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“Why do human beings slip so easily into ethnic preju-
dice? They do so because the two essential ingredi-
ents...—erroneous generalization and hostility—are
natural and common capacities of the human mind.”
(Allport, 1954, p. 17)

One of Allport’s (1954) lasting contributions to our
understanding of human nature is the recognition that
prejudiced attitudes are not necessarily the result of a
hateful ideology, or that of a limited intellect, or a disor-
dered personality. Prejudice, instead, may reflect ordi-
nary principles of social psychology: It is the byproduct
of basic psychological processes by which the average
person understands and relates to the social environ-
ment. This interpretation has guided much of the social
psychological work on prejudice and intergroup rela-
tions ever since Allport’s classic text first appeared
(e.g., Brewer, 2001; Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, &
Dovidio, 1989; Hamilton & Rose, 1980; Park. Judd. &
Ryan, 1991; Pettigrew, 1979; Tajfel, 1981).Itis alsothe
underlying premise for recent work showing that group
attitudes affect people’s social perceptions and behav-
iors implicitly, without a person being aware of such in-
fluences, or having control over them (e.g., Devine,
1989; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995;
Perdue & Gurtman, 1990; Wittenbrink, Judd. & Park,
1997). According to this work, group attitudes and ste-
reotypes stored in long-term memory operate just like
ordinary memory contents, To the extent that they are
over-learned and frequently accessed in response to a
particular stimulus, they are activated automatically
whenever the stimulus is present. Several techniques
have been proposed that assess a person’s propensity to
activate group attitudes automatically—among them
priming measures (Fazioetal., 1995; Wittenbrink et al.,
1997) and the Implicit Association Test (IAT; Green-
wald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). These measures
have received considerable attention from social psy-
chologists as well as from researchers in related fields
like political science. In their lead article, Arkes and
Tetlock (this issue) resolutely reject these measures.
Their rejection is based on a number of reasons that are
“part psychological, part philosophical, and certainly
part political.” Although I do not feel qualified to speak
to the philosophical and political aspects of Arkes and
Tetlock’s criticism, I would like to comment on some of
the psychological issues involved. I will focus primarily
on what I believe to be the most critical argument raised
by Arkes and Tetlock, their assertion that implicit mea-
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sures actually do not capture people’s attitudes at all. As
this argument is not just limited to the specific issue of
prejudice butis germane to attitudes in general, my com-
ments address the use of implicit measures for the as-
sessment of attitudes in general.

The Case Against Implicit Attitude
Measures

The argument that implicit measures do not assess at-
titudes is based on a distinction between two types of as-
sociations thata person mighthave inresponse to anatti-
tude object: (a) things that a person truly feels and
believes and (b) associations that, on further scrutiny,
onerejects as being invalid orinappropriate, but thatex-
ist merely because of pervasive environmental influ-
ences. Forexample, most people in the United Sates are
familiar with the negative cultural stereotype for Afri-
can Americans and, thus, have associations stored in
memory that link African Americans to stereotypic at-
tributes like dangerous and hostile. As Arkes and
Tetlock (this issue) point out, knowledge of the stereo-
type, however, doesn’t necessarily imply its accep-
tance. Thus Arkes and Tetlock argue that for associa-
tions to be diagnostic of a person’s attitude, they have to
be accepted associations— they have to be “function-
ally intertwined” with a person’s other beliefs and feel-
ings in regard to the attitude object. In contrast, merely
known associations are extraneous to a person’s attitude
(for a similar position, see Karpinski & Hilton, 2001).

Implicit measures, by design, assess the associative
strength between an attitude object and other evaluatively
laden constructs. And although one can frame the assess-
ment context in ways that will make accepted associations
more relevant to the response task (see Olson & Fazio,
2004), the measures are in principle sensitive to both ac-
cepted and merely known associations. In fact, given that
automatic activation is thought to develop from frequent,
repetitive experiences with a stimulus (Shiffrin & Schnei-
der, 1977) and given the ubiquitous perpetuation of nega-
tive stereotypes about African Americans in the media
(e.gz., Weigel, Loomis, & Soja, 1980), it is quite possible
that culturally shared associations, as opposed to person-
ally accepted associations, play a prominentrole in sponta-
neous evaluations, Incontrast, they may be much lessrele-
vant for people’s attitudes once given an opportunity to
reflect on them—which is why Arkes and Tetlock (this is-
sue) conclude that implicit measures are ineffective in as-
sessing prejudice.
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From Associations to Attitudes

Why would we consider implicit measures as evi-
dence for people’s attitudes, if they are influenced by
factors that people will reject, when given achancetodo
so? Before I address this question, let me point out that
such discrepancies between different measures of an at-
titude are not rare and are certainly not limited to com-
parisons between implicit and explicit attitudes. In fact,
the attitude literature is replete with examples in which
people’s evaluations are influenced by factors that, un-
der different circumstances, they will reject. For in-
stance, one of the classic illustrations of this issue comes
from the literature on sexual behavior and related atti-
tudes toward contraceptive use. When people are asked
abouttheir attitudes toward condom use, theirresponses
tend to be influenced by cognitive factors, like beliefs
about health risks, rather than by affective components,
like their desire for instant gratification or feelings of
embarrassment. Nevertheless, people’s actual behav-
iors are shaped to a greater extent by affective influences
than they anticipate (e.g., Kothandapani, 1971; Marsh,
Johnson, & Scott-Sheldon, 2001).

If we applied Arkes and Tetlock’s (this issue) argu-
ment to this case. we should conclude that affective
sources of input are undiagnostic of people’s attitudes
toward condom use. Because, when given an opportu-
nity, people will reject these influences as inappropri-
ate and as not reflecting their true concerns regarding
the potential health risks associated with unprotected
intercourse. Of course, such a conclusion is absurd be-
cause in the present example these affective sources of
input are, if anything, more relevant for the evaluations
that actually determine people’s behaviors than are any
of the sources of input that people claim to find accept-
able and relevant. Likewise, although people may re-
ject stereotypic associations as invalid and inconsistent
with their other beliefs, those rejected associations
may nevertheless impact people’s evaluations of the
group or of individual group members.

The broader point illustrated by this example is that at-
titudes are based on multiple, and not always evaluatively
homogeneous, influences. That is, attitudes are com-
monly defined as an evaluative tendency, or predisposi-
tion, to respond to an attitude object with some degree of
favor or disfavor (e.g., Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). In rare
cases, such evaluative tendencies are grounded in a single
source, like, for instance, a single evaluative association
with the attitude object. More commonly, attitudes have
multiple sources of input that may not always be consis-
tent in terms of their evaluative implications. With regard
to group attitudes, for example, a person is likely to hold
many stored associations, of which cultural stereotypes,
known members of the group, or personal experiences
with members of the group may be some.

The position advocated by Arkes and Tetlock (this
issue) ultimately contends that, of all the sources of in-

put that exist, only those will impact a person’s
evaluative response that are deemed valid and relevant
to the attitude object. Therefore, only those explicitly
endorsed sources qualify as proper indicators of peo-
ple’s attitudes.

The first problem with this argument is that accep-
tance of any given influence varies significantly across
situations, as the prior example shows and an extensive
literature on context effects has shown (for a review,
see Sudman, Bradburn, & Schwarz, 1996). Accep-
tance per se is therefore a poor and ambiguous criterion
for determining what kinds of influences a proper atti-
tude measure should actually assess.

The second problem is that in many situations evalu-
ations take place without any consideration about
whether they are based on valid and relevant input. In
fact, some 20 years of research into the processes that
underlie attitudinal responses have firmly established
that an evaluation can occur spontaneously, without in-
tent, and without control over or even awareness of its
occurrence. Following early demonstrations (Fazio,
Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986; Kunst-Wilson
& Zajonce, 1980). many studies now report such sponta-
neous evaluations, often thought to result from the auto-
matic activation of associated memory contents (e.g.,
Bargh, Chaiken, Govender, & Pratto, 1992;
Giner-Sorolla. Garcia, & Bargh, 1999; Greenwald,
Klinger, & Liu, 1989; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001).
Spontaneous evaluations occur fast, within a few hun-
dred milliseconds after encountering the attitude object
(Fazio et al.. 1986). And, as already stated, these early
evaluations do not emanate from an intentional, active
search for relevant inputs. Instead, they are the result of
a passive process that runs its course automatically fol-
lowing exposure to the attitude object (Shiffrin &
Schneider, 1977). Because of the passive nature of this
process, a person does not even have to be aware of the
attitude object or of the evaluation (e.g., Devine, 1989;
Greenwald et al., 1989; Wittenbrink et al., 1997). More
important, because it is a passive process, the person
does not have control over the evaluation, its input or its
outcome, In other words, considerations about whether
a particular input is actually valid or whether it is rele-
vant to the attitude object are of limited consequence for
spontaneous evaluations.! Instead, such considerations
are part of more deliberate forms of evaluation that can
take place following the initial spontaneous evaluation,
Whether such deliberate considerations actually take
place depends on a variety of factors, like a person’s

'One way by which such considerations could ultimately impact
spontaneous cvaluations is if accepted associations become more ac-
cessible than other, merely known associations. This may be the case
for individuals high in motivation to control prejudice, who may
learn to inhibit stereotype activation in response to situational cues
that in the past have been associated with prejudiced responses and
aversive  consequences of those responses (Monteith,
Ashburn-Nardo, Voils, & Czopp, 2002).
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motivation to spend time and effort on this process, as
well as opportunities to actually do so (see Fazio, 1990).

Implicit attitude measures are intended to capture
those inputs for spontaneous evaluations that a person
will activate habitually in response to a particular atti-
tude object. To the extent that the measures are suc-
cessful, they should be diagnostic of evaluations in
which no further deliberation takes place or in which
this deliberation does not affect the final evaluation.
Thus, implicit measures, like all other attitude mea-
sures, assess evaluative tendencies under specific pro-
cessing constraints that determine what sources of
input can influence the evaluation in what ways. They
should be predictive of exactly those evaluations that
occur under equivalent processing conditions. As
such, implicit measures are not inherently superior
measures of attitudes, as it has sometimes been argued.
Certainly, there are many contexts in which evalua-
tions are deliberate, and in which, in the case of group
attitudes, individuals who reject cultural stereotypes,
will try to correct their judgments accordingly (e.g.,
Wegener & Petty, 1997).

On the other hand, many everyday behaviors are
based on simple-minded and superficial evaluations in
which the motivation to deliberate is quite lim-
ited—such as, for example, when we decide which
person to sit next to on a subway train. Likewise, many
situations in everyday life place significant cognitive
demands on people, as when multiple tasks occur si-
multaneously or when judgments must be made under
time pressure. As a result, a person’s capacity for de-
liberation may often be limited or, in extreme cases.
entirely lacking (Bargh, 1997; Correll, Park, Judd. &
Wittenbrink, 2002; Gilbert, 1989). In these cases. the
input from the initial spontaneous evaluation should be
the primary determinant of a person’s evaluative re-
sponse, even though the person may be motivated to
reflect on the evaluation in a more deliberate fashion.
Implicit measures of attitudes should predict these
types of evaluations.

This brief review of the conditions under which
spontaneous evaluations occur and under which they
may shape people’s responses to an attitude object
makes clear that Arkes and Tetlock’s (this issue) basic
distinction between accepted associations and merely
known associations is important. In fact, the distinc-
tion plays a role in pretty much all recent accounts of
how attitudes influence behavior (e.g., Chaiken, 1987;
Fazio, 1990; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Strack & Mar-
tin, 1987; Wegener & Petty, 1997; Wilson, Lindsey, &
Schooler, 2000), as well as more general models of be-
havior and judgment (Sloman, 1996; Smith &
DeCoster, 2000; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). However,
by no means does this imply that a definition of atti-
tudes—and by implication a definition of preju-
dice—ought be based on this distinction. Considering
only accepted sources of input for an evaluation as in-
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dicators of the attitude introduces a fairly arbitrary cri-
terion that varies significantly with context, and more
important, it precludes consideration of important as-
pects of the phenomenon,

With regard to group attitudes in particular, such a
limited definition would preclude from consideration
an important psychological mechanism that contrib-
utes to what Allport (1954) termed the “normality of
prejudgment” (p. 17). Indeed, for spontaneous evalua-
tions to lead to prejudgment it does not require explicit
dislike of a particular group of people. All it takes is the
acquisition of knowledge as it is perpetuated in the so-
cial environment. Although it is important to distin-
guish such forms of prejudice from more deliberate
prejudgment, spontaneous evaluations may still lead to
quite harmful consequences. It is true that the kind of
evaluative tendencies targeted by implicit prejudice
measures are not necessarily the kind that will, for ex-
ample, lead a person to reject an African-American job
applicant against all facts of reason. Instead, implicit
measures intend to capture evaluative predispositions
that will lead to more ordinary forms of prejudice,
manifested as, perhaps, the interviewer’s silence and
lack of encouragement during an interview, which then
may ultimately lead to a negative evaluation of the ap-
plicant’s interview performance.

Unresolved Issues

Aside from their more principled challenge about
whether implicit measures really measure prejudice,
Arkes and Tetlock (this issue) also raise several meth-
odological concerns about the specific measurement
procedures that have been used. These concerns are
justified, although I am optimistic that future research
on implicit prejudice measures will eventually resolve
them. To date, however, satisfactory answers to sev-
eral critical methodological questions are still missing.
For example, in most cases, the precise mechanism by
which implicit measures operate is still not well under-
stood. This is even the case for those measures that
have received the most detailed attention— Fazio’s
(2001) evaluative priming and the IAT (Greenwald et
al., 1998). Evaluative priming effects have been ex-
plained in terms of spreading activation (Fazio, 2001)
as well as in terms of response competition (Klaver &
Musch, 2003). For the IAT, an even larger number of
explanations exists (e.g., see Brendl, Markman, &
Messner, 2001; De Houwer, 2001; Mierke & Klauer,
2001; Rothermund & Wentura, 2004), and the IAT’s
authors readily acknowledge that research to date “has
not yet progressed enough to establish any theoretical
interpretation of the IAT effect” (Greenwald & Nosek,
2001, p. 90). Such uncertainty about how implicit mea-
sures actually work is obviously problematic. After all,
different mechanisms could have different implica-



COMMENTARIES

tions for what precisely it is that these measures assess.
At the same time, the empirical evidence on the valid-
ity of implicit prejudice measures also remains quite
limited. To date, most studies available on this issue
are based on small samples, often drawn from college
populations, and carried out in laboratory settings with
obvious limitations on what sorts of intergroup behav-
iors can be studied.

Clearly, these are important issues that will have to
be addressed to make implicit prejudice measures more
than a temporary fad in attitude research. At the same
time, however, implicit measures are still quite young.
In the relatively short time since their introduction, a
substantial body of evidence has emerged. In this grow-
ing literature, the methodological issues raised by Arkes
and Tetlock (this issue) have not been ignored by re-
searchers in the field but have been addressed head on in
three special issues in the field’s premier journals, one
edited volume in print (Musch & Klauer, 2003), and an-
other one to come (Wittenbrink & Schwarz, in press).
The IAT at age six and evaluative priming with just a
few years more on its clock do not seem to fare any
worse in this regard than most other measurement tech-
niques in social psychology.

Notes

Many thanks go to Reid Hastie, Chick Judd, and
Bernadette Park for their helpful comments on an ear-
lier version of this article.
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