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When an attitude changes from A, to A,, what happens to A,? Most theories assume, at least implicitly,
that the new attitude replaces the former one. The authors argue that a new attitude can override, but not
replace, the old one, resulting in dual artitudes. Dual attitudes are defined as different evaluations of the
same attitude object: an automatic, implicit arimde and an explicit astitude. The attitude that people
endorse depends on whether they have the cognilive capacity to retrieve the explicit attitude and whether
this overrides their implicit attitude. A numaber of literatures consistent with these hypotheses are
reviewed, and the implications of the dual-attitude model for attitude theory and measurement are
discussed. For example, by including only explicit measures, previous studies may have exaggerated the
ease with which people change their attitudes. Even if an explicit attitude changes, an implicit attitude

can remain the same.

The conceptions of childhood will long remain latent in the mind, to
reappear in every hour of weakness, when the tension of reason is
relaxed, and the power of old associations is supreme. (Lecky, 1891,
p- 96)

People evaluate their environments, It is difficult to imagine a
person who is impartial toward all that he or she encounters, and
it would be odd to hear someone say, “1 am compietely neutral
toward my family, my job, my dog, and whether I have anchovies
on my pizza.”

Social psychologists have made considerable progress in under-
standing the nature of evaluation {(e.g., Eagly & Chaiken, 1993;
Fazio, 1995; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Tesser & Martin, 1996). It
is clear, for example, that an important function of attitudes is to
provide valenced summaries of one’s environment that serve as a
“predisposition or readiness for response” (Allport, 1935, p. 805).
Attitudes signal people about whether objects in their environment
are good or bad and thus perform an important approach—
avoidance function (Fazio, 1986; D. Katz, 1960; M. B. Smith,
Bruner, & White, 1956).

To serve this function, it is important that attitudes have a single
valence. People often must decide quickly whether an object is
good or bad, rather than vacillating between positive and negative
reactions. Reflecting this assumption, most theories define atti-
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tudes as “unidimensional summary statements” (Thompson,
Zanna, & Griffin, 1995, p. 362). Although an allowance is made
for occasional states of conflict or ambivalence, these theories
generally portray attitudes as univalent. Eagly and Chaiken (1993),
for example, defined an attitude as *“a psychological tendency that
is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of
favor or disfavor” (p. 1). Consistent with this definition, attitudes
are typically measured with unidimensional scales. People are
asked to rate the positivity or negativity of their feelings toward
everything from social issues and consumer products to political
candidates and romantic partners, and they have little trouble
doing so.

There are times, however, when people have more than one
evaluation of the same attitude object, one of which is tnore
accessible than the other. The quotation by Lecky (1891) at the
beginning of this article suggests that current attitudes have not
fully replaced earlier ones and that the older “latent” attitudes
reappear under some circumstances. Similarly, literature provides
examples of characters who believe that they have unambivalent
feelings toward something, only to discover that they have quite
different feelings. In Proust’s (1934) Remembrance of Things Past,
the protagonist, Marcel, is convinced that he no longer loves
Albertine and should end his relationship with her. If a social
psychologist were available to give him standard attitude mea-
sures, Marcel would surely have responded—unambivalently and
confidently——that his love for Albertine had died. When his house-
keeper rushes into the room with the news that Albertine has left
him, however, he realizes that he still loves her:

A moment ago, as L lay analyzing my feelings, [ had supposed that this
separation without a final meeting was precisely what I wished, and,
as [ compared the mediocrity of the pleasures that Albertine afforded
me with the richness of the desires which she prevented me from
realizing . . . [T] concluded that I did not wish to see her again, that 1
no longer loved her. But now these words: “Mademoiselle Albertine
has gone!” had expressed themselves in my heart in the form of an
anguish so keen that I would not be able to endure it for any length of
time. And so what I had supposed to mean nothing to me was the only
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thing in my whole life. How ignorant we are of ourselves. (Proust,
1934, pp. 675-676) ‘

As another example, consider a White American reared in a
racist family who Iearned to be prejudiced against African Amer-
icans. As an adult, this person adopts egalitarian views and abhors
prejudice of all kinds. What is this person’s attitude toward African
Americans? Traditional views of attitudes would suggest that the
prior racist attitude has been replaced by the new egalitarian one.
Recent models of prejudice, however, suggest that this individual
has two attitudes toward African Americans: a habitual negative
evaluation—the “conceptions of childhood” in Lecky’s (1891)
words—and a more recently constructed positive evaluation (e.g.,
Devine, 1989a; Dovidio, Kawakami, Johnson, & Johnson, 1997;
Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Higgins & King, 1981).

Current models of attitudes have not dealt sufficiently with
examples such as these. They assume, at least impiicitly, that when
people change their attitude from A, to A,, the new attitude (A,)
replaces the former one (A,). We propose that people can have
dual attitudes, which are different evaluations of the same attitude
object, one of which is an automatic, implicit attitude and the other
of which is an explicit attitude. The attitude that people endorse at
any point in time depends on whether they have the cognitive
capacity to retrieve the explicit attitude and whether the explicit
attitude overrides the implicit one."

Although variants of the dual-attitude hypothesis have been
offered in specific areas of research, there is no general model that
links these diverse literatures and explores the implications of a
general model. We present such a model, linking several literatures
that have not previously been thought of as addressing similar
phenomena. Although there is empirical support for many aspects
of the model in these literatures, we alse identify speculative
questions that have not received much empirical attention. We
conclude by discussing some of the consequences of having dual
attitudes, arguing that basic definitions of attitudes need to be
revised to take into account the fact that people can have different
evaluations of the same attitude object. For example, many of the
ways that social psychologists have developed to change atti-
tudes—such as inducing cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957)
and asking people to think about the reasons for their attitudes
(Wilson, Dunn, Kraft, & Lisle, 1989)—may not replace the orig-
inal habitual attitude. The original attitude might persist along with
the newer one, resulting in dual attitudes.

Contrasting Portrayals of Attitudes

The dual-attitude hypothesis can be derived from two main lines
of research on attitudes: one indicating that attitudes are stable
evaluations that are activated automatically and the other indicat-
ing that attitudes are context-sensitive constructions that often
change. How can attitudes be both stable and labile? We begin
with a summary of these seemingly inconsistent views of attitudes,
followed by a discussion of models (including ours) that can
account for both stability and lability.

Stability and Automaticity: Antitudes as
Stored Evaluations

Attitudes have traditionally been viewed as evaluations that are
stored in memory and persist over time. Sherif and Cantril (1947)

noted that “attitudes, once formed, are more or less enduring states
of readiness” (p. 22), whereas Allport (1935) observed that “atti-
tudes are often as rigid as habits™ (p. 813) and “often persist
throughout life in the way in which they were fixed in childhood
or in youth” (p. 814). Tesser (1993} found that some attitudes have
a large heritable component and that these attitudes are especially
resistant to change.

In recent years, researchers have discovered ancther important
property of stored evaluations: They often come to mind automat-
ically. Fazio, Sanbonmatsu, Powell, and Kardes (1986), for exam-
ple, demonstrated that attitudes are accessed from memory very
quickly with little conscious control. The automatic activation of
attitudes has proved to be a highly replicable phenomenon, found
in several laboratories with many types of stimuli (e.g., Bargh,
Chaiken, Raymond, & Hymes, 1996; De Houwer, Hermans, &
Eelen, 1996; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton, & Williams, 1995; Hermans,
De Houwer, & Eclen, 1994). Whether all attitudes or only strong
attitudes are activated automatically remains controversial, though
for our purposes, the important point is one agreed on by all
parties: At least at times, people’s stored evaluations are activated
automatically and guide people’s interpretation of their environ-
ments (Houston & Fazio, 1989; E. R. Smith, Fazio, & Cejka,
1996).

The Lability of Evaluation: Attitudes as
Context-Sensitive Constructions

In recent years, a different view of attitudes has emerged.
Instead of viewing attitudes as stored evaluations of objects and
issues, researchers have found that people construct on-the-spot
attitudes on the basis of information that happens to be accessible
at that point in time. Some researchers have argued that evalua-
tions are so context-dependent that there is no such thing as a
“true” attitude {Anderson, 1974; Tesser, 1978).

There is considerable empirical support for the attitudes-as-
constructions view. People have been found to infer attitudes from
observations of their own behavior (Bem, 1972; Fazio, 1987;
Olson, 1990}, their current thoughts and feelings (e.g., Chaiken &
Yates, 1985; Judd & Lusk, 1984; Millar & Tesser, 1986a, 1986h,
Tesser, 1978; Wilson, Dunn, et al., 1989; Wilson & Hodges,
1992}, their mood (e.g., Forgas, 1992; Petty, Schumann, Richman,
& Strathman, 1993; Schwarz & Clore, 1983), and the nature of the
social context (e.g.. Feldman & Lynch, 1988; Markus & Wurf,
1987, McGuire & Padawer-Singer, 1976; Schuman & Presser,
1981; Schwarz & Bless, 1992; Strack, 1992; Tourangeau & Ra-
sinski, 1988: for a review, see Wilson & Hodges, 1992).

Researchers have found, for example, that when people are
asked to think about why they feel the way they do, they often
construct a new attitede that is based on reasons that are accessible,
plausible, and easily verbalizable (e.g., Wilson, Dunn, et al., 1989,
Wilson, Hodges, & LaFleur, 1995). Drawing on such findings,
E. R. Smith (1996) proposed that attitudes may be best viewed as
the current state of activation of a connectionist system, rather than

! Current models of attitudes do take into account attitudinal ambiva-
lence, in which both positive and negative feelings toward a stimulus are
activated. As seen shortly, dual attitudes are hypothesized to be different
from a state of ambivalence.
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as evaluations stored in memory, Most parallel distributed-
processing models assume that mental representations are highly
sensitive to the current context, because aspects of the context
always influence the pattern of activation that determines mental
representations (Arieli, Sterkin, Gtinvald, & Aertsen, 1996). Ac-
carding to this view, it makes little sense to think of attitudes as
stored evaluations that are context~independent.

Despite the evidence for the attitudes-as-constructions view, it
appears to have some limitations. First, can it be that people have
no attitudes until they go to the effort to construct them? Such a
view is reminiscent of Guthrie’s (1952) critique of the idea that
rats have mental representations, namely, that Tolman’s (1932)
rats were so buried in thought they could never act. The attitudes-
as-constructions position seems to suggest a similar view of people
scraiching their heads and wondering what their current attitude is
before they are able to do anything. Whereas there are times when
people’s evaluations are quite thoughtful and deliberative, there
are many other times when it is necessary to know very quickly
how they feel. Clearly, when people step out into a street and
notice a car speeding toward them, they do not stop and deliberate
about their current attitude toward large, onrushing vehicles.

Second, - most attitudes-as-constructions models assume that
once people construct an attitude, that evaluation is stored in
memory, at least temporarily. In research on the effects of analyz-
ing reasons, for example, researchers assumed that the reasons-
based attitude that people construct, after thinking about why they
feel the way they do, is stored in memory and influences people’s
immediate behavior (e.g., Wilson et al., 1993). True enough, these
stored evaluations may not persist for very long. Nevertheless,
people store their constructions in memory. Perhaps the best char-
acterization of the attitudes-as-constructions approach is that atti-
tudes are like the needle of a spinner that can point to a wide range
of evaluations. This needle moves easily and is highly influenced
by the context. Once it lands on a particular evaluation, however,
it stays there (i.e., it remains in memory) until it gets spun again.

Although the attitudes-as-constructions approach allows for the
possibility that attitudes are retained in memory, it differs in
fundamental ways from the attitudes-as-stored-evaluations view.
As seen earlier, the latter approach suggests that attitudes can be
quite stable over time (i.e., the needle gets stuck in one place) and
that they come to mind quickly when an attitude object is encoun-
tered. If so, why do people construct new attitudes?

Reconciling the Attitudes-as-Stored-Evaluations and
Attirudes-as-Constructions Views

A comprehensive model of attitndes must account for the fact
that evaluations are often stable and come to mind automatically
(the stored-evaluation view) and the fact that attitudes are often
quite labile, changing according to the context and one’s current
thonghts (the attitndes-as-constructions view). In this section, we
show that established attitude theories can account for both sets of
findings, at least to some extent.

The solution adopted by most theories is what we refer to as the
anchoring-and-adjustment model of attitude change. According to
this approach, when people are confronted by an attitude object,
people’s stored evaluation often comes to mind automatically.
People then adjust this attitude, if warranted, according to other
information that is currently accessible, such as reasons they

happen to be thinking about or salient aspects of the situation.
Furthermore, each of these sources of information (the initial
evaluation retrieved from memory, A}, and the currently accessi-
ble information) varies in strength and thus can receive little or
substantial weight. At one extreme, people might have no prior
attitude or only a very weak one; thus, their evaluation is con-
structed completely from their currently accessible thoughts (Con-
verse, 1970; Hovland, 1959). At the other extreme, people might
have a very strong prior attitude, and their evaluation is a function
solely of this stored evaluation: Currently accessible thoughts
receive no weight, and A, equals A,. There are also many cases in
between, in which people weight both their stored evaluation and
their current thoughts. They bring to mind A, adjust it in light of
currently accessible information, and replace A, with A,.

This approach to attitude stability and change is shared by most
current models of attitudes and impression formation, such as Petty
and Cacioppo’s (1986) elaboration likelihood model (ELM),
Chaiken’s (1987) heuristic—systematic model (HSM), Fazio’s
(1990) motivation and opportunity as determinants (MODE)
model, and Carlston and Skowronski’s (1986) model of trait versus
behavior memory. Fazio (1990, 1995), for example, argued that

- stored evaluations vary in their accessibility. The more accessible

A, is, the more likely it will be activated automatically when the
attitude object is encountered, and the more it will bias the pro-
cessing of relevant information. Under these conditions, people’s
evaluation is based more on A, and less on any current thoughts;
in fact, when A, is highly accessible, it biases the direction of
people’s thoughts in an attitude-congruent direction (e.g., Houston
& Fazio, 1989). When people’s initial attitude is relatively inac-
cessible and when people are motivated and have the cognitive
capacity to think carefully about how they feel, their evaluation
results from a more deliberative consideration of their current
thoughts (Fazio, 1990).

Similarly, the ELM and the HSM argue that when an initial
attitude is very strong, it biases processing of new information in
such a way as to maintain that attinde. Under these conditions,
people’s evaluation is a function of their prior evaluation (A, =
A,). When an initial attitude is weaker, people often change their
evaluation, basing it on currently accessible information. A dis-
tinctive feature of the ELM and the HSM is that they point to two
ways in which people use accessible information to change their
attitudes. When capacity and motivation are relatively high, people
carefully consider the information and form strong new attitudes.
When capacity and motivation are relatively low, people process
the information less thoroughly and rely on simple heuristics or
peripheral cues, resulting in attitude change that is temporary and
weak—a point we return to shortly.

Qur portrayal of the anchoring-and-adjustment approach is ad-
mittedly broad and ignores the many ways in which major attitude
theories differ. We simply wish to point out that despite their
differences, approaches such as Fazio’s (1990) MODE model,
Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) ELM, and Chaiken’s {1987) HSM
agree in their resolution of the attitndes-as-stored-evaluations ap-
proach versus the attitudes-as-constructions approach. Attitudes
can be formed and maintained either way, depending on such
moderator variables as the strength of the initial attitude and
people’s motivation and capacity to consider new information.

Furthermore, we would like to emphasize that there is support
for the anchoring-and-adjustment approach to attitnde change.
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Numerous studies (including some from our own laboratory) have
found that people are most likely to construct new attitudes when
their initial attitude is weak (e.g., Chaiken, Pomerantz, & Giner-
Sorolla, 1995; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fazio, 1995; Petty &
Krosnick, 1995; Petty, Pricster, & Wegener, 1994; Tesser, 1993;
Wilson, Kraft, & Dunn, 1989). As we previously mentioned,
numerous studies have found that when an initial attitude is strong,
it biases the processing of new information in an attitude-
congruent direction.

The Dual-Attitude Model

Qur purpose is not to challenge this well-supported approach to
attitude change but rather to point out that it is not the full story.
The anchoring-and-adjustment model assumes, at least implicitly,
that when attitude change occurs, the new attitude replaces the old
one. Under some conditions, we suggest, people change their
attitude to A, and this new attitude is stored in memory. However,
people’s original attitude, A,, is not replaced and remains in
memory, resulting in what we call a dual artitude (Wilson et al.,
1995). Dual attitudes can also result from the simultaneous acqui-
sition of implicit and explicit attitudes or from the acquisition of an
implicit attitude after an explicit attitude has been formed. The
following five hypotheses can be derived from the model:

1. Explicit attitudes (Ag) and implicit attitudes (A;) toward the
same attitude object can coexist in memory.

2. When dual attitudes exist, the implicit attitude is activated
automatically, whereas the explicit one requires more capacity and
motivation to retrieve from memory. When people are able to
retrieve Ap, it can override A, such that they report Ag. When
people do not have the capacity and motivation to retrieve Ag, they
report Ay.

3. Even when the explicit attitude has been retrieved from
memory, A; influences implicit responses, namely, uncontrollable
responses (e.g., some nonverbal behaviers) or responses that peo-
ple do not view as an expression of their attitude and thus do not
attempt to control.

4. Explicit attitudes change relatively easily, whereas implicit
attitudes, like old habits, change more slowly. Attitude-change
techniques often change explicit but not implicit attitudes.

5. Dual attitudes are distinct from ambivalence and attitudes
with discrepant affective and cognitive components. Rather than
experiencing a subjective state of conflict, people with dual atti-
tudes report the attitude that is most accessible.

To understand these hypotheses, it is useful to draw an analogy
to motor behavior. Consider an experienced female tennis player
who has a well-learned way of serving the ball. Her serve has
become automatic; she consistently executes it with little thought
during a match. In an effort to strengthen her game, she takes some
lessons and learns to position her elbow differently and to snap her
wrist more forcefully while serving. With practice, the tennis
player leamns the new serve and is able to use it in her next match,
as long as she pays close attention and reminds herself of what she
has learned. The new serve, however, has not fully replaced the old
one. Well-ingrained habits are hard to overcome, and when she is
tired or engrossed in the heat of the match, she serves the ball the
old way.

Although everyone is familiar with such examples, attitudes
have not been conceived in this way (for an exception, see Petty,

Baker, & Gleicher, 1991). As we have shown, most theories define
an attitude as an evaluation of an attitude object with a single
valence. Imagine, though, that the old serve is an implicit attitude
and the new serve is an explicit evaluvation of the same attitude
object. In this case, people would possess two attitudes. Consider,
for example, a persor who has changed his or her explicit attitude
toward a dating relationship as a result of thinking about the
reasons for his or her feelings (Wilson, Dunn, Bybee, Hyman, &
Rotondo, 1984; Wilson & Kraft, 1993). We suggest that the new
attitude toward the relationship does not fully replace the older,
more habitual one and that the implicit and explicit attitudes are
each expressed under different circumstances.

What are these circumstances? Again, the analogy to motor
behavior is apt: Because the implicit attitude is habitual and
automnatic, it is the default response that is expressed when people
do not have the capacity or motivation to retrieve the more recent
artitude. The explicit attitude is expressed and acted on when
people have the motivation and cognitive capacity to retrieve it,

Definition of Implicit Attitudes

Because the term implicit has acquired several meanings, it is
important for us to make our definition clear. Consistent with
Greenwald and Banaji (1995), we define implicit attitudes as
evaluations that (a) have an unknown origin (i.e., people are
unaware of the basis of their evaluation); (b) are activated auto-
matically; and (c) influence implicit responses, namely, uncontrol-
lable responses and ones that people do not view as an expression
of their attitude and thus do not attempt to control.

An unresolved issue is whether people are aware of the implicit
evaloation itself. In several of Greenwald and Banaji’s (1995)
examples of implicit attitudes, such as evaluations resulting from
mere exposure, people are aware of their attitude but not where it
came from. That is, people are unaware that a positive evaluation
has resulted from frequent exposure to an attitude object, but they
are aware of the positive evaluation itself. In other examples, such
as implicit prejudice, people seem to be unaware of the evaluation
(i.e., that they possess a negative evaluation of an out-group). We
believe that not all implicit attitudes are alike on this dimension.
As we show shortly, it is useful to consider when people are and
are not aware of their implicit evaluations.

Another difference between the dual-attitude model and Green-
wald and Banaji’s (1995) implicit-attitude model concerns the role
of explicit attitudes. We suggest that explicit attitudes can coexist
with implicit attitudes toward the same stimulus. Interestingly,
Greenwald and Banaji anticipated this possibility:

Possibly, the evaluative content of this implicit attitude [toward B]
may disagree with results from a direct measure of attitude toward B;
such disagreement, referred to as a dissociation of implicit and ex-
plicit attitudes, is especially interesting and perhaps most dramatically
indicates the value of the implicit attitude construct. (p. 8)

They did not pursue this idea, however, and focused mostly on
cases in which people have a single implicit attitude toward a
stimulus that they attemnpt to control or suppress when aware of its
origins. For example, Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz (1998)
developed a new measure of implicit attitudes that they compared
with explicit measures. Although they found a divergence between
implicit and explicit measures in some of their studies, they aitrib-
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uted this discrepancy to self-presentational concerns, not to the
possibility that people held two different attitudes toward the same
stimulus. In one study, White participants expressed more positive
attitudes toward Blacks on explicit than implicit measures of
prejudice, and the correlation between the different types of mea-
sures was quite low. Greenwald et al. interpreted this as evidence
that implicit measures are “more resistant to self-presentational
factors than are explicit measures” (p. 1476), rather than to the
possibility that people had two attitudes.

Undoubtedly, people can have a single attitude that is sup-
pressed or disguised when they report their attitudes on explicit
measures. We believe that Greenwald and Banaji (1995) were
right, however, to entertain the possibility that people can simul-
taneously have two attitudes toward the same stimulus, one of
which is more implicit than the other.

Types of Dual Attitudes

By examining different components of automaticity, such as
awareness of an implicit attitude and the extent to which motiva-
tion and capacity are needed to override an implicit attitude with
an explicit attitude, we can derive four types of dual attitudes
(Bargh, 1989, 1997). We do so for reasons of theoretical clarity
and as a means of organizing our subsequent review of the em-
pirical literature. We acknowledge that it is not a simple matter to
empirically distinguish the types of dual attitudes and that there is
more support for some types than others. Nonetheless, the typol-
ogy is useful as an organizing heuristic, especially because most of
the four types have been hypothesized to exist in the literature.

First, we assume that, once formed, the implicit attitude is
activated automatically when people encounter an attitude object;
neither cognitive capacity nor motivation is required for its acti-
vation. As discussed earlier, this assumption is consistent with
research on the automatic activation of attitndes (e.g., Fazio,
Sanbonmatsu, Powell, & Kardes, 1986). Second, we assume that
the explicit attitude has not had a chance to become automatic and
thus requires more capacity and motivation to retrieve. These are
the hallmarks of dual attitudes, shared by all types.

There are two other features of automaticity that vary according
to the type of dual attitude. The first concerns people’s awareness
of A, once it is activated. We suggest that people are often aware,
at least fleetingly, of A;. There may be times, however, when
people are unaware of its existence. Second, once people have
retrieved Ag from memory, the amount of motivation and cogni-
tive capacity required for it to override the implicit attitude varies.
We suggest that, in some cases, Ag automatically overrides the
implicit attitude, whereas in others, people must be motivated and
have the capacity to override A; with Ag. Classifying dual attitudes

according to these two variables—awareness of the implicit atti-
tude and the capacity and motivation required to override it—
yields four hypothetical types of dual attitudes, as shown in Ta-
ble 1. Although our focus is primarily on two of these types
(motivated and automatic overriding), it is worth considering all
four.

Repression. The first hypothetical type of dual attitude results
from repression, whereby an attitude is kept oul of awareness
because it is anxiety-provoking. A dual attitude would result if
people aiso had a more conscious attitude toward the same attitude
object that differed from the repressed attitude. One example of
such a case is reaction formation, the defense mechanism whereby
unconscious desires are disguised as their opposite. Erotic attrac-
tion toward a member of the same sex, for example, may be so
threatening to people that they transform this desire into homo-
phobia (Freud, 1911/1958). Similarly, it is possible that in the
Proust (1934) passage at the beginning of this article, Marcel was
threatened by his feelings of love and intimacy for Albertine,
causing him to repress these feelings and experience their oppo-
site—until she left him, and his feelings of love burst through the
dam of repression.

The term repression has undergone several changes in meaning;
Erdelyi {1985) noted that Freud himself used the term differently
in his many writings on the topic. We are using the modern
psychoanalytic definition of repression, namely, the case in which
feelings are kept out of awareness because they are anxiety-
provoking. The process of repression involves capacity and moti-
vation; that is, according to Freud (1911/1958), defense mecha-
nisms are effortful, capacity-draining processes. Thus,
theoretically, people could become aware of their implicit attitude
if their ego defenses were weakened (such that repression failed)
or if their motive to repress the feeling were removed.

Though the existence of repression of this sort is controversial
{Holmes, 1990), we believe it is worth considering as a cause of
dual attitudes for historical reasons. As we discuss shortly, repres-
sion has been offered as an explanation of dual attitudes, especially
in models developed during the heyday of psychoanalytic theory.
As psychology moved from psychodynamic to more cognitive
interpretations of nonconscious processes, however, many of these
literatures abandoned repression as an explanation and adopted a
more cognitive view. Although we allow for the case of repression,
our interest is mainly in the types of dual attitudes that exist in the
absence of censorship, which we believe are at least as common as
repression. By examining sources of dual attitudes other than
repression, our approach is similar to those who have reinterpreted
psychoanalytic ideas in terms of modern cognitive and social
psychology (e.g., Erdelyi, 1985; Kihlstrom, 1987; Westen, 1998).

Table 1
Types of Dual Attitudes
Independent Motivated
Aspects of automaticity Repression systems overriding Automatic overriding
Awareness of A;? No No Yes Under some conditions
Capacity and motivation needed to
override A; with Ag? Yes No Yes No

Note. A, refers to an implicit attitude, whereas Ag refers to an explicit attitude toward the same attitude object.
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Independent systems. Another type of dual attitude, indepen-
dent systems, is illustrated in the third column of Table 1. As with
repression, people have an implicit attitode of which they are
unaware and an explicit attitude of which they are aware. Unlike
repression, there is no motivational force keeping the implicit
attitude out of awarcness, nor is the explicit attitude formed with
the goal of disguising the implicit attitude. Rather, people have
both implicit, nonconscious systems and explicit, conscious sys-
tems that independently develop evaluations. Because the implicit
attitude is antomatic and never reaches awareness, people do not
need capacity or motivation to override it with the explicit re-
sponse (see Table 1). Rather, the two evaluations exist indepen-
dently, with one influencing implicit responses and the other
influencing explicit responses. Greenwald and Banaji (1995) re-
ferred to such a state of affairs as “dissociation.” We prefer the
term independence, to avoid confusion with the many meanings of
the term dissociation (e.g., as a motivated, defensive separation of
two ideas or as a description of a hypnotic state; Erdelyi, 1990;
Kihlstrom & Hoyt, 1990).

Independence is, perhaps, as controversial as repression because
it rests on the assumption that people can have a nonconscious
attitude. Many researchers argue that affect is, by definition, con-
scious and thus would question the idea that an attitude, with its
affective component, could be nonconscious (e.g,, Clore, 1994;
LeDoux, 1994; but see Zajone, 1980, 1994), We believe it is useful
to consider independence as a theoretical possibility because it has
been hypothesized to exist in several literatures.

Motivated overriding. ‘The next type of dual attitude, which
we refer to as motivated overriding, is illustrated in the fourth
column of Table 1. In this case, people are fully aware of their
implicit attitude (in contrast to repression and independence). They
view it as illegitimate or unwanted, however, and are motivated to
override it with a different attitude. For example, people might be
fully aware that they have quick, negative evaluations of members
of another race. Because they deplore this reaction, they attempt to
override it by retrieving from memeory an explicit positive atti-
tude—a process requiring motivation and cognitive capacity. The
case of motivated overriding is similar to several researchers’ use
of the term suppression, whereby people are aware of an unwanted
teeling and consciously attempt to remove or forget it (e.g., Weg-
ner, 1994), Because suppression has acquired several meanings,
however, and is sometimes used interchangeably with repression
(Erdelyi, 1990), we prefer the term motivated overriding. This type
of dual attitude has been proposed by several recent models of
stereotyping and prejudice.

Automatic overriding. Automatic overriding is the case in
which the process of overriding is itself an automatic process. As
long as people have the capacity to retrieve the explicit attitude
from memory, it automatically overrides the implicit attitude. That
is, Ag automatically “short-circuits” A, such that people do not
experience it consciously. The difference between motivated and
automatic overriding, then, lies in the cognitive capacity needed to
override A;. With motivated overriding, it is people’s experience
of A; (or the theory that they have an unwanted attitude; see
Monteith, 1993; Wilson & Brekke, 1994) that triggers an attempt
to override it, and this overriding requires effort and capacity (e.g.,
in the case of prejudice). With automatic overriding, if people
retrieve Agp from merory, they do not phenomenally experience

their implicit attitude because the explicit attitude automatically
overrides the implicit one.

The difference between automatic overriding and independence
is that in the former case, people are sometimes fully aware of their
antomatically activated implicit attitude. If people do not have the
capacity or motivation to retrieve an explicit attitude from mem-
ory, then the implicit attitude will reach awareness and determine
people’s explicit and implicit responses. If people do have the
capacity and motivation to retrieve an explicit attitude from mem-
ory, then this newer autitude will short-circuit or override the
implicit attitude and determine people’s explicit responses.

Though speculative, the possibility of automatic overriding sug-
gests that dual attitudes are a far more general phenomenon than
the literature on prejudice indicates. They might not be limited to
the case in which people find an implicit attitude to be threatening
or unacceptable and are thus motivated to override this unwanted
response. Dual attitudes might be created because of the indepen-
dence of the implicit and explicit systems, even if people do not
find their implicit attitude to be threatening or unacceptable. As in
the tennis analogy, people acquire an explicit response without
completely erasing an implicit one.

What Dual Attitudes Are Not

To further elucidate the dual-attitude model, we discuss the
ways in which it differs from related concepts.

Dual attitudes versus different categorizations of the attitude
object. Our model is concerned with cases in which people have
two evaluations of the same attitude object, one of which is
automatically activated. There may be other cases in which people
have two or more automatic evalvations of the same attitude
object. For example, Mitchell, Banaji, and Nosek (1998) found
that people could have quite ditferent implicit, automatic attitudes
toward the same person, depending on how they categorized that
person. People’s implicit attitude toward Michael Jordan was
positive, for example, when the category of athiete was made
salient but was more negative when the category of African Amer-
ican was made salient. Although this is a fascinating case of
different evaluations of the same person, it differs from our defi-
nition of dual attitudes. People have two implicit attitudes toward
different categorizations of the attitude object, rather than simul-
taneous implicit and explicit evaluations of the same attitude
object. In Mitchell et al.’s casc, the attitude people express is a
function of how they categorize the attitude object and should have
little to do with their cognitive capacity (because both attitudes are
implicit and automatic). In the case of dual attitudes, the attitude
people express depends on their capacity and motivation, because
one evaluation is automatically activated, whereas the other re-
quires more capacity and motivation to retrieve from memory.

Dual aititudes versus ambivalence. People can possess both
positive and negative feelings toward a stimulus, such as a favor-
able evaiuation of the taste of chocolate cake but an unfavorable
evaluation of its effects on the waistline. The study of ambiva-
lence, conflict, and approach-avoidance motives has a long history
(e.g., Kaplan, 1972; Lewin, 1935; Miller, 1961; Scott, 1969). In
recent years, there has been a renewed interest in ambivalence, and
a number of theoretical and methodological advances have been
made {e.g., I. Katz, Wackenhut, & Hass, 1986; MacDonald &
Zanna, 1998; Priester & Petty, 1996; Thompson et al., 1995;
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Vallacher, Nowak, & Kaufman, 1994). For example, Cacioppo and
his colleagues have conducted fascinating studies showing that
people can have both positive and negative evaluations of an
attitude object and identifying possible neural substrates of these
feelings (Cacioppo & Berntson, 1994; Cacioppo, Gardner, &
Berntson, 1997).

We suggest that the subjective state of ambivalence is distinct
from dual attitudes. Ambivalence is typically defined as a state of
conflict, whereby people recognize that an attitude object has both
positive and negative features (e.g., that chocolate is delicious but
fattening). People are assumed to be fully aware of both the pluses
and the minuses of an attitude object and to view both as legitimate
and compelling. Reflecting this assumption, ambivalence is typi-
cally measured by asking people to report their feelings of posi-
tivity and negativity or to report directly how conflicted they feel
(e.g., McGregor, Newby-Clark, & Zanna, 1999; Priester & Petty,
1996). In contrast, dual attitudes occur when people have different
summatry evaluations of the same attitude object in memory, one of
which is more accessible than the other. People do not feel con-
flicted or ambivalent, because one of the evaluations predominates
and is considered to be the only evaluation. Nonetheless, there
exists another evaluation that is expressed and influences behavior
under SCme circumstances.

As one can see in Table 1, people are aware of both their
implicit attitudes and their explicit attitudes under some circum-
stances, raising the issue of how ambivalence differs from dual
attitudes. It is useful to consider this question separately for the
four different types of dual attitudes. In the case of repression, the
subjective experience of ambivalence depends on how much peo-
ple keep their repressed atlitude out of consciousness. To the
extent that repression is successful, people do not recognize that
they have different evaluations of the same attitude object and do
not experience ambivalence. It repression is unsuccessful and the
repressed attitude enters consciousness, anxiety and ambivalence
are likely to result.

In the case of independence, people are unaware of the existence
of the implicit attitude and thus do not experience ambivalence.
They are aware only of their explicit attitude, even though the
implicit attitude influences their behavior. Similarly, ambivalence
differs from the case of antomatic overriding. Although people can
be aware of either A; or Ag, they tend not to be aware of both
simultaneously.

The most similar type of dual attitude to ambivalence is moti-
vated overriding, because here people are simultaneously aware
that they have positive and negative evaluations of an attitude
object {see Table 1). Unlike ambivalence, however, people view
one evaluation as illegitimate and the other as the “correct” atti-
tude. Thus, as long as people have the motivation and capacity to
override the unwanted evaluation with the wanted one, they will
express the latter evaluation unambivalently.

For example, a White American may be aware that he or she had
a quick, negative reaction to an African American, but may find
this reaction to be unwanted and unacceptable. With enough mo-
tivation and capacity, this person overrides the initial attitude with
a positive evaluation and expresses this positive attitude unambiv-
alently. A central tenet of the dual-attitude model is that implicit
attitudes still exist and can influence implicit behaviers. Thus,
even when people have sufficient motivation and capacity to
override an implicit attitude, this attitude can still influence their

behavior. The White American who expresses unambivalent pos-
itive feelings toward African Americans might still respond heg-
atively toward an African American on an implicit measure. If we
were to broaden the definition of ambivalence as the case in which
people’s implicit behaviors sometimes conflict with their avowed
feelings, then dual attitudes would meet this definition. We believe
it is best to use the term ambivalence as it is traditionally defined,
namely, the case in which positive and negative evaluations are
both accessible and viewed as legitimate, resulting in a subjective
state of conflict. Dual attitudes do not meet this more restrictive
definition of ambivalence.

Dual attitudes versus attitudes with conflicting componenis.
Similarly, we suggest that a dual attitude is different from attitudes
with conflicting components. According to the tripartite model of
attitudes, attitudes have distinct affective, cognitive, and behav-
ioral components, and inconsistencies between these components
can exist (Breckler, 1984; Chaiken et al., 1995; Crites, Fabrigar, &
Petty, 1994; Ostrom, 1969; Rosenberg, 1960, 1968). Though it
might seem that dual attitudes are akin to evaluations with con-
flicting affective and cognitive components, we believe this is
mistaken. When the components of an attitude conflict, people
tend to be aware of the inconsistency and are motivated (o change
their attitude to be more consistent (Rosenberg, 1960). Further-
more, there is no reason to assume that an implicit attitude is any
more affective or cognitive than an explicit attitude. Rather, both
are summary evaluations that can be based on a variety of sources
of information (Fazio, 1995; Zanna & Rempel, 1988). Thus, an
implicit attitude could be a more affectively based attitude than an
explicit one, but it could also be more cognitively based. We show
later that dual attitudes and attitudes with conflicting components
are distinct.

Empirical Support From Research Outside the
Area of Attitudes

Although the dual-attitude model may seem like an unparsimo-
nious departure from the standard anchoring-and-adjustment ap-
proach to attitude change, we believe that it is already implicit in
this latter approach; has been explicitly acknowledged in some
isolated areas of research; and is consistent with data from diverse
areas in social, personality, and cognitive psychology. We begin
with a review of research on topics outside the area of attitudes.

Models of Memory Change

A question similar to the dual-attitude hypothesis has been
posed in the memory literature: What happens to a memory, M|,
when a new memory for the same event, M,, is formed? Is the old
memory erased, or does it coexist with the new memory in some
form? Consider the case in which people recall seeing a stop sign
at an intersection but, because of misleading questions from an
experimenter, come to believe that they had seen a yield sign.
Although some researchers have argued for the memory-
replacement hypothesis (e.g., Loftus, 1991)—that the memory for
the yield sign (M,) replaces the memory for the stop sign (M,)—
the more common view is that the new memory coexists with the
old one (e.g., Bekerian & Bowers, 1983; Lindsay & Johnson,
1989). According to this view, M, is often confused with M, but
M, still exists and is accessible under some circumstances.
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J. W. Schooler and Engstler-Schooler (1990), for example,
found that asking people to verbalize their memory for a face
impaired recognition for that face. This memory impairment was
reduced when people performed the recognition task under time
pressure, supporting the idea that there was a “coexistence in
metory of the original visual information and a new conceptual
representation that competes with the original visual memories™
(Brandimonte, Schooler, & Gabbino, 1997, p. 916; see also I. W.
Schooler, Fiore, & Brandimonte, 1997). This view is consistent
with the dual-attitude hypothesis, which argues that implicit and
explicit evaluations of the same attitude object can coexist in
memory.

Human Motivation

People’s chronic level of motivation, such as their need for
achievement, affiliation, and power, is a central component of
personality {Atkinson, 1964; McClelland, 1985; Murray, 1938;
Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998). Interestingly,
there is disagreement over how best to measure these motives.
Murray and McClelland advocated the use of the Thematic Ap-
perception Test (TAT), which involves coding the content of
people’s imaginative stories about pictures for the presence of
various motives. Other researchers have relied on explicit self-
report instruments, whereby people are asked to report their level
of motivation (e.g., their need for achievement). Although it has
sometimes been assumed that the self-report questionnaires and
the TAT are different measures of the same variable, McClelland,
Koester, and Weinberger (1989) snggested that they in fact mea-
sure different constructs. Supporting this view, a meta-analysis by
Spangler (1992) found that the average correlation between the
two measures was .(09.

There are, of course, a number of possible reasons for this lack
of association, such as low levels of reliability or validity of one or
both of the instruments, McClelland et al. (1989), however, built a
convincing case that both are valid measures of motivation but of
different types. The TAT assesses what they called “implicit
motives,” whereas explicit self-report measures assess what they
called “self-attributed motives.”

Implicit motives are similar to what we call habitual implicit
attitudes, in that they “automatically influence behavior without
conscious effort” (McClelland et al., 1989, pp. 698 -69%) and “are
like rules that guide behavior that have been acquired on the basis
of repeated affective experiences” (p. 699). These motives appear
to be triggered automatically by the nature of the task in which a
person is engaged without a great deal of deliberative thought.
Constantian (as cited in McClelland, 1985), for example, found
that affiliation needs, as assessed by the TAT, predicted whether
people were talking with another person when they were beeped at
random intervals over several days, whereas a self-report measure
of affiliation did not (see also Craig, Koestner, & Zuroff, 1994).
Self-attributed motives are akin to explicit attitudes that are ex-
pressed when people are asked directly how they feel. Constantian
found that the self-report measure of affiliation was a better
predictor than the implicit measure of more explicit responses,
such as people’s choices of which types of behaviors they would
prefer to do alone or with others (e.g., visit a museum).

McClelland et al.’s (1989) model of motivation and our dual-
attitude mode] share many features. Both argue that people can

simultaneously possess an automatized, habitual response {an im-
plicit motive in McClelland et al.’s [1989] model, an implicit
attitude in ours) and an explicit response (a self-attributed motive
in McClelland et al.’s [1989] model, an explicit attitude in ours).
Both argue that these responses can exist simultaneously and
predict different behaviors. Although there are important differ-
ences berween the constructs of attitudes and motivation, motives
often have evaluative consequences. A strong need for affiliation,
for example, will lead to positive evaluations of some situations
and negative evaluations of others.

It is interesting to apply our classification of dual attitudes
(portrayed in Table 1) to McClelland et al.’s (1989) conception of
implicit and explicit motives. Reflecting the influence of psycho-
analytic theory at the time when research in this area began,
researchers originally suggested that people’s lack of access to
their motives was due to repression (Murray, 1938; Winter et al.,
1698). The TAT was thought to be a projective measure of implicit
motivation that bypassed attempts to repress one’s true motives.
Murray (1958) came to doubt that the TAT was a projective
meqsure in the psychoanalytic meaning of the term, however, and
the modern view of implicit motivation—and the one endorsed by
McClelland et al.—is closer to our conception of independence
(see Table 1). People are unaware of their implicit motives not
because of repression but because these motives stem from early
prelingual experiences that are difficult to verbalize. Self-
attributed motives, in contrast, develop after people acquire lan-
guage and are more conscious constructions. The picture that
McClelland et al. painted is of two independent systems that
operate in parallel and intluence different types of behaviors.

Working Models of Attachment

A similar distinction between implicit and explicit states can be
found in the attachment literature. In recent years, a number of
researchers have extended Bowlby’s {1969) and Ainsworth's
(1973) classic research on infant attachment to adult attachment.
This research has been conducted by two largely independent
groups of researchers, each with its own way of measuring adult
attachment. Developmental and clinical psychologists typically
measure attachment with the Adult Attachment Interview (AAI
George, Kaplan, & Main, 1985), whereby people’s verbal and
nonverbal responses while discussing their childhood and their
parents are coded by trained researchers. The AAI is hypothesized
to tap people’s internal working models of attachment that origi-
nate in early childhood and influence adult relationships (Main,
Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985). These models are hypothesized to
“have an existence outside of consciousness as well as a propensity
for stability” (Main et al., 1985, p. 76). People’s adult attachment
styles, as revealed by the AAI, have been found to be good
predictors of such important variables as the attachment classifi-
cation of their children, as assessed by Ainsworth’s Strange Situ-
ation procedure.

Meanwhile, personality and social psychologists have examined
the relationship between attachment and romantic relationships,
relying primarily on self-report measures of adult attachment
(Hazan & Shaver, 1987). Researchers in this tradition assume that
people’s adult romantic relatienships are detetmined in part by the
internal working models they learned as infants, and indeed, the
self-report instruments are correlated with people’s recollections
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of their relationships with their parents (Hazan & Shaver, 1987,
Rothbard ‘& Shaver, 1994) as well as other interesting social
behaviors, such as people’s reports of their emotions during
opposite-sex interactions (Tidwell, Reis, & Shaver, 1996).

Some researchers have assumed that the AAI and self-report
instruments about romantic attachment should correlate highly
because they measure the same construct: people’s internal work-
ing models of attachment. Interestingly, though, the measures
appear to correlate only moderately, at best (Bartholomew &
Shaver, 1998). As with the literature on motivation, there are a
number of possible explanations for this lack of correspondence.
From our perspective, the most interesting possibility is that the
measures are assessing models of attachment at different levels of
accessibility—one that is relatively habitual, automatic, and non-
conscious and the other that is relatively deliberative, constructed,
and conscious. Furman and Flanagan (1997} endorsed this view,
arguing that self-report measures assess ‘“‘conscious attachment
styles” whereas interview techniques assess “internalized, often
unconscious, working models” (p. 183).

Which type of dual attitude best captures these different kinds of
attachment? Bowlby (1980) discussed two possibilities that are
similar to repression and independence (see Table 1). First,
Bowlby noted that there are cases of “defensive exclusion,”
whereby information about one’s attachment relationship is selec-
tively excluded because of its threatening nature. He observed, for
example, that it is not unuasual for a person to have a conscious,
favorable view of a parent while “at a less conscious level he
nurses a comntrasting image in which his parent is represented as
neglectful, or rejecting, or as ill-treating him” (Bowlby, 1980, p.
71). The more negative view is kept out of consciousness because
of repression.

Bowlby (1980) also endorsed the modern cognitive view of
nonconscious processing, arguing that a good deal of information
is unavailable to consciousness for reasons of efficiency and
overlearning, not because of repression. In fact, he presaged our
analogy between dual attitudes and well-learned motor behaviors:

On the analogy of a physical skill that has been acquired in the same
kind of way, both the cognitive and the action components of attach-
ment are thought to become so engrained (in technical terms over-
learned) that they come to operate automatically and outside aware-
ness. (Bowlby, 1980, p. 53)

This view is similar to our conception of independence, as por-
trayed in Table 1.

Other Areas of Personality

A similar disparity between implicit and explicit measures exists
in other areas of personality. Although none have been researched
as extensively as the areas of motivation and attachment, there is
growing evidence for the independence of implicit and explicit
constructs. For example, Bomstein (1995), in a meta-analytic
review of the literature on dependency needs, found that implicit
projective measures are only moderately correlated with explicit
self-report measures. Furthermore, women reliably score higher on
explicit tests of dependency, whereas men tend to score higher on
implicit tests of dependency. Consistent with the present concep-
tion of dual attitudes, Bornstein suggested that implicit measures
tap motives “which affect the individual’s behavior automatically

and unconscionsly” (p. 320) whereas explicit measures tap motives
that “the individual openly acknowledges as being characteristic of
his or her day-to-day functioning and experience” (p. 320).

Peterson and Ulrey (1994) proposed a similar distinction in the
realm of explanatory style, a personality variable reflecting the
way people typically explain the causes of negative events. They,
too, found surprisingly little correspondence between a question-
naire measure of explanatory style (the Expanded Attributional
Style Questionnaire) and attributions coded from people’s TAT
responses and suggested there may be an important distinction
between self-attributed and implicit explanatory style. Finally,
Hetts, Kuwano, and Pelham (in press) found an interesting dis-
crepancy in implicit and explicit self-evaluations in people who
had been raised in collectivist cultures but had exposure to West-
em culture. Recent Asian immigrants to the United States exhib-
ited relatively low levels of positive self-regard on an implicit
measure, which is typical of members of collectivist cultures.
However, the recent immigrants showed a Western-like pattern of
self-esteem on explicit measures, namely, more positive self-
regard. Hetts et al. suggested the intriguing hypothesis that accul-
turation occurs first at a conscious, explicit level and more slowly
at a habitual, implicit level (see also Pelham & Hetts, 1999;
Spalding & Hardin, 1998).

The independence of implicit and explicit self-esteem is partic-
ularly interesting for our purposes hecause self-esteem includes an
evaluative component (positive or negative evaluations of the self).
Of the research we have reviewed so far, this area comes closest to
our concept of dual attitudes. We turn now (o research that deals
directly with attitudes per se.

Empirical Support From Research on Attitudes

Dual Attitudes Are Implicit in the Anchoring-and-
Adjustment Model

Although prevailing attitude theories do not allow for the exis-
tence of two simultaneous attitudes toward the same attitude
object, this possibility is implicit in the anchoring-and-adjustment
approach, especially in its treatment of the conditions in which
attitude change is temporary. What happens when attitude change
does not persist? People begin with an attitude toward a topic, A;
change their attitude to A,, often as a result of peripheral process-
ing of a persuasive message; then, after the passage of time, they
change back to their previous attitude, A,. A question that has
seldom been asked is, What happens to people’s initial attitude,
A, during the time they adopted the new attitude? The anchoring-
and-adjustment model assumes that old attitudes are erased when
new ones are adopted. But how, then, can people so easily revert
to their previous attitude? We suggest that the initial attitude is not
completely erased but is retained in memory in some form.

There are a number of alternative explanations of transitory
attitude change, such as the possibility that when people change
their attitude to A,, they remember having held A, but no longer
endorse this position. People might know that they used to feel
differently about legalized abortion, for example, and remember
precisely what their previous position was. They might even re-
member the basis of this old attitude, such as the antilegalization
arguments they used to endorse. They no longer believe these
arguments, however, and thus have only one current evaluation
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(A,). As time goes by, the persuasiveness of the arguments for the
new attitude fades while the persuasiveness of the old arguments
increases, causing people to abandon the new attitude and readopt
the old one. Dual attitudes never existed, because people never
held two evaluations at the same time. Although such a sequence
of events could undoubtedly occur, we suspect it is relatively rare.
People often forget that their past attitudes were different from
their current attitudes (Bem & McConnell, 1970; Goethals &
Reckman, 1973; M. Ross, 1989; Wilson, Houston, & Meyers,
1998). If people do not remember that they used to feel differently
about an attitude object, they are unlikely to initiate a “repersua-
sion’ process whereby they change back to the former attitude >

We suggest that people often adopt a new explicit attitude while
their implicit attitude remains unchanged. After the passage of
time, the new attitude “wears off,” and the original implicit attitude
reemerges. We suspect that this is the best explanation of studies
in which attitude change has been found to be temporary (e.g.,
Chaiken, 1980; Mackie, 1987).

Prejudice and Stereotyping

The literature on stereotyping and prejudice has examined the
nature of dual evaluations in some detail. A number of dual-
process models argue that stereotyping and prejudice can exist
at both an implicit, automatic level and an explicit, controlled
level. Some of these models provide the best empirical support
to date for the dual-attitude model. Indeed, our model can be
seen as an extension of these approaches to attitudes in general
(as well as an attempt to develop a more specific model of the
nature of dual attitudes). Not all dual-process models of prej-
udice, however, endorse the view that people simultaneously
have implicit and explicit attitudes toward members of out-
groups. The dual-attitude model provides a useful framework
for illustrating some important differences between dual-
process models of prejudice and highlighting some unanswered
questions in this literature,

We note first an approach that is clearly different from the
dual-attitude view. I. Katz et al. (1986) discussed the role of racial
ambivalence, arguing that people can “hold two opposing and
contradictory racial attitudes, one friendly and the other hostile”
(p. 56). However, as the name implies, theirs is a model of
ambivalence in that people are said to be fully aware of both their
positive and negative attitudes, resulting in a state of conflict.
Racial ambivalence is measared with a self-report scale that con-
tains both positive and negative statements about African Amert-
cans and people who endorse both items are rated as high in
ambivalence. As discussed earlier, dual attirades are hypothesized
to be different from ambivalence. People have two different eval-
uations of an attitude object, one that is more implicit and auto-
matic and the other that is more explicit and controlled.

To demonstrate a dual attitude, we would need to show that
people have an implicit evaluation of an out-group and an explicit
evaluation of that same group that is of a different valence. We
believe that there is evidence for such dual evaluations as well as
hints about the specitic kinds of dual attitudes that are likely to
exist.

A number of studies demonstrate that stereotypes and preju-
diced attitudes can exist at an automatic, habitual level (Fiske,
1998). One line of research has found that stereotypic knowledge

can be activated and used quickly and nonconsciously in social
judgment (e.g., Banaji & Hardin, 1996; Devine, 1989b; Gaertner &
McLaughlin, 1983; McCrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 1994;
Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997). To the extent that an evaluation
is associated with these implicit stereotypes, this research is con-
sistent with our hypotheses about the existence of automatic im-
plicit attitudes. More direct evidence for this hypothesis comes
from research on the automatic activation of prejudiced attitudes
(i.e., negative evaluations of members of an out-group), as op-
posed to stereotypic knowledge (i.e., beliefs about the attributes of
members of an out-group). Several studies have found that such
attitudes do exist at an automatic level (e.g., Dovidio, Brigham,
Johnson, & Gaertner, 1996; Fazio et al., 1995; Greenwald et al.,
1998).

These studies are consistent with half of the dual-attitude
hypothesis—that people have automatically activated implicit
attitudes. To qualify as having a dual attitude, people would
also need to have an explicit attitude toward the same out-
group. It is on this question that different dual-process models
of prejudice part company. Some argue that prejudiced attitudes
exist solely at the implicit, automatic level; some argue that
they exist solely at the explicit, controlled level; and some,
consistent with the dual-attitude model, argue that they exist
simultaneously at both levels.

Fazio et al. (1995) and Greenwald et al. (1998) found that their
measures of implicit or automatic prejudice were uncorrelated with
more expiicit measures (e.g., the Modem Racism Scale; McCona-
hay, 1986). In contrast to the dual-attitude model, they suggested
that people do not simultaneously hold different attitudes at im-
plicit and explicit levels. In their view, the automatic attitude is the
only evaluation that people have, and people are fully aware of this
attitude. Responses on explicit measures such as the Modern
Racism Scale, they suggest, reflect political conservatism or an
unwillingness to express prejudice, not a separate attitude. As we
show shortly, however, this view is similar to the case of motivated
overriding and is not as discrepant from a dual-attitude perspective
as it may at first seem.

Devine (1989a, 1989b, 1995), in her influential dissociation
model, argued that in contemporary American culture, virtually
everyone knows the negative stereotypes of such groups as African
Americans, gay men and lesbians, and women. This knowledge is
acquired at an early age and is activated automatically (see also
Higgins & King, 1981). The nonprejudiced person is one who
attempts to control or suppress this negative stereotype, whereas
the prejudiced person is one who does not attempt to control or
suppress it, Devine’s model differs from our dual-attitude perspec-
tive in two main ways. First, she focused primarily on the activa-
tion of stereotypical knowledge about members of other groups

2 The idea that people change their attitudes but then are repersuaded by
the arguments in favor of their original attitudes is reminiscent of the
sleeper effect. The sleeper effect is the case in which people are initally
unpersuaded by a set of arguments because of a discounting cue (e.g., the
source of the arguments lacks credibility). Over time, the link between the
arguments and the discounting cue fades, causing people to be more likely
to believe the arguments they heard and to change their attitudes. In neither
case, however, do people have dual attitudes, because they never held two
attitudes at the same time. In the case of the sleeper effect, they were
initially unpersvaded but then changed their attitude from A, to A,.
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and not on the activation of affect or evaluation, and second, the
stereotypical knowledge that people possess at an automatic level
was assumed to be common to everyone in American culture. The
dual-attitede model, in contrast, focuses on implicit evaluations
that vary from person to person. Similarly, Banaji and her col-
leagues (Banaji & Greenwald, 1995; Banaji & Hardin, 1996; Blair
& Banaji, 1996; Greenwald & Banaji, 1995) have focused on the
extent to which stereotypic beliefs, not affect or evaluation, can be
activated automatically. For example, Banaji and Hardin found
evidence for the automatic activation of gender stereotypes but
noted that their results demonstrated the activation of stereotypical
beliefs but not attitudes or evaluations.

Despite these differences, there are elements of the dual-attitude
hypothesis in models that focus on stereotype activation. Although
stereotypes and prejudice are separate constructs— one referring to
knowledge structures, the other referring to evaluations and affect
(Judd & Park, 1993)—a stereotype usually has evaluative impli-
cations. It is not much of a theoretical leap to say that if a negative
stereotype of an out-group is activated automatically, then the
evaluation implied by that stereotype is too (Dovidio et al., 1996).
Consistent with this view, Devine (1989a, 1989b) compared the
agtomatic knowledge component of a stereotype with a bad habit
that has affective consequences (e.g., it can serve as a negative
prime when one is evaluating another person; see Devine, 1989b,
Experiment 2; Lepore & Brown, 1997). To the extent that an
evaluation is activated automatically and to the extent that people
also possess a more explicit attitude of a different valence, a dual
attitude exists.

The most similar approach to our dual-attitude model is Gaert-
ner and Dovidio's (1986) research on aversive racism. They ar-
gued that some White Americans are best characterized as aversive
racists, defined as people who consciously endorse egalitarian
values about African Americans but who have negative feelings
that are “typically excluded from awareness” (Gaertner & Dovidio,
1986, p. 62). Similar to other dual models of stereotyping, Gaert-
ner and Dovidio suggested that there are both automatic and
controlled components to prejudice. Unlike the other approaches,
however, they considered both components to have the properties
of attitudes, one assessed by self-report instruments and the other

Table 2

by implicit measures, such as priming techniques developed by
Fazio et al. (1995) and Dovidio et al. (1997). As argued by Dovidio
et al., “Self-reported attitudes and response latency measures of
attitudes may both be valid measures of attitudes (one conscious,
the other unconscious) that predict different types of behaviors”
(p. 518).

Evidence for Dovidio et al.’s (1997) characterization of prej-
udice comes from two main sources. First, as already men-
tioned, a number of studies have found low correspendence
between implicit and explicit measures of prejudice (Dovidio et
al., 1997; Fazio et al., 1995; Gaertner & McLaughlin, 1983;
Greenwald et al., 1998), suggesting that people have two eval-
uations with different valences toward the same group. Second,
there is some evidence that automatic and explicit evaluations
predict different behaviors (Dovidio, 1995; Dovidio et al.,
1997; Fazio et al., 1995). As summarized in Table 2, implicit
measures of prejudice have been found to predict behaviors that
people do not monitor consciously, such as how friendly they
acted toward an African American experimenter {Fazio et al.,
1995) and how often they handed a pen to an African American
confederate, as opposed to placing it on a table (Wilson, Dami-
ani, & Shelton, 1998). Conscious, explicit measures have
tended to predict behaviors that people monitor more closely,
such as their ratings of how guilty a Black defendant is. These
findings are consistent with the hypothesis that people cdn hold
two contradictory attitudes toward out-groups, one automatic
and one more controlled, each of which predicts different social
behaviors, We consider these results to be important evidence
for the dual-attitude model.

As previously mentioned, Fazio et al. (1995) and Greenwald et
al. (1998) interpreted the results summarized in Table 2 somewhat
differently, suggesting that people have only one attitude toward
out-groups. They argued that, rather than constituting another
attitude, people’s responses to explicit measures reflect the moti-
vation to control prejudice. Consistent with this view, Fazio et al.
found that participants responded differently to the Modern Rac-
ism Scale when it was administered by a White versus a Black
experimenter.

Evidence for Differential Predictive Validity of Automatic Prejudiced Attitudes

and Explicit Prejudiced Artitudes

Behaviors predicted by automatic evaluation

Whites’ friendliness toward African American experimenter

(as rated by the African American experimenter)

Fazio et al. (1995)

Whites® friendliness toward African American participant

(as rated by the African American participant)

Number of times Whites handed pen to African American vs. placed pen on table

Nonverbal behavior toward African American and White interviewers®

Behaviors predicted by explicit attitudes

Dovidio (1995}
Wilson, Damiani, &
Shelton (1998)
Dovidio et al. (1997)

Whites” friendliness toward African American participant

(as rated by the White participant)
Attitude toward Rodney King verdict

Attractiveness ratings of photos of Blacks vs. Whites

Ratings of guilt of African American defendants

Dovidio (1995)
Fazio et al. (1995)
Fazio et al. (1995)
Dovidio et al. (1997)

#The rate at which participants blinked their eyes while being interviewed by an African American and a White
interviewer and the amount of time participants spent looking at each interviewer.
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Dunton and Fazio (1997) and Greenwald et al. (1998) acknowl-
edged, however, that the motivation to control prejudice can stem
from personal standards that have been internalized as well as
concerns about public presentation (Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink,
& Elliot, 1991; Monteith, 1993). In other words, there are people
who bhave prejudiced, automatic attitudes but also internalized,
nonprejudiced beliefs that motivate them to act in a more positive
way loward members of out-groups, cven when concerns about
public self-presentation are subtracted out. We believe that such a
state of affairs fits our definition of dual attitudes. In our terms,
such people have a habitual, implicit, prejudiced attitude and an
explicit, egalitarian attitude. This appreach differs from Fazio et
al.’s (1995) and Greenwald et al.’s only in the willingness to call
this latter set of beliefs an attitude. Like Dovidio et al. (1997), we
believe that it makes sense to say that people have two attitudes
toward minority groups: onc that is expressed on automatic mea-
sures and one that is expressed on more deliberative, controlled
measures.

Which type of dual attitude characterizes evaluations in the
domain of prejudice? As seen in Table 1, a key issue in distin-
guishing different types of dual attitudes is the extent to which
people arc aware of their implicit attitude. In the literatures we
have reviewed so far (e.g., McClelland’s [1985] research on mo-
tivation), it has been assumed that pecple are unaware of the
implicit attitude because of repression or independence. Interest-
ingly, in the realm of prejudice, there is disagreement on this key
issue,

The aversive racism model argues most strongly that people are
unaware of their implicit attitudes (in this case, negative attitudes
toward African Americans). Gaertner and Dovidio (1986) argued
that such feelings “‘are typically exciuded from awareness™ (p. 62),
and Dovidio et al. (1997) argued that many Whites “harbor un-
consctous negative attitudes toward Blacks™ (p. 534) while at the
same time maintaining explicit. positive attitudes. According to
these researchers, prejudiced attitudes are unconscious because
these feelings are threatening to the aversive racist’s self-image,
motivating him or her to keep them out of awareness. This state of
affairs fits our definition of repression.

The aversive racism model also allows, however, for the occa-
sional intrusion inta consciousncss of racist attitudes. “When a
situation or event threatens to make the negative portion of their
attitudes salient,” argued Gaertner and Dovidio (1986), “aversive
racists are motivated to repudiate or dissociate these feelings from
their self-image, and they vigorously try to avoid acting wrongly
on the basis of these feelings™ (p. 62). Aversive racists seem to be
in one of two states: Sometimes, they succeed in keeping their
prejudiced attitudes outside of awareness and genuincly believe
that they do not possess such feelings. People have implicit neg-
ative attitudes that are “expressed subtly and indirectly in interac-
tions involving blacks” (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986, p. 67) but “still
perceive themselves as being nonprejudiced and egalitarian™ (p.
73). Other times, people become aware of their negative feelings
and do their best to deny or suppress these feelings, which fits our
definition of motivated overriding (see Table 1). People are aware
of their implicit attitude but do not want to possess it. With
sufficient capacity and motivation, they succeed in overriding the
implicit attitude with a different one (in this case, a more positive
attitude toward Blacks).

Fazio et al.’s (1995) and Greenwald et al.’s (1998) research on
prejudice is also compatible with our definition of motivated
overriding. These authors assumed that people are aware of their
automatically activated attitudes toward minority groups and that
people are motivated to hide or disguise these attitudes. As noted
earlier, this view differs from the dual-attitude model only in the
willingness to call the explicit response an attitude. We believe it
makes sense to do so, to the extent that privately held egalitarian
evaluations govern people’s explicit responses and not just con-
cetns about public posture. If so, this research fits our definition of
motivated overriding: (a) An implicit attitude is activated; (b)
people arc aware of this altitude; (¢) they also retrieve from
memory a more egalitarian attitude; and (d) if they have capacity
and motivation, they override the implicit attitude with the explicit
one.

It is admittedly difficult, though, in a domain as controversial as
prejudice, to disentangle a privately held attitude from concemns
about public self-presentation. Although progress is being made in
this area (Plant & Devine, 1998), we believe that the best way to
investigate motivated overriding is to move to a “colder” domain
than prejudice, in which there is not such a strong tendency to
disguise one’s feelings or to conform to societal norms.

Affective Perseverance

To study motivated overriding in the laboratory, it is necessary
to create an attitude and then convince people that this attitude is
incorrect (e.g., that the information it is based on is flawed or
inaccurate). The question is, Can people erase their initial attitude -
and replace it with a corrected one? Or, does the original attitude
persist at an implicit level, as it appears to do in the area of
prejudice? In a study by Golding, Fowler, Long, and Latta (1990),
participants read several facts about a target person and formed an
impression of him, Participants in one condition were then told that
a mistake had been made, namely, that the last set of facts they
read—which were all negative-—actually referred to someone else.
These people’s attitudes toward the target person were as positive
as the attitudes of people who did not receive the false-negative
information, suggesting that they were able to “erase” their initial
impression and form a new one that disregarded the false-negative
facts.

However, it is important to note that Golding et al. (1990)
included only an explicit measure of people’s attitude toward the
target person, namely, ratings on an attitude scale. It may be that
people’s initial negative attitude persisted at an implicit level. To
find cut, Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson (1998} conducted a study
similar to Golding et al.’s, except that they assessed attitudes with
bath explicit and implicit attitude measures. The predictions were
that (a) people would override their discredited initial attitude on
explicit measures, if they had sufficient capacity and motivation,
but that (b) their original attitude would perseverc on implicit
atlitude measures.

Participants listened to tupe-recorded descriptions of an ex-
tremely unlikable person (a convicted sex offender) and a likable
person (a prosecutor who was responsible for capturing the sex
offender). Photographs of the people being described were pro-
Jjected during each recording, with the assumption that people
would develop fairly strong positive or negative attitudes toward
the people depicted in the photographs. After listening to the
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descriptions, some participants were told that the experimenter had
accidentally switched the photographs, such that the person who
they thought was the sex offender was actually the prosecutor, and
vice versa. After apologizing for the error, the experimenter said
that she would project the picture of the “correct” person while
people rated him. Thus, when rating the sex offender, people in the
switch condition saw the photograph of the man who they origi-
nally thought was the prosecutor.

The dependent measures were as follows. First, all participants
evaluated the people in the interviews on semantic differential
scales assessing the affective, cognitive, and evaluative compo-
nents of attitudes (Crites et al., 1994), They were given unlimited
time to answer these questions, with the assumption that in the
switch condition, people would ignore their initial “illegitimate”
association to the pictures and would report their newer attitude (as
in Golding et al.’s [1990] study). Next, people completed trait
ratings of the target people under time pressure (3 s per question)
or no time pressure (30 s per question). Wilson, Lindsey, and
Anderson (1998) predicted that people in the switch condition
would report their initial attitude under time pressure but the new
“corrected” attitude under no time pressure. Finally, they included
both explicit and implicit measures of people’s attitude toward the
sex offender. Participants read a letter that supposedly had been
written by the sex offender from prison, complaining about the
conditions of the prison and asking for a pen pal. After reading the
letter, participants completed four questions that directly assessed
their reaction to the sex offender, such as how likely they would be
to write him a letter and how sympathetic they were to his
complaints. Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson hypothesized that
people would view their liking for the sex offender as relevant to
these questions and that those in the switch condition would thus
ignore their implicit attitude and report their newer “correct”
attitude. Other items were more implicit, such as one that asked
how much people agreed with the statement, “Prisons in America
should be reformed so that they are more humane places for people
to live.” Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson predicted that people
would be less likely to view their liking as relevant to these
questions and that those in the switch condition would thus be less
likely to attempt to ignore or correct for their implicit attitude.
Finally, they measured ambivalence with measures developed by
Thompson et al. (1995) to test alternative interpretations of dual
attitudes.

The results were largely as predicted regarding people’s atti-
tudes toward the sex offender.”> As Figure 1 shows, people in the
no-switch condition reacted in similar ways on all of the dependent
measures. This was to be expected because they had only one
attitude. In contrast, people in the switch condition reacted differ-
ently on the different dependent measures. They were relatively
unaffected by the switch on the standard attitude measures and in
their explicit reactions to the letter. The same was true of their trait
ratings when they were given ample time to respond. There was no
significant effect of the switch manipulation on any of these
measures.

If these had been the only dependent measures, researchers
might have concluded that people were quite capable of erasing
their initial attitude, such that they had only one updated evaluation
of the sex offender. The results of the remaining dependent mea-
sures, however, were different. When people were allowed only 3 s
to give their trait ratings of the sex offender, those in the switch

Dependent Measure
CIStandard Attitude
0.6 - M Trajts/Slow
B Traits/Fast
MExplicit Response to Letter
| EAimplicit Response to Lstter

bnd
P

Positivity of Attitude (z scores)
[=]
r

L L

No Switch Switch

Condition

Figure 1. Attitudes toward sex offender as a function of type of measure
and swiich condition. All means have been standardized and scored such
that the higher the number, the more positive the attitude. Data are from
Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson (1998).

condition gave significantly more positive evaluations, as if they
could not as easily ignore the positive evaluation that had origi-
nally been associated with the photograph of the offender. They
also expressed more positive attitudes on the implicit measuores
(e.g., how sympathetic to prison reform they were after reading the
letter from the sex offender; see Figure 1). Wilson, Lindsey, and
Anderson (1998) termed this finding affective perseverance, which
is the case when an implicit evaluation of a stimulus persists even
after it has been discredited. This finding is similar to belief
perseverance (L. Ross, Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975), except that it is
a discredited affective reaction that persists, not a discredited belief

* There were few effects of the switch manipulation on people’s attitudes
toward the prosecutor, possibly because, when rating the prosecutor, peo-
ple in the switch condition avoided looking at the picture of the person who
they originally thought was the sex offender. By not looking at the picture,
the evaluation they had originally formed was less likely to be accessed and
expressed on the dependent measures. We should also note that because
several participants were suspicious about the switch of pictures, we
eliminated them from the analyses. Given these limitations of the study, it
is important to note that Gregg (2000) recently found very similar results.
He induced positive and negative attitudes toward members of two hypo-
thetical groups and then told some participants that he had accidentally
reversed the names of the groups. People changed their attitudes toward the
groups on a measure of explicit attitndes, but their original attitudes
persisted on a measure of implicit attitudes (the Implicit Association Test).
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(e.g., that one has good interpersonal skills).* Finally, it is note-
worthy that there were no significant differences in ambivalence or
affective—cognitive discrepancies between people in the switch
and no-switch conditions, bolstering the claim that dual attitudes
are distinct from states of ambivalence and attitudes with discrep-
ant components.

We can pose the following question about the participants in the
switch condition of Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson’s (1998)
study: What was their attitude toward the sex offender? Their
responses on the explicit measures of liking, when not under time
pressure, were similar to those of their counterparts in the no-
switch condition, suggesting that they were unambivalently nega-
tive toward this despicable person. Their responses when under
time pressure and on the implicit measures suggest that they had a
more positive attitude than their counterparts in the no-switch
condition. We suggest that they had dual attitudes, with the attitude
that was expressed depending on their cognitive capacity and the
nature of the measure (explicit or implicit).

Studies of Automatic Overriding

So far, we have presented examples of repression, indepen-
dence, and motivated overriding but have not yet demonstrated
automatic overriding. This kind of dual attitude is similar to
motivated overriding, in that people have an implicit attitude that
is overridden, under some circumstances, by an explicit attitude.
However, this overriding process is hypothesized to occur more
automatically and does not require extensive capacity or motiva-
tion. Specifically, when people do not retrieve an explicit attitude
from memory, the implicit attitude determines how they respond
on explicit measures. Unlike the case of motivated overriding,
however, once Ay is retrieved, it automatically overrides A;. That
is, in the case of motivated overriding, people are fully aware of A|
and must exert effort to replace it with Ag (as when people exert
effort to replace a prejudiced attitude with a nonprejudiced one). In
contrasl, with automatic overriding, A, replaces A, with little
effort or capacity. People may have little awareness of the implicit
attitude because it is quickly replaced by Ag.

A fascinating implication of automatic overriding is that dual
attitndes may not be limited to cases in which people are motivated
to disguise or replace an implicit attitude (as in studies of prejudice
and affective perseverance). An explicit attitede might override an
implicit attitude in virtually any domain, even when neither atti-
tude is viewed as more legitimate or desirable than the other.
Consider, for example, the many studies of attitude change in
social psychology, such as change resulting from introspection
about the reasons for one’s attitudes (Wilson, Dunn, et al., 1989).
Attitudes resulting from analyzing reasons might not fully replace
people’s preexisting evaluations, resulting in dual attitudes. Habit-
ual implicit attitudes may be as slow to change as habitual motor
behaviors, as in our tennis analogy.

‘We have tested this hypothesis by using manipulations known to
produce attitude change, such as asking people to analyze the
reasons for their attitudes. When we werc measuring people’s
attitudes, some participants were asked to respond under time
pressure and others were not. If genuine attitude change occurs and
the new attitude replaces the old one, then it should not matter
whether people respond under time pressure. There is only one
attitude to retrieve from memory, and it should be accessible under

fast and slow response conditions. If people adopt a new explicit
attitude, however, that overrides but does not replace an implicit
attitude, then the time-pressure manipulation should influence the
attitude that people report.

According to the dual-attitude model, implicit attitudes are
activated automatically, whereas newer attitudes require more
capacity and motivation to retrieve from memory. With limited
response time, then, people will not have the opportunity to re-
trieve their explicit attitude and will report the implicit evaluation.
Under these conditions, people are fully aware of their implicit
attitude, and it determines their responses on explicit attitude
measures. With a longer response time, people will retrieve Ag
from memory, and it will override the implicit attitude, determin-
ing their responses on explicit attitude measures.

Analyzing reasons and time pressure. 'To test these hypothe-
ses, Wilson and Lindsey (1998) replicated a study by Wilson and
Kraft (1993), in which people involved in steady dating relation-
ships rated how happy they were with their relationships. A few
weeks later, people were randomly assigned to a reasons condition,
in which they wrote down (privately and anonymously) why they
felt the way they did about their relationship, or to a control
condition, in which they wrote down why they had chosen their
major. All participants then rated again how happy they were with
their dating relationships. Crossing the reasons manipulation, half
of the participants were given only 3 s to respond to this question,
whereas the other half were given 30 s.

The main dependent measure was the correlation between peo-
ple’s initial attitude and their attitude after participating in the
study. As shown in Table 3, participants in the no-reasons/no-time-
pressure condition reported very similar attitudes at Times [ and 2
(r = .80), whereas participants in the reasons/no-time-pressure
condition tended to change their attitude at Time 2 (r = .10). This
difference, which was significant, replicates previous studies on
the effects of analyzing reasons (e.g., Wilson & Kraft, 1993).
When people answered the attitude questions under time pressure,
however, the standard effect of analyzing reasons was not repli-
cated. Instead, little attitude change was found in either the no-
reasons or the reasons condition. A planned contrast testing the
spectfic pattern of predicted correlations (with weights of —3 to
the reasons/no-time-pressure correlation and weights of 1 to the
other three correlations) was significant.

These results raise the following question: When people ana-
lyzed reasons for their relationships with their dating partners, was
their attitude the new explicit one based on their analysis, or was

* As a more stringent test of the hypothesis that the switch affected the
implicit measures more than the explicit ones, all responses were converted
to standard scores, and a series of 2 (switch condition) X 2 (type of
measure) between—within analysis of variance was performed. The
Switch X Type of Measure interaction was significant when responses to
the trait items were compared in the fast versus slow response conditions.
The interaction was also significant when the standard attitude scales were
compared with the fast response—trait ratings and was nearly significant
{p = .06) when the explicit reactions of the letter from the sex offender
were compared with the implicit reactions and when the standard attitude
ratings were compared with the implicit reactions to the letter. These
analyses suggest that the effects of the switch manipulation were signifi-
cantly larger on the implicit measure and speeded responses than on the
other measures,
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Table 3
Effects of Analyzing Reasons and Time Pressure on the Stability
of Attitudes Toward a Dating Relationship

Reasons condition

Time-pressure condition Control Reasons

No time pressure

n 12 17

r 80 10
Time pressure

n 16 19

r T4 61

Note. The dependent measure is the correlation between people’s atti-
tudes toward the dating relationship in the mass testing session and atti-
tudes toward the dating relationship in the laboratory session. Data are
from Wilson and Lindsey (1998).

it their preexisting attitude reported earlier at the mass testing
session? We suggest that the answer is both and that the one they
reported depended on how they were asked. Under time pressure,
they reported their initial aftitude; under no time pressure, they
reported their newer attitude.

One question raised by this interpretation is why people’s newer
reasons-based attitude was not reported in the time-pressure con-
dition. Because the newer attitude was formed more recently than
the one reported at Time 1, it might be argued that this attitude was
more accessible and should have been reported on the fast re-
sponse measure, Alternatively, we suggest that implicit attitudes
often become habitual and automatic, such that they are the default
“knee-jerk” response when people are under cognitive load—even
if a new attitude has been constructed more recently. This inter-
pretation is consistent with Jost’s law, which says that older
associations are likely to be especially accessible (Hovland, 1951).
With substantial practice, new constructions can replace implicit
attitudes, just as, with practice, a new serve can become automatic
for a tennis player, replacing an earlier technique. Without exten-
sive practice, explicit attitudes are predicted to override, but not
replace, earlier automatic ones and to require more cognitive
capacity to be expressed. .

Another key issue concerns the point at which people in the
reasons condition formed a new attitude and stored it in memory.
We believe that the attitude change occurred on-line as people
analyzed their reasons, That is, as people brought to mind reasons
why they felt the way they did about their relationship, they
formed a new attitude and stored it in memory. Alternatively,
people who analyzed reasons might not have changed their atti-
tudes until they were asked to report how they felt and had ample
time to construct a new attitude, We call this the “triggered-change
hypothesis” because it assumes that attitude change did not occur
until it was triggered by the attitude dependent measure. This
interpretation further assumes that it took time, after people were
asked for their attitude, to consolidate their thoughts and form a
new evalvation. Thus, rather than having two attitudes, people in
the time-pressure/reasons condition possessed only their implicit
attitude, because the attitude change process did not have time to
unfold.

We believe that the triggered-change interpretation is implausi-
ble for a number of reasons. First, there is growing evidence that

people spontaneously form inferences about themselves and the
social world (e.g., Carlston & Skowronski, 1994; Graesser, Singer,
& Trabasso, 1994, Hastie & Park, 1986, Newman & Uleman,
1989), and it seems unlikely that people who analyzed reasons
would wait to change their attitudes until the experimenter asked
them how they felt.

Support for this interpretation comes from research by Mackie
and Asuncion (1990), who examined the conditions under which
people changed their attitudes spontaneously while reading a per-
suasive message (on-line change) or only after reading the mes-
sage and being asked for their evaluation (iriggered, memory-
based change). Mackie and Asuncion found on-line attitude
change whenever people were “aware of the relevance or impor-
tance of message arguments for their attitudes” (p. 14). On-line
attitude change seemed to be the default response, preventable
only by making people focus on nonattitudinal aspects of the
message (e.g., by asking them to proofread the message or to jot
down every verb they heard). We suggest that analyzing the
reasons for one's attitudes triggers on-line change because it
virtnally guarantees that people will recognize the relevance of
their thoughts to their attitudes—the condition that Mackie and
Asuncion found is necessary for such change.

Data from previous studies support the idea that people change
their attitudes while analyzing reasons. If attitude change does not
occur until people are asked how they feel, then it should take a
relatively long time to report an attitude after analyzing reasons,
because people need time to think about their reasons and con-
struct their attitude (Mackie & Asuncion [1990] followed the same
logic, using response time to attitude questions as their measure of
on-line versus memory-based attitude change). Although response
time was not measured in Wilson and Lindsey's (1998) study, in
two previous studies of the effects of analyzing reasons (Wilson &
Dunn, 1986, Study 2; Wilson et al., 1984, Study 1), it was mea-
sured. In both studies, people familiarized themselves with five
puzzles. Half then analyzed why they felt the way they did about
each puzzle, and half did not analyze reasons. All participants then
reported how much they liked each puzzle, and a computer timed
their response to each question. In both studies, the reasons ma-
nipulation changed people’s attitudes toward the puzzles. If the
triggered-change hypothesis were true, this change should not have
occurred until people were asked to report their attitudes, and the
time it took them to recompute their attitudes should have resulted
in longer response times in the reasons condition. People in the
control condition, who did not recompute their attitudes, should
have responded relatively quickly.

Contrary to the triggered-change hypothesis, people in the rea-
sons conditions reported their attitudes faster than people in the
control conditions did (M = 4.92 vs. 5.70 5, z = 237, p = .02,
averaged across studies). These results are inconsistent with the
triggered-change hypothesis and instead support the view that
people recomputed their attitudes while analyzing reasons prior to
the attitude questions.

There was a third condition in Wilson and Dunn’s (1986)
experiment that provides a better comparison with the reasons
condition. In a focus condition, people were asked to think about
how they felt about the puzzles (as opposed to why they felt the
way they did) before rating them. Wilson and Dunn predicted and
found that this focus did not lead to any attitude change; that is,
people who focused on their attitudes did not change their atti-



116 WILSON, LINDSEY, AND SCHOOLER

tudes, whereas pecple who analyzed reasons did. Consistent with
previous research by Fazio (1995), focusing on people’s attitude
increased its accessibility; people in the focus condition took an
average of 5.90 s to respond to the attitude questions, whereas
control participants took an average of 6.75 s {(p < .05). Of most
relevance is the fact that people in the reasons condition also
reported their attitudes relatively quickly (M = 5.91 s), The fact
that these participants reported their new attitudes so quickly
provides strong evidence that they had consolidated these attitudes
into memory before they were asked how they felt.

It is interesting to recall, in light of this finding, that when
people were under time pressure in Wilson and Lindsey’s (1998)
study—having to report their attitude within 3 s—there was no
evidence of attitude change due to analyzing reasons. We view this
as support for our duai-attitude hypothesis: Even when a new
attitude has been constructed and is relatively accessible, an older,
more habitual attitude can remain and be the default response
when people are under severe cognitive load. When people are not
under cognitive load, as in Wilson et al.”s (1984) and Wilson and
Dunn’s (1986) studies, the recently constructed attitude can be
retrieved and reported relatively easily. We discuss ways in which
constructed attitudes can override implicit attitudes in more detail
later.

Two other findings from Wilson and Lindsey’s (1998) study are
noteworthy. First, consistent with the hypothesis that dual attitudes
are distinct from ambivalence, there were no significant ditter-
cnces in ambivalence between people who analyzed reasons, and
were thus hypothesized to have dual attitudes, and those who did
not. Second, there was no cvidence that the reasons or time-
pressure manipulations influenced the consistency between the
affective and cognitive components of people’s attitudes.

Dissonance and time pressure.  Two studies by T. Y. Schooler
(1990) examined one of the most common kinds of attitude change
studied by psychologists: change in the insufficient-justification
dissonance paradigm. Many studies have shown that inducing
people to perform counterattitudinal behaviors (e.g., writing an
essay against their beliefs) for low, external justification leads to
attitlude change in the direction of the behavior. This attitude
change has been assumed to be “genuine,” in the sense that the
new attitude replaces the old one.

The dual-attitude model makes a different prediction. To the
extent that people have an implicit attitude on the topic in question,
the attitude change resulting from dissonance arousal might over-
ride, but not replace, the implicit attitude. Just as analyzing reasons
leads to the construction of a new attitude that does not replace the
prior one, so might dissonance reduction. T. Y. Schooler (1990)
tested this hypothesis by replicating a standard insufficient-
justification experiment, in which students were induced to write
an essay against their attitudes (advocating a tuition increase at
their university), under conditions of low or high perceived choice.
The dependent measure was a question asking the students the
extent to which they agreed with the statement that their university
“should increase tuition by a substantial amount,” with low num-
bers indicating agreement with the statement.

T. Y. Schooler (1990) manipulated the time that people had to
respond to this question as follows: The paper with this measure on
it was distributed facedown. In the time-pressure condition, par-
ticipants were asked to turn it over and answer the question within
5s. This time interval was selected because it was just enough time

for people to read the statement, figure out the response scale, and
make their response. In the unlimited time condition, people were
given as long as they wanted to respond to the question.

The results are illustrated in Figure 2. As shown in the two bars
on the left, the standard dissonance effect was replicated when
people were given unlimited time to respond: People who wrote
the essay under conditions of high perceived choice were more in
favor of a (uition increase than were those who wrote the essay
under conditions of low perceived choice. The simple effect of
choice was significant in the unlimited time condition. When
people were given only 5 s to respond, however, there was no
cvidence of attitude change. People in both the high and low
choice conditions expressed opposition to a tuition increase. There
was no significant difference between these means, and further-
more, the interaction between choice and time pressure was sta-
tistically significant.

The results of T. Y. Schooler’s (1990) study pose an intriguing
question: What is the nature of the attitude change that occurs
when dissonance is aroused? The hundreds of previous studies in
this area assumed that the answer was straightforward: People
reduce dissonance by changing their attitude, and this new attitude
replaces the previous one. We suggest a different answer: People
might end up with two attitudes—their previous habitual one and
their newly constructed ope—and the attitude they report depends
on how they are asked. In T. Y. Schooler’s study, people given
unlimited time to respond reported a very different attitude than
those given limited time.

An alternative intetpretation of T. Y. Schooler’s (1990) study is
similar to the triggered-change hypothesis discussed earlier. It may
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Figure 2. Dissonance and Time Pressure 1: Attitudes toward a tuition
increase as a function of perceived choice to write the essay and time to
respond. Higher numbers indicate more opposition to a tuition increase.
Data are from T. Y. Schooler (1990).
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be that people never had two attitudes toward a tuition increase;
rather, dissonance was reduced in the form of attitude change only
when people were asked how they felt and had sufficient time to
reduce their dissonance by changing their attitude (i.e., in the
unlimited time condition). According to this view, people in the
time-pressure condition did not have ample time to reduce their
dissonance and thus never changed their attitude.

There is evidence consistent with the idea that dissonance re-
duction occurs only after people write counterattitudinal essays
and are asked for their attitudes, not while they are writing the
essay. Simon, Greenberg, and Brehm (1995), for example, found
that the way in which people reduced dissonance depended on the
questions they were asked by an experimenter. In one study,
Simon et al. asked participants to write counterattitudinal essays
and then manipulated the order in which they received two depen-
dent measures: a measure of their attitudes and a measure of
trivialization (the tendency to minimize the importance of the
essay and the issue). People tended to take the first avenue of
dissonance reduction they were offered: attitude change when the
attitude measures came first and trivialization when the trivializa-
tion measures came first (see also Elliot & Devine, 1994; Gotz-
Marchand, Gotz, & Irle, 1974; Stone, Wiegand, Cooper, & Aron-
son, 1997). These results suggest that in T. Y. Schooler’s (1990}
study, people did not change their attitudes until they received the
attitude question and had enough time to reduce their dissonance
by changing their attitude. Rather than having dual attitudes,
people in the time-pressure condition may never have reduced
dissonance by changing their attitudes.

It is important to note, however, that there are two interpreta-
tions of Simon et al.’s (1995) results. One possibility is that
dissonance reduction occurs only when people are offered a way of
reducing it. According to this view, if people had not received the
attitude or the trivialization questions, they might never have
reduced their dissonance. A second possibility is that people do
reduce dissonance spontancously but that it takes time. If people
are offered a particular mode of dissonance reduction before they
have reduced the dissonance themselves, they will take whatever
mode they are offered (as in Simon et al.’s 1995 study). If no one
offers them a specific way of reducing dissonance, however, they
will eventually find a way of reducing it on their own.

We believe that the dissonance literature supports this second
interpretation of Simon et al.’s (1995) results. First, there is evi-
dence that dissonance is an uncomfortable drive state that people
are motivated to reduce (e.g., Elliot & Devine, 1994; Zanna &
Cooper, 1976), and it seems implausible that people would remain
in this uncomfortable state until they were offered a way out of it.
Second, some dissonance studies have found evidence for attitude
change on behavioral indicators of attitudes that occur before
participants are asked how they feel (e.g., Cohen, Greenbaum, &
Mansson, 1969; Grinker, 1969; Schlachet, 1969), which suggests
that people spontaneously changed their attitudes in the absence of
questions from an experimenter. As noted by Simon et al., *It may
be that people typically tolerate dissonance feelings for a while and
reduce dissonance only if it persists over a certain period of time
or if opportunities to do so present themselves” (p. 259).

A key question, then, is how long people take to reduce disso-
nance on their own, in the absence of questions from an experi-
menter. A study by Elkin and Leippe (1986) suggests an answer.
They measured galvanic skin response (GSR) at various points

after people wrote counterattitudinal essays, as a measure of the
arousal that accompanies cognitive dissonance. In their second
study, for example, they measured GSR (-3 min after people
wrote the essay, 5-7 min later, and 9-11 min later. A key condi-
tion was one in which people were never asked to report their
attitudes. In the 3 min right after people wrote the essays, their
GSR was higher than baseline levels, suggesting that they had not
vet reduced dissonance. At the second time of measurement, GSR
began to return to baseline levels, and by the third time of mea-
surement, GSR was at baseline levels. To the extent that the drop
in GSR reflected people’s successful dissonance-reduction efforts,
these results suggest that people spontaneously reduced dissonance
by 9—-11 min after writing a counterattitudinal essay.

Given these results, it would be interesting to replicate T. Y.
Schooler’s (1990) time-pressure manipulation after giving people
time to reduce dissonance on their own. If people still reported
their original attitude under time pressure, the dual-attitude hy-
pothesis would receive stronger support. This is precisely what
T. Y. Schooler did in a second study. She replicated her first study
exactly, except that she manipulated the time that elapsed between
the completion of the essay and the administration of the depen-
dent measure (the attitude question). People were given the de-
pendent measure right after writing the essay (as in the first
study), 10 min later, or 48 hr later. At each point of measurement,
she again manipulated time pressure, such that some people had to
express their attitude within 5 s and others had unlimited time.
Schooler predicted that at each time period, people who responded
under time pressure would report their original attitude against a
tuition increase, whereas those given unlimited time would report
their newer attitude that was more in favor of a tuition increase.
Such a pattern of results would be more difficult for the triggered-
change hypothesis to explain, because it is unlikely that people
held their dissonance in abeyance for 48 hr, reducing it only when
someone asked them how they felt.

As seen in Figure 3, the results closely replicated T. Y. School-
er’s (1990) first study. The standard dissonance effect, whereby
people with high choice reported a more favorable attitude toward
a tuition increase than people with low choice did, was replicated
when people had unlimited time to respond to the attitude ques-
tions. When people responded under time pressure, there was no
evidence of attitude change. The Choice X Time Pressure inter-
action was significant, with no detectable effect of whether atti-
tudes were measured right after people wrote the essay, 10 min
later, or 48 hr later. The most plausible explanation of these results,
we suggest, is that people reduced dissonance by changing their
attitudes, especially those who had time to do so before their
attitudes were measured (i.e., in the 10-min and 48-hr conditions).
The new attitude did not replace the old one, however, and was
reported only when people had time to retrieve this new attitude.

An alternative version of the triggered-change hypothesis is
more difficult to rule out. According to this possibility, people in
the 10-min and 48-hr delay conditions spontaneously reduced
dissonance in some other way than by changing their attitudes. For
example, they might have spontaneously engaged in self-
affirmation in an unrelated domain (Steele, 1988) or trivialized the
essay-writing task (Simon et al:, 1995). The presentation of the
attitude questions may have rearoused some dissonance that they
then reduced by changing their attitudes, if they had time to do so
(Higgins, Rhodewalt, & Zanna, 1979). People thus never held two
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fligure 3. Dissonance and Time Pressure 2: Attitudes toward a tuition
increase as a function of perceived choice to write the essay, time to
respond, and delay between writing the essay and completing the attitude
measure. Higher numbers indicate more opposition to a tuition increase.
Data are from T. Y. Schooler (1990).

attitudes at the same time; they initially trivialized the issue and
then changed their attitudes in the no-time-pressure conditions.
Although we cannot definitively rule out this alternative, we note
that it is contrary to studies that find that when people were offered
more than one way of reducing dissonance, they typically chose
only one route (e.g., trivialization or attitude change, but not both;
Simon et al., 1995; Stone et al., 1997). Thus, if people had already
found a way of reducing their dissonance before receiving the
attitude questions, it is unlikely that they would have needed to
reduce dissonance further in another way.

A closer look at automatic overriding. We believe that the
most compelling interpretation of Wilson and Lindsey’s (1998)
and T. Y. Schooler’s (1990) studies is automatic overriding. When
people were under time pressure, they were unable to retrieve their
explicit attitudes fromm memory and thus reported their implicit
attitudes, which had been activated autornatically. When not under
time pressure, people retrieved and reported their explicit attitudes.

Such a possibility raises an intriguing question: If the implicit
attitude is automatically activated and people are aware of this
attitude, how can it be so easily overridden by a different one?
Although the implicit attitude is the quick default response, we
suggest that it can be short-circuited by the retrieval of a different
evaluation, LeDoux (1996) described fear responses similaily,
suggesting that information from the sensory thalamus goes first to
the amygdala in rather crude form, allowing the person to react
very quickly to potentially dangerous information. Information
also goes to the sensory cortex on a slower path, such that the

person has time to analyze it in a slower, more deliberative
fashion. If necessary, this slower analysis of the information can
override the initial quick reaction of the thalamus. Although we
make no claims about the neurological correlates of dual attitudes,
we can draw an analogy to LeDoux’s arguments. People’s implicit
attitudes are experienced quickly (and perhaps in a rather crude,
unelaborated fashion; see Giner-Sorolla, 1999). These implicit
attitudes can be overridden by explicit attitudes that take longer to
retrieve, particularly if the implicit attitudes are not very strong.

Are people consciously aware of experiencing an implicit atti-
tude and then having it overridden by a constructed attitude? We
suspect that in many cases they are not. LeDoux (1996), for
example, suggested that information travels on thalamic pathways
to the amygdala before the information reaches consciousness (see
Dennett, 1991, for a description of ways in which one event in
memory can be overridden by another). There may, however, be a
fleeting awareness of the implicit attitude. Importantly, if people
do not have the motivation or capacity to override A, with Ag, then
A, will reach awareness and determine their explicit responses
(e.g., their verbally reported attitudes).

Discussion

We presented five hypotheses about the nature of dual attitudes.
Hypothesis 1 states that implicit and explicit attitudes can coexist
in memory. We reviewed evidence from diverse literatures that
was consistent with this hypothesis, including studies of memory,
motivation, attachment, dependency, atributional style, and self-
esteemn. The most direct evidence for the existence of dual attitudes
comes from the literature on prejudice (see Table 2) and from
studies by Wilson, Lindsey, et al. {1998); Wilson and Lindsey
(1998); and T. Y. Schooler (1990; see Table 3 and Figures 1-3).

Hypotheses 2-5 are more specific statements about the activa-
tion and predictive validity of dual attitudes. According to Hy-
pothesis 2, when dual attitudes exist, the implicit attitude is acti-
vated automatically, whereas the explicit attilude requires more
capacity to be retrieved from memory. When people have the
capacity to retrieve their explicit attitude, it determines their re-
sponses on explicit measures of attitudes. When people do not
have the capacity to retrieve their explicit attitude, their implicit
attitude determines their responses on explicit measures, As noted
earlier, this hypothesis is compatible with some dual-process mod-
els of prejudice, especially Dovidio et al.’s (1997) and Devine’s
(1989a). The studies by Wilson and Lindsey (1998), T. Y.
Schooler (1990), and Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson (1998) are
also consistent with this hypothesis and have the advantage of
having studied attitudes in domains that were less susceptible to
alternative explanations such as self-presentation. In each of these
studies, people reported implicit attitudes when under time pres-
sure but were more likely to report explicit attitudes when not
under time pressure.

Hypothesis 3 states that implicit attitudes will determine peo-
ple’s implicit responses, even when an explicit attitude has been
retrieved from memory. Support for this hypothesis was found in
a number of literatures that examined the relationship between
behavioral measures and implicit measures of motives, schemas,
and attitudes, such as the literatures on implicit motivation and
prejudice (see Table 2). More direct support was found in Wilson,
Lindsey, et al.’s (1998) study, in which people’s implicit attitudes
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predicted implicit responses (e.g., their ratings of prison reform),
even after expressing their explicit attitude on explicit measures.

Hypothesis 4 states that attitude change techniques often change
explicit but not implicit attitndes. The results of studies from our
laboratory support this hypothesis, such as Wilson and Lindsey’s
(1998) experiment, in which analyzing reasons appeared to change
explieit but not implicit attitedes. Additional support was obtained
by Petty and Jarvis (1998), who found that people changed their
attitudes on explicit measures of evaluation, whereas their original
attitude, as assessed by an implicit measure, was not fully replaced.

Hypothesis 5 states that dual attitudes are distinct from ambiv-
alence and attitudes that have discrepant affective and cognitive
components. Support for this hypothesis was found in Wilson and
Lindsey’s (1998) and Wilson, Lindsey, and Anderson’s (1998)
studies. People hypothesized to have dual attitudes did not express
any more ambivalence, or greater affective—cognitive discrepan-
cies, than other participants. Similarly, Petty and Jarvis (1998)
found that people with dual attitudes did not differ from people
without dual attitudes on measures of ambivalence, attitude ex-
tremity, or accessibility.

It is a fair assessment that alternatives to the dual-attitude
hypothesis exist in each of the literatures and studies we have
reviewed. Even if some of the alternative explanations prove to be
better accounts of individual studies than the dual-attitude model,
however, none can account for all of the data. For example, as
discussed earlier, it is not entirely clear how and when people
spontaneously reduce dissonance in the absence of questions from
an experimenter, which opens T. Y. Schooler’s (199) dissonance
studies to an alternative explanation: Maybe people did not change
their attitudes until they received the attitude-dependent measures
and had time to reconsider their attitudes. Even if this triggered-
change explanation proves to be correct in this domain, however,
it cannot explain all of the findings we have reviewed, such as
those on prejudice. No one has suggested that people change their
attitudes from prejudiced to nonprejudiced ones only when filling
out questionnaires in a psychology experiment. Rather, both im-
plicit and explicit prejudiced attitudes are viewed as stable con-
structs that coexist in people’s memory, sometimes with different
valences.

As shown in Table 1, we also hypothesized that there are four
types of dual attitudes, distinguished by how aware people are of
their implicit attitudes and whether motivation and capacity are
required to replace an implicit attitude with an explicit attitnde.

Table 4
Literatures Relevant to the Dual-Attitude Model

119

Although speculative, this classification is useful in illustrating the
different kinds of dual attitudes that have been hypothesized to
exist in diverse literatures. In each literature, we attempted to
isolate the type of dual attitude—repression, independence, auto-
matic overriding, and motivated overriding—that was most con-
sistent with the empirical evidence. Table 4 summarizes the ways
in which these literatures measured implicit attitudes and the types
of dual attitudes that they have studied (we have not listed the
ways in which explicit attitudes were measured in these literatures,
because in all cases it was with self-report scales).

As seen in Table 4, several researchers initially attributed dual
motives and attitudes to repression, arguing that the purpose of the
explicit attitude was to push another attitude out of awareness
because of its threatening nature. For both theoretical reasons {the
increasing sovereignty of cognitive approaches) and methodolog-
ical reasons {the difficulty of studying repression experimentally;
Holmes, 1990; Wegner, 1989), independence is now the preferred
explanation of dual attitudes, motives, and schemas in many of
these literatures. Some attitudes, motives, and schemas are said to
reside in the cognitive unconscious for reasons of efficiency and
overlearning, not because of repression (Kihlstrom, 1987, Nisbett
& Wilson, 1977). Because people do not have access to these
implicit states, they develop explicit attitudes, motives, and sche-
mas that exist independently of the nonconscious, implicit ones.

As Wilson (1985) argued, there are times when people’s explicit
theories about their own attitudes are so strong that they ignore
evidence that their implicit attitudes are qguite different (e.g., peo-
ple do not notice that they often behave inconsistently with their
explicit attitude). People can be blinded by their theories about
themselves, in the absence of the censorship of repression. Even
s0, we suspect that cases of pure independence, in which pecple
have no awareness of their implicit attitudes, are relatively rare.
More often, people probably have some awareness of their implicit
attitudes. In the quote from Remembrance of Things Past (Proust,
1934) at the beginning of this article, for example, Marcel became
aware of his love for Albertine when he learned that she had left
him. Despite his strong belief that his love had died, he could not
ignore the anguish he felt.

The question then arises of how people reconcile an implicit
attitude that differs from a more explicit one. We have argued that
in some cases, the explicit attitude automatically overrides the
implicit one, if people have the capacity to retrieve the explicit
attitude from memory. We believe that this is the most parsimo-

Measure of implicit attitude

Type of dual attitnde

Literature
Human motivation TAT
Attachment AA]
Dependency needs ROD, TAT, HIT
Attributional style TAT

Prejudice and stereotyping
Affective perseverance
Attitudes toward relationships
Dissonance

Time pressure
Time pressure

Automatic priming, IAT
Time pressure, implicit measures

Repression, independence
Repression, independence
Repression, independence
Independence

Repression, motivated overriding
Motivated overriding

Autornatic overriding

Automatic overriding

Note.

TAT = Thematic Apperception Test; AAl = Adult Attachment Interview; ROD = Rorschach Oral

Dependency Scale; HIT = Holtzman Inkblot Test Dependency Scale; IAT = Implicit Association Test.
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nious interpretation of Wilson and Lindsey’s (1998) and T. Y.
Schocler’s (1990) studies. In other cases, people’s implicit atti-
tudes are more focal in awareness, and once a different attitude is
retrieved from memory, people will override the implicit attitude
only if they have the motivation and capacity to do so. We believe
that this is the most parsimonious explanation of research on dual
prejudiced attitudes and the affective perseverance study by Wil-
son, Lindsey, et al. (1998).

Clearly, a great deal of research needs te be done to explore
further the different rypes of dual attitudes and the conditions
under which they exist, addressing such important questions as
when people are aware of their implicit attitudes. For example, one
unexplored variable is the role of allitude strength and dual aiti-
tudes. We suspect that attitude strength is an important moderator,
as it is in other areas of attitude research (Petty & Krosnick, 1995).
Specifically, we offer the prediction that dual attitudes are most
likely to exist when people have implicit attitudes of moderate
strength. If the implicit attitude is weak or nonexistent, then any
evaluation that people construct will be their only attitude. If the
implicit attitude is extremely strong, people are unlikely to con-
struct a new attitude that contradicts it (Chaiken et al., 1995; Fazio,
1995; Peity, Priester, & Wegener, 1994). For dual attitudes to
exist, an implicit attitude has to be weak enough so as not to
prevent the construction of a new attitude but strong enough to
persist after the construction of the new attitude. The diverse areas
we have reviewed suggest that these conditions promoting dual
attitudes are not particularly rare.

Formation of Dual Attitudes

In much of the preceding discussion, we assumed that people
acquire implicit attitudes before explicit ones. In the literature on
prejudice, for example, people are often assumed to acquire prej-
udiced implicit attitudes first, by growing up in a racist family or
acquiring negative sterectypes from their culture. Only later do
people adopt less prejudiced, explicit attitudes that do not fully
replace the implicit, prejudiced ones. Similarly, in many of the
studics we have discussed, attitude change techniques caused
people to adopt new explicit attitudes that coexisted with initial
implicit attitudes.

It is important to note that this sequence of events is not the only
possible route to dual attitudes. We offer two other possibilities.
First, people might begin with an explicit attitude that is based on
a theory about an attitude object but little personal experience
toward it. When people acquire direct experience with the attitude
object, their implicit attitude might change slowly, before any
change at the explicit level. Consider a child who has always hated
broccoli. Other than one or two times when her parents insisted
that she eat her vegetables, she has never actually tried broceoli.
Because of this lack of direct experience with the attitude object,
her attitude has not had the opportunity to become ingrained at an
implicit level. Nonetheless, on the basis of her one .or two expe-
riences, and her observation that few of her friends eat broccoli,
she has a strong, explicit, negative attitude.

When this person reaches adulthood, she begins to eat more
vegetables, including broccoli. Perhaps she nibbles on it occasion-
ally at parties and puts a little on her plate at salad bars. On the
basis of these experiences, she slowly acquires 2 positive implicit
attitude—before, perhaps, she realizes at an explicit level that her

attitude has changed. There would be a point, we suggest, at which
she would emphatically claim, on an explicit attitnde measure, that
she dislikes broccoli, whereas she would show evidence of a
positive attitude on an implicit attitude measure.

Second, it might be possible for explicit and implicit attitudes to
develop simultaneously. Perhaps people learn cultural feeling rules
at an explicit level (Hochschild, 1979) while simultancously learn-
ing a different implicit attitude from their direct experiences with
the attitude object. Consider the experiences of a woman in a short
story by Kierstead (1981). While reminiscing about her childhood
with her cousin, she suddenly realizes that her explicit attitude
toward her pony was wrong:

It wasn’t until Blake said it [that he hated the ponyj that Kate realized
that she, too, had always hated Topper. For years they had been
conned into loving him, because children love their pony, and their
dog, and their parents, and picnics, and the ocean, and the lovely
chocolate cake, (Kierstead, 1981, p. 48)

It turns out that Topper was a nasty little pony who stepped on
Kate and Blake’s feet and bit them when they fed him sugar cubes.
These experiences quite likely led to a ncgative implicit attitude.
At an explicit level, however, Kate truly believed that she loved
Topper, just as she loved all the things children are supposed to
love. The idea that explicit and implicit attitudes can develop
simultaneously, in response to different cues, is reminiscent of
Bateson’s double-bind theory of schizophrenia, whereby parents
tell their children they love them while nonverbally expressing
quite different feelings (Bateson, Jackson, Haley, & Weakland,
1956). Although no longer generally accepted as a theory of
schizophrenia, the double-bind hypothesis might be a reasonable
description of one way in which dual attitudes develop.

The Nature of Overriding

Throughout this article, we have used the term overriding to
describe the process whereby an explicit attitude can coexist with
an implicit attitude. We should be clear about our use of this term,
in light of recent research on the difficulty of controlling automatic
processes. Bargh (1999), for example, took a pessimistic view of
people’s ability to control stereotyped reactions of others, arguing
that (a) stereotypes are almost always activated when people
encounter a member of a target group, even when people are trying
to control their reactions; (b) once stereotypes are activated, they
are very difficult to control or suppress; and (c) even if people
succeed in controlling their stereotypes to some degree, the ste-
reotypes will still influence implicit responses either that people
cannot control (e.g., some nonverbal behaviors) or that they do not
think to control (e.g., those that they do not view as expressions of
their stereotype).

It might seem that our model is in opposition to this view, by
arguing that implicit attitudes can be overridden, under some
circumstances, by explicit ones. We believe that our approach is in
fact both more pessimistic and more optimistic than Bargh's
(1999). Tt is more pessimistic by arguing that it is difficult to
change implicit atlitudes in any domain, not just in the realm of
stereotypes and prejudices. By including only explicit measures of
attitudes, the vast literature on attitude change may have overes-
timated the extent to which change takes place. People may main-
tain implicit attitudes that continue to influence their behavior. Just
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as stereotypes can become ingrained and lead to automatic, habit-
ual, prejudiced responses, so can any attitude become ingrained
and difficult to change,

Our model is more optimistic, however, in detailing how ex-
plicit attitudes can coexist with implicit ones and influence behav-
ior under some conditions. Let us be clear that we agree with
Bargh (1999) that implicit attitudes are very difficult to change and
that these attitudes are activated automatically, We also agree that
no matter how much people try, these attitudes will influence
responses that they cannot control or are not monitoring. None-
theless, we hypothesize that people can form explicit attitudes that
are retrieved from memory and acted on under some conditions.
Thus, while agreeing with Bargh about the prepotency of implicit
attitudes, we are more optimistic about people’s ability to simul-
taneously have explicit attitudes that influence at least some be-
haviors. As seen in our discussion of automatic overriding, we
even believe that explicit attitudes can, under some circumstances,
short-circuit the expression of an implicit attitude. Implicit atti-
tudes remain, however, and as Bargh points out, continue to
influence implicit responses.

Dual or Multiple Attitudes?

Once we entertain the possibility that people can have more than
one attitude stored in memory, why not aflow for more than two?
Our main argument is that attitude models should allow for the fact
that people can have both implicit and explicit attitudes toward the
same object. It is possible, in principle, for people to have more
than two attitudes; people might have one implicit attitade, for
example, that is automatically activated, plus two or more newly
constructed attitudes that were formed in specific contexts, stored
in memory, and retrieved in those contexts. Similarly, people
might have two or more implicit attitudes that are activated auto-
matically, depending on the context (Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park,
1998). Given the empirical challenge of showing that people have
three or more attitudes stored in memory at the same time, we have
limited ourselves to the case of dual attitudes, with the acknowl-
edgment that this may be a special case of multiple attitudes.

Conciusions and Implications

Attitudes are one of the oldest topics in social psychology, and
a great deal of progress has been made in understanding how
people evaluate their social worlds. A number of subareas of
attitude research have flourished, such as attitude formation, struc-
ture, change, measurement, and attitude-behavior consistency
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). It is interesting to consider the impli-
cations of our research on dual attitudes to these subareas of
attitude research.

In terms of research on attitude structure, we suggest that people
can have implicit attitudes and explicit attitudes at the same time,
Dual attitudes are distinguishable from attitudes with discrepant
affective and cognitive components, as found by Wilson, Lindsey,
and Anderson (1998) and Wilson and Lindsey (1998).

The most important implications of the dual-attitude model are
for conceptions of attitude change. Previous models may have
exaggerated the ease with which people change their attitudes, by
including only explicit measures of attitudes. Although people may
report new explicit attitudes, they may still have their older,

habitual, implicit attitudes that will be expressed under cognitive
load and on other measures (e.g., implicit responses). Although the
difficulty of changing some kinds of habitual attitudes has been
recognized for some time (e.g., racial prejudice; Devine, 1989a),
we suggest that any kind of attitode can become habitual and
difficult to change.

Another unexplored area is what happens to dual attitudes over
time. Eventually, one attitude probably wins out. In many cases,
the explicit attitude probably fades, and the implicit attitude be-
comes prepotent again. If, however, people frequently “practice”
the new attitude—think about it, discuss it with their friends, act on
it—the attitude may become habitual, replacing the prior implicit
attitude (just as, with a great deal of practice, an older, automatic
motor response can be replaced with a new one). In short, the
process of attitude change may often require more time and prac-
tice than previously thought.

Similarly, our research sheds light on attitude—behavior consis-
tency. For many years, social psychologists have investigated the
conditions under which attitudes will and will not predict people’s
behavior (e.g., Fazio, 1986; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; LaPicre,
1934, Wicker, 1969), and again, considerable progress has been
made. Our research suggests that the attitude~behavior relation-
ship is likely to depend on the type of attitude involved (an implicit
attitude or an explicit attitude) and the type of behavior involved
{(implicit vs. explicit behavior). Note that this argument is compat-
ible with others who have noted the importance of considering the
type of attitude and the type of behavior involved (Fazio, 1990;
Millar & Tesser, 1986a). The main difference is that these previous
approaches adopted a “between-subjects” approach, whereby dif-
ferent individuals with different kinds of attitudes are said to act
differently. OQur approach is “within-subjects,” in that the same
individual can have both an implicit attitude and an explicit atti-
tude, which predict different kinds of behaviors.

Finally, our research has implications for attitude measurement.
Clearly, before researachers make claims about the extent to which
they have changed people’s attitudes, they should include mea-
sures of implicit and explicit attitudes. Similar to the personality
variables we reviewed earlier, such as motives and attachment
styles, implicit attitndes may be more like dispositions than labile
evaluations. Interestingly, this view is reminiscent of early con-
ceptions of attitudes as mental sets that operate automatically
without conscious effort, such as the research of Lange (1888) and
the Wiirzberg school. Due in part to the development of self-report
attitude scales by Thurstone (1928) and Likert (1932), the term
attitude eventually came to mean a more conscious, explicit re-
sponse. We suggest that both meanings of attifude are accurate and
that, when feasible, implicit and explicit measures be included in
attitude research.
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