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Stereotypes are strategically complex. We propose that people hold not just stereotypes about what
groups are generally like (e.g.,“men are competitive”) but stereotypes about how groups behave toward
specific groups (e.g.,“men are competitive toward”)—what we calldirected stereotypes. Across studies, we
find that perceivers indeed hold directed stereotypes. Four studies examine directed stereotypes of sex
and age (Studies 1 and 2;N= 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
predict intergroup 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.

Statement of Limitations
The current work examines how stereotype content contains specific information 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 specific patterns of directed stereotypes (e.g., women stereotyped as competitive toward
young women) may vary, depending on perceivers’ perceptions 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 is
another person right beside you, and this person is a member of the
same group (e.g., same race, nationality, age) as the approaching
stranger. In this scenario, the directed stereotype of how friendly the
stranger’s group is toward people like you will still be useful. But it
would also be useful to hold a directed stereotype of how friendly
the stranger’s group istoward members of its own group. Even if
you expect the stranger to be friendly toward you, if you also expect
the stranger to befriendlier toward members of their own group,
you might expect that the stranger is approaching not you but their
in-group member beside you. If so, greeting the stranger will likely
lead to some embarrassment. Note that a general stereotype is also
not particularly useful here, as a belief that the stranger will be
generally friendly will not provide clear guidance about what the
stranger is likely to do.

The above may seem a trivial example. However, similar psycho-
logical processes might apply in any situation when perceivers
attempt to predict how others will behave in social contexts (e.g.,
a manager deciding if a job applicant will work well with other
employees, a department chair deciding who to assign to mentor
a new faculty member, a policymaker deciding which immigrant
groups to encourage to immigrate).

The stereotype content model also provides predictions about
where stereotypes come from. For example, groups perceived as
competing with and taking resources from oneself/one’s in-group
will be stereotyped as less warm (Fiske et al., 2002). However, if
stereotypes can be directed, then when a person perceives a group as
competitivetoward others (and not toward the self), we would not
necessarily expect stereotypes of lower warmth to follow. For
example, a member of team Rattler may believe that the rival team
Eagle is highly competitive with their long-term rival, team Stuck
Truck. However, team Rattler may nonetheless perceive team Eagle
aswarm toward Rattlers, for example, when both team Rattler and
Eagle are trying to cooperate to outcompete team Stuck Truck. Hence,
in the current article, we consider perceptions of competitiveness as
itself a directed stereotype, separable from stereotypes of warmth.

A second relevant framework is social role theory (Koenig &
Eagly, 2014), which proposes that stereotypes emerge from
perceptions of groups being disproportionately represented in
societal roles. Early theorizing focused on perceptions of men and
women as primarily employees or homemakers, respectively, which
in turn led to societal gender stereotypes of men as relatively agentic
and women as relatively communal (Eagly & Steffen, 1984). This
was due to employee roles typically requiring people to behave in
assertive and independent ways (agency), while homemaker roles
required more caring and supportive behavior (communion). The
traits associated with such roles are then viewed as characterizing
the groups that are overrepresented in these roles. Subsequent work
has expanded the theory to considering occupations as a social role
that influences group stereotypes (Koenig & Eagly, 2014). For
instance, being a nurse or teacher is a job that is perceived as
requiring more communal traits. Given that White women are also
perceived to be disproportionately likely to be nurses or teachers,
White women are subsequently stereotyped as relatively communal.

From a social role perspective, directed stereotypes are also likely
to exist because social roles often involve differential behaviors
toward specific groups. For example, being a teacher is a social role
that involves communal behavior not to just anyone but communal
behavior directed especially toward one’s students. Hence, the

stereotypes of groups disproportionately likely to be teachers (e.g.,
White women) would be that they are communal specifically toward
groups that are likely to be their students, but not necessarily
communal toward other groups.

A third relevant perspective is recent thinking of social perceivers
as lay adaptationists (Sng et al., 2020). This perspective proposes
that perceivers are motivated to pay attention to the adaptive goals
that others might hold, such as building skills and knowledge,
seeking mates, and caring for one’s children, which ultimately
enhanced a person’s survival and reproduction in evolutionary
history (see alsoBillet et al., 2023). Given that different adaptive
goals often require engaging in distinct behaviors, groups perceived to
be prioritizing a certain goal are likely to also be stereotyped as having
the traits associated with the goal. For instance, the goal of seeking
short-term relationship partners likely involves competing with others
(of the same sex) and presenting more dominant behavior (a trait
perceived as desirable in short-term mates;Li & Kenrick, 2006). Given
this, groups that are perceived as engaging in short-term relationship
seeking goals may also be stereotyped as more agentic. Indeed, men
are perceived to be more likely than women to hold a goal of seeking
short-term relationship partners and are also stereotyped to be more
agentic (Sng et al., 2020). Supporting the idea that perceived goals
underlie certain stereotypes, when perceivers are presented with
information that both a target woman and man hold similar goals (of
seeking short-term mates), both men and women are then stereotyped
as similarly agentic.

From the lay adaptationist perspective, stereotype content should
also be directed, as adaptive goals involve distinct behaviors toward
different groups. For instance, a goal of seeking relationship partners
(e.g., in young heterosexual men) is likely to involve competing with
members of one’s own group (i.e., other heterosexual men) but less
likely to involve competing with members of the group in which one
is seeking mates (i.e., heterosexual women). If social perceivers are
tracking this, one might expect a directed stereotype of young men
being competitive toward other men and not so much toward women.

Finally, a broad perspective relevant here is work on personality
as situation–behavior profiles (e.g.,Mischel et al., 2002), which
finds that personalities are best characterized as patterns of behavior
within specific situations. For example, a child who reacts aggressively
when scolded by an adult may instead react warmly when approached
by a peer. In addition, it is such patterns of behaviors within situation
(i.e., aggressive when provoked but warm when approached) that
are highly stable across time within a person. Importantly, social
perceivers also think about the personality of others in terms of
situation–behavior profiles (Kammrath et al., 2005; also seeHester &
Gray, 2020, for a parallel argument in moral psychology). Situation–

behavior thinking has not been systematically applied to the study of
group stereotypes, with one exception. Specifically,Mendoza-Denton
et al. (2008)examined how gender stereotypes are qualified by
situational information,finding that men are stereotyped as more
assertive than women in work or sports contexts (e.g., in discussions
about sports competitions), but women are stereotyped as more
assertive than men in home-related situations (e.g., when deciding how
to redecorate one’s apartment). Hence, perceivers’ gender stereotypes
carry the signature of a situation–behavior profile, and these situation–
behavior stereotypes are driven by perceptions of gender differences in
values (Mendoza-Denton et al., 2008).

Like directed stereotypes, situation–behavior thinking also argues
for contextual information embedded in stereotype content. However,
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existing work has not explicitly examined stereotypes ofwho people
behave toward, which is the focus of directed stereotypes here. We
note simply that situation–behavior stereotypes (e.g.,“men behave
assertively at work”) are likely not redundant with directed stereotypes
(e.g.,“men behave assertively toward men,” “men behave assertively
toward women”), 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-
types to intergroup attitudes.

In summary, from each existing perspective, directed stereotypes
are theoretically likely. However, what is less clear are predictions
about the specific patterns of directed stereotypes. For instance, if a
group is stereotyped to be relatively competitive,who exactly will
they be stereotyped as competitive toward (or not)? Some predictions
have already emerged with the examples above. We elaborate on
more specific predictions below. However, we preface here that the
focus of the current article is less on comprehensively testing all
relevant theoretical perspectives but more onfirst documenting the
existence of directed stereotypes and their rather unique patterns,
especially when situated alongside classic stereotypingfindings.

Study 1: Directed Sex–Age Stereotypes

To examine directed stereotypes, one must assess beliefs
perceivers have not about how groups behave in general but how
groups behave toward specific others. In ourfirst study, we conduct
an initial exploration of this by examining sex–age stereotypes.

Considerable work has examined general sex stereotypes (Bosak
et al., 2012; Eagly & Steffen, 1984; Ellemers, 2018; Koenig &
Eagly, 2014), with men stereotyped as relatively more agentic,
which focuses on asserting oneself and pursuing one’s own goals
(e.g., being competitive, aggressive, decisive), and women stereotyped
as relatively more communal, which focuses on being in harmony with
others (e.g., being caring, helpful, understanding). Work on general age
stereotypes is also considerable (seeKite et al., 2005, for a review). In
general, younger individuals are stereotyped as more agentic, but less
communal, than older individuals (e.g.,Hummert, 1990; Kite, 1996).

What mightdirected sex–age stereotypes look like? We harness a
combined“role–goal” approach to generate specific predictions. If
directed stereotypes emerge from observations of groups in specific
social roles (Koenig & Eagly, 2014), given that men are perceived to
disproportionately be in occupations such as lawyers, business
professionals, and professional athletes and that such occupations
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
prioritizing certain goals (Sng et al., 2020), given that younger men
are perceived to hold a greater goal (relative to women) of seeking
relationship partners and that such goals (presuming heterosexual-
ity) involve competing with other young men, one might expect a
directed stereotype ofyoung men to be stereotyped as especially
competitive toward young men. That said, younger women are
also perceived to hold goals of seeking relationship partners but
with a greater focus than men on seeking long-term, high-quality,
relationships. Given this, one might also expectyoung women to be
stereotyped as competitive toward young women in competing for
desirable relationship partners. Given the above, two general
hypotheses follow:

Hypothesis 1: Men will be stereotyped to be more competitive
than women in terms of competitiveness toward men.

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 specific version of
Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2: Young women will be stereotyped to be more
competitive than (young) men in terms of competitiveness
toward young women.

Hypothesis 2 is particularly intriguing as it suggests a reversal of
the typical sex stereotype (of men as more agentic and competitive
than women).

With respect to stereotypes of care and communion, in terms of
social roles, women are perceived to be in occupations such as
teachers, homemakers, and nurses. Given the nature of such
roles as being typically focused on caring for the very young (e.g.,
homemakers caring for children) and very old (e.g., nurses caring
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:

Hypothesis 3a: Women will be stereotyped to be more caring/
helpful than men in terms of care toward children.

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
of young men and women competing with same-sex others, in
attempting to compete for desirable relationship partners. However,
pursuing goals offinding/maintaining desirable relationship partners
requires not just competing with same-sex others but also displaying
traits that theother sexfinds desirable. Kindness is a trait that both
men and women see as extremely important, and even a“necessity,”
in a potential relationship partner (Li et al., 2002). In particular,
people see kindness as a highly desirable trait when a potential
partner’s kindness is directedtoward oneself and one’s friends and
family (Lukaszewski & Roney, 2010). If perceivers are tracking the
behaviors that emerge from such relationship goals, then two further
predictions emerge:

Hypothesis 4: Young men will be stereotyped as more caring
than (young) women toward young women.

Hypothesis 5: Young women will be stereotyped as more caring
than (young) men toward young men.

Note that Hypothesis 4 represents yet another potential reversal of
the typical sex stereotype (of women as more caring than men). We
conduct an initial test of these six broad predictions in Study 1 (and
also Study 2).

Given practical constraints, the“goal–role” perspective here
(and further extended in Studies 3 and 4) is necessarily incomplete.
We have focused on (perceptions of) certain social roles and goals
here because these roles and goals have been found in past work to
vary by groups and/or to be perceived to vary by groups (e.g.,
Koenig & Eagly, 2014; Neel et al., 2016; Sng et al., 2020). But there
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Women across all ages were stereotyped as significantly more
communal than men toward young men (Figure 3, top left), with
the stereotyped sex difference being larger for stereotypes of 18- to
28-year-olds relative to 40- to 60-year-olds (allps < .002). This
supports Hypothesis 5.

For the directed stereotype of communion toward young women,
there was also a significant Target Sex× Target Age interaction,
F(3, 858)= 24.00,p < .001,η2p = .077 (Figure 3, top right). From
pairwise comparisons, 18- and 28-year-old men were stereotyped as
more communal than similar-aged women in terms of communion
toward young women (bothps< .001). This supports Hypothesis 4
and constitutes another reversal of typical sex stereotype patterns
(that of women as more communal than men). Forty-year-old
women and men were not stereotyped as differing in communion
toward young women (p = .27), and only 60-year-old women were

stereotyped as more communal than 60-year-old-men toward young
women (p < .001).

For the directed stereotype of communion toward elderly men, there
was a significant Target Sex× Target Age interaction,F(3, 858)=
5.14, p = .002, η2p = .018 (Figure 3, middle left). Supporting
Hypothesis 3b, women across ages were stereotyped as the more
caring sex toward elderly men (allps< .001), though this stereotyped
sex difference was larger for stereotypes of 60-year-olds versus 18-/
28-year-olds (bothps < .003). As for the directed stereotype of
communion toward elderly women, there was also a significant Target
Sex× Target Age interaction,F(3, 858)= 15.40,p < .001,η2p = .051.
Supporting Hypothesis 3b again, women at 18, 28, and 40 years old
were stereotyped to be more communal than same-aged men toward
elderly women (allps< .001), although this reversed for stereotypes of
60-year-olds, with 60-year-old men being stereotyped as more
communal than 60-year-old women toward elderly women (p= .017).
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Figure 3
Directed Stereotypes of Communion (Composite of Caring/
Nurturant/Helpful) Across the Six Directed Groups (Study 1)

Note. Top row: stereotypes of communion toward young men and women;
middle row: stereotypes of communion toward elderly men and women;
bottom row: stereotypes of communion toward young boys and girls. Higher
scores represent a stereotype of being more caring/nurturant/helpful toward
the directed group. Error bars represent ±1 standard error. yo= year old.

Figure 2
Directed Stereotypes of Physical Aggressiveness Across the Six
Directed Groups (Study 1)

Note. Top row: stereotypes of aggressiveness toward young men and
women; middle row: stereotypes of aggressiveness toward elderly men and
women; bottom row: stereotypes of aggressiveness toward young boys
and girls. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more physically
aggressive toward the directed group. Error bars represent ±1 standard error.
yo = year old.
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Finally, for directed stereotypes of communion toward boys,
there was a significant Target Sex× Target Age interaction,
F(3, 858)= 3.25,p = .021,η2p = .011. Women across ages were
stereotyped as the more communal sex toward boys (allps< .001),
but this stereotyped sex difference was larger for stereotypes of
18-year-olds versus 60-year-olds (p = .005). For directed
stereotypes of communion toward girls, there were main effects
of both target sex,F(1, 286)= 117.70,p < .001,η2p = .29, and target
age,F(3, 858)= 40.69, p < .001, η2p = .13, but no significant
interaction,F(3, 858)= 1.32, p = .27, η2p = .005. Women were
generally stereotyped as more communal than men toward girls, and
40- to 60-year-olds were stereotyped as the age groups most
communal toward girls, followed by 28-year-olds, and least of all
18-year-olds (allps < .001). That women were stereotyped as
more caring than men, towards children in general, supports
Hypothesis 3a.

Discussion

In an initial examination of directed stereotypes, striking patterns
emerged. Although men/younger individuals are typically stereotyped
as more competitive and aggressive than women/older individuals,
directed stereotypes present a far more nuanced picture. Women are
stereotyped as the more competitive and aggressive sex when it comes
to being competitive and aggressive toward young women. Older
individuals are also stereotyped to be more competitive and sometimes
more aggressive than younger individuals when it comes to being
competitive and aggressive toward older same-sex others.

Women are also typically stereotyped as more communal than
men. But again, examining directed stereotypes reveals both
qualifications and reversals. For instance, 18- to 28-year-oldmen are
stereotyped to be more communal than 18- to 28-year-old women in
terms of communion toward young women, and 60-year-old men
are also stereotyped as more communal than 60-year-old women in
terms of communion toward elderly women.

That said, it is possible that these patterns are unique to the
participants in this study—young students particularly exposed to
competitive and cooperative behavior with other young students.
Moreover, although the directed stereotype patterns present
qualifications and reversals of existing sex-age stereotype patterns,
we did not include a control comparison group where we also measured
general stereotypes. Hence, Study 2 attempts to replicate Study 1, with
a different sample and now with an additional“control” group in which
only general stereotypes are assessed.

Study 2: Directed Versus General Sex–Age Stereotypes

Method

Participants

Two-hundred fifty-four participants (151 females) were
recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk and were compensated
for their participation (seePaolacci & Chandler, 2014, for typical
attributes of this sample). Participants’ mean age was 35.6 years
(SD = 13.4), and 71.7% identified as White, 9.1% Black, 5.9%
Hispanic, and 3.9% Asian American. From the average effect size
of a key sex stereotype reversal of interest (women being
stereotyped as more competitive than men toward women;dz =
.49), the required sample size for detecting the effect atα = .05

with 80% power would be 35. The current sample size (split between
two conditions) provides>99% power for detecting this average effect
size and 80% power for detecting an effect size of about half the
magnitude (dz = .25).

Materials and Procedure

The general procedure was similar to Study 1, except that
participants completed their surveys online and not in person at the
research lab. Upon providing consent, participants were randomly
assigned to either the directed stereotypes (129 participants) or
general stereotypes (125 participants) condition.

The instructions of the directed stereotypes condition were
generally similar to Study 1. Participants were told that they would
be 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
focused onfive directed groups. Four of the directed groups were the
same as in Study 1: young men, young women, elderly men, and
elderly women. Unlike Study 1, however, instead of having two
separate directed groups for boys and girls, the two were merged into
a single directed group, presented as“children—defined as
individuals less than 8 years old.” This was done to help shorten
the survey, as some participants in Study 1 commented that the
survey was too long. There was also potential confusion from the
phrasing of these two directed groups in Study 1, as“boys” and
“girls” may have been confused by some participants as referring
to teenagers. Hence, we collapsed them here into a single
“children”-directed group that is more explicitly distinct from the
other four directed groups.

In the general stereotype condition, participants were simply told
that they would be asked about their general impressions of the eight
target groups. In both the directed and general stereotype condition,
the presentation order of the eight target groups was randomized.

Stereotype Measures. In the directed stereotype condition, we
measured six trait stereotypes:competitive, physically aggressive,
caring, helpful, nurturant, andtalk bad about.3 Each trait stereotype
was paired with thefive directed groups. Hence, a sample item was:
“How likely are 18-year-old females to becompetitive toward young
women?” on a 9-point scale (1= not at all, 9= extremely). Within
each target group, the presentation order of each stereotype trait was
randomized, and within each trait, the presentation order of thefive
directed groups was also randomized.

In the general stereotype condition, participants also responded to
the same trait stereotypes,4 but with no directed component. Hence,
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3 The stereotype oftalk bad about had been included for exploratory
purposes. We present the analyses for this in theSupplemental Material.

4 In the general stereotype condition, there were two variants for each
stereotype trait. Thefirst variant was simply the trait word (e.g.,“How likely
are 18-year-old females to becompetitive?”), which is most similar to typical
measures in the literature. The second variant applied the phrase“toward
others” to the trait (e.g.,“How likely are 18-year-old females to be
competitive toward others?”). This second variant was included to examine if
just attaching a generic directed element to the measure, without necessarily
specifying a particular directed group, would lead to different patterns from a
general trait stereotype measure (thefirst variant). The stereotype patterns for
the second variant were virtually identical as the patterns for thefirst variant.
Hence, in the main text, for brevity, we present the results for just thefirst
variant. We present the patterns for the“toward others” variant in the
Supplemental Material.
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a sample item would be:“How likely are 18-year-old females to be
competitive?” on a similar 9-point scale (1= not at all, 9= extremely).
Within each target group, the presentation order of the traits was
randomized.

In both conditions, after reporting their stereotypes of all target
groups, participants responded to a set of demographic measures and
were then debriefed.

Results

For each stereotype trait, we conduct a 2 (target group sex: male/
female)× 4 (target group age: 18/28/40/60 years old) within-
participant analysis of variance (ANOVA) for the general stereotype
condition and a 2 (target group sex: male/female)× 4 (target group
age: 18/28/40/60 years old)× 5 (directed group: children/young
men/young women/elderly men/elderly women) within-participant
ANOVA in the directed stereotype condition. In the directed stereotype
condition, for all stereotypetraits, there were significant three-way
interactions (allps< .001). Hence, again, directed group matters. We
examine the patterns for each trait below.

Competitiveness General Versus Directed Stereotypes

In the general stereotype condition, significant main effects of
both target sex,F(1, 124)= 85.67,p< .001,η2p = .41, and target age,
F(3, 372)= 174.69,p < .001,η2p = .59, were observed, with no
significant interaction (p = .22; Figure 4, left panel). Men were
generally stereotyped as more competitive than women, and people
were stereotyped to become less competitive with age, with every
age group being stereotyped to be significantly less competitive than
all younger age groups (allps < .001). These patterns are to be
expected given the existing stereotyping literature.

In the directed stereotype condition, the patterns that emerged
were highly similar to Study 1. For the directed stereotype of
competition toward young men, there were significant main effects
of target sex,F(1, 128)= 174.64,p < .001,η2p = .57, and target age,
F(3, 384)= 163.54,p < .001,η2p = .56. There was no significant
interaction effect,F(3, 384)= 1.07,p= .36,η2p = .008. Like Study 1,
men in general were stereotyped as significantly more competitive
than women toward young men (Figure 4, right panel top left), and
younger individuals were also stereotyped as more competitive
toward young men (all age groups were stereotyped to be significantly
different from each other, allps < .001). Once again, this supports
Hypotheses 1 and 1a.

For the directed stereotype of competition toward young women,
the main effects of target sex and target age were qualified by a
significant interaction,F(3, 384)= 8.95,p< .001,η2p = .065 (Figure 4,
right panel top right). Women across ages were stereotyped as more
competitive than men toward young women (allps< .001), and this
stereotyped sex difference was smaller for stereotypes of 60-year-olds
relative to all other age groups (allps < .001). This again supports
Hypothesis 2 and replicates Study 1’s findings of areversed sex
stereotype, with women (particularly at younger ages) being
stereotyped as the more competitive sex in terms of competitive-
ness toward young women.5

For directed stereotypes of competition toward elderly men,
there was also a significant Target Sex× Target Age interaction,
F(3, 384)= 5.90,p < .001,η2p = .044 (Figure 4, right panel middle
left). Men across all ages were stereotyped as significantly more

competitive than women toward elderly men (allps< .001), and this
stereotyped sex difference was larger for stereotypes of 60 relative to
28-/40-year-olds (bothps< .004). Hence, supporting Hypothesis 1
again, men are generally stereotyped to be the more competitive sex
in terms of competitiveness toward elderly men. The patterns here
also replicate Study 1’s reversal of the typical age stereotype, with
60-year-old men/women being stereotyped as more competitive
than 18-year-old men/women (bothps < .001) in terms of
competitiveness toward elderly men.

Finally, for directed stereotypes of competition toward elderly
women, a similar Target Sex× Target Age interaction emerged,F(3,
384)= 9.88,p< .001,η2p = .072 (Figure 4, right panel middle right).
Women across all ages were stereotyped as significantly more
competitive than men toward elderly women (allps< .03), and this
stereotyped sex difference was larger for stereotypes of 60-year-olds
relative to 18-/28-year-olds (bothps < .001). This general pattern
also replicates Study 1.

Aggressiveness General Versus Directed Stereotypes

For general stereotypes of physical aggressiveness, the main
effects of target sex and target age were qualified by a significant
interaction,F(3, 372)= 13.60,p < .001,η2p = .099 (Figure 5, left
panel). Men across ages were stereotyped as more physically
aggressive than women (allps < .001), and this stereotyped sex
difference was smaller for stereotypes of 60-year-olds relative to
all younger ages (p < .001).

For directed stereotypes of aggressiveness, the patterns were
again generally similar (Figure 5, right panel) to those observed in
Study 1. Like in Study 1, we followed up with Target Sex× Target
Age ANOVAs for each directed group.

For the directed stereotype of physical aggressiveness toward
young men, there were significant main effects of target sex and
target age, qualified by a significant interaction,F(3, 384)= 13.75,
p < .001,η2p = .097. Men across ages were stereotyped as more
aggressive than women toward young men (allps< .001;Figure 5,
right panel top left), with this stereotyped sex difference being
smaller for stereotypes of 60-year-olds relative to all other age
groups (allps< .002). Again, this provides support for Hypotheses
1 and 1a.

For the directed stereotype of physical aggressiveness toward
young women, only a significant main effect of target age emerged,
F(3, 384)= 101.08,p < .001,η2p = .44. There was no significant
target sex or interaction effects (bothps > .20). Pairwise
comparisons showed that 18-year-olds were stereotyped as the
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5 A reviewer noted thisfinding as the most striking and consistent across
studies, with the patterns for other reversals seeming comparatively weaker/
inconsistent. However, such relative visual comparisons can be misleading.
For example, take the reversal of the typical age stereotype when examining
the directed stereotype of competition toward elderly men (the analysis
presented immediately after this note). In the general stereotype condition,
60-year-old men were stereotyped as significantly less competitive than
40-year-old men (d = .98). However, when examining directed stereotypes,
60-year-old men were stereotyped as significantly more competitive than
40-year-old men in terms of competitiveness toward older men (d = .64).
This latter directed stereotype effect is not just statistically significant on its
own; it is significant in theopposite direction of the prior general stereotype
(of older individuals as less competitive).
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age group most aggressive toward young women, and people were
stereotyped to decrease in aggressiveness with increasing age (all
ps < .001;Figure 5, right panel top right).

For directed stereotypes of physical aggressiveness toward
elderly men, there were significant main effects of target sex and
target age, qualified by a significant interaction,F(3, 384)= 4.38,
p= .005,η2p = .033. Supporting Hypothesis 1, men across ages were
stereotyped as more aggressive than women toward elderly men
(all ps< .001;Figure 5, right panel middle left), with the stereotyped

sex difference being larger for stereotypes of 18-year-olds relative to
40-year-olds (p < .001).

Finally, for the directed stereotype of physical aggressiveness
toward elderly women, there was also a significant Target Sex×
Target Age interaction,F(3, 384) = 2.66, p = .048, η2p =
.020 (Figure 5, right panel middle right). Eighteen-year-old men
were stereotyped as more aggressive than 18-year-old women
toward elderly women (p= .004), but there was no stereotyped sex
difference in aggressiveness for all other age groups (allps> .40).
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Figure 4
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Competitiveness (Study 2)

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. yo= year old.
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Communion General Versus Directed Stereotypes

Following Study 1, we computed a composite of the three
stereotypes of caring, nurturant, and helpful into a communion
stereotype. In the directed stereotype condition, the composite had
generally high reliability (averageα = .84, allαs> .73). Reliability
of the composite was also high in the general stereotype condition,
with one exception (averageα= .79, allαs> .73 except for stereotypes
of 28-year-old men,α = .65).

For the general stereotype condition, there were main effects of
both target sex,F(1, 124)= 116.24,p < .001,η2p = .48, and target
age,F(3, 372)= 112.40,p < .001,η2p = .48, and no significant
interaction,p = .53. Women were generally stereotyped as more
communal than men, and individuals were stereotyped as increasingly
communal with age (allps< .003;Figure 6, left panel). These patterns
are congruent with existing gender and age stereotyping literatures.

However, assessing directed stereotypes again reveals a more
complex pattern (Figure 6, right panel). For the directed stereotype
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Figure 5
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Aggressiveness (Study 2)

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. yo= year old.
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of communion toward young men, the main effects of both target
sex and target age were qualified by a significant interaction,F(3,
384) = 17.07,p < .001, η2p = .12. Women across all ages were
stereotyped as significantly more communal than men toward young
men (Figure 6, right panel top left), with the stereotyped sex
difference being larger for stereotypes of 18- to 28-year-olds relative
to 40- to 60-year-olds (allps < .001). This replicates Study 1 and
again supports Hypothesis 5.

For the directed stereotype of communion toward young women,
there was also a significant Target Sex× Target Age interaction,

F(3, 384)= 34.65,p < .001,η2p = .21. The sex stereotype reversal
that was observed in Study 1 was also found here (Figure 6, right
panel top right) and, if anything, was even more pronounced.
Supporting Hypothesis 4, from pairwise comparisons, men at 18,
28, and 40 years old were stereotyped as more communal than
women toward young women specifically (allps< .001). There was
no stereotyped sex difference in communion for 60-year-old targets
(p = .73).

For the directed stereotype of communion toward elderly men,
there were main effects of both target sex,F(1, 128)= 144.06,

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
rig

ht
ed

by
th

e
A

m
er

ic
an

P
sy

ch
ol

og
ic

al
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
or

on
e

of
its

al
lie

d
pu

bl
is

he
rs

.
T

hi
s

ar
tic

le
is

in
te

nd
ed

so
le

ly
fo

r
th

e
pe

rs
on

al
us

e
of

th
e

in
di

vi
du

al
us

er
an

d
is

no
t

to
be

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

br
oa

dl
y.

Figure 6
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Communion (Study 2)

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. yo= year old.
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We note that Hypotheses 6 and 7 may represent conflicting
stereotypes in their directed form. If both processes occur, it is
possible that the two proposed effects will cancel each other out.
Thus, perceivers might not hold directed stereotypes of each racial/
ethnic group as being particularly competitive or cooperative
toward in-group members. That said, social perceivers can hold
ambivalent stereotypes about groups (e.g.,Fiske et al., 1999), and
both Hypotheses 6 and 7 might independently emerge.

Method

Participants

A total of 266 participants (127 women), all located in the United
States, were recruited from the online platform Prolific and were
compensated for their participation. Three different studies were set
up at the same time to recruit for 90 participants that, based on
Prolific prescreening data, had identified each as Black/African
American, East Asian/South Asian/South East Asian, or White/
Caucasian. A balanced participant sex distribution was also targeted
for each study. Participants’ mean age was 36.7 years (SD = 12.6;
Asian participants,M= 34.5,SD= 10.5; Black participants,M= 37.5,
SD = 13.5; White participants,M = 38.0,SD = 13.0).

The sample size was determined by resource constraints and
provided 80% power, within each participant group, for detecting an
effect sizedz of .30 at α = .05 for differences between two
dependent means.

Materials and Procedure

The survey was advertised online as a social attitudes survey, in
which participants were informed that they would be asked about
their impressions of various social groups in the survey. After giving
their consent to participate, they were then directed to the survey
itself.

Participants were informed that they would be asked about their
general impression of three different groups: African Americans,
Asian Americans, and European Americans and how each group
behaves generally and toward each other. Participants then reported
both their general and directed stereotypes. The order that participants
reported their general or directed stereotypes was randomized.6

Stereotype Measures. We measured four stereotype traits in
Study 3. Thefirst two were the stereotypes ofcompetitive (testing
Hypothesis 7) andphysically aggressive, similar to Studies 1 and 2.
Although we had no strong a priori predictions about directed race
stereotypes of aggressiveness, such stereotypes may follow a similar
pattern as those of competitiveness (presuming aggressiveness as a
way of competing). We also measured two stereotypes that would
test Hypothesis 6,cooperative andfriendly, instead of the“caring”
stereotype measured in Studies 1 and 2. A similar scale as Studies 1
and 2 was used (1= not at all likely, 9 = extremely likely).

Hence, a sample item in the general stereotypes condition was:
“How likely are African Americans(target group) to be competi-
tive?” (italicized text for reference, not included in the actual survey).
Within the general stereotype condition, the presentation order of the
three target groups was randomized, and the presentation order of the
four stereotype traits within each target group was also randomized.
For the directed stereotype condition, sample items were as follows:
“How likely are African Americans(target group) to be competitive

toward European Americans(directed group)?” “How likely are
Asian Americans(target group) to be cooperative toward Asian
Americans (directed group)?” Within the directed stereotype
condition, the presentation orders of the three target groups, the
four stereotype traits within each target group, and the three directed
groups within each stereotype trait were all randomized.

After reporting both their general and directed stereotypes,
participants responded to a set of demographic measures and were
then debriefed.

Results

Three stereotype traits (competitive, cooperative, friendly, but
not aggressiveness) showed significant Participant Race× Target
Group×Directed Group interactions (allps< .001). Hence, for each
of these three stereotype traits, we followed up with three separate
Target Group× Directed Group ANOVAs for each participant race
group. For stereotypes of physical aggressiveness, given that the
Participant Race× Target Group× Directed Group interaction was
nonsignificant (p= .068), we collapsed across participant race in the
follow-up Target Group× Directed Group ANOVA.

Competitiveness General and Directed Stereotypes

Separate Target Group× Directed Group ANOVAs were carried
out for each participant race. For White participants, there was a
significant Target Group× Directed Group interaction,F(6, 534)=
5.61, p < .001, η2p = .059 (Figure 7, top panel). All follow-up
breakdowns of significant interactions are Bonferroni corrected. To
streamline the descriptions of the results, we juxtapose the general
stereotype pattern with the three directed stereotype patterns,
highlighting where the directed stereotypes broadly parallel the
general stereotype and where they do not.

For White participants’ general stereotypes of competitiveness,
only Asian Americans were stereotyped as more competitive than
African Americans (p = .002), and no other comparisons were
significant (ps > .077). This specific pattern wasnot observed
for any of the directed stereotypes. For directed stereotypes of
competitiveness toward European or African Americans, White
participants did not stereotype the three groups to differ (allps> .86).
For directed stereotypes of competitiveness toward Asian Americans,
Asian Americans were stereotyped as significantly more competitive
than European and African Americans (bothps < .03), providing
partial support for Hypothesis 7.

For Black participants, there was also a significant Target Group×
Directed Group interaction,F(6, 540)= 11.81,p < .001,η2p = .12
(Figure 7, middle panel). For general stereotypes of competitiveness,
Black participants stereotyped European Americans as more competi-
tive than African Americans (p = .006). Asian Americans were not
stereotyped as significantly different in competitiveness relative to the
other two races (bothps > .09). Again, this specific pattern was not
observed in any of the directed stereotypes. In terms of competitiveness
toward European Americans, Black participants did not significantly
stereotype the three races as differing from each other (allps> .06). In
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6 Presentation order did not interact significantly with any of the main two-
way (Target Group× Directed Group) or three-way (Participant Race×
Target Group× Directed Group) interactions (allps > .09). Hence, we
collapse across presentation order in all analyses.
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stereotypes showed different patterns. For the directed stereotype of
competitiveness toward European Americans, Asian participants
did not stereotype the races to differ (allps> .99). For the directed
stereotype of competitiveness toward African Americans, Asian
participants stereotyped European and African Americans to be
more competitive than Asian Americans (bothps< .03). Note that
this constitutes a reversal of the general stereotype pattern (of Asian
Americans as most competitive). Finally, for the directed stereotype
of competitiveness toward Asian Americans, Asian participants
stereotyped Asian Americans to be the most competitive group
toward other Asian Americans (supporting Hypothesis 7; bothps<
.003) and did not stereotype European and African Americans to
differ from each other (p = .11).

Broadly then, for each perceiver group, the patterns of the three
directed stereotypes of competitiveness almost always differed from
the general stereotype of competitiveness. Moreover, there was
partial support for Hypothesis 7, particularly with perceivers’

stereotypes of Asian Americans, who were often stereotyped as
highly competitive toward other Asian Americans.

Physical Aggressiveness General and Directed Stereotypes

As mentioned earlier, for stereotypes of physical aggressiveness,
there was no significant Participant Race× Target Group× Directed
Group interaction. So, we collapse across participant races for this
stereotype.7 There was a significant Target Group× Directed Group
interaction,F(6, 1,626)= 8.07,p < .001,η2p = .029. As shown in
Figure 8, for general stereotypes, perceivers stereotyped Asian
Americans as significantly less physically aggressive than both
European and African Americans (bothps < .001), and European
and African Americans were not stereotyped as significantly
different from each other (p = .082).

This general stereotype pattern was similar to two of the directed
stereotype patterns—stereotypes of aggressiveness toward both
African Americans and Asian Americans. For both these directed
stereotypes, Asian Americans were stereotyped to be less aggressive
than both European and African Americans (allps < .001).
However, for the directed stereotype of aggressiveness toward

European Americans, African Americans were stereotyped as the
most aggressive group, followed by European Americans, and least
so Asian Americans (allps < .001). This presented a different
pattern from the general stereotype.

Cooperativeness General and Directed Stereotypes

For White participants, there was a significant Target Group×
Directed Group interaction for stereotypes of cooperativeness,F(6,
534)= 31.08,p < .001,η2p = .26 (Figure 9, top panel). For general
stereotypes of cooperativeness, White participants stereotyped
Asian Americans as more cooperative than both European and
African Americans (bothps < .02), with European and African
Americans not stereotyped as differing in general cooperativeness
(p = .99).

For the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward Asian
Americans, a similar pattern as the general stereotype was
observed—White participants stereotyped Asian Americans as the
most cooperative group (bothps< .001), more so than European
and African Americans (who were not stereotyped to differ,p =
.99). However, for the other two directed stereotypes, strikingly
different patterns were observed. For the directed stereotype of
cooperativeness toward European Americans, White participants
stereotyped European Americans to be themost cooperative group,
followed by Asian Americans, andfinally African Americans as
least cooperative (allps < .02). For the directed stereotype of
cooperativeness toward African Americans, White participants
stereotyped African Americans as the most cooperative group
(bothps< .001), more so than both European and Asian Americans
(who were not stereotyped to differ,p = .20). It seems then that what
might seem like a general stereotype of Asian Americans as particularly
cooperative may have missed (White) perceivers’ directed stereotypes
of high cooperativeness within race, which supports Hypothesis 6.

Black participants also showed a significant Target Group×
Directed Group interaction,F(6, 540)= 55.89,p < .001,η2p = .38
(Figure 9, middle panel). Black participants held general stereotypes
of both African Americans and Asian Americans as more
cooperative than European Americans (bothps < .02). Directed
stereotypes, however, again present both qualifications and reversals
of this general stereotype pattern. Black participants held stereotypes
of each group as being the most cooperativetoward their own group,
again supporting Hypothesis 6 (e.g., for directed stereotype of
cooperativeness toward European Americans, European Americans
were stereotyped as themost cooperative group; allps< .001), with
the other two groups being stereotyped as similar (allps > .12).

Finally, for Asian participants, there was also a significant Target
Group× Directed Group interaction,F(6, 504)= 60.95,p < .001,
η2p = .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
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Figure 8
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Physical Aggressiveness,
Collapsed Across Participant Races (Study 3)

Note. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more physically
aggressive. Error bars represent ±1 standard error.

7 Even though the interaction effect was not statistically significant, given
potential researcher interest in participant race differences for this stereotype,
we present the breakdown by participant race in theSupplemental Material.
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European Americans and Asian Americans as similarly cooperative
(p = .23) and more so than African Americans (bothps < .001).
For the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward African
Americans, Asian participants stereotyped African Americans as the
most cooperative group, more so than the other two groups (both
ps < .001).

Hence, perceivers of different racial groups seemed to hold differing
general stereotypes of cooperativeness, with Asian Americans
typically being stereotyped as a more cooperative group. Directed
stereotypes of cooperativeness reveal a very different picture though,
with all perceiver race groups holding the directed stereotype that each

group is particularly cooperative toward its own in-group, providing
strong support for Hypothesis 6.

Friendliness General and Directed Stereotypes

For stereotypes of friendliness, White participants showed a
significant Target Group× Directed Group interaction,F(6, 534)=
48.96, p < .001, η2p = .36 (Figure 10, top panel). For general
stereotypes of friendliness, White participants did not stereotype the
three groups to differ in friendliness (allps > .99). However, in
terms of directed stereotypes, White participants clearly stereotyped
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Figure 9
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Cooperativeness (Study 3)

Note. Top panel: White participants’ general and directed stereotypes. Middle panel: Black
participants’ general and directed stereotypes. Bottom panel: Asian participants’ general and
directed stereotypes. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more cooperative. Error bars
represent ±1 standard error.

DIRECTED STEREOTYPES 493



each group to be friendliest toward members of their own group,
again supporting Hypothesis 6 (e.g., Asian Americans were stereotyped
as the friendliest group toward Asian Americans; allps < .001). In
addition, Asian Americans were stereotyped as more friendly than
African Americans in terms of friendliness toward European
Americans (p < .001). These patterns for White participants
present an example where even when groups arenot stereotyped to
differ for general stereotypes, there can still be different group
stereotypes when directed stereotypes are assessed.

Black participants also showed a significant Target Group×
Directed Group interaction,F(6, 540)= 57.79,p < .001,η2p = .39
(Figure 10, middle panel). Unlike White participants, Black

participants did hold significant general stereotypes, stereotyping
African Americans as the most generally friendly group (both
ps < .02). However, Black participants’ directed stereotypes were
qualitatively quite similar to the directed stereotypes held by White
participants. Specifically, supporting Hypothesis 6, Black partici-
pants also stereotyped each group to be friendliest toward members
of their own group (allps < .001), and also stereotyped Asian
Americans to be more friendly than African Americans, in terms of
friendliness toward European Americans (p = .002).

Finally, Asian participants also showed a significant Target
Group× Directed Group interaction,F(6, 504)= 63.31,p < .001,
η2p = .43 (Figure 10, bottom panel). Like White participants, Asian
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Figure 10
General Versus Directed Stereotypes of Friendliness (Study 3)

Note. Top panel: White participants’ general and directed stereotypes. Middle panel: Black
participants’ general and directed stereotypes. Bottom panel: Asian participants’ general and
directed stereotypes. Higher scores represent a stereotype of being more friendly. Error bars
represent ±1 standard error.
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participants didnot stereotype the three groups to differ in general
friendliness (allps> .10). Once again though, directed stereotypes
showed that Asian participants stereotyped each group to be the
friendliest group toward members of their own group (allps< .001),
supporting Hypothesis 6 once more. In addition, Asian participants
stereotyped Asian Americans to be more friendly than African
Americans, in terms of friendliness toward European Americans
(p< .001), and stereotyped European Americans to be more friendly
than African Americans, in terms of friendliness toward Asian
Americans (p < .001).

Hence, Black participants hold general stereotypes of their
own group as more friendly than other groups. White and Asian
participants did not seem to hold clear group stereotypes of
friendliness. However, directed stereotypes showed distinct group
stereotypes, with each group stereotyped as being particularly
friendly toward others of the same group. Interestingly, this
directed stereotype pattern seemed relatively consistent across
different participant races.

Discussion

In Study 3, wefind again that perceivers hold directed stereotypes.
Across a range of stereotypes, and with perceivers from different
racial groups, examining directed stereotypes uncovers nuanced
stereotype content. For example, both White and Asian perceivers
hold the general stereotype of Asian Americans as more cooperative
than African Americans. However, these same perceivers also
stereotypeAfrican Americans as more cooperative than Asian
Americanstoward African Americans. Examining directed stereo-
types here uncovers a reversal of the general stereotype. Indeed, there
are consistent directed stereotypes of each group as being particularly
cooperative and friendly toward same-group others, supporting
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
different in competitiveness (Figure 7, middle panel). However,
the same perceiversdid stereotype African Americans to be more
competitive than Asian Americans, specifically toward African
Americans. This reversed in a second directed stereotype, with Asian
Americans now being stereotyped as more competitive than African
Americans, specifically toward Asian Americans. Hence, even where
there seem to be no significant general stereotypes, examining
directed stereotypes presents strikingly divergent patterns.

Study 3’s patterns reinforce two recurrent themes so far: Where
there are general stereotypes of group differences, directed stereotypes
often reveal qualifications or reversals. Where there seem to beno
significant general stereotypes (i.e., groups are perceived similarly),
directed stereotypes canstill reveal significant stereotypes and
sometimes highly divergent ones.

Where might these directed stereotypes be coming from? As
outlined in Study 3’s introduction, given that individuals of each
racial group often live in proximity to one another, and are especially
likely to form social connections with those of the same race, social
perceivers may presume strong goals of social affiliation within
racial groups. Supporting this, perceivers generally held pronounced
stereotypes of each racial group as being most friendly and
cooperative with its own group members (Hypothesis 6). That said,
given that social connections are often formed within groups, this

also implies that individuals may need to compete for desirable
social partners with others of the same race. To the extent that racial
groups are also observed as disproportionately in similar occupa-
tions, involving competition with those of the same occupation (e.g.,
athletes, business owners), perceivers might infer that competitive
behavior occurs especially within racial groups too (Hypothesis 7).
This hypothesis was not as strongly supported as Hypothesis 6,
although some patterns are suggestive (e.g., Asian Americans were
stereotyped as particularly competitive toward other Asian
Americans).

Given the above, perceivers who are regularly exposed to
interactions across groups should presumably hold different
directed stereotypes. Specifically, such perceivers might hold
directed stereotypes of highbetween-group cooperation and
competition (e.g., stereotype of group A as highly cooperative
with group B). In Study 4, we explore this by recruiting student
participants on anAmerican campus with diverse racial/ethnic
demographics. We also extend our examination of directed
stereotypes to an additional group—Latino Americans. Along
with a larger sample, Study 4 allows a test of the generalizability of
the directed stereotypes observed in Study 3.

In the studies so far, directed stereotypes are clearly distinct and
exhibit unique patterns from general stereotypes. We think this is
theoretically important and opens a new way of thinking about
stereotypes. However, a skeptical reader might ask: Even if
perceivers hold directed stereotypes, why should this matter?
Given that the study of social stereotypes has been of long-standing
interest in ourfield partly due to its connections to intergroup
prejudice, we measure intergroup attitudes in Study 4. This allows
us to examine how directed stereotypes might predict (or not)
intergroup attitudes, over and above the recognized impact of
general stereotypes.

Study 4: Directed Race/Ethnic Stereotypes II and
Intergroup Attitudes

In brief, Study 4 examines directed stereotypes of race/ethnicity in a
different, and larger, sample from Study 3 and one in which there is
presumably greater cross-group cooperation and competition. In
addition, it also assesses intergroup attitudes, allowing an examination
of how directed and general stereotypes may independently predict
intergroup attitudes.

Method

Participants

Participants were undergraduate students recruited at a large
public university on the West Coast of the United States (a different
college from Study 1’s sample) and completed the survey for
research credit as part of course requirements. We recruited all
participants who were eligible for the survey, across two academic
terms. The total number of participants who completed the survey
was 670 (571 identified as female). Participants’ mean age was 21.0
years (SD = 3.7). We note that this college has a high diversity of
students from different racial and ethnic backgrounds and a high
number of multiracial/multiethnic individuals, presenting a unique
sample to examine directed (and general) race/ethnic stereotypes.
When reporting their race/ethnicity, participants could select more

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
rig

ht
ed

by
th

e
A

m
er

ic
an

P
sy

ch
ol

og
ic

al
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
or

on
e

of
its

al
lie

d
pu

bl
is

he
rs

.
T

hi
s

ar
tic

le
is

in
te

nd
ed

so
le

ly
fo

r
th

e
pe

rs
on

al
us

e
of

th
e

in
di

vi
du

al
us

er
an

d
is

no
t

to
be

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

br
oa

dl
y.

DIRECTED STEREOTYPES 495



than one group that they identified with.8 The largest racial/ethnic
group were students who identified as Hispanic (216 participants,
32% of the full sample), out of whom 42 also identified with another
race/ethnicity. The second largest group was Asian American (165
participants, 24% of the full sample; 65 identified with another race/
ethnicity) and then followed by White (122 participants, 18% of the
full sample; 61 identified with another race/ethnicity). The analyses
in this study focus on these three numerically largest groups in the
current sample. The design of the study, as presented below, was
also intended to parallel the three expected largest participant groups
in this sample.9 The current sample size provides 80% power for
detecting an effect size ofdz = .26 atα = .05, within the smallest
participant group (Whites).

Materials and Procedure

The survey materials and procedure were similar to Study 3,
except that we now examined stereotypes of Latino Americans
instead of African Americans. As part of a multistudy survey,
participants were informed that they would be asked about their
general impression of three different groups: Asian Americans, Latino
Americans, and White Americans and how each group behaves
generally and toward each other. Like in Study 3, participants
reported both general and directed stereotypes, with presentation
order of the two randomized.10

Stereotype Measures. The same four stereotype traits
(competitive, physically aggressive, cooperative, friendly) from
Study 3 were measured. A sample item in the general stereotypes
condition would be:“How likely are Latino Americans(target
group) to be cooperative?” (italicized text not included in the
actual survey), on a scale of 1 (not at all likely) to 9 (extremely
likely). While a sample item in the directed stereotypes condition
would be:“How likely are Latino Americans(target group) to be
cooperative toward White Americans(directed group)?” The
randomized presentation order of the target and directed groups
was similar to Study 3.

Intergroup Attitudes. After reporting their group stereotypes,
to assess intergroup attitudes, participants responded to four items.
Two items were“How much do youlike/dislike (target group), as a
group?” and two items were“How positive/negative do you feel
toward (target group), as a group?” (1 = not at all; 9 = extremely).
For each target group, thedislike and negative items werefirst
reverse coded, and all four items were then combined to form a
composite attitude measure (αs = .86/.74/.81, for attitudes toward
White/Latino/Asian Americans). Hence, higher scores reflect a more
positive attitude toward the group. Presentation order of the three
target groups was also randomized.

Finally, participants responded to a set of demographic measures
and were debriefed.

Results

For each stereotype trait, we conduct three separate 3 (target
group: Asian American/Latino American/White American)× 4
(directed group: no directed group [general stereotype]/Asian
American/Latino American/White American) within-participant
ANOVAs for each participant race/ethnicity.11

Competitiveness General and Directed Stereotypes

For White participants, there was a significant Target Group×
Directed Group interaction,F(6, 726)= 10.76,p < .001,η2p = .082
(Figure 11, top panel). All follow-up pairwise comparisons are
Bonferroni corrected. For general stereotypes of competitiveness,
the only significant effects were that White participants stereotyped
both White and Asian Americans as more competitive than Latino
Americans (bothps< .001). A similar pattern emerged for directed
stereotypes of competitiveness toward Asian Americans—both
White and Asian Americans were stereotyped as significantly more
competitive than Latino Americans (bothps< .001). However, the
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 (p < .001), and Asian Americans were not
stereotyped as significantly different from either White or Latino
Americans (bothps > .06). For the directed stereotype of
competitiveness toward Latino Americans, the only significant
effect was that White Americans were stereotyped as being more
competitive than Asian Americans (p = .026).

For Hispanic participants, there was also a significant Target
Group× Directed Group interaction,F(6, 1,290)= 22.72,p < .001,
η2p = .096 (Figure 11, middle panel). Hispanic participants held
general stereotypes of both White and Asian Americans as significantly
more competitive than Latino Americans (bothps < .05). A similar
pattern emerged for the directed stereotypes of competitiveness toward
both White Americans and Asian Americans—White and Asian
Americans were stereotyped as more competitive than Latino
Americans (allps< .007). However, for the directed stereotype of
competitiveness toward Latino Americans, Hispanic participants
stereotyped Asian Americans asless competitive than both White
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8 We conduct exploratory analyses in theSupplemental Material
examining if there were any significant interaction effects of whether
participants are monoracial/mono-ethnic versus not. To summarize, there
were generally no significant interactions of being monoracial/ethnic vs
multiracial/ethnic with the main Target Group× Directed Group interaction
(all ps > .12), except for White participants’ stereotype of cooperativeness
(p = .030). We present details in theSupplemental Material, but the nature of
this interaction did not significantly affect the broad pattern of target groups
being stereotyped as particularly cooperative within their own group.

9 We are mindful that some of the race/ethnic categories participants
identified themselves with (e.g., Hispanic) do not overlap accurately with the
groups that stereotypes were measured for (e.g., Latino Americans). To
maximize data collection, the current study had been attached to other
research surveys (from which we also drew demographic data to reduce
survey burden). Unfortunately, these other research surveys had measured
participant demographics for their own purposes and used measures that did
not map on exactly to our stereotype groups. This is a limitation of the current
design.

10 In all analyses, wefirst examined if there were any significant three-way
Presentation Order× Target Group× Directed Group interactions. There
were generally none (allps > .11), except for one—Asian American
participants’ stereotypes of friendliness,F(6, 972)= 2.95,p = .007,η2p =
.018. Upon breakdown of this interaction, the qualitative profile of the Target
Group × Directed Group interactions (i.e., in which target group is
stereotyped as more/less friendly in each directed group condition) for both
presentation orders was similar. Hence, all subsequent analyses collapse
across presentation order.

11 Unlike Study 3, it was not possible tofirst conduct a full three-way
ANOVA that included participant race/ethnicity because many participants
identified with more than one of the three main racial/ethnic groups (see the
Participants section for details).
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Physical Aggressiveness General and Directed Stereotypes

For all three participant groups, there were significant Target
Group× Directed Group interactions (allps< .001;Figure 12). For
general stereotypes of aggressiveness, White participants stereo-
typed White Americans to be the most aggressive group, followed
by Latino Americans, and least so Asian Americans (allps< .001).
A similar pattern emerged for directed stereotypes of aggressiveness
toward both Latino and Asian Americans—White Americans were
stereotyped as the most aggressive group, followed by Latino
Americans, and least so Asian Americans (allps< .001). However,
for directed stereotypes of aggressiveness toward White Americans,

White and Latino Americans were stereotyped to be no different in
aggressiveness (p = .99), and Asian Americans were stereotyped as
the least aggressive (bothps < .001).

Hispanic participants had similar general stereotypes as White
participants, stereotyping White Americans to be the most aggressive
group, followed by Latino Americans, and least so Asian Americans
(all ps< .002;Figure 12, middle panel). For the directed stereotypes
of aggressiveness toward both Latino and Asian Americans, a similar
pattern emerged—White Americans were stereotyped as most
aggressive, followed by Latino Americans, and least so Asian
Americans (allps< .002). However, for the directed stereotype of
aggressiveness toward White Americans, Hispanic participants
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Figure 12
General Versus Directed Group Stereotypes of Physical Aggressiveness (Study 4)

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,
followed by White Americans, and least so Asian Americans (all
ps < .001). This directed stereotype therefore presented a partial
reversal of the general stereotype.

Finally, Asian American participants showed a general/directed
stereotypes profile that was relatively similar to White participants
(Figure 12, bottom panel). Specifically, Asian American participants
held a general stereotype of White Americans as the most aggressive
group, followed by Latino Americans, and least so Asian Americans
(all ps< .03). A similar pattern emerged for directed stereotypes of
aggressiveness toward both Latino and Asian Americans—White
Americans were stereotyped as most aggressive, followed by Latino
Americans, and least so Asian Americans (allps< .001). However,

for the directed stereotype of aggressiveness toward White Americans,
White and Latino Americans werenot stereotyped to differ in
aggressiveness (p = .11), and Asian Americans were stereotyped as
least aggressive (bothps < .001).

Cooperativeness General and Directed Stereotypes

For stereotypes of cooperativeness, White participants also
showed a significant Target Group× Directed Group interaction,
F(6, 726)= 66.26,p < .001,η2p = .35 (Figure 13, top panel). White
participants held general stereotypes of both Latino and Asian
Americans to be more cooperative than White Americans (both
ps< .001). However, each of the three directed stereotypes showed
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Figure 13
General Versus Directed Group Stereotypes of Cooperativeness (Study 4)

Note. Top/middle/bottom panel: White/Hispanic/Asian American participants. Higher scores
represent a stereotype of being more cooperative. Error bars represent ±1 standard error.
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strikingly different patterns again and was distinct from the general
stereotype. For the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward
White Americans, White Americans were stereotyped as being more
cooperative than both Latino and Asian Americans (bothps< .001).
This was a reversal of the general stereotype. For the directed
stereotype of cooperativeness toward Latino Americans, Latino
Americans were stereotyped as most cooperative, followed by Asian
Americans, and least so White Americans (allps< .03). Finally, for
the directed stereotype of cooperativeness toward Asian Americans,
Asian Americans were stereotyped as more cooperative than both
White and Latino Americans (bothps < .001), with the latter two
groups being perceived to not differ (p = .18).

For Hispanic and Asian American participants, both groups
showed significant Target Group× Directed Group interactions,
Fs= 165.10 and 143.09, bothps< .001,η2p = .43 and .47, respectively.
For both participant groups, the general/directed stereotype patterns are
qualitatively similar, so we describethem together. Both participant
groups held general stereotypes of Latino and Asian Americans (no
difference from each other,ps > .32) as more cooperative than
White Americans (allps < .001). For the directed stereotype of
cooperativeness toward White Americans though, the pattern reverses,
with Hispanic/Asian American participants stereotyping White
Americans to be the most cooperative group, followed by Asian
Americans, and least so Latino Americans (allps< .003). The directed
stereotype of cooperativeness toward Latino Americans showed yet a
different pattern, with Latino Americans now being stereotyped as the
most cooperative group, followed by Asian Americans, and least so
White Americans (allps< .001). Finally, for the directed stereotype of
cooperativeness toward Asian Americans, Asian Americans were
stereotyped as the most cooperative group, followed by Latino
Americans, and least so White Americans (allps < .001).

In summary, like in Study 3, participants across racial/ethnic
groups hold directed stereotypes of high levels of within-group
cooperation, supporting Hypothesis 6. The consensus in these
directed stereotypes across participant groups is quite striking.
These directed stereotype patterns are also unique from those of
general stereotypes.

Friendliness General and Directed Stereotypes

Broadly, stereotypes of friendliness (Figure 14) show a highly
similar pattern to stereotypes of cooperativeness.

For general stereotypes of friendliness, both White and Asian
American participants held general stereotypes of Latino Americans
as more friendly than White and Asian Americans (allps< .001),
with the latter two groups not stereotyped differently (bothps> .20).
Hispanic participants held general stereotypes of Latino Americans
as the friendliest group, followed by Asian Americans, and least so
White Americans (allps < .001). However, as observed from
Figure 14, the directed stereotypes present patterns that both qualify
and reverse the general stereotype patterns. In brief, for the directed
stereotypes of friendliness, across all participant groups, the patterns
were qualitatively similar to the prior directed stereotypes of
cooperativeness in terms of the significant stereotyped differences
between target groups for each directed group (i.e., race/ethnic
stereotypes). Generally, participants across groups stereotyped each
target group to be especially friendly toward members of the same
group, again supporting Hypothesis 6.

Do Directed Stereotypes Independently Predict Intergroup
Attitudes?

To examine this question, we regressed each intergroup attitude
on the general stereotype of the group and the directed stereotypes of
the group’s behavior toward each directed group, controlling for
general/directed stereotypes presentation order. So, for example, for
White participants’ attitudes toward White Americans (their own
group), wefirst entered presentation order and then conducted a
stepwise regression procedure for four predictors: general stereotype
of White Americans’ aggressiveness and the three directed stereotypes
of White Americans’ aggressiveness toward White Americans/Latino
Americans/Asian Americans. The stepwise regression procedurefirst
enters the predictor that explains the largest amount of variance in
attitudes. Next, it examines which of the remaining predictors would
explain the largest amount of additional variance and enters that. The
model repeats this process until there are no remaining predictors
that would explain significant variance (α standard used is .05). This
process allows a data-driven approach in examining the influence
of general versus directed stereotypes and reduces the problem of
multicollinearity (many of the general and directed stereotypes are
correlated with each other) by only including predictors that explain
significant variance.Figure 15presents the regression coefficients
from this procedure by stereotype trait and participant race/ethnicity.

Out of all regressions in which at least the general stereotype, or
one of the directed stereotypes, significantly predicted intergroup
attitudes, 31% (9 out of 29) had only general stereotypes as a
significant predictor, 21% (6 out of 29) had only directed stereotypes
as significant predictors, and the remaining 48% had both directed
and general stereotypes as significant predictors. Hence, directed
stereotypes significantly predict intergroup attitudes, over and above
general stereotypes. For example, for Asian American participants,
their directed stereotype of how aggressive White Americans are
toward Asian Americans predicted more negative attitudes toward
White Americans (β = −.34,p < .001). The general stereotype (of
White Americans’ aggressiveness) was not a significant predictor.

A few patterns deserve note. First, the directed stereotypes that
emerge as significant predictors arenot always stereotypes of
behavior directed toward a perceiver’s own group. For example, for
White participants, their attitudes toward Latino Americans are
influenced by their general stereotype of how cooperative Latino
Americans are (β = .28,p = .002) but also their directed stereotype
of how cooperative Latino Americans are towardAsian Americans
(and not White Americans;β = .18,p = .046). Hence, perceivers’

attitudes are not necessarily most influenced by their stereotypes of
how a group behaves toward themselves.

Second, there are some directed stereotype associations that are,
surprisingly, in the reverse direction from what might have been
expected. One example is Asian American participants’ attitudes
about White Americans. Asian Americans who hold a general
stereotype of White Americans as more cooperative, or a directed
stereotype of White Americans as more cooperative toward Latino
Americans, also hold more positive attitudes about White
Americans (β = .26 and .32, bothps < .001). However, holding
a directed stereotype of White Americans as more cooperative
toward other White Americans predicts morenegative attitudes
toward White Americans (β = −.22,p = .002). This effect seems to
be a suppressor effect, becoming stronger alongside the inclusion of
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the other predictors (that said, the zero-order correlation in this case
is also significant,r = −.16, p = .040).

The other associations of such nature (e.g., Hispanic participants’

attitudes toward White Americans as predicted by stereotypes of
friendliness) are also suppressor effects, showing up as significant
predictors only, or more strongly, in regressions that include the
other stereotype predictors. Although suppressor effects are
generally difficult to interpret, in this case, they occur with some
frequency and may reflect meaningful psychological processes. One
interpretation is that if another group is perceived to be particularly
cooperative/friendly toward their own group (after accounting for
their cooperativeness/friendliness toward other groups, hence the

suppressor effect), this may represent a coalitional threat to the
perceiver. In other words, the perceiver may see such a group, which
is highly cohesive, as biased toward providing opportunities to its
own group members. Cooperativeness, in this way, is then no longer
a positive social stereotype. We return to this, and discuss Study 4
further, in the General Discussion section.

Transparency and Openness

Data, survey materials, and analysis syntax are publicly available
on the Open Science Framework athttps://osf.io/qbcrv/(Sng et al.,
2024). Data were analyzed using a combination of SPSS and R. For
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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.
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Asian Americans (Study 3). The exact nature of the relationship
between directed and general stereotypes seemed to vary widely
though, depending on the specific group and trait being examined.
Future work will be needed for understanding the connection
between directed and general stereotypes.

Extending Directed Stereotypes

Moving forward, how might one generate predictions about the
directed stereotypes perceivers would hold of any group of interest?
From the current goal–role perspective, one wouldfirst need to
uncover what goal–role a particular group might be associated with.
This could be done by reviewing existing theory and literature, such
as work on the goals and roles that different groups hold or are
perceived to hold (e.g.,Ko et al., 2020; Koenig & Eagly, 2014; Neel
et al., 2016; Sng et al., 2020), or simply asking perceivers what goals
or roles they think a particular group might hold. With this
information, researchers can then infer the corresponding directed
stereotypes of the group, based on the nature of the associated goals
or roles (also seeBillet et al., 2023).

To illustrate, take research on social class. Existing work has
found that individuals of lower social class are better at reading
others’ emotions and more compassionate (e.g.,Brener et al., 2024;
Dietze & Knowles, 2021; Piff et al., 2010). If social perceivers are
sensitive to such social-class differences, perceivers might hold
a general stereotype of lower social-class individuals as more
empathetic. However, the theoretical rationale for such social-class
differences in empathy is that lower social-class cultures encourage
more interdependent relationships with other individuals similarly

facing the challenges of scarce resources, to facilitate successful
survival and functioning. If perceivers associate lower social-class
individuals as having such interdependent goals, then perceivers might
hold directed stereotypes of lower social-class individuals as being
empathetic specifically toward other lower social-class individuals
(and not necessarily toward upper-class individuals).

More broadly, this same process can be applied to other groups
(e.g., religion, sexuality, nationality, intersectional groups) to
generate predictions about relevant directed stereotypes. Identify the
goals and roles that a group is associated with, what behaviors and
inclinations such goals and roles might involve, and importantly,
identify which other groups these behaviors and inclinations would
be directed toward.

Limitations

The current work challenges existing thinking about stereotypes
and stereotype content but is constrained by several limitations
(Table 2). First, all 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 does not
speak to the existence of directed stereotypes in non-U.S. populations.
The general idea of directed stereotypes is likely applicable, but
specific patterns of directed stereotypes (e.g., women stereotyped as
competitive toward young women) may vary across populations,
depending on perceivers’ perceptions of intergroup goals and social
roles. The current work also did not explicitly test the proposed effect
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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

established here or elsewhere in the literature?
Yes. Stereotype traits examined were based on past literature, and where

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-reported stereotypes

across studies.
Are the results generalizable across different populations? Likely. The studies observed directed stereotypes across U.S. participants who

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 though
that past work has found perceived goal–role effects ongeneral
stereotypes, e.g.,Koenig & Eagly, 2014; Sng et al., 2020). In addition,
directed stereotypes might also vary by situations themselves (see
Mendoza-Denton et al.’s, 2008, work described in the introduction).
For instance, women might be stereotyped as particularly competitive
toward young women when perceivers are imagining situations in
which women are competing in a female-dominated job but less so in
a job with a balanced gender ratio. Finally, not all stereotypes can be
directed in nature. For example, stereotypes of a group as competent
(or not) do not have any clear directed component. Hence, the
application of directed stereotypes may be constrained to stereotypes
of traits and behaviors that involve behavior between individuals/
groups.

Conclusion

There is no doubt that stereotypes are often simplifications of
social reality. But as we hope to have demonstrated here, stereotypes
are also complex in strategic ways. If one of the functions of social
perception is to predict the opportunities and threats that others
might pose, then stereotypes really should not be simple at all.
Instead, our stereotypes should contain distinct information about
how groups are expected to behave toward us, toward themselves,
and toward other significant groups in society. And they do. In some
ways then, perhaps stereotypes have been stereotyped.

References

Antonoplis, S., & John, O. P. (2022). Who has different-race friends, and
does it depend on context? Openness (to other), but not agreeableness,
predicts lower racial homophily in friendship networks.Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 122(5), 894–919. https://doi.org/10
.1037/pspp0000413

Billet, M. I., McCall, H. C., & Schaller, M. (2023). What motives do people
most want to know about when meeting another person? An investigation
into prioritization of information about seven fundamental motives.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 49(4), 495–509. https://
doi.org/10.1177/01461672211069468

Bosak, J., Sczesny, S., & Eagly, A. H. (2012). The impact of social roles
on trait judgments: A critical reexamination.Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 38(4), 429–440. https://doi.org/10.1177/014616
7211427308

Brener, S. A., Frankenhuis, W. E., Young, E. S., & Ellis, B. J. (2024). Social
class, sex, and the ability to recognize emotions: The main effect is in the
interaction.Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 50(8), 1197–1210.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231159775

Brewer, M. B. (1999). The psychology of prejudice: Ingroup love and
outgroup hate?Journal of Social Issues, 55(3), 429–444.https://doi.org/10
.1111/0022-4537.00126

Brewer, M. B., Dull, V., & Lui, L. (1981). Perceptions of the elderly:
Stereotypes as prototypes.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
41(4), 656–670.https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656

Buunk, A. P., & Massar, K. (2012). Intrasexual competition among males:
Competitive towards men, prosocial towards women.Personality and
Individual Differences, 52(7), 818–821. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid
.2012.01.010

Cross, S. E., Bacon, P. L., & Morris, M. L. (2000). The relational-
interdependent self-construal and relationships.Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 78(4), 791–808. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.78.4.791

Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1990). Killing the competition: Female/female and
male/male homicide.Human Nature, 1(1), 81–107. https://doi.org/10
.1007/BF02692147

Devine, P. G., & Elliot, A. J. (1995). Are racial stereotypes really fading? The
Princeton trilogy revisited.Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
21(11), 1139–1150.https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672952111002

Dietze, P., & Knowles, E. D. (2021). Social class predicts emotion
perception and perspective-taking performance in adults.Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 47(1), 42–56. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167220914116

Ditto, P. H., Scepansky, J. A., Munro, G. D., Apanovitch, A. M., & Lockhart,
L. K. (1998). Motivated sensitivity to preference-inconsistent information.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(1), 53–69. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.53

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.,
Doherty, C., Capozza, D., Chandran, A., Chryssochoou, X.,… Storari,
C. C. (2013). Nations’ income inequality predicts ambivalence in stereotype
content: How societies mind the gap.The British Journal of Social
Psychology, 52(4), 726–746.https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12005

Eagly, A. H., & Steffen, V. J. (1984). Gender stereotypes stem from the
distribution of women and men into social roles.Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 46(4), 735–754. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.46.4.735

Ehrlich, H. J. (1962). Stereotyping and Negro-Jewish stereotypes.Social
Forces, 41(2), 171–176.https://doi.org/10.2307/2573608

Eisenbruch, A. B., & Krasnow, M. M. (2022). Why warmth matters
more than competence: A new evolutionary approach.Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 17(6), 1604–1623.https://doi.org/10.1177/1745
6916211071087

Ellemers, N. (2018). Gender stereotypes.Annual Review of Psychology,
69(1), 275–298.https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011719

Fiske, S. T. (2018). Stereotype content: Warmth and competence endure.
Current Directions in Psychological Science, 27(2), 67–73. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J. C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often
mixed) stereotype content: Competence and warmth respectively follow
from perceived status and competition.Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 82(6), 878–902.https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878

Fiske, S. T., Xu, J., Cuddy, A. C., & Glick, P. (1999). (Dis)respecting versus
(dis)liking: Status and interdependence predict ambivalent stereotypes of
competence and warmth.Journal of Social Issues, 55(3), 473–489.https://
doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00128

Gilbert, G. M. (1951). Stereotype persistence and change among college
students.The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 46(2), 245–254.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0053696

Griskevicius, V., Tybur, J. M., Sundie, J. M., Cialdini, R. B., Miller, G. F., &
Kenrick, D. T. (2007). Blatant benevolence and conspicuous consump-
tion: When romantic motives elicit strategic costly signals.Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 93(1), 85–102. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.93.1.85

Haslam, N., & Fiske, A. P. (1999). Relational models theory: A confirmatory
factor analysis.Personal Relationships, 6(2), 241–250.https://doi.org/10
.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x

Hehman, E., & Neel, R. (2024). Prejudice model 1.0: A predictive model of
prejudice.Psychological Review. Advance online publication.https://
doi.org/10.1037/rev0000470

Heisenberg, W. (1999).Physics and philosophy: The revolution in modern
science (F. S. C. Northrop, Trans.). Prometheus Books. (Original work
published 1958)

Hester, N., & Gray, K. (2020). The moral psychology of raceless, genderless
strangers.Perspectives on Psychological Science, 15(2), 216–230.https://
doi.org/10.1177/1745691619885840

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
rig

ht
ed

by
th

e
A

m
er

ic
an

P
sy

ch
ol

og
ic

al
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
or

on
e

of
its

al
lie

d
pu

bl
is

he
rs

.
T

hi
s

ar
tic

le
is

in
te

nd
ed

so
le

ly
fo

r
th

e
pe

rs
on

al
us

e
of

th
e

in
di

vi
du

al
us

er
an

d
is

no
t

to
be

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

br
oa

dl
y.

506 SNG, CHOI, WILLIAMS, AND NEEL

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000413
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000413
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211069468
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211069468
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211069468
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211427308
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231159775
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672231159775
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00126
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.41.4.656
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.4.791
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02692147
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02692147
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672952111002
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672952111002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220914116
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220914116
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167220914116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12005
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12005
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.735
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.735
https://doi.org/10.2307/2573608
https://doi.org/10.2307/2573608
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211071087
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211071087
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211071087
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011719
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011719
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417738825
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00128
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00128
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00128
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0053696
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.1.85
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6811.1999.tb00190.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000470
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000470
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619885840
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619885840
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619885840


Hummert, M. L. (1990). Multiple stereotypes of elderly and young adults:
A comparison of structure and evaluations.Psychology and Aging, 5(2),
182–193.https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.182

Judd, C. M., James-Hawkins, L., Yzerbyt, V., & Kashima, Y. (2005).
Fundamental dimensions of social judgment: Understanding the relations
between judgments of competence and warmth.Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 89(6), 899–913. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.89.6.899

Kammrath, L. K., Mendoza-Denton, R., & Mischel, W. (2005). Incorporating
if… then… personality signatures in person perception: Beyond the person-
situation dichotomy.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(4),
605–618.https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.605

Karlins, M., Coffman, T. L., & Walters, G. (1969). On the fading of social
stereotypes: Studies in three generations of college students.Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 13(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0027994

Katz, D., & Braly, K. (1933). Racial stereotypes of one hundred college
students.The Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 28(3), 280–290.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049

Kenrick, D. T., Griskevicius, V., Neuberg, S. L., & Schaller, M. (2010).
Renovating the pyramid of needs: Contemporary extensions built upon
ancient foundations.Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(3), 292–
314.https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469

Kite, M. E. (1996). Age, gender, and occupational label.Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 20(3), 361–374. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402
.1996.tb00305.x

Kite, M. E., Stockdale, G. D., Whitley, B. E., Jr., & Johnson, B. T. (2005).
Attitudes toward younger and older adults: An updated meta-analytic
review.Journal of Social Issues, 61(2), 241–266.https://doi.org/10.1111/j
.1540-4560.2005.00404.x

Ko, A., Pick, C. M., Kwon, J. Y., Barlev, M., Krems, J. A., Varnum,
M. E. W., Neel, R., Peysha, M., Boonyasiriwat, W., Brandstätter, E.,
Crispim, A. C., Cruz, J. E., David, D., David, O. A., de Felipe, R. P.,
Fetvadjiev, V. H., Fischer, R., Galdi, S., Galindo, O.,… Kenrick, D. T.
(2020). Family matters: Rethinking the psychology of human social
motivation. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 15(1), 173–201.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619872986

Koch, A., Imhoff, R., Dotsch, R., Unkelbach, C., & Alves, H. (2016). The ABC
of stereotypes about groups: Agency/socioeconomic success, conservative–

progressive beliefs, and communion.Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 110(5), 675–709.https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000046

Koenig, A. M., & Eagly, A. H. (2014). Evidence for the social role theory of
stereotype content: Observations of groups’ roles shape stereotypes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 107(3), 371–392.https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0037215

Lassetter, B., Hehman, E., & Neel, R. (2021). The relevance appraisal
matrix: Evaluating others’ relevance.Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 121(4), 842–864.https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000359

Li, N. P., Bailey, J. M., Kenrick, D. T., & Linsenmeier, J. A. W. (2002). The
necessities and luxuries of mate preferences: Testing the tradeoffs.Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 947–955.https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.82.6.947

Li, N. P., & Kenrick, D. T. (2006). Sex similarities and differences in
preferences for short-term mates: What, whether, and why.Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 90(3), 468–489. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468

Logan, J. R. (2013). The persistence of segregation in the 21st century
metropolis.City & Community, 12(2), 160–168.https://doi.org/10.1111/ci
co.12021

Lukaszewski, A. W., & Roney, J. R. (2010). Kind toward whom? Mate
preferences for personality traits are target specific.Evolution and Human

Behavior, 31(1), 29–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009
.06.008

Madon, S., Guyll, M., Aboufadel, K., Montiel, E., Smith, A., Palumbo, P., &
Jussim, L. (2001). Ethnic and national stereotypes: The Princeton trilogy
revisited and revised.Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27(8),
996–1010.https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201278007

Massey, D. S. (2004). Segregation and stratification: A biosocial perspective.
Du Bois Review, 1(1), 7–25.https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X04040032

McDonald, M. M., Navarrete, C. D., & Van Vugt, M. (2012). Evolution and
the psychology of intergroup conflict: The male warrior hypothesis.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B,
Biological Sciences, 367(1589), 670–679. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb
.2011.0301

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds of a feather:
Homophily in social networks.Annual Review of Sociology, 27(2001),
415–444.https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415

Mendoza-Denton, R., Park, S. H., & O’Connor, A. (2008). Gender
stereotypes as situation–behavior profiles.Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 44(4), 971–982.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010

Mischel, W., Shoda, Y., & Mendoza-Denton, R. (2002). Situation-behavior
profiles as a locus of consistency in personality.Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 11(2), 50–54. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8721.00166

Neel, R., Kenrick, D. T., White, A. E., & Neuberg, S. L. (2016). Individual
differences in fundamental social motives.Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 110(6), 887–907. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0
000068

Neuberg, S. L., Williams, K. E. G., Sng, O., Pick, C. M., Neel, R., Krems,
J. A., & Pirlott, A. G. (2020). Toward capturing the functional and nuanced
nature of social stereotypes: An affordance management approach. In B.
Gawronski (Ed.),Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 62,
pp. 245–304). Elsevier.https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004

Nicolas, G., Bai, X., & Fiske, S. T. (2022). A spontaneous stereotype
content model: Taxonomy, properties, and prediction.Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 123(6), 1243–1263.https://doi.org/
10.1037/pspa0000312

Paolacci, G., & Chandler, J. (2014). Inside the Turk: Understanding
mechanical turk as a participant pool.Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 23(3), 184–188.https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414531598

Pietraszewski, D., Cosmides, L., & Tooby, J. (2014). The content of our
cooperation, not the color of our skin: An alliance detection system
regulates categorization by coalition and race, but not sex.PLOS ONE,
9(2), Article e88534.https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088534

Piff, P. K., Kraus, M. W., Côté, S., Cheng, B. H., & Keltner, D. (2010).
Having less, giving more: The influence of social class on prosocial
behavior.Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 99(5), 771–784.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020092

Sng, O., Choi, M., Neel, R., & Williams, K. (2024, August 14).The directed
nature of social stereotypes. https://osf.io/qbcrv

Sng, O., Williams, K. E. G., & Neuberg, S. L. (2020). Sex-age stereotyping:
Social perceivers as lay adaptationists.Evolution and Human Behavior,
41(2), 136–149.https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001

Williams, J. E., & Best, D. L. (1990).Measuring sex stereotypes: A
multination study. Sage Publications.

Received February 25, 2024
Revision received August 17, 2024

Accepted August 19, 2024▪

T
hi

s
do

cu
m

en
t

is
co

py
rig

ht
ed

by
th

e
A

m
er

ic
an

P
sy

ch
ol

og
ic

al
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n
or

on
e

of
its

al
lie

d
pu

bl
is

he
rs

.
T

hi
s

ar
tic

le
is

in
te

nd
ed

so
le

ly
fo

r
th

e
pe

rs
on

al
us

e
of

th
e

in
di

vi
du

al
us

er
an

d
is

no
t

to
be

di
ss

em
in

at
ed

br
oa

dl
y.

DIRECTED STEREOTYPES 507

https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.182
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027994
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027994
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027994
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00305.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00305.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00305.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1996.tb00305.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2005.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619872986
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619872986
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000046
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000046
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037215
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037215
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000359
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000359
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.947
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.947
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.947
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.947
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.947
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468
https://doi.org/10.1111/cico.12021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201278007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167201278007
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X04040032
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X04040032
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0301
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0301
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0301
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0301
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000068
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000068
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000068
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000312
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000312
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000312
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414531598
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414531598
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088534
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088534
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088534
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0088534
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020092
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020092
https://osf.io/qbcrv
https://osf.io/qbcrv
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2019.12.001

	The Directed Nature of Social Stereotypes
	Outline placeholder
	Existing Theories and Directed Stereotypes

	Study 1: Directed Sex-Age Stereotypes
	Method
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Stereotype Measures


	Results
	Competitiveness Directed Stereotype
	Aggressiveness Directed Stereotype
	Caring/Nurturant/Helpful (Communion) Directed Stereotypes

	Discussion

	Study 2: Directed Versus General Sex-Age Stereotypes
	Method
	Participants
	Materials and Procedure
	Stereotype Measures


	Results
	Competitiveness General Versus Directed Stereotypes
	Aggressiveness General Versus Directed Stereotypes
	Communion General Versus Directed Stereotypes

	Discussion



