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a b s t r a c t

Although the basic dimensions of personality are strongly associated with individual differences in
(explicit) self-esteem, the relations between personality and implicit self-esteem have not been system-
atically researched. In three studies, implicit self-evaluations (measured both with the Name-Letter Test
and the self-esteem IAT) were generally independent of personality self-reports (Studies 1–3) and peer-
reports (Study 3). Moreover, the implicit measures were also independent of one another. Discussion cen-
ters on the problems and promises of implicit measures as indicators of individual differences in self-
esteem and their relation to personality.

� 2009 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Although trait self-esteem is often treated as a free-standing
construct, research has convincingly demonstrated that self-es-
teem is strongly rooted in basic dimensions of personality, such
as the ‘‘Big Five” (e.g., Watson, Suls, & Haig, 2002). The recent intro-
duction of ‘‘implicit” measures of self-esteem, which are intended
to capture people’s global self-evaluations without self-reflection,
raises questions about what role personality traits might play in
such less intentional self-evaluations. This paper provides an initial
exploration of links between implicit self-esteem measures and
trait models of personality. To this end, we briefly review what is
known about the associations between explicit self-esteem (mea-
sured via self-report) and core personality traits. Next, we intro-
duce implicit measures of self-esteem. Finally, we discuss what
role implicit self-evaluations might play in the context of trait
models of personality and present two competing sets of
hypotheses.

1.1. Self-esteem within structural models of personality

People differ in a variety of ways with respect to affect, thought,
and behavior. However, research consistently reveals the utility of
defining personality as a function of five semi-independent broad
factors: neuroticism (negative emotionality and instability), extra-
version (sociability and assertiveness), conscientiousness (careful-

ness and dependability), agreeableness (kindness and
cooperativeness) and openness to experience (curiosity and crea-
tivity). This structure, known as the Big Five, emerges from both
self- and peer ratings (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992), in children
and adults (e.g., Digman, 1997), and across languages and cultures
(e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1997). The five-factor model is conceived as a
hierarchical structure such that each of the dimensions can be
decomposed into a number of specific facet traits (McCrae & Costa,
2003). For example, the facets of neuroticism are anxiety, angry
hostility, depression, self-consciousness, impulsiveness, and vul-
nerability (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Some empirical and conceptual
elements of the Big Five model continue to be the subject of debate
and research (Block, 1995), but there appears to be consensus
among individual difference researchers that the Big Five are a rea-
sonable approximation of human personality.

1.1.1. Relations between self-esteem and personality
Empirical associations between neuroticism, extraversion and

explicit self-esteem are quite robust: self-esteem correlates nega-
tively with neuroticism (often exceeding �.50) and positively with
extraversion (.30 to .50, see Watson et al., 2002). Self-esteem is also
related to the other three factors of the Big Five, although the asso-
ciations are weaker—for example, Watson and colleagues (2002)
reported correlations of .28, .25, and .25, for agreeableness, consci-
entiousness, and openness, respectively. Depression (operational-
ized as a facet of neuroticism) shows the strongest relation to
self-esteem, with correlations often exceeding �.70 (e.g., Watson
et al., 2002). This lead some to propose that explicit self-esteem
and depression might be best conceptualized as defining the
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opposite ends of a bipolar dimension (at least for sub-clinical levels
of depression, see Judge, Erez, Bono, & Thoresen, 2002).

1.2. Implicit self-esteem and its measures

Following Greenwald and Farnham (2000), implicit self-esteem
has been typically conceptualized as a reflection of self-evaluative
associations which might elude conscious identification or aware-
ness. In this vein, most measures of implicit self-esteem are de-
signed to capture the strength of associative links between the
representations of self and particular evaluative content indirectly,
that is without requiring intentional self-evaluation. One of the
most popular measures is the Name-Letter Test (NLT), which cap-
tures the tendency of people to intuitively favor letters of their
own names (particularly initials) over other letters (e.g., Koole,
Dijksterhuis, & van Knippenberg, 2001). The other is the Self-Es-
teem Implicit Association Test (IAT, Greenwald & Farnham,
2000), which uses the speed of categorizing pairs of self-related
and valenced stimuli across different stimuli-pair combinations
as an indicator of self-esteem. Both of these measures have accept-
able internal consistencies, although retest reliabilities tend to be
lower than those for explicit measures (e.g., Bosson, Swann, &
Pennebaker, 2000). Given the malleability of implicit constructs
and their sensitivity to context (e.g., Blair, 2002; Dijksterhuis,
2004), lower retest reliabilities are to be expected. The manner
and extent to which self-evaluative associations revealed by these
measures are actually unconscious is still subject to debate, how-
ever (see Gawronski, LeBel, & Peters, 2007; Krizan, 2008). In the
least, implicit measures are indirect insofar they attempt to capture
self-evaluations without requiring intentional self-reflection.

The associations between explicit and implicit self-esteem mea-
sures and their relationship to behavior are currently an active area
of study (e.g., Koole & DeHart, 2007). Dual-process theories of hu-
man cognition are commonly mentioned in discussions of the dif-
ferences between explicit and implicit self-esteem. These theories
view people as processing information about themselves and their
environment either in terms of the rational system, in which
declarative propositional knowledge is used in serial, effortful, usu-
ally conscious, processing; or in terms of the experiential system,
which uses concrete images and narratives in a rapid, holistic man-
ner based on associative structures and involves unconscious pro-
cessing (see Epstein, 1994; Smith & DeCoster, 2000). Explicit self-
esteem is usually thought to reflect operation of the rational,
rule-based system, whereas implicit self-esteem is thought to re-
flect the operation of the experiential, associative system. In the
area of self-esteem, scores on implicit and explicit self-esteem
measures are only modestly correlated (if at all; see Bosson et al.,
2000; Krizan & Suls, 2008), which is consistent with the idea that
self-evaluation involves two relatively parallel tracks–one involv-
ing controlled and deliberative thought and the other involving rel-
atively automatic and non-reflective processes. Indeed, there is
preliminary evidence that implicit (vs. explicit) self-esteem mea-
sures are better predictors of automatic, non-conscious behavior
(see Spalding & Hardin, 1999).

Such independence, however, does not necessarily imply the
existence of multiple attitudinal representations (see Greenwald
& Nosek, in press; Tafarodi & Ho, 2006). Independence of explicit
and implicit self-esteem measures may stem from the lower retest
reliabilities of implicit measures, unique method variance (Kihl-
strom, 2004), and/or misrepresentations (deliberate or not) on
self-report measures (Olson, Fazio, & Hermann, 2007; Tafarodi &
Ho, 2006). For these reasons, the direct mapping of explicit/implicit
measures onto outcomes of rational/experiential processes is likely
overly simplistic, as both types of measures are reflective of each
process to some extent (see Ranganath, Smith, & Nosek, 2008).

1.3. Personality and implicit self-esteem: what to expect?

In this paper, we consider to what degree personality disposi-
tions are associated with implicit self-evaluations. Basic personal-
ity dispositions, such as neuroticism and extraversion, rooted in
heredity and early developmental experiences, might correspond
most closely to the automatic, implicit self-evaluations. For exam-
ple, Epstein and Morling (1995) have proposed that implicit self-
esteem might form early during development based on critical
early experiences with caregivers (see also DeHart, Pelham, & Ten-
nen, 2006). Similarly, basic personality dimensions are thought to
emerge relatively early as they are rooted in temperament and
shaped by childhood interactions (Rothbart & Bates, 2006). This
perspective, then, suggests that implicit self-esteem might show
links with personality dimensions, perhaps mainly with those that
concern how the self is evaluated within the social context (e.g.,
neuroticism, agreeableness, and extraversion; cf. Robinson & Wil-
kowski, 2006; Watson et al., 2002). Presumably, the direction of
associations with these core traits should mirror those of explicit
self-esteem.

Implicit self-esteem, however, might be revealed in behavioral
manifestations of personality but not in self-reports. For example,
implicit self-esteem might be reflected in less deliberate, non-ver-
bal behaviors relevant to self-evaluation such as posture and facial
expressions (see Spalding & Hardin, 1999). These behaviors might
be visible to other people, but the individual might be consciously
unaware of them. Moreover, even if people were momentarily
aware of their behaviors or feelings related to implicit self-evalua-
tive processes, they might discount them due to incongruencies
with long-standing conscious beliefs about the self (Jordan, Whit-
field, & Zeigler-Hill, 2007; Tafarodi & Ho, 2006). The implication
is that a proper examination of links between personality traits
and implicit self-evaluations requires assessment of personality
based on both self- (Studies 1 through 3) and peer-reports (Study
3).

Alternatively, implicit self-esteem measures might reflect men-
tal processes and contents that are quite distinct from the con-
scious and deliberate patterns of thought, affect and behavior
reflected in reports on personality questionnaires. This idea is con-
sistent with evidence that self-reports of personality often do not
correlate with more automatic evaluative response tendencies,
although the latter contribute independently to psychological
and behavioral outcomes (e.g., Robinson, 2007). In combination
with the psychometric idiosyncrasies of explicit and implicit mea-
sures mentioned earlier, this perspective suggests that only mod-
est (at best) correlations between implicit measures and
personality reports should be expected.

2. Study 1

The first study examined associations between Name-Letter
Test of implicit self-evaluation and self-reports of global personal-
ity traits.

2.1. Method

Two-hundred and seventy seven students from a large Mid-
western university participated in order to satisfy a course require-
ment (64% female, mean age was 19.6). The order in which the
implicit and self-report measures were administered was counter-
balanced in all the described studies. Order did not have a consis-
tent effect across the three studies and will not be discussed
further.

The NLT was administered according to standard procedures.
Respondents were presented with an array of letters and symbols,
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and were asked to rate the likeability of each based on quick gut
impressions (e.g., Koole et al., 2001). The NLT score was derived
by subtracting the baseline liking of letters (average liking by peo-
ple who do not have the letter in their name) from respondents’
evaluations of their initials, and then averaging the two difference
scores for each individual (see Kitayama & Karasawa, 1997). The
relative liking of first and last initials was correlated at .36. Partic-
ipants also completed the Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Inventory
(1965), the Big Five Inventory (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991),
and the Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression scale (Radl-
off, 1977), all as > .80.

2.2. Results and discussion

Correlations among self-report personality measures and expli-
cit self-esteem largely replicated previous findings (see Watson
et al., 2002), and so will not be discussed in detail. Of note and par-
alleling previous findings, self-esteem and depression were
strongly negatively correlated (r = �.58).

Implicit self-esteem was largely independent of personality
self-reports, except for a marginal (negative) association with neu-
roticism and an association with agreeableness. In strong contrast
to explicit self-esteem, however, NLT was unrelated to depression
(see Table 1). Inspection of scatter plots did not indicate any expo-
nential relations in this or the other studies presented herein.

3. Study 2

The aim of the second study was to replicate the independence
observed in Study 1 and to examine whether another frequently
used implicit measure of self-esteem, the self-esteem IAT, shows
similar patterns.

3.1. Method

Two-hundred and eighty-eight students from a large Midwest-
ern university participated in order to satisfy a course requirement
(74% female, mean age was 20).

Respondents completed the NLT measure according to the same
procedures used in Study 1 (ratings of first and last initials corre-
lated .32). Participants also completed the self-esteem IAT accord-
ing to the procedures and stimuli outlined in Greenwald and
Farnham (2000). The self-esteem IAT (Greenwald & Farnham,
2000) is a computer-based response mapping procedure that re-
quires respondents to perform combined categorizations of self-
relevant and evaluative stimuli. In one critical block of trials,
self-related and positive stimuli call for the same response, while
in the other self-related and negative stimuli call for the same re-
sponse. The final score is usually calculated as the difference in cat-
egorization speed between these two blocks of trials. The results

herein are presented with the improved D measure (see Green-
wald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003), however, which uses untransformed
latencies across all critical IAT trials converted to standard devia-
tion units (this measure correlated .66 with the measure based
on conventional scoring). Respective internal consistency esti-
mates are typically computed by examining associations between
D scores based on subsets of trials—although these routinely ex-
ceed .70, they are likely inflated due to method variance confounds
and general responding speed (see Greenwald et al., 2003; Mierke
& Klauer, 2003, for discussion).

Participants also completed the same self-report measures as in
Study 1. One exception was depression, which was assessed with
the Beck Depression Inventory-II (Beck, Steer, & Brown, 1996),
M = 7.35, SD = 6.24.

3.2. Results and discussion

Correlations among self-report personality measures and self-
esteem basically replicated the findings of Study 1. Again, there
was a strong inverse association between self-esteem and depres-
sion (r = �.67). As observed by others, the NLT and IAT were unre-
lated, rs < |.05|.

Correlations between implicit self-esteem and personality mea-
sures are reported in Table 2. As in Study 1, the NLT was generally
independent of personality self-reports, except for a small negative
correlation with neuroticism and small positive correlation with
agreeableness. In contrast to Study 1, the association between
the NLT and explicit self-esteem was significant. However, after
statistically controlling for explicit self-esteem, the associations
between NLT and neuroticism/agreeableness were negligible.

Self-esteem IAT scores were completely independent of explicit
self-esteem and personality traits (see Table 2), except for the
small association with neuroticism. Virtually identical results were
observed when the conventional log-transformed IAT scoring pro-
cedure was used (from Greenwald & Farnham, 2000).

4. Study 3

The main purpose of Study 3 was to examine whether the inde-
pendence between implicit self-esteem measures and personality
self-reports observed thus far also holds for peer-reports of person-
ality. Finding no associations between implicit self-evaluations and
peer-reports would provide independent evidence that the former
are orthogonal to core personality traits, and that the findings of
the first two studies were not a result of biases in self-reported per-

Table 1
Relations between implicit self-esteem and personality self-reports from Study 1
(N = 277).

Self-report
measure

Zero-order
correlation

Partial correlation (controlling for explicit
self-esteem)

Explicit Self-
Esteem

.03 –

Neuroticism �.11+ �.11+

Extraversion .08 .07
Agreeableness .17* .17*

Conscientiousness .03 .02
Openness .03 .02
Depression �.08 �.07

+ p < .10.
* p < .05.

Table 2
Relations between implicit indicators of self-esteem and personality self-reports from
Study 2 (N = 288).

Self-report
measure

Correlations with NLT Correlations with IAT (D)

Zero-
order

Partial (controlling
for explicit SE)

Zero-
order

Partial (controlling
for explicit SE)

Explicit Self-
Esteem

.19* – .06 –

Neuroticism �.18* �.08 .07 .14*

Extraversion .06 �.04 �.03 �.06
Agreeableness .09+ .02 �.01 �.03
Conscientiousness .10+ .03 .09 .07
Openness .01 �.03 �.03 �.04
Positive

affectivity
.10+ �.03 �.01 �.05

Negative
affectivity

�.06 .07 .04 .09

Depression �.06 .10 �.02 .03

+ p < .10.
* p < .05.
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sonality (e.g., socially desirable responding, see Paulhus & Trapnell,
2008, for discussion).

4.1. Method

Two-hundred and thirteen students from a large Midwestern
university participated in order to satisfy a course requirement
(58% female, mean age was 19.8). The measures and procedures
were similar to those of Study 2.

To obtain peer-reports of personality, participants were asked
to provide an e-mail address of a good friend that we could contact.
These peers were then contacted and they completed the Big Five
Inventory and Rosenberg’s self-esteem inventory about the partic-
ipant in exchange for $5. A total of 109 peer-reports were re-
turned.1 The subsample of participants whose peers participated
(72% female) was comparable to the overall sample and samples
from previous studies on mean scores for all measures. For the sake
of brevity, only data on this subsample are presented (trait inter-cor-
relations were similar for the entire sample).

4.2. Results and discussion

Correlations among self-report personality measures and self-
esteem largely replicated the findings of the earlier studies. Of
note, the NLT and IAT measures were again unrelated, rs < |.05|.
The associations between implicit self-esteem measures and the
personality self-report measures are presented in Table 3. As before,
NLT scores were independent of personality self-reports. However,
in contrast to Studies 1 and 2, there was a marginal positive corre-
lation with neuroticism and a negative correlation with agreeable-
ness. These correlations remained largely unchanged after
controlling for explicit self-esteem. Similarly, self-esteem IAT
scores were independent of explicit self-esteem and personality
traits, with the exception of a small positive association with
extraversion.

Peer-reports of personality showed the same general pattern of
independence; there were no significant relations, except an unex-
pected negative correlation between participants’ IAT scores and
peer-reported self-esteem. A potential concern that peers did not
know the participants well was contradicted by the Big Five agree-
ment correlations, which were high (.47–.61, cf. Watson et al.,
2002).

5. General discussion

Responses to implicit self-esteem measures appear to be largely
independent of reports about global personality traits. The NLT had
marginal but inconsistent associations with agreeableness and
neuroticism across the studies, and the IAT scores were almost uni-
formly independent of personality scores. Furthermore, peer-re-
ports of the target’s personality were also uncorrelated with both
implicit self-esteem measures. If implicit self-esteem is reflected
in behavioral outcomes inaccessible to self-awareness or con-
sciously discounted, such outcomes might not be reflected in
self-reports but might be observable by others (see Spalding & Har-
din, 1999). There was no support for this idea; implicit measures
did not predict personality reports by participants’ friends, even
though these friends were able to judge participants’ personality
very accurately in general (see also Schimmack & Diener, 2003).

5.1. Implicit self-esteem: one or many?

In accord with previous findings (e.g., Bosson et al., 2000), the
two most commonly used implicit indicators of self-esteem, the
NLT and the self-esteem IAT, appear to be independent. Caution
about assuming that both measures capture the same construct is
advised; whereas error and unique method variance likely contrib-
ute to a lack of strong links, the absence of any association is clearly
problematic for inferring a unitary construct of implicit self-esteem.
Whereas each implicit measure might be of utility for examining
less intentional aspects of self-evaluation on its own accord, posit-
ing a one-dimensional construct of implicit self-esteem seems
without basis given the consistent lack of convergence between
implicit measures of self-esteem. Instead of using ‘‘implicit self-
esteem”, researchers might consider referring to findings for indi-
rect measures (such as NLT and IAT) as involving implicit or indirect
self-evaluations. This usage would still accurately reflect the self-
evaluative component of these measures, but would not imply that
they all reflect a single construct (i.e., ‘‘implicit self-esteem”).

5.2. Implicit self-evaluations and traits

As is the case with (explicit) self-esteem (e.g., Bosson et al.,
2000), core personality dimensions were independent of implicit
self-evaluations (indexed by the NLT and IAT), whether traits were
assessed with self or peer report. This basic finding stands in con-
trast to the idea that implicit self-esteem is based on a similar set
of reactions and experiences influential in early personality devel-
opment (cf. Caspi, Roberts, & Shiner, 2005; DeHart et al., 2006).
Rather, regularities in thought, emotion, and behavior captured
in personality reports do not determine implicit self-evaluations,
at least not those based on a single assessment.

Although associations between implicit self-evaluations and
personality were very modest, researchers interested in both per-
sonality and implicit self-evaluative processes should not be dis-
couraged. Implicit self-evaluations show meaningful fluctuations
(reflected in lower than ideal stabilities), so repeated measure-
ments might be necessary if researchers want to capture stable,
trait-like aspects of implicit self-evaluations (which are by neces-
sity measured as state variables). For example, one study found
that aggregating implicit self-evaluations (from NLT) over multiple
measurements substantially increased the relation between impli-
cit and explicit measures of self-esteem (DeHart et al., 2006). When
applied to personality broadly, this suggests that particular dispo-
sitions might color implicit self-evaluations repeatedly over time.
Thus, it might be worthwhile to test whether personality traits re-
late to implicit self-evaluations assessed and aggregated over a
period of weeks or months.

Table 3
Relations between implicit indicators of self-esteem and personality self and peer
reports from Study 3 (N = 109).

Self-report measure Correlations with NLT Correlations with IAT (D)

Self-reporta Peer-reportb Self-reporta Peer-reportb

Explicit self-esteem �.10 �.02 .06 �.19*

Neuroticism .11 (.13+) �.04 (�.04) .01 (.12+) �.09 (�.09)
Extraversion .03 (.04) .07 (.09) .27* (.13) .08 (.09)
Agreeableness �.18+ (�.14+) .03 (.03) .13 (.04) .13 (.14)
Conscientiousness �.03 (.01) .07 (.07) .02 (�.02) .02 (.05)
Openness �.01 (�.10) .01 (.01) .08 (.02) .01 (.04)

+ p <.10.
* p <.05.

a Partial Correlations controlling for self-reported self-esteem are shown in
parentheses.

b Partial correlations controlling for peer-reported self-esteem are shown in
parentheses.

1 Due to a computer error, exact sex and age information is not available for
participants’ peers, although on these dimensions they largely matched all the other
samples described in this report.
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Alternatively, certain transient states might promote conver-
gence of implicit self-evaluative responses and self-reports on
some occasions but not on others. Such states include momentary
awareness of the self-evaluative nature of the implicit task (Krizan,
2008), reliance on ‘‘gut” feelings relevant to self-evaluation (Jordan
et al., 2007), or enhanced accessibility of deliberative self-evalua-
tions (Krizan & Suls, 2008). Taken together, such processes may
potentially account for inconsistencies in correlations across the
studies reported here. Ironically, fluctuations in implicit self-eval-
uations over time could be responsible both for (a) the generally
low correlations with self-report measures due to lower reliability
of implicit measures, and for (b) producing significant associations
with self-report measures in some contexts but not in others.

6. Conclusions

In sum, trait reports and implicit self-evaluations seem to cap-
ture orthogonal aspects of personality. Although this is consistent
with the notion that implicit and explicit measures reflect opera-
tions of experiential and rational systems, respectively (e.g., Ep-
stein, 1994), such a conclusion seems premature. Both sets of
processes are relevant to both types of measures (e.g., Ranganath
et al., 2008), and meta-cognitions regarding responses to implicit
self-esteem measures seem important for understanding the con-
cordance of implicit and explicit self-views (Jordan et al., 2007; Kri-
zan, 2008). Even if they end up being of limited use in assessing
trait aspects of personality, momentary implicit self-evaluations
might shed light on individual differences in self-regulation pro-
cesses. For example, individuals with high (explicit) self-esteem
might respond to ego-threat by boosting implicit positive self-
associations (Jones, Pelham, & Mirenberg, 2002), which in turn
could serve to reduce anxiety (Rudman, Dohn, & Fairchild, 2007).
For now, however, implicit self-esteem is yet to find its place in
the pantheon of personality traits.

References

Beck, A. T., Steer, R. A., & Brown, G. K. (1996). Manual for the beck depression
inventory (2nd ed.). San Antonio, TX: The Psychological Corporation.

Blair, I. V. (2002). The malleability of automatic stereotypes and prejudice.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 6, 242–261.

Block, J. (1995). A contrarian view of the five-factor approach to personality
description. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 187–215.

Bosson, J. K., Swann, W. B., & Pennebaker, J. W. (2000). Stalking the perfect measure
of implicit self-esteem: The blind men and the elephant revisited. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 79, 631–643.

Caspi, A., Roberts, B., & Shiner, R. L. (2005). Personality development: Stability and
change. Annual Review of Psychology, 56, 453–484.

Costa, P., & McCrae, R. (1992). Revised NEO personality inventory (NEO-PI-R) and NEO
five-factor inventory (NEO-FFI) professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological
Assessment Resources.

DeHart, T., Pelham, B. W., & Tennen, H. (2006). What lies beneath: Parenting style
and implicit self-esteem. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 1–17.

Digman, J. (1997). Higher order factors of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 41, 417–440.

Dijksterhuis, A. (2004). I like myself but I don’t know why: Enhancing implicit self-
esteem by subliminal evaluative conditioning. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 86, 345–355.

Epstein, S. (1994). Integration of the cognitive and the psychodynamic unconscious.
American Psychologist, 49, 709–724.

Epstein, S., & Morling, B. (1995). Is the self motivated to do more than enhance and/
or verify itself? In M. H. Kernis (Ed.), Efficacy, agency, and self-esteem (pp. 9–29).
New York: Plenum.

Gawronski, B., LeBel, E. P., & Peters, K. R. (2007). What do implicit measures tell us?
Scrutinizing the validity of three common assumptions. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 2, 181–193.

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A. (in press). Attitudinal dissociation: What does it
mean? In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, P. Brinol (Eds.), Attitudes: Insights from the new
implicit measures. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Greenwald, A. G., & Farnham, S. (2000). Using the implicit association test to
measure self-esteem and self-concept. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 79, 1022–1038.

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the
implicit association test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 85, 197–216.

John, O., Donahue, E., & Kentle, R. (1991). The Big Five inventory-Versions 4a and 54
(Tech. Rep.). Berkeley Institute of Personality and Social Research, University of
California.

Jones, J. T., Pelham, B. W., & Mirenberg, M. C. (2002). Name letter preferences are not
merely mere exposure: Implicit egotism as self-regulation. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 170–177.

Jordan, C. H., Whitfield, M., & Zeigler-Hill, V. (2007). Intuition and the
correspondence between implicit and explicit self-esteem. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 1067–1079.

Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C. J. (2002). Are measures of self-esteem,
neuroticism, locus of control, and generalized self-efficacy indicators of a
common core construct? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83,
693–710.

Kihlstrom, J. F. (2004). Implicit methods in social psychology. In C. Sansone, C. Morf,
& A. Panter (Eds.), The Sage handbook of methods in social psychology
(pp. 195–212). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kitayama, S., & Karasawa, M. (1997). Implicit self-esteem in Japan: Name letters and
birthday numbers. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23, 736–742.

Koole, S. L., & DeHart, T. (2007). Self-affection without self-reflection: Origins,
mechanisms, and consequences of implicit self-esteem. In C. Sedikides & S.
Spencer (Eds.), The self in social psychology (pp. 36–86). New York: Psychology
Press.

Koole, S. L., Dijksterhuis, A., & van Knippenberg, A. (2001). What’s in a name:
Implicit self-esteem and the automatic self. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 80, 669–685.

Krizan, Z. (2008). What is implicit about implicit self-esteem? Journal of Research in
Personality, 42, 1635–1640.

Krizan, Z., & Suls, J. (2008). Are implicit and explicit measures of self-esteem
related? A meta-analysis for the Name-Letter Test. Personality and Individual
Differences, 44, 521–531.

McCrae, R., & Costa, P. T. Jr., (1997). Personality trait structure as a human universal.
American Psychologist, 52, 509–516.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. Jr., (2003). Personality in adulthood (2nd ed.): A five-factor
theory perspective. New York: Guilford.

Mierke, J., & Klauer, K. C. (2003). Method-specific variance in the implicit
association test. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 1180–1192.

Olson, M. A., Fazio, R. H., & Hermann, A. D. (2007). Reporting tendencies underlie
discrepancies between implicit and explicit measures of self-esteem.
Psychological Science, 18, 287–291.

Paulhus, D. L., & Trapnell, P. D. (2008). Self-presentation of personality: An agency-
communion framework. In O. P. John, R. W. Robins, & L. A. Pervin (Eds.),
Handbook of personality: Theory and research (3rd ed., pp. 492–517). New York:
Guilford Press.

Radloff, L. S. (1977). The CES-D scale: A self-report depression scale for research in
the general population. Applied Psychological Measurement, 1, 385–401.

Ranganath, K. A., Smith, C. T., & Nosek, B. A. (2008). Distinguishing automatic and
controlled components of attitudes from direct and indirect measurement.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 386–396.

Robinson, M. D. (2007). Personality, affective processing, and self-regulation:
Toward process-based views of extraversion, neuroticism, and agreeableness.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 1, 223–235.

Robinson, M. D., & Wilkowski, B. M. (2006). Loving, hating, vacillating:
Agreeableness, implicit self-esteem, and neurotic conflict. Journal of
Personality, 74, 935–978.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Rothbart, M. K., & Bates, J. E. (2006). Temperament (6th ed.. In N. Eisenberg (Ed.).
Handbook of child psychology (Vol. 3, pp. 99–166). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley &
Sons.

Rudman, L. A., Dohn, M. C., & Fairchild, K. (2007). Implicit self-esteem
compensation: Automatic threat defense. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 93, 798–813.

Schimmack, U., & Diener, E. (2003). Predictive validity of explicit and implicit self-
esteem for subjective well-being. Journal of Research in Personality, 37, 100–106.

Smith, E. R., & DeCoster, J. (2000). Dual process models in social and cognitive
psychology: Conceptual integration and links to underlying memory systems.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 4, 108–131.

Spalding, L. R., & Hardin, C. D. (1999). Unconscious unease and self-handicapping:
Behavioral consequences of individual differences in implicit and explicit self-
esteem. Psychological Science, 10, 535–539.

Tafarodi, R. W., & Ho, C. (2006). Implicit and explicit self-esteem: What are we
measuring? Canadian Psychology, 47, 195–202.

Watson, D., Suls, J., & Haig, J. (2002). Global self-esteem in relation to structural
models of personality and affectivity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
83, 185–197.

Z. Krizan, J. Suls / Personality and Individual Differences 46 (2009) 659–663 663


