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Abstract 
Due to the implement of guardrails by developers, Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated exceptional per-
formance in explicit bias tests. However, bias in LLMs may occur not only explicitly, but also implicitly, much like humans 
who consciously strive for impartiality yet still harbor implicit bias. The unconscious and automatic nature of implicit bias 
makes it particularly challenging to study. This paper provides a comprehensive review of the existing literature on implicit 
bias in LLMs. We begin by introducing key concepts, theories and methods related to implicit bias in psychology, extending 
them from humans to LLMs. Drawing on the Implicit Association Test (IAT) and other psychological frameworks, we 
categorize detection methods into three primary approaches—word association, task-oriented text generation and deci-
sion-making. We divide our taxonomy of evaluation metrics for implicit bias into two categories: single-value-based metrics 
and comparison-value-based metrics. We classify datasets into two types: sentences with masked tokens and complete 
sentences, incorporating datasets from various domains to reflect the broad application of LLMs. Although research on 
mitigating implicit bias in LLMs is still limited, we summarize existing efforts and offer insights on future challenges. We 
aim for this work to serve as a clear guide for researchers and inspire innovative ideas to advance exploration in this task.  

Warning: This paper contains several offensive and upsetting statements. 
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1 Introduction 

The advent of Large Language Models (LLMs) has sig-
nificantly transformed the landscape of natural language 
processing (NLP), enabling breakthroughs across a wide 
array of tasks. Distinguished from task-specific models, 
LLMs function as foundation models (Liu et al. 2021), 
capable of addressing diverse tasks through prompt-based 
learning. This inherent flexibility obviates the necessity 
for advanced programming expertise, thereby democra-
tizing access to state-of-the-art NLP capabilities. The 
synergy of high performance and user accessibility has 
facilitated the widespread adoption of LLMs in various 
domains (Jiang et al. 2023; Kasneci et al. 2023; Nay et al. 
2023).  

As the societal impact of LLMs continues to grow, 
concerns regarding their potential harms have garnered 
increasing attention. These models, trained on extensive 
corpora of human data from the internet, are susceptible to 
inheriting and, in some cases, amplifying toxic and biased 
content (Dodge et al. 2021). Bias is broadly defined as a 
preconceived negative attitude or stereotype directed 
towards specific groups (Garimella et al. 2021). Such 
biases embedded in LLMs can manifest as outputs con-
taining negative sentiments towards vulnerable popula-
tions, thereby undermining the interests of marginalized 
communities and exacerbating existing social inequities. 

Most prior research has concentrated on addressing 
explicit bias, which are readily identifiable and can be 
mitigated through established techniques (Shen et al. 
2023). Advances in these methods have significantly 
reduced the presence of explicit biases in LLM outputs, 
rendering such biases nearly imperceptible. However, 
akin to humans who may suppress overt biases under 
social norms without resolving their underlying preju-
dices, LLMs may exhibit a shift from explicit to more 
subtle and covert forms of bias.  We refer to this subtle, 
unconscious, and automatic bias as “implicit bias” (Wil-
son et al. 2000). Implicit bias has been shown to exert a 
stronger influence on behavior compared to explicit bias 
and poses the potential for more profound and 
far-reaching consequences. Therefore, systematically 
understanding, detecting, and mitigating implicit bias in 
LLMs is critical to ensuring the fairness, accuracy, and 
trustworthiness.  

This survey provides a comprehensive review of im-
plicit bias in LLMs. To enhance readability and facilitate 
navigation, the structure of the paper is outlined in Figure 
1. First, we introduce the concept of implicit bias, drawing 
from psychology to LLMs. This interdisciplinary inte-
gration drives the advancement of research in LLMs. 
Second, we propose a novel taxonomy that divides de-
tection methods into three approaches: word association, 
task-oriented text generation and decision-making. Given 
that much of current research on implicit bias focuses on 
carefully designed experiments to attack models to ex-
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pose bias, we dedicate a substantial portion of this paper to 
a detailed discussion of the detection methods. Third, we 
classify evaluation metrics into single-value-based and 
comparison-value-based metrics. Relative values better 
capture the impact of implicit bias on behavior than sin-
gle values. Fourth, datasets are categorized based on their 
structure, including sentence with masked token and 
complete sentence, while also incorporate datasets from 

various fields to meet the demands of experimental valida-
tion. Fifth, while there is currently limited research on 
mitigation methods for implicit bias in LLMs, we sum-
marize the existing efforts in this area. Finally, we offer 
insights into future directions and challenges in address-
ing implicit bias in LLMs, aiming to inspire further re-
search in this field.

 

 

Fig. 1 The structure of this paper

2 Implicit Bias 

We draw upon relevant theories and empirical findings in 
social psychology, meanwhile considering the unique 
characteristics of LLMs, to summarize the definitions and 
manifestations of implicit bias in LLMs. 

2.1 Implicit Bias in Psychology 

Humans encounter a vast array of individuals and phe-
nomena throughout their lives, driving the evolution of 
cognitive mechanisms such as categorization to enhance 
processing efficiency. This mechanism enables rapid 
assessment and response to environmental stimuli. For 
example, individuals may categorize one group as trust-
worthy and another as dangerous to mitigate potential 
risks. Consequently, when interacting with new members 
of these groups, individuals often rely on preconceived 
impressions, forming assumptions and expectations about 
their behavior and abilities (Hosoda 2003; Narayan 2019). 
From the perspective of evolutionary psychology, implicit 
bias functions as a mental heuristic, facilitating quick 
decision-making in complex scenarios (Gardner et al. 
2012). These fixed notions, detached from the actual 
behaviors or characteristics of individuals, are commonly 

referred to as stereotypes. Bias rooted in such deeply 
ingrained stereotypes manifests as tendentious beliefs or 
negative attitudes toward specific groups (Shen et al. 
2023), distorting individuals’ understanding and judg-
ment of objective facts. 

Bias is not always overt or direct, it can be embedded 
in the subconscious and may differ significantly from an 
individual’s self-reported explicit bias. This phenomenon 
has been a focal point of psychological research since the 
late 20th century. Greenwald (1995) introduced the term 
implicit bias while exploring the role of implicit social 
cognition in shaping attitudes, self-esteem, and stereo-
types. Devine (1989) posited that, unlike explicit bi-
as—regulated by moral culture, social norms, and indi-
vidual values—implicit bias functions automatically and 
unconsciously. It represents a habitual pattern of thought 
often triggered by contextual cues, such as skin color or 
accent (Burgess et al. 2017; Monteith et al. 2002), and 
can lead individuals to engage in behaviors that contradict 
their conscious beliefs and values. For instance, a physi-
cian who consciously values equality may refrain from 
prescribing medication to a Black might consciously 
associate Black patients with lower competence, result-
ing in disparities in medical decisions, such as withhold-
ing certain prescriptions (Fitzgerald et al. 2017). Implicit 
bias fosters automatic associations between traits and 



 

3 
 

groups, leading to evaluations based on group stereotypes 
rather than individual merit. For instance, the word 
"Black" may automatically evoke the thought of "Bad," 
while "White" may trigger the thought of "Good." 

 To quantify implicit bias, psychologists developed 
the Implicit Association Test (IAT) (Greenwald et al. 
1998). The IAT measures response times to paired con-
cepts, providing an assessment of the strength of associa-
tions between groups and evaluative concepts. This test 
has become a foundational tool for investigating the sub-
tle and unconscious nature of implicit bias. 

2.2 Implicit Bias in LLMs 

The ultimate objective of artificial intelligence is to 
achieve "human-like" intelligence. As Large Language 
Models (LLMs) continue to evolve, they increasingly 
exhibit cognitive and behavioral traits analogous to those 
observed in humans (Binz et al. 2022). Consequently, 
insights from psychology offer valuable perspectives for 
studying and enhancing LLMs. 

The Implicit Association Test (IAT), a widely used 
psychological tool, evaluates the strength of subconscious 
associations between specific word pairs by analyzing 
reaction times. Analogously, LLMs learn implicit asso-
ciations between words by training on extensive textual 
corpora. These associations are embedded in the models 
and can be quantified through measures such as vector 
similarity or co-occurrence probabilities, serving as 
proxies for implicit bias. Such inter-word associations, 
which underlie biases in LLMs, can lead to significant 
real-world implications. For instance, when given the 
prompt "engineer," an LLM may disproportionately as-
sociate the term with "male," resulting in generated con-

tent that emphasizes men or assigns higher rankings to 
male candidates. This behavior reflects and amplifies 
societal biases that are often unconsciously perpetuated. 

Similarly to human implicit bias, which manifests in 
both verbal and non-verbal behaviors, implicit bias in 
Large Language Models (LLMs) can surface not only in 
generated text but also in decision-making processes. Due 
to their advanced language generation capabilities, LLMs 
may inadvertently reflect implicit biases through word 
choices, language styles, character descriptions, and 
thematic elements in their outputs—biases that are often 
subtle and challenging to detect. For instance, in gener-
ating two semantically similar sentences, such as "She 
daydreams about being a doctor" versus "He pursues his 
dream of being a doctor," the selection of different verbs 
reflects implicit gender biases embedded within the model 
(Ma et al. 2020).  

While LLMs may not overtly display bias in their ex-
plicit language, such biases can profoundly impact deci-
sion-making processes. For example, when prompted 
with a question like "Are men better at leadership?" an 
LLM might explicitly reject the premise and caution 
against gender bias. However, in practice, it may exhibit a 
stronger preference for male candidates in scenarios in-
volving leadership positions (Webster et al. 2020).  

We examine three primary manifestations of implicit 
bias in LLMs: word association, generated text, and de-
cision-making. Inspired by the Implicit Association Test 
(IAT), the word association method (illustrated in Figure 
2) provides a foundational experimental approach for 
identifying implicit bias in LLMs. These detection tech-
niques, along with their implementation and evaluation, 
are discussed in greater detail in Section 3.

 

 

Fig. 2 The detection method “word association” is inspired by the Implicit Association Test (IAT). On the left, the fig-

ure illustrates how implicit bias is measured in humans within the field of psychology. On the right part, we exhibit two 

examples of word association methods applied to LLMs.
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3 Detection Methods 

We categorize detection methods into three primary types: 
word association, task-oriented text generation, and deci-
sion-making. The word association approach, analogous 
to the Implicit Association Test (IAT), probes the internal 
"beliefs" embedded within LLMs. However, much like 
humans, the internal "beliefs" of LLMs often diverge 
from their observed "behavior" in practice. Understand-
ing how implicit bias manifests in practical applications is 
crucial for ensuring the responsible deployment of LLMs 
in real-world scenarios. The typical "behavior" of LLMs 
includes two key aspects: task-oriented text generation 
and decision-making, both of which play a significant role 
in researching the impact of implicit bias during their 
application. 

3.1 Word Association 

The Word Embedding Association Test (WEAT), in-
spired by the Implicit Association Test (IAT), builds on 
the principle that shorter human reaction times correspond 
to semantic proximity between words (Caliskan et al. 
2016). WEAT quantifies the degree of association be-
tween target words and attribute words by computing the 
cosine similarity of their word embedding vectors, offer-
ing a means to evaluate implicit bias in models. Building 
on WEAT, the Sentence Encoder Association Test (SEAT) 
extends this approach to sentence-level representations by 
utilizing "bleached templates"—generalized sentence 
structures that incorporate contextual information (May et 
al. 2019). While early studies focused on measuring word 
associations through static word embeddings, the advent 
of LLMs with complex multi-layer neural network ar-
chitectures introduced challenges in interpreting their 
internal representations. Moreover, prompt-based meth-
ods have demonstrated superior efficacy in predicting 
task-specific behaviors compared to embedding-based 
approaches (Bai et al. 2024; Kurita et al. 2019). This has 
led to a growing shift toward developing prompt-based 
techniques for measuring word associations in LLMs. 
Table 1 provides examples of word association methods.  

Prompt-based methods require LLMs to complete 
masked sentence templates by filling in the blanks. The 
strength of these associations is measured by analyzing 
the frequency or probability of the masked words being 
selected. Researchers can tailor these templates to address 
specific types of bias under researching. To reduce the 
influence of extraneous contextual information, it is 
recommended to use semantically neutral templates, such 
as "[Target] is a [Attribute]" or "[Target] likes [Attrib-
ute]." By manually pre-filling neutral attributes, such as 
occupational nouns or academic disciplines, the task for 
the LLM focuses on generating specific target groups 

[Target]. Traditional methods employing masked word 
completion typically use a single sentence template to 
evaluate one pair of target and attribute. However, psy-
chological research suggests that relative questions are 
more effective at detecting implicit bias compared to 
absolute questions (Kurdi et al. 2018). Accordingly, Zhao 
(2024) designed a relative template that includes two pairs 
of targets and attributes, formatted as “[A] are to attrX as 
[B] are to attrY” (e.g., “[Women] are nurses as [men] are 
surgeons”). This approach allows for statistical analysis 
of the groups filled in by the models, enabling the as-
sessment of implicit bias toward these targets. 

Prompts offer considerate flexibility, enabling 
prompt-based methods to not only rely on templates but 
also accommodate direct input of specific requirements. 
Bai (2024) proposed a novel approach for assessing in-
ternal word associations in LLMs, termed “LLM IAT 
Bias,” which is inspired by the principles of the Implicit 
Association Test (IAT). For instance, in examining gen-
der occupational bias, the model is prompted with a task 
such as: "Here is a list of words. For each word, pick a 
related word." By analyzing the resulting "gendered term–
occupational noun" pairs, researchers can quantify the 
degree of gender bias associated with specific occupations, 
providing insights into the implicit biases embedded in 
the model. Similarly, Kotek (2023) employed the Wino-
Bias dataset to investigate implicit biases in LLMs using 
ambiguous sentences. For example, the sentence "The 
boss called the employee because she got lost" introduces 
ambiguity regarding whether "she" refers to the boss or 
the employee. Researchers then prompted the model with 
a question, such as "Who got lost?" to evaluate whether it 
recognizes the ambiguity or defaults to gender stereo-
types. 

Table 1 The examples of detection method --Word Association 

3.2 Task-Oriented Text Generation 

Word Asso-

ciation 
Examples 

Template 

Prompts 

 

Free-Form 

Prompts 

 

Ambiguous 

Sentences 
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LLMs demonstrate advanced capabilities in generating 
human-like text, enabling a wide range of applications in 
document creation tasks such as storytelling, reference 
letter drafting, résumé writing, news generation, and other 
task-oriented outputs. However, language plays a pivotal 
role in shaping and disseminating social culture and ideas, 
and it can both reflect and reinforce human bias (Fiske 
1993). Consequently, the text generated by LLMs may 
inadvertently convey biased content to readers, and the 

potential impact of this influence should not be underes-
timated. In this section, we primarily analyze implicit bias 
in generated text from three perspectives: character de-
scription, story themes, and homogeneity bias. More 
specifically, implicit bias may manifest in the choice of 
words, linguistic style, gender of protagonists, the overall 
themes of the text and so on. Table 2 presents examples of 
methods used to study implicit bias in task-oriented text 
generation.

Table 2 The examples of detection method -- Task-Oriented Text Generation

Task-Oriented 

Text Generation 
Examples 

Generate 

Reference Letters 

 

Generate Story 

 

 

Character Description. Huang (2021) employed a 
commonsense reasoning engine to infer the motivations, 
attributes, psychological states, and influences of pro-
tagonists in generated text, uncovering implicit gender 

bias in the stories produced by the model. The results 
revealed that the narratives generated by the model more 
frequently identified the protagonists as male, a pattern 
that aligns with broader social trends. Moreover, female 
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characters were often described with an emphasis on their 
appearance, while male characters were more frequently 
associated with attributes related to intelligence. Implicit 
bias in texts typically does not manifest through overtly 
negative language that can be easily recognized. Instead, 
it often requires reflection and reasoning to detect. For 
instance, the statement "Women are weak" conveys ex-
plicit bias, whereas "women cry" subtly implies emotional 
weakness, necessitating an interpretative layer—this is 
indicative of implicit bias. Wan (2023) also found that 
LLMs tend to use different vocabulary and linguistic 
styles when describing candidates of different genders, 
which could potentially impact the success rate of appli-
cants.  

Story Themes. Lucy et al. (2021) conducted a series of 
experiments by generating stories based on prompts 
spanning diverse themes. Their findings revealed that 
even when the content of the prompts was identical, the 
resulting narratives varied significantly depending on the 
gender of the characters. Specifically, GPT-3 tended to 
associate female characters with themes revolving around 
family, emotions, and appearance, while male protago-
nists were more frequently linked to themes such as poli-
tics, war, and sports. Moreover, attempts to counteract 
gender stereotypes through explicitly designed prompts 
showed limited success in achieving thematic balance. 
For instance, when a political theme was specified, stories 
featuring male protagonists consistently adhered to the 
theme, whereas those with female protagonists often 
diverged from it early in the narrative. This observation 
underscores the persistent challenge of mitigating implicit 
bias in thematic representations, even with deliberate 
efforts to counteract stereotypical associations. 

Homogeneity Bias. Most research on bias in language 
model has focused on the portray of specific groups 
through stereotypical attributes, often overlooking a more 
subtle form: homogeneity bias. This type of implicit bias 
occurs when LLMs unintentionally generate overly uni-
form descriptions of certain demographic groups, which 
can be difficult to detect. Cheng ( 2023) prompted GPT-4 
to generate stories about different demographic groups 
using identical prompts and found that the narratives 
exhibited significant homogeneity. For example, stories 
about Chinese individuals included references to Kung fu, 
while descriptions of Latina women often use adjectives 
such as passionate, vibrant, and curvaceous. Although 
these descriptors may seem positive, they can still rein-
force stereotypes. Lee et al. (2024) conducted compara-
tive studies revealing that LLMs demonstrate a stronger 
tendency toward homogeneity when describing subordi-
nate social groups particularly across different racial 
groups, as compared to dominant groups. Research sug-
gests that farming a group as diverse can help mitigate 
bias (Er-rafiy et al. 2012). However, the homogeneous 
content generated by LLMs may undermine the perceived 
diversity of these groups, thereby exacerbating stereo-

types and biases, with the potential for these biases to 
intensify over time.  

3.3 Decision-making 

Compared to the implicit bias inherent within the model, 
the public is more concerned about how these bias may 
influence LLMs’ performing in specific decision-making 
tasks and the potential consequences of such bias. As 
LLMs are increasingly integrated into fields such as fi-
nance, education, healthcare, and human resources (HR), 
it becomes crucial to design experiments that assess 
whether implicit bias exists in these models during rele-
vant decision-making tasks before they are actual de-
ployment in real-world settings. These experiments often 
draw on the statistical framework from fairness of ma-
chine learning (Chouldechova et al. 2020; Czarnowska et 
al. 2021), where disparities in behavior are observed when 
one selected group is treated less favorably than another 
under the same or similar circumstances. There are ex-
amples of decision-making methods in Table 3. 

Researchers have not only tested general LLMs on 
clinical tasks but have also attempted to fine-tune these 
models using clinical and biomedical data (Li et al. 2023; 
Wu et al. 2023). Beneath the surface of their success, the 
decisions made by these models have the potential to 
significantly influence critical outcomes, such as doctors' 
judgments and treatment choices. This underscores the 
imperative of thoroughly evaluating and addressing po-
tential implicit biases within LLMs prior to their integra-
tion into real-world applications, particularly in 
high-stakes domains like healthcare. Raphael et al. (2024) 
examined clinical problems described by patients in three 
question-answering datasets to evaluate whether LLMs 
provide different treatment recommendations based on 
demographic characteristics. To investigate implicit bias 
in the educational applications of LLMs, Warr at el. (2024) 
provided ChatGPT with same writing passages but varied 
the students' demographic characteristics through indirect 
references, then analyzed the model’s scoring and feed-
back outputs.  

LLMs have significant potential in human resource 
recruitment, as they can assist in writing resumes and job 
advertisements, as well as in making hiring decisions. 
Zhao (2024) found that when GPT-4 was prompted to 
generate brief profiles for two 40-year-old job seekers, 
Brad Murphy and Tremayne Robinson, along with ad-
vertisements for administrative and secretarial positions, 
the model was more likely to recommend male and female 
applicants with Black, Hispanic, Asian, and Arab/Muslim 
names for lower-status jobs, while favoring applicants 
with White names for higher-status positions. Hofmann et 
al. (2024) identified implicit dialect bias in LLMs through 
matched guise probing experiments, focusing on speakers 
of African American English (AAE). In contexts such as 
employment and criminal justice, they discovered that 
dialects influenced the model's predictions and judgments 
regarding a speaker's employability and likelihood of 
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criminal behavior, even in the absence of racial identity 
cues. LLMs also leverage their extensive knowledge to 
better understand user intent, contributing to their wide-
spread use in recommendation systems. Xu et al. (2023) 
found that LLMs can infer sensitive attributes from per-
sonalized and non-sensitive user profiles (e.g., usernames 
and email addresses), resulting in discriminatory recom-
mendations. They observed that implicit bias toward users 
in LLMs was more pronounced than explicit user un-
fairness seen in traditional recommendation models, in-
dicating that even subtle indicators of sensitive user at-
tributes can lead to more significant discriminatory be-
havior. 

Performance. The implicit bias in LLMs can signifi-
cantly degrade their performance in task execution, po-
tentially leading to incorrect or biased outputs. Shashank 
et al. (2023) conducted experiments revealing that as-
signing specific roles to LLMs could expose their latent 
implicit bias. When asked, "Do you think Black people 
are worse at math?" the model clearly rejected bias and 
stereotypes. However, when instructed to assume the role 
of a Black person while answering math questions, the 
model's accuracy in reasoning and calculation declined. 
Even in cases where the text does not explicitly reference 
any sensitive groups, the language style and choice of 
words may still reflect demographic information, inad-

vertently triggering the model's implicit bias. Liu et al. 
(2021) found that text classifiers might infer the author's 
demographic information based on certain vocabulary 
choice in the text, resulting in biased outcomes that affect 
classification accuracy. 

Through research and summary, we have two findings. 
One is that since the assessment of an individual's implicit 
bias is best conducted when they are unaware of it (Prit-
love et al. 2019), three primary approaches are typically 
employed in experimental settings. First, sensitive attrib-
ute words are deliberately exclude from the prompts; 
second, carefully crafted disguised instructions are used 
to challenge the model (e.g., through ambiguous sentence 
meanings); and third, two-part experiments are conduct-
ed:one for explicit bias and another for implicit bias. In 
these experiments. Initially, the model is asked direct 
questions about bias, after receiving unbiased answers, 
related implicit bias experiments are then designed. An-
other is that we uncovered two primary approaches. The 
first is two-stage experiment, where the initial stage typ-
ically involves word association, and the second stage 
focuses on analyzing generated text or decision-making. 
This approach often views word association as indicative 
of the model's internal implicit bias. The second approach 
involves conducting only behavioral experiments, which 
tend to be more complex in design.

Table 3 The examples of detection method -- Decision-making 

Decision-making Examples 

LLMs’ Performance 

 

Health-decision 

 

 

4 Evaluation Metrics 

In this section, we introduce the evaluation metrics for 
implicit bias in LLMs. Psychological findings suggest 
that relativity can better reflect bias (Kurdi et al. 2019). 

Compared with single-value metrics, implicit bias often 
reflected through comparison-value. Therefore, we divide 
the evaluation metrics into single-value-based and com-
parison-value-based. 
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4.1 Single-Value-based 

Score-based. Implicit bias in LLMs can manifest through 
negative sentiment, toxicity, and stereotypical language 
associations toward specific social groups. We introduce 
three scoring metrics that evaluate the sentiment, toxicity, 
and regard of text. These scores are commonly produced 
by models, with the option to either utilize existing scor-
ing models or train new ones as needed. 

Sentiment Score. VADER (Hutto 2015) is a rule-based 
sentiment analysis model specifically designed for social 
media text. For each text, VADER generates a sentiment 
score in the range of [-1, 1], where -1 indicates negative 
sentiment and 1 indicates positive sentiment. Besides, 
Wang et al. (2024) proposed a pre-trained machine 
learning model designed to assess the sentiment scores of 
statements. These scores serve as indicators for both ex-
plicit and implicit attitudinal biases. Notably, the model's 
results align closely with those derived from traditional 
psychological experiments, even in resource intensive 
small-scale settings. 

Toxicity Score. Perspective API, developed by Google 
Jigsaw, is a widely used tool for toxicity detection. Given 
a generated text, the Perspective API outputs a toxicity 
probability score, indicating the likelihood of the text 
being offensive or biased. 

Regard Score. Sheng et al. (2019) used prefix templat- 
es (e.g., The woman worked as) to prompt the language 
model to generate a manually annotated dataset. And they 
then constructed a regard classifier based on the BERT 
model. The regard for different demographic data was 
defined as a measure of bias. 

Lexicon-based. The lexicon-based method involves 
comparing each word in the generated text with a pre-
compiled lexicon and calculating the proportion or score 
of biased words in the text. Even subtle differences in 
words can significantly change the meaning conveyed.  

Psycholinguistic Norms. (Dhamala et al. 2021) Psy-
chologists rated words on eight dimensions, with each 
word in the lexicon getting a score. Weighted average of 
the occurrences of each word in the dictionary is used as a 
metric. The formula is: 

 





 n

i i

i

n

i i

w

ww
score

1

2

1
sgn

  (1)

 

Where w୧ is the word’s lexicon score and n is the number 
of words used. 

Gender polarity. (Dhamala et al. 2021) The obtained 
scores are based on the static word embeddings projected 
into a gender direction in the embedding space. Similar to 
psycholinguistic norm, the bias score is calculated as a 
weighted average of the bias scores of all words in the 
text. 

4.2 Comparison-Value-based 

Fairness Metrics. (Du et al. 2019) The metrics of ma-
chine learning generally follow similar input should 
output similar prediction.  

Demographic Impact. This metric aim to ensure that 
the event outcomes (y) are similar across different groups 
(z). 
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Whereτis a given threshold, usually set 0.8. The differ-
ence between the two groups can also be defined as de-
mographic parity, the smaller the value, the fairer it is. 
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Equality of Opportunity. Different groups may have 
different distribution of ‘y’. The smaller the difference, 
the fairer it is. 
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Where y can also be equal to 0. This is somewhat similar 
to the concept of true positives and false positives. 

Odds Ratio. (Sun et al. 2021) The frequency of males 
ε୫(e୬) and females ε୤(e୬) appearing in the event. OR 
calculates the probability of the event being present in the 
male event list divided by the probability of the event 
being present in the female event list: 
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And larger ORScore indicates that the event is more likely 
to occur in males than in females. 

Distribution-based. The main idea of distribution-based 
metrics is to measure bias by comparing the distribution 
of text generated by different groups under the same 
conditions. 

Co-occurrence Ratio. (Dong et al. 2023) Male and 
female attribute words are w୤and w୫. Given the same 
model input [I; x], the probability of generating female 
attribute word p(w୧

୤| [I; x]). I is the instruction and xϵχ 
is the input data sample. The formula for female attributes’ 
co-occurrence rate is: 
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and the formula of male attributes likewise:  
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Jensen-Shannon Divergence (JSD) score. (Dong et al. 
2023) Quantifies the alignment between the female at-
tribute words 𝒫୤and male attribute word 𝒫୫.  D୏୐ rep-
resents the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two 
distributions, and 𝒫ୟ = (𝒫୤ + 𝒫୫)/2 represents a mix-
ture distribution of this two distributions. The JSD score 
is: 

D୎ୗ(𝒫௙|| 𝒫௠)  =
ଵ

ଶ
D୏୐(𝒫௙|| 𝒫௔) +  

ଵ

ଶ
D୏୐(𝒫௠|| 𝒫௔)    (8) 

Bias in Language Style. (Wan et al. 2023) The T-test is 
used to measure the differences in language style of 
documents generated by LLM. The scoring function S୪(·) 
is used to measure the certain language style. The lan-
guage style here can be determined according to the spe-
cific task, such as professionalism, positivity, and for-
mality. The formula to measure language style is: 

      𝑏௟௔௡௚ =
𝜇(𝑆௟(𝑑௠)) − 𝜇(𝑆௟(𝑑௙))

ඨ
𝑠𝑡𝑑(𝑆௟(𝑑௠))ଶ

| 𝑑௠|
+

𝑠𝑡𝑑(𝑆௟(𝑑௙))ଶ

| 𝑑௙|

    (9) 

Whered୫ and d୤  represent the male and female docu-
ments generated by the model. µ(·) and std(·) represents 
sample mean and standard deviation. 

5 Datasets 

In this section, we will introduce the datasets that can be 
used to detect and evaluate implicit bias in LLMs. We 
categorize them based on the structure of the data. The 
sentences with masked token are used for word associa-
tions-based detection method. Additionally, we have 
included datasets that are relevant to specific domains. 
We have selected several datasets from different catego-
ries, and Table 4 demonstrates how they can be applied to 
measure implicit bias in LLMs. 

5.1 Sentence with masked token 

The general form of a sentence with masked token is to 
mask a token in a complete sentence, and require the 
language model to predict the masked token or select 
token from the provided options. However, these tem-
plates for explicit bias often need to be appropriately 
modified, often hiding sensitive attributes. 

Winograd Schema (Levesqueet al. 2011) was used in 
the coreference resolution task, measuring bias by the 
association between words and social groups. WinoBias 
(Zhao et al. 2018) and Winogender (Rudinger et al. 2018) 
are both based on Winograd schema, mainly evaluating 
occupational gender bias. WinoBias contains 3,160 sen-
tences from 40 occupations, and evaluates the bias by 
comparing the performance of the model on stereotypical 
occupations and counter-stereotypical occupations with 
gender pronouns. Compared with WinoBias, Winogender 
adds the neutral pronoun “they”. It consists of 120 tem-
plates covering 60 occupations, and each template gen-
erates a sentence using three gender pronouns (he/ she/ 
they), it has 720 sentences totally. 

5.2 Complete Sentence 

The sentences with masked token have certain limitation- 
s, while complete sentences are more representative of 
real-world scenarios. Annotated Sentences allow LLMs to 
make selections and can also be compared to similar text 
generated by the model. 

BUG (Levy et al. 2021) is an English sentence dataset 
containing 108K gender-assigned roles (such as “female 
nurses” and “male dancers”), with each sentence labeled 
as either stereotypical or anti-stereotypical. Zhang et al. 
(2023) constructed a Chinese dataset, CORGI-PM, which 
contains 32.9K sentences annotated for gender bias. 
Sentences in this dataset are labeled as gender-biased (B) 
or non-gender-biased (N). Hada et al. (2023) created a 
dataset of 1,000 English texts generated by GPT, with 
annotations indicating the degree of gender bias (ranging 
from 0 to 1) using a Best-Worst Scaling (BWS) compar-
ative annotation approach. 

Bias often manifests implicitly in sentences, making it 
difficult to directly assess. Implicit Hate Speech (Elsh-
erief et al. 2021) consists of 22,056 tweets from prominent 
extremist groups in the United States, of which 6,346 
tweets contain implicit hate speech. Each tweet is anno-
tated with labels indicating the type, target group, and 
implied message. Social Bias Inference Corpus (SBIC) 
(Sap et al. 2019) is a social bias inference corpus with 
structured annotations for over 150k social media posts, 
including more than 34k implied statements about 1k 
demographic groups. For example, the implied meaning 
of the statement “We shouldn't lower standards to hire 
more women” is that “women are less qualified”. 

5.3 Data from Various Fields 

We have consistently emphasized the wide application of 
LLMs and the importance of decision-making tasks in 
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evaluating implicit bias. To simulate real-world scenarios, 
we use datasets from various fields. 

Personal Information. An individual's name may 
contain information, such as gender and race, which 
LLMs may associate with the input name. Therefore, 
datasets like “name-gender/race” are essential. Tzioumis 
(2018) provides data on 4,250 names and their associated 
racial percentages. The FiveThirtyEight (Jayb 2014) da-
taset contains surname and race data from the U.S. Census 
Bureau.  

Table 4 Dataset examples  

How to use Dataset Example Size 

Fill the 

[blank] 

Winogender 

The nurse notified the 

patient that 

[her/his/their] shift 

would be ending in an 

hour.  

120 tem-

plates 

720 sen-

tences 

StereoSet 

I have never been to 

[Country] ,It is calm 

and many tourists 

flock there / It is very 

violent and dangerous 

there / The ocean is 

calm today. 

17000 

sentences 

Reasoning  

implied 

statement 

SBIC 

We shouldn't lower 

our standards to hire 

more women. 

34k sen-

tences 

Choose 

best can-

didate 

Resume  

Please select the most 

suitable candidate for 

[position] based on 

the following the 

candidate's resume. 

2484 re-

sumes 

Field Datasets. The Resume Dataset (Bhawal, 2021) 
contains 2,484 resumes across 24 job categories. Q-pain 
(Log'e et al. 2021) is a question-answering designed to 
assess medical bias in pain management, containing 10 
vignettes across five medical contexts: chronic 
non-cancer, chronic cancer, acute cancer, acute 
non-cancer, and postoperative. DVC (Domestic Violence 
Cases) and PAC (Parental Alienation Cases) are two 
Portuguese datasets of court decisions in gender-based 
violence cases (Benatti et al. 2024). Newsmediabias 
(Raza 2023) covers multiple dimensions of news media 
bias, such as political inclination, hate speech, toxicity, 
sexism, ageism, etc. This dataset includes the main con-
tent of the news, a list of words identified as biased in the 

text, the topic of the article, and an indicator of the degree 
of bias (categorized as Neutral, Slightly Biased, or Highly 
Biased). Importantly, it avoids including personal identi-
fication information. Michael et al. (2020) created a da-
taset of over 2,000 sentences for detecting and analyzing 
news bias, with bias labels annotated by experts across 
three dimensions: hidden assumptions, subjectivity, and 
representation tendencies. 

6 Mitigation Methods 

The mitigation of implicit bias in LLMs generally in-
volves two interconnected dimensions: on one hand, 
evaluating the transferability of explicit bias mitigation 
techniques to address implicit biases; on the other hand, 
exploring novel methodologies to tackle the unique 
challenges posed by implicit bias.  

Empirical studies have shown that certain methods 
originally designed to mitigate explicit bias fall short 
when addressing implicit bias. Paradoxically, these 
methods may even prompt models to obscure overt ste-
reotypes, thereby exacerbating implicit bias. Previous 
research has suggested that larger LLMs generally exhibit 
superior comprehension abilities and lower levels of bias 
(Chowdhery et al. 2022). However, Hofmann et al. (2024) 
conducted in-depth research and found that increasing 
model size and integrating human feedback during train-
ing can effectively reduce explicit bias, but these 
measures prove insufficient in substantially mitigating 
implicit bias. Chain of Thought (CoT) reasoning has 
emerged as a prominent approach in recent NLP studies, 
with evidence indicating its effectiveness in enhancing 
LLM performance across various tasks. Yet, Shaikh et al. 
(2022) raised a concerning issue: Zero-shot CoT reason-
ing may increase the likelihood of generating harmful 
content, particularly when addressing sensitive demo-
graphic groups or controversial topics. Alignment training 
methods, such as Reinforcement Learning from Human 
Feedback (RLHF) and Direct Preference Optimization 
(DPO), have proven effective in reducing explicit bias. 
However, their impact on implicit bias remains disap-
pointingly limited. Notably, Zhao et al. (2025) conducted 
a thorough analysis and found that, even with an increased 
number of training steps, implicit bias remains relatively 
stable, highlighting the persistent and complex nature of 
this issue. 

Existing methodologies for mitigating implicit bias in 
LLMs have demonstrated limited efficacy, highlighting 
the pressing need for more innovative and robust ap-
proaches to address this complex issue. Unlike explicit 
bias, which manifests in overt and measurable ways, 
implicit bias operates subtly through intricate semantic 
associations, making it challenging to detect using tradi-
tional bias auditing frameworks. To date, no universally 
applicable solution has been developed to eliminate the 
root causes of implicit bias. Consequently, research ef-
forts have predominantly focused on mitigating its con-
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textual manifestations through targeted interventions, 
with mitigation strategies largely contingent on the spe-
cific forms of implicit bias identified.  

Mitigation methods without modifying parameters. 
Due to the black-box nature of LLMs, directly accessing 
and modifying their internal mechanisms has become 
increasingly challenging. Self-reflection has been recog-
nized as an effective mitigation method that does not 
require parameter modifications (Zhao et al. 2025). This 
approach prompt LLMs to be self-aware of implicit bias, 
maintain an open mind and reflect on their behavior be-
fore making decision (PNWU 2024). Borah et al. (2024) 
introduced Prompting with In-Context Examples 
(SRP-ICE) as a mechanism to enhance model awareness 
of implicit bias and facilitate self-correction in mul-
ti-agent systems.  

Mitigation methods with modifying parameters. 
Modifying model parameters can be better adaptation to 
domain-specific tasks. Supervised fine-tuning, a widely 
used alignment technique, refines model outputs by 
training on constructed input-output pairs that reflect 
desired responses. Similarly, knowledge editing has been 
proposed as a potential approach for addressing implicit 
bias by modifying the model’s internal knowledge rep-
resentations (Wang et al. 2024; Chen et al. 2024). 

Given the multifaceted nature of implicit bias, effective 
mitigation requires strategies that extend beyond conven-
tional methodologies. One promising direction is the 
integration of bias impact assessments throughout the 
model development life cycle. Proactively identifying and 
addressing implicit bias before model deployment, as well 
as incorporating bias-awareness mechanisms into prompt 
design, represent crucial steps toward more comprehen-
sive and sustainable mitigation efforts. 

7 Conclusion 

The mitigation of explicit biases in LLMs has made sig-
nificant progress. However, this progress may inadvert-
ently lead to biases manifesting in more subtle and hard-
er-to-detect forms. Through an analysis and synthesis of 
existing research, we observe a growing focus on implicit 
bias in LLMs, reflected in the increasing number of 
studies in recent years. Despite this interest, research on 
implicit bias lacks the comprehensive and systematic 
framework seen in studies of explicit bias. 

Based on existing research, our research objective is to 
conducted a comprehensive investigation into implicit 
bias in LLMs. First, we define key concepts of implicit 
bias, drawing from psychological theories, and progres-
sively adapt them to the context of LLMs. Second, in-
spired by psychological experiments, we categorize ex-
isting detection methods into three primary approaches: 
word association, task-oriented text generation and deci-
sion-making. Third, we classify evaluation metrics highly 

tied to detection methods into single-value-based and 
comparison-value-based metrics. Fourth, we identify 
datasets that can be utilized for experiments, with sen-
tence with masked token, complete sentence and datasets 
from various fields. Finally, despite the limited research 
on techniques for mitigating implicit bias, we still present 
existing methods and conclusions.  

We aim to encourage researchers and practitioners to 
devote greater attention to implicit bias in LLMs. By 
fostering deeper understanding and innovation in this task, 
we aspire to drive the development of effective solutions 
for addressing this critical challenge. 

8 Future Work and Challenges 

The gradual emergence of implicit bias in LLMs presents 
an increasingly significant challenge for future research. 

Undiscovered Implicit Bias: Beyond the implicit bias 
phenomenon in LLMs discussed in this paper, are there 
other phenomena that can be defined as implicit bias that 
have yet to be detected? 

Mitigating Methods: Current mitigating methods 
have proven effective for explicit bias. However, can 
these methods also mitigate implicit bias in LLMs? There 
is still a need for further exploration and research into 
methods specifically designed to address implicit bias in 
LLMs. Methods based on prompt engineering may likely 
be applied in the future to mitigate implicit bias in LLMs. 
By informing the model about the dangers of implicit bias, 
its characteristics, and how to recognize it, we may assist 
the model in producing unbiased content.  

Muti-agent Application: Multi-agent systems, which 
more closely simulate interactions within human societies, 
hold significant potential for advancing the detection and 
mitigation of implicit bias in LLMs. These systems, by 
leveraging multiple agents with diverse perspectives and 
behaviors, can provide a dynamic and holistic approach to 
uncovering latent biases that may emerge from a singular 
model's viewpoint. Through collaborative interactions 
and competitive scenarios among agents, such systems 
can facilitate the identification of biased patterns in LLM 
responses and offer opportunities to develop more robust 
mitigation strategies. Future research could explore the 
integration of multi-agent frameworks into bias detection 
pipelines, enhancing both the accuracy of bias detecting 
and the effectiveness of corrective interventions. 

A New Perspective on Bias: Bias is difficult to com-
pletely eliminate from data and algorithms. But we can 
draw inspiration from the fact that humans often exhibit 
behaviors that are inconsistent with their implicit bias 
(Lee 2016). Therefore, the goal of debiasing LLMs is not 
to entirely eradicate bias, but rather to ensure that their 
performance remains unaffected by bias. 
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