
Critically evaluation of the APE model and two-dimensional model of prejudice, and assessment of which model best explains contemporary prejudice.
Prejudice refers to prejudgement of people by categorising them and having generalised attitudes towards them (Nelson & Olson, 2023). Prejudice varies but elicits wide-ranging responses based on in-group and out-group comparison (Vezzali & Stathi, 2020). In-groups are people belonging to the same characteristic groups, whilst out-groups are those with differing characteristics, belonging to different groups (Arpin et al., 2017). Contemporary prejudice is subtle, often presenting through implicit biases, systemic inequality and microaggressions rather than explicit discrimination (Dovidio et al., 2018). Contemporary prejudice intersects with people’s various different characteristics and social identities, including their gender, ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation and socioeconomic status (Kite et al., 2022).
In explaining contemporary prejudice, this essay will critically evaluate the associative-propositional evaluation (APE) model of prejudice (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006) and the two-dimensional model of prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008). Each model offers insights into the complexity of contemporary prejudice, providing frameworks for explaining biases in society. The APE model of prejudice and two-dimensional model are prominent frameworks for understanding prejudice, but both approach explaining prejudice from different perspectives and cognitive processes. Critical evaluations will assess which model best explains contemporary prejudice. To assess if the APE model or the two-dimensional model best explains contemporary prejudice, the theoretical underpinnings of each model, their key concepts, strengths, limitations and applicability to contemporary social contexts will be examined. These different considerations will be utilised to determine which model of the two best explains the complexities of contemporary prejudice in today’s society.
The APE model explains prejudice as a product of associative and propositional processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Associative processes are related to automated attitudes and stereotypes towards particular categories based on people’s prior experiences (Arendt & Northup, 2015). These automated associations can be unconscious and are triggered by specific interactions or stimuli. For example, negative stereotypes of black people might be triggered if a black person is encountered stealing. Propositional processes, however, involve conscious processes and thinking about implications prejudice might have (Mandelbaum, 2016). People choose to reject or endorse specific automated associations based on social norms, their personal beliefs and values (Herek, 2015). The APE model (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006) suggests that prejudice is produced from interactions between associative and propositional processes, where stereotypes associated with specific stimuli interact with propositional endorsement of associations to produce prejudice. By understanding how association and conscious processes interact, the APE provides insights into how development of prejudice is a complex process. 
The two-dimensional model of prejudice explains that explicit and implicit attitudes create four different profiles to explain racism: truly low prejudiced, aversive racists, principled conservatives and modern racists (Son Hing et al., 2008). Low prejudiced people hold positive attitudes with both low racism and low prejudice. Aversive racists are low in explicit racism, displaying warmth to others but high in implicit prejudice. Principled conservatives are high in explicit racism, lacking warmth but low in implicit prejudice. Modern racists are high in both explicit racism and implicit prejudice, overtly expressing negative attitudes towards people outside of their social groups (Dovidio et al., 2017). The two-dimensional model highlights diversity in people’s prejudiced attitudes and discriminative behaviour, acknowledging differences across individuals and contexts. 
The two-dimensional model of prejudice is based on social cognition theories, explaining that people and groups are evaluated based their implicit and explicit attitudes (Son Hing et al., 2008). Similarly, the APE model integrates social psychology and dual-process theories of cognition. The APE model suggests that prejudice emerges from interactions between automatic processes of association and conscious propositional processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Thus, both the APE model and two-dimensional models account for both social and cognitive processes involved in prejudice.
The APE model of prejudice distinguishes between different processes of stereotypes whereas in the two-dimensional model of prejudice, people and groups are categorised into one of four different categories based on their implicit and explicit prejudice. The APE model therefore explains how prejudice is produced through different social and cognitive mechanisms, whereas the two-dimensional model focuses on how prejudice is presented in contexts. Thus, the APE model acknowledges the interactions between implicit and explicit prejudice, whilst the two-dimensional theory of prejudice is more rigid.
Differences between automatic and propositional evaluations of people are captured through differences between implicit and explicit evaluations. Implicit evaluations are those inferred from how people perform on tasks that are indirect measures of prejudice, whereas explicit evaluations are those that are self-reported (Axt, 2018). Axt (2018) reported that direct study of explicit racial attitudes, such as people reporting their perceptions of people from specific ethnic groups, could raise issues related to social desirability. In that, participants might not report their true thoughts or feelings due to fear of being reprimanded or because of being judged by the researcher. Researchers have therefore developed indirect self-report measures of explicit racial biases. Axt (2018) studies if direct or indirect self-report measures impacted the quality of explicit racial attitude assessments. It was found that more direct assessments of racial preferences were better at assessing implicit racial attitudes. These findings suggest that direct measures are efficacious in studying implicit and explicit racial attitudes. 
Implicit evaluations, however, are measured through response-latency tasks, implicit association tests and sequential priming tasks (Koppehele-Gossel et al., 2020). Evaluative priming measures are based on the notion that evaluations of target stimuli are quicker when they are preceded by a similar stimulus, in comparison to when they are preceded by a dissimilar stimulus (Gast et al., 2014). Evaluative priming is used across literature related to implicit prejudice, identifying if people take longer to evaluate a stimulus that is dissimilar to a target. This field of research considers the mental processes that are involved in explicit and implicit evaluations and the factors that contribute to changes in both implicit and explicit prejudice. The APE model of prejudice specifies that associations activate prejudice on the basis of identifying similarities, whereas propositional processes are more conscious processes relate to logic (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2018). 
The APE model’s focus on cognitive processes is consistent with contemporary research into implicit biases and stereotype threat (Brownstein & Saul, 2016). This research highlights the role the automatic associations have in shaping prejudice. The two-dimensional model of prejudice similarly explains that people and groups are evaluated based on their implicit and explicit attitudes (Son Hing et al., 2008). Implicit prejudice is studied through several tasks, such as response-latency tasks, by identifying automatic associations that are activated when presented with stimuli. It is difficult to measure implicit prejudice, however, as response latency studies that are used to research implicit prejudice have several limitations. Response latency studies focus on measuring the time it takes for people to respond to stimuli. This provides data into the speed it takes people to process information, but might not capture the complexities of the underlying cognitive processes involved in prejudice. For example, response latency tasks do not identify the decision-making processes involved in prejudice or if taking longer to process information is reflective of higher prejudice. Thus, it is unclear how valid measures of implicit prejudice are.
Research has investigated how implicit prejudice manifests in real-world contexts. Hunsinger et al. (2019) studied how useful measures of implicit prejudice were in improving weapon identification across law enforcement officers. Participants completed self-report surveys that assessed mindfulness and a computerised measure that assessed implicit stereotype resilience. These measures were completed at baseline, after training and at 3 months follow up. Although training improved mindfulness in comparison to the controlled group, the training did not impact implicit stereotype resilience. Hunsinger et al. (2019), however, did find that participants utilised more control when they responded to targets who were black males, in comparison to white, male targets. These findings therefore do not provide evidence that implicit prejudice training is beneficial for reducing implicit stereotypes. The research methods of this study yield ecological validity concerns, as this study was conducted in a controlled laboratory setting which although yields high reliability of findings, may not reflect real-world scenarios of prejudice. This lack of ecological validity limits the generalisability of Hunsinger et al.’s (2019) findings across everyday social settings.
As findings from Hunsinger et al.’s (2019) study suggest more control is exerted when choosing whether to search for weapons, these findings do support the two-dimensional model of prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008). Police officers demonstrated that they can hold implicit prejudices, but act in ways that do not demonstrate explicit prejudice against black male targets. However, the APE model could also explain these findings as implicit stereotype resilience did not alter but control did. The APE model might explain that people’s automatic associations, such as associating black males with more crime or danger, do not alter with training. Control is changed with training, suggesting propositional and conscious thoughts are altered. Both the APE and two-dimensional models provide valid explanations for why explicit prejudices might change but implicit associations do not (Glaser et al., 2015). Thus, research highlights that implicit and explicit measures are independent dimensions of prejudice.
The APE model assumes that similarity matching underlies the activation of mental processes that produce positive or negative responses (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). These evaluations are then stored in memory and people recall these representations when they encounter similar stimuli (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). For example, physical features of people who are black would activate the concept of African or African descent. This concept is then associatively related to other concepts, such as stereotypes that black people are hostile, criminal or adulterers. In this sense, associated concepts are activated when encountering similar stimuli and produce spontaneous feelings or responses in line with implicit evaluations.
The APE model suggests that implicit and explicit prejudice are different, with implicit evaluations representing associative processes and explicit evaluations representing propositional processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Research has found that the feature that distinguishes implicit evaluations from explicit evaluations is the lack of dependency on truth or facts (Madva & Brownstein, 2018). Implicit associations are activated in one’s memory and related to stimuli or concepts due to perceived similarities with previous experiences, regardless of if this implicit perception is accurate or inaccurate (Ramos et al., 2017). In contrast, propositional processes are related to how valid associated information is, to inform decision-making and conscious processes when making evaluations.
The same stimuli, however, might elicit different associations and implicit prejudice depending on the context the stimulus is perceived in. For example, a person might automatically associate a black person with being musical or artistic, or with being criminal or hostile depending on the context they encounter the object in. Research has found that automatic associations are not entirely driven by context, with associative processes being constrained by structures and processes already existing within memory (Roediger et al., 2014). Different contexts can influence how concepts are activated in response to objects, if the concepts are held in memory as associative representations of that specific object. Applying the distinction between implicit and explicit prejudice, it is argued that concepts are activated in response to perception of objects, where these automatic gut responses are measured through implicit evaluations. People often use their automatic gut responses to objects to form a basis for evaluations, resulting in more explicit prejudice. People might then report their automatic responses on explicit measures of prejudice if they perceive this evaluation as holding merit. 
People may choose to reject automatic gut responses, but this does not mean that automatic mental associations are deactivated. Commonly, people dissociate between their implicit and explicit evaluations of others, which is consistent with the two-dimensional model of prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008). The two-dimensional model outlines how people can be low prejudiced consistently, by being low racism and low prejudice, whereas others might be implicit in racism, displaying warmth to others but high in implicit prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008). Others are high in explicit racism, where warmth is lacking but people are low in implicit prejudice. Whereas others, such as modern racists are high in both explicit racism and implicit prejudice (Dovidio et al., 2017). The APE model and the two-dimensional model are similar in that they both distinguish between implicit and explicit prejudice, highlighting that there are consistencies and also inconsistencies between implicit and explicit prejudice.
Where the APE model and two-dimensional model of prejudice differ, is that the APE model suggests that implicit and explicit prejudice interact with one another rather than operating in isolation (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). The two-dimensional model, however, provides static categories that do not account for flexibility or how implicit and explicit prejudice might interact and influence one another (Son Hing et al., 2008). The APE model suggests that associative processes are able to influence propositional processes, as conscious decision-making and perceptions are influenced by the information provided by automatic associations (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Conversely, propositional processes are able to influence automatic processes, as propositional processes are based on reasoning, that is able to develop or activate novel associations when information is either validated or proven untrue (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Thus, the APE model accounts more comprehensively for interactions between implicit and explicit prejudice, whereas the two-dimensional model does not account for these interactions.
The APE model offers some insight into the cognitive processes involved in the development of prejudice, suggesting that prejudice is a result of interactions between automated associations of stereotypes and conscious evaluations of these associations (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Whilst the APE model of prejudice provides invaluable insights into the complexities of how prejudice develops, there are several caveats and criticisms. For example, a strength of the APE model is that it recognises there are different cognitive processes involved in the development of prejudice (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). By acknowledging automated and conscious processes, the APE model is able to capture the complex nature of how stereotypes develop and are maintained. In providing insights into both associative and cognitive processes, researchers have been able to develop interventions that reduce prejudice based on both of these levels of processing (Rutland & Killen, 2015). 
A further strength of the APE model of prejudice is that it emphasises the importance of people’s social and cultural experiences in shaping prejudice. Automated associations are explained as being ingrained through socialisation processes, whilst propositional evaluations are influenced by social norms and people’s values (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). By highlighting how people’s social contexts contribute to prejudice, the APE model provides a wider understanding of prejudice that exists beyond an individual level. However, the APE model has faced criticism for oversimplifying the complex interactions between automated associations and propositional processes. Some researchers have argued that  the distinction between associative and propositional processes is not obvious, due to complex interactions between these processes (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2018). For example, automatic associations influence propositional evaluations and propositional evaluations influence automated associations towards stimuli. Additionally, the APE model has been criticised for focusing on cognitive processes involved in prejudice, without consideration for psychological factors that influence prejudice (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2018). The APE model highlights the role of cognitive and thinking in prejudice but does not consider the roles of people’s emotions, social identity and motivations in how prejudiced attitudes and stereotypes are developed (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). The APE model is therefore not a comprehensive model of prejudice and does not capture the full complexity of the factors that influence prejudice. Furthermore, in certain contexts, the APE model can be criticised for lacking explanatory power. Research has found that prejudice can present differently across different social groups and situations (Mangum & Block Jr, 2018). This research demonstrates the over-simplistic nature of the APE model as an explanation of prejudice, as the APE model explains all instances of prejudice as resulting from the same two cognitive processes. By only explaining prejudice as a result of two cognitive processes, this may overlook individual factors that could contribute to the development of prejudice in different contexts (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). This means there is lack of understanding related to the development of prejudice and interventions based on the APE model are not specific enough to address the complex issue of prejudice.
The two-dimensional model of prejudice provides a framework for understanding prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008). The model captures how people evaluate others and perceive them in different ways, allowing for a complex understanding of prejudice beyond binary categories (Son Hing et al., 2008). The two-dimensional model acknowledges that there is diversity within prejudiced attitudes and provides categorisation along different dimensions of prejudice and racism (Son Hing et al., 2008). For example, people who are low prejudiced are characterised by positive attitudes, reflecting their genuine respect for all social groups. Aversive racists, however, demonstrate warmth but are high in implicit prejudice so mask their prejudices whilst still holding negative stereotypical beliefs about others. This classification system enables researchers to differentiate between different forms of prejudice and tailor responses or interventions to these classifications. 
The two-dimensional model, however, can be criticised for simplifying prejudice due to its reliance on static categorisations. It is argued that people’s implicit and explicit attitudes are not fixed, so can vary depending on the situation. For example, a person might exhibit warmth towards a person from a particular social group in one situation but display hostility towards them in a different social context. This makes it challenging to categorise people’s implicit and explicit attitudes across the categories of the two-dimensional model of prejudice.A further criticism of the two-dimensional model of prejudice is that it is argued that the model lacks ecological validity. This means the two-dimensional model is limited in its applicability and use in real-world settings, failing to account for the complex dynamics of prejudice. Research has found that prejudice operates within interactions between different social characteristics, such as gender, social class and race (Mangum & Block Jr, 2018). These social identities interact in different complex ways to influence people’s individual attitudes and behaviours. The two-dimensional model overlooks the dynamics and social identities, not accounting for how prejudice operates within different social contexts.
It is important to understand the implications that the APE model for prejudice and the two-dimensional model have in practice. The implications of the APE model for real-world settings and practice are able to guide interventions with the aim of reducing prejudice and promoting more positive intergroup relations. An implication of the APE model is that it identifies a need to address both automatic and propositional, conscious processes in interventions to reduce prejudice. Traditional prejudice reduction approaches focus generally on altering explicit attitudes and beliefs by using educational strategies to raise awareness of the issue of prejudice in society and to facilitate equality. The APE model, however, suggests that automatic associations can influence prejudice and behaviour when people make conscious decisions to reject their prejudiced feelings. Interventions are therefore required to incorporate techniques into them that address both automatic and conscious processes of prejudice. For example, implicit bias training could help people to become more aware of their automatic associations. Interventions could teach strategies to counteract these implicit biases, while encouraging conscious and controlled processing of intergroup stimuli.
The two-dimensional model of prejudice identifies that explicit and implicit attitudes create four different profiles to explain racism: truly low prejudiced, aversive racists, principled conservatives and modern racists (Son Hing et al., 2008). To explain racism, the model proposes that people can vary on whether implicit prejudice is high or low, or if explicit racism high or low. This model is particularly useful for explaining prejudice of race and ethnicity, including the issue of racism, as this is what the theory was developed to explain (Son Hing et al., 2008). The two-dimensional theory of prejudice has, however, been adapted by identifying warmth and competence as key dimensions of prejudice. Warmth refers to people’s explicit demonstrations, or lack of, prejudice whereas competence is related to people’s implicit perceptions of others as being either capable or incompetent. By examining prejudice across warmth and competence, the two-dimensional model offers useful implications for practice in social psychology, conflict resolution and in equality and diversity training (Son Hing et al., 2008).
The two-dimensional model is similar to the APE model of prejudice, highlighting that interventions should consider both explicit and implicit prejudice. Research applying the two-dimensional model of prejudice has demonstrated that explicit prejudice is more strongly related to perceptions of warmth, whilst implicit prejudice is related to perceptions of competence (Son Hing et al., 2008). Considering this research, practitioners should utilise strategies that address both explicit and implicit forms of prejudice. This could involve development and implementation of interventions that reduce prejudice, such as implicit bias training. Implicit bias training raises awareness of unconscious biases and facilitates equality in the treatment of others.
As the two-dimensional model outlines that prejudice is both implicit and explicit, this model can be applied to interventions to reduce implicit and or explicit prejudice, depending on people’s categorisations (Son Hing et al., 2008). Interventions to reduce implicit prejudice might include increasing positive intergroup contact to challenge stereotypes to alter perceptions of social groups and reduce implicit prejudice. The APE model, however, has different practical applications as it suggests the need to target both automatic associative processes and conscious cognitive processes in interventions to reduce prejudice (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Interventions might include perspective-taking, stereotype replacement and positive intergroup contact to alter automatic associations and facilitate more realistic evaluations of social groups.
The APE model identifies the importance of considering social contexts in which prejudice occurs in (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Prejudice and bias are not fixed traits, as the two-dimensional model suggests (Son Hing et al., 2008), but are influenced by specific situational cues that are present within contexts. The APE model therefore highlights the importance of taking situational factors into account when designing interventions to reduce prejudice, as these could trigger or worsen prejudiced responses (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). For example, promoting inclusive and diverse social environments that facilitate positive intergroup contact in addition to implementing policies and practices that reduce the maintenance of social categories and stereotypes.
The two-dimensional model does highlight the role of context in how prejudice is shaped and developed (Son Hing et al., 2008). Specifically, the model suggests that people’s prejudices vary depending on the perceived status of different groups and the specific social context encountered (Son Hing et al., 2008). For example, particular groups could be perceived as competent but not warm, such as wealthy professionals, whilst other people may be perceived as warm but not competent, such as elderly individuals. Considering perceptions of people in different contexts, researchers should consider how situational factors, social norms and power dynamics influence prejudice (Major et al., 2013). This could involve developing and implementing interventions with specific target contexts in mind, where prejudice is likely to be an issue, such as at university campuses and within workplaces. Although the two-dimensional model does consider social context to some extent, it does not consider how perceptions of the same person or group can vary across different contexts. Understanding is limited by the four outlined categories with lack of understanding for how people’s social context contribute to the presentation of implicit and explicit prejudice at different times and across different contexts.
Greenwald et al. (2022) recently studied implicit bias and interventions for treating discrimination within public health. They argued that research typically finds that implicit bias is related to discrimination and prejudiced evaluations, highlighting that implicit biases have a role in racial and other forms of discrimination (Greenwald et al., 2022). This understanding of prejudice and discrimination has meant that interventions have been promoted to reduce implicit biases. Specifically, two types of interventions developed are 1. individual treatment programmes to aim to reduce or eradicate implicit biases and 2. group educational and training interventions to reduce biases generally (Greenwald et al., 2022). Greenwald et al.’s (2022) review of the literature, however, found that these two types of interventions lack academic support to reduce implicit biases on a long-term basis and do not reduce discrimination outcomes of implicit biases.
As the APE model puts emphasis on the role of motivation and cognitive processes in engagement in automatic or conscious processing of objects and stimuli, motivation and cognitive processing should be consider in interventions to reduce prejudice. When people are motivated and have efficient and sufficient cognitive resources to engage in conscious processing, they are more likely to engage in propositional processing to override any negative, automatic prejudices (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006). Researchers are able to utilise these insights by developing interventions that enhance people’s motivation and cognitive resources to be able to engage in prejudice reduction. For example, by highlighting the benefits of inclusivity and diversity in society, interventions could increase motivation to improve empathy and take on other people’s perspectives. These interventions could increase people’s motivation to engage in controlled, conscious processing of social information during intergroup relations.
The APE model also acknowledges the important of accounting for individual differences in interventions that aim to reduce prejudice. For example, many factors influence the extent to which people rely on their automatic rather than propositional processes, such as social identity, personality traits, and their childhood experiences (Van Bavel et al., 2014). Due to many factors being involved in these processes, researchers should tailor interventions to the individual needs of service users (Van Bavel et al., 2014). This could involve practitioners conducting assessments with people to identify their personal characteristics and individual differences that might impact any negative or prejudiced attitudes so interventions can be tailored accordingly. For example, to reduce prejudice, interventions for highly motivated people could focus on improving opportunities for positive intergroup contact and to increase perspective-taking. Interventions aimed at reducing prejudice in people with limited cognitive resources, however, could teach cognitive shortcuts to manage cognitive load. Thus, the APE model of prejudice provides valuable insights for researchers, practitioners and society to develop effective interventions that are targeted to reduce prejudice. By responding to both automatic and conscious propositional processes, improving motivation and cognitive resources, taking situational contexts into account, and tailoring interventions to individual needs and characteristics, more comprehensive interventions to reduce prejudice can be developed to promote positive intergroup relations and equality in society.
The two-dimensional model is able to inform interventions that are aimed at reducing prejudice and promoting positive intergroup relations. Traditionally, strategies that are implemented to reduce prejudice generally focused on reducing hostility towards outgroup members (Beelmann & Lutterbach, 2020). The two-dimensional model, however, indicates that there is a need to address perceptions of competence in addition to increasing warmth (Cuddy et al., 2008). Considering the concepts of the two-dimensional model of prejudice, interventions should aim to challenge prejudice, biases and stereotypes that undermine the perceived competence of marginalised groups in society. For example, training in equality and diversity could utilise education to highlight the capabilities and achievements of marginalised groups and people, therefore, challenging stereotypes of these groups and providing evidence to facilitate more balanced perceptions of competence across marginalised groups (Devine & Ash, 2022). In comparison to the APE model of prejudice, the two-dimensional model suggests focus should be on changing the perceptions of marginalised groups. The APE model, however, suggests interventions should focus more on the person perceiving information to teach novels ways to think about information they encounter. What the two-dimensional model does not consider, is how to reduce implicit bias and prejudice in people who have seen competence of marginalised groups but do not remember this or still perceive groups negatively. Thus, interventions based on the APE model take social context into account and provide more comprehensive interventions to reduce prejudice.
Similarly to the APE model of prejudice, the two-dimensional model emphasises the importance of intersectionality in understanding prejudice (Son Hing et al., 2008). Intersectionality refers to how different social characteristics and categories are interconnected, such as gender, ethnicity, social class and sexual orientation. These characteristics and the interactions between them can contribute to the development of unique discrimination and marginalisation of people who belong to several or more than one disadvantaged groups. The two-dimensional model highlights that people encounter different forms of prejudice depending on how their social identities intersect and are perceived by others (Mangum & Block Jr, 2018). Researchers and practitioners should therefore develop an intersectional approach to reducing prejudice that addresses the complex ways in which multiple forms of oppression intersect and interact. Thus, the two-dimensional model of prejudice does offer valuable insights for researchers and practitioners to reduce prejudice and promote equality in society. By considering the concepts of implicit and explicit bias, warmth and competence, the role of social context and intersectionality, more effective interventions can be developed to reduce prejudice and bias.
In conclusion, both the APE model and two-dimensional model of prejudice offer valuable insights into the concept of contemporary prejudice. Neither model, however, offers a comprehensive framework that captures the complexity of prejudice. The APE model integrates both automatic and conscious cognitive processes, accounting for the interactions between people’s internal feelings and conscious thought processes. The focus on cognitive processes likely overlooks the psychological factors related to prejudice and has limited explanatory power to account for all instances of prejudice. The two-dimensional model provides a multidimensional understanding of contemporary prejudice by considering implicit and explicit prejudice. It provides a classification system that enables researchers to develop and implement targeted interventions to reduce prejudice. The two-dimensional model, however, over-simplifies the concept of prejudice and reliance on static categories limits real-world applicability to contemporary prejudice.
Despite criticisms, the APE model is a valuable model for understanding prejudice and the development of interventions to reduce prejudice. The APE model emphasise the interactions between automatic associations and controlled, propositional processes in the development of prejudice. Limitations, however, are related to focus on cognitive processes without consideration of psychological and other individual factors in the development of prejudice. Improvements could address these limitations by integrating insights from other fields and domains to account for the complexities within the development of prejudice across different people and situations. The two-dimensional model helps to understand how prejudice is multifaceted and allows for analysis of social attitudes. It is limited, however, by static categorisations of prejudice which do not account for flexibility in different social situations. The APE model suggests interventions should focus more on the person perceiving information to teach novels ways to think about information they encounter. In comparison, the two-dimensional model does not consider how to reduce implicit bias and prejudice in people who have seen competence of marginalised groups but do not remember this or still perceive groups negatively. Thus, interventions based on the APE model take social context into account and provide more comprehensive interventions to reduce prejudice.
Overall, to explain, understand and address contemporary prejudice, researchers could benefit from integrating aspects from both models and psychological theories. By combining these perspectives, a more comprehensive framework of contemporary prejudice is likely to be developed and inform more specific and individual interventions to reduce prejudice and promote equality in society. Out of the two models assessed, however, the APE model provides more flexibility in explaining and addressing contemporary prejudice. The two-dimensional model is, in comparison, more static and cannot be applied to all instances of prejudice. Thus, the APE model better explains contemporary prejudice and the interaction between implicit and explicit prejudice.
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