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We report two studies investigating the impact of how a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar is categorized. In both studies, participants
were presented with a description about a specific target and worked on different categorization tasks. Categorization tasks eliciting
an inclusion of the target into the group category resulted in less stereotypic judgments about the group and in more stereotypic
judgments about the target compared to categorization tasks eliciting exclusion of the target from the category. The results suggest that
under exclusion conditions, a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar can increase stereotypic judgments about the group (Experiment 1).
Experiment 2 shows that these categorization effects are attenuated if participants’ processing motivation is increased at the encoding
stage. The importance of a range of psychological variables that can influence the categorization, and thus the impact, of atypical
exemplars is discussedo 2001 Academic Press

It is widely believed that used car salesmen are greedysalesman? How would such a person be evaluated, giv
untrustworthy, and notoriously dishonest. The accuracy oboth his positive personal qualities and his simultaneol
this stereotype is open to question, but even if these beliefassociation with a negatively evaluated group? And ho
were largely correct, there surely would be at least one omight evaluations of used car salesmen in general be .
two exceptions. What happens when perceivers encount@scted by encountering this atypical group member? Tt
individuals who clearly defy stereotypes about their socialyyestion of how disconfirming evidence affects our belief
groups, such as a generous and scrupulously ethical used s 5 long history in psychology (e.g., Piaget, 1952). In tf

domain of social psychology, the contact hypothesis pr
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CONSEQUENCES OF STEREOTYPE DISCONFIRMATION 387

This optimistic view of intergroup relations has been The Inclusion/Exclusion Model
called into question on several fronts (for a recent review, . o
- - We conceptualize the role of categorization processes
see Stephan & Stephan, 1996). One principal limiting con- . : ) .
o . . - terms of the inclusion/exclusion model of judgment, pro
dition is the possibility that the atypical group member will
not be seen as representative of the group as a whole. Th

is, he or she may be excluded from the perceiver's ment an, and Fazio (1983); Kahneman and Miller (1986); ar

representation of the social group in question (e.g., A”portMartin and colleagues (Martin, 1986; Martin, Seta, & Cre
1954; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber & Crocker, 1983)'Iia, 1990). The model assumes that evaluative judgmer

Will the likeable disconfirmer. pe contrasted with _the dis- require a mental representation of the target as well as
liked group gnder these condmon; and hence be liked evefépresentation of a standard, against which the target
more? That is, does a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar begy yated. Both representations are constructed on the
efit from membership in a disliked group? And conversely,anq include chronically as well as temporarily accessib
would the group seem even more dislikable by contrast tQ,formation (Higgins, 1996). How a given piece of infor-
the likeable person? That is, does a stereotype-inconsistepiation influences the judgment depends on how the infc
exemplar increase stereotypic judgments about the grougaation isused.
In the present article, we propose that evaluations of atyp- Accessible information that iscludedin the represen-
ical exemplars and the groups to which they belong argation formed of the target results in assimilation effect:
profoundly influenced by how the exemplar is categorizedThus, including a favorable exemplar (e.g., Colin Powell) i
Furthermore, in contrast to the prediction of the contacthe representation formed of a group (e.g., the Republic
hypothesis, we demonstrate a trade-off between the evalgrarty) results in more positive judgments of the grou
ative enhancement of the exemplar and the group. SpecifiStapel & Schwarz, 1998; see also Bless & Schwarz, 199
cally, we show that the very conditions that promote moreConversely, including an unfavorable exemplar results
favorable assessments of an atypical exemplar result in lessore negative judgments of the group (Schwarz & Bles
favorable assessments of the group, whereas conditions thB992b). These observations are consistent with models
promote more favorable assessments of the group result stereotype change, which assume that stereotype-incon
less favorable evaluations of the atypical exemplar. tent exemplars can change the stereotype about the gro
provided that they are included in the representation form
(Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995; Weber &
Categorization Processes in Social Evaluation Crocker, 1983). By the same token, the inclusion of grot

The central role of categorization processes in per:sorqnemberShIp |nf0rmatlon m_the_: re_presentatlon formed of tf
exemplar results in an assimilation of the exemplar eval

pere eption and _stereotyplng 'S w!dely a_cknowledged acrOSgtions to the group evaluations, as demonstrated in ster
various theoretical approaches in social psychology (AII-t ing research (see Hamilton & Sherman, 1994)
port, 1954, Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Lipp- y[?-|o§\]/vever accessible information is not ,alwa s. used |
mann, 1922; Tajfel, 1981; for reviews, see Hamilton & ' y

) constructing a representation of the target of judgment. T
S.herman, 1994; Mac'rae & 'Bodenhausen, 2.0.00)' Whetherig the case when they assume that the information does |
given target person is assigned to a specific category h

> for iud b h Fear on the target (e.g., Bless & Wke, 2000) or that the
Important consequences for judgments about the targgfs,mation came to mind due to an irrelevant reason (e.(

(e.g., Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brewey,qmpardi; Higgins, & Bargh, 1987; Strack, Schwarz, Bles:
1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) as well as judgments aboukﬂbler, & Wanke, 1993). Moreover, conversational norm:

the group (e.g., Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 1995,y prohibit the repeated use of information that has ¢
Weber & Crocker, 1983). ready been provided earlier (e.g., Schwarz, Strack, & Ma

Most of the available research focusedéther on the 1991; Strack, Martin, & Schwarz, 1988). In such case
categorization processes involved in person percefiion jnformation that is excluded from the representation of th
the categorization processes involved in stereotype changgrget may be used in constructing a relevant standard
In contrast, the present article explores how categorizatiogomparison. If the valence of this information is more
processes simultaneously, and differentially, affect judgextreme than the valence of other information used in co
ments of an exempland a category. Moreover, we focus structing the standard, it results in a more extreme stand:
on the consequences rather than the antecedents of categ@-comparison and hence in contrast effects on subsequ
rization processes. Before we discuss the available researflidgments (see Schwarz & Bless, 1992a, for a more detail
on person perception and stereotype change, we brieflyiscussion). Accordingly, a highly favorable exemplar the
outline the conceptual framework in which the presentis excluded from the representation formed of a group m:
research is embedded. be used in constructing a standard of comparison, resulti

%?sed by Schwarz and Bless (1992a), which builds c
revious theorizing by Barsalou (1987, 1989); Herr, She
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in less favorable judgments of the group (e.g., Stapel &hould be little impact of the initial category if the exempla
Schwarz, 1998). Conversely, the group may serve as & not assigned to it.

standard in evaluating the exemplar under these conditions, There is, however, also research that provides theoreti
resulting in an even more favorable judgment of the exemand empirical support for the contrast effects predicted |
plar. the inclusion/exclusion model. With regard to evaluation
of an exemplar, Manis and colleagues demonstrated tl
category information may create expectancies that sub

A large body of research in person perception and steduently serve as a standard of comparison, resulting
reotyping is compatible with these general process assumggontrast effects (Biernat, Manis, & Nelson, 1991; Mani
tions. Biernat, & Nelson, 1991; Manis & Paskewitz, 1984). Thei

Assimilation effects. With respect to evaluations of the considerations suggest, for example, that an aggressive
exemplar, numerous studies indicate that the categorizatidmavior will be rated as more aggressive when it is performe
of a person as a member of a group decreases the impact oy a female rather than male target (e.g., Costrich, Feinste
individuating information about the person, resulting inetal., 1975; Pratto & Bargh, 1991; Skowronski, Carlston, «
judgments based on group membership. Thus, assigning dsham, 1993; Seta & Seta, 1993; Ford, Stangor, & Dua
exemplar to a social category increases stereotypic judgt994; for a review, see Biernat, Vescio, & Manis, 1998).
ments of the exemplar (e.g., Bodenhausen & Macrae, 1998; Moreover, Lambert and Wyer (1990) proposed that
Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brewer, 1988pecific exemplar may be compared to the expectatio
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). In other words, the evaluation ofabout the category if the exemplar falls outside the indivic
the exemplar is assimilated toward the implications of theyal's range of beliefs about the category. In their researc
stereotype. a particular priest was rated as more trustworthy than

With respect to evaluations of the group, the inclusion Ofparticular businessman when the respective exemplar f
an exemplar in the mental representation formed of th&ithin the range of participants’ range of beliefs about th
group results in assimilation effects on the groupjudgment@roup_ When the exemplar fell outside the range of the
(e.g., Bless & Schwarz, 1998; Stapel & Schwarz, 1998)yajiefs however, contrast effects were observed and t

T:]"S procehgsh|s d%t the hehart OL research into StefreOtypﬁriest was rated less trustworthy than the businessman
change, which addresses how the categorization of an exgin g the same behavior. These assimilation and contr:

emplar influences the knowledge structure pertaining to th%ffects reflect that the extremity of the exemplar influence
igtge?go\;\)//e(beé?é 'éi‘)’vcsktgrnel' 9%3%?4{/\/?:?: S‘i‘ercégsog'_ii?gf_the likelihood of its inclusion in the respective category.
' ' ' P With regard to contrast effects on evaluations of th

sistent exemplar is assigned to the category, the evaluation _
of the group will reflect the implications of the inconsistent 2/ 04P: Kunda and Oleson (1997) have similarly suggest

exemplar, resulting in less stereotypic judgments. Stereot-hat Fhe extremle_ of the exemplar plays a crucial role
ecifically, participants who were exposed to extreme €

type change research focused on variables that increase 8 | hat violated th q
likelihood that inconsistent exemplars are assigned to th§mplars that violated the stereotype reported even mc

category, such as high typicality or dispersed presentatiorﬁronounced stereotypes thal_w contr.ol participants that we
This research showed that stereotype change becomes mdl@t €xposed to stereotype-inconsistent exemplars. Ad
likely as the likelihood of including the exemplar into the tional analyses suggested that these contrast effects w
representation of the category increases. associated with the discrepancy between participants’ s

Contrast effects. Whereas the consequences of assignieotypes and the exemplar and were more likely to emer
ing an exemplar to a category are fairly well investigated,the more the exemplar was perceived as atypical.
relatively little is known about the consequences nof Finally, Maurer, Park, and Rothbart (1995) reported a
assigning an atypical exemplar to the category. With respedlitional evidence for the notion that subtyping processt
to the evaluation of the exemplar, two possibilities seemmay elicit contrast effects. They provided participants wit
apparent. Individuals may either focus on individuatingdescriptions of 16 group members. When participants we
information about the exemplar or assign the target tcasked to separate stereotype-consistent from stereotype
another (sub-)category. Their evaluations would then refleatonsistent members (i.e., under instructions equivalent
these sources of information rather than the initial categongubtyping instructions) the group was judged more stere
(cf. Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). It remains an open questiontypically than when participants were asked to form sever
however, if and how the nonassignment would influence

subsequent processing, including, for example, the interpre- | . .
tation of the individuating information or the selection of Note that from our perspective, the extremity (or, more generally,
9 representativeness of the exemplar for the category) is only one of t

the new (SUb')Categgry and resulting eval_uative judgmentsyymerous variables that drive inclusion/exclusion processes (see Schu
Most extant theorizing would seem to imply that there& Bless, 1992a).

Available Evidence
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subgroups (on the basis of similarities and differences) oof the targets across conditions, the present studies e
when no sorting instructions were given. ployed direct categorization manipulations, holding the ir
To summarize, numerous studies suggest that assigningfarmation about the exempland the category constant.
person to a category should result in an assimilation of the
exemplar to the group as well as an assimilation of the
group to the exemplar. In contrast, the consequences of
excluding an exemplar from the representation of the group

are less well understood, although contrast effects on eval- In Experiment 1, participants received a description of

uations of the exemplar as well as the group have beemoderately atypical exemplar and answered a question «

reported under conditions that are compatible with the Iogics'gned to elicit either (a) the inclusion of the exemplar in th

of the inclusion/exclusion model. However, most of therepresentation formed_ of his group or (b) the.exclusion (
available research investigated the consequences of cate e _e_xemplar from this representation. A t.h|rd. group ¢
rization processes separately for the exemplar versus t ariicipants was (c) not exposed o a categorization quest

group. To our knowledge, few studies have addressed th control cqndition). We predi.cted that including the atypice
possibility of a trade-off in evaluations of exemplars andexemplar In the representation of the group would result

their groups: Do the very same processes that decrea%%s.S stereotypical judgments of the group, but more stere

stereotypic judgments of an exemplar increase stereotypi pical Ju<|jgments Of. the ?]xempl?r (_a55|rr]n |Iat|or! elffects,
judgments of the group and vice ver$&®e assume that the onversely, we predicted .t at excluding the atypica exer
scarcity of research into this issue is due to a methodologpIar from the r(_apre.sentann of the group would result i
ical problem, which we discuss next. more s‘FereotyplcaI judgments of the group, but less stere
typical judgments of the exemplar (contrast effects). Bast

on previous results (Bless & Schwarz, 1998) we furthe
Manipulating Categorization versus Manipulating expected that the size of these effects would be asymm
the Exemplar or Category rical. As is commonly assumed in social cognition researc
categorization plays a crucial role in person perception a

Although all of the reviewed studies emphasized the, a5 the exemplar is highly atypical, perceivers are like

importance_ of catego_rization processes, these PrOCESSES categorize exemplars as members of their group. If s
were not directly manipulated. Instead, in most cases thg,,ny participants in the control condition may spontan
categorization of a given exemplar was influenced either bYJust include a moderately atypical exemplar in the repr
(a) varying the features of the exemplar while holding thesentation formed of the group, whereas few may spontar
category constant (e.g., by manipulating the typicality of theously exclude the exemplar. Accordingly, the effect of a
exemplar) or (b) by holding the features of the exemplafeypicit inclusion manipulation may be less pronounce

constant while varying the respective categories (€.9., Malgy|ative to the control condition than the effect of an explic
vs female). Other studies involved manipulations of indi- oy |usion condition.

viduals’ processing capacity or motivation, issues to which
we return in Experiment 2.

While these procedures are appropriate for a number of
research questions, it often remains unclear whether thaticipants and Design
obtained effects are due to categorization processes per se or
due to variations in the target (see Bless &Wa, 2000). One hundred sixty students of the University of Heidel
For example, are typical exemplars evaluated more stere®erg, Germany, were randomly assigned to the conditions
typically than atypical exemplars because of their categor@ 3 (Categorization task: inclusion, exclusion, and no cat
inclusion or because they are described by more stereotyp@orization)x 2 (evaluation of exemplar vs group) factorial
consistent features? These ambiguities take on particuldtesign, with the latter factor varied within participants. It
importance when we want to address simultaneous effec@ddition, we manipulated whether participants respond

on the exemplar and the category. To ensure comparabilitfirst to the questions about the target person and then ab
the group or vice versa.

EXPERIMENT 1

Method

%In the domain of political judgment, we have demonstrated that the

activation of an untrustworthy politician may decrease the perceived trust- * Beyond the methodological implications, it seems that by manipulatir
worthiness of politicians in general, while increasing the trustworthiness ofthe exemplar or the category, researchers have often put too much emy
other specific individual politicians (Schwarz & Bless, 1992b). On the sis on the feature match between exemplar and category. Of course tt
surface, this finding seems similar. However, in the earlier research wés no doubt that stimulus features play an important role in categorizati
traced the impact to different categorization processes (inclusion versugrocesses. We argue, however, that categorization decisions are c
exclusion due to the differential width of the categories “politicians” vs partially driven by the features of the exemplar. The inclusion/exclusic
specific exemplars). In contrast, the present studies focus on how the sameodel specifies a number of variables that influence categorization proc
categorization process differentially affects different targets. independently of the feature match between exemplar and category.
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Presentation of exemplar.Participants listened to a TABLE 1
tape-recorded description about a specific person purport- ~Mean Stereotypic Evaluations as a Function of Target,
edly extracted from a radio program. This person was Categorization, and Order of Dependent Variables

described as a member of the ethnic group of the Roma , ,
L. . Judgmental target Inclusion Control Exclusion

and Sinti, a group about which many Germans hold

strong negative stereotypes (Fonseca, 1995). The descripifst judgment

tion of the target person was based on various pretests Group 3.67 3.84 4.83
and designed to fulfill several purposes. First, the targegi’éﬁ??ﬂgmem 2.64 2.33 1.78
person was described rather favorably. Second, the de-goyp 4.07 4.53 5.03
scription included elements that indicated that the exem- Exemplar 2.63 2.68 2.53

plar was well integrated into the culture of the Roma and
Sinti; for example, it stated that the person respected the
traditions of the Roma and Sinti. Third, at the same time,
the description also included elements suggesting that the
target was somewhat exceptional and not too typical for
the group. We first analyzed participants’ responses to the categc
Categorization. After listening to the description, par- zation task. The overwhelming majority of participants re
ticipants were provided with different questions, purport-sponded in a manner fulfilling our a priori criteria (i.e., the)
edly to test their comprehension of the presented text. Théesponded with “very well integrated” or “well integrated”
manipulation of the categorization task was embedded ifn the inclusion condition and with “Rom, but an exception’
these questions. In one condition, participants were askel the exclusion condition). The responses of three partic
how well the person was integrated into the culture of thePants who did not meet these criteria were dropped fro
Roma and Sinti. For their answer, participants were asked t§ubsequent analyses.
select one out of four alternatives (very well integrated, well According to our main hypothesis, judgments along th
integrated, poorly integrated, and not at all integrated)Yarious trait dimensions should depend on the categori:
Given the provided information, participants should re-tion task and whether the exemplar or the group was to-
spond with “well” or “very well integrated.” This task was evaluated. We computed summary scores for the evall

designed to elicit arinclusion of the exemplar into the 1ONS Of the exemplar and the group that comprised the fo
group category. stereotype-relevant traits and that ranged from 1 to 9, wi

In a second condition we asked participants to assign thEigher scores reflecting more stereotypic judgments; Cro

target to one out of four response alternatives (refugee ach'sa - .71.and 66, re_spectlvely. we e_n_tered this sco
. ] . : into a 3 (inclusion, exclusion, control conditio®) 2 (order

Rom, but an exception; German; nationless). Given the ; ! .

rovided information, participants should select the optionOf dependent variables, group first vs exemplar firstp

P ' judgments about exemplar vs group) ANOVA with the las

T.e_;s a Rorln, .bUt ??hexceptloT. ;I'h|s tt‘::Sk was destlgned t actor treated as a within-participants factor. The means &
elicit anexclusionof the exemplar from the group category. presented in Table 1.

In a third condition, participants were provided with the The results of this analysis revealed that the exempl

same target description but responded to a question aboWas rated as less stereotypical than the grodip= 2.45
the text that did not pertain to the target persoo-¢atego- versusM = 4.30, F(1, 137) = 449.31,p < .001. This

rization control conditioi. finding was independent of the order condition and indicat

Order manipulation. For about half of the participants, iyt the exemplar was indeed somewhat inconsistent w
the judgments about the target person preceded the judgye peliefs about the group.

ments about the group, whereas the remaining participants
answered the questions in the reversed order. These two

order conditions were initially run as two separate studiesF 'St Judgment

Given that the materials and the subject population were Qur main hypotheses predicted a differential effect of tt
identical, the data of both studies were combined for the:ategorization task for the exemplar versus the group jud
present report. ments. To eliminate the possibility that judgments about tf

Dependent variables. Evaluations of the exemplar and exemplar were simply derived from prior judgments abot
the group on four stereotype-relevant traits (dirty, criminal,the group (or vice versa) we were most interested in parti
seedy, and superstitious) and six stereotype-irrelevant traiipants’ first set of trait judgments. As expected, this analys
(e.g., athletic, stubborn, and complicated) serve as the deevealed a differential effect of the categorization task c
pendent variables. All judgments were given on unipolarparticipants’ evaluations of the exemplar and the grou
9-point rating scales. F(2, 137)= 6.83,p < .01, for theinteraction.

Note.Higher scores reflect more stereotypic evaluations.

Results
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Specifically, participants in the inclusion condition eval- gorization, and judgmental targéi(2, 137)= 3.89,p <
uated theexemplarmore stereotypicallyNl = 2.64)than  .05.
participants in the exclusion conditioM(=1.78),with the
no-explicit-categorization conditioM = 2.33) falling in
between,F(2, 137) = 3.01, p < .05. Theinclusion
condition differed from the exclusion Conditiot(,137) = In summary, the same information about a moderate
2.42,p < .01, while the no-explicit-categorization condi- atypical exemplar had different effects on judgments of tt
tion differed from the exclusiort(137) = 1.54,p < .07,  exemplar and of the group, depending on the categorizati
but not from the inclusion conditiort, < 1 (all planned  of the exemplar elicited by knowledge questions. When w
contrasts are one-tailed). induced participants to include the (inconsistent) exempl

The opposite pattern was obtained for participants’ evalinto the group category, the group was evaluated less s
uations of thegroup. The group was rated less stereotypi- reotypically than when we induced participants to excluc
cally (M = 3.67) in theinclusion condition than in the the exemplar from the category. Importantly, however, tr
exclusion condition M = 4.83), with the no-explicit-  same manipulations resulted in a reversed pattern of ev
categorization conditionM = 3.84) again falling in be-  yations of the exemplar. When the exemplar was includs
tween,F(2, 137) = 5.05,p < .05. Again, the inclusion  into the group category, he was rated as more stereotypi
differed from exclusion conditiont(137) = 2.94,p <  than when he was excluded from the group category.
.01, while the no-categorization condition differed reliably combination, these findings highlight that manipulation
from the exclusiont(137) = 2.50,p < .01, but notfrom  that decrease the stereotypicality of judgments about t

the inclusiont < 1, conditions. o _group can increase the stereotypicality of judgments abc
Finally, as expected, the experimental manipulations didhe exemplar and vice versa.

not affect participants’ ratings of the exemplar or the group  Thjs trade-off is consistent with the predictions of the

Discussion

on stereotype-irrelevant traits, gl > .20. inclusion/exclusion model. Including an atypical exemplz
in the representation of the group results in a less stere
Second Judgment typical representation of the group, which now contains ¢

. ) ) atypical exemplar, but in a more stereotypical represent
Not surprisingly, an analysis of the judgments that werejon of the exemplar, which now contains features derive

given second (that is after the group or after the exemplag,m group membership. Both of these assimilation effec
judgments, respectively), revealed a somewhat weaker palie nresumably based on changes in the representat
tern, F(2, 137) = 1.78, p > .10, for theinteraction of ¢y meq of the respective target of judgment. On the oth
categorization task and judgmental target (exemplar v ng the observed contrast effect on judgments of the grc
group). Specifically, the group was again rated less stereqs pres mably based on changes in the standard of comy
typically (M = 4.07) in theinclusion condition than in the  js5, * Gjven that the representation of the group did .
exclusion condition M = 5.03), with the control group iy e the exemplar to begin with, the exclusion manipt
(M = 4.53)falling in betwegn,F(Z, ,1,37) N 2.28,p < lation is unlikely to change the representation formed of tf
.10. As before, the exclusion condition differed reliably group. However, the excluded atypical exemplar may
from the |nclu_S|on condition((137) = 2.14,p < .05, = qeqjn constructing a standard of comparison, relative
whereas the differences between the control group and thgih the group seems all the more stereotypical. Finall
inclusion and exclusion condition did not reach signifi- changes in the representation of the exemplar as well
— _ 4

cance {(137) N 1.03, ns, andt(137) = 1.08,ns changes in the standard may contribute to the obtain

The evaluatlons_of the exemplar that were assessed. aﬂ%ntrast effect on judgments of the exemplar, observi
the gromrJ]p evaluat_lons afe Iessh Compargbtlje to those J;dgfnder exclusion conditions. On the one hand, the exclusi
mentst ?tr:/vere given prior to tke groupbju \génen:tls,:n N®f the exemplar from the group decreases the likelihood tf
Impact of the categorization task was obsered; 1. As r&{(oup-related information enters the representation of tl

can be seen |n.Tab_Ie 1, the weaker pattern for the seco emplar. On the other hand, it increases the likelihood th
judgments is primarily due to the absence of effects on th?h

exemplar evaluations. three-way interaction of order. cate e group serves as a standard of comparison, relative
xemp vajuations, way | : ’ which the exemplar seems all the less stereotypical.

Two other aspects of the obtained findings deserve ad

*In addition, we ran aonfactorial controlcondition with participants ~ tional attention. First, we observed that the exclusion co
who did not receive any information about the exemplar and consequentlition differed reliably from the no-explicit-categorization
evaluated only the group. This nonfactorial control group was run only i”condition whereas the inclusion condition did not. Thi

the study in which the exemplar evaluation preceded the group evaluation.attern is consistent with concenptualizations in the stere
These participants produced ratings similar to the no-categorization grou;P p

which was provided with the information about the exemplar but did not.type change literature, which SUgg?St that mOderately aty
receive a categorization taski(= 4.61 vsM = 4.53),t < 1. ical exemplars are spontaneously included in the repres
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tation formed of the group—at least under conditions of lowhow the category information is used, théoth effects
processing motivation or low processing capacity (e.g., Yzshould be attenuated by conditions that generally redu
erbyt, Coull, & Rocher, 1999). If so, many participants in reliance on category membership information. According 1
the no-explicit-categorization condition may have made thevarious models of person perception, the use of categc
same categorization as the participants in the inclusioimnformation versus individuating information depends ol
condition, rendering it difficult to observe reliable differ- individuals’ processing motivation and processing capaci
ences between these conditions. Obviously, it is quite dif{e.g., Bodenhausen, Macrae, & Sherman, 1999; Brew
ficult to predict the spontaneous categorization of a specifid988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989). Specif
exemplar, as this categorization is highly dependent on theally, individuals are more likely to rely on category infor-
specific materials and might thus vary from study to study.mation when processing motivation and/or processing ¢
If so, we should obtain reliable differences between inclu-pacity is low. Conversely, increasing individuals’
sion and exclusion conditions, as in the present study, buytrocessing motivation usually decreases their reliance
rather unreliable effects with regard to any differences to theategory membership information. If so, the effects ol
control group. served in Experiment 1 should be attenuated under con
Second, we observed that the categorization manipulatiotions of high processing motivation.
influenced the group evaluations independently of the order In addition, the impact of including a given piece of
of the dependent variables, whereas the exemplar evaluaformation in the representation formed of a target, or of
tions were only affected when they preceded the groupstandard, decreases with the amount of other informati
evaluations. As shown in Table 1, excluding the exemplathat enters the respective representation (for a more ¢
resulted in a contrast effect when the exemplar evaluatiotended discussion of this “set-size” hypothesis, see Ble:
preceded, but not when it followed, the group evaluationlgou, Schwarz, & Wake, 2000; Schwarz & Bless, 1992a).
We observed such carryover effects of preceding evaluafo the extent that highly motivated individuals retrieve
tions of the superordinate category on subsequent judgnore information in constructing their mental represent:
ments of an exemplar in a number of previous studies (e.gtjons of the target and of a standard of comparison, tr
Schwarz & Bless, 1992b; Stapel & Schwarz, 1998; see alsdilution of the representation may further attenuate tt
Tourangeau & Rasinski, 1988). Presumably, these effectstherwise observed assimilation and contrast effects.
reflect that preceding group evaluations render features of Besides investigating the role of processing motivatiol
the group highly accessible and increase the likelihood thaExperiment 2 was designed to address two methodologi
these features are included in the representation of thissues. First, we wanted to rule out the possibility that t
exemplar, unless the exemplar is highly atypical. Given thabbtained effects were somehow specific to the experimen
our discussion of the differential impact on judgments of thematerials used. Accordingly, the exemplar used in Expel
exemplar and the group is based primarily on the unconment 2 was a member of a different group (nuns) perforn
taminated first judgments, we refrain from further specula-ing different behaviors. Second, we wanted to address t
tions regarding this ancillary finding, pending more directissue that the manipulations used in Experiment 1 we
empirical evidence as to its origins. rather direct. Although we again focused on the cons
In combination, the present results highlight a previouslyquences (rather than the determinants) of categorizati
unobserved trade-off in the evaluation of atypical exemplarprocesses, we employed more subtle manipulations. Rej
and their groups: Categorizations that decrease the sterecating the findings of Experiment 1 with a different set o
typicality of judgments about the group increase the stereostimuli and more subtle manipulations would support th
typicality of judgments about the exemplar and vice versagenerality of the findings.
although multiple judgments of both targets may complicate Consistent with models that conceptualize the impact
this picture. processing motivation in person perception (Brewer, 198
Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989), Experiment

EXPERIMENT 2
° Note that there are two different implications of processing motivatior
Theoretically we assume that the categorization effectgapacity with respect to the inclusion/exclusion model. First, processil

. . . . . motivation may affect the likelihood of using category information during
observed in Experiment 1 are mediated by a differential UStormation acquisition and encoding. Second, processing motivation/c

of the category membership information. In evaluating anpacity may differentially influence the processing that is undertaken wh
exemplar, the category membership information can bectually making judgments. The model holds that the various steps tf
used to form either a representation of the exemplar (inclumay trigger exclusion require a certain amount of motivation/capacity. Th
sion condition), resulting in an assimilation of the exemplarlmplles thgt under IQW capacny/motlvatpn condlthns, assn_n_llatlon effect

. .__are more likely, while under high capacity/motivation conditions, contra:
toward the stereptype, Or a represer_]tatlpn of a Comparlsoé}fects are more likely (for related evidence, see Martin, Seta, & Creli
standard (exclusion condition), resulting in a contrast effectiggg). As the present study focuses on the first aspect, we induc

If assimilation as well as contrast effects are mediated byrocessing motivation prior to encoding.
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focused on evaluations of the exemplar. We expected to In the exclusioncondition, participants were asked twa
replicate the assimilation and contrast effects obtained imuestions pertaining (a) to how the target felt about h
Experiment 1 and predicted that these effects would beonvent (response alternatives: “totally satisfied,” “dissati
substantially reduced when processing motivation is infied with some aspects,” “totally dissatisfied”) and (b) to th

creased. target's commitment to her convent (response alternative
“very committed and actively recruiting new members,

Method “sees the convent as her only possibility to fulfill her goals,

and “considers leaving the convent”). Given the provide

Participants and Design information, participants should select the options “totall

Ninety-four students of the University of Heidelberg, dissatisfied" and cqn5|_ders leaving the _clonvenp_
Germany, were randomly assigned to experimental condi- In the np-categ_orlzatlon control cond|t|orpa_rt|0|pan_ts
tions d a 3 (categorization task: inclusion, exclusion, and"Vér® prowded with the_same ta_lr_get description as in t
no-categorization control groupy 2 (processing motiva- inclusion and the exclusion condition, but responded to tw
tion: high vs low) between-subjects factorial design. questlonsdthat d'q r;)clJt perta!n to tr;er:arget perlson.

Presentation of target person.As in Experiment 1, par- Depen ent. varia ‘?S-Ra‘_"ﬂgtj Odt € exemp a(rj on ste-
ticipants listened via a Walkman to a tape-recorded descriptioFteOtyp‘é'con_s'Stent (pious, inhibited, serious, modest, goc
of a specific person, who was described as a nun. In pretests \D@tlLl”e , naive), stehrleoltypel-lnconsstent (progressive, po
had identified stereotype-consistent, stereotype—inconsisterﬁ?,aly minded, at k-e"t]lc" mde_per;dent), or stereotyr:
and neutral traits. Again, the description of the target persoffrelevant (exact, skillful, musical) traits served as th
was based on various pretests and was designed to fulff{EPendent variables. All judgments were given on unipolz
several purposes. As in Experiment 1, the description consistefrP0iNt rating scales. _ |
of some elements indicating that the exemplar was typical for | "€ trait selection was based on a pretest with 15 part

the group, as well as some elements suggesting that the tard@gNtS Who did not participate in Experiment 2. Participan
was somewhat atypical for the group. were provided with a total of 35 traits and indicated for eac

Accountability. We informed half of the participants trait whether they thought it was consistent, inconsistent,

that the main purpose of the study was to pretest the use df€levant with respect to the stereotype about nuns. For t
the “Walkman procedure” to determine whether this tech-r&its used in the main experiment, we required that at le:
nique could be used for further studidswi accountability. ~ 80% of the participants agreed on the trait being consiste
In contrast, the other participants were told that some offconsistent, or irrelevant.
them would later be asked to justify their judgmertiggh
accountability; see Tetlock, 1983). This manipulation of
accountability was introduced to vary participants’ process-
ing motivation at the time of encoding, presumably result- We first analyzed participants’ responses to the catego
ing in a differential reliance on category membership infor-zation task. We excluded three participants from the subs
mation (cf. Bodenhausen, Kramer, & &er, 1994; Nelson, quent analyses, as they did not fulfill our a priori criteria.
Acker, & Manis, 1996; Pendry & Macrae, 1995). We computed a summary score by first averaging parti
Categorization. After listening to the description, par- ipants’ judgments on the stereotype-consistent and the s
ticipants were provided with different tasks, purportedly toreotype-inconsistent traits. We then subtracted the score
test their comprehension of the presented information. Thétereotype-inconsistent traits from the score for the stere
manipulation of the categorization task was embedded ifype-consistent traits. The resulting score could range frc
these questions. As in Experiments 1, we manipulated the-6 to +6, with higher scores reflecting more stereotypi
categorization of the exemplar through direct questions. Ijudgments, Cronbach's = .68. We entered this score into
the inclusion condition participants were asked two ques- a 3 (inclusion, exclusion, control conditiok) 2 (low versus
tions pertaining to (a) the number of years the target haigh accountability) factorial ANOVA. As predicted, par-
been a nun (response alternatives: “4,” “14,” or “24 years”)ticipants’ evaluations of the exemplar were a function c
and (b) where the target person was working (responstheir processing motivation and the categorization task,
alternatives: “at a kindergarten,” “at a convent,” or “in a indicated by a significant interaction effed(2, 85) =
church community”). Given the provided information, par- 4.97,p < .01. Therelevant means are shown in Table 2
ticipants should respond with “24 years” and “convent.” Under low accountabilityconditions, the results repli-
cated the findings of Experiment 1. Participants who re

6 . . T sponded to the inclusion questions evaluated the exemy
Although it was not the case in the present set of findings, it should be

noted that manipulations of accountability have also been demonstrated t@ore StereOtyplca”y M : 1'11) t,han participants Who
elicit more stereotypic judgments (see Lambert, Cronen, Chasteen, &€Sponded to the exclusion questiohs & —0.07), with
Lickel, 1996). the control group M = .66) falling in between,F(2,

Results and Discussion
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TABLE 2 changes in the description of the exemplar, or the descr
Mean Stereotypic Evaluations as a Function of Categorization tion of the group, to influence participants’ categorizatio
and Accountability for Experiment 2 processes. Both procedures have their own (dis-)adve

tages. On the one hand, the direct-questions strategy allc

Accountability Inclusion Control Exclusion  yasearchers to hold all features of the exemplar and of t
Low 1.11 66 -07 group constant. It therefore avoids the usual confounding
High —.04 .33 61 categorization processes and exemplar or group charac

istics, which would have rendered the predicted differenti
effects on exemplar and group evaluations highly ambig
ous. On the other hand, the direct-questions strategy p
85) = 3.70,p < .05. Theexclusion condition differed cludes the examination of conditions that foster or inhib
from the inclusion conditiont(85) = 2.85,p < .01, as different spontaneous categorizations. Accordingly, tF
well as from the control condition(85) = 1.86,p < .03,  present research focused solely on the consequences
whereas the control group did not differ reliably from the different categorizations and did not address their antece
inclusion condition,t(85) = 1.08,p < .14 (all planned ents, which have been the focus of stereotype change
contrasts tested one-tailed). As expected, this impact of theearch.
categorization task was not obtained fiagh accountability Using direct categorization manipulations, we obtaine
participants,F > 1, Ms = —.04, .33, and .61 for the assimilation as well as contrast effects on judgments of t
inclusion, control, and exclusion conditions, respectively. exemplar as well as the group, depending on whether t

Although the results of Experiment 2 are limited to eval- exemplar was included in, or excluded from, the categor
uations of the exemplar, they provide further support for theAlthough the role of categorization processes in the perce
assumed mediating processes. When processing motivatidion of exemplars and groups has received ample attenti
was low, we again observed more stereotypic evaluations dfi the social cognition literature, this literature has typicall
the exemplar when the knowledge questions invited arfocused on only one aspect: either the effect on the perce
inclusion of exemplar into the group rather than exclusiontion of the exemplaor the effect on the perception of the
from the group. The similarity of the patterns of Experimentgroup. When both are considered in combination, it b
1 and 2 demonstrates the reliability of the observed effectsomes apparent that attempts to reduce stereotyping fac
across different stimuli and different categorization manip-difficult trade-off: What is good for the group is likely to be
ulations. bad for the exemplar and vice versa.

As predicted, the impact of the categorization task was ]
eliminated when participants’ processing motivation at thel he Consequences of Inclusion

time of encoding was increased. Presumably, the account- \nhen a moderately atypical exemplar is assigned to t
able participants focused on the individuating informationcategory, the group is likely to be evaluated less stereoty
and relied less on category membership information. Moreéa”y’ and the exemplar more stereotypically, than when t!
over, they may have retrieved more information to CO”StrUCExempIar is excluded from the category. These assimilati

mental representations of the exemplar and of a standard @ftects presumably reflect that the inclusion of the exempl
comparison, thus further decreasing the impact of category, ihe representation formed of the group results in a le

membership ir_1fo_rmation. ) .. stereotypical representation of the group. By the same f

Note that, similar to Experiment 1, the control condition | o, however. inclusion of the exemplar in the group er
was again closer to the inclusion than to the exclusionycheg the representation of the exemplar with features
condition, suggesting that in the absence of additional iny,e group, resulting in a more stereotypical representation

structions our stimulus materials triggered an inclusiony,e eyemplar. Both of these effects have been discussec
rather than an exclusion of the presented exemplar. A§.avious research. Research in person perception dem

discussed above, this tendency reflects that moderately aieq that assigning an exemplar to a category increa

atypical exemplars are likely to be spontaneously cateégomg jikelihood that the exemplar will be evaluated on th

rized as group members. basis of the implications of category membership (i.e., st

reotypically; for overviews, see Brewer, 1988; Fiske &

GENERAL DISCUSSION Neuberg, 1990; Kruglanski, 1989). Conversely, research

stereotype change has demonstrated that assigning ste

The present studies addressed how different categorizéype-inconsistent exemplar to a category results in stere

tions of a stereotype-inconsistent exemplar influence evaltype change (Hewstone, 1994; Kunda & Oleson, 199
uations of the exemplar's group and of the exemplar itselfWeber & Crocker, 1983).

We manipulated the categorization of the exemplar through The joint analysis of both effects highlights, however

direct questions, whereas previous research relied othat the generally desirable reduction of group stereotypil

Note.Higher scores reflect more stereotypic evaluations.
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comes at a cost: The same process that attenuates tbmergence of assimilation and contrast effects. We empl
stereotype that perceivers hold about the group increasesze, however, that the extremity, or, more generally, tf
stereotypic judgments of the atypical exemplar. Moreoveryrepresentativeness of the exemplar for the category, is ol
in order to change individuals’ stereotypes about the grouppne of the numerous variables that can influence categc
we need to ensure that they apply the stereotype to theation processes. Theoretically, any variable that influenc
atypical exemplar, with the observed negative consequencéle categorization of an exemplar can determine the em
for the exemplar. Thus, there is a dynamic trade-off betweegence of assimilation or contrast effects (see Schwarz
the evaluative enhancement of the atypical exemplar and thBless, 1992a), providing a rich agenda for future researc
relevant social group. Conditions that promote generalized

benefits for the group come at the cost of reduced enhancémplications of Intergroup Relations

ment of t_he exemplgr, while conditions that produge greatgr The trade-off pattern demonstrated in our participant
personalized benefits for the exemplar are a;souated W'Edgments highlights an important aspect of intergroup r
less enhancement of the group. Supporting this assumptio

L : . tions that is not well captured by current theories c
reducing individuals’ cognitive resources has been demonfntergroup contact. Prevailing models of contact sugge

Ynat encountering an admirably ethical used car salesm
gets (e.g, Bodenhausen et al., 1999), but to do decrea 3% honest Rom, or a fun-loving nun will result in more

stereotypic judgments about the group (€.g., Yzerbyt et aI1"avorab|e evaluations of both the exemplar and the respe

1999). tive group. Our, as well as related, findings indicate, hov
ever, that the situation is not so straightforward. Because
the dynamic and inherently comparative nature of soci
When a moderately atypical exemplar is excluded fromjudgment, what is good for the exemplar may not be goc
the category, the group is likely to be evaluated morefor the group and vice versa. Much depends on how tt
stereotypically, whereas the exemplar is likely to be evaluexemplar is categorized.
ated less stereotypically. Given that the atypical exemplar While previous research has emphasized the importar
was not part of the representation of the group to begin withpf categorization processes, some of the consequences
the contrast effect on judgments of the group can be tracedxcluding an exemplar from a category have often be
to the use of the exemplar in the construction of a relevantissed. We agree, for example, with Kunda and Olest
standard of comparison. The contrast effect on judgments dfL995) that the exclusion of a specific exemplar during
the exemplar, on the other hand, may reflect the use of theubtyping process blocks a change of thental represen-
group as a standard of comparison as well as the absencetation of the group. Failing to change this representatiol
category membership information in the representatiorhowever, does not necessarily imply that ghaluationof
formed of the exemplar. the group does not change, as indicated by the findings
Again, the obtained findings suggest that the generalljKunda and Oleson (1997) as well as the present resear
desirable reduction of stereotypic judgments of exemplar§he representation of the group itself is only one of th
comes at a cost, this time in form of an increase in theepresentations needed to arrive at an evaluation, and
perceived stereotypicality of the group. Most importantly, excluded exemplar may affect the other representatic
the presented findings indicate that the accessibility of amamely the representation of the standard against which 1
inconsistent exemplar may increase rather than decreaggoup is judged. Hence, changes in the evaluation of t
stereotypic judgments when the exemplar is excluded frongroup may be obtained in the presence of changes in t
the representation formed of the group. This finding con-mental representation (as in Maurer et al., 1995) as well
verges with evidence reported by Maurer et al. (1995), whdheir absence (as in Kunda & Oleson, 1997).
observed that, under conditions in which participants were With respect to the evaluation of the exemplar, sever
induced to subtype atypical group members, the group as studies demonstrated that category information may sel
whole was subsequently evaluated more stereotypicallpas a standard of comparison, resulting in contrast effects
than under control conditions. Relatedly, Kunda and Olesofjudgments of the exemplar (e.g., Biernat, Manis, & Nelsol
(1997) reported that the activation of a stereotype-inconsisi991; Costrich, Feinstein, et al., 1975; Manis, Biernat,
tent exemplars resulted in more stereotypic evaluations dlelson, 1991; Manis & Paskewitz, 1984). Manis and Pask
the group when an extremely stereotype-inconsistent exenwitz (1984) investigated the possibility that category infor
plar was activated (contrast), whereas assimilation effectmation may result in both assimilati@and contrast effects
were observed when a less extreme exemplar was activatesh exemplars. They traced the contrast effect to the use
Kunda and Oleson traced the assimilation and contraghe category as a standard of comparison and the assim
effects to the different categorizations elicited by the moretion effect to impact of category information on the inter
or less extreme exemplars. We agree that extremity of apretation of the exemplar's individuating behaviors (se
exemplar may influence its categorization and hence thalso Stapel, Koomen, & van der Pligt, 1996). Going beyon

The Consequences of Exclusion
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this evidence, the present approach emphasizes (a) the posAssimilation and contras_t as a function of categorization processe
sibility of contrast effects on judgments of the category and European Journal of Social Psychologg, 159-172. _

(b) the importance of categorization processes (see alggless. H., & Wake, M. (2000). Can the same information be typical ant
Lambert & Wyer 1990) as a determinant of both assimila- atypical? How perceived typicality moderates assimilation and contre

_ in evaluative judgment$ersonality and Social Psychology Bullet?§,
tion and contrast effects. 306-324.

In sum, the present ﬁndings emphaSize two importanhodenhausen, G. V., Kramer, G. P., &s3er, K. (1994). Happiness and
issues. The same categorization process (inclusion) thatstereotypic thinking in social judgmendournal of Personality and
decreases the stereotypicality of judgments about the group Social Psychology66, 621-632.
increases the stereotypicality of judgments about an exenBodenhausen, G. V., & Macrae, C. N. (1998). Stereotype activation a
plar. Conversely, the same categorization process (exc|u_inhibition. I_n R. S_.Wyer,_\_Jr. (Ed.Sstereotype activation and inhibition:
sion) that decreases the stereotypicality of judgments about”dvances insocial cognitigtvol. 11, pp. 1-52). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

the exemplar increases the stereotypicality of judgmentg§cdenhausen. G. V., Macrae, C. N., & Sherman, J. W. (1999). On t
. dialectics of discrimination: Dual processes in social stereotyping. In

abQUt the.grou.p. Hence, attempts to decrease the S.tereOtypl'Chaiken & Y. Trope (Eds.)Pual process models in social psychology
cality of either judgment always come at the cost of increas- (pp. 271-290). New York: Guilford.
ing the stereotypicality of the respective other judgmentgrewer, M. B., (1988). A dual model of impression formation. In T. K.
The underlying processes can be fruitfully conceptualized in Srull & R. S. Wyer, Jr. (Eds.)A dual model of impression formation:
terms of the inclusion/exclusion model (Schwarz & Bless, Advances in social cognitiofvol. 1, pp. 1-35). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
1992a), which addresses the general construal processegwer, M. B., & Miller, N. (1988). Contact and cooperation: When dc
involved in forming representations of targets and stan- they work? In P Katz & D. Taylor (Eds.Eliminating racism: Means
. . . . and controversiegpp. 315-326). New York: Plenum.

dards. This model provides an integrative framework that "~ " o _
highlights the functional equivalence of numerous variablescosmCh’ N., Feinstein, J, Kidder, L., Marecek, J., & Pascale, L. (197¢

ghlig . a o . N When stereotypes hurt. Three studies of penalties for sex-role revers:
that have typically been addr@fSSEd inisolation, ranging from 3ournal of Experimental Social Psychology, 225-233.
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different categorizations and the influence of conversational tion from category-based to individuating processing: Influences
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