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Stereotypes are strategically complex. We propose that people hold not just stereotypes about what
groups are generally like (e.¢men are competitive but stereotypes about how groups behave toward
speciic groups (e.g:;men are competitive towdhd—what we caltlirected stereotypes. Across studies, we

find that perceivers indeed hold directed stereotypes. Four studies examine directed stereotypes of sex
and age (Studies 1 and\2= 541) and of race/ethnicity (of Asian/Black/Latino/White Americans; Studies 3

and 4;N = 769), with a focus on stereotypes of competitiveness, aggressiveness, cooperativeness, and
communion. Across studies, directed stereotypes present unique patterns that both qualify and reverse
well-documented stereotype patterns in the literature. For example, men are typically stereotyped as more
competitive than women. However, directed stereotypes show that women are stereotyped to be more
competitive than men, when this competitiveness is directed toward young women. Multiple such patterns
emerge in the current data, across sex, age, and racial/ethnic stereotypes. Directed stereotypes also uniquely
predictintergroup attitudes, over and above general stereotypes (Study 4). The idea of directed stereotypes is
compatible with multiple theoretical perspectives and intuitive. However, they have been unexamined. We
discuss the implications of the current work for thinking about the nature and measurement of social
stereotypes, stereotype content, and social perception more broadly.

S; 4 40fL' it t, <
The current work examines how stereotype content containgisfetirmation about who groups are
directing their behaviors toward. In terms of limitations, these directed stereotypes were assessed solely
with explicit self-reports. That said, self-reports are standard practice for measuring stereotypes|, and it is
not obvious what other methods might readily measure directed stereotypes. The samples were also all
participants from the United States, and the current data do not speak to the existence of |directed
stereotypes in non-U.S. populations. The general idea of directed stereotypes is likely applicable across
populations, but spei patterns of directed stereotypes (e.g., women stereotyped as competitive|toward
young women) may vary, depending on perceivpesceptions of intergroup dynamics and social
goals/roles. Moreover, not all stereotypes can be directed in nature. For example, stereotypes of a group
as competent (or not) do not have a clear directed component. Hence, the application of directed
stereotypes may be constrained to stereotypes of traits and behaviors that involve behavior|between
individuals/groups.
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scenario in which the stranger is also approaching you, but there $$ereotypes of groups disproportionately likely to be teachers (e.g.,
another person right beside you, and this person is a member of thi¢hite women) would be that they are communal sjzetly toward
same group (e.g., same race, nationality, age) as the approachogups that are likely to be their students, but not necessarily
stranger. In this scenario, the directed stereotype of how friendly treommunal toward other groups.
strangets group is toward people like you will still be useful. Butit A third relevant perspective is recent thinking of social perceivers
would also be useful to hold a directed stereotype of how friendlas lay adaptationist$S(g et al., 2020 This perspective proposes
the strangés group istoward members of its own group. Even if  that perceivers are motivated to pay attention to the adaptive goals
you expect the stranger to be friendly toward you, if you also expedhat others might hold, such as building skills and knowledge,
the stranger to bériendlier toward members of their own group, seeking mates, and caring for éehildren, which ultimately
you might expect that the stranger is approaching not you but theénhanced a perstmsurvival and reproduction in evolutionary
in-group member beside you. If so, greeting the stranger will likelyhistory (see als8illet et al., 2023. Given that different adaptive
lead to some embarrassment. Note that a general stereotype is asals often require engaging in distinct behaviors, groups perceived to
not particularly useful here, as a belief that the stranger will bée prioritizing a certain goal are likely to also be stereotyped as having
generally friendly will not provide clear guidance about what thethe traits associated with the goal. For instance, the goal of seeking
stranger is likely to do. short-term relationship partners likely involves competing with others
The above may seem a trivial example. However, similar psychdof the same sex) and presenting more dominant behavior (a trait
logical processes might apply in any situation when perceiverperceived as desirable in short-term matesKenrick, 2006. Given
attempt to predict how others will behave in social contexts (e.gthis, groups that are perceived as engaging in short-term relationship
a manager deciding if a job applicant will work well with other seeking goals may also be stereotyped as more agentic. Indeed, men
employees, a department chair deciding who to assign to mentare perceived to be more likely than women to hold a goal of seeking
a new faculty member, a policymaker deciding which immigranshort-term relationship partners and are also stereotyped to be more
groups to encourage to immigrate). agentic ng et al., 2020 Supporting the idea that perceived goals
The stereotype content model also provides predictions abounderlie certain stereotypes, when perceivers are presented with
where stereotypes come from. For example, groups perceived eormation that both a target woman and man hold similar goals (of
competing with and taking resources from oneselfooiregroup  seeking short-term mates), both men and women are then stereotyped
will be stereotyped as less warffigke et al., 200R However, if  as similarly agentic.
stereotypes can be directed, then when a person perceives a group asrom the lay adaptationist perspective, stereotype content should
competitivetoward others (and not toward the self), we would not also be directed, as adaptive goals involve distinct behaviors toward
necessarily expect stereotypes of lower warmth to follow. Fodifferent groups. For instance, a goal of seeking relationship partners
example, a member of team Rattler may believe that the rival teafe.qg., in young heterosexual men) is likely to involve competing with
Eagle is highly competitive with their long-term rival, team Stuckmembers of orie own group (i.e., other heterosexual men) but less
Truck. However, team Rattler may nonetheless perceive team Eadikely to involve competing with members of the group in which one
aswarm toward Rattlers, for example, when both team Rattler ands seeking mates (i.e., heterosexual women). If social perceivers are
Eagle are trying to cooperate to outcompete team Stuck Truck. Hendeacking this, one might expect a directed stereotype of young men
in the current article, we consider perceptions of competitiveness aging competitive toward other men and not so much toward women.
itself a directed stereotype, separable from stereotypes of warmth. Finally, a broad perspective relevant here is work on personality
A second relevant framework is social role thedfgpenig & as situationbehavior préles (e.g.,Mischel et al., 2008 which
Eagly, 2013, which proposes that stereotypes emerge fronfinds that personalities are best characterized as patterns of behavior
perceptions of groups being disproportionately represented iwithin spedfic situations. For example, a child who reacts aggressively
societal roles. Early theorizing focused on perceptions of men anghen scolded by an adult may instead react warmly when approached
women as primarily employees or homemakers, respectively, whidby a peer. In addition, it is such patterns of behaviors within situation
in turn led to societal gender stereotypes of men as relatively agentfice., aggressive when provoked but warm when approached) that
and women as relatively communila@ly & Steffen, 198y This  are highly stable across time within a person. Importantly, social
was due to employee roles typically requiring people to behave iperceivers also think about the personality of others in terms of
assertive and independent ways (agency), while homemaker rolsuatior-behavior préles Kammrath et al., 200&lso sedlester &
required more caring and supportive behavior (communion). Th&ray, 2020for a parallel argument in moral psychology). Situation
traits associated with such roles are then viewed as characterizibghavior thinking has not been systematically applied to the study of
the groups that are overrepresented in these roles. Subsequent wgrup stereotypes, with one exception. Sjiadly, Mendoza-Denton
has expanded the theory to considering occupations as a social rale al. (2008)examined how gender stereotypes are fiedliby
that ifluences group stereotypdsoénig & Eagly, 201% For  situational informationfinding that men are stereotyped as more
instance, being a nurse or teacher is a job that is perceived assertive than women in work or sports contexts (e.g., in discussions
requiring more communal traits. Given that White women are alsabout sports competitions), but women are stereotyped as more
perceived to be disproportionately likely to be nurses or teacherassertive than men in home-related situations (e.g., when deciding how
White women are subsequently stereotyped as relatively communé&b.redecorate ofeapartment). Hence, perceivagsnder stereotypes
From a social role perspective, directed stereotypes are also liketarry the signature of a situatidsehavior préle, and these situatien
to exist because social roles often involve differential behaviorbehavior stereotypes are driven by perceptions of gender differences in
toward spedic groups. For example, being a teacher is a social rolealues {lendoza-Denton et al., 2008
that involves communal behavior not to just anyone but communal Like directed stereotypes, situatitvehavior thinking also argues
behavior directed especially toward tmestudents. Hence, the for contextual information embedded in stereotype content. However,
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existing work has not explicitly examined stereotypeshaf people Hypothesis 1: Men will be stereotyped to be more competitive
behave toward, which is the focus of directed stereotypes here. We than women in terms of competitiveness toward men.
note simply that situatietvehavior stereotypes (e.gmen behave
assertively at worR are likely not redundant with directed stereotypes
(e.g.,“men behave assertively toward ni¢imen behave assertively
toward womet), as the latter are stereotypes that may apply across
situations. Finally, the current work also examines directed stereotypes
across a range of groups, beyond gender, and connects these stereo-Hypothesis 2: Young women will be stereotyped to be more
types to intergroup attitudes. competitive than (young) men in terms of competitiveness
In summary, from each existing perspective, directed stereotypes toward young women.
are theoretically likely. However, what is less clear are predictions
about the spefit patterns of directed stereotypes. For instance, if a Hypothesis 2 is particularly intriguing as it suggests a reversal of
group is stereotyped to be relatively competitivieg exactly will the typical sex stereotype (of men as more agentic and competitive
they be stereotyped as competitive toward (or not)? Some predictiottan women).
have already emerged with the examples above. We elaborate onWith respect to stereotypes of care and communion, in terms of
more spedic predictions below. However, we preface here that thesocial roles, women are perceived to be in occupations such as
focus of the current article is less on comprehensively testing aleachers, homemakers, and nurses. Given the nature of such
relevant theoretical perspectives but mordim documenting the roles as being typically focused on caring for the very young (e.g.,
existence of directed stereotypes and their rather unique patterimemakers caring for children) and very old (e.g., nurses caring
especially when situated alongside classic stereotyipidings. for unhealthy elderly), this would predict directed stereotypes of
women to be stereotyped as especially caring and helpful toward
children and toward the elderly. Hence, two other directed
stereotype hypotheses are:
To examine directed stereotypes, one must assess beliefs
perceivers have not about how groups behave in general but how Hypothesis 3a: Women will be stereotyped to be more caring/
groups behave toward spgciothers. In oufirst study, we conduct helpful than men in terms of care toward children.
an initial exploration of this by examining sexge stereotypes.
Considerable work has examined general sex stereofpsal(
et al., 2012 Eagly & Steffen, 1984Ellemers, 2018Koenig &
Eagly, 2014, with men stereotyped as relatively more agentic,
which focuses on asserting oneself and pursuingsomen goals

Hypothesis 1a: Young men will be stereotyped to be more
competitive than (young) women in terms of competitiveness
toward young men. This is a more sgativersion of
Hypothesis 1.

Study 1: Directed Sex—Age Stereotypes

Hypothesis 3b: Women will be stereotyped to be more caring/
helpful than men in terms of care toward elderly men and women.

As described earlier, perceivers might hold directed stereotypes

. " o of young men and women competing with same-sex others, in
(e.g., being competitive, aggressifecisive), and women stereotyped ﬁttempting to compete for desirable relationship partners. However,

as relatively more communal, which focuses on being in harmony witl ; . S . - :

. . - ursuing goals diinding/maintaining desirable relationship partners
others (e.g., being caring, helpful, understanding). Work on general a]ge . . . ) ) :
stereotypes is also considerable (et al., 2005for a review). In equires not just competing with same-sex others but also displaying

o ’ s traits that thether sexfinds desirable. Kindness is a trait that both
general, younger individuals are stereotyped as more agentic, but less . .
R . men and women see as extremely important, and etreecassity,
communal, than older individuals (e.gummert, 1990Kite, 1996. . . ; . . .
; - . in a potential relationship partndri (et al., 2003. In particular,
What mightdirected sex-age stereotypes look like? We harness a . : . . .
N S . o people see kindness as a highly desirable trait when a potential
combined‘role-goal’ approach to generate specipredictions. If . L .
. . . partnets kindness is directedward oneself and onés friends and
directed stereotypes emerge from observations of groups ifispeci; . . - .
. ; ) . family (Lukaszewski & Roney, 20)0If perceivers are tracking the
social rolesi{oenig & Eagly, 201% given that men are perceived to . . .
. - . : . _behaviors that emerge from such relationship goals, then two further
disproportionately be in occupations such as lawyers, business . . .
. : - predictions emerge:
professionals, and professional athletes and that such occupatldans
generally involve competition with other individuals in the same
occupation (e.g., lawyers arguing with each other), one might expect
men to be stereotyped to be especially competitive with other men. If
directed stereotypes also emerge from perceptions of groups Hypothesis5: Youngwomen will be stereotyped as more caring
prioritizing certain goalsng et al., 202)) given that younger men than (young) men toward young men.
are perceived to hold a greater goal (relative to women) of seeking
relationship partners and that such goals (presuming heterosexualiNote that Hypothesis 4 represents yet another potential reversal of
ity) involve competing with other young men, one might expect ahe typical sex stereotype (of women as more caring than men). We
directed stereotype @bung men to be stereotyped as especially conduct an initial test of these six broad predictions in Study 1 (and
competitive toward young men. That said, younger women are also Study 2).
also perceived to hold goals of seeking relationship partners but Given practical constraints, thH&goalrole” perspective here
with a greater focus than men on seeking long-term, high-qualityand further extended in Studies 3 and 4) is necessarily incomplete.
relationships. Given this, one might also exgeang women to be We have focused on (perceptions of) certain social roles and goals
stereotyped as competitive toward young women in competing for  here because these roles and goals have been found in past work to
desirable relationship partners. Given the above, two generahry by groups and/or to be perceived to vary by groups (e.g.,
hypotheses follow: Koenig & Eagly, 2014Neel et al., 20165ng et al., 2020 But there

Hypothesis 4: Young men will be stereotyped as more caring
than (young) women toward young women.
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Figure 2 stereotyped as more communal than 60-year-old-men toward young
Directed Stereotypes of Physical Aggressiveness Across the Six women @ < .001).
Directed Groups (Study 1) For the directed stereotype of communion toward elderly men, there

was a sigrficant Target Sex Target Age interactiorf(3, 858)=
5.14, p = .002, ﬂ% = .018 Figure 3 middle left). Supporting

——Male target -=--Female target

“Physically aggressive “Physically aggressive .
8-  towardsyouhg men® 8 - towardsyoung women® Hypothe5|s 3b, women across ages were stereotyped as the more
7 7 | caring sex toward elderly men (pd < .001), though this stereotyped
v 6 1 0 6 - sex difference was larger for stereotypes of 60-year-olds versus 18-/
%5 - 254 = 28-year-olds (bottps < .003). As for the directed stereotype of
[5 Sso . . .
84 4 s communion toward elderly women, there was also afsignt Target
Qo . .
<34 <3 4 Sexx Target Age interactioff(3, 858)=15.40,p < .001,nf, =.051.
2 A 2 4 Supporting Hypothesis 3b again, women at 18, 28, and 40 years old
1 T T T 1 T T T . were stereotyped to be more communal than same-aged men toward
18yo 18 V°ft4° V‘t’ 60yo 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo elderly women (albs < .001), although this reversed for stereotypes of
ge of taree Age of target 60-year-olds, with 60-year-old men being stereotyped as more
“Physically aggressive “Physically aggressive communal than 60-year-old women toward elderly Worpeﬂ.()l?).
8 towards elderly men” 8 1 towards elderly women”
7 1 7 4
v 6 96 Figure 3
251 251 Directed Stereotypes of Communion (Composite of Caring/
3 41 —_———— @4 Nurturant/Helpful) Across the Six Directed Groups (Study 1)
34 =Tl .___-l < 3 4 .
2 4 ol * 2 4 ——Male target --=--Female target
1 T T T 1 1 T T ' ) 1 : 1
“Caring/nurturant/helpful “Caring/nurturant/helpful
18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo _ 84 towards young men” _ 8 7 towards young women”
Age of target Age of target :Z_ 7 :Z 7 |
% 6 Be——-p----S----4 2 6 - il k-t
“Physically aggressive “Physically aggressive € g | /——-' = < | -----"
8 towards boys” 8 towards girls” S g
7 4 7 4 £47 £41
<3 4 £ 3
6 4 <
2 s | 26 22 F, 2 4
g 8°] 81 — 84
gg 4 4 o 4 T T T 1
L3 ] mal_ : » 3] E= 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo
. i ] Hﬂ"'\ Age of target Age of target
1 T T T 1 T T T 1 “Caring/nurturant/helpful “Caring/nurturant/helpful
18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo - 8 towards elderly men” 5 8 7 towards elderly women”
Age of target Age of target 327 87 4
] P T ] ]
£ 6 A B L < 6 -
. . > - >
Note. Top row: stereotypes of aggressiveness toward young men and 55 - — S5
women; middle row: stereotypes of aggressiveness toward elderly men andz 4 | ED
women; bottom row: stereotypes of aggressiveness toward young boysg 34 23|
and girls. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more physically & , | 2,
aggressive toward the directed group. Error bars represent +1 standard errorg ; . . i 8 1
yo = year old. 18yo 28yo 40yo 60Yyo 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo
Age of target Age of target
Women across all ages were stereotyped asfisignily more g “Caring/nurturant/helpful . “Caring/nurturant/helpful
communal than men toward young méfig(ire 3 top left), with z, towards boys z, ] towards girls
. . Q 7 Q. b
the stereotyped sex difference being larger for stereotypes of 18-tg | R I m----a----a
. . - 1 ==~
28-year-olds relative to 40- to 60-year-olds (mll< .002). This e ://——“ = /——'
) g g5
supports Hypothesis 5. 24 24
For the directed stereotype of communion toward young women, 2 3 - 23]
there was also a sigigant Target Sex Target Age interaction, £ 2 - £2 ]
F(3, 858)= 24.00,p < .001,n3 = .077 Figure 3 top right). From 81 : : . S 1 . ; ; .
pairwise comparisons, 18- and 28-year-old men were stereotyped ¢ 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo 18yo 28yo 40yo 60yo
more communal than similar-aged women in terms of communion Age of target Age of target

toward yOL_Jng women (bos < .001). Th'_s supports Hypothesis 4 Note. Top row: stereotypes of communion toward young men and women;
and constitutes another reversal of typical sex stereotype patterigijie row: stereotypes of communion toward elderly men and women:
(that of women as more communal than men). Forty-year-ol§iottom row: stereotypes of communion toward young boys and girls. Higher
women and men were not stereotyped as differing in communiogcores represent a stereotype of being more caring/nurturant/helpful toward
toward young womenp(= .27), and only 60-year-old women were the directed group. Error bars represent +1 standard errer.ygar old.
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Finally, for directed stereotypes of communion toward boyswith 80% power would be 35. The current sample size (split between
there was a sigficant Target Sex< Target Age interaction, two conditions) provides99% power for detecting this average effect
F(3, 858)=3.25,p = .021,n% = .011. Women across ages were size and 80% power for detecting an effect size of about half the
stereotyped as the more communal sex toward boyss(@ll001),  magnitude @z = .25).
but this stereotyped sex difference was larger for stereotypes of
18-year-olds versus 60-year-oldg (= .005). For directed
stereotypes of communion toward girls, there were main effect¥aterials and Procedure
of both target seXg (1, 286)=117.70p < .001,r|$, =.29, and target

age, F(3, 858)= 40.69,p < 001,12 = .13, but no sigriicant The general procedure was similar to Study 1, except that

. . B = , participants completed their surveys online and not in person at the
interaction (3, 858)= 1.32,p = .27, n, = .005. Women were F]%search lab. Upon providing consent, participants were randomly

generally stereotyped as more communal than men toward girls, and_. : . -
igned to either the direct tereot: 12 rticipant r
40- to 60-year-olds were stereotyped as the age groups most> ed to either the directed stereotypes (129 participants) o

communal toward girls, followed by Agear-olds, and least of all gegﬁral_stereo'gypes g}zi pa(;pupar(;ts) condition. diti
18-year-olds (albs < .001). That women were stereotyped as € |nst.ruc.:t|0ns of the |regtg stereotypes condition were
more caring than men, towards children in general S‘uppongenerally similar to _Stl_de 1. P_artlmpants were toIc_i that they would
Hypothesis 3a ! ' e asked about their impressions of the same eight target groups,
: namely, 18-, 28-, 40-, and 60-year-old males and females, and how
these groups behave toward certain types of individuals. Study 2
Discussion focused orfive directed groups. Four of the directed groups were the

same as in Study 1: young men, young women, elderly men, and

In an initial examination of directed stereotypes, striking pattem%lderly women. Unlike Study 1, however, instead of having two

emerged. Although men/younger individuals are typically stereotypegeloarate directed groups for boys and girls, the two were merged into

as more competitive and aggressive than women/older individualg, single directed group, presented ‘whildren—defined as
directed stereotypes present a far more nuanced picture. Women Al iduals less than 8 ye;ars didrhis was done to help shorten

y . . gl
stereqtyped as thg more competltlvg and aggressive sex when it corge survey, as some participants in Study 1 commented that the
.to .be.mg competitive and aggressive toward young women. o'.d%rurvey was too long. There was also potential confusion from the
individuals are also stereotyped to be more competitive and sometim ﬁrasing of these two directed groups in Study 1“bays’ and

m(:Tr]e aﬁg:ﬁ/ress;:\c/je the:n yci): n?e\,r\, I?S Ivﬂu?ls vn\ghen '; c;)hmcres o bei %irls” may have been confused by some participants as referring
competitive and aggressive foward older same-sex others. to teenagers. Hence, we collapsed them here into a single

Women are ‘.""SO typlc_al_ly ste_reotyped as more communal thanchildren’-directed group that is more explicitly distinct from the
men. But again, examining directed stereotypes reveals bot

Lo . her four directed .
qualifications and reversals. For instance, 18- to 28-yeananidre other Tour directed groups

. In the general stereotype condition, participants were simply told
stereotyped to be more communal than 18- to 28-year-old women g, they would be asked about their general impressions of the eight
terms of communion toward young women, and 60-year-old me

are also stereotyped as more communal than 60-vear-old women?anrget groups. In both the directed and general stereotype condition,
yp y s presentation order of the eight target groups was randomized.

terms of communion toyvard elderly women. ) Stereotype Measures. In the directed stereotype condition, we
That said, it is possible that these patterns are unique to the

L A . measured six trait stereotypesmpetitive, physically aggressive,
Egrrrt:cfﬁnt: ?n;hlsoztu?gp :ngesht;d%?ts E? r;'tchlg?rhé e:p(;steg;r?t é:aring, helpful, nurturant, andtalk bad about.® Each trait stereotype

petitiv perative vior wi young stu was paired with th@ve directed groups. Hence, a sample item was:
Mort_aove_r , although  the dlrect_ed_ stereotype patterns preseml'g'OW likely are 18-year-old females todmnpetitive toward young
qualifications and reversals of existing sex-age stereotype patterr\ll%bmen? on a 9-point scalle (& not at all, 9= extremely). Within

we did notinclude a control comparison group where we also measur%ﬁch target group, the presentation order of each stereotype trait was
general stereotypes. Hence, Study 2 attempts to replicate Study 1, witl

a different sample and now with an additicteintrol’ group in which randomized, and within each trait, the presentation order @ithe

onlv general stereotvoes are assessed directed groups was also randomized.
v typ ' In the general stereotype condition, participants also responded to

the same trait stereotyp&but with no directed component. Hence,
Study 2: Directed Versus General Sex—Age Stereotypes

Method 3The stereotype ofalk bad about had been included for exploratory
purposes. We present the analyses for this irStiplemental Material
Participants “In the general stereotype condition, there were two variants for each

stereotype trait. Thiérst variant was simply the trait word (e.g-How likely
Two-hundred fifty-four participants (151 females) were are 18-year-old females to t@mpetitive?”), which is most similar to typical
recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk and were Compensateﬂ;easures in the literature. The second variant applied the piwased
0

. . . . her§ to the trait (e.g.,“How likely are 18-year-old females to be
for their participation (seBaolacci & Chandler, 2014or typical competitive toward others?”). This second variant was included to examine if

attributes of this saple). Participantsnean age was 35.6 years just attaching a generic directed element to the measure, without necessarily
(SD = 13.4), and 71.7% ideried as White, 9.1% Black, 5.9% specifying a particular directed group, would lead to different patterns from a
Hispanic, and 3.9% Asian American. From the average effect siZeneral trait stereotype measure (tret variant). The stereotype patterns for

. . _the second variant were virtually identical as the patterns féirgheariant.
of a key sex stereotype reversal of interest (women bein ence, in the main text, for brevity, we present the results for jusirge

stereotyped as more contjige than men toward womenz = variant. We present the patterns for theward others variant in the
.49), the required sample size for detecting the effegt=at05 Supplemental Material
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a sample item would b&How likely are 18-year-old females to be competitive than women toward elderly menakk .001), and this
competitive?” on a similar 9-point scale & not at all, 9= extremely). stereotyped sex difference was larger for stereotypes of 60 relative to
Within each target group, the presentation order of the traits we&8-/40-year-olds (botps < .004). Hence, supporting Hypothesis 1
randomized. again, men are generally stereotyped to be the more competitive sex
In both conditions, after reporting their stereotypes of all targein terms of competitiveness toward elderly men. The patterns here
groups, participants responded to a set of demographic measures afgb replicate Study’4 reversal of the typical age stereotype, with
were then debriefed. 60-year-old men/women being stereotyped as more competitive
than 18-year-old men/women (boffis < .001) in terms of
competitiveness toward elderly men.
Finally, for directed stereotypes of competition toward elderly
For each stereotype trait, we conduct a 2 (target group sex: malMbmen, a similar Target SexTarget Age interaction emergéd3,
female) x 4 (target group age: 18/28/40/60 years old) within-384)=9.88,p <.001,n3 =.072 Figure 4 right panel middle right).
participant analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the general stereotyp®/omen across all ages were stereotyped asfisignily more
condition and a 2 (target group sex: male/femald)(target group  competitive than men toward elderly women ffalk .03), and this
age: 18/28/40/60 years ol&) 5 (directed group: children/young stereotyped sex difference was larger for stereotypes of 60-year-olds
men/young women/elderly men/elderly women) within-participantelative to 18-/28-year-olds (bopis < .001). This general pattern
ANOVA in the directed stereotype cotidn. In the directed stereotype also replicates Study 1.
condition, for all stereotyptraits, there were sidicant three-way
interactions (alps < .001). Hence, again, directed group matters. We

examine the patterns for each trait below. Aggressiveness General Versus Directed Stereotypes

Results

For general stereotypes of physical aggressiveness, the main
effects of target sex and target age were figdlby a sigricant

In the general stereotype condition, sfgrint main effects of ~interaction (3, 372)= 13.60,p < .001,n;, = .099 Figure 5 left _
both target sex(1, 124)= 85.67,p < .001,n% = .41, and target age, panel). Men across ages were stereotypeq as more physically
F(3, 372)= 174.69,p < .0011112 = .59, were observed, with no aggresswe than women (@ < .001), and this stereotyped eex
significant interaction [{ = .22; Figure 4 left panel). Men were difference was smaller for stereotypes of 60-year-olds relative to
generally stereotyped as more competitive than women, and peofié younger agesp(< .001). _
were stereotyped to become less competitive with age, with every FOr directed stereotypes of aggressiveness, the patterns were
age group being stereotyped to be digantly less competitive than again generally similai={gure 5 right panel) to those observed in
all younger age groups (gis < .001). These patterns are to be Study 1. Like in Study 1, we followed up with Target SeXarget
expected given the existing stereotyping literature. Age ANOVAs for each directed group.

In the directed stereotype condition, the patterns that emerged For the directed stereotype of physical aggressiveness toward
were highly similar to Study 1. For the directed stereotype obOung men, there were sigitant main effects of target sex and
competition toward young men, there were digant main effects ~targetage, qudled by a sigrficant interactionk (3, 384)= 13.75,
of target sext=(1, 128)= 174.64p < _001,,]% = 57, andtargetage, P < .001_,nf, = .097. Men across ages were stereotyped as more
F(3, 384)= 163.54,p < .001171%’ = 56. There was no sigitant ~ adgressive than women towa_er young mem .OO_l;Flgure 5 _
interaction effec (3, 384)=1.07,p= '3671]% =.008. Like Study 1, right panel top left), with this stereotyped sex difference being
men in general were stereotyped as igantly more competitive smaller for stereotypes of 60-year-olds relative to all other age
than women toward young meRigure 4 right panel top left), and  9roups (alps < .002). Again, this provides support for Hypotheses
younger individuals were also stereotyped as more competitive and la.

Competitiveness General Versus Directed Stereotypes

toward young men (all age groups were stereotyped to bé&sigiy For the directed stereotype of_physical aggressiveness toward
different from each other, gis < .001). Once again, this supports YOUNg women, only a sigficant main effect of target age emerged,
Hypotheses 1 and 1a. F(3, 384)=101.08,p < .001,n3 = .44. There was no sigitant

For the directed stereotype of competition toward young womerf@rget sex or interaction effects (bofis > .20). Pairwise
the main effects of target sex and target age werefigaay a ~ comparisons showed that 18-year-olds were stereotyped as the
significant interactiorf;(3, 384)=8.95,p < .OOl,nf, =.065 Figure 4
right panel top right). Women across ages were stereotyped as more
competitive than men toward young women galk .001), and this 5 A reviewer noted thi§inding as the most striking and consistent across
stereotyped sex difference was smaller for stereotypes of 60-year-okdadies, with the patterns for other reversals seeming comparatively weaker/
relative to all other age groups (p# < .001). This again supports inconsistent. However, such relative visual comparisons can be misleading.
Hypothesis 2 and replicates Studis findings of areversed sex For example,take the reversal of th_e_typlcal age stereotype when examining
ith cularl ._the directed stereotype of competition toward elderly men (the analysis
stereotype, with women (partlc_u.ar y at younger ages) b?!n%resented immediately after this note). In the general stereotype condition,
stereotyped as the more competitive sex in terms of competitivgo-year-old men were stereotyped as Sigmitly less competitive than
ness toward young women. 40-year-old mend = .98). However, when"ex_amining directed_s_tereotypes,
For directed stereotypes of competition toward elderly menB0-year-old men were stereotyped as sigatly more competitive than

L . . 40-year-old men in terms of competitiveness toward older then.64).
there was also a sidigant Target Sex Target Age interaction, This latter directed stereotype effect is not just statisticallyfgignt on its

F(3, 384)=5.90,p < .001,n; = .044 Figure 4 right panel middle  own; itis signficant in theopposite direction of the prior general stereotype
left). Men across all ages were stereotyped asfgigntly more  (of older individuals as less competitive).
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Figure 4
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Competitiveness (Study 2)
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Note. Left panel: general stereotype of competitiveness. Right panel top row: directed stereotypes of competition toward young men
and women; right panel middle row: directed stereotypes of competition toward elderly men and women; right panel bottom: directed
stereotypes of competition toward children. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more competitive. Error bars represent +1
standard error. ye year old.

age group most aggressive toward young women, and people wesex difference being larger for stereotypes of 18-year-olds relative to

stereotyped to decrease in aggressiveness with increasing age fltyear-olds |§ < .001).

ps < .001; Figure § right panel top right). Finally, for the directed stereotype of physical aggressiveness
For directed stereotypes of physical aggressiveness towatdward elderly women, there was also a digant Target Sex

elderly men, there were siditant main effects of target sex and Target Age interactionF(3, 384) = 2.66, p = .048, nﬁ =

target age, qudled by a sigricant interactionF(3, 384)= 4.38, .020 Figure § right panel middle right). Eighteen-year-old men

p=.005,n =.033. Supporting Hypothesis 1, men across ages wereere stereotyped as more aggressive than 18-year-old women

stereotyped as more aggressive than women toward elderly mé&oward elderly womeng=.004), but there was no stereotyped sex

(allps< .001;Figure 5right panel middle left), with the stereotyped difference in aggressiveness for all other age groupsall40).
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Figure 5

General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Aggressiveness (Study 2)

General Stereotype
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Note. Left panel: general stereotype of aggressiveness. Right panel top row: directed stereotypes of aggressive toward young men and
women; right panel middle row: directed stereotypes of aggressive toward elderly men and women; right panel bottom: directed
stereotypes of aggressive toward children. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more aggressive. Error bars represent +1

standard error. ye year old.

Communion General Versus Directed Stereotypes

Following Study 1, we computed a composite of the thre _
g y P p Cage,F(3, 372)= 112.40,p < .001,n?

For the general stereotype condition, there were main effects of
both target sext (1, 124)= 116.24,p < .001,nf, = .48, and target
= .48, and no sigficant

stereotypes of caring, nurturant, and helpful into a Communio'ﬂ\teraction,p = .53. Women were generally stereotyped as more
stereotype. In the directed stereotype condition, the composite hg8mmunal than men, and individuals were stereotyped as increasingly

generally high reliability (average= .84, allas> .73). Reliability

communal with age (ghs < .003;Figure § left panel). These patterns

of the composite was also high in the general stereotype conditiogre congruent with existing gender and age stereotyping literatures.

with one exception (average=.79, allas > .73 except for stereotypes
of 28-year-old meny = .65).

However, assessing directed stereotypes again reveals a more
complex patternHigure 6 right panel). For the directed stereotype
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Figure 6
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Communion (Study 2)
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Note. Left panel: general stereotype of communion. Right panel top row: directed stereotypes of communion toward young men and
women; right panel middle row: directed stereotypes of communion toward elderly men and women; right panel bottom: directed
stereotypes of communion toward children. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more communal. Error bars represent +1
standard error. ye: year old.

of communion toward young men, the main effects of both targef(3, 384)= 34.65,p < .001,113, =.21. The sex stereotype reversal
sex and target age were qtiall by a sigrficant interactionF(3, that was observed in Study 1 was also found heigu(e 6 right
384)=17.07,p < .OOl,nf, = .12. Women across all ages were panel top right) and, if anything, was even more pronounced.
stereotyped as siditantly more communal than men toward young Supporting Hypothesis 4, from pairwise comparisons, men at 18,
men Eigure § right panel top left), with the stereotyped sex 28, and 40 years old were stereotyped as more communal than
difference being larger for stereotypes of 18- to 28-year-olds relativ@omen toward young women spgcally (allps < .001). There was
to 40- to 60-year-olds (afis < .001). This replicates Study 1 and no stereotyped sex difference in communion for 60-year-old targets
again supports Hypothesis 5. (p =.73).

For the directed stereotype of communion toward young women, For the directed stereotype of communion toward elderly men,
there was also a sigigant Target Sex Target Age interaction, there were main effects of both target sei,, 128)= 144.06,
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We note that Hypotheses 6 and 7 may representlictmg toward European Americar(directed group)?’ “How likely are
stereotypes in their directed form. If both processes occur, it iAsian Americangtarget group) to be cooperative toward Asian
possible that the two proposed effects will cancel each other oumericans (directed group)?’ Within the directed stereotype
Thus, perceivers might not hold directed stereotypes of each raciadndition, the presentation orders of the three target groups, the
ethnic group as being particularly competitive or cooperativdour stereotype traits within each target group, and the three directed
toward in-group members. That said, social perceivers can holgroups within each stereotype trait were all randomized.

ambivalent stereotypes about groups (&gke et al., 1999 and After reporting both their general and directed stereotypes,
both Hypotheses 6 and 7 might independently emerge. participants responded to a set of demographic measures and were
then debriefed.
Method
Resul
Participants esults

. . . Three stereotype traits (competitive, cooperative, friendly, but
A total of 266 participants (127 women), all located in the Unltednot aggressiveness) showed sigant Participant Race Target
States, were recrU|tgd from. thg online platform B‘m“‘?' were Groupx Directed Group interactions (p < .001). Hence, for each
compensated for their participation. Three different studies were Sgf y oo three stereotype traits, we followed up with three separate
:ip ?t the same tlme :jo recrhultdfq(; ?e(:upartlﬁlpant;lth?(tl,A?gsed 0Farget Groupx Directed Group ANOVAs for each participant race
Aro 'ﬁ.c prelszcreer:n_g /ata, h: ! ‘ﬁ/ eﬁCE as A ac m\:/?lﬂ' group. For stereotypes of physical aggressiveness, given that the
merican, East Asian/South Asian/South East Asian, or ite articipant Race Target Groupk Directed Group interaction was

Caucasian. A balanced participant sex distribution was also targetﬁgnsignﬁcam (0 = .068), we collapsed across participant race in the
for each study. Participantsiean age was 36.7 yeaBD(= 12.6; follow-up Target Groupc Directed Group ANOVA.
Asian participantdvl = 34.5,SD = 10.5; Black participant#) = 37.5,
SD = 13.5; White participantdyl = 38.0,SD = 13.0).
The sample size was determined by resource constraints a@bmpetitiveness General and Directed Stereotypes
provided 80% power, within each participant group, for detecting an ) )
effect sizedz of .30 ata = .05 for differences between two  Separate Target GroupDirected Group ANOVAs were carried
dependent means. o_ut for each participant race. For Whlte_ parnmpants, there was a
significant Target Groug Directed Group interactiof(6, 534)=
5.61,p < .OOl,nf, = .059 (Figure 7 top panel). All follow-up
Materials and Procedure breakdowns of sigficant interactions are Bonferroni corrected. To
The survey was advertised online as a social attitudes survey srt]reamline the descriptions of the resglts, we juxtapose the general
hich participants were informed that thev would be asked abd %tereotype pattern with the three directed stereotype patterns,
which participants were | ) >y wou S S Lhighlighting where the directed stereotypes broadly parallel the
their impressions of various social groups in the survey. After glvmgi/

. e i eneral stereotype and where they do not.
|ttk']s eellrf consent to participate, they were then directed to the surv For White participantsgeneral stereotypes of competitiveness,

- . nly Asian Americans were stereotyped as more competitive than
Participants were informed that they would be asked about theﬁ:friycan Americans |§ = .002), and ynpo other com arisF:)ns were
general impression of three different groups: African Americanssigniﬁcant ©s > 077)_ '.I'his :c,peﬁic pattern wasné)t observed
Asian Americans, and European Americans and how each gro ; ) .

' = r. any of the directed stereotypes. For directed stereotypes of
behaves generally and toward each other. Participants then reported y yp yp

. : =~ competitiveness toward European or African Americans, White
both their general and directed stereotypes. The order that pammpangs g - .

. ; . rticipants did not stereotype the three groups to differalL86).
reported their general or directed stereotypes was randoized. b P yp group )

... For directed stereotypes of competitiveness toward Asian Americans,
Stereotype Measures. We measured four stereotype traits in , . ; N "
o ) Asian Americans were stereotyped as sigantly more competitive
Study 3. Thefirst two were the stereotypesaimpetitive (testing

Hypothesis 7) anghysically aggressive, similar to Studies 1 and 2. tghzszallz:;%%i?? fgpa)gfgt(;]aer;i?r;encans (bpth< .03), providing
Although we had no strong a priori predictions about directed race o Black participants, there was also a Sigait Target Grou
stereotypes of aggressiveness, such stereotypes may follow a snmEﬂ

o : ) fected Group interactioif;(6, 540)= 11.81,p < .001,113, =.12
pattern as those of competitiveness (presuming aggressiveness Ei&ure 7 middle panel). For generaseotypes of competitiveness
way of competing). We also measured two stereotypes that wou ' '

: . . . . lack participants stereotyped European Americans as more competi-
test Hypothesis &ooperative andfriendly, instead of thé&caring’ . P P . typ P . ; P
‘ A din Studies 1 and 2. A simil | Studi tive than African Americansp(= .006). Asian Americans were not
zlf(;ez() ygz mseea;lsgenoltnat ,:II Ile'lfel ag B é t;mlaﬁg?f as studieg, reotyped as sididantly different in competitiveness relative to the
was u . all TIKely, 9= ex yAKE). other two races (botps > .09). Again, this spefic pattern was not
Hence, a sample item in the general stereotypes condition was;

Bbserved i i
; . X . served in any of the directed stereotypes. In terms of competitiveness
“How likely are African Americangtarget group) to be competi- Y P P

tive? (italicized text f ¢ tincluded in the actual toward European Americans, Black participants did notfsignily
Ve~ (italicized text for reference, notinciuded in the actua SurVey)'stereotype the three races as differing from each othps fall06). In
Within the general stereotype condition, the presentation order of the

three target groupsl Was. rgndomized, and the presentation order .Of Presentation order did not interact sfgmaintly with any of the main two-
four stereotype traits within each target group was also randomlze\g‘;ay (Target Group< Directed Group) or three-way (Participant Race

For the directed stereotype condition, sample items were as followBirget Groupx Directed Group) interactions (gik > .09). Hence, we
“How likely are African American8arget group) to be competitive  collapse across presentation order in all analyses.
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stereotypes showed different patterns. For the directed stereotypeiiropean Americans, African Americans were stereotyped as the
competitiveness toward European Americans, Asian participantaost aggressive group, followed by European Americans, and least
did not stereotype the races to differ fab> .99). For the directed so Asian Americans (alps < .001). This presented a different
stereotype of competitiveness toward African Americans, Asiapattern from the general stereotype.

participants stereotyped European and African Americans to be

more competitive than Asian Americans (bpshx .03). Note that
this constitutes a reversal of the general stereotype pattern (of Asi
Americans as most competitive). Finally, for the directed stereotype o white participants, there was a sigrint Target Group

of competitiveness toward Asian Americans, Asian participantgyirected Group interaction for stereotypes of cooperativeR&s,
stereotyped Asian Americans to be the most competitive grougss)—31.08,p < .001,n2 = .26 Figure 9 top panel). For general
toward other Asian Americans (supporting Hypothesis 7; ¥ siereotypes of cooperativeness, White participants stereotyped
-003) and did not stereotype European and African Americans t8sjan Americans as more cooperative than both European and
differ from each otherp(= .11). African Americans (botlps < .02), with European and African

_Broadly then, for each perceiver group, the patterns of the thregmericans not stereotyped as differing in general cooperativeness
directed stereotypes of competitiveness almost always differed frot’g = .99).

the general stereotype of competitiveness. Moreover, there Wasgor the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward Asian
partial support for Hypothesis 7, particularly with perceivers americans, a similar pattern as the general stereotype was
stereotypes of Asian Americans, who were often stereotyped gpserved-White participants stereotyped Asian Americans as the
highly competitive toward other Asian Americans. most cooperative group (bofis < .001), more so than European
and African Americans (who were not stereotyped to diffex,
.99). However, for the other two directed stereotypes, strikingly
different patterns were observed. For the directed stereotype of
As mentioned earlier, for stereotypes of physical aggressivenegoperativeness toward European Americans, White participants
there was no sigficant Participant RaceTarget Groupx Directed ~ Stereotyped European Americans to bentbst cooperative group,
Group interaction. So, we collapse across participant races for tHigllowed by Asian Americans, anfihally African Americans as
stereotypé.There was a sigficant Target Groug Directed Group least cooperative (afls < .02). For the directed stereotype of
interaction,F(6, 1,626)= 8.07,p < _001,71% = .029. As shown in  cooperativeness toward African Americans, White participants
Figure § for general stereotypes, perceivers stereotyped Asiapfereotyped African Americans as the most cooperative group
Americans as sigficantly less physically aggressive than both (Pothps <.001), more so than both European and Asian Americans
European and African Americans (b@< .001), and European (who were not stereotyped to differ=.20). It seems then that what
and African Americans were not stereotyped as Sugmitly might seem like a general stereotype of Asian Americans as particularly
different from each othemp(= .082). cooperative may have missed (White) perceivirscted stereotypes
This general stereotype pattern was similar to two of the directe@f high cooperativeness within race, which supports Hypothesis 6.
stereotype patternsstereotypes of aggressiveness toward both Black participants also showed a sfgrant Target Groupc
African Americans and Asian Americans. For both these directeBirected Group interactiof(6, 540)= 55.89,p <.001,n; = .38
stereotypes, Asian Americans were stereotyped to be less aggresdivlure 9 middle panel). Black participants held general stereotypes
than both European and African Americans (@l < .001). of both African Americans and Asian Americans as more

However, for the directed stereotype of aggressiveness towaf@operative than European Americans (bmgh< .02). Directed
stereotypes, however, again present bothfigetions and reversals

of this general stereotype pattern. Black participants held stereotypes

Cooperativeness General and Directed Stereotypes

Physical Aggressiveness General and Directed Stereotypes

Figure 8 _ _ _ of each group as being the most cooperatiward their own group,
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Physical Aggressiveness, again supporting Hypothesis 6 (e.g., for directed stereotype of
Collapsed Across Participant Races (Study 3) cooperativeness toward European Americans, European Americans

were stereotyped as thmst cooperative group; afis < .001), with
the other two groups being stereotyped as similapgal .12).

Finally, for Asian participants, there was also a $igant Target
Groupx Directed Group interactioffr,(6, 504)= 60.95,p < .001,
n3 = .42 (Figure 9 bottom panel). Asian participants held general
stereotypes of Asian Americans as the most cooperative group,
followed by European Americans, and least so African Americans
(all ps< .004). This general stereotype pattern did match the pattern
for directed stereotypes of cooperativeness toward Asian Americans
(all ps < .005). However, the other two directed stereotypes again
showed distinct patterns. For the directed stereotype of cooperative-
ness toward European Americans, Asian participants stereotyped both

) ] ] 7 Even though the interaction effect was not statistically §agmit, given
Note. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more physicallgotential researcher interest in participant race differences for this stereotype,
aggressive. Error bars represent +1 standard error. we present the breakdown by participant race irStlygplemental Material


https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000425.supp

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

DIRECTED STEREOTYPES 493

Figure 9
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Cooperativeness (Study 3)
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Note. Top panel: White participaritgeneral and directed stereotypes. Middle panel: Black
participants general and directed stereotypes. Bottom panel: Asian particigamsral and

directed stereotypes. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more cooperative. Error bars
represent +1 standard error.

European Americans and Asian Americans as similarly cooperativgroup is particularly cooperative toward its own in-group, providing
(p = .23) and more so than African Americans (bpth< .001). strong support for Hypothesis 6.
For the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward African
Americans, Asian participants stereotyped African Americans as t
most cooperative group, more so than the other two groups (bot
ps < .001). For stereotypes of friendliness, White participants showed a
Hence, perceivers of different racial groups seemed to hold differingignificant Target Groug Directed Group interactiof(6, 534)=
general stereotypes of cooperativeness, with Asian America8.96,p < .001, ng = .36 (Figure 10 top panel). For general
typically being stereotyped as a more cooperative group. Directestereotypes of friendliness, White participants did not stereotype the
stereotypes of cooperativeness reveal a very different picture thoughree groups to differ in friendliness (@b > .99). However, in
with all perceiver race groups holding the directed stereotype that eatdrms of directed stereotypes, White participants clearly stereotyped

riendliness General and Directed Stereotypes
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Figure 10
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Friendliness (Study 3)
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Note. Top panel: White participaritgeneral and directed stereotypes. Middle panel: Black
participants general and directed stereotypes. Bottom panel: Asian particigamsral and
directed stereotypes. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more friendly. Error bars
represent +1 standard error.

each group to be friendliest toward members of their own groumarticipants did hold sigficant general stereotypes, stereotyping
again supporting Hypothesis 6 (e.g., Asian Americans were stereotypédrican Americans as the most generally friendly group (both
as the friendliest group toward Asian Americanspalk .001). In  ps < .02). However, Black participantdirected stereotypes were
addition, Asian Americans were stereotyped as more friendly thagualitatively quite similar to the directed stereotypes held by White
African Americans in terms of friendliness toward Europeanparticipants. Spefically, supporting Hypothesis 6, Black partici-
Americans p < .001). These patterns for White participants pants also stereotyped each group to be friendliest toward members
present an example where even when groupscaistereotyped to  of their own group (allps < .001), and also stereotyped Asian
differ for general stereotypes, there can still be different group\mericans to be more friendly than African Americans, in terms of
stereotypes when directed stereotypes are assessed. friendliness toward European Americaps={ .002).

Black participants also showed a sigpant Target Groupx Finally, Asian participants also showed a digaint Target
Directed Group interactioif,(6, 540)= 57.79,p < .OOl,nf, =.39 Groupx Directed Group interactioff(6, 504)= 63.31,p < .001,
(Figure 1Q middle panel). Unlike White participants, Black 'ﬁ; = .43 (Figure 10 bottom panel). Like White participants, Asian
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participants didhot stereotype the three groups to differ in generalalso implies that individuals may need to compete for desirable
friendliness (alps > .10). Once again though, directed stereotypessocial partners with others of the same race. To the extent that racial
showed that Asian participants stereotyped each group to be tigeoups are also observed as disproportionately in similar occupa-
friendliest group toward members of their own groupp@# .001),  tions, involving competition with those of the same occupation (e.qg.,
supporting Hypothesis 6 once more. In addition, Asian participantathletes, business owners), perceivers might infer that competitive
stereotyped Asian Americans to be more friendly than Africarbehavior occurs especially within racial groups too (Hypothesis 7).
Americans, in terms of friendliness toward European American$his hypothesis was not as strongly supported as Hypothesis 6,
(p <.001), and stereotyped European Americans to be more friendbithough some patterns are suggestive (e.g., Asian Americans were
than African Americans, in terms of friendliness toward Asianstereotyped as particularly competitive toward other Asian
Americans fp < .001). Americans).

Hence, Black participants hold general stereotypes of their Given the above, perceivers who are regularly exposed to
own group as more friendly than other groups. White and Asiafinteractions across groups should presumably hold different
participants did not seem to hold clear group stereotypes dfirected stereotypes. Specally, such perceivers might hold
friendliness. However, directed stereotypes showed distinct grougirected stereotypes of highetween-group cooperation and
stereotypes, with each group stereotyped as being particularbpmpetition (e.g., stereotype of group A as highly cooperative
friendly toward others of the same group. Interestingly, thiswith group B). In Study 4, we explore this by recruiting student
directed stereotype pattern seemed relatively consistent acrgsarticipants on arAmerican campus with diverse racial/ethnic
different participant races. demographics. We also extend our examination of directed
stereotypes to an additional grewpatino Americans. Along
with a larger sample, Study 4 allows a test of the generalizability of
the directed stereotypes observed in Study 3.

In Study 3, wdind again that perceivers hold directed stereotypes. In the studies so far, directed stereotypes are clearly distinct and
Across a range of stereotypes, and with perceivers from differemixhibit unique patterns from general stereotypes. We think this is
racial groups, examining directed stereotypes uncovers nuancdtkoretically important and opens a new way of thinking about
stereotype content. For example, both White and Asian perceivessereotypes. However, a skeptical reader might ask: Even if
hold the general stereotype of Asian Americans as more cooperatiperceivers hold directed stereotypes, why should this matter?
than African Americans. However, these same perceivers alggiven thatthe study of social stereotypes has been of long-standing
stereotypeAfrican Americans as more cooperative than Asian interest in ourfield partly due to its connections to intergroup
Americanstoward African Americans. Examining directed stereo- prejudice, we measure intergroup attitudes in Study 4. This allows
types here uncovers areversal of the general stereotype. Indeed, theseto examine how directed stereotypes might predict (or not)
are consistent directed stereotypes of each group as being particulantergroup attitudes, over and above the recognized impact of
cooperative and friendly toward same-group others, supportingeneral stereotypes.

Hypothesis 6.

Directed stereotypes of competition also showed different patterns
from their general counterparts. Black perceivers, for instance, did not .
generally stereotype African Americans and Asian Americans as Intergroup Attitudes

different in competitivenessrigure 7 middle panel). However, In brief, Study 4 examines directed stereotypes of race/ethnicity in a
the same perceiverid stereotype African Americans to be more itterent, and larger, sample from Study 3 and one in which there is

competitive than Asian Americans, spiegilly toward African  yresumably greater cross-group cooperation and competition. In
Americans. This reversed in a second directed stereotype, with AsigRgition, it also assesses intergroup attitudes, allowing an examination

Americans now being stereotyped as more competitive than Africagy how directed and general stereotypes may independently predict
Americans, spefically toward Asian Americans. Hence, even Whereintergroup attitudes.

there seem to be no siieant general stereotypes, examining
directed stereotypes presents strikingly divergent patterns.
Study 3s patterns reinforce two recurrent themes so far: WherMethod
there are general _ste_reotypes of group differences, directed stereotypg;ti cipants
often reveal qudiications or reversals. Where there seem tadbe
significant general stereotypes (i.e., groups are perceived similarly), Participants were undergraduate students recruited at a large
directed stereotypes castill reveal sigricant stereotypes and public university on the West Coast of the United States (a different
sometimes highly divergent ones. college from Study 5 sample) and completed the survey for
Where might these directed stereotypes be coming from? Awsearch credit as part of course requirements. We recruited all
outlined in Study 3 introduction, given that individuals of each participants who were eligible for the survey, across two academic
racial group often live in proximity to one another, and are especialljerms. The total number of participants who completed the survey
likely to form social connections with those of the same race, socialas 670 (571 iderfied as female). Participahtaean age was 21.0
perceivers may presume strong goals of socidiagion within years §D = 3.7). We note that this college has a high diversity of
racial groups. Supporting this, perceivers generally held pronouncesfudents from different racial and ethnic backgrounds and a high
stereotypes of each racial group as being most friendly andumber of multiracial/multiethnic individuals, presenting a unique
cooperative with its own group members (Hypothesis 6). That saiddample to examine directed (and general) race/ethnic stereotypes.
given that social connections are often formed within groups, thi8Vhen reporting their race/ethnicity, participants could select more

Discussion

Study 4: Directed Race/Ethnic Stereotypes 11 and
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than one group that they idefieid with® The largest racial/ethnic Competitiveness General and Directed Stereotypes
group were students who ideigd as Hispanic (216 participants,
32% of the full sample), out of whom 42 also idéet with another . ) A
race/ethnicity. The second largest group was Asian American (168/rected Group interactiof(6, 726)= 10.76,p < .001,n;, = .082
participants, 24% of the full sample; 65 idéetil with another race/ (Figure 11 top panel). All follow-up pairwise comparisons are
ethnicity) and then followed by White (122 participants, 18% of the>onferroni corrected. For general stereotypes of competitiveness,
full sample; 61 identied with another race/ethnicity). The analysesthe only signiicant effects were that White participants stereotyped
in this study focus on these three numerically largest groups in ti°th White and Asian Americans as more competitive than Latino
current sample. The design of the study, as presented below, wAmericans (botlps < .001). A similar pattern emerged for directed

also intended to parallel the three expected largest participant grouffgreotypes of competitiveness toward Asian Ameriediuih
in this samplé. The current sample size provides 80% power for"White and Asian Americans were stereotyped asfésgnily more

detecting an effect size df = .26 ata = .05, within the smallest COMPetitive than Latino Americans (bgthi<.001). However, the
participant group (Whites). patterns for the other two directed stereotypes differed. For the

directed stereotype of competitiveness toward White Americans,
White Americans were stereotyped to be more competitive than
Latino Americans |f < .001), and Asian Americans were not
stereotyped as sidgigantly different from either White or Latino
The survey materials and procedure were similar to Study 3 mericans (bothps > .06). For the directed stereotype of
except that we now examined stereotypes of Latino Americangompetitiveness toward Latino Americans, the only Sicant
instead of African Americans. As part of a multistudy survey,effect was that White Americans were stereotyped as being more
participants were informed that they would be asked about theffompetitive than Asian Americanp & .026).
general impression of three different groups: Asian Americans, Latino For Hispanic participants, there was also a igmit Target
Americans, and White Americans and how each group behavésroupx Directed Group interactiof(6, 1,290)= 22.72,p < .001,
generally and toward each other. Like in Study 3, participants; = .096 Figure 11 middle panel). Hispanic participants held
reported both general and directed stereotypes, with presentatiganeral stereotypes of both it¢rand Asian Americans as siioantly
order of the two randomizéed. more competitive than tiao Americans (botlps < .05). A similar
Stereotype Measures. The same four stereotype traits pattern emerged for the directegrebtypes of compiveness toward
(competitive, physically aggressive, cooperative, friendly) from both White Americans and Asian AmericaA#/hite and Asian
Study 3 were measured. A sample item in the general stereotypégnericans were stereotyped as more competitive than Latino
condition would be:How likely are Latino Americangtarget Americans (alps < .007). However, for the directed stereotype of
group) to be cooperativeé?(italicized text not included in the competitiveness toward Latino Americans, Hispanic participants
actual survey), on a scale of dof at all likely) to 9 (xtremely stereotyped Asian Americanslass competitive than both White
likely). While a sample item in the directed stereotypes condition
would be:“How likely are Latino Americangarget group) to be 8We conduct exploratory analyses in tt&ipplemental Material
cooperative toward White Americar{directed group)?” The  examining if there were any sidiwant interaction effects of whether

randomized presentation order of the target and directed grouﬁgrticipants are monoracial/mono-ethnic versus not. To summarize, there
was similar to Study 3 were generally no sigficant interactions of being monoracial/ethnic vs

X ) . . multiracial/ethnic with the main Target GroyDirected Group interaction
Intergroup Attitudes.  After reporting their group stereotypes, (all ps > .12), except for White participantstereotype of cooperativeness

to assess intergroup attitudes, participants responded to four itenis=.030). We present details in tBepplemental Materigbut the nature of
Two items weréHow much do youike/dislike (target group), as a  this interaction did not sigficantly affect the broad pattern of target groups

; i : being stereotyped as particularly cooperative within their own group.
7
group? and two items weréHow positive/negative do you feel ®We are mindful that some of the race/ethnic categories participants

toward (target group), as a _QV_OUFﬂ = notat aII;. 9 = extremely). identified themselves with (e.g., Hispanic) do not overlap accurately with the
For each target group, thislike and negative items werefirst groups that stereotypes were measured for (e.g., Latino Americans). To

reverse coded, and all four items were then combined to form maximize data collection, the current study had been attached to other

composite attitude measures(= .86/.74/.81, for attitudes toward research surveys (from which we also drew demographic data to reduce
o T survey burden). Unfortunately, these other research surveys had measured

White/Latino/Asian Americans). Hence, higher scorsgeamore  paricipant demographics for their own purposes and used measures that did
positive attitude toward the group. Presentation order of the thre®t map on exactly to our stereotype groups. This is a limitation of the current

target groups was also randomized. delsoi?n- Lanal st edifth eantth
; . ; n all analyses, wérst examined if there were any sifycant three-way

Finally, partl?lpants responded to a set of demographic measurﬁ?esentation Ordex Target Groupx Directed Group interactions. There

and were debriefed. were generally none (alys > .11), except for one-Asian American

participant stereotypes of friendliness(6, 972)= 2.95,p = .007,13 =

.018. Upon breakdown of this interaction, the qualitativélerof the Target

Results Group x Directed Group interactions (i.e., in which target group is

stereotyped as more/less friendly in each directed group condition) for both

For each stereotype trait, we conduct three separate 3 (targeesentation orders was similar. Hence, all subsequent analyses collapse

group: Asian American/Latino American/White Americanj across presentation order.

; . ; .M Unlike Study 3, it was not possible fost conduct a full three-way
(directed group: no directed group [general Stereowpe]/ASIaQ\NOVA that included participant race/ethnicity because many participants

American/Latino American/White American) within-participant igentfied with more than one of the three main racial/ethnic groups (see the
ANOVAs for each participant race/ethnicity. Participants section for details).

For White participants, there was a siipaint Target Grou

Materials and Procedure


https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000425.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000425.supp

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

498 SNG, CHOI, WILLIAMS, AND NEEL

Physical Aggressiveness General and Directed Stereotypes White and Latino Americans were stereotyped to be no different in

. . aggressivenesg & .99), and Asian Americans were stereotyped as
For all three participant groups, there were sigant Target the least aggressive (bath < .001).

Groupx Directed Group interactions (@ < .001;Figure 13. For Hispanic participants had similar general stereotypes as White
general stereotypes of aggressiveness, White participants sterg@sicipants, stereotyping White Americans to be the most aggressive
typed White Americans to be the most aggressive group, followegoyp, followed by Latino Americans, and least so Asian Americans
by Latino Americans, and least so Asian Americangéadl .001).  (all ps < .002;Figure 12 middle panel). For the directed stereotypes
A similar pattern emerged for directed stereotypes of aggressivenasiaggressiveness toward both Latino and Asian Americans, a similar
toward both Latino and Asian American¥Vhite Americans were pattern emergedWhite Americans were stereotyped as most
stereotyped as the most aggressive group, followed by Latinaggressive, followed by Latino Americans, and least so Asian
Americans, and least so Asian Americanspgk .001). However, Americans (alps < .002). However, for the directed stereotype of
for directed stereotypes of aggressiveness toward White Americaraggressiveness toward White Amgans, Hispanic participants

Figure 12
General Versus Directed Group Stereotypes of Physical Aggressiveness (Study 4)

O White Americans @ Latino Americans B Asian Americans

White 7 1 |
participants i
E |
_I_ | +
|
25 - | :
7 i
«n ]
:&D i
B4 !
- i
23 !
A |
2 1 i
|
i
1 T T :
General Towards White Towards Latino Towards Asian
Americans Americans Americans
. X Directed Group
Hispanic 7 1 ,
participants | : —]—
1 ! I
(5] |
25 i
2 1
=) i
24 i
[ |
& |
23 i
¥ 1
|
2 1 i
|
|
1 t+ - r
General Towards White Towards Latino Towards Asian
Americans Americans Americans
. Directed Group
Asian 71 .
American !
. e 6 1 |
participants . —— | I I
25 i
172 ]
2 i
884 1 i
< |
23 i
Ay 1
2 !
I
X !
General Towards White Towards Latino Towards Asian
Americans Americans Americans
Directed Group

Note. Top/middle/bottom panel: White/Hispanic/Asian American participants. Higher scores
represent a stereotype of being more aggressive. Error bars represent +1 standard error; Phy.
aggressiveness physical aggressiveness.
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stereotypedLatino Americans as the most aggressive group, forthe directed stereotype of aggressiveness toward White Americans,
followed by White Americans, and least so Asian Americans (alWhite and Latino Americans wenaot stereotyped to differ in
ps < .001). This directed stereotype therefore presented a partiabgressivenesp = .11), and Asian Americans were stereotyped as
reversal of the general stereotype. least aggressive (bofis < .001).

Finally, Asian American participants showed a general/directed
stereotypes pfide that was relatively similar to White participants
(Figure 12 bottom panel). Spefcally, Asian American participants
held a general stereotype of White Americans as the most aggressiveFor stereotypes of cooperativeness, White participants also
group, followed by Latino Americans, and least so Asian Americanshowed a sigficant Target Group Directed Group interaction,
(all ps < .03). A similar pattern emerged for directed stereotypes oF(6, 726)= 66.26,p < .001,n3 = .35 (Figure 13top panel). White
aggressiveness toward both Latino and Asian Americaiibite participants held general stereotypes of both Latino and Asian
Americans were stereotyped as most aggressive, followed by Latiramericans to be more cooperative than White Americans (both
Americans, and least so Asian Americansgak .001). However, ps< .001). However, each of the three directed stereotypes showed

Cooperativeness General and Directed Stereotypes

Figure 13
General Versus Directed Group Stereotypes of Cooperativeness (Study 4)
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represent a stereotype of being more cooperative. Error bars represent +1 standard error.



This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

500 SNG, CHOI, WILLIAMS, AND NEEL

strikingly different patterns again and was distinct from the generdDo Directed Stereotypes Independently Predict Intergroup
stereotype. For the directed stereotype of cooperativeness towad@itudes ?
White Americans, White Americans were stereotyped as being more
cooperative than both Latino and Asian Americans (psth.001). To examine this question, we regressed each intergroup attitude
This was a reversal of the general stereotype. For the directétl the general stereotype of the group and the directed stereotypes of
stereotype of cooperativeness toward Latino Americans, Latin€ groups behavior toward each directed group, controlling for
Americans were stereotyped as most cooperative, followed by Asiditneral/directed stereotypes presentation order. So, for example, for
Americans, and least so White Americansggk .03). Finally, for ~ White participantsattitudes toward White Americans (their own
the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward Asian Americarl§oup), wefirst entered presentation order and then conducted a
Asian Americans were stereotyped as more cooperative than bdtepwise regression procedure for four predictors: general stereotype
White and Latino Americans (boffs < .001), with the latter two  of White Americansaggressiveness and the three directed stereotypes
groups being perceived to not diffgy £ .18). of White Americansaggressiveness toward White Americans/Latino

For Hispanic and Asian American participants, both groupsAmericans/Asian Americans. The stepwise regression prodédtire
showed sigrficant Target Groupx Directed Group interactions, enters the predictor that explains the largest amount of variance in
Fs=165.10and 143.09, bofis < .001,n3 = .43 and .47, respectively. attitudes. Next, it examines which of the remaining predictors would
For both participant groups, the general/directed stereotype patterns explain the largest amount of additional variance and enters that. The
qualitatively similar, so we descrilieem together. Both participant model repeats this process until there are no remaining predictors
groups held general stereotypes of Latino and Asian Americans (ribat would explain sigficant varianceo standard used is .05). This
difference from each otheps > .32) as more cooperative than process allows a data-driven approach in examining theente
White Americans (alps < .001). For the directed stereotype of of general versus directed stereotypes and reduces the problem of
cooperativeness toward White Americans though, the pattern reversasylticollinearity (many of the general and directed stereotypes are
with Hispanic/Asian American pitipants stereotyping White correlated with each other) by only including predictors that explain
Americans to be the most cooperative group, followed by Asiamsigniicant varianceFigure 15presents the regression doménts
Americans, and least so Latino Americansp@# .003). The directed  from this procedure by stereotype trait and participant race/ethnicity.
stereotype of cooperativeness toward Latino Americans showed yet aOut of all regressions in which at least the general stereotype, or
different pattern, with Latino Americans now being stereotyped as théne of the directed stereotypes, sigaintly predicted intergroup
most cooperative group, followed by Asian Americans, and least sgttitudes, 31% (9 out of 29) had only general stereotypes as a
White Americans (afs < .001). Finally, for the directed stereotype of significant predictor, 21% (6 out of 29) had only directed stereotypes
cooperativeness toward Asian Americans, Asian Americans Weegs signiicant predictors, and the remaining 48% had both directed
stereotyped as the most cooperative group, followed by Latingnd general stereotypes as sigant predictors. Hence, directed
Americans, and least so White Americans falk .001). stereotypes sigficantly predict intergroup attitudes, over and above

In summary, like in Study 3, participants across racial/ethnigeneral stereotypes. For example, for Asian American participants,
groups hold directed stereotypes of high levels of within-grougheir directed stereotype of how aggressive White Americans are
cooperation, supporting Hypothesis 6. The consensus in theggyard Asian Americans predicted more negative attitudes toward
directed stereotypes across participant groups is quite strikingypite Americansf{ = —.34,p < .001). The general stereotype (of
These directed stereotype patterns are also unique from those\ghiie Americansaggressiveness) was not a sfgaint predictor.
general stereotypes. A few patterns deserve note. First, the directed stereotypes that

emerge as sigficant predictors areot always stereotypes of
behavior directed toward a perceigaswn group. For example, for

Friendliness General and Directed Stereotypes White participants, their attitudes toward Latino Americans are
Broadly, stereotypes of friendlinesidure 14 show a highly inﬂue_nced by their general stereotype of h_ow_ cooperative Latino
similar pattern to stereotypes of cooperativeness. Americans arefi(= .28,p = .002) but also their directed stereotype

For general stereotypes of friendliness, both White and Asiaff how cooperative Latino Americans are towAstan Americans
American participants held general stereotypes of Latino Americaf@nd not White Americang; = .18, p = .046). Hence, perceivérs
as more friendly than White and Asian Americans sl .001), attitudes are not necessarily mostianced by their stereotypes of
with the latter two groups not stereotyped differently (ipsth.20). ~ how a group behaves toward themselves.
Hispanic participants held general stereotypes of Latino Americans Second, there are some directed stereotype associations that are,
as the friendliest group, followed by Asian Americans, and least sBurprisingly, in the reverse direction from what might have been
White Americans (alps < .001). However, as observed from expected. One example is Asian American participatttudes
Figure 14 the directed stereotypes present patterns that both qualijpout White Americans. Asian Americans who hold a general
and reverse the general stereotype patterns. In brief, for the directgig¢reotype of White Americans as more cooperative, or a directed
stereotypes of friendliness, across all participant groups, the pattergigreotype of White Americans as more cooperative toward Latino
were qualitatively similar to the prior directed stereotypes ofAmericans, also hold more positive attitudes about White
cooperativeness in terms of the sfgr@int stereotyped differences Americans {§ = .26 and .32, botips < .001). However, holding
between target groups for each directed group (i.e., race/ethrdc directed stereotype of White Americans as more cooperative
stereotypes). Generally, participants across groups stereotyped e&mmard other White Americans predicts morenegative attitudes
target group to be especially friendly toward members of the santeward White Americang$i(= —.22,p = .002). This effect seems to
group, again supporting Hypothesis 6. be a suppressor effect, becoming stronger alongside the inclusion of
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Figure 14
General Versus Directed Group Stereotypes of Friendliness (Study 4)

Note. Top/middle/bottom panel: White/Hispanic/Asian American participants. Higher scores
represent a stereotype of being more friendly. Error bars represent +1 standard error.

the other predictors (that said, the zero-order correlation in this caseppressor effect), this may represent a coalitional threat to the

is also sigrficant,r = —.16, p = .040). perceiver. In other words, the perceiver may see such a group, which
The other associations of such nature (e.g., Hispanic participants highly cohesive, as biased toward providing opportunities to its

attitudes toward White Americans as predicted by stereotypes ofvn group members. Cooperativeness, in this way, is then no longer

friendliness) are also suppressor effects, showing up ascagni  a positive social stereotype. We return to this, and discuss Study 4

predictors only, or more strongly, in regressions that include théirther, in the General Discussion section.

other stereotype predictors. Although suppressor effects are

generally dificult to interpret, in this case, they occur with some

frequency and may fiect meaningful psychological processes. OneTransparency and Openness

interpretation is that if another group is perceived to be particularly Data, survey materials, and analysis syntax are publicly available

cooperative/friendly toward their own group (after accounting foron the Open Science Frameworképs://osf.io/gbcrv(Sng et al.,

their cooperativeness/friendliness toward other groups, hence tB824). Data were analyzed using a combination of SPSS and R. For


https://osf.io/qbcrv/
https://osf.io/qbcrv/
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Asian Americans (Study 3). The exact nature of the relationshifacing the challenges of scarce resources, to facilitate successful
between directed and general stereotypes seemed to vary widelyrvival and functioning. If perceivers associate lower social-class
though, depending on the spécigroup and trait being examined. individuals as having such interdependent goals, then perceivers might
Future work will be needed for understanding the connectiomold directed stereotypes of lower social-class individuals as being
between directed and general stereotypes. empathetic spefotally toward other lower social-class individuals
(and not necessarily toward upper-class individuals).
. . More broadly, this same process can be applied to other groups

Extending Directed Stereotypes (e.g., religion, sexuality, nationality, intersectional groups) to

Moving forward, how might one generate predictions about th@enerate predictions about re_Ievantdi_rected _stereotypes. Ide_ntify the
directed stereotypes perceivers would hold of any group of interes@P@lS and roles that a group is associated with, what behaviors and
From the current goalole perspective, one woulirst need to !nclln_atlons_ such goals and roles mlght_ |nvolve,_ an_d |mportantly,
uncover what goafole a particular group might be associated With_ldent.lfy which other groups these behaviors and inclinations would
This could be done by reviewing existing theory and literature, such® directed toward.
as work on the goals and roles that different groups hold or are
perceived to hold (e.g<o et al., 2020Koenig & Eagly, 2014Neel
etal., 2016Sng et al., 202)0) or simply asking perceivers what goals
or roles they think a particular group might hold. With this The current work challenges existing thinking about stereotypes
information, researchers can then infer the corresponding directathd stereotype content but is constrained by several limitations
stereotypes of the group, based on the nature of the associated gqdlable 3. First, all directed stereotypes were assessed solely with
or roles (also seBillet et al., 2023. explicit self-reports. That said, self-reports are standard practice for

To illustrate, take research on social class. Existing work hameasuring stereotypes, and it is not obvious what other methods
found that individuals of lower social class are better at readingnight readily measure directed stereotypes. The samples were also
others emotions and more compassionate (&gener et al., 2024  all participants from the United States, and the current data does not
Dietze & Knowles, 2021Piff et al., 2010. If social perceivers are speak to the existence of directed stereotypes in non-U.S. populations.
sensitive to such social-class differences, perceivers might holthe general idea of directed stereotypes is likely applicable, but
a general stereotype of lower social-class individuals as morspecfic patterns of directed stereotypes (e.g., women stereotyped as
empathetic. However, the theoretical rationale for such social-clasempetitive toward young women) may vary across populations,
differences in empathy is that lower social-class cultures encouragepending on perceivéngerceptions of intergroup goals and social
more interdependent relationships with other individuals similarlyoles. The current work also did not explicitly test the proposed effect

Limitations

Table 2
Assessment of Limitations
Dimension Assessment
Internal validity
Is the phenomenon examined with experimental methods? Yes
Is the phenomenon examined with longitudinal methods? No
Statistical validity
Was the statistical power at least 80%? Yes
Was the reliability of the independent and dependent measures Yes. Stereotype traits examined were based on past literature, and where
established here or elsewhere in the literature? composites were created, reliability was always assessed and generally

found to be adequate.
Generalizability
Were different operationalizations of the independent variable used? Yes. Directed stereotypes were measured across a variety of different group
stereotypes (e.g., sex, age, race/ethnicity stereotypes).

Were different operationalizations of the dependent measures used? No. Directed stereotypes were measured as explicitly self-repested stereotyp
across studies.
Are the results generalizable across different populations? Likely. The studies observed directed stereotypes across U.S. participants whc

were explicitly sampled to be of diverse ages and races/ethnicities.
However, we did not examine directed stereotypes in non-U.S. populations.

Are the results generalizable to different years and historic periods? This was not tested. Theoretically, we expect directed stereotypes to likely
exist across time, but the exact pattern of directed stereotypes may vary
depending on how intergroup dynamics and social roles change over time.

Theoretical limitations

What are the main theoretical limitations? The current work was designed to explore the presence of directed
stereotypes, which is an idea compatible with all dominant perspectives.
However, it is not designed to rigorously test between different theories of
stereotype content. The current work also does not speak to how directed
stereotypes might develop, and it is also currently unclear what the
relationship between general and directed stereotypes is. Finally, not all
stereotypes can be theoretically directed in nature (e.g., stereotypes of
competence).
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of perceived goals and roles on directed stereotypes (note thoug@laly, M., & Wilson, M. (1990). Killing the competition: Female/female and
that past work has found perceived goale effects ongeneral male/male homicideHuman Nature, 1(1), 81-107. https://doi.org/10
stereotypes, e.g<oenig & Eagly, 2014Sng et al., 2020In addition, -1007/BF02692147
directed stereotypes might also vary by situations themselves (sBgVine. P-G., &Elliot, A. J. (1995). Are racial stereotypes really fading? The
Mendoza-Denton et &, 2008 work described in the introduction). Princeton trilogy rewsﬂed?er.sonallty and Social Psychology Bulletin,
For instance, women might be stereotyped as particularly competiti\beﬂ(ll)’ 11391150. https.// do"Org/lo'1177/0.146167295211.1 0oz )
. . L . . .Dietze, P., & Knowles, E. D. (2021). Social class predicts emotion
toward young women when perceivers are imagining situations in ; : . . -
. L . . ._perception and perspective-taking performance in adedtsonality
which women are competing in a female-dominated job butless s0in ;. social psychology Bulletin, 47(1), 42-56. https:/doi.org/10.1177/
a job with a balanced gender ratio. Finally, not all stereotypes can bey146167220914116
directed in nature. For example, stereotypes of a group as competgjio, p. H., Scepansky, J. A., Munro, G. D., Apanovitch, A. M., & Lockhart,
(or not) do not have any clear directed component. Hence, the L. K. (1998). Motivated sensitivity to preference-inconsistent information.
application of directed stereotypes may be constrained to stereotypesournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 53-69. https:/
of traits and behaviors that involve behavior between individuals/ doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.53
groups. Durante, F., Fiske, S. T., Kervyn, N., Cuddy, A. J. C., Akande, A. D.,
Adetoun, B. E., Adewuyi, M. F., Tserere, M. M., Ramiah, A. A., Mastor,
K. A., Barlow, F. K., Bonn, G., Tafarodi, R. W., Bosak, J., Cairns, E.,

Conclusion Doherty, C., Capozza, D., Chandran, A., Chryssochoou,. X Storari,
. i C. C. (2013). Natiorisgncome inequality predicts ambivalence in stereotype
There is no doubt that stereotypes are often sfiglions of content: How societies mind the gaphe British Journal of Social

social reality. But as we hope to have demonstrated here, stereotypepsychology, 52(4), 726-746. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjs0.12005

are also complex in strategic ways. If one of the functions of socigtagly, A. H., & Steffen, V. J. (1984). Gender stereotypes stem from the
perception is to predict the opportunities and threats that othersdistribution of women and men into social rolésurnal of Personality
might pose, then stereotypes really should not be simple at all. and Social Psychology, 46(4), 735-754. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
Instead, our stereotypes should contain distinct information about 3514.46.4.735

how groups are expected to behave toward us, toward themselv&dirlich, H. J. (1962). Stereotyping and Negro-Jewish stereotgpesl

and toward other sigficant groups in society. And they do. In some _ 7Orces, 41(2), 172-176. htips://doi.org/10.2307/2573608

Eisenbruch, A. B., & Krasnow, M. M. (2022). Why warmth matters
w hen rh r havi n ster . ) -
ays then, perhaps stereotypes have been stereotyped more than competence: A new evolutionary approBetspectives on

Psychological Science, 17(6), 1604-1623.https://doi.org/10.1177/1745
6916211071087
Ellemers, N. (2018). Gender stereotypfsnual Review of Psychology,
Antonoplis, S., & John, O. P. (2022). Who has different-race friends, and 69(1), 275-298. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011719
does it depend on context? Openness (to other), but not agreeablene%@,ke' S. T. (2018). Stereotype content: Warmth and competence endure.
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