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What is a stereotype?

How do people develop stereotypes, and why?

15

Why are stereotypes so prevalent and persisteni?

When and how are Stereotypes used?
How can we change people’s stereotypes?

These are questions that all of us—lay people and social scientists alike —have
pondered when we think about Stereotypes and their effects on our perceptions
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2 HAMILTON AND SHERMAN

of various ethnic groups. Although seemingly simple, these questions cut to the
heart of the nature and functioning of stereotypes. They are questions of both
societal and scientific concern and have been for a long time. Despite their im-
portance, neither society nor science has dealt adequately with the issues and
problems that these questions raise.

This chapter assesses what we have learned about some of those issues from
social psychological research, and particularly from research guided by a social
cognition approach to the topic. Our review and analysis is organized around
questions much like those posed earlier. However, we shall see that, when ap-
proached scientifically, these broad questions actually mask a number of more
specific questions, each of which presents its own issues for analysis.

A decade ago, Ashmore and Del Boca (1981) provided a useful summary of
three conceptual approaches that have guided past theorizing and research on
stereotyping and intergroup perceptions. They identified these approaches as the
psychodynamic, sociocultural, and cognitive orientations.

The psychodynamic approach emphasizes the role of motivational forces and
psychological benefits that can lead to and perpetuate the use of stereotypes. With
its roots in Freudian thinking, this perspective includes the use of defense mecha-
nisms such as projection and displacement of self-related sources of tensicn onto
others, scapegoating, and an emphasis on how early childhood experiences af-
fect intrapsychic needs in explaining intergroup perceptions. The sociocultural
approach focuses on the variety of means by which intergroup beliefs and atti-
tudes are acquired and maintained through social learning and social reinforce-
ments. The focus is on how stereotypes and prejudice can be learned and
perpetuated through socialization experiences, peer group influence, and media
portrayals. The cognitive approach views stereotypes as belief systems or cogni-
tive structures that can guide information processing, and it examines how those
structures arise and how their influence on information processing affects per-
ceptions of and interactions with members of stereotyped groups.

These orientations offer complementary, rather than competing, explanations
for various phenomena involving intergroup perception. Therefore, it is likely
that any single orientation is limited to providing only a partial account of these
phenomena (Hamilton & Trolier, 1986; Stroebe & Insko, 1989). Nevertheless,
most research on how stereotypes form and function has been guided by the con-
cepts and methods of one of these approaches. In recent years, the cognitive ap-
proach has been particularly active and influential in generating such research.
Like the other contributions to this handbook, this chapter emphasizes the ad-
vances in understanding that have been generated by an information processing
analysis. However, as a means of placing this work in context, at several points
we include commentary reflecting the other orientations and contrasting their em-
phases with those of the cognitive approach.

From the cognitive perspective, a stereotype can be defined as “a cognitive
structure that contains the perceiver's knowledge, beliefs, and expectations about
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a human group” (Hamilton & Trolier, 1986, p. 133). Stereotypes are abstract
knowledge structures linking a social group 10 a set of traits or behavioral Q.:E.n-
teristics. As such, stereotypes act as expectancies that guide the processing of
information about the group as a whole and about particular group members
{Hamilton, Sherman, & Ruvolo, 1990). In addition to these generalized expect-
ancies, one’s knowledge about particular group members (or exemplars) also may
influence judgments about groups and their members.

COGNITIVE PROCESSES IN STEREOTYPE FORMATION

How do people develop stereotypes? We suspect that most people, if m_mroa a._mm
question, would respond in one of two ways. On the one hand, they might point
10 the important influence of parents and other significant figures (e.g., -awn_.n.a.
peer groups) on the attitudes and beliefs that people develop in En:. mo_.,:_u.:a
years. On the other hand, they might cite the impact of public media, noting that
people come to belicve what they see about various ethnic groups as they are
portrayed on television and in movies.

These would not be unreasonable answers to the question. In fact, these mecha-
nisms are at the heart of sociocultural explanations of stereotyping. The seeds of
people’s conceptions of various racial and gender groups are planted in early child-
hood by influential adults in their lives, and they are fostered and perpetuated
through their repeated perceptions of members of these groups in certain social
roles as they are portrayed in the media. The role of social learning processes
in the formation and maintenance of stereotypes has been a major focus of inter-
group research for a long time.

In addition to these processes, the cognitive approach to stereotyping has fo-
cused on other mechanisms that can contribute to the initial formation of stereo-
typic belief systems. Although this approach also has a long history, it has _uoo.:
the catalyst for an enormous amount of research during the last 15 years. This '
resurgence is due, at least in pan, to several empirical discoveries during the
1970s that pointed to cognitive mechanisms and biases that, in and of themselves,
could contribute to the formation of stereotypes, independently of actual inter-
group conflict or of social influences from significant others.

Stereotyping depends on the perception that a group of persons comprises a
meaningful social entity. If individual persons were not perceived as belonging
to some social unit, then there would be no basis for developing a stereotype.
Inherent in this process is the perceptual separation of different social categories.

Hence, stereotyping begins with the perceptual differentiation between groups
of persons. That differentiation does not, in itself, mean that a stereotype will
be formed; we know, for example, that there are blue-eyed and brown-eyed peo-
ple, but we do not have rich stereotypes associated with these groups. The for-
mation of the stereotype involves an additional step of associating certain attribuies
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or features with those differentially perceived groups. That is, we develop be-
liefs about the attributes that are characteristic of each group and therefore dis-
tinguish between the groups. But these belief systems will not form if we have
not already identified a collection of individuals as a group and differentiated those
persons from some others. Therefore, any process that contributes to the differen-
tiation between groups constitutes a potential basis for the formation of stereo-
types. One of the key contributing factors to the resurgence of the cognitive
approach to stereotypes was the fact that several lines of research provided evi-
dence of how cognitive mechanisms can contribute to this process.

Categorization

In their perceptions of others, people ofien “see” others not (or not solely) as in-
dividual persons, but rather as members of social groups. Given that each person
belongs 10 numerous social groups (based on gender, race, nationality, religion,
occupation and socioeconomic status, political orientation, lifestyle, interests, etc.),
viewing others in terms of such category memberships certainly captures some
of the important elements of social structure and sociat life. In that sense, categoriz-
ing others into groups simply reflects social reality. However, beyond that,
research has shown that aspects of people’s cognitive mechanisms and function-
ing contribute to and derive from this categorization process (Hamilton & Trolier,
1986; Miller & Brewer, 1986; Oakes & Turner, 199); Taylor, 1981). These
mechanisms can have important implications for people’s perceptions of and be-
havior toward group members.

The important role of categorization in stereotyping has been recognized for
many decades. It was implicit in Lippmann's (1922) insightful analysis of the use
of stereotypes in perceptions of groups. Its role was emphasized explicitly by
Allport (1954) in his classic analysis of stereotyping and prejudice. But it was
the simultaneous and independent development of two quite different lines of work
in the early 1970s that led to an explosion of research on the role of categoriza-
tion in intergroup perception. One was the development of cognitive psychology
and its focus on how acquired information is organized and stored in terms of
long-term “knowledge structures.” The other was a program of research initiated
by Tajfel (1969, 1970) that provided empirical documentation of the fundamen-
tal impact of the categorization process on social perception and behavior. Both
of these initiatives focused attention on the role of cogaitive factors in stereotyp-
ing and intergroup perception.

To undersiand the role of categorization in stereotyping, several questions need
to be addressed. First, why do people categorize others into groups at all? Why
not simply perceive and understand them as individuals? Second, what are the
bases of social categorization? What determines the particular categorization(s)
that will be used in any given situation? Third, when will the perceiver catego-
rize others according to social groups, and when will others be perceived as
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individual persons? The pervasive importance of the categorization process be-
comes apparent as these and other issues are discussed in this chapter. We begin
with the guestion of why people categorize others into groups.

Why Categorize?

Why would perceivers overlook the individuality of the persons they encoun-
ter and move instead to viewing them in terms of social categories? Two major
forces driving such categorization are prevalent in the literature. One emphasis
views categorization as a cognitive mechanism serving the informational needs
of the perceiver. Specifically, the perceiver (a) must use a limited cognitive
processing system to cope with a rich and complex social stimulus environment,
yet (b) needs to understand and anticipate interactions with that environment.
Categorization can facilitate meeting both of those demands. The second empha-
sis views social categorization as deriving from people’s desire to evaluate them-
selves positively, and therefore as motivated to see their own group as different
from —and better than—other social groups. We consider each of these bases of
categorization in the following subsections.

Categorization as Cognitive Efficiency. Ome reason to categonize others based
on their apparent similarities derives from the sheer complexity of the social en-
vironment. The richness of social stimulation provided by that environment places
processing demands on the human cognitive system. Therefore, attention is direct-
ed at some aspects of the social environment while others are ignored. Simplify-

- ing strategies for dealing with this information overload become functionally

adaptive. As & consequence, perceivers group objects in their stimulus world into
categories on the basis of their similarities and differences. Thus, categorization
can be a response to the demands of information overload.

This function of perceiving others in terms of groups was demonstrated by
Rothbart, Fulero, Jensen, Howard, and Birrell (1978). Subjects were presented
information describing the attributes of individuals and were subsequently asked
to rate the group composed of these persons on a series of attributes. The stimu-
lus items (person-attribute pairings) were arranged such that the experimenters
could determine whether subjects’ ratings of the group were based on an accumu-
lation of their conceptions of individual persons or, alternatively, on their con-
ception of the group as a whole. When the number of stimulus items was relatively
small (low memory load condition), subjects’ judgments indicated that they or-
ganized the stimulus information in terms of the individual persons described.
In contrast, when 2 large number of stimulus descriptions was presented (high
memory load condition), subjects organized the descriptive information in terms
of the group as a whole. Thus, under conditions of strained capacity, perceivers
were less likely to develop person-based conceptions than to establish a categori-
cal representation at the group level.
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According to this cognitive view, then, categorization is, in part, a response
to information overload, serving to simplify the perceiver’s processing task. In
this sense, categorization involves information loss. But this is not the whole sto-
ry. An important consequence of categorization is that it also affords informa-
tion gain. That is, through categorization, persons typically are perceived in terms
of social groups about whom the perceiver, through past experiences and social
iearning, has developed knowledge and beliefs. This accumulated knowledge and
beliefs can then be applied in understanding individual group members through
inference processes. Assuming that these representations are veridical to some
extent (or at least might be “functionally accurate™; Swann, 1984), these stereotype-
based elaborations are likely to be useful in going beyond the information avail-
able. Thus, from the cognitive perspective, categorization involves both infor-
mation loss and information gain.

Categorization as Self-Enhancement. In addition to these cognitive mecha-
nisms that promote categorization, several motivational factors have been proposed
that contribute to this same process (Maass & Schaller, 1991; Stangor & Ford,
1992; Stroebe & Insko, 1989). The most prominent theoretical account emphasiz-
ing motivational roots of categorization is social identity theory (Tajfel & Tur-
ner, 1979, 1986; see also Turner, 1987). The central hypothesis of this theory
is that a person’s self-esteem is, in part, derived from his or her membership in
social groups. Because people typically want to maintain positive self-regard, they
are motivated to hold favorable evaluations of the groups to which they belong.
But there is no objective yardstick for gauging the desirability of any particular
social group; such evaluations are inherently subjective. Therefore, people en-
hance their own group’s favorability by psychologically establishing its relative
superiority in comparison with some out-group. Thus, people are motivated to
accentuate the evaluative difference between in-group and out-group, thereby creat-
ing intergroup discrimination based on the desire to maintain positive identity.

The development of social identity theory was stimulated by the consistent
finding of in-group bias— that people evaluate their in-groups more favorably than
out-groups, even when the intergroup distinction is arbitrary or based on 2 trivial
criterion (Tajfel, 1970; see later section on in-group/out-group differentiation).
Evidence for this effect is pervasive (Brewer, 1979; Messick & Mackie, 1989)
and consistent with social identity theory, although the important role of self-
esteem maintenance in producing these intergroup effects has not been established
clearly by research findings (Maass & Schaller, 1991; Messick & Mackie, 1989),

Bases of Social Categorization

As you are on your way to work early one morning, you notice a group of
Joggers running through a park. One of them is an attractive, 30-ish woman, well
attired in her sweatshirt and sweatpants, headband, and running shoes. In noticing
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her, you might think of this woman in terms of any of several social categories
to which she might belong. For example, you might categorize her as a woman,
or as a runner, or more specifically, as a female runner. From her age group
and expensive sportswear, you might regard her as a “yuppie.” Or, in more general
terms, you might think of her as “a person who tries to stay physically fit.” Any
of these might be plausible —and reasonably accurate —categorizations. On the
other hand, you are unlikely to immediately think of her as “a resident of my
community” (which also would be accurate}.

This example tllustrates that each person is a member of numerous social group-
ings, any one of which might serve as an appropriate categorical basis for per-
ceiving the person. What determines which of several possible categorizations
will be used in one’s perception of this person? At this point, it is impossible
to provide a definitive answer to this question, but several possibilities illustrate
the range of alternative bases for categorization at the perceiver’s disposal.

Primitive Categories. Some theorists (Bower & Karlin, 1974; Brewer, 1988;
Bruner, 1957; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) have suggested that a small number of
critical or primitive categories are used automatically and universally in perceiv-
ing other human beings. For example, when we encounter a person it seems nearly
impossible not to notice the person’s gender, race, and age group, these being
the three most commenly cited candidates for primitive categories.

Why would certain categories achieve this status of “primitive” categories that
are employed automatically and universally? There are several highly interrelat-
ed reasons, each of which has some plausibility but has difficulties as well. First,
the widespread use of these categories might simply reflect the fact that these
are broad categories of human beings, which can serve as a basis for finer dis-
tinctions within these primitive categories. However, this view has difficulty ex-
plaining why certain universal features {(e.g., gender, race) become the basis for
primitive categorization, whereas others (e.g., eye color, hair color) do not. Also,
some research suggests that once different levels of categorization or subtypes
have been established, perceivers will not rely on the broader higher level clas-
sifications in categorizing others, but instead will use more specific “basic level”
categories (Brewer, Dull, & Lui, 1981; Devine & Baker, 1991).

Second, primitive categories may have achieved their great importance be-
cause they have primacy status. That is, they are the first categorizations per-
ceivers can make because they reflect features that usually are salient in a person’s
appearance and hence are immediately obvious to the perceiver. This explana-
tion gives special importance to early experiences and to the first features people
see in others, but neglects the importance of more recent experiences and recen-
cy effects.

Finally, perhaps the key element in this view is the argument that primitive
categories are in fact the categories of greatest importance for capturing signifi-
cant information about others. The idea here is that there are certain human charac-
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teristics that reflect fundamental distinctions in social behavior, and it is there-
fore functionally useful for the perceiver to categorize others in terms of those
distinctions. For example, if there are meaningful differences in social interac-
tions with males versus females, or older versus younger persons, then recogniz-
ing another person’s status on these dimensions would be useful in anticipating
the nature of those interactions. The difficulty in substantiating this argument,
of course, lies in documenting that these features are, in fact, most predictive
of differences in social behavior.

Whether these categories have any special status as “primitive” categories or
not, they will be used frequently as information about others is encoded. Fre-
quency of category use is one of the primary determinants of that category’s use
in the future; use of a category increases its accessibility for future categoriza-
tion (Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 1986; Higgins, Bargh, & Lombardi, 1985;
Srull & Wyer, 1979, 1980). With repeated use across time and context, such
cognitive procedures can become so routine {or “proceduralized”} that they are
virtually automatic (Smith, 1990).

In-group/Out-group Differentiation. Ancther fundamental basis for social
categorization is the distinction between groups to which one belongs (in-groups)
and those te which one does not (out-groups). The importance of in-group/out-
group differentiations for understanding intergroup conflict and behavior has been
recognized in social psychology for a long time (Allport, 1954; Campbell, 1965;
Sherif, 1967). Although some writers (Aliport, 1954) emphasized categorization
as an important element in intergroup perception, it was only with the work of
Tajfel (1969, 1970; Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfei, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971)
that the central role of the categorization process was documented dramatically
in empirical research.

Tajfel established a “minimal intergroup paradigm” (see Diehl, 1990} for study-
ing the influence of social categorization processes, independent of actual inter-
group conflict. In this paradigm, the experimental procedure occurs in two phases.
In the first phase, several subjects make individual judgments about a number
of stimuli (e.g., evaluative ratings of paintings by two artists; estimations of the
number of dots in a stimulus display) and subsequently are given feedback that
identifies them as similar to some of the other subjects and as different from the
rest (e.g., in their preferences for one of the painters, or in tending to overesti-
mate the number of dots). In actuality, subjects are randomly assigned to one
or the other group, and this is done in such a way that subjects do not know which
other subjects are members of their own or the other group. In this way, two
groups of subjects are formed on the basis of a task that (a) seemingly might
represent some “real” psychological difference yet (b) seemingly would be un-
related to performance on the tasks in the second phase of the study. In this sec-
ond phase, subjects are asked to make evaluative ratings of members of their
own and the other group or are asked to allocate resources to members of their
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own and the other group. The primary finding from numerous studies using this
paradigm is in-group bias, such that subjects allocate more resources and evalu-
ate more favorably members of their own group, even though they do not know
the specific identity {only the group membership}) of the persons about whom they
are responding.

Initial findings of the Tajfel group became the catalyst for subsequent research
that has continued for 20 years on a variety of related topics, including inter-
group differentiation, in-group bias, the perception of variability within groups,
and the out-group homogeneity effect (for recent reviews, see Diehl, 1990; Mes-
sick & Mackie, 1989; Vanbeselaere, 1991). These findings also have served as
the basis for several important theoretical developments in the intergroup litera-
ture (Miller & Brewer, 1986; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Tumer, 1987).

Context-Based Differentiation. One of social psychology’s primary themes
is the importance of the social context on people’s thinking, perceptions, and be-
havior. It is not surprising, then, that research has shown that the nature of the
social context can influence the way group members are perceived. Specifically,
categorization can be based on whatever features happen to be salient within the
stimulus context.

This effect was demonstrated with nonsocial stimuli by Tajfel and Wilkes
(1963), who showed subjects a series of eight lines of increasing lengths. In one
condition, the four shorter lines were labeled A, whereas the four longer lines
were labeled B. In another condition, no labels were associated with the lines.
The subjects’ task was to estimate the length of each line. Relative to the no-label
condition, subjects in the label condition overestimated the difference in length

" between the lines of the two categories (i.e., they exaggerated the difference be-

tween the fourth and fifth lines).

Similar effects have been demonstrated in the social domain. For example,
Wilder (1978) showed that perceivers assume greater belief similarity between
two members of the same group than of different groups, even though the basis
of group membership is not diagnostic for the belief judgment being made (see
also Wilder, 1981). Research by Taylor (1981; Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff, & Ruder-
man, 1978) showed that salient features (race, gender) can become the basis for
processing and storing information about group members. For example, in one
study, subjects observed a discussion among three Black and three White males
and later were asked to identify which person had made certain comments during
the discussion. Subjects made more within-category than between-category er-
rors on this matching task. These findings suggest that salient race cues induced
social categorization, which in turn influenced subjects’ processing and represen-
tation in memory of the information about the participants.

Stimulus Salience. The immediate social context alse can make a person dis-
tinctive. A person of one race or gender, for example, may be in a group other-
wise composed of persons belonging 10 a different race or gender. Alternatively,
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the social context may exist in the perceiver’s head, in the form of a priori or
normative expectations, such that a person becomes salient by deviating from
one’s stereotypic conception of that person’s group. In any event, such salience,
however acquired, has consequences for how that salient person is perceived.

Taylor and her colleagues (Taylor, 1981; Taylor et al., 1978; see also Lord
& Saenz, 1985) conducted a series of studies demonstrating such effects. As sub-
jects listened to an andiotape of a group discussion, a slide showing the person
speaking at any given time was projected. By varying the race of the photos shown,
the racial composition of the group could be manipulated experimentally while
holding constant the content of the discussion. Thus, subjects in one condition
saw three White and three Black males, whereas those in another condition saw
five White males and one Black male. In the latter condition, the one Black per-
son is highly salient due to group composition and, in particular, is more salient
than when he appeared in the integrated group. The interesting comparison is
in perceptions of the same stimulus person (same photo, same voice, same con-
tent) in the two different contexts, only one of which heightens his salience. The
results showed that the salient stimulus person drew more attention, was per-
ceived as being more prominent in the group, and was rated more extremely on
trait scales than was the same person in the integrated condition.

Deviation from White Male Norm. Salience also may be created by member-
ship in certain social groops. Zarate and Smith (1990) argued that groups that
deviate from what is perceived as a cultural norm are salient. They argued that
in American culture there is a White male norm. That is, it is more “normal”™
to be White than Black, and more “normal” to be male than female. In terms
of race, this effect is created, in part, by the simple numerical preponderance
of White people in the country. The historical political dominance of Whites may
add to this effect. The same can be said for why males are perceived as more
typical Americans than females. Thus, Blacks and women are salient to an extent
because they “deviate from” this norm. Zarate and Smith argued that this salience
affects categorization processes. For instance, Black males deviate from the White
male norm in terms of race but not gender. Thus, Black males are more likely
to b= categorized as Blacks than as males, because their Blackness is salient. Simi-
larly, White females are more likely to be categorized as females than as Whites.
Their gender is salient, whereas their race is not,

Zarate and Smith (1990) tested these hypotheses using a category verification
task. On each of a series of stimulus trials, subjects were presented a category
label {white, black, man, woman) followed by a photograph of a Black male,
White male, Black female, or White female. The subjects’ task was to respond
“yes” or “no,” depending on whether the person shown in the photograph fit the
category label. The speed of responding “yes” to a match between label and pho-
tograph was interpreted as a measure of the subject’s dominant categorization of
the stimulus person. For example, subjects should more quickly identify a match
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between the labet “black” and a photograph of a Black person than they identify
a match between “white” and a photograph of a White person. Similarly, subjects
should be faster in matching photographs of women with the label “fernale” than
they are in identifying that photographs of males fit the “male” label. In general,
then, the White male norm hypothesis predicts that males should be categorized
more quickly by race, whereas females should be categorized more quickly by
gender. In two studies reported by Zarate and Smith (1990), these hypotheses
received partial support. As predicted, following race labels, subjects responded
more quickly to male than to female photographs; and following gender labels,
females were categorized more quickly than males. On the other hand, two general
effects were problematic for the hypothesis: Overall, subjects responded more
slowly to photographs of Blacks than of Whites, and more slowly to photographs
of women than of men. Given that those are the cues by which persons deviate
from the White male norm, these slower overall response times are difficult to
understand within this framework.

Stroessner (1992) tested the White male norm hypothesis using a modifica-
tion of Zarate and Smith’s (199G) procedure. Rather than providing specific
category labels, the cues instructed subjects to identify either the race or the gender
of the person shown in the photograph. In general, Stroessner's findings were
consistent with predictions. For example, judgments of Black males’ race was
fast and of their gender was slow, compared with those of White males (for whom
response times for these two identifications were equivalent). Stroessper’s results
were particularly informative about the case of Black females, who differ from
the perceived norm on both dimensions. When instructed to identify either the
race or the gender of stimulus persons, responses to Black females were slow
for both dimensions. In a second study, however, Stroessaer presented compound
category cues (e.g., White male, Black female, etc.) and had subjects identify
{(yes/no) whether the photograph matched the label. In this case, subjects were
able to respond mere quickly to Black females than to the other targets. Taken
together, these findings support the view that Black females are spontancously
categorized on both race and gender, whereas Black males and White females
are categorized spontancously on only one dimension.

llusory Correlation

We pointed out earlier that any process that leads to perceptual differentiation
between groups constitutes a potential basis for the formation of stereotypes. The
previous section discussed several ways in which categorization processes can
create perceived social units, which then can become the focus of differing belief
systems (i.e., stereotypes). Another process that can lead to differential group
perceptions is the distinctiveness-based illusory correlation,

Hamilton and Gifford (1976) reported evidence that subjects developed differing
evaluations of two groups of stimulus persons, even though the two groups were
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unfamiliar (being identified only as Group A and Group B} and were described
by evaluatively equivalent information. These results were due to an illusory corre-
lation (Chapman, 1967) between group membership and behavior desirability,
based on the co-occurrence of distinctive (infrequent) stimulus events. Specifi-
cally, in the information presented to the subjects, one of the groups occurred
less frequently than the other, making it somewhat distinctive. Similarly, undesir-
able behaviors occurred less often than desirable behaviors, making their occur-
rence distinctive. Due to these differing relative frequencies, when a member
of the smaller group performed an undesirable behavior, it constituied the co-
occurrence of distinctive stimulus events. Subjects overestimated the frequency
of this category of stimuli, leading them to form less favorable evaluations of
the smaller group.

Hamilton and Gifford’s (1976) results seemed counterintuitive, because the
proportion of desirable and undesirable behaviors describing each group was the
same and the normative desirability of the behaviors describing the two groups
was carefully matched. Thus, due to something about the way information was
utilized, subjects developed differential evaluations of groups that were objec-
tively equivalent. As noted earlier, anything that produces differential percep-
tions of groups can contribute to the formation of stereotypes. Therefore, these
results dernonstrated that an information processing bias can create such differential
perceptions, and hence can lay the groundwork for stereotype formation.

Hamilton and Gifford (1976) explained their findings as being due to the dis-
tinctiveness of the co-occurrence of infrequent stimulus information (a member
of the smaller group performing an infrequently occurring type of behavior). Given
this greater salience, these items become well represented in memory and are
easily retrievable when judgments are subsequently called for. Hence, to the ex-
tent that subjects apply the availability heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973),
these items have differential impact on those judgments. Consequently, subjects
overestimate the frequency with which members of the smaller group performed
undesirable acts, and therefore they make less favorable evaluations of the smailer
group. These findings have stimulated a considerable amount of research inves-
tigating these illusory correlations and the mechanisms that produce them (Hamil-
ton & Sherman, 1989; Muilen & Johnson, 1990).

The distinctiveness-based explanation advanced by Hamilton and Gifford (1976)
assumes that more extensive processing of the distinctive stimuli during encod-
ing makes them more accessible in memory and therefore more likely to be
retrieved at the time judgments are made. These judgments are assumed to be
at least partially based on the retrieved information (i.e., memory-based judg-
ments). A considerable amount of research evidence is consistent with this in-
terpretation {reviewed by Hamilton & Sherman, 1989; Mullen & Johnson, 1990).
For example, the finding that the smaller group is evaluated less favorably than
a larger one, even though the two groups are described by evaluatively equiva-
lent information, is quite reliable across a number of studies (see Mullen &
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Johnson, 1990, for a meta-analysis of these studies). When the infrequent be-
haviors are desirable, the smaller group is evaluated more favorably, rather than
less favorably, indicating that the former result is not due simply to group size
effects (Hamilton & Gifferd, i976). Also, subjects consistently overestimate the
number of undesirable behaviors performed by the smatler group, whereas they
typically are quite accurate in their estimates about the majority group. When
subjects are asked to indicate the group membership of the person who performed
each of the behaviors, they tend to overattribute the undesirable behaviors to the
smaller group. When asked to recall the behavioral information, subjects remember
a higher proportion of the distinctive behaviors (undesirable behaviors performed
by the smaller group; Hamilton, Dugan, & Trolier, 1985). All of these findings
are consistent with the argument that the co-occurrence of infrequent stimulus
categories has special impact on subsequent judgments.

Other results suggest that illusory correlations refiect judgments that are
memory-based, being influenced by the greater accessibility of the distinctive items
in memory. For exampie, the typical illusory correlation results just summarized
do not occur when the stimulus behaviors describe individuals, rather than mem-
bers of groups (Sanbonmatsu, Sherman, & Hamilton, 1987), presumably because
processing information about individual persons invokes on-line integrative
processing so that later judgments are not based on retrieval of accessible items.
Consistent with this view, Pryor (1986) showed that illusory correlations of groups
do not form when subjects are instructed to develop well-integrated impressions
of the groups—instructions that also would induce on-line processing. In a simi-
lar vein, several studies have shown that self-relevant motives can induce on-line
processing and thereby modify the nature of illusory correlation results (Maass
& Schaller, 1991; Sanbonmatsu, Shavitt, Sherman, & Roskos-Ewoldson, 1987;
Schaller, 1991; Schaller & Maass, 1989).

Although these findings support the distinctiveness interpretation (Hamilton
& Sherman, 1989), two alternative explanations for these illusory correlation ef-
fects have been proposed recently, neither of which posits any special processing
of the infrequently occurring items. Smith (1991) showed that a computer simu-
lation based on Hintzman's (1986) memory model was able to produce results
similar to those obtained in illusory correlation studies. This model does not as-
sume any special attentional, encoding, or retrieval processes associated with dis-
tinctive stimuli. Rather, judgments are based on activated memory traces of
previously learned stimulus items. Because of their differential frequencies of
occurrence, the difference between the number of desirabile and undesirable be-
haviors performed by Group A is greater than that difference for Group B. There-
fore, comparable rates of retrieval for all four categories of itemns would lead
this difference to be greater for Group A than Group B. If evaluative judgments
reflect the difference between those differences, then the typical illusory correla-
tion effects would be obtained. In fact, this is what Smith's (1991) computer simu-
lation has shown.
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A second explanation that does not rely on differential encoding of distinctive
information (Fiedler, 1991) posits that, because of the differing frequencies of
the various stimulus categories and imperfect learning of those frequencies, there
is “information loss” that produces “regression” in subjects’ estimates of those fre-
quencies. Hence, subjects overestimate the frequency of the least frequent item
type simply due to regression effects in judgment, rather than to any distinctive
properties of those items. Other judgments (e.g., evaluative ratings of the groups)
are based on those estimated frequencies, producing the typical illusory correla-
tion results.

Although different from each other, both the Smith (1991) and the Fied-
ler (1991) interpretations were abie to account for many (although not all) of
the findings that typically had been viewed as supporting the distinctiveness in-
terpretation. These papers point to mechanisms that, at minimum, may con-
tribute to the occurrence of illusory correlations. The more important and challeng-
ing theoretical question is whether these reinterpretations vitiate the need to as-
sume that the distinctive items receive any differential processing as the information
is encoded. To address this question, two issues become of crucial concern:
Are distinctive items processed differently than other item types? Subsequently,
when judgments are made, are distinctive items more accessible than other item
types?

Two recent papers provide evidence relevant to these questions. First, Stroess-
ner, Hamilton, and Mackie (1992) measured subjects’ processing times as they
read and encoded the items of stimulus information. They showed that, under
standard conditions, subjects spent a longer time processing the distinctive jtems
than the other items. Thus, it appears that these items get some kind of additional
processing. Moreover, Stroessner et al. showed that induced mood states disrupt
the formation of illusory correlations and that they do so by undermining the
differential attention directed to these distinctive items. This research provides
the most direct evidence for the differential processing hypothesized by the dis-
linctiveness interpretation, Second, Johnson and Mullen (in press) measured sub-
Jects’ response times in judging whether each stimulus behavior had been
performed by a member of the larger or the smaller group. They found that sub-
Jects responded more quickly to the undesirable behaviors performed by the smaller
group, indicating that these behaviors were more accessible in memory than the
other three types of behaviors,

These findings (Johnson & Mullen, in press; Stroessner et al., 1992) provide
direct evidence for the differential processing and, subsequently, the increased
accessibility of distinctive information. Therefore, they provide strong support
for the distinctiveness interpretation. In addition, however, recent analyses have
shown that other mechanisms also may contribute to the formation of illusory
correlations under these conditions (Fiedler, 1991; Smith, 1991). An important
task for future research will be 10 determine the conditions under which each
of these mechanisms is likely to be influential.
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STEREOTYPES AS COGNITIVE STRUCTURES

Up to this point, we have attempted to develop the argument that stereotypes are
based on the perceived differentiation between social groups, and that both cate-
gorization processes and illusory correlations can contribute significantly to that
differentiation. This differentiation does not, in itself, constitute stereotyping, but
it does lay the foundation for the development of stereotypes. As the perceiver ac-
quires knowledge and beliefs about a group, and those beliefs become associated
with that group, a stereotype of that group becomes established. This stereotype is
stored in memory as a cognitive structure and can then influence subsequent per-
ceptions of and behaviors toward that group and its members. Although this state-
ment may seem intuitively obvious, it masks a host of questions about (a) the nature
of that cognitive structure and (b) how it produces effects on judgments and be-
haviors. In this section, we discuss a variety of ways that stereotypes, as cogni-
tive structures, have been conceptualized. The next section examines the ways
that stereotypes can influence information processing, judgments, and behavior.

Early Approaches

For many years, social psychologists simply defined stereotypes as belief systems
about social groups and devoted their efforts primarily to identifying and measuring
the content of those belief systems (Brigham, 1971; Hamilton, Stroessner, & Dris-
coll, in press). With the resurgence of the cognitive perspective came more focused
concerns about what these structures look like, how they are organized, and how
knowledge and beliefs about social groups are stored in memory and subsequent-
ly utilized.

Initial advances in this direction reflected the implicit personaity theory (IPT)
approach to social perception. This work attempted to study the structure under-
lying stereotypic belief systems, identifying the complexity and dimensional struc-
ture of the stereotype by applying techniques such as multidimensional scaling and
hierarchical clustering analysis (Ashmore, 1981; Ashmore & Del Boca, 19M; Jones
& Ashmore, 1973). Although these analyses moved us beyond simple conceptions
of a stereotype as a collection of traits associated with a group concept, this approach
soon faced the same limitations that ultimately constrained the usefulness of the IPT
approach. That is, the research could define and measure the structural organiza-
tion of the stereotype {(i.e., its content, its dimensionality, etc.), but the methods
employed were not informative about how that structure influenced one’s per-
ceptions of the group, how it biased subsequent information processing, and so on,

Cognitive Representations of Groups and Group Members

To further understand these issues, recent research on stereotypes has investigat-
ed how one’s knowledge about groups and group members is represented in
memory and how that knowledge is used in making judgments. If stereotypes
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are cognitive structures,,what do those structures look like? Some approaches:

1o this guestion view stereotypes as generalized conceptions of the prominent at-
tributes of a group, and, as such, stereotypes are represented in memory as ab-
stractions based on previous learning and experience. Other approaches emphasize
the role of exemplar information, with less (if any) role afforded to abstract con-
cepts. To investigate these representations, researchers have drawn on and used
cognitive models of categorization and judgment, which concern how prior
knowledge is used in categorizing and judging individual instances that may or
may not be category members. By understanding these processes, we can gain
knowledge about the nature of the undeslying cognitive representation,

In this section, we summarize both abstraction-based and exemplar-based
models of representation and their application to social categorization and judg-
ment processes in the domain of stereotyping. We hope to demonstrate that both
types of representation are necessary clements for an adequate understanding of

stereotypes.

Abstraction-Based Repressentations

Stereotypes traditionally have been conceptualized as abstract generalized be-
liefs about social groups, with litile, if any, attention to the role of one’s knowledge
about individual group members, or exemplars. In such abstraction-based view-
points, a generalized conception of a group develops as information about that
group is acquired. This information may be acquired from a variety of sources,
including through first-hand experience with group members and through social
learning from other sources, such as family, friends, and the media. As increas-
ing numbers of individual group members are encountered, and as more is learned
about the group from other sources, an abstract group representation summariz-
ing this information is formed and stored for future use (Hayes-Roth & Hayes-
Roth, 1977; Posner & Keele, 1968). A number of different terms have been used
to refer to these abstract representations, including schemata, prototypes, and
knowledge structures. Although distinctions among these terms may be relevant
in some contexts (Fiske & Taylor, 1991), for our purposes they can be used in-
terchangeably. In this view, stereotypes are abstract cognitive representations that
summarize one’s knowledge about groups in generalized form. That is, they are
group prototypes.

Any group judgment process must be preceded by an initial act of social
categorization. That is, before a group stereotype can be activated and used in
one's perceptions of another person, that target person must be categorized as
a member of the group. This process can be influenced by the stereotype.

According to “prototype” models of social categorization, categories do not
have defining features or criteria that determine whether a person is a member
of the category. Rather, categories are “fuzzy sets” whose members vary in the
degree to which they fit within the category. Some instances are better examples
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of the category than others. This “fit” is determined by a comparison of the in-
dividual instance to a category prototype that summarizes the features of category
members. If the features of the individual are sufficiently similar to the features
of the group stereotype, then the person will be categorized as a member of that
group. An individual person can be categorized in terms of several possible
categories to which the person belongs. Generally, the target will be categorized
according to the group prototype that provides the closest match to the target’s
features (Brewer et al., 1981; Cantor & Mischel, 1979; Rosch, 1978).

As noted earlier, some writers (Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Zarate
& Smith, 1990) have suggested that categorization is an automatic process based
on certain primitive features (e.g., skin color, gender, age) that serve as impor-
tant distinctions and have been used frequently in the past. In this case, the “similar-
ity maiching” process involved in categorization relies on a single salient cue,
rather than on resemblance to the group stereotype. Then, upon categorization,
the stereotype will be activated. This argument suggests that it may be possible
to activate a stereotype without having had to use it for categorization. Put another
way, a stereotype may be activated and used in subsequent information process-
ing even &. it was not used for initial categorization. The relationships among
categorization processes, stereotype activation, and stereotype utilization represent
important theoretical and empirical issues that recur at several peints in this
chapter.

In summary, abstraction-based models of representation posit that stimuli are
categorized by comparison to group prototypes or stereotypes. Stereotype acti-
vation permits the perceiver to infer a target’s features through group member-
ship and can bias subsequent information processing in stereotype confirming
ways.

Limitations of Abstraction-Based Models

The basic assumptions of abstraction-based representations have been at least
implicit in the literature on stereotypes for several decades. Despite their preva-
lence, these models face a number of problems that limit their adequacy as a full
accounting of stereotypes. Several of these constraints are summarized briefly
in this subsection.

Perceivers Possess Group Variability Information.  Abstraction-based models
of group representation have difficulty accounting for perceivers’ knowledge of
and sensitivity to variability in groups. That is, abstraction-based models represent
the central tendencies in the perceiver’s beliefs about a target group, but fail to
represent one’s perception of the diversity within that group. Yet perceivers readily
can judge the degree to which category members vary around the mean on different
dimensions. Therefore, it would seem that to judge group variability, perceivers
would need to rely on the retrieval of specific category exemplars,
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However, this issue is not as straightforward as it might seem. If one con-
siders variability within a group to be merely another feature of the group, it
is entirely possible that the same processes that govern the acquisition of abstract
information about a group’s attributes also could create abstract knowledge about
a group’s variability. That is, perceivers could acquire knowledge about group
variability in the same way they acquire knowledge about other features (through
social learning, through inferences based on cbservations, etc.), If so, then varia-
bility information could be stored as part of the group stereotype along with in-
formation about other features. This issue has been the subject of considerable
debate, with some researchers arguing that variability information is not stored
as abstract knowledge (Linville, Fischer, & Salovey, 1989), and others arguing
that it is (Park & Hastie, 1987). We return to the issue of perceived variability

in a later section,

Subtypes. Much of the literature on stercotypes has assumed that perceivers
hold and use very generalized conceptions of large social groups (e. g., Blacks,
women, Germans, eic.). A potential limitation of such generalized conceptions
is that they are overinclusive (i.e., they fail to recognize, at the stereotype level,
certain distinctions that perceivers quite obviously make within those broad hy-
man categories). Is a generalized stereotype of women really viable when com-
mon knowledge indicates that this stereotype would not apply equally well to a
businesswoman, a barmaid, a homemaker, the checkout clerk at the grocery store,
and a female college professor?

In recognition of this problem, recent research (Ashmore, 1981; Brewer, 1988;
Brewer et al., 1981; Devine & Baker, 1991: also see Deaux, Winton, Crowley,
& Lewis, 1985) has shown that such broad stereotypes are often the highest or
superordinate categories in 2 hierarchical Category system that also contains more
distinct, subordinate levels or subtypes. In fact, it is argued that target persons
are typically categorized, and hence stereotypes are created, stored, and used
at this subtype level.

Brewer et al. (1981) provided a particularly impressive demonstration of stereo-
types that exist at the subtype, as well as the superordinate, level. Subjects sarted
photographs of elderly persons into categories on the basis of perceived similari-
ty in personality. There was a substantial degree of consensus among subjects
that most stimulus persons fit into three different subcategories. Brewer et al.
presented a new sample of subjects with sets of three photographs from the vari-
ous subtypes, and the subjects’ task was to indicate (on an adjective checklist)
those attributes that ali three of the persons possessed. An attribute was consid-
ered stereotypic of the subtype if at least 50% of the subjects endorsed the attri-

bute as descriptive of all three persons. For each subtype, there were several
attributes for which such consensus occurred, and the attribute sets characteristic
of each subtype were quite distinct from each other. On the other hand, when
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subjects were shown three photographs consisting of one person from each sub-
Q.ﬁa (thereby representing the superordinate category), there were very few at-
tributes that subjects agreed described all three of them. These findings indicate
that, although people may at times categorize and describe others simply as “old
people,” they in fact possess much richer and better differentiated stereotypes
of more specific subgroups of that inclusive category.

The Impact of Instances. Finally, abstraction models have difficulty accounting
for =.n large impact that particular instances can have oft processing. For exam-
v_m. In one study, subjects expected a newly encountered individual with shorg
?:q to be unfriendly, simply because of a previous encounter with an unfriendly
.:a._sazm_ who aiso happened to have short hair (Lewicki, 1985). Upon encoun-
mn:q_n the second target, subjects retrieved the first individual as a basis of
Jjudgment.

Although this study is often cited as demonstrating the importance of exem-
plar representations for social judgments, it may not provide strong evidence for
:o:..ﬁ:w:oo on abstract knowledge representations, such as stereotypes, because
m._._EnnR may not have possessed a stereotype relevant to the target in question
A_.a...s stereotype regarding the friendliness of long- and short-hajred people).
Consistent with this view, Smith and Zarate (1990) demonstrated that specific
exemplars are utilized as a basis for categorization when abstract knowledge is
based on few instances and is weakly defined.

.m.§§aQ. Despite the historical preeminence of generalized stereotypic con-
ceptions, there are good reasons o believe that group categorization and judg-

" ment processes do not rely solely on abstract representations of groups, Variability
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Jjudgments, the role of subtypes, and the impact of specific instances in category
judgments suggest that, in addition to generalized stereotypes, people store and
use knowledge of individual group members. Next, we turn to a consideration
of specific models of exemplar-based processes.

Exemplar-Based Representations

Most exemplar-based models were developed to account for categorization
processes (Brooks, 1978; Medin & Schaffer, 1978). According to these models,
categorization is not achieved by comparing the target to a category prototype.
Rather, categorization is achieved by comparing the target to the category mem-
bership of the set of retrieved exemplars. The exemplars retrieved are assumed
to be those that arc most similar to the target. Exemplar retrieval and usage
need not be accessible to consciousness, and an extremely large number of
exemplars may be retrieved (Medin & Schaffer, 1978; Nosofsky, 1987; Smith
& Zarate, 1990). Because exemplar retrieval is often an implicit process, it
may not be revealed by such typical dependent measures as recall and recog-
nition.

In their extreme form, exemplar models suggest that stimuli are reacted to
on the basis of retricved exemplars alone, and that categorization per se does
not occur. In fact, some models suggest that there is no such thing as abstract,
categorical knowledge (Hintzman, 1986).

Recently, Smith has extended his exemplar-based model of social categoriza-
tion fo cover social judgment processes (Smith, 1990; Smith & Zarate, 1992).
According to this extension, not only is exemplar retrieval responsible for the
initial categorization of a stimulus, but the retrieved exemplars also guide subse-
quent judgment processes involving the target (Andersen & Cole, 1990; Gilovich,
1981; Lewicki, 1986). Smith (1990) proposed that stereotypes be reconceptual-
ized as summarized exemplars, and not as stored abstract knowledge. Presuma-
bly, the same exemplars that are retrieved for purposes of categorization are
utilized to form a group stereotype (Kahneman & Miller, 1986). The features
of those exemplars are summarized, creating a stereotype of the particular group
into which the target has been categorized, which then acts as an expectancy that
can guide subsequent processes.

However, to term such a post-hoc group summary a stereotype is to alter the
meaning of the term, which has always referred to some form of generalized
representation. Moreover, if exemplars are retrieved and summarized for mak-
ing group judgments, the necessity for postulating the creation of a stereotype
at all is unclear. Smith’s (1990) conceptualization essentially denies the existence
of stored abstract knowledge. However, just as models that deny the existence
of exemplar representations have their timitations, so do models that deny the
existence of abstract knowledge such as stereotypes.
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Limitations of Exempiar-Based Models

Social Learning. One basic problem for pure exemplar models is that peo-
ple often acquire abstract information about a group from other sources (e.g.,
family, friends, television). People may be told that “women are emotional” or
that “men are obstinate,” rather than abstracting that knowledge from the retrieval
of exemplars.

Some exemplar models account for such knowledge by suggesting that ab-
stract information is merely stored and activated as another exemplar when
categorization or judgments occur (Hintzman, 1986; Linville et al., 1989; Smith
& Zarate, 1990). Thus, when a female target is encountered, perceivers may
retrieve the exemplar that “women are emotional” as well as other particular in-
stances of women. Although this conceptualization provides a mechanism for
representing abstract characterizations in exemplar form, it blurs the distinc-
tion between abstract and specific information. When such an abstraction is
retrieved and used in judgment, how does one know whether it was acquired and
stored as a specific instance (as in this example) or is a generalization result-
ing from an abstraction process? This conceptualization lends credence to the
view that, as abstraction-based and exemplar-based theories become more richly
A__Mwm_ov&. they approach being indistinguishable from one another (Barsalou,

).

Exemplars Must Be Held Together by a Theory. To form a coherent group
_.mn.._.ao__szos. exemplars must be joined together by some sort of category defi-
nition or theory (Medin & Wattenmaker, 1987). There must be some criteria for
category inclusion. Smith (1990) noted that, without a category theory, a set of
exemplars (e.g., a golden retriever, the number 39, and the graphics board
of a computer) does not hang together and form a coherent concept or category.

For instance, if someone is asked to deszribe the typical woman, the exem-
plars retrieved must be constrained by a theory of inclusion criterion. Otherwise,
when asked to make category judgments, perceivers could not activate appropri-
ate exemplars. This point is particularly relevant in situations where there is no
stimulus other than the category label to act as a retrieval cue. In this case, the
category knowledge activated will serve to constrain the set of exemplars that
may be retrieved (Kahneman & Miller, 1986; Rothbart & John, 1985).

In situations where an actual stimulus target is being categorized or judged,
the possibility remains that the target will cue exemplar retrieval and be reacted
o without any mediating influence of category knowledge. Note, however, that
this view directly contradicts theories of primitive categorization (Bower & Karlin,
._cqan.u_ds.o_,. 1988; Bruner, 1957: Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Questions regard-
ing the automaticity of social categorization and stereotype activation become of
crucial importance for this issue, and are discussed in a later section.
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Efficiency. Exemplar-based models posit that stereotypic judgments are based
on the set of exemplars retrieved at the time the judgment is made, and not on
any generalized conception of the target person or group. However, after exten-
sive processing and representation of numerous exemplars (group members), it
would seem efficient (even if not necessary) at some point to generalize, to note
commonalties among exemplars, and to summarize some of the attained knowledge
in the form of group-level characterizations (Hamilton & Mackie, 1990). The
alternative —continuing to process, record, and keep track of an ever-increasing
number of group members—seems the less efficient, more demanding system.

Exemplar models argue that exemplar retrieval is a parallel and implicit process
that does not require significant capacity (Nosofsky, 1987; Smith, 1990), so “keep-
ing track™ requires neither time nor cognitive resources. Nevertheless, some
resecarch has shown that cognitive load can influence the nature of category
representations (Rothbart et al., 1978).

One troubling aspect of many exemplar models is that they are very difficult
to disconfirm. If exemplar retrieval and summation is a parallel, implicit, and
unconscious process, it is not clear how one would demonstrate that exemplars
have not been retrieved for use. Typical memory measures such as recognition,
recall, and response time would not necessarily provide informative data.

On-Line Processing. Other analyses indicate that abstraction does seem to
occur spontaneously under many circumstances (Fried & Holyoak, 1984; Park
& Hastie, 1987; Posner & Keele, 1968). The distinction between on-line and
memory-based processes is central to this issue (Hastie & Park, 1986). When
perceivers have the explicit goal of forming a group-level judgment as they process
information about individual group members, they abstract information from the
exemplars and store it (Park & Hastie, 1987). When a group judgment is required,
subjects simply retrieve the stored abstraction. However, if subjects have no such
processing goal at the time information is encoded, an abstraction may not be
formed on-line. In this case, subsequent (memory-based) judgments about the
group would require the retrieval and summarization of specific instances.

If judgments of a group are memory-based (as posited by exemplar models),
one would expect a strong relationship between the exemplar information retrieved
and the resulting group judgments. However, some research (Judd & Park, 1988;
Park & Hastie, 1987) has found that group judgments can be independent of ex-

emplar retrieval, suggesting that group-level characterizations had been abstracted

on-line and used in subsequent judgments,

Abstraction Use in Judgments. Regardless of whether a group judgment has
been created on-line or through exemplar retrieval, it presumably would be func-
tional to store that judgment for future use. Particularly in cases in which the
judgment is likely to be required again and again, it seems highly inefficient to
continually recalculate the judgment through exemplar retrieval. Research has
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demonstrated that pre-formed judgments, and not the original exemplars from
which those judgments were derived, are retrieved for subsequent judgment
processes (Carlston, 1980; Fazio, Lenn, & Effrein, 1984; Lingle & Ostrom, 1979).

Summary. Just as pure abstraction models have difficulties accounting for
some findings, so do pure exemplar models. Social learning processes, the neces-
sity of theories to make sense of exemplars, efficiency problems, on-line forma-
tion of group judgments, and the use of pre-formed abstractions in subsequent
processing, all pose problems for pure exemplar models.

Mixed Models of Group Representation

Given the limitations of both pure abstraction-based and pure exemplar-based
models, many researchers have concluded that a viable model of social categori-
zation and judgment processes must include both abstract knowledge representa-
tions, such as stereotypes, and specific group exemplars (Hamilton & Mackie,
1990, Homa, Dunbar, & Nohre, 1991; Kahneman & Miller, 1986; Klein, Loftus,
Trafton, & Fuhrman, 1992; Malt, 1989; Murphy & Medin, 1985). Given such
a mixed model, a number of important questions arise. One obvious issue is to
determine the conditions that lead to relatively exemplar-based or abstraction-
based processing. Several relevant considerations can be cited.

Leaming Order of Information. Based on research by Medin, Altom, and
Murphy (1984), Smith and Zarate (1990) designed an experiment to examine the
use of abstract and exemplar information in secial categorization. The subjects’
task was to learn to classify members of two different groups. Some subjects
learned prototype information before they learned the group exemplars; other
subjects were given no information about the group prototype. After the learning
phase of the experiment, subjects were asked to categorize the learned targets
as well as a set of new test targets. The stimuli were designed such that patterns
of categorization would differ depending on whether subjects used an exemplar-
based or abstraction-based categorization strategy. The results showed that when
subjects were given no group prototype information, they categorized new ex-
emplars by comparing them to previously learned exemplars. However, subjects
who first learned group prototype information based their categorizations on com-
parison with that prototype.

These data suggest that the order in which perceivers learn abstract and exem-
plar information about a group can affect subsequent processing of group mem-
bers. Thus, if perceivers possess a previously formed stercotype when they
encounter group members, the stereotype may direct subsequent processing.
However, when perceivers interact with members of 2 group about whom they
have no stereotype, retrieved category exemplars may play a particularly impor-
tant role in subsequent processing.
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On-Line Versus Memory-Based Processing. As noted previously, the extent
to which abstract representations are formed as new exemplars are encountered
is an important determinant of the kind of information that will be used for sub-
sequent processing. 1f a group-level characterization has been induced during ex-
emplar encoding, that abstraction should be particularly likely to influence
subsequent judgments (Fried & Holyoak, 1984; Hastie & Park, 1986; Homa et
al., 1991; Posner & Keele, 1968). However, if no abstraction has been formed
on-line, perceivers necessarily will have to rely on exemplar retrieval to guide
subsequent processing. An important guestion for future research concerns the
extent to which stereotypes, in the absence of on-line judgment formations, pro-
vide abstract information that precludes the retrieval of exemplars for judgment

purposes.

Conditions of Limited Capacity. Cognitive capacity affects the processing of
information about group members. As already noted, Rothbart et at. (1978) showed
that, under conditions of constrained capacity, perceivers were more likely to
organize information in terms of a group than individual members. Other research
indicates that cognitive demands affect the likelihood that perceivers will rely
on category-level knowledge, rather than individuating target information, when
judging a stimulus person (Bechtold, Naccarato, & Zanna, 1986; Bodenhausen
& Lichtenstein, 1987; Fiske & Pavelchak, 1986). There also is evidence that
stereotypes are spontaneously or automatically activated (Devine, 1989; Macrae,
Milne, & Bodenhausen, in press) or, upon activation, automatically applied (Gil-
bert & Hixon, 1991). These findings suggest that the use of abstract information
requires little capacity, and that perceivers are more likely to rely on abstract
information under capacity constraints.

Exemplar-based models propose that issues of cognitive capacity are irrele-
vant to exemplar retrieval and summation (Smith, 1990), because exemplar
processing is assumed to be implicit and parallel. Given these assumptions, evi-
dence that capacity limitations can affect exemplar use would be difficult to ob-
tain. Clearly, the effects of capacity load on the differential use of exemplar and
abstract knowledge are undetermined at this point.

Recent Encounters. As Lewicki (1986) demonstrated, recent encounters can
affect subsequent judgments. The strength of these effects is determined by the
recency of the encounter and the availability in memory of the exemplar (Kahne-
man & Tversky, 1973). In addition, the exemplar is likely only to affect judg-
ments of targets that bear some similarity to the exemplar (Kahneman & Miller,
1986; Smith, 1990). This type of analogical processing likely decreases the ef-
fects of abstract category knowledge.

Summary. A number of factors appear to mediate the extent to which categori-
zation and judgment processes rely on abstract or exemplar information. Whether
exemplar or abstract information is learned first affects which type of informa-
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tion will dominate subsequent processing. Judgments that are formed on-line are
unlikely to rely on exemplar retrieval, whereas memory-based judgments rely
on exemplar retrieval. Under conditions of limited capacity, subjects may be less
likely to rely on exemplar retrieval, and recent encounters can influence the use
of abstract and exemplar information.

Representation of Group Variability Information

One of the cardinal features of stereotypes, dating back to the earliest writing
on the topic (Lippmann, 1922), is that stereotyping represents an overgenerali-
zation in that attributes are ascribed to all group members, leading to perceptions
that “they are ali alike.” However, it is also clear that perceivers are at least some-
what sensitive to differences among the members of groups. Members of some
groups do seem to be all alike or homogeneous, whereas members of other groups
appear to be more diverse or heterogeneous. In more general terms, groups differ
in their perceived variability. This means that perceivers somehow can assess
the degree of variability in those groups. How is this achieved? Is that perception
of variability a part of one’s stereotype of a group?

Research on perceptions of group variability was stimulated by the highly
replicable out-group homogeneity effect (OHE)—the tendency of people to per-
ceive out-groups as being more homogeneous than groups to which they belong
(for discussions of this literature, see Brewer, 1993; Mullen & Hu, 1989; Os-
trom & Sedikides, 1992; Quattrone, 1986). Although the OHE was the catalyst,
the mechanisms underlying perceptions of group variability are also of central
importance for understanding stereotypes as mental representations of groups.
Perceived group variability has been shown to affect many aspects of sterectyp-
ing and intergroup perception, including (a) the probability that a stereotype will
be applied to a particular group member (Park & Hastie, 1987; Park, Judd, &
Ryan, 1991), (b) the likelihood of generalization from one group member to the
whole group (Park & Hastie, 1987), and (c) the likelihood of generalization from
one group member to another {Quattrone & Jones, 1980). Perceived variability
affects both social categorization and social judgment processes (Park & Hastie,
1987), and it may have a significant impact on stereotype change (Park et al.,
1991). Several of these points are addressed in other sections of this chapter.
We focus here on how information pertaining to group variability is represented
in memory and how variability judgments are made.

Modals of Group Variability Reprasentation

Several models have been proposed that offer differing positions on these is-
sues. Some models argue that stereotypes, as group-level representations, can-
not account for perceivers’ sensitivity to the degree of variability among a group's
members, In these accounts, variability information is not represented at the group
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level, but is derived from exemplar retrieval. Other models hold that variability
information is stored at the group level, arguing that variability information is
abstracted in the same manner as information about any other attribute and is
stored as part of the group stereotype. We summarize four models of perceived
variability and discuss their implications for stereotype representation.

The PDIST Model. As mentioned earlier, one of the reasons some research-
ers have turned to exemplar models of social cognition is to account for perceivers’
sensitivity to variability within groups of people (Linville et al., 1989; Smith,
1990). Exemplar models argue that group-level information cannot account for
variability knowledge. Rather, variability estimates are based on retrieved group
exemplars,

One of the most clearly specified models of variability representation is the
exemplar model proposed by Linville and her colieagues, called PDIST (Lin-
ville et al., 1989; Linville, Salovey, & Fischer, 1986). According to the model,
Jjudgments of variability are created by retrieving particular group exemplars and
summarizing their features.

In PDIST, the degree of perceived variability depends primarily on the num-
ber of group members known. If one retrieves a large number of exemplars, those
instances are likely to have more variability than when a small number of exem-
plars is retrieved. One consequence is that typically the perceived variability of
familiar groups (with many easily retrievable exemplars) will be higher than the
perceived variability of unfamiliar groups (with few easily accessible exemplars).
According to PDIST, the OHE is a result of differential familiarity with in-groups
and out-groups: People simply know more in-group than out-group members,
resulting in greater perceived variability in the in-group.

The Linville et al. (1989) model does allow for the representation of abstract
knowledge (e.g., the statement that “men are obstinate™). However, that “abstract”
information about the group is stored, retricved, and weighted as just another
exemplar.

In this model, then, group variability information is not stored as part of a
group representation. Variability estimates are strictly retrieval based and are cal-
culated only when they are specifically requested.

What evidence supports the PDIST model? Computer simulations have demon-
strated that, in a retrieval-based judgment process, group familiarity does affect
perceived variability, as predicted (Linville et al., 1989). In addition, Linville
etal. (1986, 1989) showed that perceived variability increases as familiarity with
groups increases over time, and that variability estimates are equal for groups
that are known equally well (males and females). :

However, the relationship between familiarity and perceived variability is not
clear cut. Some researchers have found that greater familiarity does not lead to
greater perceived variability (Jones, Wood, & Quattrone, 1981). Others have found
in-group/out-group differences in perceived variability between genders, a case
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where degree of familiarity should be comparable (Park & Rothbart, 1982). Still
others have found in-group/out-group differences using a minimal group situa-
tion that equates knowledge of the two groups (Judd & Park, 1988; Mackie, Sher-
man, & Worth, 1993). Finally, Karasawa and Brewer (1992) demonstrated that
in some cases greater familiarity leads to lower perceived variability. Clearly,
the relationship between familiarity and perceived variability is not as direct as
posited by the PDIST model.

Dual Predictor Model. A second exemplar model of variability representa-
tion is the dual predictor model recently proposed by Kashima and Kashima (1993).
Like PDIST, this model assumes that variability information is not stored with
the group stereotype, but is instead derived from the retrieval of particular group
members. However, the exemplar summarization process in the dual predictor
model is markedly different from the one in PDIST.

The dual predictor model assumes that the similarity of two exemplars is de-
termined dually by the number of features the two exemplars share and the num-
ber of distinct features possessed by each exemplar (Tversky, 1977). As the
number of shared features increases, similarity increases; as the number of dis-
tinct features increases, similarity decreases. Group variability judgments are es-
sentially judgments of the similarity among group members. When a group
variability judgment is called for, group exemplars are retrieved and their similar-
ities and differences are assessed. The group variability estimate is based on the
overall numbers of similarities and differences that occur in the retrieved ex-
emplars.

Unlike PDIST, variability is not determined by the raw number of exemplars
retrieved, but rather by the particular qualities of those exemplars. If all the ex-
emplars retrieved are very similar, the variability estimate will be low, even if
there are many of them (Quattrone, 1986). On the other hand, variability judg-
ments may be quite high even if only a few (but highly dissimilar) exemplars
are retrieved.

In support of their argument, Kashima and Kashima (1993) found that increased
similarity information resulted in lower perceived variability, whereas increased
difference information resulted in higher perceived variability, as expected.
However, they also found a significant main effect due to familiarity: greater
familiarity was associated with greater perceived variability, independently of
similarity and difference information. Clearly, further research on this model is
necessary.

In discussing PDIST and the dual predictor model, we have examined the ef-
fects of familiarity and similarity on perceived variability, because of their
relevance to these models. However, these data do not directly assess whether
variability estimation actually relies on exemplar retrieval, as these models ar-
gue. In fact, there is a paucity of evidence bearing directly on this central ques-
tion. The Linville et al. (1989) computer simulation demonstrated that such a
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retrieval-based process is sufficient to produce the predicted effects. However,
variability estimates may not necessarily be retrieval based.

One indication of retrieval-based processes is a relationship between judgments
and recalled informatien. If perceivers retrieve exemplar information 1o make
their judgments, then that information should be positively related to the result-
ing judgment. Some research has failed to find such a relationship. Park and Hastie
{1987) found that repeating certain behaviors (presumably making them more
memorable) did not affect subsequent variability judgments. Judd and Park (1988)
also failed to find a relationship between recalled information and variability judg-
ments. However, the conclusion from these findings that the variability judgments
were not retrieval based may be premature. For example, in the Judd and Park
(1988) study, the information presented to subjects was visible when the judg-
ments were requested (see Linville et al., 1989), therefore Jjudgments did not need
to rely on retrieval at all.

In contrast, Mackie et al. ( 1993) found a relationship between retrieved infor-
mation and variability judgments, suggesting a retrieval-based process. Specifi-
cally, they found a relationship between recalled similarity information and
perceived variability, as predicted by the dual predictor model, although not be-
tween recalled difference information and perceived variability, Mackie et al.
(1993) also assessed subjects’ response latencies for making variability judgments,
and obtained results that were consistent with a retrieval-based process. Although
both in-group and out-group judgments appeared to be retrieval based, the in-
group judgments took less time than the out-group judgments. This finding con-
tradicts the PDIST model, in that if more in-group than out-group members are
retrieved, judgments of in-group variability should take longer.

Given these mixed findings, it is difficult to draw any strong conclusions about
the extent to which variability Jjudgments are based on retrieval of exemplars from
memory. Moreover, if that process of exemplar retrieval and summation is pre-
sumed to be a parallel and implicit process in exemplar models, it may be difficult
to obtain evidence for or against these models. That is, one would not necessari-
ly expect to find a relationship between judgment and recall, nor would response
latency data necessarily be informative about a process that is assumed not to
consume resources and capacity. The issue of whether variability judgments are
formed in a strictly retrieval-based fashion wil} require further research.

Abstraction-Plus-Exemplar Model. 1n contrast to the exemplar models just
discussed, some researchers have argued that our definition of stereotypes must
be broadened to include variability as well as central tendency information. Park
and Judd (Judd & Park, 1988; Park & Hastie, 1987; Park ex al., 1991) proposed
that variability estimates are updated on-line and stored as part of the group stereo-
type, just like information about any other attribute (Fried & Holyoak, 1984).
When required, the stored variability estimate may be retrieved: exemplar retrieval
is unnecessary, Particular exemplars also are stored in memory and can be
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retrieved to make judgments. However, exemplars are retrieved in addition to,
not instead of, pre-stored abstract knowledge. We refer to this model as the
abstraction-plus-exemplar model.

According to this model, the out-group homogeneity effect results from differ-
ences in the kinds of information used for Judging in-group and out-group varia-
bility. Whereas judgments of both groups rely on the retrieval of abstract variability
estimates, judgments of the in-group (but not the out-group) also are based on
some retrieved exemplars. Use of these exemplars should produce higher esti-
mates of variability for in-groups than out-groups.

Park et al. (1991) suggested several reasons why exemplars may play a targer
role in in-group than in out-group judgments. First, we simply may be more in-
terested in different kinds of information about in-groups and out-groups (Park
& Rothbart, 1982). Specifically, we may be oriented toward defining the typical
qualities of out-group members (which focuses on abstract information), but in
identifying differences between ourselves and other in-group members (which
focuses on in-group exemplar information; Brewer, 1993). Second, the self is
more likely to come to mind as an exemplar when making judgments about one’s
in-group than about an out-group (Park et al., 1991). This may induce compari-
sons between the self and other in-group members, focusing attention on in-group
exemplars both at encoding and retrieval. Third, we may be more motivated to
form accurate impressions of in-groups than of out-groups. If so, then we may
use a larger sample of exemplars when making variability estimates of an in-
group than an out-group, Finally, we may be exposed to different kinds of infor-
mation about in-groups and oul-groups. Our impressions of in-groups are more
likely to be based on actual behavioral exemplars that we have witnessed, whereas
our knowledge of out-groups often is provided (by media or socializing agents)
in the form of general descriptors. We simply may have had less direct experience
with individual out-group members (Park et al,, 1991; Quattrone, 1986).

Most of the evidence cited as support for on-line processing of variability in-
formation comes from failures to obtain reiationships between recalled informa-

{Mackie et al., 1993) argued against on-line variability abstraction,

However, there is support for some of the other predictions of the abstraction-
plus-exemplar model. For example, Park and Judd (1990) obtained positive corre-
lations between self-judgments and in-group judgments, but no relationship be-
tween self-judgments and out-group judgments. Also, Park and Judd reported
evidence of a relationship between retrieved in-group members and in-group judg-
ments, but no relationship between retrieved out-group members and out-group
Judgments. These data all support the model’s contention that retrieval processes
Play 2 larger role in in-group than in Out-group variability judgments. On the
other hand, when the effects of seif and retrieved group members were controlled,
the OHE still existed, suggesting that other factors contribute to the OHE (Park
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& Judd, 1990). Also, as noted earlier, the Mackie et al. (1993) finding that in-
group judgments were made more quickly than out-group judgments questions
the assumption of greater in-group than out-group exemplar retrieval.

This model proposes several possible mechanisms that may contribute to judg-
ments of group variability. To date, there is little evidence that variability infor-
mation is stored as an abstract representation as part of the group stereotype,
questioning one of the model’s major contentions. Even if abstract information
plays little or no role, the model suggests several self-involving and motivational
factors that also may influence variability judgments.

Frequency Distribution Model. Another model has been proposed by Park
and Judd (Kraus, Ryan, Judd, Hastie, & Park, 1993; Park, Ryan, & Judd, 1992),
The frequency distribution model posits that people spontancously create mental
frequency distributions that summarize the number of group members at differ-
ent levels of particular attribute dimensions. For instance, subjects may store the
number of high-, moderate-, and low-intelligence behaviors performed by group
members, or the number of smart, average, or stupid individuals in the group.
These frequency distributions themselves do not constitute variability estimates.
Rather, when a variability judgment is required, subjects retrieve the distribu-
tions and base their variability estimate on the number of levels, or subtypes,
used to discriminate among group members along particular dimensions. Thus,
a group represented by five different levels (or subtypes) of intelligence will be
judged as more variable than a group represented by three levels. In this view,
the out-group homogeneity effect occurs because in-group members are more
likely to be subtyped than out-group members, due to the same processes differen-
tiating self from other in-group members outlined earlier.

In contrast to the abstraction-plus-exemplar model, this model does not postu-
late that stereotypes include both variability and central tendency information.
The formation of distributions occurs on-line, but variability estimates are based
on the retrieval of subtypes. This retrieval process is analogous to PDIST, but
rather than focusing on the number of exemplars retrieved, the frequency distri-
bution model focuses on the number of subtypes retrieved. In contrast to PDIST,
variability information is attended 1o on-line, but (in line with PDIST) no ab-
stract variability representation is stored at the group level.

Interestingly, this model portrays a different role of subtyping in stereotype
maintenance than typically has been assumed. Traditionally, subtyping has been
viewed as protecting stereotypes from change; inconsistent group members are
subtyped, leaving the overall group impression intact. However, in this model,
the subtyping process may yield greater perceived variability within the group,
and therefore undermine stereotyping. This analysis proposes an interesting para-
dox that is addressed further in the section on stereotype change.

Although only recently introduced, some initial support for the frequency dis-
tribution hypathesis has been reported (Kraus et al., 1993; Park et al., 1992).
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As predicted, subjects generated more in-group than out-group subtypes, and varia-
bility judgments were positively related to the number of subtypes used to classi-
fy group members, However, the judgment process hypothesized by the
model —that people retrieve subtypes when they make variability judgments -
remains untested.

Summary.  Attempts to understand how perceivers understand and make judg-
ments of group variability obviously have produced a growing research litera-
ture, and there has been more than a little debate among advocates of the various
models we have discussed. In large part, this research has been driven by the
continuing puzzle of the out-group homogeneity effect: Why is it that people often
perceive greater homogeneity in other groups than in their own? Intuitively the
finding is not surprising, but developing a fully satisfactory explanation has nat
been easy (a task further complicated by recent findings of greater perceived in-
group homogeneity; Brewer, 1993; Simon & Brown, 1987; Simon & Hamilton,
in press). But the fundamental issue is considerably more than the out-group
homogeneity effect; the issue concerns how information about group members
is processed, stored in memory, and used in making judgments about the group.
That is, it leads vs to think about the nature of group representations and what
we mean by the term stereotype. .

As stated earlier, a stereotype pertains to “central tendency beliefs,” that is,
the attributes thought to characterize a group “as a whole” or “on average.” But
people certainly retain knowledge of individual group members and of their ex-
periences with them, and perceivers can make at least reasonable estimates of
group variability. Moreover, perceived variability is related to a number of ef-
fects in stereotyping and intergroup perception (Hastic & Park, 1987; Park et
al., 1991) and iatergroup behavior (Wilder, 1978). What role, then, do percep-
tions of variability play in stereotyping?

At present, there is little evidence for on-line abstraction of variability infor-
mation. However, if variability estimates are generated in a strictly retrieval-based
fashion, it becomes unclear what causal role perceptions of variability could play
in producing such effects. That is, when performing many of the tasks often related
to variability judgments (e.g., generalization tasks), it seems highly unlikely that
subjects would spontaneously retrieve information and form a variability esti-
mate prior to responding. If they do not, it is questionable that post hoc, retrieval-
based variability estimates would play a causal or mediating role in producing
other, related effects. Instead, some other aspect of group information, such as
Stereotypes or central tendency information, simply could exert direct influence
on these responses. That is, it seems possible that variability estimates are mere-
ly by-products of stereotyping, rather than contributors to it.

Is such a view tenable? Perhaps variability estimates simply reflect the strength
with which a stereotype is held. For example, the more confidence or convic-
tion one has in a stereotype, the more that stereotype might be used in making
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judgments of the group, with relatively little reliance on retrieval of exemplar
information from memory. In this case, central tendency judgments could be made

with relative ease, and the group would be seen as rather homogeneous. On the’

other hand, for less cleatly articulated and established stereotypes, subsequent
judgments may rely more heavily on retrieval of exemplars and/or subtypes, which
typically might increase perceptions of variability.

Could this view account for the out-group homogeneity effect? Perhaps. As-
sume that perceivers develop less clearly defined stereotypes of their own group,
and hence those self-stereotypes are held with less conviction. In contrast, stereo-
types of other groups are formed more readily and are held with greater confi-
dence. Given this difference, judgments of one’s own group would draw on
relevant exemplar information, whereas judgments of cther groups would be based
more directly on the stereotype. It would follow, then, that estimates of in-group
variability would be greater than would those for out-groups. This view is also
compatible with recent research on self-stereotyping, in which both greater self-
stereotyping and perceived in-group homogeneity have been found under condi-
tions that would be likely to promote clear and confident seif-stereotypes, such
as minority status and heightened salience of in-group (Brewer, 1993, Simon &
Hamilton, in press).

If variability estimates derive from stereotypes and if other variability-related
effects are also products of stereotypes, there certainly would be a positive rela-
tionship between these effects and perceived variability. However, to the extent
that variability estimates are retrieval based and are made only when they are
explicitly requested, we must begin to question the causal or mediational role
of perceived variability in producing these effects.

This discussion highlights the importance of understanding the basic represen-
tational structure of group-relevant information. Earlier we argued against a pure
exemplar-based definition of stereotypes. We questioned why, if categorization
and judgment processes can be based exclusively on exemplar information, one
would construct a retrieval-based stereotype at all. We summarized evidence that,
we argued, supports a conception of stereotypes as abstract representations of,
and derived from, group-relevant information. However, if group-relevant in-
formation is represented in generalized form, why is variability information not
abstracted and stored as part of the stereotype? The answer may be in the relative
impertance that the perceiver attaches to variability information. That is, the fact
that we develop abstract knowledge about some aspects of group-relevant infor-
mation does not mean that all aspects will necessarily be represented abstractly.
‘Thus, those attributes that are most important for defining a group, or that are
most useful for perceivers in making judgments and guiding behavior, are more
likely to be abstracted and represented in a stereotype. At this point, it appears
that variability information may not be one of those central attributes.

Clearly, there is more work to be done on these issues. The models proposed
thus far, and the research they have stimulated, have left many questions un-
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answered. Nevertheless, they have challenged traditional ways of thinking about
the nature of stereotypes, and they have generated new conceptual frameworks
that are likely to be the catalyst for additional progress in the years ahead.

STEREOTYPING AND INFORMATION PROCESSING

As mentioned earlier, stereotypes act as expectancies about groups and their mem-
bers (Hamilton et al., 1990}. Like all expectancies, stereotypes guide informa-
tion processing and often are perpetuated by corfirmatory biases that they
themselves generate. Indeed, the activation of a stereotype can affect all aspects
of social information processing, including attention (Zadny & Gerard, 1974;
Bodenhausen, 1988), interpretation (Darley & Gross, 1983; Sagar & Schofield,
1980), inference (Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1935; Krueger & Rothbart, 1988), and
retrieval (Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987; Cohen, 1981; Hamilton & Rose,
1980; Stangor & Duan, 1991). Stereotypes also can influence the types of infor-
mation perceivers seek about targets (Kunda, 1990; Skov & Sherman, 1986;
Snyder & Swann, 1978) and can direct behavior in confirmatory ways, creating
self-fulfilling hypotheses (Snyder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977; Word, Zanna, &
Cooper, 1974).

In this section, we focus primarily on how stereotypes affect encoding, retrieval,
and inference processes. We place particular emphasis on topics that have received
substantial attention in recent years.

Stereotypes: Encoding and Retrieval Biases

Interpretation Effects. Once activated, stereotypes can affect the interpreta-
tion of subsequently presented target information (Darley & Gross, 1983; Dun-
can, 1976; Kunda & Sherman-Williams, 1992; Sagar & Schofield, 1980). For
instance, Sagar and Schofield (1980) found that ambiguous acts were interpreted
as more aggressive when performed by a Black target than by a White target.
This type of bias is particularly strong when behavioral information is ambigu-
ous. Some researchers have suggested that such interpretational biases occur au-
tomatically (Devine, 1989).

In a similar vein, Biernat, Manis, and Nelson (1991) showed that people use
different standards of comparison when judging the behaviors of different groups
of people. For example, an assertive behavior performed by a woman may be
perceived as being more assertive than when that same behavior is performed
by a man. Manis et al. argued that the asscrtiveness of the target person’s be-
havior is evaluated in comparison with the standard of typical assertiveness of
the person’s gender group, based on stereotypic expectancies. Because peo-
ple believe that women typically are less assertive, a woman’s clearly assertive
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behavior is viewed as more assertive than when it is performed by a man, for
whom the same behavior is less discrepant from his group standard.

Another interpretation bias involves the attributions perceivers make for
stereotype-consistent and stereotype-inconsistent behaviors. Behavior that con-
firms a stereotype is more likely to be attributed to a target’s stable personality
factors than disconfirming behavior (Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985; Macrae &
Shepherd, 1989), whereas inconsistent behavior is more likely to be attributed
to situational factors. Furthermore, perceivers differentiate between high- and
tow-credibility sources only when they provide stereotype-inconsistent informa-
tion (Macrae, Shepherd, & Milne, 1992). There is no preference for high-
credibility sources when stereotype-consistent information is provided. Subjects
have a more restrictive acceptance threshold for inconsistent information.

Stercotypes also can affect the patterns that are perceived in available infor-
mation. Hamilton and Rose (1980) showed that subjects overestimated the num-
ber of times that stereotypic traits were used to describe members of occupational
groups. The groups were described with equal numbers of stereotypic and non-
stereotypic terms, so there was no actual relationship between the groups and
the terms used to describe them. However, subjects perceived illusory correla-
tions between the groups and their stereotypic traits. In another study in which
traits did describe some groups more often than others, subjects were more like-
ly to detect the relationship if the trait-group association was stereotypic than if
it was not (Hamilton & Rose, 1980). Thus, stereotypes not only influence in-
terpretation of individual behaviors but also affect the associations that are per-
ceived in patterns of acquired information.

Selective Processing and Recall, Taylor and Crocker (1981) proposed that
schemata such as stereotypes function to filter out stereotype-inconsistent infor-
mation. Accordingly, stereotype-confirming information would receive more at-
tention than inconsistent information (Bodenhausen, 1988; Cohen, 1981; Zadny
& Gerard, 1974). Furthermore, this increased attention would cause consistent
information to be better incorporated into the perceiver’s impression of the tar-
get. These processes would yield greater recall of stereotype-consistent informa-
tion and would serve to perpetuate the stereotype,

. Early research suggested a memory advantage for consistent information over

stereotype-irrelevant information (Cohen, 198]; Rothbart, Evans, & Fulero,
1979). However, recent analyses of the accumulated research findings showed
litle evidence of increased encoding or recall of consistent information over in-
consistent information (Rojahn & Pettigrew, 1992; Srull & Wyer, 1989; Stangor
& McMillan, 1992). On the contrary, most research has shown an advantage for
inconsistent information,

However, not all research has been consistent with these general conclusions.
Both Stangor and McMillan (1992) and Rojahn and Pettigrew (1992) published
extensive meta-analyses of the existing research on memory for expectancy-
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congruent and expectancy-incongruent information. Their analyses indicate that,
although it is true that there is generally a recall advantage for inconsistent infor-
mation, this tendency is modified by a number of important variables.

The recall advantage of inconsistent information is due to the increased atten-
tion it receives at encoding. Because it violates an expectancy, it is surprising,
draws people’s attention, and initiates attempts to explain the inconsistency (Clary
& Tesser, 1983; Hastie, 1984; Sherman & Hamilton, in press; Stern, Marrs,
Millar, & Cole, 1984). In general, the meta-analyses demonstrate that any varia-
ble that decreases such inconsistency resolution processes will attenuate recall
of inconsistent information, in some cases leading to recall advantages for con-
sistent information,

Studies finding better recall of inconsistent information typically have created
trait expectancies in the laboratory, whereas experiments using preexisting stereo-
types as expectancies frequently have found better recall for consistent informa-
tion. There are obviously important differences between trait expectancies and
stereotypes. Expectancies pertaining to groups seem to generate less of an incon-
sistency effect than expectancies pertaining to individuals (Srull, Lichtenstein,
& Rothbart, 1985; Stangor & Ruble, 1989; Stern et al., 1984), perhaps because
(compared with stereotypes) trait expeclancies are stronger and hence yield greater
attempts at inconsistency resolution (Srull et al., 1985; but see Stangor & McMil-
lan, 1992, for a different view). In addition, specific traits certainly circumscribe
a narrower range of behaviors than stereotypes (Andersen & Klatzky, 1987), leav-
ing less room for inconsistency.

Using preexisting stereotypes, Bodenhausen (1988) showed that subjects had
better recall for consistent than inconsistent information. Furthermore, this recall
advantage apparently was due to increased attention to consistent information,
and not due to interpretational biases or retrieval effects (see also Bodenhausen
& Lichtenstein, 1987).

There are other variables that eliminate or even reverse the recall advantage
of inconsistent information. Subjects with limited cognitive capacity are less able
to engage in inconsistency resolution, and therefore recall consistent information
at least as well as inconsistent information (Macrae, Hewstone, & Griffiths, 1993;
Srull, 1981; Srull et al., 1985; Stangor & Duan, 1991).

In fact, several researchers suggested that, as capacity saving devices, stereo-
types are most likely to bias encoding processes under capacity constraints (Boden-
hausen & Lichtenstein, 1987; Macrac et al., 1993; Stangor & Duan, 1991). Under
such conditions, the relative ease with which stereotype-consistent information
is processed, and the inability to devote appropriate resources to explaining the
inconsistent information, will lead to a recall advantage for consistent informa-
tion. In addition, due to fimited capacity, subjects may be unable to form judg-
ments on-line. If so, then not only would the memory load yield increased recall
for consistent information, the recalled information also may play an importam
role in judgments of the target.
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Several experiments provide evidence relevant to these points. Using an ex-
perimentally induced expectancy, Stangor and Duan (1991} demonstrated that
the recall advantage of inconsistent information decreased as the complexity of
the processing task increased, presumably depleting capacity (see also Hamil-
ton, Driscoll, & Worth, 1989). In a second study, Stangor and Duan obtained
a recall advantage for consistent information under limited capacity conditions,
but did not find a relationship between the information recalled and the judg-
ments made about the targets.

Using expectancies based on occupational stercotypes, Macrae et al. {1993)
found better memory for inconsistent information under high-capacity conditions
and better memory for consistent information under low-capacity conditions. As
predicted, they found a relationship between recall and judgment only under limited
capacity conditions. Similarly, Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein (1987) showed a
recall advantage for consistent information under anticipated high load conditions.
However, like Stangor and Duan (1991), they also found no relationship between
recall and judgments.

Summarizing o this point, inconsistent information generally is recalled bet-
ter than consistent information, but certain conditions favor recall of consistent
information. This latter pattern of results appears to be more likely when the ex-
pectancy pertains to a group (e.g., a stereotype) than when it pertains te an in-
dividual, and when capacity is limited (although it appears that recalled information
may not affect judgments). Most researchers attribute this pattern to subjects’
decreased ability to process inconsistent information (Macrae et al., 1993; Srull,
1981; Srull et al., 1985; Stangor & Duan, 1991). Without increased attention
during encoding, inconsistent information is recalled less well than consistent in-
formation. '

To this point, only Bodenhausen (1988) has demonstrated that consistency bi-
ases may involve more than equalizing the attention paid to consistent and incon-
sistent information. He provided evidence that consistent information actually
receives more attention than inconsistent information. Given that there is frequently
a lack of a relationship between judgments and recall (e.g., Bodenhausen &
Lichtenstein, 1987; Stangor & Duan, 1991), Bodenhausen's findings may be par-
ticularly important. Stereotype-driven biases that favor the recall of consistent
information may seem to be of little consequence if that information does not
affect subsequent judgments. However, if such biases affect the attention given
to consistent information, they will affect both on-line judgments (by affecting
the weight given to different information) and recall of information (well-attended
information tends to be recalled better). Thus, establishing such stereotype-
congruent attentional biases has important implications.

In addition, there are other reasons that inconsistent information may have
little influence on judgments. Inconsistent information often is explained away
or attributed to situational causes as it is encoded. If so, then although this
incongruency-resolution process would lead to a recall advantage for incon-
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sistent information, it also would decrease the impact of that information on sub-
sequent judgments. On the other hand, if subjects are unable to process inconsis-
tent information in this way at encoding (e.g., under a high memory load), they
are less likely to form on-line judgments and inconsistent information is unlikely
1o be well retrieved. Consequently, subsequent judgments would be memory-
based, but would not be influenced heavily by the recall of inconsistent informa-
tion. In both of these cases, then, the inconsistent information would not have
strong impact on judgments.

Response Biases. In their meta-analyses, both Stangor and McMilian (1992)
and Rojahn and Pettigrew (1992) found a strong respense bias for consistent in-
formation. That is, recognition measures that are not corrected for guessing demon-
strate a strong advantage for consistent information. This suggests that subjects
frequently guess that they have seen expectancy-consistent information when they
have not. Such strategies may override any effects due to increased encoding and
recall of inconsistent information.

In a similar vein, Slusher and Anderson (1987) demonstrated that, with the
passage of time, it becomes difficult for subjects to distinguish between stereotype-
consistent information that actually was presented and stereotype-consistent in-
ferences that subjects drew from that information. Subjects sometimes are un-
able to distinguish what they know from what they believe.

Summary. Stereotypes can serve to bias information processing in a number
of self-perpetuating ways. Stereotypes can bias the initial interpretation of infor-
mation in a confirmatory fashion. Attributions made about consistent and incon-
sistent behaviors also serve to confirm the stereotype. Ilusory correlations between
stereotypical information and targets inflate the perceived prevalence of consis-
tent information. Under appropriate conditions, stereotype-consistent informa-
tion may receive more attention than and be better recalled than inconsistent
information. Furthermore, stereotype-consistent information may be recognized
falsely as having been encountered, yielding a general response bias for consis-
tent information. In total, these various processes demonstrate that one of the
primary functions of stereotypes is self-maintenance.

Stereotyping and Inference

One important effect of group stereotypes is that they color our perceptions of
individual group members. The stereotype allows us to infer an individual's charac-
teristics based on group membership. Therefore, stereotypes should reduce the
impact of group members’ personal behaviors and attributes in our impressions
of them (Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985; Krueger & Rothbart, 1988).

However, this is not invariably the case. Some circumstances favor the use of
individuating information over stereotypes. In their now-famous studies, Locksley,
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Borgida, Brekke, and Hepburn (1980) demonstrated that judgments about the as-
sertiveness of male and female target persons were based on the nature of the
behaviors they performed, and not on their gender. This was true even when sub-
jects learned only a single diagnostic behavior about the target. Only when no
other diagnostic information was available did gender stereotypes affect subjects’
ratings of the targets. This led Locksley et al. to suggest that stereotypes only
will be utilized when the perceiver has no individuating information about the
target person.

More recent research indicates that this conclusion was somewhat overstated.
In a series of studies, Krueger and Rothbart (1988) demonstrated that individua-
tion depends on both the diagnosticity of the stereotype and the diagnosticity of
the individuating information. In their first experiment, subjects read only a sin-
gle individuating behavior. In contrast o the Locksley et al. results, even when
the behavior was highly diagnostic, stereotypes excrted strong influence on judg-
ments. However, in subsequent experiments, stable behavioral and trait infor-
mation did override stereotype effects. The key to overriding the stereotypes was
the presence of temporal consistency in targets’ behaviors. Such consistency is
far more diagnostic than a single behavior. Other researchers have documented
that individuation occurs only when highly diagnostic information about individuals
is provided (Heilman, 1984; Kunda & Sherman-Williams, 1992; Krueger & Roth-
bart, 1988). How, then, do we explain the findings from the Locksley et al. (1980)
studies? Krueger and Rothbart (1988) argued that the circumstances in these studies
were just tight for individuation to occur, in that the behavioral information was
highly diagnostic and gender stereotypes may be weak predictors of assertive be-
havior (the target behavior used by Locksley et al.).

An experiment by Darley and Gross (1983) demonstrates what may happen
when stereotypes are activated in the presence of ambiguous information. Interest-
ingly, whereas Locksley et al. (1980) found that stereotyping occurred only in
the absence of specific information, in Darley and Gross’s study, stercotyping
occurred only when subjects received specific target information. Subjects who
learned about a target person’s socioeconomic status (SES) and received no be-
havioral information did not use their SES stereotype in evaluating the person's
academic ability. However, subjects who received behavioral information in ad-
dition to SES information did differentiate high and low SES students. Analyses
revealed that these subjects processed the behavioral information in a hypothesis-
confirming manner. Specifically, behavior that was consistent with subjects’ ex-
pectancies was recalled better and weighted more heavily, and ambiguous be-
haviors were interpreted differently depending on the target’s SES.

Similarly, there was some evidence from Locksley et al. (1980} that subjects
interpreted behavior in a biased manner. Assertive behaviors were rated as more
masculine than feminine, and passive behaviors were rated as more feminine than
masculine. Whereas male and female targets may have been rated as equally as-
sertive, it is not clear that subjects perceived the targets’ behavior to be equally
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masculine or feminine. As noted earlier, Biernat et al. (1991) reinterpreted these
results by proposing that people use different standards of comparison when judg-
ing males and females.

The findings of Locksley et al. (1980) and Krueger and Rothbart (1988) sug-
gest that stereotypes can be overcome if individuating information is strongly di-
agnostic. Similarly, other models suggest that if individuating information clearly
contradicts a stereotype, then individuation may occur (Brewer, 1988; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990).

Most current theorists predict that stereotypes have clear prierity over individu-
ating information in people’s impressions of others (Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985;
Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Dovidio, Evans, & Tyler, 1986; Fiske & Neu-
berg, 1990). This prediction is based, in part, on the simple fact that category-
based stereotypes are more salient and easier to utilize than individuating infor-
mation. Because of capacity requirements, these models suggest that individuation
will only occur if perceivers are motivated to attend to target persons carefully.
For instance, if perceivers are motivated by personal relevance or desire accura-
cy, they may individuate target persons (Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990). Also, evidence shows that forming an individuated impression
{Fiske, Neuberg, Beattie, & Milberg, 1987) takes longer and requires greater
attentional resources {Bechtold et al., 1986) than does a stereotype-based impres-
sion.

Stereotypes as Capacity-Conserving Devices, If it is true that stereotypes func-
tion to preserve cognitive resources, then they should be particularly useful in
conditions of limited capacity. Recently, a number of studies examined stereo-
type use under high- and low-capacity conditions. In one study (Bodenhausen
& Lichtenstein, 1987), when subjects performed a cognitively demanding judg-
ment task, they produced stereotypical judgments and a recall advantage for
stereotype-consistent information. This was not the case when they performed
a relatively simple judgment task.

Macrae et al. {in press) provided stronger support for a capacity-saving func-
tion for stereotypes. Subjects were asked to form impressions of target individu-
als while performing an audiotape-monitoring distractor task. To examine the
capacity-preserving function of stereotypes, some subjects were given stereotype
labels (e.g., skinhead) along with the information about the target. Presumably,
this information would simplify the impression formation task by providing sub-
jects with a stereotypic theme to guide their impressions.

The resuits showed that subjects who were given the stereotype information
recalled more of the traits used to describe the target than did subjects who were
not given the stereotype. However, this was only true for stereotype-consistent
traits. Thus, under capacity constraints, stereotypes function as organizational
structures, facilitating the learning of stereotype-consistent information. These
subjects also performed better on a test of the material presented in the tape-
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recorded distractor task. Again, this suggests that the stereotypes functioned to
preserve capacity required for the impression task, such that more resources could
be directed toward the tape-monitoring task. Macrae et al. (in press) also report-
ed additional experiments confirming this interpretation. Gilbert and Hixon (1991)
also showed greater reliance on stereotypes when making judgments under high
cognitive load.

Additional support for viewing stercotypes as capacity-preserving devices
comes from some ingenicus studies of the use of stereotypes depending on sub-
jects’ circadian arousal levels (Bodenhausen, 1990). People go through daily var-
iations in their arousal levels that affect capacity and efficiency of working
memory. Some people reach their functional peak during the morning (“morning
people™), and some in the evening (“night people”). Bodenhausen showed that
subjects relied more on stereotypes when they were at the low end of their circa-
dian cycles. Morning people used stereotypes more in the evening and night peo-
ple used them more in the morning. This finding suggests that stereotypes are
utilized as capacity-saving devices when people are incapable (or unwilling) to
process optimally.

Together, the results of these experiments provide solid evidence that stereo-
types function 10 preserve cognitive resources.

The Automaticity of Stereotyping

Some researchers have argued that stereotyping is not only easier than individua-
tion, but that it is automatic as well (Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Fiske & Neu-
berg, 1990). Why might stereotypes be activated automatically upon
categorization? One reason is that many stereotypes apparently are learned at a
very early age (Katz, 1976). As a consequence, stercotypes have a long history
of activation and are likely to be highly accessible (Higgins & King, 1981). In
addition, due to their long-term usage, stereotypes are likely to become some-
what proceduralized (Smith, 1990).

Several recent studies have examined the automaticity of stereotyping activa-
tion and application. For example, Devine (1989) demonstrated that nonconscious
priming of category labels (e.g., Biacks, Negroes) and terms related to the stereo-
type of Blacks (poor, slavery, athletic) affected subsequent ratings of a race-
unspecified target. Devine argued that these results were due to the activation
of the Black stereotype in response to the primes. However, it is somewhat un-
clear whether her results were due to stereotype activation or to simple semantic
priming (Bargh & Pietromonaco, 1982).

Macrae et al. (in press) modified their study on the capacity-preserving func-
tions of stereotypes (described earlier) to test whether these effects occurred au-
tomatically. Subjects performed both an impression task and a tape monitoring
task at the same time. Again, some subjects received stereotype labels 1o assist
them in the impression formation task. However, in this study, the stereotype labels
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were presented subliminally, outside of subjects’ conscious awareness. Their results
showed that subjects who were exposed subconsciously to the stereotype labels
both recalled more of the traits and performed better on the test regarding the
recorded material. These results support the idea that the stereotypes allowed these
subjects to conserve resources on the impression task that could then be devoted
to the tape monitoring task. They also show that this capacity-preserving func-
tion of stereotypes is not dependent on conscious access to the stereotypes. The
stereotypes apparently were activated and used automatically, without conscious
awareness.

Banaji and Greenwald (in press) presented further evidence that stereotypes
can influence perceptions and judgments without intention or awareness. They
modified an experiment performed by Jacoby, Kelley, Brown, and Jasechko (1989)
demonstrating unconscious influences on memory. Jacoby et al. had found that
subjects judged names that they previously had seen (but could not remember
seeing) as famous. Those names apparently were somewhat familiar to subjects,
even though they could not explicitly remember them, leading to their becoming
“famous overnight.” Banaji and Greenwald modified this procedure by making
half of the names male and half of the names female. Subjects’ tendency for judg-
ing previously seen (but unremembered) names to be famous was significantly
greater when those names were male than when they were female, suggesting
an implicit stereotype that associates males more closely with fame than females.

Research has shown that the presentation of trait information in one context
can influence subsequent judgments of an ambiguously described target in an un-
related context (Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977; Srull & Wyer, 1979). Banaji
and Greenwald (in press) also showed that the effect of a prime depended on
its stereotypicality for the judged target. For example, when the trait “dependent”
(stereotypic for females, counterstereotypic for males) was used as a prime, sub-
jects subsequently judged a female target person as more dependent and a male
target person as less dependent, compared with subjects exposed to a neutral prime.
Thus, the stereolypicality of the match between the prime and the target can af-
fect the extent and nature of priming effects. These are implicit, unconscious ef-
fects because they occur without subjects being aware of the influence of the prime.
Together, the results of these studies suggest that gender stereotypes can affect
information processing and judgments subconsciously.

Contrary to these research findings, Gilbert and Hixon (1991) reported results
suggesting that stereotypes are not activated automatically. Subjects under a low
cognitive load, when exposed to an Asian target person, completed word frag-
ments in a stereotype-biased fashion, suggesting that sceing the target person had
activated the stereotype. However, subjects under a high cognitive load did not
produce stereotypic word-fragment completions. Because the cognitive load
manipulation affected performance in this way, stereotype activation apparently
was not automatic, but was subject to capacity fimitations.

In this study, subjects under high cognitive load in the activation stage were
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able to identify the target person’s race correctly. Therefore, although stereotype
activation may not have occurred in this condition, it was not because subjects
failed to categorize the target person. This is a potentially important point. Some
models assume that categorization is an automatic process based on perceptible
features (Brewer, 1988; Devine, 1989; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) and that, upon
categorization, stereotypes are activated automatically. However, Gilbert and Hix-
on’s results suggest that categorization can occur without stereotype activation.

Summary. Although the findings are not entirely consistent, evidence is ac-
cumulating that stereotypes are activated and applied routinely under some con-
ditions. Stereotypes appear to serve a capacity-preserving function. They are
particularly likely to be used under low capacity (Bodenhausen, 1990; Gilbert
& Hixon, 1992; Macrae et al., in press) or low motivation (Neuberg & Fiske,
1987). On the cther hand, if subjects have sufficient capacity and motivation,
and if individuating information is particularly diagnostic or disconfirmatory,
stereotypes may be overridden.

Just as stereotyping requires less effort than individuation, categorization may
require less effort than stereotyping. Categorization appears to be a necessary,
but not a sufficient, precendition for stereotype activation and use (Gilbert & Hix-
on, 1992).

-

AFFECT, COGNITION, AND STEREOTYPING

If there is one domain of social perception where we might expect affective
processes to play a particularly important role, it would be intergroup percep-
tion. Historically, emotion and feelings were viewed as major elements contribut-
ing to stereotype-based biases and to the tenacity with which those stereotypes
are heid {Allport, 1954; Katz, 1981; Lippmann, 1922). Yet, for over a decade,
beginning in the mid-1970s, stereotype research was almost totally focused either
on the cognitive underpinnings and functioning of stereotypes or on the role of
social structures and mass media in the development and maintenance of these
belief systems. Discussions of the stereotype literature during this period (Hamil-
ton, 1979; Hamilton & Trolier, 1986; Hewstone, 1989; Stephan, 1985; Stroebe
& Insko, 1989) included relatively little coverage of the role of affective factors
in stercotyping and intergroup perceptions. However, there were occasional calls
for greater attention to affective processes and their interrelations with cognitive
processes in this domain (Fiske, 1982; Hamilton, 1981).

Fortunately, in recent years, we have witnessed not only a resurgence of in-
terest in affect, emotion, motivation, and related processes per se, but also (and
more importantly) a focus on the interactive influence of affect and cognition on
social information processing and judgment processes. This development has im-
pacted research on intergroup perceptions and has illuminated a variety of ways
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in which affect and cognition interface in intergroup perceptions. In this section,
we highlight some of these recent developments. A broader and more thorough
coverage can be found in a recent edited volume focused specifically on the in-
teractive roles of affect and cognition in intergroup perception (Mackie & Hamil-
ton, 1993).

In conceptualizing how affect might influence intergroup perception, it is use-
ful to distinguish between different sources of affect in the intergroup situation.
The affect experienced by the perceiver might have been generated prior to and
independently of the intergroup context. Bodenhausen (1993) referred to this as
incidental affect, and in this case we typically are concerned with the influence
of the perceiver’s arousal or mood state on the formation and/or use of stereo-
types in processing information about group members. Alternatively, the affect
experienced by the perceiver may have its origins in the intergroup context, be-
ing generated by one’s perceptions of or interaction with members of some out-
group. In this case, the affect is integral 10 the intergroup context (Bodenhausen,
1993). Here the perceiver's preexisting stercotype, as well as other aspects of
the intergroup situation, can be the catalyst for the experienced affect. In addi-
tion, the affect generated in this setting can influence subsequent information
processing, which in turn can affect further the participant’s feelings, perceptions,
and behavior. In the following sections, we discuss recent research on the effects
of both incidental and integral affect in intergroup contexts.

Incidental Affect and Stereotyping

One way that affect influences stereotyping is through the effect of the perceiver’s
mood on the way information about groups and group members is processed.
Research has shown that mood states can have both cognitive and motivational
effects on social information processing (Forgas, 1992; Isen, 1984; Mackie, Asun-
cion, & Rosseili, 1992; Mackie & Worth, 1991; Schwarz, 1990). However, in
any given situation, the motivational and cognitive consequences of mood might
suggest different effects on information processing. From a motivational perspec-
tive, positive and negative moods have differing implications for information
processing. Positive mood is predicted to decrease the thoroughness with which
information is processed, either to prevent that information from distracting one
away from a pleasant affective state or because the positive mood conveys the
message that, because “all is well,” there is no need to focus on new material.
Negative mood would stimulate more extensive processing of new information,
either as a means of distracting oneself from the negative affect or because the
negative mood informs the person that the current situation needs to be altered.
From a cognitive perspective, mood influences processing by interfering with
one’s ability to perform cognitive tasks. This interference may emanate from the
mood state distracting one’s attention from the task at hand, or it may result from
reduced cognitive capacity due to the mood consuming some cognitive resources.
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In cither case, positive and negative moods should have much the same effect
on these processes.

Research by a number of investigators has demonstrated motivational and cog-
nitive effects of mood on both the formation and use of stereotypes. In these
studies, subjects typically are induced into a positive, neutral, or negative mood
state (e.g., by watching affectively toned videotaped material or by thinking about
pleasant or unpleasant past experiences), and then, in a presumably separate ex-
periment, they are asked to process information pertinent to certain social groups,
The effect of the induced mood on subjects’ judgments, recall, processing times,
and other relevant measures can then be determined.

Some studies have examined the effects of mood on processes that would con-
tribute to the initial development of stereotypic responding. For example, Stroess-
ner and Mackie (1992, 1993) showed that subjects in positive and negative
(compared with neutral) mood conditions were less able to detect the degree of
variation among members of a group, and hence underestimated overall group
variability. As noted in an earlier section, insensitivity to within-group differ-
ences enhances the likelihood that perceivers will generalize across group mem-
bers in attributing characteristics to the group (i.e., stereotyping). In the same
vein, Wilder (1993; Wilder & Shapiro, 1989) showed that anxious subjects were
less likely to differentiate among members of a group and assimilated a deviant
member to the group as a whole. Similarly, research using an illusory correla-
tion paradigm (Stroessner et al. 1992; Hamilton, Stroessner, & Mackie, 1993)
showed that both positive and negative mood states {compared with a neutral mood
condition) reduced subjects’ sensitivity to the distinctiveness properties of the stimu-
lus information (i.c., the relative infrequency of the minority group performing
undesirable behaviors), and hence these subjects did not form an illusory corre-
lation. In all of these cases, induced mood undermined the thoroughness with
which group-descriptive information was processed. Interestingly, in one case,
this effect created conditions increasing the likelihood of stereotyping (i.e., reduced
detection of within-group variability), whereas in the other case, the effect
- decreased the likelihood of stereotype formation (i.e., through undermining the
illusory correlation effect).

Other studies investigated the effects of incidental affect on the use of existing
stereotypes in perceptions of social groups (Bodenhausen, 1993; Forgas & Moy-
lan, 1991; Hamilton et al., 1993; Kim & Baron, 1988; Mackie et al., 1989).
One itlustration is found in some recent work by Bodenhausen (1993). As dis-
cussed earlier, Bodenhausen (1988, 1990; Bodenhausen & Lichtenstein, 1987;
Bodenhausen & Wyer, 1985) has argued that stereotypes can be used as a heuris-
tic or simplified processing strategy under conditions of limited processing ca-
pacity or reduced motivation. Drawing on research showing that affect has those
effects on cognitive processing, he reasoned that induced mood might lead to in-
creased reliance on stereotypes in social judgments.

In one study testing this hypothesis, Bodenhausen (1993) first induced happiness,
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sadness, or anger and then had subjects read a description of a case in which
one student physically assaulted another. For half of the subjects, the accused
student’s name identified him as Hispanic, in which case the aggressive act was

the student’s guilt. As predicted, subjects in happy and angry moods —affects
hypothesized to reduce processing capacity and motivation— Jjudged the case in
stereotypic terms. That is, subjects in these conditions who read about a stereo-
typed defendant were more likely to find him guilty than were subjects reading
about a student without a Hispanic surname. In contrast, this difference did not
occur for subjects in & sad mood, consistent with Bodenhausen's {1993) predic-
tion that sadness does not constrain processing and hence would not lead to relj-
ance on a group stereotype. (Although these results followed from Bodenhausen's
anaiysis, the issue of under what conditions sadness leads to more or less careful
processing is a matter of debate; see Mackie & Worth, 1991; Stroessner et al.,
1992; Stroessner & Mackie, 1992). .

As these studies illustrate, incidental affect can have consequences for both the
nature and extent of the perceiver's processing of group-relevant information, The
ramifications of these effects for both stereotype formation and the use of existing
stereotypes in social judgments will continue to be the focus of research activity,

Integral Affect and Stereotyping

Incidental affect refers to prior feeling states that influence the perceiver’s per-
ceptions, because he or she brings them to the intergroup context, Therefore,
incidental affect always precedes its effect on stereotyping, and the question con-
cerns how the affect influences cognitive processing in this context. The inter-
play between cognitive and affective factors involved in stereotyping becomes
€ven more complex when the affect is generated in and is integral to the inter-
Eroup context. In this situation, cognitive and affective factors each can have a
n.m__mt effect on the other. That is, cognitive factors can initiate affective reac-
tions, and affective reactions in turn can influence the nature of Cognitive process-
ing. We illustrate these points with some recent research examples.

As discussed earlier, participants in many intergroup contexts react in terms
of a distinction between in-group and out-group; we already discussed research
relevant to several topics (e.g., in-group bias, out-group homogeneity effects)
m_nzi:w from that distinction. Recently, Dovidio and Gaertner {1993) argued that
In-group/out-group categorization automatically activates category-based affec-
:s.w reactions that directly influence perceptions of and expectations about inter-
actions with group members. For example, they have shown that subliminal
n:.:::m with terms like we and they automatically generates positive and nega-
tive reactions that have evaluative consequences for otherwise neutral stimuli.
.~._..m.$ reactions also include differing expectations for how pleasant their inter-
actions with target persons would be.



46  HAMILTON AND SHERMAN

Affective consequences of intergroup perception extend beyond mere in-
group/out-group categorization. Whereas the stercotype literature typically has
focused on the trait-like beliefs activated by perception of group memberships,
several recent studies have shown that the stereotypes associated with various
social groups can generate affective reactions as well (Dijker, 1987; Jackson &
Sullivan, 1989; Vanman & Milier, 1993). For example, Dijker (1987) showed
that his Dutch subjects had distinct patierns of emotional reactions (as measured
by rating scales) to three cthnic out-groups living in the Netherlands. Moreover,
Vanman and Miller (1993) demonstrated that psychophysiological measures could
detect different patierns of facial muscular activity, reflecting positive and nega-
tive affective reactions, as they viewed members of different groups. Several
studies found that these affective reactions are as (and sometimes more) effective
predictors of intergroup attitudes as are stereotypic beliefs (Esses, Haddock, &
Zanna, 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991; Stephan & Stephan, 1993).

Other research has shown that intergroup interaction (real ar anticipated) can
generate affective responses that can influence the course of social interaction.
Stephan and Stephan (1985) reviewed evidence supporting their hypothesis that
intergroup contexts often generate anxiety that can lead to increased stereotyp-
ing, disrupted interaction, and avoidance of future interaction. Greater expericnce
in intergroup contact may or may not alleviate these tendencies. Siephan and Ste-
phan (1985) found that increased intergroup contact was correlated negatively
with these effects of intergroup anxiety, but Dijker (1987) found stronger (nega-
tive) emotional reactions to out-groups among those who had had more interac-
tion with them. Obviously, other factors can moderate these relationships. One
relevant factor is the nature of the interaction context. For example, Wilder (1993;
Wilder & Shapiro, 1989) found that competitive interaction generated anxiety-
related effects on intergroup perceptions, whereas noncompetitive interaction did
not. Similarly, Fiske and Ruscher (1993) argued that the nature of the interde-
pendence relationship between group members can influence the extent to which
out-group members are seen as disrupting the perceiver’s goal attainment in the
interaction (see also Vanman & Miller, 1993).

Can these effects of integral affect be overcome? Earlier, we discussed De-
vine's (1989) hypothesis that cultural stereotypes of prominent ethnic groups are
activated automatically when group members are encountered, and that low-
prejudiced persons must counteract those reactions by applying their personal
(nonprejudiced) beliefs about those groups. More recently, Devine and her col-
leagues (Devine & Monteith, 1993; Devine, Monteith, Zuwerink, & Elliot, 1991}
have investigated the affective consequences of the discrepancy between people’s
beliefs about how they would and how they should respond in intergroup con-
texts. Specifically, they argued that the low-prejudiced person’s failure to inhibit
stereotypic responses to an out-group member activates a discrepancy between
internalized nonprejudiced standards and actual responses. This discrepancy, which
threatens the person’s nonprejudiced values and self-concept, produces negative
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affective responses (e.g., guilt, self-criticism), which in turn can lead to efforts
to control stereotypic responding. Through this process, persons can learn to
respond in ways consistent with their nonprejudiced personal beliefs and standards.

Most research on stereotype use has focused on processes that transpire in
the stereotype holder and examine the cognitive and affective consequences of
those beliefs. Much less research has considered the cognitive and affective dy-
namics of the target of stereotypic beliefs in social interaction. Recently, however,
Crocker and Major (1989; Major & Crocker, 1993) have investigalted the affec-
tive consequences of stereotypes for the way such target persons experience so-
cial interactions. Specifically, they showed that stereotyped target persons
‘experience attributional ambiguity in interpreting the causes of others’ behavior
toward them. For example, a negative evaluation of a minority person’s perfor-
mance received from a majority group member might be due to a valid assess-
ment of the target person’s poor performance. Alternatively, it could be attributed
to the prejudicial attitudes of the evaluator. In the latter case, attributing the nega-
tive feedback to the evaluator’s prejudice buffers the affective impact of that feed-
back, and thereby protects one’s self-esteem. Similarly, a favorable evaluation
might constitute legitimate praise for commendable performance or, alternative-
ly, it might reflect the evaluator’s effort to avoid appearing prejudiced. In this
case, the positive effects of favorable evaluation would be muted, again diminishing
the effect of feedback on one’s affective reactions and self-esteem. As a conse-
quence, both positive and negative feedback may have diminished affective im-
pact on minority group members. These authors reported a series of experiments
illuminating the conditions that both augment and diminish this attributional am-
biguity and its effects on self-evaluations.

The research reviewed here illustrates the variety of ways that affective and
cognitive factors intermingle in determining social perceptions, emotional reac-
tions, and behavioral dynamics in intergroup contexts. This work effectively high-
lights the important and complex ways that stereotypes can influence, and be
influenced by, affective concomitants in intergroup settings.

STEREOTYPE CHANGE

How can we change people’s stereotypes? Given the pervasiveness of stereotypes
and the frequency with which they unfairly victimize members of ethnic groups,
it becomes especially important 1o identify means by which stereotypic beliefs
can be undermined or modified. Unfortunately, despite the importance of this
question, the problem of changing stereotypes remains a very real and unsolved
dilemma.

Although the three conceptual orientations to stereotyping focus on different
underlying mechanisms, they all share one common element relating to this is-
sue. In all three cases, the mechanisms that are emphasized to explain why stereo-
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types exist and persist ace the reasons why stereotypes are difficult to change.
We briefly illustrate this point for all three perspectives.

In the psychodynamic approach, stereotypic beliefs about out-group members
serve intraphysic needs, and hence are functionally important to the inner work-
ings of the perceiver's mentality. For example, in classical psychodyramic the-
ory, stereotyping reflects the operation of defense mechanisms such as projection
and displacement, mechanisms that are functional in keeping unacceptable sources
of anxiety out of conscious awareness. Changing stereotypic beliefs might un-
dermine the effectiveness of these defensive processes, thereby creating new
sources of anxiety. Similarly, for more contemporary motivational theories that
emphasize the self-esteem benefits of viewing out-groups in negative terms, chang-
ing stereotypic beliefs about out-groups would remove a potentially important
mechanism contributing to the person’s positive self-regard. In both cases,
stereotyping serves an important function within the person’s overall personali-
ty. Consequently, simply presenting the person with evidence that some belief
is wrong would hardly be effective. Thus, for these approaches, attempts to change
stereotypes somehow must confront the question of how these needs are to be
met and how these functions are to be served by alternate means. Otherwise,
strategies toward change are likely to produce effects that are transitory at best.

Similar difficulties confront efforts toward change from the sociocultural per-
spective. This viewpoint emphasizes the importance of the social environment
(authority figures, peer groups, social roles, media portrayals, etc.) in the for-
mation and maintenance of stereotypic belief systems. These beliefs are acquired
through social learning and are maintained through social reinforcement. Again,
simply presenting the person with evidence that some belief is wrong hardly would
be effective. Attempts to change the person’s beliefs somehow would require al-
tering elements of the person’s social environment, if not the social structure in
which the person lives. Otherwise, the belief-maintaining supports would still
be in place.

For the cognitive approach, the story is much the same, although for different
reasons. The importance of the categorization process in social perception seems
fundamental, both for identifying the regularities and differences in one’s social
environment and for simplifying the task of information processing in a complex
stimulus workd. Once a pattern of beliefs becomes associated with those categories,
the resulting stereotypes often guide subsequent information processing. We have
discussed numerous examples of how existing stereotypes can influence the way
new information about groups and group members is processed. In virtually ev-
ery case, the resulting bias serves to maintain the status quo. The perceiver is
more likely to attend to and notice stereotype-consistent information, to make
stereotype-consistent inferences, to recall stereotype-consistent information, and
so on. The overall consequence is that the perceiver “sees” a pattern of informa-
tion that seems to provide evidence for the “validity™ of the beliefs that them-
selves influenced the way the information was processed. Once again, simply
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presenting evidence that a particular belief is wrong seems unlikely to induce
effective change.

Thus, all three conceptual orientations effectively point to mechanisms that
serve to maintain preexisting stereotypic beliefs, making change difficult. Yet,
despite their persistence, we know that stereotypes do change, at least under cer-
tain conditions.

In this regard, it is interesting that the same research that often is cited as
documenting the persistence of stereotypes over time also presents evidence of
dramatic change in stereotypes. This evidence comes from the well-known “Prince-
ton trilogy,” in which the same stereotype assessment procedures were used in
three studies spanning some 35 years—Katz and Braly (1933) during the depres-
sion; Gilbert (1951) in the post-World War II years; and Karlins, Coffman, and
Walters (1969) in the 1960s. In these studies, subjects were asked to indicate,
on an adjective checklist, those attributes that were most characteristic of each
of several national and ethnic groups. Attributes most commonly endorsed were
taken to constitute the n.iama‘ features of the stereotype of that greup. One promi-
nent aspect of the findings of these studies is the remarkable stability of some
of Enma stereotypes over a period of three and a half decades. Fer example, at
each time period, the most frequently endorsed characteristics of Negroes included
lazy, happy-go-lucky, and musical. However, this stability is only part of the
story from this research. The most prominent features of the stereotype of Japanese
changed from intelligent, industrious, and progressive in 1933 to imitative, sly,
and extremely nationalistic in 1951, and then to ambitious, efficient, and loyal
1o family ties in 1967. The reason for these substantial shifts can be attributed,
of course, to the intervention of World War IE between the first and second as-
sessments, and to Japan's subsequent reconstruction and realignment with the Unit-
ed States between the second and third assessments. Similar, although perhaps
less dramatic, changes have occurred in stereotypes of African-Americans and
io:ﬁ: as a function of the civil rights and women’s movements, both of which
gained momentum during the 1960s. These findings document that stereotypes
do change under some conditions. The problem then becomes to identify those
mechanisms that are important in causing and in mediating these changes.

Models of Stereotype Change

)E.o_._m_. our understanding of this issue is still far from adequate, social cogni-
tion _.n.,ﬁm_.n: in the last decade has at least provided some concepiual bases for
analyzing this process. These analyses focus on how information that disconfirms
a stereotype might affect the preexisting stereotypic beliefs and when that effect
Is most likely to occur. Several models or mechanisms by which such change
might take place have been proposed. The bookkeeping model (Rothbart, 1981)
m__mwnmmu a gradual course of change as increasing amounts of disconfirming in-
formation are encountered and accumulated. According 1o this view, each new
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piece of information—g¢onfirming or disconfirming—acquired about a target group
leads to an adjustment in the stereotypic beliefs, either strengthening or weaken-
ing the existing stereotype by some modest amount. Hence, stereotypes are con-
stantly in a state of on-line revision as new information is incorporated. In this
process, change would occur slowly as current belicfs are gradually adjusted in
light of recent information and experience.

A second process, which Rothbart (1981) called the conversion model, posits
that change can occur suddenly and significantly in response to critically impor-
tant and convincing (to the perceiver) instances of stereotype disconfirmation.
That is, some experience with out-group members, some challenging new piece
of information about the group, or some group-relevant political or cultural event
would be sufficiently compelling to lead the stereotype holder to substantially
revise his or her beliefs about the target group. In contrast to the bookkeeping
model’s slow, gradual change in response to accumulating bits of information,
this process involves a rapid change of major magnitude (i.., a conversion) in
response to a dramatic disconfirmation experience.

A third model of change, derived from cognitive research on category represen-
tations, focuses on a subtyping process (Brewer et al., 1981; Taylor, 1981). In
this view, disconfirming information about members of a stereotyped group results
in the differentiation of the large group (superordinate category) into subtypes
(subordinate categories), with separate patterns of beliefs associated with each
of the subtypes. In essence, the process is one of breaking down the large group
into smaller subcategories. In contrast to the previous models, this process does
not necessarily involve any actual change in preexisting beliefs, but instead posits
a mechanism by which those initial beliefs would be applied less generally.

Research Evidence

Pasterns of Disconfirming Information. The three models just described dis-
cuss alternate routes by which disconfirming information might bring about change
in stereotypic beliefs. The situation addressed by all of them reflects important
elements of everyday experiences. That is, we begin with a person who holds
a stereotype about a particular target group. Then, over time and through vari-
ous experiences, the person encounters a number of individual members of that
target group, some of whom behave in a manner consistent with stereotype-based
expectancies, whereas the behavior of others seems to violate those expectan-
cies. In essence, the perceiver faces an information processing task in which the
available information provides some mixture of confirmation and disconfirma-
tion of prior beliefs. Given this situation, what propertics of that “mixture” are
more or less likely to induce stereotype change, and why? This question has been
the focus of some recent research.

Several studies have used essentially the same paradigm to study this issue:
Subjects learn information about several members of a stereotyped group, each
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person being described by several items of information. Each information item
either confirms or disconfirms the stereotype, or is unrelated to the stereotype.
The manipulation of primary interest is whether the disconfirming items are (a)
concentrated in describing one (or a small proportion) of the group members or
{b) dispersed throughout the descriptions of all (or most) group members. The
question of interest concerns how these patterns of disconfirming information af-
fect ratings of the group on stereotypic attributes,

. The results of these studies are not entirely consistent, and they have been
interpreted by various authors as providing evidence in support of all three of
the models discussed previously. For example, some studies (Gurwitz & Dodge

1977; Hewstene, Johnston, & Aird, 1992) found less stereotypic ratings irn_“
the disconfirming information was concentrated in the descriptions of ore or a
few individuals. Because these individuals provide pronounced or dramatic vio-
lation of stereotypic expectancies, this evidence has been interpreted as support
for the conversion mode! of stereatype change. On the other hand, other studies
(Johnston & Hewstone, 1992; Weber & Crocker, 1983) obtained less evidence
of stereotyping when the disconfirming items were dispersed across several group
52.:.70; than when concentrated in a few. The greater effectiveness of discon-
firming information under dispersed than concentrated conditions has been inter-
vm.oﬁ_ as support for the subtyping model. The argument here is that, when
disconfirming items are concentrated in a few group members, those individuals
will be grouped together in a subtype, and therefore their disconfirmation value
suw: have relatively little effect on perceptions of the group as a whole. In fact,

hierarchical clustering analyses indicate that disconfirmers are subgrouped more
clearly when the disconfirming information is concentrated in a few members
(Johnston & Hewstone, 1992).

Research also indicates that these general patterns may be dependent on other
factors, such as the number of group members presented to the subjects (Weber
& Crocker, 1983, Experiments 1 & 4), the number of groups presented (Weber
& Crocker, 1983, Experiment 4), and whether the stereotypic expectancy about
the target group implies that group members are homogeneous or heterogeneous
(Hewstone et al., 1992). It also remains unclear whether these patterns of dis-
nc_..m.::_:m information have their primary effect on perceptions of stereotype-
consistent traits (Hewstone et al., 1992), stereotype-inconsistent traits (Johnston
& Hewstone, 1992), or both (Weber & Crocker, 1983).

. Subtyping and Stereotype Change. The finding that stereotype-disconfirming
__._moz_..m:.o__. particularly when concentrated in a few group members, can result
in the creation of subtypes that are characterized by distinct sets of atiributes
demonstrates that people develop hierarchical systems of social categories. As
these subtypes develop, stereotypes may form pertaining to them as well as to
the superordinate category (Brewer et al., 1981: Devine & Baker, 1991). Given
that disconfirming members can form a subtype, the question then arises: What
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is the relationship between subtyping and stereotype change? That is, how does
the formation of subtypes affect the stereotype of the overall group? Subtyping
commonly is cited as one of the prominent models of stercotype change (Hewstone,
1989; Hewstone et al., 1992; Johnston & Hewstone, 1992; Weber & Crocker,
1983). What is the nature of that change?

If stereotyping rests on categorization, as argued earlier, and if category-based
beliefs are applied to individuals as they are categorized, then the use of subtypes
certainly alters the nature of the stereotyping that occurs. That is, if an individual
is viewed as a member of a subtype, rather than being categorized as a member
of the superordinate group, then this can have meaningful consequences. First,
the beliefs associated with several of the subtypes may differ dramatically from
those ascribed to the superordinate group (Brewer et al., 1981; Devine & Baker,
1991). If so, then the attributes assumed to characterize that individual could be
substantially different from those inferred from the overall group stereotype, as
well as from alternative subtypes. Second, although the use of subtypes still would
constitute sterectyping (i.e., ascribing attributes on the basis of group member-
ship), those attributes would be ascribed to 2 smaller, narrower range of persons
(e.g., career women, urban Blacks, southern Democrats}, rather than to the su-
perordinate category as a whole (women, Blacks, Democrats). Thus, the over-
generalization that characterizes stereotyping could be reduced significantly
(Hamilton, 1981).

These are important consequences that derive from the formation and use of
subtypes. Nevertheless, there still will be occasions when the superordinate
category will be considered an adequate basis for categorization and hence will
be employed. The question then remains, does the presence of subtypes affect
the nature of the beliefs ascribed to the overall group? Although this question
has rarely been discussed in the stereotype litcrature, several possible answers
can be gleaned from various discussions of subtyping.

One possibility is that the subtypes become sufficiently strong that they dilute
the beliefs held about the superordinate category as a whole. For example, the
Brewer et al. (1981) research on stereotypes of the elderly provided evidence
that subjects held three different stereotypes about different subgroups of elderly
persons. Each of these conceptions was richly articulated and widely shared in
the subject population, yet the three were clearly different from each other.
Moreover, these subjects had very little consensus about the attributes shared by
old people in general (i.e., a stereotype that generalizes across the subtypes).
Thus, the presence of well-developed (and presumably, frequently used) subtypes
apparently has diluted the content of the stereotype of the generic category. To
the extent that this happens, subtyping indeed would lead to stereotype change.

However, in other instances, this consequence is less evident. For example,
Devine and Baker (1991) attempted to define and measure several subtypes of
Blacks, including ghetto Blacks, Black athletes, streetwise Blacks, welfare Blacks,
and businessman Blacks. They found that Black athletes and Black businessmen
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formed distinct subtypes about whom subjects held clear, but differential, be-
liefs. On the other hand, ghetto Blacks, streetwise Blacks, and welfare Blacks
were less distinct subgroups aml shared overlapping attributes among themselves
and with the generic stereotype of Blacks. In this case, it appears that certain
subgroups (athletes, businessmen) are viewed as meaningful and unique subgroups
of the overall category, whereas the stereotype of the superordinate category still
applies, in large part, to most other group members (with other subgroups reflect-
ing minor differences).

Finally, there may be cases in which highly specific, fairly narrow subtypes
develop to represent disconfirming exceptions (Pettigrew, 1981) for the specific
purpose of preserving the generic stereotype (Weber & Crocker, 1983). That
is, if disconfirming cases can be separated into a distinct category that isolates
them from the predominant group, their atypicality might diminish their perceived
relevance for perceptions of the group as a whole. Thus, rather than producing
stereotype change, the disconfirming instances become their own group, and there-
by pose no challenge to the preexisting belief structure. In this case, subtyping
becomes a mechanism centributing to stereotype preservation, rather than stereo-
type change. The implications of such “re-fencing” (Allport, 1954) are developed
further in the next subsection.

Nature of Disconfirming Instances. The pattern in which disconfirming in-
formation is distributed among group members is only one of several properties
E. information that can affect the extent or likelihood of stereotype change. Another
important factor concerns the extent to which a stereotype-disconfirming individual
is perceived as being a “good” member of the social category about which the
stereotype is held. As Rothbart and John (1985) pointed out, an individual per-
son can be categorized in terms of any number of groups. They argued that if
a person strongly violates the perceiver’s conception of a particular group to which
the target person belongs, the person will not be viewed as a member of that
category and instead will be categorized in terms of some alternative group
membership. For example, the footbal! player who earns straight As, prefers fine
wine, classical music, and English literature to beer, hard rock, and comic books,
and shows warmth and sensitivity in his interpersonal relationships will not be
categorized as a “jock,” but rather as a “sophisticate” who happens to play a sport.
That is, because he so completely violates the “jock” stereotype, he is not per-
mo?on as a member of that category. Consequently, the stereotype-disconfirming
information that he provides is unlikely to alter the perceiver’s stereotype of jocks;
because he is not categorized as a jock, this information is not viewed as relevant
to that stereotype. (Instead, his interest in playing football may produce some
Ioosening of the perceiver’s stereotype of “sophisticates,” the social category that
has been invoked by this individual.) Thus, there is a delicate balance between
the extent to which an individual provides stereotype-disconfirming information
and the ability of that information to have impact on the preexisting stereotype.



54  HAMILTON AND SHERMAN

Rothbart and John (1985) argued that, to be an effective implement of change,
the individual must (a) provide some stereotype-disconfirming information but
(b) be perceived as a “good” member of the target group.

Experimental evidence supporting this argument was offered by Rothbart and
Lewis (1988). They presented subjects with a number of exemplars of four geo-
metric shapes (rectangles, triangles, etc.). For each shape, half of the exemplars
were “poor” instances of the category (e.g.,a rectangie where height is consider-
ably longer than width), whereas the other half were “good” instances of the
category (e.g., an equilateral triangle). For each shape, the “good” and “poor”
exemplars were of different color, so that color was correlated perfectly with
goodness of fit. Subsequently, subjects were asked to estimate how many instances
of each shape they had seen in each color. Subjects estimated that they had seen
significantly more of the “good” than of the “poor” examples of each category.

These findings have important implications for efforts to change stereotypes.
Presenting disconfirming information will not be enough. In fact, presenting ex-
amples of individuals who strongly disconfirm stereolypic expectancies can be
expected to have little, if any, effect, because those individuals will not be viewed
as category members. Instead, group members who are in many respects represent-
ative of the target group, but who provide some disconfirmation of the stereo-
type, may be more effective in inducing change in stereotypic beliefs.

Nature of Stereotypic Attributes. Another factor that can influence the fikeli-
hood of stereotype change is the nature of the attributes comprising the stereo-
type (Hewstone, 1989). As Rothbart and Park (1986) showed, traits vary
considerably in their susceptibility to change. Trait concepts are abstractions based
on behavioral manifestations. For some traits, these behavioral manifestations
are clearly evident and frequently observable, whereas for other traits those
manifestations occur less frequently and are less apparent. For example, a per-
son's cleanliness or dirtiness is readily observable and is apparent whenever that
person is encountered; therefore, it is fairly easy for the perceiver to assess the
validity of such a characterization and, if appropriate, to change one's belief about
the person. On the other hand, for many other traits, such opportunities for vali-
dation are less frequent and are more difficult, rendering change in such a belief
less likely. For example, consider the difficuity of disconfirming a belief that
a person is devious. Behavioral manifestations that would provide clear evidence
contradictory to this belief are difficult to imagine, would occur only under un-
usual (infrequent) circumstances, and often would be open to alternative inter-
pretations that might undermine their potential for disconfirmation. In fact, even
the absence of confirmatory manifestations can be viewed as substantiating the
belief: the less one sees evidence of the person’s deviousness, the more effec-
tive he or she appears to be at it. To the extent that a group’s stereotype is
composed of such traits, the more difficult it will be 1o induce change in those
beliefs.
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Similar considerations derive from Reeder and Brewer’s (1979) analyses of
the asymmetries in inferences from behavior to trait. For example, intelligent
people can do stupid things, as well as smart things, but if a person is stupid,
he or she does not have the capacity to do highly intelligent things. Similarty,
dishenest people can and do engage in honest, as well as dishonest, behaviors.
However, the honest person does not have such flexibility; as soon as he or she
engages in a dishonest act, he or she is no longer an honest person. These asym-
metries have implications for the likelihood of stereotype change. For instance,
if a stereotype characterizes a group as dishonest, then honest behaviors by group
members will not necessarily be viewed as compelling evidence against that be-
lief, because dishonest persons are not always dishonest and, in fact, often en-
gage in honest behaviors.

Finally, traits also differ in their breadth or narrowness (Hampson, John, &
Goldberg, 1986). For example, the trait “responsible” is a broad trait that en-
compasses many diverse behaviors that might manifest this quatity. In contrast,
the trait “punctual” also refers to behavior that is responsible, but it represents
a narrower, more restrictive, and more constrained domain of behavioral
manifestations. The effects of these differences for stereotyping were demonstrated
by Hamilton, Gibbons, Stroessner, and Sherman (1992), who analyzed subjects’
ratings of liked and disliked nationalities on broad and narrow traits that differed
in desirability. Not surprisingly, liked groups were rated highty on desirable traits
and disliked groups were rated highly on undesirable traits. More interestingly,
when subjects rated the groups on traits that were incompatible with their overail
evaluations of the groups —rating liked groups on undesirable traits, or disliked
groups on desirable traits—they made higher ratings on narrow than on broad
antributes. That is, subjects acknowledged that a liked nationality possessed some
undesirable attributes, and that disliked groups did have some favorable quali-
ties, but these exceptions were confined to narrow traits that would pose less
challenge 10 the preexisting group evaluation.

Although the research of Rothbart and Park (1986}, Reeder (1985), and Hamil-
ton et al. (1992) was not focused on issues of stereotype change directly, it points
to important properties of trait-based beliefs that wouid make them more or less
amenable to change. Given that group stereotypes are, to a considerable extent,
composed of such trait-based beliefs, these resulis point to important considera-
tions for an analysis of stereotype change, as well as indicating important avenues
of future research on this topic.

Outcome Bias and Stereotype Change. It is obvious that stereotypes are
difficult to change, and, in discussing this literature, we have encountered numer-
Ous reasons for their resistance to change even in the face of counterstereotypic
information. From the cognitive perspective, the mechanisms that promote the
use of stereotypes can undermine the effectiveness of efforts to change stereo-
typic beliefs. These mechanisms include processes and biases that, in many
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circumstances, are functional and adaptive, even if they reflect less than optimal
information processing. By and large, the cognitive processes we discussed serve
to maintain the beliefs that generated, or biased, that processing from the outset.
Recently, however, Mackie and her colleagues {Mackie, Allison, Worth, & Asun-
cion, 1992a, 1992b; Mackie, Worth, & Allison, 1990) have pursued a research
program exploring the ways in which biases in information processing might be
used to promote the perception that groups have changed over time, thereby
facilitating the modification of stereotypic beliefs.

One of the best documented findings in the social perception literature is the
correspondence bias—the tendency to infer that persons possess disposi-
tions thal correspond to the manifest properties of their behaviors, even when
this behavior is clearly constrained by situaticnal factors (Jones, 1991). This
phenomenon also has been demonstrated for group perceptions (Allison & Mes-
sick, 1985). The Mackie et al. research capitalized on the fact that a perceiv-
er's correspondent inferences can be biased by the outcome of the observed
performance. For example, Mackie et al. (1990) showed that when a group
of college students was described as having qualified for a “college bowl” com-
petition, they were rated as being more intelligent than when they failed to
qualify—a simple correspondent inference. However, this effect occurred (a)
even when the group's success or failure was determined by arbitrary changes
in the decision rules governing the competition, and (b) even when the group’s
actual behavioral performance was identical in the success and failure condi-
tions.

More recently, this research has been extended in meaningful ways. First,
Mackie et al. (1992b) showed that this outcome bias can generate biased infer-
ences about groups even when those inferences are counter-stereotypic. Specifi-
cally, these effects occurred even when Asian-Americans were said to fail and
Blacks were said to succeed in an intelligence-related competition (outcomes that
are counter to the stereotypes held in the subject population). Finally, Mackie
et al. (1992a) showed that outcome-biased inferences based on the performance
of group members can generalize to members of the stereotyped group as a whole.
Specifically, subjects who had made outcome-biased inferences about the intelli-
gence of a group of eight Black or Asian-American college students were later
asked to assess the intellipence of Whites, Blacks, and Asians in general. The
results showed a modest, but significant, generalization of the outcome-biased
inferences to the target group as a whole.

The research by Mackie and her colleagues demonstrated that cognitive
biases in the way group-descriptive information is processed (in this case, in-
ferences biased by performance outcomes) can influence judgments of the group
as a whole, including the perception of change. These findings raise the possibil-
ity that other biasing factors also may be utilized as a means of inducing change
in perceptions of, and ultimately beliefs about, stereotyped groups.
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A FINAL COMMENT

In preparing this chapter, we have surveyed a sizeable literature addressing a
variety of topics related to the nature and use of stereotypes. In doing so, we
were impressed by a number of features of this work. First, the pure magnitude
of this literature is impressive, particularly when one realizes that a considerable
proportion of the research we discussed was reported within the last 15 years.
Clearly, this has been a vigorous area of research, and clearly the study of stereo-
types is one domain that has been influenced in important ways by developments
in social cognition. Second, we were impressed by the diversity of topics rele-
vant to stereotyping that have been investigated during this period. This is not
a narrow, singularly focused research area. We believe our review reveals the
multifaceted nature of this topic and of how it is being explored empirically. Third,
we were impressed by the sophistication of this research area, both conceptually
and empirically. Theoretical models have been developed, debated, and tested
that are rather specific about the nature of cognitive representations or about the
processing of different kinds of information. Also the experimental strategies and
research technology used to test those theoretical ideas have evolved at a rapid
pace. Fourth, we were impressed by the broadening of this conceptual approach
to stereotyping. In contrast to a decade ago, it is no longer a purely cognitive
analysis, but instead seeks to understand the role of affective and motivational
processes as well. In all of these fundamental respects, research on stereotypes
has made impressive progress.

Social scientists have been studying the nature and functioning of stereotypes
for several decades. They have approached this topic from several conceptual
orientations and have used a variety of research tools in conducting their inquiry.
It is clear that we are not very far down the path toward achieving a full under-
standing of this topic. Nevertheless, the breadth, depth, and vitality of the research
we have reviewed provide encouraging omens of continued progress. As it has
in the past, the specific nature of theorizing and research will continue to change
and evolve. The research we have reviewed provides a solid foundation on which
future developments can build.
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