already been employed in previous studies on prejudice
expression (Lambert, Cronen, Chasteen, & Lickel, 1996). Participants, whose level of
self-monitoring had been previously assessed, either expected to discuss their thoughts
about a target group with others, or they expected that their answers would remain
confidential. For those who expected to have a discussion, the attitude of the audience
regarding the target group was manipulated to be either positive or negative. This
design allows us to independently assess effects due to the presence of audience and to
this audience’s attitude.

Hypotheses
In view of the analysis presented above, we expected participants to express a lower
level of prejudice in the presence of a tolerant than in the presence of a prejudiced
audience. More importantly, however, we predicted that the relation between selfmonitoring and prejudice expression will differ as a function of the attitude attributed
to the audience. Since high self-monitors tend to express attitudes that are consistent
with their audience’s, they should express more prejudiced attitudes in the presence
of a prejudiced than in the presence of a tolerant audience. On the other hand, low
self-monitors should not be affected by the audience’s attitude. To the extent that
self-monitoring essentially captures individual propensities to cultivate public appearances (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000), it should not be a strong predictor of prejudice
expression when responses are private, especially if the communicator’s actual level
of prejudice is controlled for. Hence, for high self-monitors, the level of prejudice
expression should have an intermediate value in this condition, whereas for low
self-monitors, it should not differ from the two other conditions.
Finally, although we expect a participant’s prejudice level to predict prejudice
expression, this effect should be independent of the audience’s attitude (cf. Monteith
et al., 1996).

Method
Participants and design
Participants were 98 undergraduate students (70 women, 24 men and 4 persons who
did not specify their gender, mean age=19.10 years) taking an introductory psychology
class at the University of Minnesota and receiving course credit for their participation.
In view of the fact that the present study concerned the expression of attitudes
regarding an out-group, nine participants were excluded from analyses because they
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reported being homosexual or bisexual (for whom the attitudes at issue would not
necessarily concern an out-group). The main predictor variables were self-monitoring
and the audience’s attitude towards homosexuals (positive, no audience, negative).
Initial phase
Embedded in other measures, the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974) and a measure
of prejudice toward homosexuals (Heterosexuals’ Attitude towards Homosexuality
[HATH: Larsen, Reed, & Hoffman, 1980]), were administered in a group testing session; 56 participants also responded to the Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice
Scale (Plant & Devine, 1998) adapted to the context of prejudice toward homosexual
targets.2 Thanks to a confidential code, the answers were anonymous for all participants at this stage.
Attitude expression phase and manipulations
Three weeks later, the same participants were invited to take part in an ostensibly
unrelated study. This second part of the study was run in group sessions as well, but by
different experimenters. The instructions and manipulations were written on a questionnaire distributed randomly to participants. To ensure that participants’ levels of
self-monitoring and attitude towards homosexuals were equivalent across experimentally created conditions, we conducted two one-way analyses of variance on these
variables. These analyses suggest that random assignment was successful3 (F(1, 88)
< 0.5, ns for both variables).
Cover story
This study was presented as concerning perceptions of couples using the following
instructions:
The study you are going to participate in concerns your perception of couples. Of course,
there are many different types of couples; heterosexual married couples but also boyfriend–
girlfriend, best friends, gay couples and lesbian couples. In this study, you will be asked
questions on your perception of a couple of one of these types.
You will be asked questions regarding ... couples.

Actually, for all participants, ‘gay’ was written by hand in the dotted line section of the
instructions.
Manipulation of the audience’s attitude
Two-thirds of the participants were told that, just after expressing their thoughts, they
would discuss their answers with a group of people whose attitudes were described as
favourable (for one-third of the participants) or unfavourable towards homosexuals
(for the second third). In the tolerant-audience condition, the text read as follows:
In order to generalize the results of this study across various populations, half of the participants in this study are people between 26 and 70 years old coming from the greater
2

The study was run in two sessions across two semesters. Plant and Devine (1998) had not yet been published at the time
of the first session and we therefore could not introduce their measure until the second session of data collection.
3
For self-monitoring, Ms=14.08, 13.68 and 13.77, and for the HATH, Ms=88.03, 91.10 and 90.09 in the
prejudiced-audience, no-audience and tolerant-audience conditions, respectively.
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Minneapolis/St Paul area. After answering this questionnaire, you will go to another
room to read and discuss your impressions and answers individually with one of those
participants, who will read and discuss his/her answers with you.
You may want to know that these participants are people who hold mildly favourable to
extremely favourable attitudes towards homosexuals.

For participants in the prejudiced-audience condition, ‘unfavourable’ was substituted
in place of ‘favourable’ in this last paragraph.
Participants in the ‘No-audience’ condition were told that the answers that they
provided to this questionnaire would remain anonymous and confidential.
After they had read this page, participants were asked to express their attitude
towards homosexuals (instructions were borrowed from Devine, 1989):
Now we would like you to list all of the thoughts that come to your mind in response to the
category ‘Gays’. All of your thoughts (beliefs, feelings, expectations), flattering or unflattering,
are welcome.

Participants wrote their thoughts in up to ten pre-formatted boxes.
Background information and manipulation checks
Participants in the two audience conditions were asked to evaluate on a 7-point scale
the attitude towards homosexuals they expected from the people they were going to
discuss with (1=very favourable, 7=very unfavourable). Participants were also asked
to report their gender, age and sexual orientation.
Once all the questionnaires had been filled in, participants were informed that the
second phase would not actually take place and that all their answers would remain
confidential. They were debriefed and thanked for their participation.
Independent ratings of prejudice
Thoughts were coded by three independent judges as tolerant (−1), neutral (0) or
prejudiced (+1). The judges’ ratings were reliable, Cronbach’s a=.94.

Results
Manipulation checks
Participants in the prejudiced-audience condition reliably expected their audience
to be less favourable to homosexuals than participants in the favourable-audience
condition (Ms=5.37 and 2.40 respectively, t(30)=5.24, p < .001).4
Correlations between self-monitoring, prejudice and prejudice control
The distribution of scores on the Self-Monitoring Scale and the HATH scale were within
the typical ranges for these measures (for self-monitoring: Min=6, Max=21, M=13.87,
SD=3.90, with higher scores indicating higher self-monitoring orientations; for HATH:
Min=20, Max=120, M=89.45, SD=23.39, with higher scores reflecting more positive
attitudes). For the purpose of the present study, it was important to determine
4

The low degrees of freedom were influenced by a high number of missing values on this variable, due to an omission of
the manipulation checks in the questionnaires distributed during the first experimental session.
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whether any effect of self-monitoring could be attributed to variables known to moderate the expression of prejudice in public contexts, such as the level of prejudice
(Devine et al., 1991; Lambert et al. 1996; Monteith et al., 1996) and the sources of
motivation to respond without prejudice (Plant & Devine, 1998). Self-monitoring was
uncorrelated with the attitude towards homosexuals (r=.052, ns), the internal motivation to respond without prejudice (IMS: r=−.14, ns) and the external motivation to
respond without prejudice (EMS: r=−.14, ns). This suggests that self-monitoring effects
cannot be attributed either to prejudice level or to a general motivation to respond
without prejudice.
Prejudice expression
The main dependent variable, prejudice expression, was the sum of the scores for all
thoughts expressed by a participant averaged across judges. Higher scores indicated
higher levels of prejudice expression: We assumed that a participant who expressed
three positive thoughts should be considered as expressing a more positive view of the
target group than a participant who expressed only one. Hence, both the valence and
the number of thoughts are taken into account to compute this index, which ranged
between −15 and +15, with higher scores indicating higher levels of prejudice expression. Note that one outlier was excluded from further analyses because of an extreme
score (+21) on this variable (M=−2.73, SD=6.83). Participants expressed on average
4.82 thoughts, SD=1.13.
To test our major hypothesis about the expression of prejudice, data were analysed
using a multiple regression strategy (Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen & Cohen, 1983; Judd
& McClelland, 1989; Judd, McClelland, & Culhane, 1995). This approach has all of the
advantages of the analysis of variance; however, in addition, it also offers the added
advantage of greater power by respecting the continuity of all predictors. According to
our predictions, high self-monitors, but not low self-monitors, should display a tendency to express less prejudice in the tolerant-audience than in the prejudicedaudience condition, with intermediate levels of prejudice expression in the noaudience condition. Hence, the relation between self-monitoring and prejudice
expression should decrease linearly as we move from the prejudiced-audience to
the tolerant-audience condition though the no-audience condition.5
Testing this prediction requires the introduction of two sets of contrast terms in the
regression and to examine their interactions with self-monitoring. Table 1 shows the
two sets used for this purpose. The first set tests for a linear increase in prejudice
expression from the prejudiced-audience to the tolerant-audience conditions. The
second set tests for a quadratic (parabolic) relation between the audience factor and
prejudice expression. The effect of the first contrast variable is independent of the
mean level of prejudice expression in the no-audience condition (its weight being 0 in
this condition): Hence, this variable may be a reliable predictor even when the level of
prejudice expression is significantly higher (or lower) in the no-audience condition
than in the two other conditions. The second contrast evaluates the latter possibility.
Evidence for an exclusively linear trend is obtained if the first, but not the second,
contrast variable has a significant effect on the dependent variable. A quadratic trend
is evidenced if the second contrast variable is a reliable predictor. The products of
5

Note that, although self-monitoring is theoretically believed to be a class variable (with two levels: high or low), the
distribution of scores on the Self-Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974), which estimates this variable, is continuous (Gangestad
& Snyder, 1985; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986) and our analytic strategy treats it as such.
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these terms with self-monitoring test for similar trends in the relation between
self-monitoring and prejudice expression.
In view of the obviously important role that the level of prejudice plays in the
expression of prejudice (Devine et al., 1991; Monteith, 1993), the attitude towards
homosexuals (averaged across items, Cronbach’s a=.95 with higher scores indicating
more favourable attitudes) was entered in the regression as well. Not only did entering
this variable in the regression increase the power of the analysis, but it also allowed us
to evaluate (and to discard) the possibility that the effects of self-monitoring were
actually due to variations in prejudice level among high and low self-monitors or in the
three audience conditions. We also tested for possible interactions between prejudice
level and audience by introducing the products between the two constrast terms and
the attitude towards homosexuals. Finally, to test for the possibility that low selfmonitors would be more consistent with their underlying attitudes than high selfmonitors (see e.g. Gangestad & Snyder, 2000; Snyder, 1987), the interaction between
prejudice level and self monitoring (in the form of the product between these two
variables) was also entered in the model.6
In all, nine predictors were entered into the regression: attitude towards homosexuals (centred), self-monitoring (centred), the two contrast terms, the interaction
between self-monitoring and the attitude towards homosexuals, the interactions
between self-monitoring and the contrast terms, and the interactions between attitude
towards homosexuals and the contrast terms.
The model accounted for 62% of the variance in prejudice expression, F(11,
78)=14.32, p < .001. Table 2 shows the regression coefficient for each of the predictors. As expected, we observed an interaction between audience and self-monitoring.
Indeed, the predictor denoting the interaction between the first contrast term and
self-monitoring was reliable. Conversely, the interaction between the second contrast
term and self-monitoring did not reach significance. Taken together, these two results
suggest that the linear decrease in the correlation between self-monitoring and
prejudice expression as a function of the audience factor (prejudiced audience, no
audience and tolerant audience, respectively) accounts for all interactions between
self-monitoring and the audience’s attitude.
Although the interaction between self-monitoring and audience is definitely
consistent with our hypotheses, it is not clear whether the effect is driven by low
self-monitors’ or high self-monitors’ sensitivity to the audience manipulation.
To gain a better sense of the interaction between self-monitoring and the audience
factor, we followed Cohen and Cohen’s (1983) recommendation and computed
6

Note that the three-way interactions were included in a separate model. As these interactions were not relevant to the
theoretical framework presented here, and did not make a significant increase in the percentage of variance explained by
the model, they are not discussed here (following recommendations by, for example, Aiken and West [1991] and Finney,
Mitchell, Cronkite, and Moos, [1984]).
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expected levels of prejudice expression in each condition for values of self-monitoring
one standard deviation below and above the mean level of self-monitoring. The outcome of these computations is depicted in Figure 1. Descriptively, it appears from this
figure that high self-monitors express less prejudice when addressing a tolerant than a
prejudiced audience. In the no-audience condition, they express an intermediate level
of prejudice. On the other hand, low self-monitors seem relatively unaffected by the
audience’s attitude or presence. This pattern is consistent with our predictions. In
order to examine whether it was statistically reliable, we used the values reported in
Figure 1 as criteria and performed pairwise comparisons between the three audience
conditions for low- and high self-monitors separately (in line with the method recommended by Aiken and West [1991]). For low self-monitors, no reliable difference
emerged (all ts < 1, ns). In contrast, high self-monitors expressed lower levels of
prejudice in the tolerant-audience than in the prejudiced-audience condition,
t(78)=2.28, p=.029 and in the no-audience condition, t(78)=1.64, p=.10. The noaudience and prejudiced-audience conditions did not differ significantly, t < 1, ns.
Hence, as expected, only the high self-monitors seemed to be sensitive to the
audience’s presence and attitudes.7
The next question we addressed was whether self-monitoring had an effect within
each condition of the experiment. Consistent with predictions, the simple slope for
prejudice expression on self-monitoring was negative (B=−.20, ns) in the tolerantaudience condition and positive in the prejudiced-audience condition (B=.37, p < .1);
however, it was also positive in the no-audience condition (B=.22, ns). Thus, descriptively, high self-monitors were more likely to express prejudiced attitudes than low
7

Note that our measure of prejudice expression is sensitive to the number of thoughts expressed. Could high self-monitors
differ from low self-monitors in the number of thoughts they express as a function of the audience? A regression on the
number of thoughts expressed revealed that this variable was itself unaffected by any of the predictors (all ps > .1),
indicating that the effect of self-monitoring on prejudice expression cannot be attributed to a variation in the number of
thoughts expressed.

308

Olivier Klein et al.

Figure 1. Prejudice expression as a function of self-monitoring and audience’s attitude.

self-monitors in the prejudiced-audience and the no-audience conditions, whereas the
reverse pattern occurred in the tolerant-audience condition. However, these results
must be treated with some caution as only in the prejudiced-audience condition did
the simple slope approach significance.
Although the main focus of our analyses was the interaction between self-monitoring
and audience, the other terms included in the multiple regression provide useful
information as well.
Consistent with earlier research (Devine et al., 1991; Monteith, 1993; Monteith et
al., 1996), we found that attitudes towards homosexuals are the main determinant of
the expression of prejudice (see Table 2); the more negative their attitudes, the more
that participants expressed prejudice. None of the interactions between these attitudes
and the contrast terms reached significance: participants were equally consistent with
their attitudes when anticipating an encounter with a prejudiced audience (B=.21, p <
.01), a tolerant audience (B=.20, p < .01), or no audience at all (B=.26, p < .01).8
Did the audience’s attitude affect prejudice expression in and of itself? Although
participants expressed higher levels of prejudice in the prejudiced-audience
(M=−1.55) than in the tolerant-audience condition (M=−3.31), this difference was not
significant, as revealed by the lack of significance of the coefficient associated with the
first contrast term. This suggests that, in general, people did not express different
levels of prejudice as a function of whether they addressed an audience perceived as
tolerant or prejudiced.
Another issue of interest is whether the presence of an audience in and of itself
would affect the expression of prejudice. The second quadratic term precisely tests for
an impact of publicity per se on the expression of prejudiced attitudes. This contrast
8

Another way to investigate these interactions is to compute predicted values for high- and low-prejudiced individuals using
Cohen and Cohen’s method (1983). Using this method, we observe that (if anything) high-prejudiced individuals seem to
report more prejudiced thoughts in the absence of an audience (M=−4.00) than either in the presence of a tolerant
(M=−1.22) or a prejudiced audience (M=−2.03). For low-prejudiced individuals, we observed a tendency to report more
prejudice in the presence of a prejudiced (M=−6.91) than in the presence of a tolerant audience (M=−7.88) or in the
absence of an audience (M=−7.90). Unsurprisingly however, pairwise comparisons between audience conditions failed to
reach significance for both high- and low-prejudiced participants, all ps > .10.
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was not a reliable predictor, indicating that there does not seem to be a general
tendency to express less prejudiced attitudes in the presence than in the absence of an
audience.
Although it was not the primary focus of this research, this data collection also
offered us an opportunity to examine the often studied attitude–behaviour relation and
its moderation by self-monitoring. In line with the empirical literature on selfmonitoring (for a recent quantitative review, see Gangestad & Snyder, 2000), the
attitudes and behaviours of low self-monitors should be more highly correlated than
those of high self-monitors. In the absence of an interaction between self-monitoring
and attitude towards homosexuals, the model does not support this hypothesis (see
Table 2). However, this outcome may be due to the very high correlation between the
attitudinal measure and the measure of prejudice expression (rs=−.75, −.82 and −.81
in the prejudiced-audience, no-audience and tolerant-audience conditions, respectively): these correlations may have posed a ceiling effect for observing variations in
attitude–behaviour relations.9
Finally, our data also offered us an opportunity to determine whether, as suggested
by Crandall et al. (2002), the relation between the internal motivation to respond
without prejudice and prejudice expression was a function of the normative context.
Using the same analysis procedure as these authors, we found that the correlations
between the IMS and prejudice expression were high across conditions (r=−.83, −.67
and −.57, all ps < .01 in the no-audience, tolerant-audience and prejudiced-audience
conditions, respectively) and did not differ reliably from each other (using Fisher’s Z,
all ts < 1, ns). Even when using a more powerful regression strategy the attitude
towards homosexuals, the IMS, the two contrast terms and their interactions with the
IMS as predictors, we failed to observe an interaction between the manipulation and
scores on the IMS (t(41) < 1, ns, and t(41)=1.30, p=.19 for the interactions involving
the first and second contrast terms, respectively). The same conclusion holds if a
similar strategy is employed using the EMS and its interactions with the audience factor
as a predictor of prejudice expression (t(41) < 1, ns and t(41)=1.38, p=.18 for the
interactions involving the two contrast terms) with rs=.30, −.01 and .25 (all ps > .10) in
the no-audience, tolerant-audience and prejudiced-audience conditions, respectively.
Thus, the EMS does not differentially predict prejudice expression as a function of the
normative context and, if anything, seems to be positively related with this variable.10

Discussion
The results of the present study suggest that the extent to which people are willing to
express positive or negative attitudes regarding a social group may simultaneously
9

The values of these correlations may seem extreme in view of the literature on attitude–behaviour relations (see Eagly &
Chaiken, 1993, 1998; Fazio, 1986, for reviews). Nevertheless, one should consider several factors that may explain these
high values. First, both the HATH scale and the measure of prejudice expression had a very high level of internal reliability
(item–total correlations for the 20-item HATH ranged between .48 and .83, M=.68, Cronbach’s α=.92; while correlations
between individual thought scores and the total score ranged between .59 and .73, M=.67); thus attenuation of the
observed attitude–behaviour correlation due to unreliability of the measures would be minimized in this case. Second, one
should keep in mind that the behavioural measure of prejudice expression is very similar, both conceptually and in its
presentation, to the HATH measure of attitudes (both involve written statements about homosexuals), which may have the
effect of increasing the observed correlations between the attitude and behaviour measures. And, third, high correlations
between this attitude measure and related constructs have been observed in earlier research (see Larsen et al., 1980).
Note also Crandall et al.’s (2002) report of a correlation of .97 between the normative appropriateness of prejudice and
prejudice expression itself.
10
The direction of these correlations does not change if the attitude towards homosexuals is controlled for.
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depend on their audience’s norms and on general features of personality. Specifically,
the higher the level of self-monitoring, the more likely communicators were to express
attitudes consistent with those of their anticipated audiences; in relative terms, the
relation between self-monitoring and prejudice expression was most negative when
the audience was perceived as tolerant, intermediate when there was no audience, and
most positive when the audience was perceived as prejudiced. This pattern of results,
which was obtained on open-ended answers more reminiscent of the expression of
prejudice as it occurs in naturalistic contexts (Van Dijk, 1987) than the questionnaire
responses used in previous studies on this topic (Blanchard et al., 1994; Klein et al.,
2003; Monteith et al., 1996), supports the view that, out of a concern for social
appropriateness, high self-monitors adapt the group attitudes they are willing to
publicly endorse to fit their audience’s attitudes.11
The present study failed to detect a general tendency to express less prejudice when
the audience espoused a tolerant than a prejudiced norm. However, descriptively, the
results observed in the present study were consistent with this trend. The failure to
detect a main effect of the audience’s norm may be due to differences in manipulations
of the situational norm: in earlier studies (e.g. Blanchard et al., 1991, 1994; Monteith
et al., 1996), a source of influence expressed a strongly tolerant or intolerant view in
the immediate presence of the respondent. In the present case, participants only
anticipated interacting with an audience perceived as varying on a continuum of
tolerance (or prejudice). Our manipulation may therefore have been less powerful.
How do these results speak to the contextual vs. general view of the role of norms
in prejudice expression? The absence of interaction between prejudice level and
the audience’s attitude is consistent with earlier results (Monteith et al., 1996) and
suggests that the absence of well-internalized standards among highly prejudiced individuals does not make them more sensitive to an audience’s attitudes than individuals
low in prejudice. In contrast, the observation that high self-monitors conform more to
the audience’s attitude than low self-monitors is consistent with Crandall et al.’s
suggestion (Crandall et al., 2002) that concerns for social appropriateness partially
determine the expression of prejudice. These two results therefore support the
contextual perspective.
Nonetheless, individual differences in prejudice level, and in the motivation to
respond without prejudice, remained potent predictors of prejudice expression. Contrary to the findings of Crandall et al., this study does not question the validity of the
internal motivation to respond without prejudice scale12 (Plant & Devine, 1998). Just
as with prejudice level, it reliably predicted prejudice expression across conditions.
Our results should therefore not be taken as evidence that the internalization of
generalized standards does not influence prejudice expression. Rather, they suggest
that the influence of an audience’s norms on prejudice expression is independent of
these generalized standards or of a general, internal or external, motivation to suppress
prejudice.
The absence of correlation between the Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice
Scales and Self-Monitoring Scale (already observed by Plant & Devine, 1998) suggests
11
Note that the results obtained in the no-audience condition were much closer to the prejudiced-audience condition than
to the tolerant-audience condition. This may indicate that, at least in the context in which this study was conducted, a
moderate level of prejudice expression is perceived as acceptable.
12
The divergence between our results and theirs may be partly due to the fact that their dependent variable is a measure
of “tolerance towards racism”. This scale can be viewed as measuring the normative appropriateness of racism rather than
prejudice per se and may therefore be more sensitive to the normative context than our measure.

Self-monitoring and prejudice

311

that, unlike the self-monitoring scale, these scales may not capture a general sensitivity
to the normative context (as suggested by Crandall et al., 2002). High self-monitors’
behavioural flexibility may not be adequately captured by these measures because
these individuals respond to different norms as a function of the situation, rather than
to generalized standards. In this regard, high self-monitors may be truly seen as being
motivated by external standards but these standards may be flexible and depend on the
situation. Generally, conformity with an audience’s attitude may be a promising strategy for obtaining social approval, but when the expression of a dissenting perspective
is considered as preferable, and more rewarding, high self-monitors may purposefully
display anti-normative behavior (Snyder & Monson, 1975). In such a context, high
self-monitors might actually express fewer prejudiced thoughts in the presence of an
intolerant than a tolerant audience. Thus, high self-monitors may not be particularly
sensitive to general standards of tolerance unless the violation of these standards has
consequences on social adjustment in specific social contexts.
Our results also offer some information on the impact of identifiability to an
audience on the expression of prejudice. Early studies have suggested that people
refrain from expressing directly, or publicly, the anti-normative attitudes they privately
endorse (Crosby et al., 1980; Sigall & Page, 1972; Zimbardo, 1969). The present
findings did not reveal any general effect of identifiability on prejudice expression.
If the publicity of responses induced behaviour consistent with general norms, participants should have been less affected by the audience’s attitude than by publicity
per se. On the contrary, the different effects obtained as a function of whether the
audience was perceived as tolerant or prejudiced suggest that the impact of public
versus private contexts on the expression of prejudice depends on situationally salient
norms, rather than on general norms. This finding is consistent with the recent
literature on deindividuation (Postmes & Spears, 1998; Reicher, Spears, & Postmes,
1995).
When considering the comparability of the present findings to earlier studies of
audience effects on the expression of prejudice, it is important to keep in mind that
research investigating audience effects has relied on very different manipulations
of this factor. An important difference between various manipulations of audience
concerns the actual presence of the audience. For example, in Blanchard et al.’s
(1991) and Monteith et al.’s (1996) studies, the audience was physically present
as the participant responded. By contrast, in this study, as in previous research
investigating audience effects on prejudice expression (Klein et al., in press; Lambert
et al., 1996; Noel, Wann, & Branscombe, 1995), participants did not directly
interact with the audience but only expected to do so. Hence, our results suggest
that high self-monitors not only use cues that are directly available in the actual
social interaction, but that they modify their expressive behaviour to become
consistent with that of an anticipated audience. Such a capacity to anticipate the
appropriate behaviours may help them adapt to different social contexts. Although it
may be too early to generalize these results to situations in which the audience is
actually present, other studies (e.g. McCann & Hancock, 1983; Snyder & Monson,
1975) suggest that high self-monitors tend to conform to a physically present
audiences as well.
Moreover, our results suggest that individuals high and low in prejudice are not
differently affected by the presence or absence of an audience. These findings replicate
earlier research (Blanchard et al., 1991; Monteith et al., 1996; Plant & Devine, 1998)
and extend it by disentangling the impact of the audience’s actual attitude from the
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mere impact of its presence. However, they are inconsistent with a recent set of
studies (Lambert et al.’s, 1996) which showed that anticipating to encounter an
audience leads to a greater consistency with initial attitudes. This discrepancy may be
due, in large part, to the use of very different measures of prejudice expression.
Actually, Lambert et al. used measures of stereotyping rather than prejudice per se.
Stereotypes are probably much more acceptable expressions of prejudice and
may therefore be more amenable to variations in the direction of greater prejudice
expression.
In conclusion, this study provides evidence that individual differences in the monitoring of expressive behaviour, as captured by the self-monitoring scale, can moderate
the impact of situational norms on the expression of prejudice. More specifically, we
have shown that, when expressing their attitudes about an out-group, high selfmonitors tend to converge more with their audience’s perceived attitude than do low
self-monitors. Generally, our data suggest that studying the cognitive and motivational
underpinnings of prejudiced attitudes, in and of themselves, may not be sufficient for
understanding their expression, as social and contextual factors such as the presence
of a social audience and an actor’s perceptions of what is normative from the perspective of that audience may critically influence the public expression of prejudiced
attitudes.
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