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We report two studies investigating the impact of how a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar is categorized. In both studies, participan
were presented with a description about a specific target and worked on different categorization tasks. Categorization tasks elicitin
an inclusion of the target into the group category resulted in less stereotypic judgments about the group and in more stereotypi
judgments about the target compared to categorization tasks eliciting exclusion of the target from the category. The results suggest th
under exclusion conditions, a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar can increase stereotypic judgments about the group (Experiment
Experiment 2 shows that these categorization effects are attenuated if participants’ processing motivation is increased at the encodi

stage. The importance of a range of psychological variables that can influence the categorization, and thus the impact, of atypical
exemplars is discussed.© 2001 Academic Press
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It is widely believed that used car salesmen are gre
untrustworthy, and notoriously dishonest. The accurac
this stereotype is open to question, but even if these b
were largely correct, there surely would be at least on
two exceptions. What happens when perceivers enco
individuals who clearly defy stereotypes about their so
groups, such as a generous and scrupulously ethical us

The reported research was supported by grants Bl 289/5 from
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft to H. Bless, N. Schwarz, an
Wänke.

Address correspondence and reprint requests to Herbert Bless, F¨t

für Sozialwissenschaften, Universita¨t Mannheim, D-68131 Mannheim,

ermany. E-mail: hbless@sowi.uni-mannheim.de.

386

0022-1031/01 $35.00
Copyright © 2001 by Academic Press
All rights of reproduction in any form reserved.
,

s
r
r

ar

salesman? How would such a person be evaluated,
both his positive personal qualities and his simultan
association with a negatively evaluated group? And
might evaluations of used car salesmen in general b
fected by encountering this atypical group member?
question of how disconfirming evidence affects our be
has a long history in psychology (e.g., Piaget, 1952). In
domain of social psychology, the contact hypothesis
posed that positive regard for atypical group members
generalize to the group as a whole, at least under ce
circumstances (e.g., equal-status, cooperative contac

.

a

positive climate; see Amir, 1969; Brewer & Miller, 1988;
Rothbart & John, 1985).
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387CONSEQUENCES OF STEREOTYPE DISCONFIRMATION
This optimistic view of intergroup relations has be
called into question on several fronts (for a recent rev
see Stephan & Stephan, 1996). One principal limiting
dition is the possibility that the atypical group member
not be seen as representative of the group as a whole
is, he or she may be excluded from the perceiver’s m
representation of the social group in question (e.g., Allp
1954; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber & Crocker, 198
Will the likeable disconfirmer be contrasted with the
liked group under these conditions and hence be liked
more? That is, does a stereotype-inconsistent exempla
efit from membership in a disliked group? And convers
would the group seem even more dislikable by contra
the likeable person? That is, does a stereotype-incons
exemplar increase stereotypic judgments about the g
In the present article, we propose that evaluations of a
ical exemplars and the groups to which they belong
profoundly influenced by how the exemplar is categori
Furthermore, in contrast to the prediction of the con
hypothesis, we demonstrate a trade-off between the e
ative enhancement of the exemplar and the group. Sp
cally, we show that the very conditions that promote m
favorable assessments of an atypical exemplar result i
favorable assessments of the group, whereas condition
promote more favorable assessments of the group res
less favorable evaluations of the atypical exemplar.

Categorization Processes in Social Evaluation

The central role of categorization processes in pe
perception and stereotyping is widely acknowledged ac
various theoretical approaches in social psychology
port, 1954; Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Li
mann, 1922; Tajfel, 1981; for reviews, see Hamilton
Sherman, 1994; Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2000). Whet
given target person is assigned to a specific categor
important consequences for judgments about the t
(e.g., Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Bre
1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) as well as judgments a
the group (e.g., Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1
Weber & Crocker, 1983).

Most of the available research focusedeither on the
categorization processes involved in person perceptioor
the categorization processes involved in stereotype ch
In contrast, the present article explores how categoriz
processes simultaneously, and differentially, affect ju
ments of an exemplarand a category. Moreover, we foc
on the consequences rather than the antecedents of c
rization processes. Before we discuss the available res
on person perception and stereotype change, we b

outline the conceptual framework in which the present
research is embedded.
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The Inclusion/Exclusion Model

We conceptualize the role of categorization process
terms of the inclusion/exclusion model of judgment, p
posed by Schwarz and Bless (1992a), which builds
previous theorizing by Barsalou (1987, 1989); Herr, S
man, and Fazio (1983); Kahneman and Miller (1986);
Martin and colleagues (Martin, 1986; Martin, Seta, & C
lia, 1990). The model assumes that evaluative judgm
require a mental representation of the target as well
representation of a standard, against which the targ
evaluated. Both representations are constructed on th
and include chronically as well as temporarily access
information (Higgins, 1996). How a given piece of inf
mation influences the judgment depends on how the i
mation isused.

Accessible information that isincluded in the represen
tation formed of the target results in assimilation effe
Thus, including a favorable exemplar (e.g., Colin Powel
the representation formed of a group (e.g., the Repub
Party) results in more positive judgments of the gr
(Stapel & Schwarz, 1998; see also Bless & Schwarz, 19
Conversely, including an unfavorable exemplar resul
more negative judgments of the group (Schwarz & Bl
1992b). These observations are consistent with mode
stereotype change, which assume that stereotype-inc
tent exemplars can change the stereotype about the g
provided that they are included in the representation for
(Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber
Crocker, 1983). By the same token, the inclusion of gr
membership information in the representation formed o
exemplar results in an assimilation of the exemplar ev
ations to the group evaluations, as demonstrated in st
typing research (see Hamilton & Sherman, 1994).

However, accessible information is not always use
constructing a representation of the target of judgment.
is the case when they assume that the information doe
bear on the target (e.g., Bless & Wa¨nke, 2000) or that th
information came to mind due to an irrelevant reason (
Lombardi, Higgins, & Bargh, 1987; Strack, Schwarz, Bl
Kŭbler, & Wänke, 1993). Moreover, conversational nor
may prohibit the repeated use of information that has
ready been provided earlier (e.g., Schwarz, Strack, &
1991; Strack, Martin, & Schwarz, 1988). In such ca
information that is excluded from the representation of
target may be used in constructing a relevant standa
comparison. If the valence of this information is m
extreme than the valence of other information used in
structing the standard, it results in a more extreme stan
of comparison and hence in contrast effects on subse
judgments (see Schwarz & Bless, 1992a, for a more de
discussion). Accordingly, a highly favorable exemplar

is excluded from the representation formed of a group may
be used in constructing a standard of comparison, resulting
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388 BLESS ET AL.
in less favorable judgments of the group (e.g., Stap
Schwarz, 1998). Conversely, the group may serve
standard in evaluating the exemplar under these condi
resulting in an even more favorable judgment of the ex
plar.

Available Evidence

A large body of research in person perception and
reotyping is compatible with these general process ass
tions.

Assimilation effects. With respect to evaluations of t
exemplar, numerous studies indicate that the categoriz
of a person as a member of a group decreases the imp
individuating information about the person, resulting
judgments based on group membership. Thus, assigni
exemplar to a social category increases stereotypic
ments of the exemplar (e.g., Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1
Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brewer, 1
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). In other words, the evaluatio
the exemplar is assimilated toward the implications of
stereotype.

With respect to evaluations of the group, the inclusio
an exemplar in the mental representation formed of
group results in assimilation effects on the group judgm
(e.g., Bless & Schwarz, 1998; Stapel & Schwarz, 19
This process is at the heart of research into stereo
change, which addresses how the categorization of a
emplar influences the knowledge structure pertaining t
category (e.g., Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1
1997; Weber & Crocker, 1983): When a stereotype-in
sistent exemplar is assigned to the category, the evalu
of the group will reflect the implications of the inconsist
exemplar, resulting in less stereotypic judgments. Ste
type change research focused on variables that increa
likelihood that inconsistent exemplars are assigned to
category, such as high typicality or dispersed presenta
This research showed that stereotype change becomes
likely as the likelihood of including the exemplar into
representation of the category increases.

Contrast effects. Whereas the consequences of ass
ing an exemplar to a category are fairly well investiga
relatively little is known about the consequences ofnot
assigning an atypical exemplar to the category. With res
to the evaluation of the exemplar, two possibilities s
apparent. Individuals may either focus on individua
information about the exemplar or assign the targe
another (sub-)category. Their evaluations would then re
these sources of information rather than the initial cate
(cf. Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). It remains an open ques
however, if and how the nonassignment would influe
subsequent processing, including, for example, the inte
tation of the individuating information or the selection

the new (sub-)category and resulting evaluative judgments
Most extant theorizing would seem to imply that there
a
,

-
-

n
of

n
-
;
;

e
-

n

-
he

.
re

t

t

-

should be little impact of the initial category if the exemp
is not assigned to it.

There is, however, also research that provides theor
and empirical support for the contrast effects predicte
the inclusion/exclusion model. With regard to evaluat
of an exemplar, Manis and colleagues demonstrated
category information may create expectancies that s
quently serve as a standard of comparison, resultin
contrast effects (Biernat, Manis, & Nelson, 1991; Ma
Biernat, & Nelson, 1991; Manis & Paskewitz, 1984). Th
considerations suggest, for example, that an aggressiv
havior will be rated as more aggressive when it is perfor
by a female rather than male target (e.g., Costrich, Fein
et al., 1975; Pratto & Bargh, 1991; Skowronski, Carlston
Isham, 1993; Seta & Seta, 1993; Ford, Stangor, & D
1994; for a review, see Biernat, Vescio, & Manis, 199

Moreover, Lambert and Wyer (1990) proposed th
specific exemplar may be compared to the expecta
about the category if the exemplar falls outside the ind
ual’s range of beliefs about the category. In their rese
a particular priest was rated as more trustworthy th
particular businessman when the respective exempla
within the range of participants’ range of beliefs about
group. When the exemplar fell outside the range of t
beliefs, however, contrast effects were observed and
priest was rated less trustworthy than the businessman
forming the same behavior. These assimilation and con
effects reflect that the extremity of the exemplar influen
the likelihood of its inclusion in the respective categor

With regard to contrast effects on evaluations of
group, Kunda and Oleson (1997) have similarly sugge
that the extremity of the exemplar plays a crucial r
Specifically, participants who were exposed to extreme
emplars that violated the stereotype reported even
pronounced stereotypes than control participants that
not exposed to stereotype-inconsistent exemplars. A
tional analyses suggested that these contrast effects
associated with the discrepancy between participants
reotypes and the exemplar and were more likely to em
the more the exemplar was perceived as atypical.1

Finally, Maurer, Park, and Rothbart (1995) reported
ditional evidence for the notion that subtyping proce
may elicit contrast effects. They provided participants w
descriptions of 16 group members. When participants
asked to separate stereotype-consistent from stereoty
consistent members (i.e., under instructions equivale
subtyping instructions) the group was judged more ste
typically than when participants were asked to form sev

1 Note that from our perspective, the extremity (or, more generally
representativeness of the exemplar for the category) is only one

.numerous variables that drive inclusion/exclusion processes (see Schwarz

& Bless, 1992a).
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389CONSEQUENCES OF STEREOTYPE DISCONFIRMATION
subgroups (on the basis of similarities and difference
when no sorting instructions were given.

To summarize, numerous studies suggest that assig
person to a category should result in an assimilation o
exemplar to the group as well as an assimilation of
group to the exemplar. In contrast, the consequenc
excluding an exemplar from the representation of the g
are less well understood, although contrast effects on
uations of the exemplar as well as the group have
reported under conditions that are compatible with the l
of the inclusion/exclusion model. However, most of
available research investigated the consequences of c
rization processes separately for the exemplar versu
group. To our knowledge, few studies have addresse
possibility of a trade-off in evaluations of exemplars
their groups: Do the very same processes that dec
stereotypic judgments of an exemplar increase stereo
judgments of the group and vice versa?2 We assume that th
scarcity of research into this issue is due to a method
ical problem, which we discuss next.

Manipulating Categorization versus Manipulating
the Exemplar or Category

Although all of the reviewed studies emphasized
importance of categorization processes, these proc
were not directly manipulated. Instead, in most cases
categorization of a given exemplar was influenced eithe
(a) varying the features of the exemplar while holding
category constant (e.g., by manipulating the typicality o
exemplar) or (b) by holding the features of the exem
constant while varying the respective categories (e.g.,
vs female). Other studies involved manipulations of i
viduals’ processing capacity or motivation, issues to w
we return in Experiment 2.

While these procedures are appropriate for a numb
research questions, it often remains unclear whethe
obtained effects are due to categorization processes pe
due to variations in the target (see Bless & Wa¨nke, 2000)
For example, are typical exemplars evaluated more st
typically than atypical exemplars because of their cate
inclusion or because they are described by more stereo
consistent features? These ambiguities take on part
importance when we want to address simultaneous e
on the exemplar and the category. To ensure compara

2 In the domain of political judgment, we have demonstrated tha
activation of an untrustworthy politician may decrease the perceived
worthiness of politicians in general, while increasing the trustworthine
other specific individual politicians (Schwarz & Bless, 1992b). On
surface, this finding seems similar. However, in the earlier researc
traced the impact to different categorization processes (inclusion v
exclusion due to the differential width of the categories “politicians

specific exemplars). In contrast, the present studies focus on how the sam
categorization process differentially affects different targets.
a
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of the targets across conditions, the present studies
ployed direct categorization manipulations, holding the
formation about the exemplarand the category constant.3

EXPERIMENT 1

In Experiment 1, participants received a description
moderately atypical exemplar and answered a questio
signed to elicit either (a) the inclusion of the exemplar in
representation formed of his group or (b) the exclusio
the exemplar from this representation. A third group
participants was (c) not exposed to a categorization que
(control condition). We predicted that including the atyp
exemplar in the representation of the group would resu
less stereotypical judgments of the group, but more st
typical judgments of the exemplar (assimilation effec
Conversely, we predicted that excluding the atypical ex
plar from the representation of the group would resu
more stereotypical judgments of the group, but less st
typical judgments of the exemplar (contrast effects). B
on previous results (Bless & Schwarz, 1998) we fur
expected that the size of these effects would be asym
rical. As is commonly assumed in social cognition resea
categorization plays a crucial role in person perception
unless the exemplar is highly atypical, perceivers are li
to categorize exemplars as members of their group. I
many participants in the control condition may sponta
ously include a moderately atypical exemplar in the re
sentation formed of the group, whereas few may spon
ously exclude the exemplar. Accordingly, the effect o
explicit inclusion manipulation may be less pronoun
relative to the control condition than the effect of an exp
exclusion condition.

Method

Participants and Design

One hundred sixty students of the University of Hei
berg, Germany, were randomly assigned to the conditio
a 3 (categorization task: inclusion, exclusion, and no c
gorization)3 2 (evaluation of exemplar vs group) facto
design, with the latter factor varied within participants
addition, we manipulated whether participants respo
first to the questions about the target person and then
the group or vice versa.

s

3 Beyond the methodological implications, it seems that by manipul
the exemplar or the category, researchers have often put too much e
sis on the feature match between exemplar and category. Of cours
is no doubt that stimulus features play an important role in categoriz
processes. We argue, however, that categorization decisions ar
partially driven by the features of the exemplar. The inclusion/exclu

emodel specifies a number of variables that influence categorization process

independently of the feature match between exemplar and category.
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390 BLESS ET AL.
Presentation of exemplar.Participants listened to
tape-recorded description about a specific person pur
edly extracted from a radio program. This person
described as a member of the ethnic group of the R
and Sinti, a group about which many Germans h
strong negative stereotypes (Fonseca, 1995). The de
tion of the target person was based on various pre
and designed to fulfill several purposes. First, the ta
person was described rather favorably. Second, the
scription included elements that indicated that the ex
plar was well integrated into the culture of the Roma
Sinti; for example, it stated that the person respecte
traditions of the Roma and Sinti. Third, at the same ti
the description also included elements suggesting tha
target was somewhat exceptional and not too typica
the group.

Categorization. After listening to the description, pa
ticipants were provided with different questions, purp
edly to test their comprehension of the presented text.
manipulation of the categorization task was embedde
these questions. In one condition, participants were a
how well the person was integrated into the culture of
Roma and Sinti. For their answer, participants were ask
select one out of four alternatives (very well integrated,
integrated, poorly integrated, and not at all integrat
Given the provided information, participants should
spond with “well” or “very well integrated.” This task w
designed to elicit aninclusion of the exemplar into th
group category.

In a second condition we asked participants to assig
target to one out of four response alternatives (refu
Rom, but an exception; German; nationless). Given
provided information, participants should select the op
“he is a Rom, but an exception.” This task was designe
elicit anexclusionof the exemplar from the group catego

In a third condition, participants were provided with
same target description but responded to a question
the text that did not pertain to the target person (no-catego
rization control condition).

Order manipulation. For about half of the participan
the judgments about the target person preceded the
ments about the group, whereas the remaining partici
answered the questions in the reversed order. Thes
order conditions were initially run as two separate stud
Given that the materials and the subject population
identical, the data of both studies were combined for
present report.

Dependent variables.Evaluations of the exemplar a
the group on four stereotype-relevant traits (dirty, crimi
seedy, and superstitious) and six stereotype-irrelevant
(e.g., athletic, stubborn, and complicated) serve as th

pendent variables. All judgments were given on unipolar,
9-point rating scales.
-

-
s
t
-
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-
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o
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Results

We first analyzed participants’ responses to the cate
zation task. The overwhelming majority of participants
sponded in a manner fulfilling our a priori criteria (i.e., th
responded with “very well integrated” or “well integrate
in the inclusion condition and with “Rom, but an excepti
in the exclusion condition). The responses of three pa
pants who did not meet these criteria were dropped
subsequent analyses.

According to our main hypothesis, judgments along
various trait dimensions should depend on the catego
tion task and whether the exemplar or the group was
evaluated. We computed summary scores for the ev
tions of the exemplar and the group that comprised the
stereotype-relevant traits and that ranged from 1 to 9,
higher scores reflecting more stereotypic judgments; C
bach’sa 5 .71 and .66, respectively. We entered this s
into a 3 (inclusion, exclusion, control condition)3 2 (order
of dependent variables, group first vs exemplar first)3 2
judgments about exemplar vs group) ANOVA with the
actor treated as a within-participants factor. The mean
resented in Table 1.
The results of this analysis revealed that the exem
as rated as less stereotypical than the group,M 5 2.45
ersusM 5 4.30, F(1, 137) 5 449.31,p , .001. This

finding was independent of the order condition and indic
that the exemplar was indeed somewhat inconsistent
the beliefs about the group.

First Judgment

Our main hypotheses predicted a differential effect o
categorization task for the exemplar versus the group
ments. To eliminate the possibility that judgments abou
exemplar were simply derived from prior judgments ab
the group (or vice versa) we were most interested in pa
ipants’ first set of trait judgments. As expected, this ana
revealed a differential effect of the categorization task

TABLE 1
Mean Stereotypic Evaluations as a Function of Target,

Categorization, and Order of Dependent Variables

Judgmental target Inclusion Control Exclus

First judgment
Group 3.67 3.84 4.83
Exemplar 2.64 2.33 1.78

Second judgment
Group 4.07 4.53 5.03
Exemplar 2.63 2.68 2.53

Note.Higher scores reflect more stereotypic evaluations.
participants’ evaluations of the exemplar and the group,
F(2, 137) 5 6.83, p , .01, for theinteraction.
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391CONSEQUENCES OF STEREOTYPE DISCONFIRMATION
Specifically, participants in the inclusion condition ev
uated theexemplarmore stereotypically (M 5 2.64) than
participants in the exclusion condition (M 51.78),with the
no-explicit-categorization condition (M 5 2.33) falling in
between,F(2, 137) 5 3.01, p , .05. The inclusion
condition differed from the exclusion condition,t(137) 5
2.42, p , .01, while the no-explicit-categorization con
tion differed from the exclusion,t(137) 5 1.54,p , .07,
but not from the inclusion condition,t , 1 (all planned
contrasts are one-tailed).

The opposite pattern was obtained for participants’ e
uations of thegroup. The group was rated less stereoty
cally (M 5 3.67) in theinclusion condition than in th
exclusion condition (M 5 4.83), with the no-explicit
categorization condition (M 5 3.84) again falling in be
tween,F(2, 137) 5 5.05, p , .05. Again, the inclusion
differed from exclusion condition,t(137) 5 2.94, p ,
.01, while the no-categorization condition differed relia
from the exclusion,t(137) 5 2.50,p , .01, but notfrom
the inclusion,t , 1, conditions.

Finally, as expected, the experimental manipulations
not affect participants’ ratings of the exemplar or the gr
on stereotype-irrelevant traits, allps . .20.

Second Judgment

Not surprisingly, an analysis of the judgments that w
given second (that is after the group or after the exem
judgments, respectively), revealed a somewhat weake
tern, F(2, 137) 5 1.78, p . .10, for theinteraction o
categorization task and judgmental target (exempla
group). Specifically, the group was again rated less st
typically (M 5 4.07) in theinclusion condition than in th
exclusion condition (M 5 5.03), with the control grou
(M 5 4.53) falling in between,F(2, 137) 5 2.28, p ,
.10. As before, the exclusion condition differed relia
from the inclusion condition,t(137) 5 2.14, p , .05,
whereas the differences between the control group an
inclusion and exclusion condition did not reach sign
cance,t(137) 5 1.03, ns, and t(137) 5 1.08, ns.4

The evaluations of the exemplar that were assessed
the group evaluations are less comparable to those
ments that were given prior to the group judgments, an
impact of the categorization task was observed,F , 1. As
an be seen in Table 1, the weaker pattern for the se
udgments is primarily due to the absence of effects on
xemplar evaluations, three-way interaction of order, c

4 In addition, we ran anonfactorial controlcondition with participant
who did not receive any information about the exemplar and conseq
evaluated only the group. This nonfactorial control group was run on
the study in which the exemplar evaluation preceded the group evalu
These participants produced ratings similar to the no-categorization g

which was provided with the information about the exemplar but did not
receive a categorization task (M 5 4.61 vsM 5 4.53), t , 1.
r
t-

-

e

r
-

d

-

orization, and judgmental target,F(2, 137)5 3.89,p ,
.05.

Discussion

In summary, the same information about a modera
atypical exemplar had different effects on judgments o
exemplar and of the group, depending on the categoriz
of the exemplar elicited by knowledge questions. When
induced participants to include the (inconsistent) exem
into the group category, the group was evaluated less
reotypically than when we induced participants to exc
the exemplar from the category. Importantly, however,
same manipulations resulted in a reversed pattern of
uations of the exemplar. When the exemplar was inclu
into the group category, he was rated as more stereoty
than when he was excluded from the group categor
combination, these findings highlight that manipulati
that decrease the stereotypicality of judgments abou
group can increase the stereotypicality of judgments a
the exemplar and vice versa.

This trade-off is consistent with the predictions of
inclusion/exclusion model. Including an atypical exem
in the representation of the group results in a less st
typical representation of the group, which now contain
atypical exemplar, but in a more stereotypical represe
tion of the exemplar, which now contains features der
from group membership. Both of these assimilation eff
are presumably based on changes in the represen
formed of the respective target of judgment. On the o
hand, the observed contrast effect on judgments of the g
is presumably based on changes in the standard of co
ison. Given that the representation of the group did
include the exemplar to begin with, the exclusion man
lation is unlikely to change the representation formed o
group. However, the excluded atypical exemplar ma
used in constructing a standard of comparison, relativ
which the group seems all the more stereotypical. Fin
changes in the representation of the exemplar as we
changes in the standard may contribute to the obta
contrast effect on judgments of the exemplar, obse
under exclusion conditions. On the one hand, the exclu
of the exemplar from the group decreases the likelihood
group-related information enters the representation o
exemplar. On the other hand, it increases the likelihood
the group serves as a standard of comparison, relati
which the exemplar seems all the less stereotypical.

Two other aspects of the obtained findings deserve
tional attention. First, we observed that the exclusion
dition differed reliably from the no-explicit-categorizati
condition, whereas the inclusion condition did not. T
pattern is consistent with conceptualizations in the ste
.
,

type change literature, which suggest that moderately atyp-
ical exemplars are spontaneously included in the represen-
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392 BLESS ET AL.
tation formed of the group—at least under conditions of
processing motivation or low processing capacity (e.g.,
erbyt, Coull, & Rocher, 1999). If so, many participants
the no-explicit-categorization condition may have made
same categorization as the participants in the inclu
condition, rendering it difficult to observe reliable diff
ences between these conditions. Obviously, it is quite
ficult to predict the spontaneous categorization of a spe
exemplar, as this categorization is highly dependent o
specific materials and might thus vary from study to st
If so, we should obtain reliable differences between in
sion and exclusion conditions, as in the present study
rather unreliable effects with regard to any differences to
control group.

Second, we observed that the categorization manipul
influenced the group evaluations independently of the o
of the dependent variables, whereas the exemplar ev
tions were only affected when they preceded the g
evaluations. As shown in Table 1, excluding the exem
resulted in a contrast effect when the exemplar evalu
preceded, but not when it followed, the group evalua
We observed such carryover effects of preceding ev
tions of the superordinate category on subsequent
ments of an exemplar in a number of previous studies
Schwarz & Bless, 1992b; Stapel & Schwarz, 1998; see
Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988). Presumably, these ef
reflect that preceding group evaluations render featur
the group highly accessible and increase the likelihood
these features are included in the representation o
exemplar, unless the exemplar is highly atypical. Given
our discussion of the differential impact on judgments o
exemplar and the group is based primarily on the un
taminated first judgments, we refrain from further spec
tions regarding this ancillary finding, pending more di
empirical evidence as to its origins.

In combination, the present results highlight a previo
unobserved trade-off in the evaluation of atypical exemp
and their groups: Categorizations that decrease the s
typicality of judgments about the group increase the ste
typicality of judgments about the exemplar and vice ve
although multiple judgments of both targets may compli
this picture.

EXPERIMENT 2

Theoretically, we assume that the categorization ef
observed in Experiment 1 are mediated by a differentia
of the category membership information. In evaluating
exemplar, the category membership information can
used to form either a representation of the exemplar (in
sion condition), resulting in an assimilation of the exem
toward the stereotype, or a representation of a compa

standard (exclusion condition), resulting in a contrast effect.
If assimilation as well as contrast effects are mediated by
t

n
r
-

-
-
,

s
f
t
e

o-
-

n

how the category information is used, thenboth effects
should be attenuated by conditions that generally re
reliance on category membership information. Accordin
various models of person perception, the use of cate
information versus individuating information depends
individuals’ processing motivation and processing capa
(e.g., Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Bre
1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989). Spe
cally, individuals are more likely to rely on category inf
mation when processing motivation and/or processing
pacity is low. Conversely, increasing individua
processing motivation usually decreases their relianc
category membership information. If so, the effects
served in Experiment 1 should be attenuated under c
tions of high processing motivation.

In addition, the impact of including a given piece
information in the representation formed of a target, or
standard, decreases with the amount of other inform
that enters the respective representation (for a more
tended discussion of this “set-size” hypothesis, see B
Igou, Schwarz, & Wa¨nke, 2000; Schwarz & Bless, 1992a5

To the extent that highly motivated individuals retrie
more information in constructing their mental represe
tions of the target and of a standard of comparison,
dilution of the representation may further attenuate
otherwise observed assimilation and contrast effects.

Besides investigating the role of processing motiva
Experiment 2 was designed to address two methodolo
issues. First, we wanted to rule out the possibility that
obtained effects were somehow specific to the experim
materials used. Accordingly, the exemplar used in Ex
ment 2 was a member of a different group (nuns) perfo
ing different behaviors. Second, we wanted to addres
issue that the manipulations used in Experiment 1
rather direct. Although we again focused on the co
quences (rather than the determinants) of categoriz
processes, we employed more subtle manipulations. R
cating the findings of Experiment 1 with a different se
stimuli and more subtle manipulations would support
generality of the findings.

Consistent with models that conceptualize the impa
processing motivation in person perception (Brewer, 1
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989), Experimen

5 Note that there are two different implications of processing motiva
capacity with respect to the inclusion/exclusion model. First, proce
motivation may affect the likelihood of using category information du
information acquisition and encoding. Second, processing motivatio
pacity may differentially influence the processing that is undertaken
actually making judgments. The model holds that the various step
may trigger exclusion require a certain amount of motivation/capacity.
implies that under low capacity/motivation conditions, assimilation ef
are more likely, while under high capacity/motivation conditions, con
effects are more likely (for related evidence, see Martin, Seta, & C

1990). As the present study focuses on the first aspect, we induced
processing motivation prior to encoding.
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393CONSEQUENCES OF STEREOTYPE DISCONFIRMATION
focused on evaluations of the exemplar. We expecte
replicate the assimilation and contrast effects obtaine
Experiment 1 and predicted that these effects woul
substantially reduced when processing motivation is
creased.

Method

Participants and Design

Ninety-four students of the University of Heidelbe
Germany, were randomly assigned to experimental co
tions of a 3 (categorization task: inclusion, exclusion,
no-categorization control group)3 2 (processing motiva
tion: high vs low) between-subjects factorial design.

Presentation of target person.As in Experiment 1, pa
ticipants listened via a Walkman to a tape-recorded descr
of a specific person, who was described as a nun. In prete
had identified stereotype-consistent, stereotype-incons
and neutral traits. Again, the description of the target pe
was based on various pretests and was designed to
several purposes. As in Experiment 1, the description con
of some elements indicating that the exemplar was typica
the group, as well as some elements suggesting that the
was somewhat atypical for the group.

Accountability. We informed half of the participan
that the main purpose of the study was to pretest the u
the “Walkman procedure” to determine whether this te
nique could be used for further studies (low accountability).
In contrast, the other participants were told that som
them would later be asked to justify their judgments (high
accountability; see Tetlock, 1983). This manipulation
accountability was introduced to vary participants’ proc
ing motivation at the time of encoding, presumably res
ing in a differential reliance on category membership in
mation (cf. Bodenhausen, Kramer, & Su˘sser, 1994; Nelso
Acker, & Manis, 1996; Pendry & Macrae, 1996).6

Categorization. After listening to the description, pa
ticipants were provided with different tasks, purportedl
test their comprehension of the presented information.
manipulation of the categorization task was embedde
these questions. As in Experiments 1, we manipulate
categorization of the exemplar through direct question
the inclusion condition,participants were asked two qu
ions pertaining to (a) the number of years the target
een a nun (response alternatives: “4,” “14,” or “24 yea
nd (b) where the target person was working (resp
lternatives: “at a kindergarten,” “at a convent,” or “in
hurch community”). Given the provided information, p
icipants should respond with “24 years” and “convent

6 Although it was not the case in the present set of findings, it shou
noted that manipulations of accountability have also been demonstra
r
t

elicit more stereotypic judgments (see Lambert, Cronen, Chasteen, &
Lickel, 1996).
-

e
t,

ll
d

et

f

In the exclusioncondition, participants were asked t
questions pertaining (a) to how the target felt about
convent (response alternatives: “totally satisfied,” “diss
fied with some aspects,” “totally dissatisfied”) and (b) to
target’s commitment to her convent (response alterna
“very committed and actively recruiting new membe
“sees the convent as her only possibility to fulfill her goa
and “considers leaving the convent”). Given the provi
information, participants should select the options “tot
dissatisfied” and “considers leaving the convent.”

In the no-categorization control condition,participants
were provided with the same target description as in
inclusion and the exclusion condition, but responded to
questions that did not pertain to the target person.

Dependent variables.Ratings of the exemplar on s
reotype-consistent (pious, inhibited, serious, modest, g
natured, naive), stereotype-inconsistent (progressive,
ically minded, athletic, independent), or stereoty
irrelevant (exact, skillful, musical) traits served as
dependent variables. All judgments were given on unip
7-point rating scales.

The trait selection was based on a pretest with 15 pa
ipants who did not participate in Experiment 2. Particip
were provided with a total of 35 traits and indicated for e
trait whether they thought it was consistent, inconsisten
irrelevant with respect to the stereotype about nuns. Fo
traits used in the main experiment, we required that at
80% of the participants agreed on the trait being consis
inconsistent, or irrelevant.

Results and Discussion

We first analyzed participants’ responses to the cate
zation task. We excluded three participants from the su
quent analyses, as they did not fulfill our a priori criter

We computed a summary score by first averaging pa
ipants’ judgments on the stereotype-consistent and th
reotype-inconsistent traits. We then subtracted the sco
stereotype-inconsistent traits from the score for the st
type-consistent traits. The resulting score could range
26 to 16, with higher scores reflecting more stereoty
judgments, Cronbach’sa 5 .68. We entered this score in

3 (inclusion, exclusion, control condition)3 2 (low versus
igh accountability) factorial ANOVA. As predicted, p

icipants’ evaluations of the exemplar were a function
heir processing motivation and the categorization tas
ndicated by a significant interaction effect,F(2, 85) 5
.97, p , .01. Therelevant means are shown in Table
Under low accountabilityconditions, the results rep

ated the findings of Experiment 1. Participants who
ponded to the inclusion questions evaluated the exe
ore stereotypically (M 5 1.11) than participants who
esponded to the exclusion questions (M 5 20.07), with
he control group (M 5 .66) falling in between,F(2,



d

the

f th

e
ly.
val-
r the
vatio
ns o

an
sion
ent
fects
nip-

was
the

oun
tion
ore-
truct
rd o
gor

ion
sion
l in-
sion
. As
ratel
ego

oriza
eval
self.

crip-
tion
van-
llows
f the
g of

acter-
ntial
igu-
pre-
ibit
the
es of
ced-
e re-

ined
f the
r the
ory.

rcep-
ntion
ally
rcep-
he
be-

face a
be

the
typi-
the

ation
plar
less

e to-
en-
s of

on of
ed in
mon-

eases
the
ste-
&

ch in
tereo-

ereo-
995;

tion

n

394 BLESS ET AL.
85) 5 3.70, p , .05. Theexclusion condition differe
from the inclusion condition,t(85) 5 2.85, p , .01, as
well as from the control condition,t(85) 5 1.86,p , .03,
whereas the control group did not differ reliably from
inclusion condition,t(85) 5 1.08, p , .14 (all planned
contrasts tested one-tailed). As expected, this impact o
categorization task was not obtained forhigh accountability
participants,F . 1, Ms 5 2.04, .33, and .61 for th
inclusion, control, and exclusion conditions, respective

Although the results of Experiment 2 are limited to e
uations of the exemplar, they provide further support fo
assumed mediating processes. When processing moti
was low, we again observed more stereotypic evaluatio
the exemplar when the knowledge questions invited
inclusion of exemplar into the group rather than exclu
from the group. The similarity of the patterns of Experim
1 and 2 demonstrates the reliability of the observed ef
across different stimuli and different categorization ma
ulations.

As predicted, the impact of the categorization task
eliminated when participants’ processing motivation at
time of encoding was increased. Presumably, the acc
able participants focused on the individuating informa
and relied less on category membership information. M
over, they may have retrieved more information to cons
mental representations of the exemplar and of a standa
comparison, thus further decreasing the impact of cate
membership information.

Note that, similar to Experiment 1, the control condit
was again closer to the inclusion than to the exclu
condition, suggesting that in the absence of additiona
structions our stimulus materials triggered an inclu
rather than an exclusion of the presented exemplar
discussed above, this tendency reflects that mode
atypical exemplars are likely to be spontaneously cat
rized as group members.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The present studies addressed how different categ
tions of a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar influence
uations of the exemplar’s group and of the exemplar it

TABLE 2
Mean Stereotypic Evaluations as a Function of Categoriza

and Accountability for Experiment 2

Accountability Inclusion Control Exclusio

Low 1.11 .66 2.07
High 2.04 .33 .61

Note.Higher scores reflect more stereotypic evaluations.
We manipulated the categorization of the exemplar through
direct questions, whereas previous research relied o
e

n
f

t-

f
y

y
-

-
-

changes in the description of the exemplar, or the des
tion of the group, to influence participants’ categoriza
processes. Both procedures have their own (dis-)ad
tages. On the one hand, the direct-questions strategy a
researchers to hold all features of the exemplar and o
group constant. It therefore avoids the usual confoundin
categorization processes and exemplar or group char
istics, which would have rendered the predicted differe
effects on exemplar and group evaluations highly amb
ous. On the other hand, the direct-questions strategy
cludes the examination of conditions that foster or inh
different spontaneous categorizations. Accordingly,
present research focused solely on the consequenc
different categorizations and did not address their ante
ents, which have been the focus of stereotype chang
search.

Using direct categorization manipulations, we obta
assimilation as well as contrast effects on judgments o
exemplar as well as the group, depending on whethe
exemplar was included in, or excluded from, the categ
Although the role of categorization processes in the pe
tion of exemplars and groups has received ample atte
in the social cognition literature, this literature has typic
focused on only one aspect: either the effect on the pe
tion of the exemplaror the effect on the perception of t
group. When both are considered in combination, it
comes apparent that attempts to reduce stereotyping
difficult trade-off: What is good for the group is likely to
bad for the exemplar and vice versa.

The Consequences of Inclusion

When a moderately atypical exemplar is assigned to
category, the group is likely to be evaluated less stereo
cally, and the exemplar more stereotypically, than when
exemplar is excluded from the category. These assimil
effects presumably reflect that the inclusion of the exem
in the representation formed of the group results in a
stereotypical representation of the group. By the sam
ken, however, inclusion of the exemplar in the group
riches the representation of the exemplar with feature
the group, resulting in a more stereotypical representati
the exemplar. Both of these effects have been discuss
previous research. Research in person perception de
strated that assigning an exemplar to a category incr
the likelihood that the exemplar will be evaluated on
basis of the implications of category membership (i.e.,
reotypically; for overviews, see Brewer, 1988; Fiske
Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989). Conversely, resear
stereotype change has demonstrated that assigning s
type-inconsistent exemplar to a category results in st
type change (Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1
Weber & Crocker, 1983).
n
The joint analysis of both effects highlights, however,

that the generally desirable reduction of group stereotyping
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395CONSEQUENCES OF STEREOTYPE DISCONFIRMATION
comes at a cost: The same process that attenuate
stereotype that perceivers hold about the group incre
stereotypic judgments of the atypical exemplar. Moreo
in order to change individuals’ stereotypes about the gr
we need to ensure that they apply the stereotype to
atypical exemplar, with the observed negative conseque
for the exemplar. Thus, there is a dynamic trade-off betw
the evaluative enhancement of the atypical exemplar an
relevant social group. Conditions that promote genera
benefits for the group come at the cost of reduced enh
ment of the exemplar, while conditions that produce gre
personalized benefits for the exemplar are associated
less enhancement of the group. Supporting this assum
reducing individuals’ cognitive resources has been dem
strated to increase stereotypic judgments about specifi
gets (e.g, Bodenhausen et al., 1999), but to do dec
stereotypic judgments about the group (e.g., Yzerbyt e
1999).

The Consequences of Exclusion

When a moderately atypical exemplar is excluded f
the category, the group is likely to be evaluated m
stereotypically, whereas the exemplar is likely to be ev
ated less stereotypically. Given that the atypical exem
was not part of the representation of the group to begin
the contrast effect on judgments of the group can be tr
to the use of the exemplar in the construction of a rele
standard of comparison. The contrast effect on judgmen
the exemplar, on the other hand, may reflect the use o
group as a standard of comparison as well as the abse
category membership information in the representa
formed of the exemplar.

Again, the obtained findings suggest that the gene
desirable reduction of stereotypic judgments of exem
comes at a cost, this time in form of an increase in
perceived stereotypicality of the group. Most importan
the presented findings indicate that the accessibility o
inconsistent exemplar may increase rather than dec
stereotypic judgments when the exemplar is excluded
the representation formed of the group. This finding c
verges with evidence reported by Maurer et al. (1995),
observed that, under conditions in which participants w
induced to subtype atypical group members, the group
whole was subsequently evaluated more stereotyp
than under control conditions. Relatedly, Kunda and Ol
(1997) reported that the activation of a stereotype-inco
tent exemplars resulted in more stereotypic evaluation
the group when an extremely stereotype-inconsistent e
plar was activated (contrast), whereas assimilation ef
were observed when a less extreme exemplar was acti
Kunda and Oleson traced the assimilation and con
effects to the different categorizations elicited by the m

or less extreme exemplars. We agree that extremity of an
exemplar may influence its categorization and hence the
e
s
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emergence of assimilation and contrast effects. We em
size, however, that the extremity, or, more generally,
representativeness of the exemplar for the category, is
one of the numerous variables that can influence cate
zation processes. Theoretically, any variable that influe
the categorization of an exemplar can determine the e
gence of assimilation or contrast effects (see Schwa
Bless, 1992a), providing a rich agenda for future rese

Implications of Intergroup Relations

The trade-off pattern demonstrated in our participa
judgments highlights an important aspect of intergroup
lations that is not well captured by current theories
intergroup contact. Prevailing models of contact sug
that encountering an admirably ethical used car sales
an honest Rom, or a fun-loving nun will result in m
favorable evaluations of both the exemplar and the res
tive group. Our, as well as related, findings indicate, h
ever, that the situation is not so straightforward. Becau
the dynamic and inherently comparative nature of so
judgment, what is good for the exemplar may not be g
for the group and vice versa. Much depends on how
exemplar is categorized.

While previous research has emphasized the impor
of categorization processes, some of the consequenc
excluding an exemplar from a category have often b
missed. We agree, for example, with Kunda and Ole
(1995) that the exclusion of a specific exemplar durin
subtyping process blocks a change of themental represen
tation of the group. Failing to change this representa
however, does not necessarily imply that theevaluationof
the group does not change, as indicated by the findin
Kunda and Oleson (1997) as well as the present rese
The representation of the group itself is only one of
representations needed to arrive at an evaluation, an
excluded exemplar may affect the other representa
namely the representation of the standard against whic
group is judged. Hence, changes in the evaluation o
group may be obtained in the presence of changes i
mental representation (as in Maurer et al., 1995) as we
their absence (as in Kunda & Oleson, 1997).

With respect to the evaluation of the exemplar, sev
studies demonstrated that category information may s
as a standard of comparison, resulting in contrast effec
judgments of the exemplar (e.g., Biernat, Manis, & Nel
1991; Costrich, Feinstein, et al., 1975; Manis, Bierna
Nelson, 1991; Manis & Paskewitz, 1984). Manis and Pa
witz (1984) investigated the possibility that category in
mation may result in both assimilationand contrast effect
on exemplars. They traced the contrast effect to the u
the category as a standard of comparison and the ass
tion effect to impact of category information on the in

pretation of the exemplar’s individuating behaviors (see
also Stapel, Koomen, & van der Pligt, 1996). Going beyond
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396 BLESS ET AL.
this evidence, the present approach emphasizes (a) th
sibility of contrast effects on judgments of the category
(b) the importance of categorization processes (see
Lambert & Wyer, 1990) as a determinant of both assim
tion and contrast effects.

In sum, the present findings emphasize two impo
issues. The same categorization process (inclusion)
decreases the stereotypicality of judgments about the g
increases the stereotypicality of judgments about an e
plar. Conversely, the same categorization process (e
sion) that decreases the stereotypicality of judgments a
the exemplar increases the stereotypicality of judgm
about the group. Hence, attempts to decrease the stere
cality of either judgment always come at the cost of incr
ing the stereotypicality of the respective other judgm
The underlying processes can be fruitfully conceptualize
terms of the inclusion/exclusion model (Schwarz & Ble
1992a), which addresses the general construal proc
involved in forming representations of targets and s
dards. This model provides an integrative framework
highlights the functional equivalence of numerous varia
that have typically been addressed in isolation, ranging
the awareness of an undue influence to the antecede
different categorizations and the influence of conversat
norms. Each of these variables can influence how a g
piece of information isused,which in turn determines th
emergence of assimilation or contrast effects. Many of t
variables have not received attention in stereotyping
search and the present findings suggest that their syste
exploration will enhance our understanding of the cogn
dynamics of stereotyping and stereotype change.
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