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A B S T R A C T

In this article we argue that there are many unanswered questions crucial to scientific understanding about stereotypes and
stereotype accuracy. Scientists do not always engage in purely impartial search for objective truths, because, like other people,
they are subject to biases in thinking, motivations to find certain particular results, and social norms regarding what is and is not
an acceptable topic or finding. This article suggests that these factors conspired to prevent psychologists from asking serious
questions about stereotype accuracy for decades and may help explain why many reviews of stereotypes reach conclusions in
the absence of evidence, or, sometimes, in the face of evidence completely disconfirming those conclusions. We review the
history of the first unasked question in this area, “Are stereotypes inaccurate?” which went unaddressed for about 70 years after
the initial social science interest in stereotypes. Current unasked questions include (a) When and how does relying on a stereotype
increase the accuracy of person perception? (b) Why are some stereotypes more accurate than others? (c) How accurate are
implicit stereotypes? (d) Do people ever actually ignore individuals’ personal characteristics when perceiving, evaluating, and
judging them? We conclude with testable hypotheses about the sources of not asking certain questions, and with recommen-
dations for overcoming scientific biases and blind spots in research on stereotypes.

S C I E N T I F I C A B S T R A C T

In this article, we argue that there are many unanswered questions crucial to scientific understanding about stereotypes and
stereotype accuracy. We present a review and analysis suggesting that a set of cognitive, motivational, and social factors
conspired to prevent psychologists from asking serious questions about stereotype accuracy for decades and may help explain
why many reviews in the field foreclose on presumptive answers to questions that actually require empirical data. We review
the history of the first unasked question in this area, “Are stereotypes inaccurate?” which went unaddressed for about 70 years
after the initial social science interest in stereotypes. Current unasked questions include (a) When and how does relying on a
stereotype increase the accuracy of person perception? (b) Why are some stereotypes more accurate than others? (c) How
accurate are implicit stereotypes? (d) Do people ever actually ignore individuating information? We conclude with testable
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hypotheses about the sources of not asking certain questions, and with recommendations for overcoming biases and blind spots
in research on stereotypes.

Keywords: stereotypes, stereotyping, person perception, bias, motivated reasoning

Although not all stereotypes are accurate, stereotype accuracy is
one of the largest and most replicable effects in all of social psychol-
ogy (Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016; Jussim, Craw-
ford, & Rubinstein, 2015). This conclusion is doubly striking. First, it
flies in the face of 100 years of claims that stereotypes are inaccurate
(Jussim, 2012). Second, social psychology is in the midst of a “rep-
lication crisis” (Aarts et al., 2015), so one might think that social
psychologists would be touting one of their most powerful, most
replicable findings. But if one did think that, one could not be more
wrong. Although there are exceptions (e.g., Hall & Goh, 2017; Ryan,
2003), this evidence remains largely ignored or, when acknowledged,
dismissed as “unimportant” (see Jussim et al., 2015, for a review of
sources making this claim; see Table 1). Thus, many questions re-
garding stereotypes and stereotype accuracy remain unanswered be-
cause many of them remain unasked.

In this review, we identify cognitive, motivational, and social forces
that likely contributed to

1. a long history of psychologists making claims about stereo-
types without evidence,

2. an equally long history of psychologists maintaining claims
about stereotype inaccuracy in the face of evidence discon-
firming those claims, and

3. decades of simply not asking certain empirical questions
about stereotype accuracy, despite their obvious theoretical
and practical importance.

In so doing, we also review some of that evidence, identify unasked
questions begging for empirical investigation, and identify strategies
psychologists can use to elevate the importance of scientific consid-
erations over social psychological ones when addressing issues of
stereotype accuracy.

Theoretical Perspectives on Why Some Psychological
Questions Go Unasked

This review identifies a set of cognitive, motivational, and social
factors (CMS) that can, and likely has, prevented certain questions about
stereotype accuracy from being addressed empirically. This framework
structures our consideration of how social psychological processes have
prevented certain scientific questions from being asked, in general (i.e.,
without specific application to stereotypes). We then use this framework
to help understand why the fundamentally important question, “Are
stereotypes inaccurate?” went essentially unasked for 70 years. This
framework is then used to help understand why additional questions
about stereotype accuracy remain unasked. Our goal is to facilitate the
scientific understanding of stereotypes by highlighting productive ave-
nues for future research and limiting some of the CMS obstacles to
conducting that research.

Cognitive Factors

Premature scientific foreclosure. Geographers are not publish-
ing studies establishing that the Earth is round; and biologists are not

publishing studies establishing the existence of chromosomes. When
the science on some topic is considered settled, there is no reason for
further investigation. In some cases, however, scientists erroneously
believe the science is settled, discouraging, if not preventing, further
investigation. For example, understanding the role of bacteria in
producing ulcers was delayed for decades because “everyone knew”
(erroneously) that the main cause was stress (Cohn, 2014).

The bias blind spot. People are more able to recognize errors and
biases among others than among themselves (Pronin, Lin, & Ross,
2002; Pronin, 2008), and scientists are not immune to such blind
spots. Put differently, psychologists may, at least sometimes, be quick
to point to evidence of bias in others and fail to recognize their own
(Jussim, 2012). For example, much of the scholarly literature on
microaggressions treats the concept as settled science, when, in fact,
everything from their measurement to causal effects rest, at best, on a
weak evidentiary basis (Lilienfeld, 2017). The greater ability to see
bias in others (in this case, that people commit microaggressions),
than in one’s own beliefs (about the strength of the eivdence), could
exacerbate this problem. This impedes progress by leading to the
failure to conduct research that actually addresses the foundational
issues such as the validity of the measurement methods.

Confirmation biases. At least sometimes, people, including sci-
entists, tend to seek information most likely to confirm their expec-
tations (or, in scientific cases, their hypotheses), and systematically
overlook information that would disconfirm them (e.g., Jussim, Craw-
ford, Anglin, Stevens, & Duarte, 2016; Lilienfeld, 2010; Nickerson,
1998). For example, many of the studies conducted in the 1940s and
1950s described as the “new look in perception” sought to identify
how fears and motivations influenced perception (F. Allport, 1955).
This work routinely interpreted results as supporting such influences,
but never considered or tested alternative explanations (Jussim, Craw-
ford, Anglin, Stevens, et al., 2016). As a result, none of the scores of
studies succeeded in clearly demonstrating such influences (F. All-
port, 1955; Jussim, 2012).

Motivational Factors

Motivated reasoning occurs when the desire to reach a particular
conclusion, rather than an accurate conclusion, influences the process-
ing of evidence (Kahan, Jenkins-Smith, & Braman, 2011; Kunda,
1990). When information supports preferred conclusions, people often
readily accept the evidence and experience positive affect (Ditto &
Lopez, 1992; Klaczynski & Gordon, 1996; Munro & Ditto, 1997).
When information supports an undesired conclusion, however, people
experience negative affect and strongly critique, ignore, or reject the
evidence on irrelevant grounds (Edwards & Smith, 1996; Munro,
2010; Munro & Ditto, 1997; Taber & Lodge, 2006).

Such motivations have potential overlapping wellsprings. Desir-
ability biases are motivations to reach conclusions people would like
to be true (Tappin, van der Leer, & McKay, 2017). Political biases are
motivations to reach conclusions that support people’s political beliefs
(Duarte et al., 2015). Myside biases are motivations to reach conclu-
sions that supports one’s prior opinions (which include but are not
necessarily restricted to political biases; Stanovich, West, & Toplak,
2013). Equalitarian biases refer to motivations to view demographic
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group differences as arising exclusively from discrimination and other
environmental forces and to deny and refute any evidence that in-
equalities result from characterological differences between groups
(Winegard, Clark, & Hasty, 2018).

Scientists are not immune to motivational biases (Duarte et al.,
2015; Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Stevens, et al., 2016; Lilienfeld,
2010; Redding, 2001) and intelligence provides no guarantee against
them (Ditto et al., 2018; Kahan, 2013; Stanovich et al., 2013).

Social Factors

Norms. Conformity to social norms can occur through either
informational or normative influence (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955). In-
formational influence can occur when new researchers learn that the
study of bias is an important topic by observing how many psychol-
ogists study bias. Accuracy, in contrast, was, for many years seen as
both uninteresting and intractable (see Jussim, 2012, for a review).
Normative influence can occur when researchers learn what are so-
cially approved and disapproved topics—a potentially especially im-
portant form of conformity in academia given the extent to which
careers are dependent on others’ approval (peer review for publica-
tions and grants, letters for tenure and promotion).

Forbidden base rates. Forbidden base rates refer to any statis-
tical generalization that would be appropriately included in a Bayesian
analysis of probability but deeply offends a moral, religious, or
political community (Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, & Lerner, 2000).
The pressure against using a forbidden base rate is moral, and it
emerges from the communal guidelines of what attitudes, behaviors,
and judgments are socially acceptable and which are unacceptable. As
Tetlock et al. (2000, p. 854) put it:

In a society committed to racial, ethnic, and gender egalitarianism, for-
bidden base rates include observations bearing on the disproportionately
high crime rates and low educational test scores of certain categories of
human beings. . . . People who use these base rates in judging individuals
are less likely to be applauded for their skills as good intuitive statisticians
than they are to be condemned for their racial and gender insensitivity.

What Is Stereotype Accuracy?

Before analyzing how the CMS factors may have obstructed the
empirical investigation of stereotype accuracy and related phenomena,
we briefly define what we mean by stereotype accuracy and how it has
been assessed. We adopt Ashmore and Del Boca’s (1981) definition
of stereotype: people’s beliefs about groups and their individual
members. This definition does not import implicitly subjective, polit-
ical, or unverified assumptions about whether stereotypes are bad,
inaccurate, or involved in prejudice or discrimination—though it
permits any of these possibilities (see Jussim, 2012, for a detailed
discussion of definitional issues).

Social perceptual accuracy refers to correspondence between some
belief held by one or more perceivers about a target group and that
group’s actual characteristics or behaviors. Stereotype accuracy,
therefore, is the correspondence of people’s beliefs about groups to
what those groups are actually like. Person perception accuracy is the
correspondence of beliefs or judgments about an individual target
with what that individual is actually like.

To assess the accuracy of almost any human belief, including stereo-
types, one needs to (a) assess the belief; (b) identify appropriate criteria
for evaluating the validity of that belief; and (c) compare them. To assess
the accuracy of a stereotype someone holds, one needs to (a) assess that
person’s belief about a group; (b) identify an appropriate criterion for that
belief; and (c) compare them. One can also assess consensual accuracy by
(a) assessing the average belief held by a group of perceivers about a

target group; (b) identify criteria; and (c) compare mean perceptions to
criteria. Correspondence with criteria is typically assessed with correla-
tions; discrepancies from criteria are typically assessed with difference
scores (Judd & Park, 1993; Jussim, 2012).

Evidence of group differences (or similarities) is not evidence of
stereotype (in)accuracy absent an empirical comparison to perceiver
beliefs. Researchers sometimes declare stereotypes “inconsistent
with” some difference or another, without referring to such empirical
evidence (e.g., Ellemers, 2018; Hyde, 2014). The only way, however,
to know whether group differences (or similarities) confirm or dis-
confirm people’s stereotypes is to assess those stereotypes and com-
pare them to the group differences. If any piece is lacking—the
assessment of the stereotype, the assessment of group differences, or
the comparison—no conclusions about stereotype (in)accuracy are
scientifically justified.

Assessing the accuracy of social beliefs is in many ways similar to
assessing the accuracy of psychological hypotheses—identify a predic-
tion (or treat a stereotype as a prediction) and compare it to criteria.
Although different criteria have different strengths and weaknesses (see,
e.g., Jussim, 2012; Ryan, 2003), some criteria commonly used in stereo-
type accuracy research are (a) government records about groups (e.g.,
U.S. Census data); (b) meta-analyses of group differences; and (c) self-
reports on well validated measures obtained from representative samples.

There are some stereotypes for which conclusions about (in)accuracy
cannot be reached (Judd & Park, 1993; Jussim, 2012; Jussim, Crawford,
Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016; Ryan, 2003). If no criteria exist against
which to evaluate the validity of a stereotype, accuracy cannot be eval-
uated. Furthermore, accuracy can be assessed only for descriptive beliefs.
“Most Dutch endorse legal use of marijuana” can be evaluated for
accuracy. The accuracy of “I don’t like the Dutch,” however offensive
and psychologically important, cannot be evaluated for accuracy. The
accuracy of prescriptive stereotypes, such as “athletes should be role
models” or “girls should wear pink” cannot be evaluated for accuracy.
Therefore, when stereotypes are something other than descriptive or
predictive beliefs, no claims about (in)accuracy are possible. Such ste-
reotypes are not discussed further here.

McCauley & Still (1978) published the first study to meet these
standards; indeed, McCauley conducted nearly all of the research on
stereotype accuracy through the 1980s (see McCauley, 1995, for a re-
view). In the mid-1990s, however, both a theoretical review (Judd &
Park, 1993) and an edited book (Lee, Jussim, & McCauley, 1995)
appeared advocating for the study of stereotype accuracy as an empirical
question and identifying a variety of ways and reasons to do so. Research
on bias was then in its heyday, but several papers pointed out that
accuracy was often the flip side of error and bias, so that, indirectly,
researchers were already studying accuracy whether they mentioned it or
not (Funder, 1987, 1995; Judd & Park, 1993; Jussim, McCauley, & Lee,
1995). Given that the stereotype concept was first developed in the 1920s
(Lippmann, 1922/1991), this raises the question: Why did it take five
decades of stereotype accuracy to be treated as a serious empirical
question, and another two for it to be addressed by much more than a
single researcher and his collaborators? This question is addressed in the
next section.

Two Historically Unasked Questions About the Accuracy
of Stereotypes

This section focuses on the history of two unasked questions in
particular: are stereotypes inaccurate, and does relying on a ste-
reotype increase the accuracy of person perception? Here, we
provide a narrative review of that history that discusses how the
CMS factors described previously probably played some role in
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preventing these questions from being treated as empirical ques-
tions that require evidence.

A Brief History of the Failure to Empirically Assess the
Accuracy of Stereotypes for Decades

It is impossible to know for sure why stereotype accuracy was not
empirically investigated for decades and we doubt that there is a
single explanation. By applying CMS factors to understanding this
gap, we hope to provide some potential insights into why this question
went unasked for so long, and thereby lay groundwork for undercut-
ting their distorting influence in this area of research.

Is stereotype accuracy uninteresting or unimportant? Before
considering this question in light of CMS factors, we consider this
alternative explanation: Perhaps stereotype accuracy was not considered
interesting or important. Researchers’ time and resources are limited and
they cannot be faulted for failing to study uninteresting or unimportant
topics. The quotes in Table 1 indicate that, in fact, researchers have
sometimes declared stereotype inaccuracy to be unimportant.

On the other hand, however, researchers have frequently declared
stereotypes to be inaccurate or emphasized their inaccuracy (see Jussim,
2012, and Jussim et al., 2015, for reviews). This frequency implicitly
suggests that the (in)accuracy of stereotypes was deemed an important
issue by most researchers. Why repeatedly mention something that is
unimportant? Claims emphasizing stereotype inaccuracy occur through-
out the social science literature, including classic studies (Katz & Braly,
1933; Lapiere, 1936; Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977), major reviews
(G. Allport, 1954/1979; Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Brigham, 1971;
Campbell, 1967; Ellemers, 2018; Miller & Turnbull, 1986), and text-
books (Aronson, 2011; Birtel & Crisp, 2015). An argument that the topic
is “uninteresting and unimportant” is contradicted by the frequency with
which psychologists have declared stereotypes to be wholly or partially
inaccurate.

How to square these seemingly conflicting views? One possibility
is that researchers simply differ on the importance of the issue.
However, note the asymmetry: As long as “inaccuracy” seemed
plausible, it was important enough to repeatedly mention; once the
evidence came in showing substantial accuracy, researchers started
declaring the accuracy issue “unimportant.” To explore why, and to
better understand the lack of rigorous empirical assessment of stereo-
type accuracy for many decades, we turn to the CMS factors.

Cognitive explanations. The purely cognitive explanations pro-
vide some strong contenders. An abundance of sources exist, many of
them eminent or “authoritative” and even iconic (as is the case with G.
Allport’s The Nature of Prejudice), that declare stereotypes to be inac-
curate (Ellemers, 2018; Katz & Braly, 1933; Lapiere, 1936; Snyder et al.,
1977) or exaggerations (G. Allport, 1954/1979; Campbell, 1967). It is
worth pointing out, however, that none of these sources cited a single
study demonstrating widespread inaccuracy in laypeople’s beliefs about
groups and criteria for what those groups were actually like. We have
labeled this disconnect between claims and evidence “the black hole at
the bottom of declarations of stereotype inaccuracy” (Jussim, Crawford,
Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016). Regardless, we suspect that the default
presumption of many scholars would be to accept such sources at face
value. In fact, it is even possible that the lack of citations rendered the
claim of inaccuracy even more persuasive—it was as if stereotype inac-
curacy was so obvious, one did not even need to cite evidence. We
speculate, therefore, that many in the field prematurely foreclosed on the
conclusion that stereotypes were inaccurate believing, erroneously as it
turned out, that these authoritative sources had strong evidence support-
ing their claims. If stereotype inaccuracy was settled science, there would
be no reason to empirically attempt to answer the question, “Are stereo-
types inaccurate?”

The other two primarily cognitive factors, the bias blind spot and
confirmation biases, also could have played some role. One could view
the emphasis on inaccurate stereotypes as one gigantic bias blind spot
(Pronin et al., 2002)—scientists were quick to declare others inaccurate
and blind to their own lack of data bearing on the issue. Similarly, social
and cognitive psychologists have emphasized finding biases since at least
the 1970s (Funder, 1987), and they have found many. Because accuracy
was largely a stigmatized area of research for much of this time (see, e.g.,
Funder, 1987; Jussim, 2012; Kenny & Albright, 1987), little effort was
spent investigating accuracy. The accumulated evidence of a wide variety
of biases, on its face, seems entirely inconsistent with the conclusion that
any social belief, least of all stereotypes, would be particularly accurate.
Thus, the bias blind spot could have also contributed to the illusion that
stereotype inaccuracy was settled social science.

Motivational factors. Social activism and social justice have
motivated many social scientists for decades (Jost & Kay, 2010;
Unger, 2011). Condemning stereotypes is a rhetorically useful tool in
the quest to combat discrimination, reduce prejudice, and overcome
obstacles to a more fair and just society. Given that social scientists
are disproportionately politically left (Duarte et al., 2015; Gross &
Simmons, 2014), and have, until very recently, construed prejudice as
a problem primarily among conservatives (Brandt, Reyna, Chambers,
Crawford, & Wetherell, 2014), myside biases would favor emphasiz-
ing the role of stereotypes in prejudice and discrimination, in part, as
a way to condemn the right. Furthermore, those on the left may be
motivated by equalitarian biases (Winegard et al., 2018). These fac-
tors could have combined to lead researchers to have readily accepted
evidence of stereotype biases at face value and as evidence of inac-
curacy (even though bias and accuracy are not mutually exclusive;
Jussim, 1991), and to deny, denigrate, or simply ignore evidence of
stereotype accuracy (Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Stevens, et al., 2016).

Social factors. Scholarship suggesting stereotypes are bad and
inaccurate emerged early in psychology’s history (G. Allport, 1954/
1979; Katz & Braly, 1933; Lapiere, 1936; Lippmann, 1922/1991).
Because there was little data that even tangentially addressed accuracy
this is probably better described as a norm than as a conclusion. To the
extent that scholars accepted the claim of inaccuracy as valid, it would
constitute a form of informational conformity—those newly exposed
to psychological scholarship on stereotypes would learn that stereo-
types were inaccurate from seminal empirical papers and reviews.

At the same time, we suspect that somewhere in those early
decades, some probably realized that the declarations of stereotype
accuracy were based on exceedingly thin or nonexistent empirical
data. Indeed, some scholars did raise doubts in indirect ways. Camp-
bell (1967) explicitly pointed out that there was no data demonstrating
stereotype inaccuracy, but concluded they were exaggerations any-
way, largely on theoretical grounds. Brigham (1971, p. 31) defined an
ethnic stereotype as a “generalization about an ethnic group . . .
considered unjustified by an observer”—a definition that captures the
subjectivity of even scientific uses of the term, and, indirectly, high-
lights the lack of evidence.

One paper, however, addressed the issue bluntly (Mackie, 1973). It
was titled, “Arriving at ‘Truth’ by Definition: The Case of Stereotype
Accuracy.” From the abstract: “A review of the literature indicates
that . . . accuracy is a relatively unexplored variable . . . the liberal
sympathies of social scientists discourage a test of ethnic stereotype
accuracy.” She also quoted this passage from Becker (1967, pp.
239–240):

One can imagine a liberal sociologist who set out to disprove some of the
common stereotypes held about a minority group. To his dismay, his
investigation reveals that some of the stereotypes are unfortunately true.
In the interests of justice and liberalism, he might well be tempted, and
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might even succumb to the temptation, to suppress those findings, pub-
lishing with scientific candor the other results which confirmed his
beliefs.

Becker’s (1967) statement, presented as part of a classic and highly
cited (over 2,500, according to Google Scholar) defense of sociological
activism, can also be viewed as reflecting and contributing to a social
norm of placing defending the weak and stigmatized above obtaining
scientific truths. In this context, even if one’s goal was to reveal the errors
and biases of stereotypes, the risk of obtaining empirical data that failed
to do so was always present. If one obtained results of stereotype
accuracy, then one would face two bad options: suppress the results or
attempt to publish them, and if one succeeds in publishing, potentially
dealing with hostility and even ostracism. Normative conformity—avoid-
ing the topic and acting as if one accepts the field’s empirically unjusti-
fied claims—seems like a very appealing third option. There are plenty of
other important things to spend one’s precious research effort on.

Last, stereotype accuracy, especially with social and politically
charged groups such as those based on race, ethnicity, sexual orien-
tations, gender identity, and so forth, exemplifies a forbidden base-
rate (Tetlock et al., 2000). For such groups, any statement that begins
“[Group] is . . .,” even if referring to average group differences, incurs
a high risk of being seen as a manifestation of the worst bigotry,
unless the person so stating makes sure to frame those differences as
arising entirely from discrimination. People have been condemned,
denounced, and even fired for making such statements (Jussim, 2018).

Social psychologists interested in evaluating the stereotype inaccu-
racy claim critically would have had to do so and risk incurring
“reputational costs for working on a topic that is likely to produce
results that most people don’t want to believe” (Anomoly, 2017).
Taken together, these are a powerful set of forces converging to create
an academic environment in which many behavioral scientists would
want to avoid any empirical investigations of stereotype accuracy.

When Are Accurate Stereotypes More Acceptable
in Psychology?

Work on the accuracy of all sorts of stereotypes has gotten pub-
lished, but very little of that work enters textbooks or the canon
(Jussim, 2012; Table 1). Anecdotal evidence suggests that, some-
times, merely discussing the evidence of accurate demographic ste-
reotypes can evoke extremely hostile reactions from some academics
(Jussim, 2013). However, stereotypes that do not trigger equalitarian
defenses rarely generate controversy. For example, the study of so-
rorities, college majors, occupations, and political groups rarely, if
ever, generates much controversy (see Jussim, 2012; Jussim et al.,
2015; Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016 for reviews).
Strikingly, however, even this research has rarely made it into the
“canon”—broad and general reviews of stereotypes in books, text-
books, and outlets of record, such as handbook and annual review
chapters (Jussim et al., 2015).

Thus, the present problem is a second-generation version of the
original problem of declaring stereotypes inaccurate without data.
There is now published data. Much of it shows moderate to high levels
of accuracy in stereotypes. The CMS factors may still be in play,
however, because despite this extensive body of empirical evidence
(there are now over 50 empirical studies of the accuracy of stereo-
types), it is dismissed or ignored in canonical sources (Jussim, 2018;
Jussim et al., 2015; see Table 1). Pervasive falsification of claims that
“stereotypes are inaccurate” gets little intellectual traction, and, in-
stead, older and empirically unjustified views emphasizing inaccuracy
or exaggeration continue to march along as if those studies had not
been conducted.

A Brief Review of the Empirical Evidence

Empirical research on demographic stereotypes (race/ethnicity, sex) in
the United States and Canada consistently shows that they tend to be
highly accurate, with consensual stereotype accuracy correlations (corre-
lations of sample mean perceptions with criteria) averaging r � .70 or
higher, personal stereotype accuracy correlations (correlations of each
individual’s perceptions with criteria) averaging above r � .40, and
discrepancies being no more likely to exaggerate than to underestimate
real differences (see Jussim, 2012; Jussim, Cain, Crawford, Harber, &
Cohen, 2009; Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016, for
reviews). Age (Chan et al., 2012) and gender stereotypes (Löckenhoff et
al., 2014) of personality have been found to be highly accurate in
international samples.

The evidence for the accuracy of ethnic stereotypes outside the U.S.
and Canada is more mixed. National character stereotypes (beliefs
about the personalities of different national or cultural groups), when
measured against NEO-PI-R self-report measures have been found to
be almost completely inaccurate (Allik, Alyamkina, & Mescheryakov,
2015; McCrae et al., 2013; Terracciano et al., 2005). However,
research on national character stereotypes using behavioral criteria
has found high accuracy (Heine, Buchtel, & Norenzayan, 2008).

Evidence regarding the accuracy of ethnic stereotypes outside the
U.S. and regarding characteristics other than personality is also mixed.
For instance, stereotypes regarding the values held by different Finn-
ish ethnic groups had little accuracy (Lönnqvist, Yijälä, Jasinskaja-
Lahti, & Verkasalo, 2012). However, a preregistered study found that
Danes’ estimates of the likelihood of members of 70 different immi-
grant groups being on public assistance were highly accurate (Kirkeg-
aard & Bjerrekær, 2016). The research cited above assessed people’s
accuracy in inferring attributes based on social categories. A recent
study by Carpenter et al. (2017) showed accuracy goes from attributes
to inferring targets’ social category memberships. People inferred the
age, gender, education, and political identification of Twitter users
based on their posts far more accurately than chance.

Evidence from a variety of studies using different methods, mea-
sures, criteria, and target groups, suggests that people’s political
stereotypes—for example, in the United States, stereotypes of liberals
versus conservatives or of Democrats versus Republicans—typically
get the direction of the differences right, but exaggerate them (Jussim
Crawford, Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016). Political stereotypes often
exaggerate real differences by half a standard deviation or more. In the
United States, people think the attitudes and policy preferences of
liberals and conservatives, and of Democrats and Republicans, differ
more than they actually do.

Thus, general claims that “stereotypes are (often) inaccurate” are
not justified. Of course, this does not mean all stereotypes are per-
fectly accurate, or that errors or biases do not occur, or even that no
highly inaccurate stereotypes exist. But the sharp contrast of the data
with nearly 100 years of canonical claims about stereotypes’ supposed
inaccuracy is an object lesson in the dangers of reaching conclusions
either without data or by overlooking the data.

When and How Does Relying on a Stereotype Increase
the Accuracy of Person Perception?

The second unasked question raises the possibility that judging a
person based on a stereotype might sometimes be more accurate than
not judging the person based on a stereotype. Actually, if it is phrased
slightly differently, it is clear that social scientists do want to ask this
question. Many educational, health, and psychological interventions
are believed to be enhanced if those intervening are high in cultural
competence or multicultural sensitivity (e.g., Comas-Díaz & Griffith,
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1988; Pinderhughes, 1989). The gist of this work is that understanding
something about others’ cultural groups can increase the accuracy of
one’s understanding of the person.

However, when phrased as a “stereotype” a different dynamic
unfolds. The same CMS factors apply to this question as to “are
stereotypes inaccurate?” Cognitively, if we “know” that stereotypes
are inaccurate, it is not possible that relying on a stereotype could
increase person perception accuracy. Thus, there is no need for
empirical research. Furthermore, both the theoretical focus on bias
and the stigmatization of accuracy research described previously
would likely have discouraged researchers from even considering this
question. From a motivated reasoning standpoint, one of the last
things social scientists committed to social justice would want to
discover is that relying on stereotypes increases accuracy. Further-
more, from a social norms standpoint, this is a nearly perfect exemplar
of why using a forbidden base rate is socially problematic. For
example, when Lee et al. (1995) argued that relying on an accurate
stereotype could increase person perception accuracy, it evoked an
allegation that they disagreed with civil rights law, even though Lee
et al. did not even discuss legal issues:

Moreover, they [referring to McCauley, Jussim, & Lee, 1995] differ from the
present review in their conclusions, which do not follow from their premises:
If two resumes are otherwise equivalent, it is permissible to use stereotypes
associated with group membership as a factor in hiring choice, if group
membership has previously predicted success on the job. (In this they evi-
dently disagree with U.S. civil rights law). (Fiske, 1998, pp. 34–35, emphasis
added)

Opposing civil rights is plausibly interpretable as a manifestation of
bigotry. We suspect most of our colleagues would conclude that it is
better not to raise this question and avoid the reputational risks of such
accusations.

Given that the CMS factors all push in the direction of concluding
that stereotypes produce inaccuracy in person perception, one should
expect the scientific literature to be peppered with variations on this
claim. Such an expectation would be confirmed. For example, “The
problem is that stereotypes about groups of people often are overgen-
eralizations and are either inaccurate or do not apply to the individual
group member in question” (American Psychological Association,
1991, p. 1064).

Strictly, the statement “stereotypes . . . often are overgeneraliza-
tions” could be read to also mean “and often they are not.” However,
it continues, declaring that stereotypes are either inaccurate or do not
apply to the individual. Thus, even in the implied-but-not-stated
possibility of stereotypes not being overgeneralizations, when applied
to an individual, they are still wrong—because either the stereotype is
wrong in the first place, or because it supposedly does not apply.
There is no room here for it to successfully apply.

Next, consider, “At the group level, then, stereotypes may have a
kernel of truth, but relying on them at the individual level may lead to
serious judgment errors” (Whitley & Kite, 2009, p. 100).

The problem here is one of emphasis. That emphasis is highlighted
by comparison to how the statement might have read had it been more
balanced and nuanced: “At the group level, then, stereotypes may be
accurate or inaccurate, and relying on them at the individual level may
either increase or decrease accuracy in judgments.” In the absence of
such balance, although a literal reading of the statement does not
preclude stereotypes having some limited degree of accuracy (a ker-
nel) and of producing some accuracy in person perception, it is also
clear that the emphasis is not on accuracy but “serious judgment
errors.” If researchers wish to avoid readers interpreting such claims

as emphasizing error, the solution is quite simple: explicitly articulate
the possibility that stereotypes sometimes produce accuracy.

A recent review reaches the same stark conclusion:

Stereotypes often fail to fit the individuals being evaluated; a good fit
would occur only if there is no variation within the group and therefore
guessing the base rate would be correct by definition, or if the individual
being judged falls at exactly their group’s mean. In other words, people
use stereotypes when judging an individual from a particular group but
that particular individual may not fit the stereotypes of their group,
therefore contributing to inaccurate perception. (Hall & Goh, 2017, p. 3)

There are several problems here, starting with the unfalsifiable
“often” that reveals an emphasis on inaccuracy. However, the rest of
this statement is absolutist. “A good fit would occur only if . . .” there
was “no variation” in a group, or if target individuals fell exactly at
their group mean. The “no variation” condition does not exist and a
nonexistent condition producing good fit means that good fit cannot
be produced. The second condition, individuals falling at their exact
group mean, refers to only a vanishingly small number of members of
any group. Therefore, this condition means “a good fit almost never
occurs.”

Despite the ambiguity as to what “often” means here, these per-
spectives emphasize the erroneous nature of employing them in per-
son perception. These quotes are similar to many others that can be
found throughout the scholarship on the role of stereotypes in person
perception (e.g., Banaji & Greenwald, 2013; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990;
Fiske & Taylor, 2008; Greenwald & Pettigrew, 2014). There appears
to be considerable scientific consensus that it is somewhere between
generally and always an error to use a stereotype to judge an individ-
ual.

Theoretical bases for predicting that relying on an accurate
stereotype increases the accuracy of person perception. The con-
sensus is, however, unjustified, for both theoretical and empirical
reasons. The most obvious theoretical basis for predicting that relying
on a a stereotype can inrease the accuracy of person perception is
Bayes’s theorem. Although no one has ever suggested laypeople
engage in explicitly Bayesian calculations, and despite early research
suggesting people ignore base-rates (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974),
many lay judgments are approximately Bayesian (e.g., Griffiths &
Tenenbaum, 2006; Parpart, Jones, & Love, 2017). There is ample
theoretical basis for predicting that relying on base-rates, even for-
bidden ones, can at least under some circumstances improve accuracy
in person perception.

In economics, the related theory of “statistical discrimination”
(Phelps, 1972) refers to the idea that discrimination can result, not
from prejudice or animus, but from people relying on their best
estimates about real group differences on relevant characteristics. Car
insurance rates are a good example, where actuarial evidence shows
that young men get into far more accidents than young women, and,
as a result, their rates are higher (Butler, Butler, & Williams, 1988).

Stereotypes of the phenomenological structure “Some of Them
Have X” (even if X is a range) can be viewed as an intuitive base rate
(e.g., McCauley, Stitt, & Segal, 1980). When one has completely
diagnostic individuating information, however, the base-rate becomes
irrelevant. For example, consider a perceiver who believes that men
are, on average are 6 feet tall and most men between 5=10” and 6=2”.
If this perceiver finds out that a male target is 5=5” tall, the base rate
becomes irrelevant, and the perceiver should judge the target as 5=5”
tall.

In many social situations, however, we do not have completely
diagnostic individuating information. Even many of the most success-
ful and well-validated instruments in psychology, such as IQ tests and
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NEO-PI-R (formerly, the Big Five Personality Inventory), do not
perfectly predict academic achievement or behavioral manifestations
of personality. In such situations, Bayes’s theorem indicates that the
most subjectively rational thing to do is combine the probabilistic
information provided by the stereotype with that of the relevant
individuating information.

A second theoretical perspective also predicts that relying on an
accurate stereotype can increase accuracy in person perception. Figure
1A presents the reflection-construction model (Jussim, 1991), which
depicts relations among the key variables involved in accuracy, bias,
and self-fulfilling prophecy. “Constructive accuracy” (see Figure 1B)
refers to the process by which expectancy-induced “biases,” including
stereotype biases, can increase person perception accuracy (Jussim,
1991). Figure 1B shows that impression accuracy (correspondence
between perceivers’ judgments of targets and those targets’ behavior
or attributes) can be quite high, even when perceivers base their
judgments of individual targets exclusively on their own expectations,
and are oblivious to (ignore, overlook, do not have access to) targets’
actual behavior or attributes.

If all three paths shown are high enough, perceiver judgments will
correspond to (correlate with) target behavior or attributes, even
though perceiver judgments are heavily based on their own expecta-
tions and not at all based on target behaviors or attributes. This is
because, in Figure 1B, the correlation between perceiver judgments
and target behavior or attributes is the multiplicative product of the
three paths. For example, if all three equal .8, then impression accu-
racy equals .83 � .51. However, if there was no “bias” (if the effect
of a stereotype-based expectation on judgment was zero), impression
accuracy equals 0. In psychological, rather than mathematical terms,
this means that, if perceivers’ expectations are strongly based on
highly valid information, the more they rely on those expectations
when judging targets, the more accurate they will be.

Thus, there are ample theoretical reasons for psychologists to
simply stop declaring, without evidence, that relying on a stereotype

always or generally reduces accuracy in person perception. Social
psychologists focusing on intergroup relations especially have leapt to
an unjustified conclusion that seems to support both social justice
narratives and a longstanding theoretical focus on bias, without ac-
knowledging the existence of theoretical perspectives suggesting the
opposite.

Empirical evidence that avoided the answer. Several studies
have actually provided data that address the question but did not state
the empirical answer they found—that stereotypes increased rather
than reduced accuracy. Cohen (1981) examined the role of occupa-
tional stereotypes in memory for the behaviors of someone labeled as
either a librarian or waitress—the conclusions all focused exclusively
on how memory for stereotype consistent judgments (e.g., receiving a
book as a gift, drinking a beer, respectively) was more accurate than
stereotype inconsistent judgments. However, the results also showed
that, overall, having an occupational category improved memory
compared to a no category control. This is, as far as we know, the first
study to show that reliance on a stereotype increased accuracy of
person perception (in this case, person memory).

Next, a study framed around processes of stereotyping yielded
essentially the same pattern. People more accurately remembered
target attributes when they had a stereotype than without it (Macrae,
Milne, & Bodenhausen, 1994). That these findings were not even
mentioned in the published report is consistent with the conclusion
that one or more of the CMS factors were likely operating.

Additional empirical evidence. A handful of additional studies
have examined whether relying on a stereotype increases person
perception accuracy. Most find it does (Brodt & Ross, 1998; Jussim,
Eccles, & Madon, 1996; Lewis, Hodges, Laurent, Srivastava, &
Biancarosa, 2012; Madon et al., 1998).

An accurate stereotype should increase person perception accuracy
when targets fit the stereotype. This hypothesis was directly tested in
a study of how perceiver politics can influence whether relying on
stereotypes increased or reduced the accuracy with which they iden-

Figure 1A: The Full Model 
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Figure 1. The reflection-construction model (Jussim, 1991).
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tified targets as gay or straight (Stern, West, Jost, & Rule, 2013).
Conservatives, who were more willing to apply their stereotypes of
gay men than were liberals, made more accurate judgments regarding
targets who fit the stereotype, whereas liberals made more accurate
judgments regarding targets who did not fit the stereotype (Stern et al.,
2013).

Because the amount of research on this issue is so limited, it is
premature to reach strong conclusions about whether, empirically,
relying on versus ignoring stereotypes generally produces more ac-
curate person perception judgments. A handful of studies plus sound
theoretical and statistical bases for predicting this will happen does
not necessarily mean it actually does happen very much, which is one
reason empirical research is needed.

How emphasizing the role of stereotypes in decreasing per-
son perception accuracy undermines theory and applications.
Theoretically driven empirical research seeking to understand the
social and psychological processes leading stereotypes to increase or
reduce the accuracy of person perception is sorely needed. Many
social scientists recognize people sometimes hold accurate stereo-
types. But they choose to emphasize how stereotypes can be wrong,
proceed with an emphasis on inaccuracy in person perception and
ignore the implications of accuracy.

This is not likely to change the world for the better. In addition to
undercutting the credibility of the social sciences, interventions de-
signed to improve intergroup relations by changing “inaccurate” ste-
reotypes will not work, if those stereotypes are not inaccurate in the
first place. If people are asked to judge others exclusively on the basis
of their individual characteristics, even if not completely diagnostic,
because that maximizes procedural justice, some sacrifice of accuracy
may be warranted. But if they are asked to do so on the grounds that
relying on a stereotype is always inaccurate, and it isn’t, the loss of
credibility could torpedo the effectiveness of the intervention. Fur-
thermore, there surely are some conditions under which relying on a
stereotype will reduce accuracy. The only way social science will
discover when it is necessary to improve accuracy by eliminating
reliance on stereotypes is by empirically investigating this question.

Unasked Questions

In this section we discuss two unasked questions about stereotype
accuracy and one about the use of individuating information that we
consider likely casualties of the CMS processes discussed above. Our
analysis identifies those questions, briefly discusses why they remain
unasked, identifies hypotheses about possible answers, why they
should be tested, and how to do so.

Why Are Some Stereotypes More Accurate Than Others?

Three hypotheses. Little is known about why some stereotypes
are more accurate than others. Prior reviews have identified three
phenomena that seem to account for some patterns of accuracy and
inaccuracy (Jussim, 2012; Jussim et al., 2015; Jussim Crawford,
Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016). These, however, require rigorous
empirical investigation as a priori hypotheses. The stereotypes as
knowledge hypothesis predicts that more accurate stereotypes should
be found among perceivers with more intelligence, education, and
contact with the stereotyped group. Consistent with this view, people
who were more intelligent or had higher educational achievement also
had more accurate ethnic stereotypes (Ashton & Esses, 1999; Kirkeg-
aard & Bjerrekær, 2016). Furthermore, people better at pattern detec-
tion, which was itself correlated with intelligence, more efficiently
learned, updated, and applied stereotypes (Lick, Alter, & Freeman,
2018). This is easily tested as an a priori hypothesis by measuring any

of these moderators of stereotype accuracy and then examining
whether, in fact, they do predict who holds more accurate stereotypes.

It is important to test this hypothesis to better understand the extent
to which stereotypes are mostly unjustified shared cultural myths that
primarily serve to justify inequality or prejudice (Jost & Banaji, 1994;
Lapiere, 1936). If so, then intelligence and education should predict
lower accuracy because, presumably, such people are more likely to
have learned those cultural myths, which masquerade as facts, thereby
disconfirming the stereotypes as knowledge hypothesis. On the other
hand, if stereotypes really are knowledge, people with more knowl-
edge (higher education or greater contact with the target group) or
with greater abilities to attain valid knowledge (higher intelligence),
should, in general, have more accurate stereotypes.

The egalitarian denial hypothesis predicts that people who are
motivated to be egalitarian are motivated to understate real group
differences. This may help explain the oft-replicated finding that
people are more likely to underestimate than to exaggerate race (e.g.,
McCauley & Stitt, 1978) and gender stereotypes (e.g., Swim, 1994).
Consistent with this, Ashton and Esses (1999) found that people who
scored very low on rightwing authoritarianism were particularly likely
to underestimate real differences among Canadian ethnic groups. This
hypothesis can easily be tested by examining whether higher scores on
egalitarianism measures predict greater underestimation of group dif-
ferences, especially when comparing groups perceived as oppressors
and victims. It is important to test this hypothesis because it addresses
whether egalitarianism is not just an attitude, but also a form of
motivated social cognition.

The hostility hypothesis predicts that stereotypes are more likely to
exaggerate real differences the more members of two groups dislike each
other (Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016). This is con-
sistent with Park and Judd’s (2005) review concluding that prejudice
drives intergroup bias and raises the possibility that exaggeration occurs
primarily when groups are in conflict. Stereotype exaggeration does
indeed occur among political group members who are strongly identified
with their group, regarding core values (Chambers, Baron, & Inman,
2006) and among those holding extreme attitudes (Westfall, van Boven,
Chambers, & Judd, 2015). The hostility hypothesis also suggests that
strongly identified and extremist members of groups with recent histories
of conflict (e.g., Israelis and Palestinians, Indians and Pakistanis, envi-
ronmentalists and fossil fuel producers, etc.), may tend to hold exagger-
ated stereotypes of one another. Indeed, it also inherently includes an
individual difference in stereotype accuracy subhypothesis: The more
individuals are hostile to some group or believe a group with which they
strongly identify is in conflict with some other group, the more likely they
are to exaggerate real differences.

The hostility hypothesis can be readily tested by (a) comparing the
accuracy of stereotypes among groups in conflict to those of groups
not in conflict; and (b) assessing people’s hostility toward groups as
an individual difference measure and then using that to predict ste-
reotype accuracy. It is important because it offers some hope of
reviving the classic emphasis on stereotype inaccuracy, albeit in more
limited form. Of course, it is also possible that, when that emphasis
emerged, scholars were, in fact, primarily thinking about groups in
conflict (e.g., Lapiere, 1936; Lippmann, 1922/1991).

Why has this question gone unasked? First the foreclosed pre-
sumption that stereotypes are inaccurate meant that there was no good
reason to even ask if some stereotypes are more accurate than others.
Second, social psychology, the field most likely to investigate this sort
of question, has been dominated by a quest for bias for nearly half a
century. Thus, cognitive confirmation biases would tend to lead
researchers to be more likely to look for evidence of inaccuracy than
for conditions under which accuracy versus inaccuracy is more prev-
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alent. Third, if many researchers study intergroup relations to combat
injustice, they may be far more highly motivated to find evidence of
biases than of accuracy. Last, to even ask it is to run the risk of
obtaining an answer that will arouse intense hostility from at least
some of one’s colleagues.

How Accurate Are Implicit Stereotypes?

We focus here primarily on the implicit association test (IAT; Green-
wald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998) meaning that implicit stereotypes are
measured by assessing differences in RTs to different constellations of
target groups and attributes. If, for example, on an IAT Democrats found
it easier to categorize target words into “Republican/stupid” and “Dem-
ocrat/smart” than into “Republican/smart” and “Democrat/stupid,” this
would constitute evidence of an implicit stereotype about party identifi-
cation and intelligence. There are many unresolved issues regarding the
precise meaning of IAT scores (e.g., Arkes & Tetlock, 2004; Blanton,
Jaccard, Strauts, Mitchell, & Tetlock, 2015; Forscher et al., 2016). None-
theless, there is no controversy that stereotypes about all sorts of groups
can be measured with implicit methods, including but not restricted to
stereotypes of racial, gender, religion, ethnicity, age, and political groups
(Nosek et al., 2007).

The basic implicit stereotype accuracy hypothesis and how to
test it. Nearly all of the extant scholarship on implicit intergroup
associations in social psychology focuses on their role in bias, prej-
udice, and discrimination (e.g., Banaji & Greenwald, 2013). There-
fore, even suggesting that the accuracy of implicit stereotypes is an
empirical question runs counter to at least the spirit of two decades of
scholarship. Isn’t it already well established that the IAT measures
bias? How can we even raise the accuracy question?

The IAT does not measure “bias”—it measures RTs. The extent to
which those RTs capture any sort of bias is itself an empirical
question, which, as we have noted, is currently quite controversial.
Nonetheless, even if IAT scores do reflect prejudice to some degree,
it is also possible that they reflect real group differences to at least
some degree. Therefore, the basic implicit stereotype accuracy hy-
pothesis is that implicit stereotypes reflect social realities.

How could research on implicit stereotype accuracy be conducted?
Reaction times do not have “truth” criteria and there is no way to
assess their absolute accuracy in the same way that one could test the
absolute accuracy of a prediction that tomorrow’s high temperature
will be 71°F or that men average 6 feet tall. One question that could
be addressed empirically is, How well do people’s implicit associa-
tions of attributes with several groups correspond to the criterion
differences for those groups? To do so one could administer several
IAT’s and then correlate those results with criteria. For example, one
could easily assess ethnic stereotypes about education level or wealth
by comparing IATs assessing such stereotypes with Census data. One
could assess gender stereotypes about nonverbal skills or preferences
for things versus people by comparing IATs assessing those stereo-
types to meta-analyses. Such correlations could be computed for each
individual (personal implicit stereotype accuracy correlations); and
they could be computed for sample mean IAT scores (consensual
implicit stereotype accuracy correlations). Because IATs are differ-
ence scores, in general, it would be most appropriate to correlate them
with differences between target groups.

One could also ask a different implicit stereotype accuracy ques-
tion: How accurate are beliefs about differences between two groups
across a range of attributes? This could be assessed by holding the two
groups to be compared constant (e.g., Democrats and Republicans),
and varying the stereotype content, for example, by performing IATs
assessing prolife/pro-choice, pro/antigay marriage, pro/antitax cuts.
Consistent with theoretical perspectives emphasizing how implicit

beliefs reflect real world structural inequalities (Payne, Vuletich, &
Lundberg, 2017) and accurately reflect the environment (Reber,
1989), and inconsistent with perspectives emphasizing implicit asso-
ciations as bias (Banaji & Greenwald, 2013) our preregistered pre-
diction is that many implicit stereotypes will be far more accurate than
they are biasing (i.e., predicting actual discrimination), an effect
shown to usually be quite modest (e.g., Forscher et al., 2016; Oswald,
Mitchell, Blanton, Jaccard, & Tetlock, 2013).

This perspective also generates predictions about when implicit
stereotypes will be less accurate. If implicit stereotypes reflect tacit
knowledge about group differences gleaned from the environment,
then when the environment does not readily provide such information,
there is no reason to expect much accuracy in such stereotypes. A
great deal of information about many demographic groups (race/
ethnicity, age, gender) is often readily available within one’s own
country, as is information about political parties. Thus, this perspec-
tive predicts that such implicit stereotypes would be relatively high in
accuracy. In contrast, because far less information is generally avail-
able about people in faraway countries, implicit stereotypes about
them should show little or no evidence of accuracy. Such work would
address fundamental issues in social cognition and it would advance
debates centering on the extent to which implicit measures capture
biases or social realities (compare, e.g., the different claims in, e.g.,
Arkes & Tetlock, 2004; Banaji & Greenwald, 2013; Johnson &
Chopik, 2018; Payne et al., 2017).

Why has this question gone unasked? It strikes us as odd that
although research on implicit and automatic stereotyping has been con-
ducted for 30 years (Devine, 1989), nearly all of it presumes such
stereotypes are bad, biased, or inaccurate (see Banaji & Greenwald, 2013,
for a review) without evidence assessing accuracy. This is doubly odd
because the earliest work on implicit learning and cognition concluded
that, “Implicit learning produces a tacit knowledge base that is abstract
and representative of the environment . . . [and] . . . it can be used
implicitly to solve problems and make accurate decisions about novel
stimulus circumstances” (Reber, 1989, p. 219). When a fundamental
question is not even asked for 30 years, even though the tools are readily
available to do so, and the theoretical basis for doing so is well-
established, it begs for an answer to the question, “Why?”

CMS factors offer strong contending explanations. First, the accu-
racy of implicit stereotypes is a variation on the accuracy of stereo-
types, so all the reasons stereotype accuracy research was not con-
ducted for 70 years likely apply here. Second, it now seems clear that
some of the earliest research on implicit biases were (a) immediately
followed by attempts to influence law and policy, long before the
scientific community had much opportunity to critical evaluate some
of the strongest claims (Mitchell, 2018); and (b) many of those strong
claims have turned out not to be justified (e.g., Cone, Mann, &
Ferguson, 2017; Forscher et al., 2016; Payne, Vuletich, & Lundberg,
2017; Rubinstein, Jussim, & Stevens, 2018).

Do People Ever Systematically Ignore
Individuating Information?

The idea that “stereotypes lead people to ignore individual differ-
ences” has deep roots in social psychology (Jussim, 2012; Jussim et
al., 2015). It appears in many varieties, including the idea that ste-
reotyping leads people to view group members as all the same, to
overlook or resist disconfirming evidence, or that stereotypes are a
difficult to override default basis of person perception (Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990). Variations on it are generally deployed as part of
arguments emphasizing the power of inaccurate stereotypes to distort
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perceptions (e.g., Aronson, 2011; Birtel & Crisp, 2015; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990; Gaertner & Dovidio, 2005).

Testing hypotheses about when people ignore individuating
information. Even though existing research provides no evidence
that people ignore individuating information, and, in fact, shows the
opposite (that reliance on individuating information is one of the
largest effects in all of social psychology; Jussim, 2012; Kunda &
Thagard, 1996), it is nonetheless possible that conditions exist under
which ignoring individual differences actually occurs. Thus, one goal
of future research would be to see if nontrivial such conditions can be
created. By “nontrivial” we exclude simplistic situations where people
have no choice but to ignore individuating information (e.g., when
they have no access to it or they only have information that is
irrelevant to their judgment). Identification of such conditions would
constitute an existence proof—they would show that such conditions
can exist. We suspect that it will be easier to create such conditions
under controlled laboratory conditions than to identify them out in the
messy world. Once identified, researchers could then engage in a
more informed search for such conditions out in the natural world.

Acknowledging this raises interesting and important questions. One
hypothesis is that intense hostility (perhaps outright hatred is required)
can lead people to ignore individual differences. For example, we
suspect many readers of this article will have a hard time thinking
about benevolent Nazis, in part, because Nazism was so despicable.
Nonetheless, some did exist, with Schindler, the Nazi Party member
who saved hundreds of Jews, perhaps the most obvious. Regardless,
if one did have difficulty even contemplating that question, one can
take that as anecdotal evidence at least raising the possibility that
hatred can lead people to ignore individual differences.

Similarly, the classic view of stereotypes (rigid, resistant to change,
steeped in prejudice) does often seem to characterize groups in geno-
cidal conflict with one another (Powers, 2002). It is extremely diffi-
cult to gear one’s society up to engage in mass slaughter of one’s
enemies if one is required to recognize their fundamental humanity as
manifested in their wide range of individuality. In such a case,
stereotypes (e.g., of the other group’s supposed despicableness) may
lead people to ignore individual differences because acknowledging
them conflicts with the goal of committing mass murder.

How could this be studied in the lab? One possibility is to create a
situation where a target, possibly even the experimenter, is a despi-
cable person, and then manipulate individuating information. Another
is to have people evaluate targets from widely despised groups.
Individuating information could be made available but require some
cost or effort on the part of perceivers to obtain. We suspect many
would choose not to obtain it, but this is an empirical question.

Why has this question gone unasked? Finding positive evi-
dence that people actually ignore individual differences would attest
to the evils of stereotyping and is therefore not a forbidden finding. It
would advance, not contest, the equalitarian norms of psychology. It
would be consistent with the heavy theoretical emphasis on error and
bias. Why, then, has the question never been addressed? The answer
here, we suspect, is that the question does not come up. The evidence
that makes the question interesting and compelling has been system-
atically ignored—and that has probably occurred because of the full
gamut of CMS reasons framing this paper. Overwhelming evidence
shows that people rely heavily on individuating information (Jussim,
2012). In their review and meta-analysis, Kunda and Thagard (1996,
p. 292) described the effect of individuating information on person
perception judgments as “massive.”

And yet, many of the most influential, prestigious reviews in social
psychology completely ignore evidence on the power of individuating
information. For example, not a single chapter in the 2010 Handbook

of Social Psychology (Fiske, Gilbert & Lindzey, 2010) cited either
Locksley et al.’s (1980) classic demonstration that individuating in-
formation eliminates stereotype bias or Kunda and Thagard’s (1996)
meta-analysis, even though chapters addressed issues such as inter-
group relations, intergroup biases, social justice, and person percep-
tion. Other more recent examples of canonical sources on stereotypes
and intergroup perceptions that neither mention individuating infor-
mation nor cite any of the relevant sources include a recent Annual
Review chapter on gender stereotypes (Ellemers, 2018) and a book
length review of subtle biases (Banaji & Greenwald, 2013).

Why might this be? We propose that this ignoring of the evidence
occurs because of the following taboo trade-off (Tetlock et al., 2000).
Scientists generally do strive to be true to the science; but, especially
among those studying intergroup relations, many are also committed to
social justice (Unger, 2011). If fighting bigotry is viewed as a high moral
calling (Jussim, Crawford, Stevens, et al., 2016), admitting into evidence
that people already for the most part make meritocratic decisions risks
undercutting emphasis on the power of biases—and such an emphasis is
itself useful rhetoric for advocating for large scale interventions (such as
implicit bias or microaggression trainings) to redress such biases. If
judgments are already mostly meritocratic, or even easily made more
meritocratic by highlighting individuating information, it becomes much
more difficult to justify the need for many more intensive interventions
and trainings. Of course, by ignoring the (for some) politically inconve-
nient evidence that individuating information effects are massive, the
field fails to address the theoretically and practically important question
of whether, or under what conditions, people actually do ignore individ-
uating information. If such conditions exist—and we strongly suspect
they do—both social scientists and social justice activists should want to
know about them.

How to Break the CMS Barriers

Science Reform

The science reform movement in psychology is in the process of
changing much about how psychological research is conducted (Spell-
man, 2015), and a steady flow of contrary findings are challenging what
has long been considered canonical knowledge in social psychology and
beyond (Jussim, 2016). Sometimes, the movement is called “open sci-
ence” to refer to the idea that psychological science needs to be far more
transparent than it has been historically. One purpose of transparency is
to facilitate scientific self-correction—it is far easier to correct errors
when full information is available for all to see. Thus, one of the goals of
science reform is to create a more effectively self-correcting psycholog-
ical science. Just as an “open mind” colloquially means willingness to
consider many alternative perspectives, open science includes acknowl-
edging the existence of alternative perspectives and lines of scholarship
that perhaps diverge from one’s own. This can demote the importance of
“compelling narratives” (e.g., Bem, 2002) and elevates the importance of
“getting it right” (Funder et al., 2014). By acknowledging contradictory
evidence, conflicting theories, and a great deal of uncertainty about what
is actually true, scholarship becomes more open to alternatives. Ignoring,
dismissing, or trivializing theories, findings, and reviews that contest
one’s preferred narrative, without actually disconfirming, falsifying, or
rebutting them, should not be serious scientific options. Openness to
seriously considering alternatives, then, is one foundation for improving
research on stereotype accuracy (and probably many other topics, as
well).

The CMS Analysis Generates Testable Hypotheses

One important contribution of the science reform movement has been
the increasing recognition of how social and psychological processes,

224 JUSSIM, STEVENS, AND HONEYCUTT



including biases, norms, and incentives, can distort scientific conclusions
(e.g., Spellman, 2015). Psychologists might bristle at the idea that their
research is subject to the very same biases they study in laypeople; thus,
testing hypotheses about why certain questions go unasked is, itself, the
epitome of an unasked question. “Where do these unasked questions
come from?” can be viewed as the apex unasked question.

If the cognitive factors we identified primarily underlie unasked
questions, then researchers should display (a) belief in the existence of
empirical evidence that does not exist (e.g., showing that demographic
stereotypes are inaccurate); (b) overestimates of how much research
shows stereotypes are inaccurate; (c) ignorance or underestimation of
the amount of empirical evidence that does exist showing accuracy
(e.g., showing that relying on stereotypes increases the accuracy of
person perception); and (d) misunderstandings, such that research that
does not assess accuracy is viewed as showing inaccuracy. Indeed,
one can see this in the scientific literature, where empirical evidence
of small sex differences (Hyde, 2014), and evidence about the pro-
cesses of social judgment (Bian & Cimpian, 2017) are claimed to
show that stereotypes are inaccurate, even though these articles nei-
ther presented nor reviewed empirical evidence assessing the accuracy
of laypeople’s actual stereotypes.

If motivational factors contribute, the patterns described above should
be more extreme among those more highly motivated to emphasize
stereotype inaccuracy. Who might that be? A strong contender is re-
searchers who identify social justice activism as a core reason for be-
coming a social scientist (Unger, 2011). Among those researchers, such
biases should manifest more strongly than among those who take a more
value neutral approach to social science. Furthermore, motivated reason-
ing often manifests as double standards, so one should find researchers
characterizing findings showing stereotype biases and inaccuracy as more
“important” than findings showing stereotypes failing to bias judgments
and stereotype accuracy (a pattern that is broadly consistent with the
field’s longstanding emphasis on inaccuracy when there was no data
followed by downplaying the importance of accuracy once data showing
moderate to high accuracy came in—see Table 1). If social factors
contribute, surveys of social psychologists should show greater fear of
social sanctions when studying stereotype accuracy (and, indeed, any
topic that risks running afoul of researchers’ moral and political values)
than when studying less politically charged topics. Although a problem is
not solved by identifying its sources, doing so is a first step that can be
helpful in further efforts. In that spirit, we offer several steps that can be
taken now as part of such efforts.

Skepticism

Merton (1973) argued that organized skepticism—subjecting scientific
claims to critical scrutiny by the community of scientists—was one of the
core norms of science, something that distinguished it from other disci-
plines and justified the credibility science was given by the wider society.
Merton (1973) recognized that individual scientists were potentially sub-
ject to all sorts of nonscientific biases and motivations. For Merton,
individual scientists were not necessarily capable of always keeping all
those distorting influences at bay; that was the job of the skepticism of the
community of scientists. By subjecting claims, conclusions, findings, and
methods to intense skeptical scrutiny, scientists’ own errors and biases
could be identified and eliminated.

Skepticism can also be viewed as a manifestation of one of the few
strategies known to be successful at combating confirmation biases
and motivated reasoning. When people were induced to consider the
opposite of a belief they hold, they were less likely to commit
confirmation biases (Lord, Lepper, & Preston, 1984). Skepticism
instantiates this strategy. “Are stereotypes inaccurate? Where’s the
evidence? Is there evidence that they are accurate?” Had social

psychologists spent as much effort empirically asking these questions
as asking questions about bias, 100 years of unjustified claims and
conclusions might have been avoided.

Strong Inferences and Theoretical Inclusion

Theoretical inclusion. The term inclusion is often used to refer to
efforts to bring people from historically oppressed, marginalized, or
disadvantaged groups—people who have been excluded from many of
the benefits enjoyed by other members of the same society—into
contexts in which they can enjoy those same benefits as majority or
higher status group members. We use the term theoretical inclusion to
refer to a similar idea: Science can be more readily advanced if
researchers acknowledge the existence of alternative perspectives and
theories, and seriously consider them both when designing studies and
reaching conclusions. This is in sharp contrast to a tunnel-vision-like
focus on a single theory that systematically ignores competing per-
spectives, a pattern that has a disturbingly extensive history in some
areas of psychology (Jussim, 2012; Jussim, Crawford, Anglin, Ste-
vens, et al., 2016). Theoretical inclusion is a necessary precondition
for our next recommendation.

Strong inference. Strong inference refers to testing competing
alternative hypotheses and can, at least sometimes, provide the most
effective and efficient advances in scientific understanding of partic-
ular phenomena (Platt, 1964; Washburn & Skitka, in press). Like
skepticism, it can be viewed as a form of “consider the opposite.”
Consider how strong inference might have been used to more quickly
identify what is captured by implicit measures, such as the IAT. For
much of the test’s existence, results of IAT’s have been labeled as
“implicit bias”—but this constitutes subterranean importation of an
answer to a question that was not even asked. That is, IAT scores were
presumed to reflect “bias,” when it is just as possible that they reflect
social realities. Although we realize this may appear to be a radical
notion to some, it is actually an alternative explanation well-steeped
not only in early critiques of the IAT (Arkes & Tetlock, 2004), but in
the foundational work on implicit cognition (Reber, 1989).

Consistent with this analysis, a recent review (Payne et al., 2017)
concluded that implicit “bias” scores primarily reflected group in-
equalites produced by structural inequalities, racism, institutional dis-
crimination, and the like. In fact, however, discrimination in the
present is only one of many possible sources of inequalities, which
can also persist from a history of discrimination (even if there is little
or no discrimination in the present) or derive from group differences
in social or cultural practices, or, in some cases, biology. The analysis
that implicit “bias” scores reflect social realities, rather than (or along
with) personal prejudices, is, in fact, just as viable regardless of
whether those inequalities result from present discrimination, past
discrimination, institutional discrimination, biology, cultural prac-
tices, or other social realities. Where group differences come from
might be an interesting and important topic in its own right but it is
irrelevant to assessing accuracy in perceptions (whether explicit or
implicit) of those differences (Jussim, 2012).

An example can demonstrate this. Let’s say an oppressor group
starves an oppressed group. The oppressors will weigh more than
those being starved. One will not be “biased” if one perceives the
mean weight levels as different. For example, the liberators of Nazi
death camps were not “inaccurate” or biased in perceiving the survi-
vors as emaciated. Of course, weight differences need not come from
oppression; they can come from genetic or environmental differences
between groups. If there are differences in weight, then people will be
more accurate if they perceive differences in weight than if they
believe the groups weigh the same. This analysis applies to all group
differences; the cause of differences is a different question than
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accuracy in perceiving those differences. The strategy of conducting
research based on strong inference offers the most obvious paths to
improving the quality of research on stereotype (in)accuracy, bias,
error, and rationality. This strategy is built on the pillars described
here: Open science, full-throated embrace of skepticism, and theoret-
ical inclusion.

Addressing the normative elephant in the room. The recom-
mendations above will work primarily if scientists can be reasonably
confident that they will not be socially and professionally sanctioned
for engaging in research that asks these questions empirically, even if
it gets the “wrong” answers. This is not guaranteed (Stevens et al.,
2018). As a result of the risk of professional hostility, many research-
ers may decide this is not worth pursuing (Inbar & Inzlicht, 2018),
thereby perpetuating the cycle of not asking certain questions. Such
social sanctioning need not occur very often for it to succeed at
deterring research on these questions. Most speeding motorists do not
get tickets, yet the potential for getting one likely deters many mo-
torists from excessive speeding. Why risk any elevated risk of such
sanctions, when one can study other topics?

Countering dysfunctional social incentives is no easy task. One
cannot prevent scientists from being hostile to other scientists. One
straightforward counter to social stigma is to create means for pro-
viding social accolades. One route, therefore, is to provide awards and
honors to people who produce high quality scholarship that resists
censorship and sanctioning, and contests conventional wisdom and
politically popular notions. Heterodox Academy’s Courage Award,
given to Alice Dreger in 2018, is a prototype (received for both
resigning over a case of university censorship of an academic paper
and for Galileo’s Middle Finger, a book that exposed certain social
justice activist groups as having employed lies and personal attacks to
silence certain scientists). Other professional organizations should
consider following suit. If “getting it right” in the face of efforts at
silencing was rewarded by major professional organizations, perhaps
much of the social stigma could be reduced.

Conclusion

This review identified a whole toolbox of cognitive, motivational,
and social phenomena that have likely conspired to make it quite
difficult for psychologists to recognize and acknowledge the extent to
which existing data—scores of studies at this point, including multiple
meta-analyses—show that, though biases are real, stereotype accuracy
and reliance on individuating information are some of the most
powerful and replicable findings in all of social psychology (Jussim,
Crawford, Anglin, Chambers, et al., 2016). We also identified a set of
as yet unanswered questions that can guide future research in this area
in theoretically and practically important ways.

Specifically, this article raised the following heretofore unasked
questions as crucial to the scientific understanding of stereotypes: (a)
Why are some stereotypes more accurate than others? (b) How much
and under what conditions does relying on a stereotype increase (or
decrease) the accuracy of person perception? (c) Are there any con-
ditions at all under which people ignore relevant individuating infor-
mation that is available to them? (d) How accurate are implicit
stereotypes? Empirically addressing these questions offers consider-
able promise of advancing both basic theoretical insights into the
nature of social cognition and interpersonal processes, and the quest to
create interventions and policies based on sound science

Lewin’s (1943, p. 118) famous dictum, “There is nothing so prac-
tical as a good theory” rests on the theory actually being good. We add
this corollary: It is impractical to design interventions based on bad
theories. This is because once we start designing interventions based
on bad theories, the interventions are likely to fail and the unintended

consequences may do more harm than good. They waste precious time
and resources, and can, especially in the areas of intergroup relations,
produce boomerang and backlash effects (e.g., Dobbin, Schrage, &
Kalev, 2015). This is a problem, of course, because no one intention-
ally designs interventions based on bad theories. But when cognitive,
motivational, and social factors combine to create blind spots and
denial of evidence, bad theory is probably inevitable.

Fortunately, however, psychological scientists have a growing ar-
ray of tools capable of limiting and even eliminating such blind spots.
The science reform movement, open science, and a new spirit of
skepticism toward accepted canons is sweeping the field. This im-
proves the chances that unjustified canonical beliefs will be more
quickly identified. A strategy of strong inference—of explicitly com-
paring competing alternative theories and hypotheses—would, in the
case of stereotype inaccuracy and bias, have much more quickly
invoked accuracy and unbiased responding as viable alternatives to
consider. Our hope is that as more and more psychologists embrace
these reforms, the canon can be brought more into line with the
evidence—and part of that process will involve empirically address-
ing not only previously unasked questions about stereotype accuracy,
but even ones that researchers feared asking.

References

Aarts, A. A., Anderson, J. E., Anderson, C. J., Attridge, P. R., Attwood, A.,
Axt, J., . . . Zuni, K. (2015). Estimating the reproducibility of psychological
science. Science, 349, aa4716-1-8–aa4716.

Allik, J., Alyamkina, E., & Mescheryakov, B. (2015). The personality stereo-
types of three cohabitating ethnic groups: Erzians, Mokshans, and Russians.
Cross-Cultural Research: The Journal of Comparative Social Science, 49,
111–134. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1069397114540861

Allport, F. H. (1955). Theories of perception and the concept of structure. New
York, NY: Wiley.

Allport, G. W. (1979). The nature of prejudice. Reading, MA: Addison
Wesley. (Original work published 1954)

American Psychological Association. (1991). In the supreme court of the
United States: Price Waterhouse v. Ann B. Hopkins (amicus curiae brief).
American Psychologist, 46, 1061–1070.

Anomoly, J. (2017). The politics of science: Why scientists might not say what
the evidence supports. Quillette. Retrieved from http://quillette.com/2017/
11/29/politics-science-scientists-might-not-say-evidence-supports/

Arkes, H., & Tetlock, P. E. (2004). Attributions of implicit prejudice, or would
Jesse Jackson fail the Implicit Association Test? Psychological Inquiry, 15,
257–278. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1504_01

Aronson, E. (2011). The social animal (11th ed.). New York, NY: Worth
Publishers.

Ashmore, R. D., & Del Boca, F. K. (1981). Conceptual approaches to stereo-
types and stereotyping. In D. L. Hamilton (Ed.), Cognitive processes in
stereotyping and intergroup behavior (pp. 1–35). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Ashton, M. C., & Esses, V. M. (1999). Stereotype accuracy: Estimating the
academic performance of ethnic groups. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 25, 225–236. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167299025002008

Banaji, M. R., & Greenwald, A. G. (2013). Blindspot: Hidden biases of good
people. New York, NY: Delacorte Press.

Bargh, J. A., & Chartrand, T. L. (1999). The unbearable automaticity of being.
American Psychologist, 54, 462–479. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X
.54.7.462

Baumeister, R. F., & Bushman, B. J. (2014). Social psychology and human
nature (3rd ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Becker, H. S. (1967). Whose side are we on? Social Problems, 14, 239–240.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/799147

Bem, D. (2002). Writing the empirical journal article. In J. M. Darley, M. P.
Zanna, & H. L. Roediger, III. (Eds.), The compleat academic: A career
guide (pp. 2–26). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Bian, L., & Cimpian, A. (2017). Are stereotypes accurate? A perspective from
the cognitive science of concepts. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 40, e3.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X15002307

226 JUSSIM, STEVENS, AND HONEYCUTT

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1069397114540861
http://quillette.com/2017/11/29/politics-science-scientists-might-not-say-evidence-supports/
http://quillette.com/2017/11/29/politics-science-scientists-might-not-say-evidence-supports/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1504_01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167299025002008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.7.462
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.54.7.462
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/799147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X15002307


Birtel, M. D., & Crisp, R. J. (2015). Psychotherapy and social change:
Utilizing principles of cognitive-behavioral therapy to help develop new
prejudice-reduction interventions. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1771. http://
dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01771

Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., Strauts, E., Mitchell, G., & Tetlock, P. E. (2015).
Toward a meaningful metric of implicit prejudice. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 100, 1468–1481. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038379

Brandt, M., Reyna, C., Chambers, J., Crawford, J., & Wetherell, G. (2014).
The ideological-conflict hypothesis: Intolerance among both liberals and
conservatives. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23, 27–34.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721413510932

Brigham, J. C. (1971). Ethnic stereotypes. Psychological Bulletin, 76, 15–38.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0031446

Brodt, S. E., & Ross, L. D. (1998). The role of stereotyping in overconfident
social prediction. Social Cognition, 16, 225–252. http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/
soco.1998.16.2.225

Brown, R. (2011). Prejudice: Its social psychology. Oxford, UK/Malden, MA:
Wiley.

Butler, P., Butler, T., & Williams, L. L. (1988). Sex-divided mileage, accident,
and insurance cost data show that auto insurers overcharge most women.
Journal of Insurance Regulation, 243–420.

Campbell, D. T. (1967). Stereotypes and the perception of group differences.
American Psychologist, 22, 817–829. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0025079

Carpenter, J., Preotiuc-Pietro, D., Flekova, L., Giorgi, S., Hagan, C., Kern,
M. L., . . . Seligman, M. E. (2017). Real men don’t say “cute”: Using
automatic language analysis to isolate inaccurate aspects of stereotypes.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 8, 310–322. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1177/1948550616671998

Chambers, J. R., Baron, R. S., & Inman, M. L. (2006). Misperceptions in intergroup
conflict. Disagreeing about what we disagree about. Psychological Science,
17, 38–45. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01662.x

Chan, W., Mccrae, R. R., De Fruyt, F., Jussim, L., Löckenhoff, C. E., De Bolle,
M., . . . Terracciano, A. (2012). Stereotypes of age differences in personality
traits: Universal and accurate? Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 103, 1050–1066. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029712

Cohen, C. E. (1981). Personal categories and social perception: Testing some
boundaries of the processing effects of prior knowledge. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 40, 441–452. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.40.3.441

Cohn, G. (2014). Outsiders by desing: A new Freakonomics radio podcast.
Retrieved from http://freakonomics.com/podcast/outsiders-by-design-a-
new-freakonomics-radio-podcast-2/

Comas-Díaz, L. E., & Griffith, E. E. (1988). Clinical guidelines in cross-
cultural mental health. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Cone, J., Mann, T. C., & Ferguson, M. J. (2017). Changing our implicit minds:
How, when, and why implicit evaluations can be rapidly revised. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 56, 131–199. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/
bs.aesp.2017.03.001

Crisp, R. J., & Turner, R. N. (2014). Essential social psychology (3rd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Deutsch, M., & Gerard, H. B. (1955). A study of normative and informational
social influences upon individual judgement. The Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 51, 629–636. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0046408

Devine, P. G. (1989). Stereotypes and prejudice: Their automatic and con-
trolled components. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56,
5–18. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.5

Ditto, P. H., Liu, B., Clark, C. J., Wojcik, S. P., Chen, E. E., Grady, R. H., . . .
Zinger, J. F. (2018). At least bias is bipartisan: A meta-analytic comparison
of partisan bias in liberals and conservatives. Perspectives on Psychological
Science. Advance online publication. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
1745691617746796

Ditto, P. H., & Lopez, D. F. (1992). Motivated skepticism: Use of differential
decision criteria for preferred and nonpreferred conclusions. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 63, 568–584. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.63.4.568

Dobbin, F., Schrage, D., & Kalev, A. (2015). Rage against the iron cage: The
varied effects of bureaucratic personnel reforms on diversity. American

Sociological Review, 80, 1014 –1044. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0003122415596416

Duarte, J. L., Crawford, J. T., Stern, C., Haidt, J., Jussim, L., & Tetlock, P. E.
(2015). Political diversity will improve social psychological science. Behav-
ioral and Brain Sciences, 38, e130.

Edwards, K., & Smith, E. E. (1996). A disconfirmation bias in the evaluation
of arguments. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 5–24.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.5

Ellemers, N. (2018). Gender stereotypes. Annual Review of Psychology, 69,
275–298. http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011719

Fiske, S. T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination. In D. Gilbert,
S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (4th
ed., Vol. 2, pp. 357–411). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Fiske, S. T., Gilbert, D. T., & Lindzey, G. (Eds.). (2010). Handbook of social
psychology (5th ed.). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/
9780470561119

Fiske, S. T., & Neuberg, S. L. (1990). A continuum of impression formation,
from category-based to individuating processes: Influences of information
and motivation on attention and interpretation. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, 23, 1–74. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(08)60317-2

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (2008). Social cognition: From brains to culture.
New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Forscher, P. S., Lai, C. K., Axt, J. R., Ebersole, C. R., Herman, M., Devine,
P. G., & Nosek, B. A. (2016). A meta-analysis of change in implicit bias.
Unpublished manuscript.

Funder, D. C. (1987). Errors and mistakes: Evaluating the accuracy of social
judgment. Psychological Bulletin, 101, 75–90. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0033-2909.101.1.75

Funder, D. C. (1995). On the accuracy of personality judgment: A realistic
approach. Psychological Review, 102, 652–670. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0033-295X.102.4.652

Funder, D. C., Levine, J. M., Mackie, D. M., Morf, C. C., Sansone, C., Vazire,
S., & West, S. G. (2014). Improving the dependability of research in
personality and social psychology: Recommendations for research and ed-
ucational practice. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 18, 3–12.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868313507536

Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (2005). Categorization, recategorization, and
intergroup bias. In J. F. Dovidio, P. Glick, & L. A. Rudman (Eds.), On the
nature of prejudice: Fifty years after Allport (pp. 71–88). Malden, MA:
Blackwell Publishing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470773963.ch5

Greenberg, J., Schmader, T., Arndt, J., & Landau, M. (2015). Social psychol-
ogy: The science of everyday life. New York, NY: Worth Publishers.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. (1998). Measuring
individual differences in implicit cognition: The implicit association test.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 1464–1480. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464

Greenwald, A. G., & Pettigrew, T. F. (2014). With malice toward none and
charity for some: Ingroup favoritism enables discrimination. American Psy-
chologist, 69, 669–684. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036056

Griffiths, T. L., & Tenenbaum, J. B. (2006). Optimal predictions in everyday
cognition. Psychological Science, 17, 767–773. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j
.1467-9280.2006.01780.x

Grison, S., Heatherton, T. F., & Gazzaniga, M. S. (2015). Psychology in your
life. New York, NY: Norton.

Gross, N., & Simmons, S. (2014). Professors and their politics. Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Hall, J. A., & Goh, J. X. (2017). Studying stereotype accuracy from an
integrative social-personality perspective. Social and Personality Psychol-
ogy Compass, 11(11), e12357. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12357

Heine, S. J., Buchtel, E. E., & Norenzayan, A. (2008). What do cross-national
comparisons of personality traits tell us? The case of conscientiousness.
Psychological Science, 19, 309–313. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280
.2008.02085.x

Hyde, J. S. (2014). Gender similarities and differences. Annual Review of
Psychology, 65, 373–398. http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-
115057

227UNASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT STEREOTYPE ACCURACY

http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01771
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01771
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721413510932
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0031446
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/soco.1998.16.2.225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1521/soco.1998.16.2.225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0025079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550616671998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550616671998
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01662.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029712
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.40.3.441
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.40.3.441
http://freakonomics.com/podcast/outsiders-by-design-a-new-freakonomics-radio-podcast-2/
http://freakonomics.com/podcast/outsiders-by-design-a-new-freakonomics-radio-podcast-2/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2017.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2017.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0046408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.1.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691617746796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691617746796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122415596416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122415596416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.1.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470561119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601%2808%2960317-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601%2808%2960317-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.101.1.75
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.101.1.75
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.4.652
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.102.4.652
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868313507536
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470773963.ch5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0036056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01780.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01780.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12357
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02085.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02085.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115057


Inbar, Y., & Inzlicht, M. (2018). WTF is the IDW? Retrieved from https://
fourbeers.fireside.fm/3

Johnson, D. J., & Chopik, W. J. (2018). Geographic variation in the black-
violence stereotype. Social Psychological and Personality Science. Advance
online publication. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550617753522

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in system-
justification and the production of false consciousness. British Journal of
Social Psychology, 33, 1–27. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994
.tb01008.x

Jost, J. T., & Kay, A. C. (2010). Social justice: History, theory, and research.
In S. T. Fiske, D. T. Gilbert, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social
psychology (5th ed., pp. 1122–1165). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Judd, C. M., & Park, B. (1993). Definition and assessment of accuracy in social
stereotypes. Psychological Review, 100, 109 –128. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/0033-295X.100.1.109

Jussim, L. (1991). Social perception and social reality: A reflection-
construction model. Psychological Review, 98, 54–73. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/0033-295X.98.1.54

Jussim, L. (2012). Social perception and social reality: Why accuracy domi-
nates bias and self-fulfilling prophecy. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195366600.001.0001

Jussim, L. (2013). Liberal bias in social psychology: Personal experience III.
Psychology Today. Retrieved from https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/
blog/rabble-rouser/201311/liberal-bias-in-social-psychology-personal-
experience-iii

Jussim, L. (2016). What’s wrong with social psychological science? Psychol-
ogy Today. Retrieved from https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/
rabble-rouser/201610/what-is-wrong-social-psychological-science

Jussim, L. (2018). The reality of the rise of an intolerant and radical left on
campus. Areo Magazine. Retrived from https://areomagazine.com/2018/03/
17/the-reality-of-the-rise-of-an-intolerant-and-radical-left-on-campus/

Jussim, L., Cain, T., Crawford, J., Harber, K., & Cohen, F. (2009). The unbearable
accuracy of stereotypes. In T. Nelson (Ed.), Handbook of prejudice, stereo-
typing, and discrimination (pp. 199–227). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Jussim, L., Crawford, J. T., Anglin, S. M., Chambers, J., Stevens, S. T., &
Cohen, F. (2016). Stereotype accuracy: One of the largest relationships and
most replicable effects in all of social psychology. In T. Nelson (Ed.),
Handbook of prejudice, stereotyping, and discrimination (2nd ed., pp.
31–63). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Jussim, L., Crawford, J. T., Anglin, S. M., Stevens, S. T., & Duarte, J. L.
(2016). Interpretations and methods: Towards a more effectively self-
correcting social psychology. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
66, 116–133. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.003

Jussim, L., Crawford, J. T., & Rubinstein, R. S. (2015). Stereotype (in)accuracy
in perceptions of groups and individuals. Current Directions in Psycholog-
ical Science, 24, 490 – 497. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/09637214
15605257

Jussim, L., Crawford, J. T., Stevens, S. T., Anglin, S. M., & Duarte, J. L.
(2016). Can high moral purposes undermine scientific integrity? In J.
Forgas, L. Jussim, & P. van Lange (Eds.), The social psychology of morality
(pp. 173–195). New York, NY: Taylor and Francis.

Jussim, L., Eccles, J., & Madon, S. (1996). Social perception, social stereo-
types, and teacher expectations: Accuracy and the quest for the powerful
self-fulfilling prophecy. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 28,
281–388. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60240-3

Jussim, L. J., McCauley, C. R., & Lee, Y. T. (1995). Why study stereotype
accuracy and inaccuracy. In Y. T. Lee, L. J. Jussim, & C. R. McCauley
(Eds.), Stereotype accuracy: Toward appreciating group differences (pp.
3–28). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Kahan, D. M. (2013). Ideology, motivated reasoning, and cognitive reflection.
Judgment and Decision Making, 8, 407–424.

Kahan, D. M., Jenkins-Smith, H., & Braman, D. (2011). Cultural cognition of
scientific consensus. Journal of Risk Research, 14, 147–174. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1080/13669877.2010.511246

Katz, D., & Braly, K. (1933). Racial stereotypes of one hundred college
students. The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 28, 280–290.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0074049

Kenny, D. A., & Albright, L. (1987). Accuracy in interpersonal perception: A
social relations analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 102, 390–402. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.102.3.390

King, L. A. (2013). Experience psychology (2nd ed.). New York, NY:
McGraw-Hill.

Kirkegaard, E. O., & Bjerrekær, J. D. (2016). Country of origin and use of
social benefits: A large, preregistered study of stereotype accuracy in Den-
mark. Open Differential Psychology, Advance online Publication. http://dx
.doi.org/10.26775/ODP.2016.11.11

Klaczynski, P. A., & Gordon, D. H. (1996). Self-serving influences on ado-
lescents’ evaluations of belief-relevant evidence. Journal of Experimental
Child Psychology, 62, 317–339. http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1996.0033

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin,
108, 480–498. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480

Kunda, Z., & Thagard, P. (1996). Forming impressions from stereotypes, traits,
and behaviors: A parallel-constraint-satisfaction theory. Psychological Re-
view, 103, 284–308. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284

Lapiere, R. T. (1936). Type-rationalizations of group antipathy. Social Forces,
15, 232–237. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2570963

Lee, Y. T., Jussim, L., & McCauley, C. R. (Eds.). (1995). Stereotype accuracy:
Toward appreciating group differences. Washington, DC: American Psy-
chological Association. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10495-000

Lewin, K. (1943). Defining the “field at a given time.” Psychological Review,
50, 292–310. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0062738

Lewis, K. L., Hodges, S. D., Laurent, S. M., Srivastava, S., & Biancarosa, G.
(2012). Reading between the minds: The use of stereotypes in empathic
accuracy. Psychological Science, 23, 1040–1046. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0956797612439719

Lick, D. J., Alter, A. L., & Freeman, J. B. (2018). Superior pattern detectors
efficiently learn, activate, apply, and update social stereotypes. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 147, 209–227.

Lilienfeld, S. O. (2010). Can psychology become a science? Personality and
Individual Differences, 49, 281–288. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010
.01.024

Lilienfeld, S. O. (2017). Microaggressions. Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 12, 138–169. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691616659391

Lippmann, W. (1991). Public opinion. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Pub-
lishers. (Original work published 1922)

Löckenhoff, C. E., Chan, W., McCrae, R. R., De Fruyt, F., Jussim, L., De
Bolle, M., . . . Terracciano, A. (2014). Gender stereotypes of personality:
Universal and accurate? Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 45, 675–
694. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022113520075

Locksley, A., Borgida, E., Brekke, N., & Hepburn, C. (1980). Sex stereotypes
and social judgment. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39,
821–831. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.821

Lönnqvist, J.-E., Yijälä, A., Jasinskaja-Lahti, I., & Verkasalo, M. (2012).
Accuracy and contrast in national value stereotypes—a case study using
Ingrian-Finns as bi-cultural experts. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 36, 271–278. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2011.08.002

Lord, C. G., Lepper, M. R., & Preston, E. (1984). Considering the opposite: A
corrective strategy for social judgment. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 47, 1231–1243. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1231

Mackie, M. (1973). Arriving at “truth” by definition: The case of stereotype
inaccuracy. Social Problems, 20, 431– 447. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/
799706

Macrae, C. N., Milne, A. B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (1994). Stereotypes as
energy-saving devices: A peek inside the cognitive toolbox. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 66, 37–47. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.66.1.37

Madon, S. J., Jussim, L., Keiper, S., Eccles, J., Smith, A., & Palumbo, P.
(1998). The accuracy and power of sex, social class and ethnic stereotypes:
Naturalistic studies in person perception. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 24, 1304–1318. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672982412005

McCauley, C. R. (1995). Are stereotypes exaggerated? A sampling of racial,
gender, academic, occupational, and political stereotypes. In Y. T. Lee, L.
Jussim, & C. R. McCauley (Eds.), Stereotype accuracy: Toward appreci-
ating group differences (pp. 215–243). Washington, DC: American Psycho-
logical Association. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10495-009

228 JUSSIM, STEVENS, AND HONEYCUTT

http://fourbeers.fireside.fm/3
http://fourbeers.fireside.fm/3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1948550617753522
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.1.109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.1.109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.1.54
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.1.54
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195366600.001.0001
http://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/rabble-rouser/201311/liberal-bias-in-social-psychology-personal-experience-iii
http://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/rabble-rouser/201311/liberal-bias-in-social-psychology-personal-experience-iii
http://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/rabble-rouser/201311/liberal-bias-in-social-psychology-personal-experience-iii
http://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/rabble-rouser/201610/what-is-wrong-social-psychological-science
http://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/rabble-rouser/201610/what-is-wrong-social-psychological-science
http://areomagazine.com/2018/03/17/the-reality-of-the-rise-of-an-intolerant-and-radical-left-on-campus/
http://areomagazine.com/2018/03/17/the-reality-of-the-rise-of-an-intolerant-and-radical-left-on-campus/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2015.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721415605257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721415605257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601%2808%2960240-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2010.511246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2010.511246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0074049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.102.3.390
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.102.3.390
http://dx.doi.org/10.26775/ODP.2016.11.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.26775/ODP.2016.11.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1996.0033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2570963
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10495-000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0062738
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612439719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612439719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691616659391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022113520075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.5.821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2011.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1231
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/799706
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/799706
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.37
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.37
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/01461672982412005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10495-009


McCauley, C., Jussim, L., & Lee, Y. T. (1995). Stereotype accuracy: Toward
appreciating group differences. In Y. T. Lee, L. Jussim, & C. R. McCauley
(Eds.), Stereotype accuracy: Toward appreciating group differences (pp.
293–312). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1037/10495-012

McCauley, C., & Stitt, C. L. (1978). An individual and quantitative measure of
stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 929–940.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.9.929

McCauley, C., Stitt, C. L., & Segal, M. (1980). Stereotyping: From prejudice
to prediction. Psychological Bulletin, 87, 195–208. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1037/0033-2909.87.1.195

McCrae, R. R., Chan, W., Jussim, L., De Fruyt, F., Löckenhoff, C. E., De
Bolle, M., . . . Terracciano, A. (2013). The inaccuracy of national character
stereotypes. Journal of Research in Personality, 47, 831–842. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.08.006

Merton, R. K. (1973). The sociology of science: Theoretical and empirical
investigations (N. W. Storer, Ed.). Illinois: The University of Chicago Press.

Miller, D. T., & Turnbull, W. (1986). Expectancies and interpersonal pro-
cesses. Annual Review of Psychology, 37, 233–256. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1146/annurev.ps.37.020186.001313

Mitchell, G. (2018). Jumping to conclusions: Advocacy and application of
psychological research. In J. T. Crawford & L. Jussim (Eds.), The politics of
social psychology. New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Munro, G. D. (2010). The scientific impotence excuse: Discounting belief-
threatening scientific abstracts. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 40,
579–600. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00588.x

Munro, G. D., & Ditto, P. H. (1997). Biased assimilation, attitude polarization,
and affect in reactions to stereotype-relevant scientific information. Person-
ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 636–653. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/0146167297236007

Nickerson, R. S. (1998). Confirmation bias: A ubiquitous phenomenon in
many guises. Review of General Psychology, 2, 175–220. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1037/1089-2680.2.2.175

Nosek, B. A., Smyth, F. L., Hansen, J. J., Devos, T., Lindner, N. M.,
Ranganath, K. A., . . . Banaji, M. R. (2007). Pervasiveness and correlates of
implicit attitudes and stereotypes. European Review of Social Psychology,
18, 1–53. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463280701489053

Oswald, F. L., Mitchell, G., Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., & Tetlock, P. E. (2013).
Predicting ethnic and racial discrimination: A meta-analysis of IAT criterion
studies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 105, 171–192. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0032734

Park, B., & Judd, C. M. (2005). Rethinking the link between categorization and
prejudice within the social cognition perspective. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 9, 108 –130. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s1532
7957pspr0902_2

Parpart, P., Jones, M., & Love, B. C. (2017). Heuristics as Bayesian inference
under extreme priors. Unpublished manuscript.

Payne, B. K., Vuletich, H. A., & Lundberg, K. B. (2017). The bias of crowds:
How implicit bias bridges personal and systemic prejudice. Psychological
Inquiry, 28, 233–248. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2017.1335568

Phelps, E. S. (1972). The statistical theory of racism and sexism. The American
Economic Review, 62, 659–661.

Pinderhughes, E. (1989). Understanding race, ethnicity, and power: The key to
efficacy in clinical practice. New York, NY: The Free Press.

Platt, J. R. (1964). Strong inference: Certain systematic methods of scientific
thinking may produce much more rapid progress than others. Science, 146,
347–353. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.146.3642.347

Powers, S. (2002). A problem from Hell: America and the age of genocide.
New York, NY: Basic Books.

Pronin, E. (2008). How we see ourselves and how we see others. Science, 320,
1177–1180. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1154199

Pronin, E., Lin, D. Y., & Ross, L. (2002). The bias blind spot: Perceptions of
bias in self and others. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28,
369–381. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167202286008

Reber, A. S. (1989). Implicit learning and tacit knowledge. Journal of Exper-
imental Psychology: General, 118, 219–235. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0096-3445.118.3.219

Redding, R. E. (2001). Sociopolitical diversity in psychology. The case for
pluralism. American Psychologist, 56, 205–215. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
0003-066X.56.3.205

Rubinstein, R. S., Jussim, L., & Stevens, S. T. (2018). Reliance on individu-
ating information and stereotypes in implicit and explicit person perception.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 75, 54–70.

Ryan, C. S. (2003). Stereotype accuracy. European Review of Social Psychol-
ogy, 13, 75–109. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463280240000037

Schacter, D. L., Gilbert, D. T., Wegner, D. M., & Nock, M. K. (2015).
Introducing psychology (3rd ed.). New York, NY: Worth.

Snyder, M., Tanke, E. D., & Berscheid, E. (1977). Social perception and
interpersonal behavior: On the self-fulfilling nature of social stereotypes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 656–666. http://dx.doi
.org/10.1037/0022-3514.35.9.656

Spellman, B. A. (2015). A short (personal) future history of revolution 2.0.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10, 886–899. http://dx.doi.org/10
.1177/1745691615609918

Stanovich, K. E., West, R. F., & Toplak, M. E. (2013). Myside bias, rational
thinking, and intelligence. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 22,
259–264. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721413480174

Stern, C., West, T. V., Jost, J. T., & Rule, N. O. (2013). The politics of gaydar:
Ideological differences in the use of gendered cues in categorizing sexual
orientation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 104, 520–541.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0031187

Stevens, S. T., Jussim, L., Anglin, S. M., Contrada, R., Welch, C. A., La-
brecque, J. S., . . . Campbell, W. K. (2018). Political exclusion and discrim-
ination in social psychology: Lived experiences and solutions. In J. T.
Crawford & L. J. Jussim (Eds.), The politics of social psychology (pp.
210–244). New York, NY: Routledge.

Swim, J. K. (1994). Perceived versus meta-analytic effect sizes: An assessment
of the accuracy of gender stereotypes. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 66, 21–36. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.21

Taber, C. S., & Lodge, M. (2006). Motivated skepticism in the evaluation of
political beliefs. American Journal of Political Science, 50, 755–769. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x

Tappin, B. M., van der Leer, L., & McKay, R. T. (2017). The heart trumps the head:
Desirability bias in political belief revision. Journal of Experimental Psy-
chology: General, 146, 1143–1149. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/xge0000298

Terracciano, A., Abdel-Khalek, A. M., Adám, N., Adamovová, L., Ahn, C. K.,
Ahn, H. N., . . . McCrae, R. R. (2005). National character does not reflect
mean personality trait levels in 49 cultures. Science, 310, 96–100. http://dx
.doi.org/10.1126/science.1117199

Tetlock, P. E., Kristel, O. V., Elson, S. B., Green, M. C., & Lerner, J. S. (2000).
The psychology of the unthinkable: Taboo trade-offs, forbidden base rates,
and heretical counterfactuals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
78, 853–870. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.853

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics
and biases. Science, 185, 1124–1131. http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.185
.4157.1124

Unger, R. (2011). SPSSI leaders: Collective biography and the dilemma of
value-laden action and value-neutral research. Journal of Social Issues, 67,
73–91. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010.01684.x

Washburn, A. N., & Skitka, L. J. (in press). Strategies for promoting strong
inferences in political psychology research. In B. T. Rutjens & M. J. Brandt
(Eds.), Belief systems and the perception of reality. Oxon, UK: Routledge.

Westfall, J., Van Boven, L., Chambers, J. R., & Judd, C. M. (2015). Perceiving
political polarization in the United States: Party identity strength and attitude
extremity exacerbate the perceived partisan divide. Perspectives on Psycho-
logical Science, 10, 145–158. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691615569849

Whitley, B., & Kite, M. (2009). The psychology of prejudice and discrimina-
tion. Boston, MA: Cengage Learning.

Winegard, B. M., Clark, C. J., & Hasty, C. R. (2018). Equalitarianism: A
source of liberal bias. Unpublished manuscript. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.3175680

Received January 15, 2018
Revision received August 3, 2018

Accepted August 7, 2018 �

229UNASKED QUESTIONS ABOUT STEREOTYPE ACCURACY

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10495-012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10495-012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.36.9.929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.87.1.195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.87.1.195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2013.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.37.020186.001313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ps.37.020186.001313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2010.00588.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297236007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167297236007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.2.2.175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.2.2.175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463280701489053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0032734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0032734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0902_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0902_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1047840X.2017.1335568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.146.3642.347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1154199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167202286008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.118.3.219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.118.3.219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.56.3.205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10463280240000037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.35.9.656
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.35.9.656
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691615609918
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691615609918
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963721413480174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0031187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.66.1.21
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00214.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/xge0000298
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1117199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1117199
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.853
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2010.01684.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691615569849
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3175680
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3175680

	Unasked Questions About Stereotype Accuracy
	Theoretical Perspectives on Why Some Psychological Questions Go Unasked
	Cognitive Factors
	Premature scientific foreclosure
	The bias blind spot
	Confirmation biases

	Motivational Factors
	Social Factors
	Norms
	Forbidden base rates


	What Is Stereotype Accuracy?
	Two Historically Unasked Questions About the Accuracy of Stereotypes
	A Brief History of the Failure to Empirically Assess the Accuracy of Stereotypes for Decades
	Is stereotype accuracy uninteresting or unimportant?
	Cognitive explanations
	Motivational factors
	Social factors

	When Are Accurate Stereotypes More Acceptable in Psychology?
	A Brief Review of the Empirical Evidence
	When and How Does Relying on a Stereotype Increase the Accuracy of Person Perception?
	Theoretical bases for predicting that relying on an accurate stereotype increases the accuracy o ...
	Empirical evidence that avoided the answer
	Additional empirical evidence
	How emphasizing the role of stereotypes in decreasing person perception accuracy undermines theo ...


	Unasked Questions
	Why Are Some Stereotypes More Accurate Than Others?
	Three hypotheses
	Why has this question gone unasked?

	How Accurate Are Implicit Stereotypes?
	The basic implicit stereotype accuracy hypothesis and how to test it
	Why has this question gone unasked?

	Do People Ever Systematically Ignore Individuating Information?
	Testing hypotheses about when people ignore individuating information
	Why has this question gone unasked?


	How to Break the CMS Barriers
	Science Reform
	The CMS Analysis Generates Testable Hypotheses
	Skepticism
	Strong Inferences and Theoretical Inclusion
	Theoretical inclusion
	Strong inference
	Addressing the normative elephant in the room


	Conclusion
	References


