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ABSTRACT

The stereotype content model (SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glicku& 2002) is,
currently, one of the most important theoretical frammeks of intergroup relations,
which takes into consideration modern forms of ambivadeareotype and prejudice.
The present work intends to contribute in supporting attdnding the model in
different ways.

Three empirical studies were realized. The firstgiada replication of Study
2 by Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002). Since, studies testiig’'S hypotheses in
the Italian society do not exist, Study 1 aimed at fillthgg gap by recruiting a
student N=180) and a non-studenN$41) sample to test the main hypotheses
underlying the model. Data were collected using questionnaiesults widely
substantiated the SCM, highlighting new interesting effemtd providing us with a
cultural picture of modern Italy.

The second study was an application of the SCM to afgpand culturally
salient intergroup relationship: Northern vs. Southernattal The study aimed,
furthermore, at investigating the role played by sodtahinance orientation (SDO;
Pratto, Sidanius, & Levin, 2006) and ingroup identification (Tajf®81) in the
adherence to content of stereotypes. Two student samphesrecruited, one from
the North N=183), one from the South of ItalN€182). Using questionnaires,
SCM’s main hypotheses were tested. Results were cemsistith the model’s
predictions, and reflected the cultural stereotypes eftwo groups. However, one
interesting inconsistency was found and discussed. Finayther SDO nor
identification had any impact on the perception of tleeesttype content.

Lastly, a set of three empirical studies investigated gbssibility that the
stereotype dimension of competence may predict statokingi the SCM with SIT
(Social Identity Theory), the role played by ingroup mersbip in this stereotype-
to-social-structure inference was considered. In adelstudies the competence of
the target groups (Blues and Greens) was manipulated. Groupsgrawp
membership were created through minimal group paradigm. iPartis evaluated
the two minimal groups on items measuring the SCM dirnessiThe three studies
supported the assumption that competence affects percemtiostatus, and that
membership does play a role in these inferences.



RIASSUNTO

I modello del contenuto dello stereotipo (SCM; Fiske, Gudalick, & Xu,
2002) é, attualmente, una fra le piu importanti corniciitber concernenti le
relazioni intergruppi. Il modello considera, infatti, f@moderne di pregiudizio e
stereotipo ambivalenti. Il presente lavoro intende cobuire nel sostenere ed
estendere 'SCM in diversi modi.

Sono stati realizzati tre studi. Il primo concerne lplica dello Study 2
condotto da Fiske et al. (2002). Dal momento che non esisttudi volti alla
verifica dell'SCM nel contesto italiano, il present®iddo intendeva colmare tale
lacuna. Un campione studentesbt= (180) e uno non studentesdd=@1) sono stati
reclutati al fine di testare le principali ipotesi sstemti il modello. | dati sono stati
raccolti utilizzando un questionario. | risultati sogfeno ampiamente I'SCM,
evidenziando nuovi interessanti effetti e fornendo un’ist@es culturale della
moderna lItalia.

Il secondo studio concerne l'applicazione del modello adeitenuto dello
stereotipo ad una specifica, e culturalmente salienkEzioae intergruppi: italiani
settentrionali versus italiani meridionali. Lo studio investiga, inoltre, fuolo
dell'orientamento alla dominanza sociale (SDO; Pr&idanius, & Levin, 2006) e
dell'identificazione con l'ingroup (Tajfel, 1981) nelladesiom¢ contenuto dello
stereotipo. Sono stati reclutati due campioni studentasehial nord N=183) e uno
al sud Italia N=182). Attraverso l'uso di un questionario, sono stattate le
principali ipotesi del modello. | risultati sono coeiestn le previsioni dell'SCM e
riflettono lo stereotipo culturale dei due gruppi. Tuttaviastata riscontrata e
discussa un’interessante differenza. Infine, i risultabncernenti SDO e
identificazione con l'ingroup mostrano che nessuna dellevdtabili ha un impatto
sul contenuto dello stereotipo.

Infine, un set di tre studi sperimentali ha esploratgpdasibilita che la
dimensione stereotipica della competenza possa prevéaestatus. Integrando
'SCM con la teoria dell'identita sociale (SIT; Telf 1981), e stato investigato il
ruolo che l'appartenenza di gruppo gioca nel suddetto prodetsenziale. La
competenza dei gruppi target (i Verdi e i Blu) e stata méatig@an tutti e tre gl
studi. | gruppi e l'appartenenza ad essi sono stati cregedverso il paradigma dei
gruppi minimali (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971)phartecipanti valutavano i
due gruppi minimali su item che misuravano le dimensionnaalello. | risultati dei
tre studi sostengono l'assunzione che la percezion®rdpetenza ha un impatto
sulla percezione dello status e che I'appartenenzaugipgrgioca un ruolo in tale
processo inferenziale.
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Introduction

One of the major fields of Social Psychology concethe study of
stereotyping and prejudice. Even if, nowadays, reseacBlwavn an increase in the
general level of tolerance, many social psycholodistge started to consider that
societies are facing new forms of prejudice. Therefris, extremely important to
continue the research in this field, in order to exptbeechanges in the way people
express prejudice.

Among recent theoretical developments, the StereotypeteGt Model
(SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) has received conshilerattention. This
model emphasizes the ambivalent nature of the majofitgocietal stereotypes,
which combine both hostile and favorable beliefs tow#idsame target group. The
SCM proposes potentially universal principles of socistereotypes and their
relation to social structure. The model's major assionpis that prejudice is a
consequence of the social structural relationships leetwgeoups with reference to
two critical dimensions: the socio-economic statog the type of interdependence.
The combinations of these structural relationships gendhatecontents of the
stereotypes that revolve around two fundamental dimengi@nseived competence
and warmth, which are negatively correlated in ambivad&reotypes. The result of
the status-interdependence combination brings about ad@yothat includes four
kinds of prejudice, two ambivalent and two non-ambivalgpes. The model has
been substantiated by numerous studies; the presentcreggands to contribute in

supporting and extending the SCM in different ways.



In the first chapter, the stereotype content moddlustiated. Furthermore,
the main researches and developments of this model es@ilobd. Finally, an
overview of the empirical studies realized for the pneéslissertation is presented.

The second chapter describes the first study conductedbsiastiate the
SCM. Indeed, the aim of the study was to test the mediin the Italian society,
providing, furthermore, a cultural picture of Italians’ qegtions of intergroup
relations in today’s society.

The third chapter presents an application of the SCM dpecific and salient
Italian intergroup relationship. In this study, the rofewo variables of individual
differences is also investigated.

The fourth chapter presents the findings of a set @fetiempirical studies,
which tested two hypotheses: perceived competence influeneeatttibutions of
status; group membership influences the evaluations afsstaksing a variety of
samples, results supported the hypotheses, highlightingnalganteresting effects.

The final section of the present dissertation is devimtedgeneral discussion

of the results reported in the aforementioned chapters.
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Chapter |

The Stereotype Content Model

According to Brown (1995), recent North-American and iBhitsurveys
showed a progressive increasing of the general level lefatece. The image
emerging from these surveys indicates an actual impravedwe to a forty year-
period of anti-racial and anti-sexist campaigns, sogfatests and reforms, less
stereotypical representations of minorities conveyed &yian and collective actions.
However, other investigations highlighted that social ineteslpersist (Pettigrew,
1985). Many social psychologists have started thinking thaetsors facing new
forms of prejudice which have found new ways of expoessy order to avoid
social sanctions. Indeed, nowadays, social norms (@litical correctness) strongly
punish overt demonstrations of prejudice. Nevertheless,irttreasing of public
acceptance of certain groups (e.g., Blacks and Jews} isxtended to others (e.g.,
Gypsies). The changes in the way people express prejpdiat out the essentially
modifiable nature of such expressions under normativespre. This necessarily
leads social psychologists to move on from the origit@nceptualization of
prejudice, as a uniform antipathy or contempt toward agroup (Allport, 1954), in
order to take into consideration modern forms of prejudice

This is, indeed, what Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002)drgid with their
Stereotype Content Model (SCM). “Not all stereotypesadike” (Fiske et al., 2002,
p. 878). This is the first important consideration that gdiéiske and colleagues in

their theorization of SCM. According to the authorsresigype content results from
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shared public views of groups. These views are often cleard by ambivalence.
Authors support that positive and negative beliefs towaasdcial group co-exist and
actually act together in shaping the stereotype conteogitive beliefs on one
dimension may mask, or even help to maintain, negatbediefs about the same
group on another dimension, legitimizing the status qudestting to what Jost and

Banaji (1994) define as “system justification”.

1. The fundamental dimensions of the Stereotype Coktedel

Glick and Fiske (2001a) argue that many social psychologists &t the
content of stereotypes as the product of “historicaldeeti. However, if as stated
above, stereotypes depend on social pressures, perhapstypgereontent may
respond to systematic principles, just as stereotypingepses do (for reviews, see
Brown, 1995; Fiske, 1998). Hence, if stereotype content nelspm principles, then
it is essential to identify common dimensions of eont In doing so, Fiske and
colleagues indicate warmth and competence as the two diraensions capturing
the content of cultural stereotypes. The authors suppatricompetence and warmth
appear with systematic regularity in the content of gretgyeotypes (see also
Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, in press; Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 200Me3e dimensions,
indeed, allow people to answer two fundamental questiosis@mwhen we interact
with other individuals or groups: “are they friends oed®@”, which determines
whether they are warm or not; and “are they able oiblento carry out their
intentions?”, which determines their level of competemdoreover, they argue that
gualitative differences among stereotypes are indeed cdptyrethese crucial

dimensions.

12



More and more social psychologists have agreed thahtlvaand competence
are the fundamental dimensions of social judgment. THesensions seem to be
constantly involved when people form impressions, regadéshe object. Indeed,
the earliest research mentioning warmth and competenes bdack to 1946, when
Asch talked about warm—cold versus competence in his peeseaption research.
Afterwards, other researchers mentioned the same diomex) though with different
labels: intellectual good/bad versus social good/bad (Resg, Nelson, &
Vivekanathan, 1968); self-profitable traits (e.g., confideaybitious, practical,
intelligent) versus other-profitable traits (e.g., ctiatory, tolerant, trustworthy;
Peeters & Czapinsky, 1990); competence versus moralityc{§¥ke, 1994, 2005.
See also the distinction between warmth and morayjityeach, Ellemers, & Barreto,
2007). However, Allport (1954) supported that both individuals ao@bkgroups are
categorized according to their level of competence andhtia The distinction has
been massively used in research concerning national steredBpalet & Poppe,
1997; Poppe & Linssen, 1999), evaluations of social behavionk)V1999), gender
groups (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 1999, 2001b), collectivism vs. individoalis
(Wojciszke, 1997), compensation hypothesis (Yzerbyt, Rto®¥oCorneille, 2005).

After having individuated the main dimensions of stereotypeert, Fiske
and collaborators tried to identify which factors couleéht®y predict such a content.
They argued that intergroup stereotypes revolve on conseissisiipower relations.
Indeed, according to SCM, stereotypes are direct consequuénsmcio-structural
relationships between groups, organized along two mainrfadtee groups’ relative
socio-economic status (high vs. low), and the kind ntérdependence existing
between them, that is, cooperative versus competifile position that a group

occupies in society’s hierarchy (i.e., status) allows r@rfees concerning its

13



competence, while the group’s type of interdependence widr groups determines
its degree of warmth. As it is possible to trace theadrtance of competence and
warmth in the socio-psychological field, similarly tredevance of status in inferring
groups’ competence has often been emphasized in soaidgisgy. As reported by
many scholars, unsuccessful socio-economic groups aredj@dgkzy, stupid and
unambitious, while successful groups are considered asva&hriegical and
ambitious (Jost & Banaji, 1994; LeVine & Campbell,1972; @iajl981). Likewise,
Sherif (1966) brilliantly demonstrated how competitionwen groups leads to
characterizations of competitors as manipulative, dangesadshostile, whereas
cooperative relations result in more favorable descriptminthe other group (e.g.,
friendly, caring, warm). Thus, the relationships betwstatus and competence, and
interdependence and warmth theorized and supported by SCMi&apeoots in the

field.

2. SCM: A taxonomy of prejudice

Combining status and interdependence, a 2 x 2 table of pdassbi&merges
(see also Glick & Fiske, 2001a; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 19€@ch cell of the
table describes a specific form of prejudice, and theestygpe content sustaining
each form of prejudice is organized around competence anachtivapredicted,
precisely, by status and interdependence. The taxonomsiraited in Table 1.1,
provides, moreover, emotions and behaviors linked to faom of prejudice. The
originality of SCM lies in the fact that it does not dése prejudice as just a uniform
antipathy or contempt toward a group, but it supports thaadgice can also lead to

positive or ambivalent attitudes. Of the four types ofjyatee arising from the

14



combination of the socio-structural factors, two typescamnsidered non-ambivalent,
whereas the other two are characterized by ambivalence.

Groups of high status, perceived in a cooperative reldtiprse the object of
admiration These groups are generally viewed quite favorably, arsdfonm of
prejudice, when it does not involve any sort of resentms purely positive. The
high status and positive interdependence make these groupsveeras both
competent and warm: people behave in a respectful masward them and express
positive emotions such as pride, admiration, and resphetprejudice of admiration
may be directed at ingroups, cooperative groups of equal ste¢us groups
perceived as allies), groups that might be considere@ctwk reference groups
(e.g., the middle class).

Opposed to the admiration cell, we found a cell thimigbrtogether low status
groups, perceived in a competitive relationship. These gnmagsbe the object of a
purely hostile form of prejudice: theontemptuous prejudicé&sroups included in
such a quadrant, are perceived as neither warm nor campEéés can occur when
low status groups are viewed as illegitimate dependents (eeifare recipients
regarded as lazy, parasites and so on). They are thé dargagative emotions (e.g.,
resentment, hostility, lack of respect), and behavairaracterized by avoidance,
exclusion and even social atrocities.

The last two forms of prejudice included in the SCM taxoy are defined as
ambivalent (or mixed), that is, competence and warmtmegatively correlated. In
other words, in the ambivalent prejudice, groups tend tovieeed as either
competent or warm, but not both. It is the opinion lo¢ tauthors that group
stereotypes are mainly ambivalent and, therefore adtetWwo quadrants of the table

captured the greater part of societal stereotypes. Tlsey state that ambivalent

15



stereotypes can be legitimated in ways that purely bost@#reotypes cannot. How?

Emphasizing the favorable aspects of such stereotypes wmildtasmeously, but

covertly, endorsing the negative aspects of the sigreaontent.

Table 1.1. A taxonomy of prejudice based on structuratioglships between groups

INTERDEPENDENCE
STATUS Cooper ative Competitive
High Admiration Envious Prejudice
Stereotype competent, warm Competent but not warm

Negative emotions

Positive emotions

Behavior

Experienced by

Groups in category

Low

Envy, fear, resentment, hostility

respect, admiration, affection retspelmiration

avoid, exclude, segregate,
exterminate

Defer

subordinates toward generous dominants whose status is
dominants upon whom they are slipping, and disadvantaged
dependent; ingroup members toward groups toward successful
allies; unchallenged dominants minorities/dominants
toward their own group

Jews, Asian, feminists,
northerners, business women,
black professionals, rich people

Paternalistic Prejudice Contemptuous Prejudice

Stereotype

Negative emotions
Positive emotions

Behavior

Experienced by

Groups in category

Warm but incompetent not warm and incompetent

disrespect, condescension
Patronizing affection, pity, liking

disrespsetntment, hostility

personal intimacy, but role
segregation

dominants toward subordinates upodominants toward subordinates
whom they are dependent and who are seen as illegitimate
toward “legitimate” dependents; dependents (a perceived drain on
groups that pose no socioeconomic social resources)
threat

avoid, exclude, segregate,
exterminate

retarded, housewives, disabled,
elderly, blind, house cleaners,
migrant workers

poor whites, poor blacks, welfare
recipients

Source: Glick & Fiske (2001a)

The paternalistic prejudiceis directed toward groups that have low socio-

economic success and are perceived as non-compedien these socio-structural
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factors, the target group is perceived as warm, but incempd®aternalism appears
prominently in gender stereotypes (see, Glick & Fiske, 199@gekh, this type of
prejudice reflects liking but disrespect. Expressionaftdction, and emotional and
physical closeness to the target group are coupled with stle of segregation, that
keeps the patronized group in “its place”. The lack of rasfseenetimes expressed
as pity) is due to the incompetence attributed to therdcstatus group. This aspect
serves to justify the group’s subordination. At the saimme, though, the positive
aspect (i.e., high warmth) of the mixed stereotype cord@enourages the lower
status group’s acquiescence. Patronized groups are seewmiras @ intention of
harming societal reference groups and no ability to do sanyncase. The mixed
stereotype serves to promote existing systems of privilegeta conciliate the
disadvantaged groups by assigning them socially desirableghthsubordinating,
traits (Ridgeway, 2001). The desire to explain sta¢us qupalbeit unjust, is shared
also by members of disadvantaged groups (Jost & Banaji, 1D8i)leads them to
accept the negative aspects of their ingroup stereotype,Jaick of competence —
looking for positive differentiation on status-irrelewadimensions — i.e., warmth.
The consensual stereotype about the group’s warm qualitiesl@scan easy source
of self-esteem (Tajfel, 1981): this reduces members’ negubfitive differentiation,
making the ambivalent stereotype more easily acceptedisTdaisambivalent way of
system legitimization (Glick & Fiske, 2001a). Jackman (19%4yues that
paternalistic systems and their accompanying ideologiege s® minimize the
subordinate group’s resistance to be exploited. Fiske, y\Cuslitk, and Xu (2002),
support, furthermore, that the specific combination o thigh status group’s
competence and lower status group’s warmth creates a ambitleffective pressure

on the latter to conform with stereotype prescriptions.
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On the contrary, theenvious prejudicetargets groups of high status but
perceived as competitors. Their success leads to infepatence, but the goals’
antagonism results in inferences concerning warmth that the opposite direction.
Viewed reluctantly as worthy of respect because of tt@inpetence, such groups
are not well liked, and elicit envy, resentment and ttigbation of coldness,
arrogance, lack of sincerity (see also Fiske, Cuddy, l&k2002). As for the
paternalism, the positive aspects of the envious stgredeyg., Jews are clever) may
justify discriminatory behaviors. The competence-reldtaits make the group a
dangerous competitor; hence, discrimination can be ipstids self-defense. In
discussing the envious prejudice, the authors often resmticcessful minorities
because, as psychological and sociological “outsidénsy; are more likely to face
discrimination as a result of envious attitude (Glick &k, 2001a). Because of
their economic success, these groups are not chazadters incompetent; on the
contrary, it is important not to underestimate theirlittds, especially when
resources are perceived as limited (see also Sherif, 186@); dominant groups
perceive their status to be slipping (see also Tdif81), when social breakdown
allows violent expression of resentments (see alsaiRiam, 1966), or when other
forms of social flux create increased anxiety (see Biépret & Fiske, 1999; Staub,
1989). Under such circumstances, successful minoritidy basome “scapegoats”,
especially when society is looking for some human atgeblame (“social causality”
by Tajfel’'s definition). Also in this form of prejudicenany people tend to accept the
favorable aspect of their ingroups’ stereotype, even atdbeof not challenging the
negative side of such a stereotype, sometimes reachimgotttetragic consequences
(think about the way genocide started and ended during WVEH. élso Glick,

2002).

18



Summarizing, the stereotype content model goes beyond psadigcussions
of stereotype contents and prejudiced affects. It uniquatybines the competence
and warmth dimensions, emphasizing mixed but consistentatiges. Moreover,
the model addresses pity, contempt, pride, and envy at ¢k ¢gvel, linking both
trait attributions and social structural variables het $ame time. According to the
authors, SCM can detect qualitative differences irestgpes and prejudices toward
different groups, providing a conceptual framework that am®pl why and when
these differences might occur (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, &, X2002). Linking
stereotypic traits to power relationships between grouyes,model suggests how
prejudice is likely to be affected by social changes #ir groups’ status and
interdependence. Furthermore, “distinguishing the psyclmabgdynamics of
prejudice directed upward (admiration) versus downwardefpalism, contempt)
suggests how a person’s own (or his or her group’s) so@#alisstmay affect
prejudice” (pbidem p. 899). Finally, SCM suggests how prejudice can be reduced,
namely, changing the perceptions of the socio-structfaetors: favoring the

perception of equal status, promoting cooperation ratherciapetition.

3. Formalization of the Stereotype Content Model

Several studies were conducted to test SCM. Fiske, Xu, Cuaohdly Glick
(1999) carried out preliminary studies that generally suppolnedibdel. However,
there were many theoretical and methodological weakigadine groups evaluated
by participants were chosen by the authors and theiripBsn was too vague.
Hence, results could have been biased by the expedrseekpectations. Therefore,

the model was formalized through four more studies (Fi€ksldy, Glick, & Xu,
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2002), aimed at testing the main hypotheses underlying the mpeéeleived
competence and warmth differentiate group stereotypes; stangotypes include
mixed ascriptions of competence and warmth; the statua giroup predicts
judgments of competence/incompetence; perceptions ofpetition/cooperation
predict judgments of warmth. Pilot studies allowed théanstto individuate which
groups were considered as relevant in the North-Amerscanety. Participants,
belonging to student and non-student populations, answeredginesgons: “1) Off
the top of your head, what various types of people do yok tioiday’s society
categorizes into groups? 2) What groups are consideregl ob \ery low status by
American society? 3) What groups, based on the same kircdgesia used in the
first question, do you consider yourself to be a memb®et @bidem Study 2, p.
890). Groups listed by at least 15 percent of participants wetaded in the
subsequent studies. These groups were, in fact, evaluatedagain by students
and non-students, on items measuring competence, watatts,sand competition.
Cooperation was not included because preliminary evidere®ses inconsistent
results due most likely to the items’ scale. Factolysea showed similar factors
emerging consistently (i.e., SCM’s dimensions). Forhegooup evaluated, the
competence and warmth ratings were averaged across gantgi According to
these means, the groups arrayed on a two-dimensional Garmopet Warmth space.
Then, two types of cluster analysis examined the ttre®f this two-dimensional
space: first, using a hierarchical cluster analysis toriahate the best fitting number
of clusters; secondly, usingkameans cluster analysis to determine which groups fell
into which clusters. In short, this methodology showed competence and warmth

dimensions differentiated among stable clusters thaanmgfully and reliably
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accounted for the distribution of the groups across sssnpt other words, authors
found support for their first hypothesis.

Three analyses addressed the second hypothesis, thamoss, outgroup
stereotypes are mixed (i.e., low ratings on one dimeraarhigh on the other one).
Fiske and collaborators compared the means for the fastec centroids in both
samples. The cluster with the highest competence radiffgsed significantly from
all the other clusters; likewise, the cluster witle thighest warmth ratings differed
significantly from all the other clusters. P&itests revealed a significant difference
between these clusters’ scores on competence andthyasmmixed combination
according to the authors’ definition. Finally, at theeleof individual groups, they
compared competence and warmth ratings for each fottietal groups evaluated,
separately for the student and nonstudent participantsedReests showed that
competence and warmth differed significantly for mosttioé groups in both
samples. For instance, rich people, Asians, feminetsl businesswomen were
judged to be significantly more competent than warm, whitarded people,
housewives, and elderly people were rated as more wamttdmpetent.

Having found evidences for the first two hypotheses, FiSkeldy, Glick,
and Xu (2002) turned to social structural predictors of groppgections in the
Competence x Warmth space. Status is considered resgoifisibcompetence
attributions, while interdependence should determine the elejrgroups’ warmth.
Social groups were evaluated on the social structure poedictles. Authors first
analyzed the relationships between traits and sociattate correlates at a group-
level, averaging the trait and social structure rating®ss participants for each
group, and then entering each group’s mean ratings foelabonal analyses.

Secondly, at an individual-level, they examined the ¢atiosn between traits and
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social structure for the groups, separately for each ichelb participant (students
and non-students) after which the participants’ cormiatoefficients were averaged
within the sample. Results from the two procedures amdpkes were similar:

perceived status was highly correlated with perceived canpet perceived

competition negatively correlated with perceived lack afmth.

The mixed emotional responses hypothesized to differentieclusters
were addressed in a separate study (Study 4; Fiske, Cuddly, &[Xu, 2002). The
authors supported that patronized groups should elicit ensosach as pity and
sympathy; high-status, competitive groups should elicitpragmothers, envy and
jealousy; low-status, competitive groups that are peedeas neither competent nor
warm, should elicit contempt, disgust, hate, and resenfnfeally, successful
cooperative groups should elicit pride and admiration. brtshhey hypothesized
that pity, envy, contempt, and admiration (and relatedtiems) differentiate the
four combinations of perceived warmth and competence. Tessltlhhe hypothesis,
participants rated the social groups emerging from prewstudies on 24 emotions;
results showed that the predictions of particular esnstias targeting particular

clusters, did in fact emerge, as hypothesized (see slse, Euddy, & Glick, 2002).

4. Further confirmations, applications, and developmefitise SCM

The stereotype content model can be considered as fotatdtecting, and
hence deepening, cultural stereotypes and prejudices towaedediffgroups. For
this reason, many studies have been conducted to exatameetgpes referring to
specific groups using the paradigm described above. For instanddy, Fiske, and

Glick (2004) used SCM to explore the way working moms maeeived by US
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society, claiming that they risk being reduced either todmakers (i.e., warm but
incompetent), or female professionals (i.e., compdientold). Cuddy et al. (2004)
found that when working women become mothers, thedetperceived competence
for perceived warmth, but this does not happen when men eefahers: they gain
perceived warmth, maintaining perceived competence. Matexrestingly, they
found that there is less interest in hiring, promotingl, @estucating working moms in
comparison to working dads and childless employees. Ithanstudy, Cuddy,
Norton, and Fiske (2005) investigated the American stereaifmdderly people.
Generally perceived as warm but incompetent (non-cotiyaetilow status), the
authors, using data from six non-US countries, demondtthé& elderly stereotypes
are consistent across varied cultures. Moreover, sheyved the persistence of the
evaluatively-mixed nature of the elderly stereotype.

In two studies, Eckes (2002) examined paternalistic and engeunder
stereotypes. Building on the stereotype content modeltekeed the mixed-
stereotypes hypothesis that many gender subgroups are viewleidhain either
competence or warmth but low in the other; he additipreddressed the social-
structural hypothesis. The results provided strong suppobiofir hypotheses. Since
gay men appeared neutral in SCM'’s studies (i.e., Fiske, C@latk, & Xu, 2002),
Clausell and Fiske (2005) conducted a gay male subgroups ianatywiduating
that “feminine” and “masculine” subgroups replicate SCiatmons for traditional
women and men. SCM apparently generalizes and diffatestgay male subgroups.
In a similar vein, Lee and Fiske (2006) used SCM to diftéan immigrant
subgroups in the US society. They claimed, in fact, stexteotype research depicts
immigrants as incompetent and untrustworthy. Howeyeci§ying nationality, race,

ethnicity, and class, images of immigrants differ athbcompetence and warmth,
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with most groups receiving ambivalent stereotypes ratherttte uniform low—low
for the generic immigrant, and better defining immigrateéreotypes and their
contingencies.

The model has also been used in cross-cultural res@gudidy et al., 2007).
SCM proposes potentially universal principles of socistereotypes and their
relation to social structure. Using eight European (iyposdividualistic) and three
East Asian (collectivistic) nations, the authorsddsthe main hypotheses of SCM,
highlighting cross-cultural similarities (i.e., perasiv warmth and competence
differentiate societal group stereotypes; many outgrou@sveenixed stereotypes;
high-status groups stereotypically are competent, and caivpe groups
stereotypically are lacking in warmth), and cross-cultalifferences (the more
collectivistic cultures do not locate reference groupshe high-high cell). SMC
demonstrated to be a pancultural tool for predicting groupatigres from structural
relations with other groups in society, and for compaatigss societies.

Glick et al. (2006) investigated, cross-culturally, the w8t toward
Americans. On the basis of measures deriving from thieedlype content model,
college students in 11 nations indicated their perceptigessgnality traits,
intentions, and emotional reactions) of the United éStafhe US was generally
perceived as competent but cold and arrogant. Although iparits distinguished
between the United States’ government and its citizeifigrahces were small.
Consistent with the SCM, viewing the United Statesiraent on domination
predicted perceptions of lack of warmth and of arrogantedst of competence and
status.

The stereotype content model was furthermore implicate neurosocial

research. Harris and Fiske (2006), using functional magmesonance imaging,
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investigated brain activations in the medial prefrontalecom participants viewing
photographs of social groups and of objects, with eaclrpicepresenting one SCM
guadrant. The SCM predicts that only groups that are pectas both hostile and
incompetent (low warmth, low competence), will be deanoized. Results are in line
with such a prediction, showing how extreme groups neapdsceived as less than
human, or dehumanized. Leslie, Constantine, Fiske, Duneam Banaji
(unpublished manuscript) extended the Princeton Trilogytéstavith Katz and
Braly, 1933) including new data, and showing that the stgrestyeported for the
Katz and Braly (1933) groups can be differentiated by competand warmth.
Moreover, it seems that ambivalence may moderate matiengotypes.

Recently, a development of SCM, which “picks up, whte SCM ends”,
has been proposed: the BIAS Map (Behaviors from Intergréifpct and
Stereotypes. Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). The Bias Map sractural map of
negative and positive discriminatory behavioral tendenares of their associated
stereotypes, emotions and social structural relatiohs. BIAS Map identifies four
patterns of discrimination that are the result of toenbination of two bipolar
dimensions, active/passive and facilitation/harm. These considered the basic
dimensions according to the literature on aggression andnterdependence
respectively. Patterns are: active facilitation, pasdacilitation, active harm and
passive harm. Cuddy and colleagues hypothesize that eachnabioiof warmth
and competence is associated with specific intergroupvloebbtendencies, wherein
warmth is considered the stereotypical trait respoasitor active behaviors
(facilitation and harm), whereas competence triggessipa behaviors (facilitation
and harm). With reference, to emotions the authors hgpih that admiration leads

to facilitation, both active and passive; instead, aopteeads to harm, both active
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and passive. The ambivalent emotions, envy and pity, invohmvalent patterns of
discriminatory behavioral tendencies: envy cues bothmagacilitation and active
harm, while pity elicits active facilitation and passiharm. Lastly, Cuddy and
colleagues assert that prejudiced emotions are not oelierbpredictors of
discrimination than stereotypes, but they also act adiatogs in the relationship
between stereotypes and discriminating behavior. The hygeshere considerably

substantiated by data.

5. Overview of the present research

The stereotype content model is, currently, one @f mhmost important
theoretical frameworks of intergroup relations, which $tasulated a wide body of
research. The present work intends to contribute in stipgoand extending the

model in different ways.

The first study, presented in Chapter I, is a replicatid Study 2 by Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002). The study was carried out intddeuh context. Using
the same methodological paradigm described above (paragyaphstudent and a
non-student sample were recruited for a pilot studyydermoto individuate the social
groups considered as the most salient in the Italiaietyo Then, students and non-
students evaluated the groups emerging from the pilot orS@M dimensions
(competence, warmth, status, competition, and coopeyafithe model’s structure
was tested using structural equation modeling. To our knowlesigdies testing
SCM'’s hypotheses in the Italian society do not exist. Was, precisely, the aim of

Study 1. SCM, furthermore, allowed us to detect the comtecultural stereotypes,
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and the forms of prejudice targeting Italian social grodjss is considered as an
important contribution in understanding the social peroeptof intergroup relations
among lItalians in today’s society. Cross-cultural ddffeces and similarities with

other societies are also discussed.

Chapter IlI illustrates the application of SCM to a ape intergroup
relations, namely, Northern vs. Southern Italianvgo Bamples were recruited: one in
the North of Italy, one the South of Italy. This stuamiyned at testing the SCM’s
hypotheses within a specific, and typically Italian, igteup relationship.
Additionally, this study intended to verify whether arighle of individual
difference, such as social dominance orientation (SD@gnfis & Pratto, 1999),
and ingroup identification (Tajfel, 1981) could negativelyjuahce the perceptions
of the outgroup’s competence and warmth. Participants dedludeir ingroup
(either Northerners or Southerners), and the correspgroutgroup on the SCM'’s
dimensions, filling in, furthermore, the SDO and ingrodentification scales. The
goal was to investigate whether moving from general evah&tf social groups
toward a more specific intergroup relationship, where groupsilmees were directly
involved, would have confirmed SCM'’'s predictions; or if théorementioned
variables would have intervened, leading participants teerdffit attributions of
competence and warmth in comparison with those predicted hby nodel.
Oldmeadow and Fiske (2007) investigated how beliefs in a josidwand SDO
moderate the association between status and compet@ncestudies intend to
extend it, taking also into account the role of SDOthe association between
interdependence and warmth, and considering, furtherntbee,role played by

identification.
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In Chapter 1V a set of three studies is presentedstatlies investigated the
possibility that the stereotype trait competence may gratitus. Linking the SCM
with SIT (Social Identity Theory), the role played imgroup membership in this
stereotype-to-social-structure inference is considerednp€tence of the target
minimal groups (Blues and Greens) was manipulated. Remis evaluated such
groups on items measuring SCM dimensions. These studiesl at reinforcing the
model's assumptions: on one hand, showing the stremgiie oelationship that links
status to competence; on the other hand, illustrahagbtdirectional relationship of
inferences between the stereotypical trait and itgosstructural factor. Additionally,
in SCM'’s studies membership has never been consideraegliesdo, in intergroup
situations, protecting the in-group as well as achieving pesdistinctiveness in
comparison with other groups (e.g., Tajfel & Turner, 19%8)iaportant goals that
could intervene in the bidirectional inferential procesgpothesized above.
Exploring the role played by ingroup membership is the furtbetribution of this

set of studies.

A general discussion, linking results reported in Chaptd¥]lconcludes the

present work.
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Chapter |1

Study 1. An Italian test of the
Stereotype Content Model

In order to test the stereotype content model, thé dtep was to replicate
what is considered the main testing study for SCM, mant&tudy 2 by Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002). To our knowledge no SCM reseaashbken carried
out so far in the Italian context. The main goalshef present study were to verify
SCM'’s predictions, to investigate the shared public viefxgroups held by Italians,

to individuate differences and similarities with thertheAmerican society.

1. Pilot Study

The aim of the pilot study was to individuate the satigtoups considered

the most salient within the Italian society.

Following what was done by Fiske and collaborators, 35 uratdugtes from
the University of Milano — Bicocca, and 20 non-student theEmn Italians
volunteered to complete the questionnaire. They were etetplunaware of the
hypotheses and uninformed about stereotyping research. &tsitgnts and non-

students was done to reduce biases due to participants’ atatage.

Participants completed a self-administered, open-endesfiojueaire with
the following questions:
a) Off the top of your head, what various types of pedplgou think Italian society
categorizes into groups?

29



b) What groups are considered to be of very low statusabgritsociety?

¢) What groups, based on the same kinds of criteria udbe iiirst question, do you

consider yourself to be a member of?
Most participants finished the questionnaire in less thamifOtes.

Groups listed by at least 15 percent of participants (studemis non-
students) were selected. The selection brought about Ztadagrioups. Since all the
groups mentioned in questions b and ¢ were redundant with tlededged by
guestion a, in Table 2.1 groups are reported with no refetenite questions. The

set of groups created in this way was used in Study 1.

Table 2.1. Groups-listing, Pilot Study

Groups % Groups %
Immigrants 74.55 Women 27.27
Rich people 61.82 Entrepreneurs 27.27
Poor people 56.36 Handymen (laborers) 27.27
Unemployed people 52.73 Italians 25.45
Employed people 47.27 Men 25.45
Students 43.64 Crooks (Dishonest people) 21.82
Young people 34.55 Politicians 21.82
Southerners 34.55 Leftists (left-oriented people) 20.00
Middle class people 32.73 Catholic people 18.18
Well educated people 30.91 Outcasts 18.18
Office workers 30.91 Mafiosi 18.18
Northerners 30.91 Rightists (right-oriented people) 18.18
Pensioners 29.09 Disabled people 16.36
Old people 27.27

Looking at the groups which emerged in the pilot, it setrat participants
perceived Italian society as divided into economic aateg. Indeed, the majority of
the groups listed is represented by people’s jobs and finasitimtion (e.g.,
entrepreneurs, office workers, unemployed people, richleepoor people). People
are also categorized according to their age, and polamantation. Interestingly,

ethnicity is not a common criterion used by participantsategorize Italians. In
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contrast to the North-American pilot groups, where ethgioups are rather
numerous (e.g., Asians, Jews, Blacks, Hispanics; Fislké,e2002), we only find
immigrants as a category based upon ethnicity. A veryrailand uniquely Italian
group emerging from the pilot study is Mafiosi. This is additional proof of

SCM’s methodological ability to detect cultural groups.

2. Study 1

2.1. Overview of hypotheses

As done by Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, and Xu (2002), we tested valiats:
1. Perceived competence and warmth differentiate grougosgpes.

2. Many stereotypes are ambivalent (or mixed), defined by klhmgs on one

dimension coupled with high ratings on the other.

3. Stereotypes depict groups as competent when perceieawasful and high
status; stereotypes depict groups as warm when perceivednasompetitive

with others.

2.2. Method

2.2.1 Participants.

Two samples were recruited.
Students University of Milano - Bicocca undergraduaté$ £ 180), recruited from
various psychology courses, volunteered to completedlestionnaire (47 male, 130

female, and 3 who did not indicate gender; mean age = 20.84).
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Non-students Forty-one non-students (16 men, 25 women; mean age = 42.29)
recruited by undergraduate psychology students, completedjubstionnaires in
their own home on a volunteer basis. Most of thdtadvere friends or family of the

University of Milano- Bicocca students.

2.2.2 Questionnaire and Procedure

The questionnaire named the same 27 groups listed on thegumistionnaire.
Participants rated these groups on scales reflecting tvaommpetence, perceived
status, perceived competition. Items were borrowed ff@he et al. (Study 2, 2002)
and translated into Italian. A scale of cooperatiorké@sc 2002) was translated and
added to the questionnaire. As previously mentioned, Fiske catidborators
excluded cooperation since in initial pilot studies, coopmrags they measured it,
did not predict warmth. However, in the Fiske et al.’pgra2002) they mentioned
Eckes’ study saying that in his work new measures of cotpenaere developed,
founding evidence that cooperation predicts perceived warhftis. is the reason
why we included Eckes’ scale of cooperation. All scala$ itlems are reported in
Table 2.2.

Participants were instructed to make their evaluatiomgUs point scales (1
= not at allto 5 =extremely. They were moreover instructed to make their ratings
on the basis of how the groups are viewed by Italiarespclhey read, “We are not
interested in your personal beliefs, but in how you thidy are viewed by Italian
society.” This instruction was intended to reduce sociairaeility concerns and to
detect perceived cultural stereotypes. To prevent fatiguggipants rated the group
list split in half (14 and 13). As claimed by Fiske and eadlues (2002), “because

results are analyzed primarily at the group level (each out-group receives mean
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ratings, which are then compared with other groups’ meéings, randomly
assigning different participants to rate different groups then combining the data
sets seemed permissible” (p. 891). Hence, each group wasatedhlby 90
participants in the student sample, and by 20/21 participantee non-student
sample. Furthermore, order of presentation was revdosecach list. Four versions

of the questionnaire were created, to which participaate wvandomly assigned.

Table 2.2. Scales, Study 1

Construct Items

Competence As viewed by Italian society, how . . na@ebers of this group?
[competent, confident, capable, efficient, intelligeski|ful]

Warmth As viewed by Italian society, how . . . are meralof this group?
[friendly, well-intentioned, trustworthy, warm, good-rad, sincere]

Status How prestigious are the jobs typically achieved éiybers of this
group?
How economically successful have members of this greepd

Competition If members of this group get special breaksh(as preference in
hiring decisions), this is likely to make things moreidifit for
people like me
Resources that go to members of this group are likekie away
from the resources of people like me

Cooperation Does a fair give and take exist betweemnytbigp and others?
How likely is that this group is in a cooperative relaship with
others?

How much does join progress in society depend on mutual
cooperation between this group and others?

Note. For the Competence and Warmth Scales, the points p§islivere replaced by the words in
brackets for each question.

2.3. Results

To test the SCM’s structure, structural equation modelliigMBSwas used.
SCM's authors used factor analyses to check the preseintke factors they
hypothesized in their data (i.e., competence, warmttysstand competition). They

performed one factor analysis for each group evaluatedg&EM allowed us to
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verify the model’s structure for all groups at once, byanseof the LISREL program
(Joreskog & Sérbom, 1999).

The goodness of fit was evaluated by théest. Satisfactory fits are obtained
when thex2 test is non-significant. However, this test is paftédy sensitive to
sample size. Indeed, with small samples, even largeeghiancies between the model
and the observed data may go undetected. In contrast, winerous samples,
negligible discrepancies may Yyield significant chi-squasdues (Bagozzi &
Baumgartner, 1994; Bentler, 1990). For such a reason, ottiexas, independent
from sample size, were taken into consideration afi: wWomparative Fit Index
(CFI), and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (FR¥dfsfactory model
fits are obtained when CFl is greater than or equa®%p and when the SRMS are
less than or equal to .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Table 2.3 summarizes the means, standard deviations, andaChis alpha
reliabilities for all the considered constructs. In all esasreliabilities were
satisfactory. Cronbach’s alpha of all constructs was eddculated for each group

separately, in both samples. Results are reported in AppAn

Table 2.3. Means, standard deviations and reliabilifie®nstruct measures for student and non-
student samples.

Students Non-Students

Scale

M SD o M SD o
Competence 2.99 0.93 .93 2.98 0.92 .92
Warmth 291 0.94 .92 2.81 0.93 .93
Status 2.94 1.19 .87 2.97 1.18 .81
Competition 2.48 1.28 .95 2.51 1.35 .94
Cooperation 3.13 1.00 77 3.07 1.03 .80
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2.3.1. CFA analyses

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to thst convergent and
discriminant validity of the stereotype content moael lfoth the student and non-
student samples. The model included 10 observed variables lateh6 constructs
(see Figure 2.1). The CFA was applied on the covariamtaxnThe numerousness
used for correlation in the student sample Was 2341, instead of 2430 (27 groups,
each evaluated by 90 participants), due to missing datah&oarmon-student sample

N=547 instead of 567 for the same reason.
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Figure 2.1. Stereotype Content Model: Theoretical madeliding cooperation, expressed in terms
of LISREL parametets
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Two indicators were used to operationalize each latenstruct in both CFAs. For
latent constructs where more than two items werdadle, these were randomly
combined to produce two indicators. This procedure, which Ikdcaartial
disaggregation (e.g., Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998; Bagozzi & téemth, 1994), by
reducing the number of parameters which must be estimat@adyticularly useful
with smaller sample sizes to diminish the likelihodd@mputational problems, and
to obtain smaller standard errors. It was hypothedizatdeach indicator was loaded
on the respective factor (see Figure 2.2 and Figure 2tBdaneaning of the factors

and their relations with the observed variables).
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Figure 2.2. Findings for the stereotype content modelptaialy standardized paramete
Student sample
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The CFA run for the student sample obtained the \firig fit: ¥* (25) =
592.35,p < .001; SRMR = .060; CFI = .97. Even if the chi-square wasifgignt,
due to the sample size, the other goodness-of-fit inderes satisfactory. We ran

the same analysis for the non-student sample.
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Figure 2.3. Findings for the stereotype content model, cetelpl standardized parameters. Non-
student sample

The CFA ran for the non-student sample (Figure 2.3) oltaine following fit: 5
(25) = 123.21p < .001; SRMR = .054; CFI = .98. In this case, the goodne8s-of
indexes improved. CFl and SRMR were both satisfactorys@are was significant

due to the reasons discussed above.
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Fiske and collaborators did not consider cooperatidhair studies. For this
reason, excluding cooperation from the following analyseemed appropriate to
verify the SCM as originally tested by the authors.réfuee, we decided to exclude
the latent construct of cooperation and to run a conforgeactor analysis for both
samples, including, this time, 8 observed variables antkdtlaonstructs (see Figure

2.4).
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Figure 2.4. Stereotype Content Model: Theoretical mogj@lessed in terms of LISREL parameters
Cooperation excluded.

The CFA ran for the student sample obtained theviinlg fit: x* (14) =
331.83,p < .001; SRMR = .051; CFI = .98. Even if the chi-square wasfgignt,
the other goodness-of-fit indexes were satisfactory.el@hegr, factor loadings were

all high and consistent (see Figure 2.5). Convergentityaihs achieved since the
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Figure 2.5. Findings for the stereotype content model (catipe excluded), completely standardized
parameters. Student sample.

measures were loaded only on the respective factocribisant validity, instead,
emerged from the fact that latent variables showectlations lower than 1.00 (see
Figure 2.5). In fact, for all the correlations, the ddemnce interval, obtained by
considering two standard errors above and two belovestinate correlationp(=
.05), did not include the perfect correlation. This analgsisfirmed the distinction
between all the SCM’s dimensions. It also confirmed twe components of
stereotype content. Indeed, competence and warmth wenedated ¢ = .32,p <
.001), but distinct. Moreover, each stereotypic trait sigaificantly correlated to its

socio-structural attribute, in the direction hypothesibgdthe SCM. Competence
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was correlated to statug & .63,p < .001), but not to competition. Warmth was
negatively correlated with competitiop € -.43,p < .001), but contrary to SCM’s
predictions, it was also negatively correlated toustg = -.12,p < .001). However,
this is not a unique result. Indeed, in Fiske et al. (2002) ‘an unexpected status—
warmth correlation was found” (p. 893). Finally, we foundnan-predicted
correlation between status and competitipr=(.41,p < .001). According to these
results, it seems that the more a group was perceweicessful and with high
status, the more it was perceived as competitive.

The same CFA was run for the non-student samplejniimiaa good fit:y?
(14) = 69.50p < .001; SRMR = .049; CFI = .98. Also in the case of nolestts,
the chi-square was significant. However, the other gossdoéfit indexes were
satisfactory. Results replicated what was found forstiuelent sample (see Figure
2.6): factor loadings were all high and consistent; cayesg validity was achieved
as well as the discriminant one; all the SCM'’s dimamsiwere confirmed; the two
components of stereotype content were correlaped (47,p < .001), but distinct;
each stereotypic trait was significantly correlatedit$o socio-structural attribute,
competence to status € .60,p < .001), and warmth to competitiop € -.34,p <
.001). In this CFA, warmth was not correlated to stafugin, competition and
status resulted correlateg £ .40,p < .001).

Summarizing, the stereotype content model was confirbwtt with a
student and a non-student sampleurther confirmations come from confirmatory
factor analyses run for each of the 27 groups, separatdéhe student sample. Using
LISREL, we tested the model with five latent constraetd 10 observed variables

(see Figure 2.1). We aimed at detecting the regularitgroeselationships emerging

Y1t is worth noticing that, concerning the CFA withufolatent variables, PHI coefficients do not
change when using all items as indicators of the laterghblas, in both samples.
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from previous CFAs. Results are reported in Appendix B andcera PHI
coefficients. In some cases, the coefficient isttadi since the low reliability of
certain scales (e.g., status for the Mafiosi groupAsgendix A) did not allow us to

include that variable into the model. A very interestiatationship is the one that
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2.6. Findings for the stereotype content model (cooperatiatuded), completely standardized
parameters. Non-student sample

connects competence to status. In 18 out of 23 casesl (doBfficients are omitted)
we found a significant and high correlation betweendlie® variables. This result
strongly corroborates the SCM'’s socio-structural hypsighconcerning status. The
model does not hypothesize a relationship between compeseaccompetition. In

fact, we found only six significant correlations (out &7) between these two
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variables. However, competence resulted correlatedoo@peration in 16 out of 22
cases, which is a relationship not hypothesized by the.SZe¥cerning warmth and
interdependence, the negative relationship with competgredicted by the model
was significant only in 9 cases out of 27, while we found dit 6f 22) positive
correlations between warmth and cooperation. The sioimtural hypothesis
concerning interdependence seems confirmed if cooperatwmot competition is
taken into consideration. The model does not hypothesirelationship between
warmth and status: the two variables resulted positicelyelated 8 times, and
negatively correlated one time (out of 23). This reshidiws that the stereotypic trait
has a stronger relationship with interdependence than stptuscularly with
cooperation. It is also worth noticing the link betwe@mpetence and warmth,
which resulted highly and positively correlated in 24 out2@f cases. Finally,
cooperation and competition seem to be orthogonal diomnsin fact, they

correlated in only 8 cases out of 22.

2.3.2. Testing Hypothesis 1

The first hypothesis, namely, that stereotypes of gréalpalong dimensions
of competence and warmth, was addressed following theeguoe used by the
authors of SCM and illustrated in Chapter 1 (paragraphd@)each of the 27 groups,
the means of competence and warmth were calculatedsaparticipants, for both
samples separately. According to these means, the 27 gangy®d on a two-
dimensional Competence x Warmth space. Then, two tpelister analysis were
run. A hierarchical cluster analysis (Ward’'s method, wimchimizes within-cluster
variance) helped us in determining the best fitting numtierclusters. The

agglomeration statistics from the hierarchical analysointed to a four-cluster
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solution as the best fit for the 27 groups for both sasngleéen, &-means cluster
analysis was run in order to examine which groups fitwitech cluster.

For both the student sample (see Figure 2.7) and the nderstsample (see
Figure 2.8), one cluster comprised five groups: outcast#jcols, unemployed
people, immigrants, poor people. This cluster was stablessa@amples. Another
cluster comprised 12 groups: women, middle class, Catpetiple, office workers,
Italians, old people, handymen, leftists, pensionersitifeoners, students, young
people, disabled. For both samples, these were groupsltisééred together. The
non-student sample added to this cluster employed peoplethér cluster also
included, for both students and non-students, five groups: &tadrs, well-educated
people, entrepreneurs, men, rightists. Students added raylepand employed
people. The final cluster included two groups that congigteqppeared together
across samples: crooks and Mafiosi. The non-studenplsasxlded to this cluster
rich people. In short, competence and warmth dimensibiesehtiated among four
stable clusters that meaningfully and reliably accountedhe 27 groups across

samples.

2.3.2. Testing Hypothesis 2

According to Fiske and collaborators (2002), the majonofy societal
stereotypes are mixed (or ambivalent). They define thheatige content as mixed
when low ratings on one dimension (either warmthampetence) are coupled with
high ratings on the other. As done by the authors, toeaddhis hypothesis, the four
clusters’ centroids have been compared (see Table 2.dythnsamples, the cluster
with the highest competence ratings (studétts3.77,SD= 0.35; non-studentsl=

3.68,SD= 0.33) is the one that reliably contains Northernegstists, well-educated
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people, entrepreneurs, men. In the student sarigléhis cluster the competence score
differed significantly from that of Cluster 1 andu€ter 2 Ms= 2.08 and 2.91ps <
.001). While, in the non-student sample, the coemest mean of the same cluster
differed significantly from that of all the othefusters Ms= 2.14 to 3.14ps < .05).
Paired t-tests revealed a significant difference betweeis ttluster’'s scores on
competence and warmth (studels 2.86, SD= 0.29; non-student®= 2.75, SD=
0.28): for studentd, (6) = 6.66,p =.001; for non-students,(4) = 5.30,p < .01. In both
samples, this cluster was higher in competence ithamarmth: a mixed combination
according to Fiske et al’s definition. The clusteith the highest warmth rating
(studentsvi= 3.46,SD= 0.28; non-studentgl= 3.26,SD= 0.31) was the one that reliably
contained women, middle class, Catholic peoplecefivorkers, Italians, old people,
handymen, leftists, pensioners, Southerners, stsidgaung people, disabled. In both
samples, this cluster’s score of warmth differegh#icantly from that of all the other
clusters (studen¥is= 1.48 to 2.86, non-studeritds= 1.81 to 2.75ps < .01). Warmth
scores were significantly higher than competenceesc(student= 2.91,SD= 0.35;
non-studentd/= 3.01,SD= 0.25) for the exemplars of this cluster: studéi®) =-4.72,

p <.001; non-student$13) = -3.17p < .01. For both samples, this cluster was higher in
warmth than in competence: once again, a mixed cwtibn.

Contrarily to North-American results, we found dwat mixed cluster that
reliably across samples includes crooks and Mafibkis is not the cluster with the
highest competence ratings (studeMts 3.06,SD= 0.27; non-studentsl= 3.14,SD=
0.12), but it is the cluster with the lowest warm#tings (studentM= 1.48,SD= 0.10;
non-studentsM= 1.81, SD= 0.35). Moreover, paired-tests revealed a significant

difference between this cluster’s scores on conmeetand warmth. Given the fact that

46



the groups included in such a cluster were only fitfwee for non-students), the
difference between competence and warmth was testied participants as a unit of
analysis for both samples: student&9) = 22.61p <.001; non-students(20) = 10.07,

p<.001.

Table 2.4. Competence and Warmth Means for eachetlu

Students Non-Students

Clusters Competence Warmth Competence Warmth

1. Outcasts, Paliticians,
Unemployed people,
Immigrants, Poor people (stable ~ 2.0& = 21 2.14
cluster across sample)

2.23y

2. Women, Middle class, Catholic
people, Office workers,
Italians, Old people,
Handymen, Leftists,
Pensioners, Southerners, 2.9% < 3.46, 3.0% < 3.26
Students, Young people,
Disabled (the nostudents
added Employed people)

3. Northerners, Well-educated 3.77, > 2.86, 3.68 > 2.7%
people, Entrepreneurs, Men,
Rightists (students added Rich
people and Employed people)

4. Crooks —Dishonest people, 3.06,, > 1.48 3.14 > 1.8%
Mafiosi * (non-students added
Rich people)

Note.Groups clustered reliably across samples, exceghévariants noted parenthetically. See text for
details of cluster membership.

Within each row, within each sample, means diffex(.05) if > or < is indicated.

* In the fourth cluster, the difference between petence and warmth has been verified using the aumb
of participants as unit of analysis for both saraple

As for North-American results, the majority of gpsufell in the mixed clusters.
Of 27 groups, the three mixed clusters containedra@ps both for the student and non-
student samples. As suggested by Fiske, Cuddyk,Gdicd Xu (2002), a substantial

number of societal groups did not fit the pure @atty hypothesis. However, a cluster
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seems to fit that hypothesis, that is, the clusbet reliably across samples contains
outcasts, politicians, unemployed people, immiggapbor people. This cluster reliably
scored low on both competence (studévits 2.08, SD= 0.26; non-studentsl= 2.14,
SD= 0.24) and warmth (studert4= 2.16,SD= 0.43; non-studentsl= 2.23,SD= 0.38),

and the two dimensions did not differ significarfdy both sampleds < 1.

Table 2.5Mean Paired Differences (Competence — Warmth)tfaent and non-student samples

Groups Students Non-students

1 Northerners 0.928+** 0.875 ***

2 Women -0.587+** -0.05

3 Well educated people 1.178 1.075 ***

4 Middle class -0.106 -0.083

5 Outcasts -0.011 -0.05

6 Entrepreneurs 1.401%+* 1.525 ***

7 Catholic people -0.544%** -0.317

8 Politicians 0.533*** 0.45*

9 Office workers 0.092 0.142
10 Unemployed people -0.646 -0.233
11 Italians -0.32%** -0.325*
12 Crooks 1.324*** 1.323 ***
13 Old people -1.2527%** -0.787 ***
14 Handymen -0.402%** -0.077
15 Immigrants 0.073 -0.094
16 Men 0.771x+* 0.629 ***
17 Leftists -0.223** -0.056
18 Employed 0.326*** 0.302*
19 Mafiosi 1.839x+* 1.603 ***
20 Pensioners -1.003*** -0.397 *
21 Rightists 0.652¢+* 0.548 ***
22 Southerners -0.963*** -0.413*
23 Students -0.297*** -0.524 ***
24 Young people -0.417%** -0.333*
25 Rich people 1.127%** 1.048 ***
26 Disabled -1.194%** -0.619 ***
27 Poor people -0.354*** -0.532 **

Note.Means of paired differences (competence rating rmivarating) are reported.
* p<.05.*p<.01. ** p<.001.
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Finally, at the level of individual groups, pair¢dests examined differences
between competence and warmth ratings for eachhef2/ groups, separately for
student and non-student participants. Competencg \@armth ratings differed
significantly for 23 groups in the student samphel for 18 groups in the non-student
sample (see Table 2.5). Groups perceived as monpeatent than warm were 10 in both
samples: Northerners, well-educated people, emnepirs, crooks, men, employed
people, Mafiosi, rightists, rich people, politicarFor students 13 groups, and for non-
students 8 groups, were perceived to be more wham ¢competent: women, Catholic
people, unemployed people, Italians, old peoplendizmen, leftists, pensioners,
Southerners, students, young people, disabled @eaptl poor people. Summarizing,
roughly three quarters of the 27 groups showed istamgly mixed stereotypes across

samples and methods of analysis.

2.3.3. Testing Hypothesis 3

The third hypothesis states that groups are pexdemg competent to the extent
that they are perceived as powerful and high staius vice versa; groups are perceived
as warm to the extent that they are perceived acompeting with others, and vice
versa.

Instead of using correlational analysis, as dondgheyauthors of the stereotype
content model, we used regression analysis to asldi® socio-structural hypothesis.
We ran the same analyses for both samples. Wellaglirate first results concerning the
student sample.

To test the predictive power of status, we raneaanchical regression analysis,

with competence as a dependent variable, and stedugpetition and cooperation as
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independent variables. We decided to enter alstwo-structural attributes as a further
test of the stereotype content model's structure. &iitered independent variables in
blocks into the regression equation, computedribeementaF test of the difference in
R* between the blocks of variables, and examined vehethere was a significant
change in the tot&’ after each new set of predictors was added to tigeh{Cohen &
Cohen, 1983). The order of entry was as follows.Sé¢p 1, the status variable was
entered into the model. At Step 2, status and ctitigyewere entered. At Step 3, status,

competition, and cooperation were entered.

Table 2.6. Hierarchical regression analysis foraldes predicting Competence, Student sample.

R? R? changes F change F cphinge B t p<

Step 1 .36 .36 1346.37 .001

STATUS .601 36.69 .001
Step 2 .39 .03 122.79 .001

STATUS .666 39.14 .001

COMPETITION -.189 -11.08 .001
Step 3 44 .05 195.39 .001

STATUS 576 32.69 .001

COMPETITION -.097 -5.53 .001

COOPERATION .239 13.98 .001

Note The hierarchical regression analysis was rundividual participant levelN=2,430).

Results are shown in Table 2.6. As hypothesizethbySCM, status resulted a
predictor of competence. However, when enteringpeinion (Step 2), the variation in
F was significant atp < .001, indicating that competition was also a digant
predictor. Finally, at Step 3, the variationAnoccurring by the entrance of cooperation
into the regression equation, was significant al (pe< .001). These results indicate
that all three predictors had an impact on thelleeompetence. Nevertheless, status

resulted the best predictor: the higher the statas perceived, the higher was the
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competence attributed. Moreover, the more a groap perceived as cooperative, the
more it was evaluated as competent. Finally, theena group was perceived as a
competitor, the less it was judged as competertiléT2.6).

A hierarchical regression analysis was run as wellvarmth to test the socio-
structural hypothesis concerning interdependendso f this analysis, all the socio-
structural attributes were entered as follows:tap3 competition; at Step 2 competition

and status; at Step 3 competition, status, anderatipn.

Table 2.7. Hierarchical regression analysis foraldes predicting Warmth, Student sample.

F change

R? R?change F change n< B t p<

Step 1 .15 A5 434.71 .001

COMPETITION -.393 -20.85 .001
Step 2 .16 .01 28.55 .001

COMPETITION -.430 -21.53 .001

STATUS 107 5.34 .001
Step 3 .32 A5 540.01 .001

COMPETITION -.263 -13.54 .001

STATUS -.059 -3.06 .002

COOPERATION 437 23.24 .001

Note The hierarchical regression analysis was rundividual participant levelN=2,430).

As illustrated in Table 2.7, all three predictordezed had an impact on the level
of warmth. In fact, the changes hwere all significant, ap < .001, after each new
predictor was added to the model. The best pradaftevarmth was cooperation; more
specifically, the more cooperative the group wasgeed, the higher was the level of
warmth attributed to it. Competition had an impact warmth, but in the opposite
direction, that is the more competition was peredjvthe less warmth was attributed.
Finally, and contrary to SCM predictions, the higtlee status was perceived, the lower

degree of warmth was attributed.
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So far, we found empirical evidences for SCM’s Blyesis 3. We also found
new effects not predicted by the model. However,went further, investigating the
socio-structural hypothesis within each ambivaleluister. As illustrated above (see
Table 2.4), the cluster with the highest competamatiags included Northerners, well-
educated people, entrepreneurs, men, rightists,pgople, and employed people. This
cluster’s competence differed significantly fronatttof Cluster 1 and Cluster 2, and a
significant difference between this cluster's ssoom competence and warmth was
found. In other words, this cluster was higher ampetence than in warmth: a mixed
combination by Fiske et al.’s definition. To inugstte which variable could better
account for such a mixed combination within ClusBra hierarchical regression
analysis was run on the difference between competamd warmth (Competence —
Warmth). Independent variables were entered aewvisll at Step 1 competition and
status; at Step 2 competition, status and the aotien between these two variables
(status*competition). For the latter independentiakde, scores for status and
competition were centered by subtracting the m&ais procedure reduces problems of
multicollinearity among predictor variables whemmaiting interaction terms (Jaccard,
Turrisi, & Wan, 1990).

As illustrated in Table 2.8, status is the onlyrialale accounting for the
difference between competence and warmth withirst€lu3. In fact, thé- variation,
when entering the interaction between status amdpetition at Step 2, was non-
significant £ < 1).

Another cluster, Cluster 4, resulted ambivalentniored). As said before, this is

not the cluster with the highest competence rating, with the lowest warmth rating,
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Table 2.8. Hierarchical regression analysis foraldes predicting Competence — Warmth in Cluster 3,
Student sample.

F change

R? R?change F change B t p

Step 1 .19 .19 74.03 .001

COMPETITION .034 0.90 .366

STATUS 428 11.28 .001
Step 2 .19 .00 0.51 476

COMPETITION .076 1.09 277

STATUS 435 11.11 .000

STATUS*COMPET -.052 -0.71 476

Note To prevent fatigue, participants rated the grlistpsplit in half (14 and 13). Therefore, eachigro
was evaluated by 90 participants in the studentplanThe hierarchical regression analysis was tun a
individual participant levelN=621).

and it included Mafiosi and crooks. Analyses regdal significant difference between
this cluster’'s scores on competence and warmth.céjea hierarchical regression
analysis was run to address the difference betveeenpetence and warmth within
Cluster 4. Independent variables were entered fasdbélable 2.9 illustrates the results.
The variation inF at Step 2 was non-significarfe€1). This means that the interaction

between status and competition did not affect #y@eddent variable. More interestingly,

Table 2.9. Hierarchical regression analysis foraldes predicting Competence — Warmth in Cluster 4,
Student sample.

R? R? change F change F cr;ange B t p

Step 1 .08 .08 7.69 .001

COMPETITION .203 2.65 .009

STATUS 143 1.87 .063
Step 2 .08 .00 0.27 .605

COMPETITION .206 2.68 .008

STATUS .102 0.92 .361

STATUS*COMPET .055 0.52 .605

Note To prevent fatigue, participants rated the grlistpsplit in half (14 and 13). Therefore, eachugo
was evaluated by 90 participants in the studentplanThe hierarchical regression analysis was tun a
individual participant levelN=178).
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results showed that the only predictor of the déffee between competence and warmth
in Cluster 4 was competition. However, also st a marginally significant effect.
Finally, Cluster 2 is the cluster with the highegirmth rating; it contained
women, middle class, Catholic people, office woskdtalians, old people, handymen,
leftists, pensioners, Southerners, students, ypeogle, disabled. This cluster’s score of
warmth differed significantly from that of all othelusters, and it was higher in warmth
than in competence (mixed combination). For thissidr, a hierarchical regression
analysis was run on the difference between warmmth eompetence (Warmth —
Competence). Independent variables were enterdetfase. As shown in Table 2.10,
the variation inF at Step 2 was non-significant, and status wasotitg variable that
predicts the difference between warmth and competaithin Cluster 2: the higher the

status, the lower the warmth assigned to the group.

Table 2.10. Hierarchical regression analysis foraldes predicting Warmth — Competence in Cluster 2
Student sample.

R? R?change F change F cr;)ange B t p

Step 1 .15 A5 99.12 .001

STATUS -.381 -13.90 .001

COMPETITION -.018 -0.671 .502
Step 2 .15 .00 2.66 .104

STATUS -.399 -13.50 .001

COMPETITION -.033 -1.14 .253

STATUS*COMPET -.051 -1.62 .104

Note To prevent fatigue, participants rated the grbstpsplit in half (14 and 13). Therefore, eachupo
was evaluated by 90 participants in the studentpanThe hierarchical regression analysis was tun a
individual participant levelN=1,151).

As said previously, the authors of the stereotgpatent model considered
predominantly the socio-structural attribute of patition (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu,

2002; see also, Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, in pressgbl& 2.6 and Table 2.7, however,
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showed the relevant role played by cooperation. thw reason, we ran hierarchical
regression analyses for ambivalent clusters egfexi®o cooperation (at Step 1) and its
interaction with status (at Step 2) as predictéeseping in the regression all the
variables considered above. Results did not bribgut any significant effect of

cooperation and of its interaction with status be tependent variable (either the
difference between competence and warmth, Clustmd34, or between warmth and

competence, Cluster 2).

Table 2.11. Hierarchical regression analysis faraldes predicting Warmth, Non-student sample.

R? R?change F change F C::inge B t p

Step 1 .10 .10 61.28 .001

COMPETITION -.317 -7.83 .001
Step 2 12 .02 12.22 .001

COMPETITION -.366 -8.62 .001

STATUS .148 3.50 .001
Step 3 .29 A7 133.57 .001

COMPETITION -.218 -5.43 .001

STATUS -.037 -0.91 .365

COOPERATION 459 11.56 .001

Note The hierarchical regression analysis was rundividual participant levelN=553).

Results concerning the non-student sample gepesglicated what was found
for the student sample. However, as shown in Tahld, status had no impact on
warmth, but, once again, cooperation is its bestiptor, followed by competition.
Finally, none of the independent variables enta@rdtie regression equation (i.e., status,
competition, status*competition) predicted the eh#nce between competence and

warmth in Cluster 4.
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3. Discussion

Study 1 aimed at testing the stereotype contenteineihin the Italian society.
Replicating what was done by Fiske and collabosa{@002), the pilot study allowed us
to individuate 27 societal groups considered byigipants as salient groups in today’s
Italian society. As noted earlier in the chaptér fist of groups provides us with
interesting information concerning the Italian sbgi First of all, it seems that the most
used criterion to categorize individuals is theicie-economic position in the society.
Rich vs. poor, employed vs. unemployed, entrepmanes. handymen: more than 40%
of the listed groups are indeed socio-economicgoaites (see Table 2.1). Other criteria
used by participants are age (young vs. old peopglepder (men vs. women), and
political orientation (leftists vs. rightists). Htieity emerged as a criterion only with
reference to one group, namely, immigrants. Finakgults brought about a typically
Italian group: Mafiosi. This group has never beeand in previous SCM studies. We
consider this unique result as an additional evadenf SCM as a useful tool for
detecting cultural categorizations. However, theralso a general overlap between the
Italian and the North-American data. In fact, grewguch as middle-class, rich, poor,
disabled, students, men, women and others ememgelbth countries. The most
interesting difference, though, concerns the sediesf ethnic groups in the US results.
With respect to the Italian ones, where ethnic gsoare not mentioned, North-
American participants considered race as an impbdenension of categorization. Of
24 groups (Pilot Study for Study 2, Fiske, Cuddfick; & Xu, 2002), more than 30%

were ethnic groups (e.g., white, black, Hispanic).
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Study 1's core concerns the evaluation of the gsoeimerging from the pilot
study on the SCM’s dimensions (cooperation inclyd&dst of all, structural equation
modelling (CFA) allowed us to verify the model'sistture in both the student and the
non-student samples. This technique allowed usgbthe discriminant and convergent
validity of the measures, highlighting also theatieinships between constructs. Results
illustrated the importance of cooperation, showihgw strongly this type of
interdependence is linked to warmth. It is worthiging, in fact, that warmth is more
robustly correlated to cooperation than to comjeetitThis result consistently appeared
also when CFA was run on each of the 27 groupsilé@ly status was strongly
correlated to competence. The result was constdmtigd in both samples, for both
models (with four and five latent constructs), &md18 groups out of 23.

Study 1 tested the three main hypotheses undgriy@M. Results showed that
competence and warmth differentiated groups, aatthie majority of group stereotypes
included mixed attributions of such traits. Clusteralyses, furthermore, highlighted
four clusters that reliably accounted for the 2éugps across samples. These results
corroborated the first two hypotheses, providing wish interesting information
concerning the societal view held by Italians. &ttf post-hocanalyses revealed a
contemptuous prejudice targeting outcasts, unereglogeople, immigrants, poor
people, and politicians. With the exception of paian, this result is consistent with
what was hypothesized by SCM. The fact that paditis are the object of contempt
reflects a common view held by Italians, widely reltaespecially in today’s Italian
society. Women, middle class, Catholic people,ceffivorkers, Italians, old people,
handymen, leftists, pensioners, Southerners, stsidgaung people, and disabled are

instead targets of paternalism. Among these graupst of which fall into the predicted
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cluster, there are three ingroups that unexpectaddy the object of a paternalistic
prejudice: Italians, Catholic people, studentstHa US data, ingroups and reference
groups fell into the admiration cluster (Fiske ét 2002). In other countries (an
exception is represented by the collectivistic unds, where no admiration cell was
found; see Cuddy et al., 2007), ingroups genenabeived high evaluations on both
competence and warmth. In Italy, and especiallyh wditference to the national group,
contributions from different fields (i.e., historgpciology, anthropology) delineated a
self-stereotype held by Italians as characterizgdrnbivalence: a mixture of realism
and pessimism, artistic sensitivity and lack oficikespect (among others, see Bollati,
1983; Nevola, 2003; Romano, 1994; Sciolla, 2004p¥m, Durante, & Cantone, 2007).
Hence, once again, this result finds an explanatiaine Italian culture. Conversely to
US results, Italian data showed no admiration eludtinally, two clusters both higher
on competence than warmth were found. Accordinth¢oSCM taxonomy of prejudice
(see Chapter I), both these clusters contain eryiedps. One cluster included reliably
across samples Northerners, well-educated peoptegpeeneurs, men, rightists. The
other one clustered together Mafiosi and crook® [akter cluster had the lowest score
on warmth, but did not differ on competence witl fbrmer one. How could we explain
envious stereotypes attributed to Mafiosi and csabkot through culture?

The third hypothesis was widely corroborated. lot,fatatus resulted the best
predictor of competence, while interdependencenaitbinferences concerning warmth.
However, new, unexpected findings emerged. Firstlipfregression analyses showed
that all socio-structural attributes had an imgattoth competence and warmth. More
precisely, the more a group was perceived as catiper the more it was perceived as

competent; the more competition was perceived,ldbe competence was attributed.
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Additionally, the best predictor of warmth resultedbe cooperation. Competition had a
weaker impact on warmth, and in the opposite dmactFurthermore, contrary to the
SCM’s predictions, the higher the status, the lower degree of warmth attributed.
Within ambivalent clusters, results showed thatustsaccounted for the difference
between competence and warmth (or vice versa) anomt of three ambivalent clusters.
More interestingly, the perception of competitiamt@unted for the difference between
stereotypic traits in the cluster containing Maffiaed crooks. Hence, though in our
results two clusters could be considered as ckistbenvy by Fiske et al.’s definition,

an important difference has to be taken into carsitbn. In one cluster, status was
responsible for the higher score of competence wWamth, as predicted by the model,;
in the other cluster, the negative interdependeaemunted for such scores. This is
inconsistent with the model, but consistent with ialian context.

Summarizing, Study 1 corroborated the stereotypetech model. Analyses
showed the existence of all the SCM’s dimensioie main hypotheses were verified.
The link between socio-structural attributes areldtereotype content was substantiated.
Additionally, empirical evidences concerning thderglayed by cooperation were

found. Finally, a consistent and well-defined crdfypicture of modern Italy emerged.
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Chapter 111

Study 2. Applying the SCM to a specific intergraggationship:

Northern vs. Southern Italians

Chapter Il illustrates the application of the ret#ype content model to a
specific intergroup relationship, involving, as fp@pants, members of these groups. As
said previously, the SCM is a sensitive tool foredting cultural stereotypes. One of the
most salient cultural intergroup relationships \mitthe Italian society is Northerners vs.
Southerners. The pilot study conducted for Studelitjited these two groups among
those considered as the most salient in the Italemtext. Moreover, the cluster analyses
applied to Study 1's data showed how Northerneds Southerners arrayed in different
clusters, namely, higher competence than warmththiferformer, higher warmth than
competence for the latter. Therefore, we choseeti@s groups for our investigation,
aimed at testing the SCM'’s predictions within acsfie and typically Italian intergroup

relationship.

According to the SCM’s socio-structural hypothesthe evaluations of
competence and warmth mentioned above occur bed®émsberners are perceived as
high status, while Southerners are perceived as@apgf lower status, and because one
group is perceived as more competitive (i.e., Nambrs) than the other one (i.e.,

Southerners). One of the research questions aédrésghe present chapter is: would
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the perceptions of structural attributes and tredated stereotypic traits remain the same
when judgments are expressed by group membersifAmt, which variables could
account for such variations? For this reason, thegnt study intends to verify whether
two variables, namely, social dominance orientatiowl ingroup identification, could
negatively influence the perceptions of the outgisucompetence and warmth.
Recently, international literature has emphasizes topic of legitimizing ideologies,
that is the set of beliefs, attitudes, values, stedeotypes that lend moral and intellectual
support to social inequality (theory of social doamce, Sidanius & Pratto, 1999;
system justification theory, Jost & Banaji, 1994 particular, great attention has been
focused on social dominance orientation (SDO; Byrédidanius, & Levin, 2006). It
expresses the desire that groups in society amn@ey into hierarchical systems. This
desire is linked to the tendency to evaluate gravigis higher status positively (Levin &
Sidanius, 1999; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). In patéic, people more oriented to social
dominance tend to adhere to ideologies and to fgwilicies enhancing social
inequalities, whereas people less oriented to batmeminance tend to adhere to
ideologies and to favor policies reducing them. gxding to the authors, individuals
high in SDO, when members of high status groups;gdee outgroups negatively in
order to justify and maintain their hierarchicapsuority. Instead, individuals members
of low status groups have a positive view of hitdiiss groups. Hence, we hypothesized
that SDO could impact the adherence to contenteséstypes, resulting in evaluations
concerning the outgroup’s stereotypic traits th#edfrom those hypothesized by the
SCM. For instance, Northerners high in SDO couldyd¢he outgroup warmth,

considered as an unimportant dimension for indiisluhighly oriented in social
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dominance. This would contradict the Southerndexedtype content emerged in Study

1.

In the study of intergroup relationships, a furtb@proach is the one proposed
by social identity theorists (Tajfel, 1981; for rews concerning recent developments,
see: Brown & Capozza, 2006; Capozza & Brown, 20@0jich studied the effects of
ingroup identification. According to this theoreticperspective, individuals need a
positive social identity: that is, the ingroup leasalue when it is perceived as superior
to pertinent outgroups. Hence, identification detiees the research of distinctiveness
that expresses itself by differentiation at theleatve level and discrimination at the
behavioral level. Considering the theoretical ps&®i exposed till now, we can
hypothesize that also identification can impact adéerence to the stereotype content,
resulting in different evaluations of outgroup’sergiotypic traits from those
hypothesized by the SCM. For instance, being higtsntified with the Southern
ingroup could have an impact on the outgtoup coemmet's judgements, contradicting

what is claimed by SCM for high status groups.

1. Study 2

1.1. Method

1.1.1 Participants.

Two student samples were recruited.
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Northern Italians 183 University of Padova students recruited faamous psychology

courses, volunteered to complete the questionrf@semale, 138 female, and 10 who
did not indicate gender; mean age = 21.93).

Southern Italians182 University of Catania students recruited frgamious psychology

courses, volunteered to complete the question2#enale, 151 female, and 9 missing

values; mean age = 20.10).

1.1.2 Questionnaire and Procedure

A questionnaire was administered to both samptemcluded measures of the
following variables: 1) social dominance orientatising the scale proposed by
Sidanius and Pratto (1999) and adjusted for thEamtacontext (Aiello, Chirumbolo,
Leone, & Pratto, 2005); 2) ingroup identificatioms(Northerners or Southerners) by
using Capozza, Brown, Aharpour, and Falvo’s (208&)le, which measures distinct
components of social identity (emotional and euaheacomponents, membership
awareness, and self-stereotyping). Each sampleeatsoated ingroup and outgroup on
3) socio-structural factors of the SCM: status, petiion and cooperation; 4) the
SCM’s stereotypical traits: competence and warmittems used for status,
interdependence, competence and warmth are idemvidhose used in Study 1 (see
Table 2.2, Chapter Il). Items for SDO and idengifion are reported in Table 3.1.
Participants were instructed to make their evabumatiusing 7-point scales. For the
SCM'’s dimensions, 1 not at alland 7 =very muchFor SDO and identification, items

were anchored from dtally disagre¢to 7 fotally agree.

64



Table 3.1. Ingroup identification and SDO scales.

Construct Iltems

Ingroup identification | evaluate positively being a [...] group member
| perceive myself as similar to the other [...] graupmbers
| have the typical [...] qualities
| don’t behave as a typical [...]
| have a good opinion of [...]
| consider myselfas a[...]
| feel close to other [...]
| feel attached to the other [...]
During the day, | think often about being a [...]
| am aware of the image | convey as a [...] group tvesm
During the day, others often remind me that | am.a
When | evaluate myself, | take into consideratioa|...] values and
standards
Being a [...] group member provide me with prestige
Being a [...] group member makes me appreciated
Mostly, | behave as a typical [...]
When | introduce myself, | often refer to the ftwt | am [...]
| would feel uncomfortable if mass media criticifed]
Being one of the [...] is something | often think ebo
| often think of myself as one of the [...]
| feel good when other [...] succeed

SDO Some groups of people are simply inferior to otireups
In getting what you want, it is sometimes necestanse force
against other groups
It's OK if some groups have more of a chance m tlifan others
To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessasfdp on other groups
If certain groups stayed in their place, we wouddédnfewer problems
It's probably a good thing that certain groupsatrthe top and other
groups are at the bottom
Inferior groups should stay in their place
Sometimes other groups must be kept in their place
It would be good if groups could be equal
Group equality should be our ideal
All groups should be given an equal chance in life
We should do what we can to equalize conditionglffferent groups
Increased social equality
We would have fewer problems if we treated peopbeenequally
We should strive to make incomes as equal as pessib
No group should dominate in society

Note.For the ingroup identification scale, the pointethipsis were replaced by the words Northerners or
Southerners according to the sample, for each iqnest
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1.2 Results

We checked reliabilities for all measures. Table immarizes means, standard
deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas for all the ater®id constructs. Items were, then,

averaged and composite measures were created i theefollowing analyses.

Table 3.2. Means, standard deviations and religgsilfor measures, Northern and Southern samples.

Northerners Southerners
Scale
M SD a M SD A
SDO 2.87%* 0.88 .86 2.8 % 0.74 .78
Identification 3.31%* 1.01 .92 4.15* 0.85 .85
Cooperation 3.31%* 1.12 .81 2.87** 1.17 .80
Competition 3.70* 1.52 71 4.71%x* 1.35 .59
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup
M SD o M SD o M SD o M SD o
Competence  4.88*** 092 .92 4.43** 098 .90 4.81**0.98 .86 4.51*** 0.98 .87
Warmth 4.08 0.86 .86 4.98*** 0.94 .85 5.41*** 0.7981 3.45** 110 .86
Status 5.02** 0.97 .85 3.97 115 .83 3.91 1.14 .&03** 1.03 .65

Note a = value obtained excluding the third item & tdooperation scale. Means presented are on @ 7-ste
scale anchored byot at all or totally disagreg(1) andvery muctor totally agree(7).

For all means reported in the table, the differénae 4 was computed.

*p<.05. *p<.01l. ***p<.001.

1.2.1. The perception of the socio-structural atites

Status On the status variable, a 2 (sample: NorthernSesithern) x 2 (target
group: ingroup vs. outgroup) mixed ANOVA was penfed, with the last factor serving
as a within-participants factor. Results showedgaificant Samplex Target Group
interaction,F (1, 359)= 167.09,p < .001 (see Table 3.3). The Northerners’ status was
rated higher by both samples, regardless of tlyetavaluated, i.e., ingroup or outgroup
(M=5.02,SD= 0.96, Northern sample; amd= 5.04,SD= 1.02, Southern sample). The

status of the Southerners was rated lower by kotipkes, independently from the target
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evaluated 1=3.91,SD=1.14, Southern sampl®=3.97,SD=1.02, Northern sample; all
ts significant aps < .001). No other significant effect or interaatwas foundFs< 1.
This result highlights that the perception of thertderners’ and Southerners’ status was

shared by members of both samples.

Table 3.3. Status ratings as a function of sampiitarget group.

Status
Sample Ingroup Outgroup
M SD M SD
Northern 5.02 0.96 3.9¢ 1.15
Southern 3.91, 1.14 5.04 1.02

Note.Means presented are on a 7-step scale anchoradtbst all (1) andvery much(7). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicates the two means are significantly differept< .001.

InterdependenceTo investigate the perceptions of interdependenelel by

participants, two independent sampiests were performed, comparing the mean
ratings on cooperation and on competition providgdboth samples. Concerning the
former, results showed that the Northern sampledraboperation significantly higher
than the Southern oneMg3.31, SD= 1.12, andM=2.87, SD= 1.17, respectively;
t(363)=3.60,p < .001). For competition, results showed a sigaiitly higher degree of
competition perceived by Southern participamis=4.71,SD= 1.35), than by Northern
participants 1=3.70,SD= 1.52;t(361)= -6.69,p < .001). In other words, the Southern
sample perceived the relationship with the outgr@spmore competitive and less
cooperative than the Northern sample.

1.2.2. The perception of the stereotypic traits
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In order to investigate the perceptions of compmteand warmth held by
participants, a 2 (sample: Northern vs. Southerrn 2 (target group: ingroup vs.
outgroup) x 2 (trait: competence vs. warmth) mi¥édOVA was performed, with the
last two factors serving as within-participantstéas. Results showed a significant main
effect for target groupF (1, 360) = 66.170p < .001. The ingroup was generally
evaluated higher than the outgrou= 4.80, SD= 1.85 vs.M= 4.34, SD= 0.96,
respectively). A significant main effect was alsmurd for trait,F (1, 360) = 34.11p <
.001. The stereotypic trait competence was generaied higher NI= 4.66,SD= 0.76)
than warmth M= 4.48,SD= 0.67). Both the two-way interactions, Sample xgéa
Group £ (1, 360)= 145.48p < .001), and Traik Target Group K (1, 360)= 5.07p <
.03), were significant. More interestingly, a sigrant 3-way interaction, Sample x
Target Group x Trait, was foun#,(1, 360) = 491.78) <.001.

The 3-way interaction was decomposed in two 2-imggractions Target Group
x Trait, one for the Northern sample and one fer$louthern sample. The ANOVA run
for the Northern sample revealed a significant nedfact for target grougd; (1, 179) =
9.49,p < .01. The Northern sample evaluated the outgrougrgéiy higher than the
ingroup M= 4.49,SD= 0.78 vsM= 4.70,SD= 0.90, respectively). As previously found,
a significant main effect was found for trdit(1,179) = 10.18p < .01. The competence
ratings were higher than the warmth ratinigfs-(4.65,SD= 0.80 vs.M= 4.53,SD= 0.62,
respectively). More interestingly, results alsowbd a significant Target Group x Trait
interaction,F (1, 179) = 247.82 < .001. As reported in Table 3.4, ingroup compegen
was rated significantly higheM= 4.88,SD= 0.92) than outgroup competendé<4.43,
SD= 0.98;t(180) = 6.06p < .001). However, the opposite was true when taduations

concerned the warmth dimension. In fact, ingroupmth was judged lowern= 4.08,
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SD= 0.87) than outgroup warmthMg 4.98, SD= 0.94;1(180) = -10.06,p < .001).
Finally, the Northern sample judged the ingroupsigsificantly more competent than
warm, t(181) = 12.17,p < .001; and the outgroup as significantly more rwahan

competentf(180) = 11.61p < .001 (means above).

Table 3.4. Ratings as a function of trait and taggeup for the Northern sample.

Target Group

Trait Ingroup Outgroup

M SD M SD
Competence 4.88 0.92 4.43 0.98
Warmth 4.08, 0.87 4.98 0.94

Note.Means presented are on a 7-step scale anchoradtbst all (1) andvery much(7). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicates the two means are significantly differept< .001.

The ANOVA run for the Southern sample revealedpashe Northern sample, a
significant target group main effect, (1, 181) = 172.31p < .001. Conversely to what
was found previously, in this case the ingroup geserally evaluated higher than the
outgroup. A trait main effect was also fourfé,(1, 181) = 24.67p < .001, which
highlights higher competence than warmth ratingsalfy, results showed a significant
Target Group x Trait interactioft, (1, 181) = 249.75) < .001. As reported in Table 3.5,
the ingroup’s competence was rated significantghér (M= 4.81,SD= 0.98) than the
outgroup’s competenc®E 4.51,SD= 0.99;1(181) = 3.08p < .01). Also for the warmth
dimension, the ingroup was judged significantly mvar M= 5.41,SD= 0.79) than the
outgroup M= 3.45,SD= 1.10;t(181) = 18.94p < .001). Finally, conversely to the

Northern sample’s evaluations, the Southern safuplged the ingroup as more warm
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than competent(181)= —10.42p < .001; and the outgroup (i.e., Northerners) asemo

competent than warn(181) = 13.19p < .001 (means above).

Table 3.5. Ratings as a function of trait and taggeup for the Southern sample.

Target Group
Trait Ingroup Outgroup
M SD M SD
Competence 4.81 0.98 4.51 0.99
Warmth 541 0.79 3.45% 1.10

Note. Means presented are on a 7-step scale anchoredttst all (1) andvery much(7). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicatest the two means are significantly differept< .001.

1.2.3. Testing the influence of SDO and identiiicabn stereotype content

To test the influence of SDO and identification tive perceptions of the
outgroup’s competence and warmth, structural egoatnodelling (SEM) was used.
Using SEM allowed us to verify simultaneously btk predictive power of the socio-
structural attributes on competence and warmtthyasthesized by the SCM), and the
influence of SDO and identification on these stgpeio traits, by means of the LISREL
program (Joreskog & Soérbom, 1999). The goodned#-oRdexes considered are
identical to those used in Study 1 and illustrate@hapter I, namely, the’ test, the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the StandardizedotRMean Square Residual
(SRMS). Satisfactory model fits are obtained whahiksquare is non-significant; CFl is
greater than or equal to .95; SRMS is less thaaqoial to .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Figures 3.1 and 3.2 present the theoretical moddleh were tested with

LISREL. SDO and identification were added as predg For latent constructs where
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more than two items were available, these wereaahy combined to produce two
indicators®> This procedure, which is called partial disaggtiege (e.g., Bagozzi &
Edwards, 1998; Bagozzi & Heatherton, 1994), by c#uy the number of parameters
which must be estimated, is particularly usefuhvamaller sample sizes to diminish the
likelihood of computational problems, and to obtsmmaller standard errors.

In order to test the mono-dimensionality of the SB€le, the 16 items were
randomly aggregated to create four indicators, @R@ was run for both samples. The
model evaluated for the Northern sample obtaingdaal fit:y* (2)= 1.44,p = .49; CFI=
1.00; SRMR= .010. Moreover, factor loadings werehadh and consistent. For the
Southern sample all the goodness-of-fit indexesevgatisfactory, replicating what was
found previouslyy? (2) = 1.28,p = .53; CFI = 1.00; SRMR = .014. For both samples,
mono-dimensionality cannot be excluded.

Passing to the analysis of the construct of ideatibn, the partial
disaggregation was applied to obtain two indicaforseach hypothesized component.
Hence, a four-factor structure was first run fothbeamples. Even if the chi-squares
were significant, due to the sample size, the otheodness-of-fit indexes were
satisfactory. For the Northern sampjé:(14)= 31.10p < .01; CFl= .99; SRMR= .033;
for the Southern samplg® (14)= 41.66p < .0001; CFI= .96; SRMR= .062. Loadings
were all high and of equal level. However, since tomponents were all highly
correlated, though distinct, and we had no spebiffgotheses for single components, we

verified if identification might be modeled as ased-order factor. Therefore we tested

% Three items measured cooperation (see TableRefiability analysis indicated that deleting thied
item, Cronbach’s Alpha increased (see Table 3@)tiHs reason, we used only the first two items as
indicators for SEM.
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Figure 3.1. Structural equation modeling for corepee and warmth, Northern sample. Theoretical model
in terms of LISREL parameters.
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Figure 3.2. Structural equation modeling for corapee and warmth, Southern sample. Theoretical model
in terms of LISREL parameters.
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a model where the four components were all expgrassof a single factor of identification.
The second-order structure fitted the data welbfoth samples, for instance, for the Northern
sampley?® (16) = 25.92p < .06; CFI = .99; SRMR = .033. Given the satisfagiodexes, we
aggregated the items in a single measure, splitvon indicators, in testing the regression
models.

Consequently, the model we evaluated, for botiNiwthern and the Southern sample,
included five latent exogenous variables, two latependent variables, and 13 (Southern
sample) or 14 (Northern sample) observed variablesvas hypothesized that each indicator
was loaded on the respective factor (see Figureargl 3.5 for the meaning of the factors and
their relations with the observed variables). Giwe emphasis that SCM assigns to
outgroups, often neglecting the ingroup role anthtpaf view, the model was run only for the
evaluations that each sample provided for the outgr
The model evaluated for the Northern sample, imijugithe outgroup, obtained a good fft:
(56)= 67.40p = .15; CFI= .99; and SRMR= .04. Moreover, factadmgs were all high and
consistent (see Figure 3.3). The Southerners’ statas the best predictor of the group
competenceyE .72,p < .001). This means that the greater the percestagds, the higher the
level of competence attributed to Southerners. Téssilt supports a core hypothesis of the
SCM. Competence was also predicted by competitien—21,p < .05), that is, the more
Southerners were perceived as competitive, the tlesg were judged as competent. This
result is inconsistent with SCM’s tenets. Anothazonsistent finding concerned the warmth
dimension. Indeed, status turned out to be the prégictor of warmthy= .63,p < .001),

while the socio-structural attributes, competiteomd cooperation, did not have any predictive

% Competition was measured using two items (seeeTat). Given the low reliability of the competitiscale
for the Southern sample € .59, see Table 3.2), items were averaged anché@® was used as an indicator for
SEM.
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power on such a dimensiop=—.18,ns andy= —.03,ns respectively). Hence, it seems
that the higher the Southerners’ status, the wa®oertherners were evaluated, but the
type of interdependence did not affect such evmlnatFinally, neither SDO nor
identification played any role in predicting outgppcompetence and warmth.

Also the model performed for the Southern samplgijug the outgroup obtained
a good fit:y* (45)= 51.37,p= .25; CFI= .99; SRMR= .042. All the goodness-of-fi
indexes were satisfactory, and the factor loadiwgse all high and consistent (see
Figure 3.4). Results concerning this model repdidatvhat was found previously in
terms of status. Indeed, the Northerners’ statueetliout to be the best predictor of their
competenceyE .62, p<.001). However, unlike what was found previouslympetence
was also predicted by cooperatigrr (18,p < .05), that is, the more Northerners were
perceived as cooperative, the more competent tleg yudged. Concerning the other
stereotypic trait, once again, status was a prediof warmth {= .37, p < .001).
However, the best predictor of warmth was coopenai= .49,p < .001): the more the
Southerners were perceived as cooperative, the evaim group was considered. This
is consistent with what hypothesized by the SCNtdad, competition did not directly
determine the perception of warmtfx(—.04,ns). Finally, results concerning SDO and
identification replicated what was found for the rih@rn sample, namely, these
variables did not influence the perceptions ofadbgroup’s competence and warmth.

Oldmeadow and Fiske (2007) found that SDO moderditesextent to which
competence is ascribed to groups on the basiseofdbcial status. Hence, we checked
also for effects of moderation of SDO. Hierarchiegression analysis assessed whether
perceived status predicted perceived competenak,wdrether the relationship was

moderated by SDO. Status and SDO were centeredhtyasting scores from the mean
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(Jaccard, Turrisi, & Wan, 1990), and an interactemm was calculated as the product of
the centered SDO and centered status. We ran ¢héeal regressions for both samples
evaluating the ingroup and the outgroup. We entémddpendent variables in blocks
into the regression equation, computed the incréahéntest of the difference iR
between the blocks of variables, and examined veinétiere was a significant change in
the totalR? after each new set of predictors was added to theeh{Cohen & Cohen,
1983). The order of entry was as follows: at Stegtatus and SDO were entered; at
Step 2, status SDO and their interaction were edte8DO did not result as a moderator
of the relationship between status and competdfmeboth samples and targets, status

resulted the only predictor of competenpe € .001).

2. Discussion

Study 2 aimed at applying the stereotype contentlehdo a specific and
typically Italian intergroup relation: Northerners. Southerners. The samples recruited
were members of these two groups. Furthermore, ittiieence of SDO and
identification on the perceptions of outgroup cotepee and warmth was investigated.

Results showed that both samples shared the samweppen of status:
Northerners perceived as the higher status grooggth®rners as the lower status group.
The perception of the other socio-structural atteb i.e., interdependence, differed in
the two samples. The Southern sample perceivedetagonship with the outgroup as
more competitive and less cooperative than the H¢ont sample. Results showed,
furthermore, that the Northern sample evaluatedomg and outgroup competence and

warmth consistently with the evaluations of theicie-structural attributes. In fact, the
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Northern sample described the ingroup (high stassnore competent than warm, and
the outgroup (low status) as more warm than compelakewise, the evaluations
provided by the Southern sample depicted the ingm@aimore warm than competent,
and the Northerners as more competent than wareseTtesults are consistent with the
SCM'’s predictions, and, moreover, they reflect thdtural stereotypes of the two
groups.

One of the hypotheses of the stereotype contentemizdthat stereotypes
describe groups as warm when perceived as non ¢ibivgpeln our study, the Southern
sample’s perceptions of cooperation and competitndh the Northerners are indeed
consistent with the low degree of warmth attributdhe outgroup. However, the SCM
states that stereotypes describe groups as corhpetem perceived as powerful and
high status. In our study, despite the fact thdh lsamples assigned a higher status to
the Northerners, the Southern sample rated ingomuppetence higher than outgroup
competence. This result is inconsistent with ba@iMSredictions and the Northerners’
and Southerners’ cultural stereotypes.

We explain this inconsistency as a perception [efgitimate status by the
Southern participants. Social identity theory (STHjfel, 1981) states that individuals
are motivated to achieve a positive social identitypromote or maintain their self-
esteem. The group status, relative to other groupssociety, plays an important role in
shaping social identity. SIT claims that individsiddelonging to a low status group,
which confers a negative social identity, are lk&d display ingroup favoritism. This
prediction seems compatible with our results. lot,fahe ratings of the ingroup
competence provided by the Southern sample areemsgdof ingroup bias due to the

perception of the ingroup’s status position as dpdlagitimately low. This perception of
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illegitimacy may lead to a desire for social chgngarticularly when associated to the
perception of instability.

With the exception of this latter result, Study yded empirical support for
SCM also when applied to a specific intergroup tieteship. However, results
concerning SDO and identification did not meet eMpectations. The Northern and
Southern stereotypes are deeply rooted in thettalulture. What is illustrated above
shows the strength of this cultural view, whichsisared also by members of these
groups. The greatest part of results, in fact, iomeid what is culturally well-known in
terms of Northerners and Southerners. We beliese tths is the reason why neither
SDO nor identification had an impact on the perioastof competence and warmth. In
other words, it seems that, in this particularngteup relationship, being high in SDO
or strongly identified with the ingroup do not midoubts about what has been handed

down culturally for generations.
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Chapter |V

Study 3. The role played by competence in inferatagus.

One of the strongest results illustrated so fathis link between status and
competence. As mentioned in Chapter |, the impodaof status in inferring groups’
competence has often been emphasized by many schalmong others LeVine &
Campbell, 1972; Tajfel, 1981). However, as statgthle same proposers of SCM, “one
could argue the opposite, that the groups’ actupkoceived traits give them their place
in society” (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002, p. ®0 Indeed, the way competence
works with regard to status has never been invastt) Does this trait lead to inferring
the socio-structural factor? This is the questiddirassed in the present chapter.

To investigate such a relationship, three studastbeen conducted. The role
played by group membership in the inferential psscéom stereotype to structural
attribute was also considered. In fact, in the aede linked to the stereotype content
model, membership has not been considered so famlynbecause Fiske and
colleagues’ (see Fiske et al., 2002; Cuddy et280,7) position was to look at societal
stereotypes and not at individual beliefs. Howeasrshown in Chapter Il, moving from
the societal point of view toward a specific intengp relationship, we are likely to
observe ingroup membership at work (e.g., the ewmlns of competence provided by

the Southern sample in judging the ingroup). Sadehtity theory (SIT; Tajfel, 1981,
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see also Brown & Capozza, 2006, for recent reviesug)ports that individuals are
motivated to achieve a positive social identityd amgher status ingroups provide
individuals with this kind of self-enhancing. Henoge assume that, in intergroup
contexts, enhancing or protecting ingroup’s valagy.( Tajfel & Turner, 1979) is an
important motivation that could intervene in théenential processes from stereotypes to

socio-structural attributes (see also Tausch, Kethwp& Hewstone, 2007).

1. Overview of the Studies and Hypotheses

The three studies aimed at testing the followipgdtheses.

Hypothesis 1 Perceived competence influences the attributiofisstatus. More
precisely, we expect to find an attribution oftreg status for the most competent group.
Hypothesis 2 Given the previous hypothesis, group membershquid influence the
evaluations of status. More precisely, we expeéintban attribution of higher status for
the members vs. non-members especially when theupgis described as low in
competence.

In all studies, the level of competence was maaiedl. Membership was
artificially created through minimal group manipuda. Participants evaluated two
fictitious groups (the Greens and the Blues) oress\constructs. Status was measured
using a 4-item scale created for the present gudlempetence was measured using a
scale derived from previous studies (Judd, Jamegklda, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005).
We used competence ratings as a manipulation cleckhermore, despite the fact that
the three studies concerned the relationship betwempetence and status, we included

scales related to the remaining SCM dimensions,ehgrnvarmth (Judd et al., 2005),
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competition (Fiske et al., 2002), and cooperatibokes, 2002). Even if warmth was not
manipulated, we were interested in exploring theaot of membership on this
dimension and its socio-structural attributes ,(ireerdependence).

Part of the experimental procedure used was bodofs@m Judd et al. (2005).

2. Pre-Test

Forty-three warmth- and competence-related behsaused in Judd et al. (2005)
and three further items (see Appendix C) were taded into Italian and pre-tested to be
used inthe following studies. The aim of the pre-test wascheck whether these
behaviors worked in an Italian context. We aimeddantifying behaviors thatvere
independently diagnostic of (high vs. low) warmttcompetence, or were neutral. Forty
undergraduate students attending the Universitifaifova were asked jodge each
behavior either on competence or warmik20 in each case). Participants answered
two questions: “How motivated, intelligent, eneigeand organized do you think the
person who did this behavi®?” and “How sociable, warm, friendly, and carohg you
think the person who did this behavior is?” (Judd et28lQ5). Responses were given on
a scale anchored by (not at al) and 4 Yery much. We calculated the means for each
behavior and each question, amen correlated them across behaviors (Appendix C
shows means and standard deviations for each lorhawvi the twodimensions).
Replicating findings of Judd and colleagues, wemlatd a largand positive correlation
between competence and warmth behaviors.$9). However, an independentest
drove us in understanding which behaviors were nabagnostic of competence or

warmth, or judged as neutral.
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3. Study 3a

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants and Design

Participants were 54 students (71.7% female, megs 24.26 years) at the
University of Padova who participated in exchangedourse credits. All participants
were told that the study concerned how people fdramepressions of groups. We
manipulated target groups exclusively along the metence dimension. For some
dependent variables the experimental design w&&e0s’ competence: high vs. low) x
2 (membership: membership vs. no-membership) >a@yét group: Greens vs. Blues),
with the last factor serving as a within-participardactor. For other variables, the
experimental design was 2 (Greens’ competence)(metnbership). The numbers of
participants ranged from 11 to 15 in each cellrdgp membership was operationalized
through a minimal group manipulation (Tajfel, BilliBundy, & Flament, 1971). The

experiment was run via computer.

3.1.2. Questionnaire and Procedure

Participants arrived at the laboratory and weredoanly assigned to the
membership/no-membership, and high/low competeoncelitons. In the membership
condition, the first step was to create the ingfoufgroup categorization. Participants
read instructions concerning a new test that calildde people into two groups
according to their perceptual abilities. The “fakist was the dot-estimation task
(Gerard & Hoyt, 1974), often used in the minimabgp paradigm. After reading the

instructions, participants saw six images of nuraeradots spread around the screen and
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organized in such a way that they created diffestatpes. They were asked to enter
their estimate of the number of dots immediatetgrathe 4-second presentation of each
image.

Then, participants received a bogus feedback. @in tomputer monitor, they
read that the test classified them as “Green” asople included in the Green group
were those providing an estimate slightly exceedi@gcorrect one; namely, the Greens
overestimated the number of dots. It was also roreti that people categorized as
“Blue” were those that underestimated the numbetod$. To make the manipulation as
credible as possible, participants read: “The yest have just done is a part of a study
that involves several American universities. Relgetmerican scientists have, indeed,
demonstrated that the ability to estimate the nunolbelots appearing on a screen for
just a few seconds is strongly correlated with o#iglities. Currently, in all of Europe
researchers are collecting data to corroborate aueht. The goal is to use it as a career
assessment test.”

Participants assigned to the no-membership comddid not perform the dot-
estimation task, and started the experimental esBom the second step of the
procedure: in both membership and no-membershigditons, participants were asked
to form impression about the Greens and the Blbased on behaviors that fictitious
individual group members had performed. In the mensitip condition, the Green and
Blue groups were often identified as the “ingroaot the “outgroup.” As in Judd et al.
(2005), participants read 32 behavior descriptiob8: concerning Greens and 16
concerning Blues (see below for the breakdown dBbk®rs per group). Each behavior

was presented individually on the screen for 7 sdsoBehaviors from the two groups
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were intermixed, and presented in a random ordeen;Tparticipants were asked to read
behaviors a second time, but one group at a tiavéirgg with the behaviors of Greens.

Competence was manipulated as follows: of the I&wers used to describe
each group, six behaviors were randomly taken flmme end of the manipulated
dimension and two from the other end (high vs. tmmpetence); furthermore, two were
from each end of the warmth dimension (the non-maated dimension), and four were
neutral. Thus, the high group had six high-compsteand two low-competence
behaviors, while the low-competence group had six-land two high competence
behaviors. In the membership condition, participanere all members of the Green
group. In the no-membership condition, participesae the descriptions of members of
both groups, but they did not have any reasondatify with one or the other group. In
the high competence condition, Greens were the-taghpetence group, while in the
low-competence condition, they were the low-competegroup.

At the end of the behaviors presentation, partitiparead the following
instructions: “The experimenter will provide youtlwia brief questionnaire. We invite
you to complete it paying attention to each queastibhank you very much for your
collaboration.” On the questionnaire that was desily participants rated both groups on
items measuring competence, warmth, competition @aperation. For the Greens’
status, four items were created (see Table 4.T)akdatems a 9-point scale, anchored
from — 4 ot at al) to 4 very much, was used.

On the last section of the questionnaire, a red¢mgntask was presented aimed
at checking whether participants paid attentioth® behaviors presented. They read a
list of nine behaviors: five were taken from thepesimental material, while four were

new behaviors. The task for participants was toogeze which behaviors were
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presented on the screen and which were not. Noited fathe task. At the end,

participants were debriefed, thanked and dismissed.

Table 4.1. Scales

Construct Traits and Items

Competence Capable, skilled, lazy, disorganized

Warmth Sociable, caring, unfriendly, insensitive

Status TheGreenspossess the abilities to reach prestigious paositio

TheGreensare successful people
TheGreensare natural leaders
TheGreensstand on very important positions on the socialesc

Competition If the Bluesget special breaks (such as preference in hirgstbns) this is likely to make
things more difficult for th&reens
Resources that go to members ofBhee group are likely to take away from the resourdethe
Greens
Benefits allocated to thigluesare likely to take away from@reens’benefits

There can exist a fair give and take betweer@reensand theBlues
TheGreenscan be in a cooperative relationship with Blees
There can be cooperation, in various social coptddtween th&reensand theBlues

Cooperation

Dot-estimation task Had you ever heard about the dots test before?n@)es
Had you ever read in an article or in a book alletdots test before? (yes/no)
Had you ever been recruited for an experimentedrmut with the dots test before? (yes/no)
Do you have any concerns or doubts about the det8 {yes/no)

3.2. Results

3.2.1. Manipulation Check

Responses to the competence items were used asigutadon check. Even if it
was possible that the membership variable infludrmoampetence judgments concerning
groups, we expected an interaction between Gremrapetence and target group. In
other words, Greens should have been rated as caonpetent in the high Greens’
competence condition, and Blues in the conditidhow Greens’ competence.

Negative traits for competence were reverse-codetha that higher numbers
indicated higher competence. Cronbach’s alpha vatisfactory both for the Green

target (alpha = .77) and the Blue one (alpha = IBdins were then averaged to create a
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composite measure of Greens’ and Blues’ competehaethese data, a 2 (Greens’
competence) x 2 (membership) x 2 (target group)ethiANOVA was applied, with
target group serving as a within-participants facl®NOVA revealed a significant
Greens’ CompetenceTarget Group interactiori;(1, 50)= 14.27,p< .001 (Table 4.2).
In the condition of high Greens’ competence, thedgargroup was judged higher in
competenceM= 1.09,SD= 1.13) than the Blue groupMg 0.24,SD= 1.07), while in the
condition of low competence for Greens, the Blu®ugr was judged higher in
competenceM= 1.13,SD= 0.98 ) than the Green ongl¥ —0.03,SD= 1.78). No other

significant effect or interaction was fouries < 1.

Table 4.2. Competence ratings as a function of i@&'emmpetence and target groghidy 3a

Greens’ Competence

Target Group High Low

M SD M SD
Greens 1.09 1.13 -0.03 1.78
Blues 0.24, 1.07 1.13 0.98

Note. Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredtlat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicatest the two means are significantly differeptg< .02.
Results showed the effectiveness of the manipuatib competence. In the
condition of high competence, Greens were rateth@® competent than Blues; in the
condition of low competence, Greens were judgeldsscompetent than Blues. Being a

member of the Green group did not affect such exmlos.
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3.2.2. Relationship between competence and status

Reliability of the scale of status was high (alpl#®). Items were averaged to
create a composite measure of Greens’ status. AGr2efis’ competence) x 2
(membership) ANOVA, performed on such a varialdeealed a significant main effect
for Greens’ competencé&; (1, 50)= 9.54,p < .004. The status of Greens was rated
higher M= 0.86,SD= 1.52) in the high- than in the low-competencediton (M= —
0.54,SD= 1.68). This finding is consistent with our fitsgpothesis. No other significant

effect or interaction was foun#s(1, 50)< 2.26,ps>.14.

3.2.3. Effects on the other variables

Negative traits for warmth were reverse-coded s tiigher numbers indicated
higher warmth. Reliability was calculated for wahmicooperation and competition
scales; alphas ranged between .57 and .86. Itemes then, averaged and a 2 (Greens’
competence) x 2 (membership) x 2 (target groupethiRNOVA was run for warmth.
No significant main effect or interaction was foufd(1, 50)< 2.618,ps>.11.

For both cooperation and competition, a 2 (Greeosmpetence) x 2
(membership) ANOVA was applied. Results concerniogoperation showed a
significant main effect for membership,(1, 50)= 5.25p < .03. Cooperation was rated
higher in the membershiME 1.95, SD= 0.99) than in the no-membership condition
(M= 1.27,SD=1.07). All the other main effects and interactiovexye nonsignificant:s

< 1. No significant effects were found for comgetit Fs(1, 50)< 1.80,ps>.18.
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3.3. Discussion

Study 3a provided evidence concerning the impacbaipetence on perceptions
of status. However, some issues remain to be ssltie®Membership had no impact on
status, conversely to what we hypothesized (Hymh2). Nevertheless, there was an
unexpected effect of membership on cooperationo@efttempting any interpretation
of such a result, we need to replicate it. Howedeawing on social identity theory
(Tajfel, 1981), we could look at this result asedfect of ingroup enhancement: being a
Green resulted in higher rates on cooperation dégss of the level of competence.

The major problem of this study was the sample, sizech may have been too
small to detect variations in scores. Moreovertigpants were not freshmen, but 4-
year students. Many of them reported they recodrire minimal group manipulations
and the dot-estimation task. This could be a reasby we did not find effects of

membership on status.

4. Study 3b

4.1. Method

4.1.1 Participants and Design

Participants were 88 Princeton University undergeaes who participated in
exchange for course credits (60 women, 27 men, d dith not indicate gender; mean
age=19.43 years). Of the 88 participants, 54 (6].d#ntified themselves as White or
Caucasian, 17 (19.3%), as Asian-American, 10 (1)1 .d8®African-American, 5 (5.7%)

as Latinos, 1 (1.1%) as Arabic, leaving 1 (1.1%Rnawn. As in Study 3a, experimental
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design for some dependent variables was 2 (Gremmapetence: high vs. low) x 2
(membership: membership vs. no-membership) x Zyétagroup: Greens vs. Blues),
with the last factor serving as a within-participafactor, in each celh=22. Ingroup

membership was operationalized through the mingnalip manipulation used in Study

3a.

4.1.2. Questionnaire and Procedure

Participants arrived at the laboratory and filled an informed-consent form. All
procedures, materials and questionnaires wereiddnd those used in Study 3a, with
one modification. Two sets of questionnaire wereppred in the laboratory. On these
two sets of questionnaires, there were two lahefsch were visible to participants. In
one set the label said “Green” and identified theesionnaires to administer in the
membership condition. On the other set the lab&dl $Blue” and identified the
guestionnaires for the no-membership conditionti€pants randomly assigned to the
membership condition, at the end of the computesgmtation, were asked, “Were you a
Green or a Blue?” by the experimenter. Then, thesgonnaire was administered. This
was done to make more salient the membership tartifeial group (the Green one),

and the existence of an intergroup context.

4.2. Results

4.2.1. Manipulation check

An initial data set screening revealed that 39igpents did not fail the memory
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task, 48 made one mistake, and only one partitigailed in recognizing two
behaviors. Given the low number of errors, we ka&pparticipants for the following
analyses.

Analyses were run as in Study 3a. Cronbach’s atph@ompetence items was
equal to .80, for the target Greens, and .81, lier target Blues. Items were then
averaged and composite scores were created. A 2ef(@r competence) x 2
(membership) x 2 (target group) mixed ANOVA revella significant Greens’

Competencea Target Group interactioif; (1, 84)= 103.46,p< .001 (see Table 4.3).

Table 4.3. Competence ratings as a function of i@&'emmpetence and target grogtdy 3b

Greens’ Competence

Target Group High Low

M SD M SD
Greens 1.92 1.34 -0.32 1.14
Blues -0.49, 1.46 1.94 1.14

Note. Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredtlat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicatest the two means are significantly differept< .001.

Similarly to the previous study, in the conditiohhagh Greens’ competence, the Green
group was judged as more competeévit(1.92,SD= 1.34) than the Blue groupE —
0.49, SD= 1.46); while in the low Greens’ competence cdadijtthe Blue group was
judged higher in competenc®l€ 1.94,SD= 1.14) than the Green grouM£ —0.32,
SD= 1.14). No other significant effect or interactiaas found,Fs< 1. These results

showed the effectiveness of the experimental mdatipn of competence.

92



4.2.2. Relationship between competence and status

Cronbach’s alpha for the Greens’ status scale ®@asltems were averaged to
create a composite measure of status. A 2 (Gremspetence) x 2 (membership)
ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for GreeosmpetenceF (1, 84)= 35.49,
p < .001. As in Study 1, the status of Greens dependdtheir competence: in the high
Greens’ competence condition, Greens’ status wasl fagher than in the low Greens’
competence conditioM= 1.61,SD= 1.37 vsM= —0.20,SD= 1.53, respectively). More
interestingly, results showed a significant maife&tffor membershipt (1, 84)= 4.30,
p < .05. Greens’ status was rated higher when paamtgpbelonged to the Green group
(M = 1.02, SD= 1.64) than when they did noME 0.39, SD= 1.74). Even if the
interaction between membership and Greens’ competevas not significant, we
applied at-test comparing the Greens’ status means of menmvserso-members, in the
high Greens’ competence condition. Results weraifgignt, t(42)= 2.40,p < .03.
Indeed, albeit in both cases the Green group wasridbed as competent, when
participants belonged to it, they evaluated itsustanigher 1= 2.08, SD= 0.98) than
when they did not belongVi= 1.14, SD= 1.56). The same comparison for the low-

competence condition was not significain (1).

4.2.3. Effects on the other variables

Negative traits for warmth were reverse-coded dplas were calculated for the
warmth, cooperation and competition scales (alphasaded between .63 and .77). For
each scale, items were averaged and compositessgere used for analyses.

A 2 (Greens’ competence) x 2 (membership) x 2 @iaggoup) mixed ANOVA

was run for warmth and, conversely to Study 3ashibwed an interaction between
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Greens’ Competence and Target Groal, 84)= 5.35,p < .03. In the high Greens’
competence condition, even if not significantlygSeable 4.4), the Green group tended
to be evaluated lower on warmth compared to the Bioup M= 0.41,SD= 1.30 vs.
M= 0.69,SD= 1.31, respectively), while in the low Greens’ gmtence condition, the
Green group was rated higher on warmth than the Bloup = 0.91,SD= 1.25 vs.
M= 0.08,SD= 1.30, respectively). In other words, the non-cetaept group was judged
warmer than the competent one. No other signifiefietct or interaction was founés

< 1.

Table 4.4. Warmth ratings as a function of Greeaspetence and target grogiudy 3b

Greens’ Competence

Target Group High Low

M SD M SD
Greens 0.41 1.30 0.91 1.25
Blues 0.69% 1.31 0.08 1.30

Note. Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredtlat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicatest the two means are significantly differeptg< .04.

As in Study 3a, a 2 (Green’s competence) x 2 (meshig® ANOVA showed no
significant effects for competitiorFé< 1). The same analysis carried out on cooperation
revealed a significant main effect for memberslfifl, 84) = 8.04,p < .0l. In the
membership condition participants attributed higheores on cooperatioMg 2.02,
SD= 1.38) than in the no-membership conditidi=(1.23, SD= 1.24). No other main

effect or interaction was significarks < 1.
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4.3. Discussion

Study 3b provided empirical evidence supporting logpotheses. First of all, we
replicated what was found in Study 3a: that iscped competence had an impact on
perceived status (Hypothesis 1). In the preserdystwe found some support for the
hypothesis concerning membership: being a membereoGreen group played a role in
inferring status. As illustrated above, status wated significantly higher in the
membership condition than in the no-membership élwavever, this happened only if
participants belonged to the group that was degpiasethe competent one. Indeed, when
comparison involved the group low in competencis, slgnificant effect disappeared.

We think that the nature of the sample may playeoagain, a role in these
results. Princeton University is one of the mostsfigious universities in the U.S. It is
very selective, and each year it enrolls a smatimer of students. Thus, being accepted
at Princeton is extremely hard, and students exdtaii such an institution are very high
profile. We think that participants assigned to the Greens’ competence condition
simply did not believe they belonged to such a grdadeed, during the debriefing,
students in the low Greens’ competence conditiay e&en reported that they did not
recognize themselves in the Greens’ descriptionsthey felt themselves to be more
similar to the Blues (i.e., the competent group).

In Study 3b, results concerning warmth showed thatlow competent group
was rated as warmer than the competent one, regardf membership. We interpreted
this result as a compensatory process that, aogepdpby Judd et al. (2005), occurs
when one is judged more positively than anotheommadimension. Participants tried to

“rectify this disparity by asserting that the siioa must be reversed on the other

95



dimension of social judgment” (Judd et al., 2003910). We found this process at work
also in a comparative context, when participants dagroup membership. Thus, in our
data, we cannot point to an ingroup bias for themta dimension.

Instead, this is probably the case for cooperatwe. did not manipulate the
warmth dimension. Nonetheless, cooperation wagl raiggher by participants assigned
to the membership condition, as if an ingroup idgréenhancement was at work. We
replicated what was found in Study 3a.

To sum up, results generally supported both hygsss. However, we still need
to investigate whether carrying out this experimeith a different sample, in a different
context, would allow us to observe an effect of rhership on status at a low level of

competence.

5. Study 3c

5.1. Method

5.1.1 Participants and Design

Study 3c was a replication of Studies 3a and 3brtidfmants were
undergraduates at the University of Milano — Bi@owcho participated in exchange for
course creditd\ = 84: 73.8% female, mean age = 21.48.

We used, as in the previous studies, a 2 (Greamapetence: high vs low) x 2
(membership: membership vs no-membership) x 2 étaggoup) experimental design,
with the last factor serving as a within particifmfactor: in each celh=21. Ingroup
membership was operationalized as in Studies 38hndnd experiments were run via

computer.
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5.1.2.Questionnaire and Procedure

Participants arrived at the laboratory and wereloany assigned to different
conditions. Procedures were similar to previoudisti The questionnaire measured the
same variables as in Studies 3a and 3b (see Table\We added a measure for the
status of the Blue group identical to the one Usedsreens. This scale was included as
an important element missing in the previous stidi#valuations concerning the Green
group were asked first and participants in the mestip condition were all assigned to

the Green group.

5.2. Results

5.2.1. Manipulation check

The initial data set screening showed that only @aeticipant failed in
recognizing one behavior. Thus, we kept all pgvtiats for the following analyses.

As previously done, the negative traits for corapeé were reverse-coded and
alpha for competence items was equal to .72, tdhget Greens, and .67, for the target
Blues. Items were then averaged and composite scveee created. A 2 (Green’s
competence) x 2 (membership) x 2 (target groupethi’kNOVA revealed a significant
interaction between Greens’ Competerc€arget GroupF (1, 80F 111.04,p < .001.
This result replicated what was found previously:reported in Table 4.5, the Green
group was judged as more competavit=(1.79,SD= 1.09) in the condition of high
Greens’ competence than the Blue grot=(—0.48,SD= 1.08); while in the low
Greens’ competence condition, the Blue group wdggd higher in competenc¥£

1.59, SD= 1.00) than the Green groupl€¥ —0.13,SD= 1.20). No other main effect or
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interaction was significanEs (1, 80)< 2.13,ps >.15. Once again, these results showed

the effectiveness of the experimental manipulatiboco mpetence.

Table 4.5. Competence ratings as a function of i@&'emmpetence and target grogdidy 3c

Greens’ Competence

Target Group High Low

M SD M SD
Greens 1.79 1.09 -0.13 1.20
Blues -0.4§, 1.08 1.59 1.00

Note. Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredtlat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicatest the two means are significantly differept< .001.

5.2.2. Relationship between competence and status

Alpha was .85, for the Greens’ status scale, a@dia® the Blues’ status scale.
Items were averaged and composite measures wertedrd 2 (Greens’ competence) X
2 (membership) x 2 (target group) mixed ANOVA wapleed on status, with the last
factor serving as a within participants factor. lessshowed a significant main effect
for target groupF (1, 80) = 4.02p < .05. The Greens’ status was generally evaluated
higher than the status of the Blue groiy=(0.60,SD=1.44 vs.M= 0.26, SD= 1.54,
respectively). Moreover, a significant interactioetween Greens’ Competence x Target
Group was foundf (1, 80)= 107.40p < .001. As shown in Table 4.6, the status of the
group described as more competent was rated signify higher = 1.33,SD= 1.13
for Greens, andM= 1.33, SD= 0.94 for Blues) than the status of the group iow

competence M= -0.12,SD= 1.36 for Greens, anl= —0.82,SD= 1.25 for Blues).
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However, the Greens’ status was judged signifigamther than the Blues’ status when
both described as low in competencé&2) = 2.09,p < .05. Finally, a significant 3-way
interaction, Greens’ Competence x Membership x @a@youp, was found; (1, 80) =

7.42,p = .008. In other words, the 2-way interaction waslifjegd by membership.

Table 4.6. Status ratings as a function of Greeosipetence and target grogiudy 3c

Greens’ Competence

Target Group High Low

M SD M SD
Greens 1.33 1.13 -0.1¢ 1.36
Blues -0.82 1.25 1.33 0.94

Note.Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredttat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicates the two means are significantly differept< .001.

The 3-way interaction illustrated above was decosrpoin two 2-way
interactions Greens’ competence x Membership, onehke target Greens and one for
the target Blues. The ANOVA run on Greens’ staemealed a significant main effect
for competencefF (1, 80) = 32.16p < .001. Once again, in the condition of high
Greens’ competence, Greens’ status was rated h{tyherl.33,SD= 1.13) than in the
condition of low Greens’ competenckl£€ —0.12,SD= 1.36). Furthermore, as in Study
3b, a significant main effect was found for memhbgrsF (1,80) = 7.97p < .01. When
participants belonged to the Green group, the Gtestatus rates were higher than when
they did not belong to such a groul< 0.96,SD= 1.24 vs.M= 0.24, SD= 1.56,
respectively). More interestingly, results showésib a significant Greens’ Competence

X Membership interactiorf (1, 80) = 5.78p < .02. As reported in Table 4.7, when
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Greens were the high competent group, the Greetstuss evaluations in the
membership condition did not differ from those e thon-membership conditioriVi€
1.38,SD= 1.21 andV= 1.27,SD= 1.08;t < 1). However, when participants were in the
low Greens’ competence condition, they rated thee@s’ status much higher when they
belonged to it M= 0.55,SD= 1.15) than when they did noM€ —-0.79,SD= 1.24).
Indeed, conversely to Study 3b, the comparisostilaited that the difference between
members and non-members in the low Greens’ competeandition was significant
(t(40)= 3.62,p = .001). This is consistent with Hypothesis 2.

For the status of the Blue group, the ANOVA showesignificant main effect
for Greens’ competencd;(1, 80)= 80.25,p < .001. The status of Blues was rated
according to their level of competence, that ighkr in the low Greens’ competence
condition M= 1.33,SD= 0.94) than in the high Greens’ competence dvie {0.82,

SD=1.25). No other significant effect was foukd, (1, 80)< 1.92,ps >.17.

Table 4.7. Greens’ status ratings as a functiddreens’ competence and membersBipdy 3c

Greens’ Competence

Membership High Low

M SD M SD
Membership 1.38 1.21 0.55 1.15
No-Membership 1.27, 1.08 -0.79 1.24

Note. Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredtlat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicatest the two means are significantly differeptg< .03.
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5.2.3. Effects on the other variables

Negative traits for warmth were reverse-coded dples were calculated for the
warmth, cooperation and competition scales (alghetsveen .63 and .74). For each
scale, items were averaged and composite measaresuged for analyses.

The 2 (Green’s competence) x 2 (membership) xrggtagroup) mixed ANOVA
ran on the non-manipulated dimension, warmth, skoavenarginally significant Target
Group x Competence interactiort; (1, 80)= 3.53,p = .064. Even if there was no
significant difference on the warmth scores atteuto the Green group in both
conditions of competenc®MgE 0.55,SD= 1.53 high Greens’ competence; avid 0.65,
SD= 1.14 low Greens’ competence; see Table 4.8)Bthe group was rated warmer in
the high- vs. low Greens’ competence conditidis 0.92,SD= 1.15 vs M= 0.19,SD=
1.21, respectivelyt (42) = 2.84,p < .01). No other significant effect was fourkes (1,

80)<1.15,ps>.29.

Table 4.8. Warmth ratings as a function of Greeons\petence and target grogiudy 3c

Greens’ Competence

Target Group High Low

M SD M SD
Greens 0.55 1.53 0.6% 1.14
Blues 0.92, 1.15 0.19 1.21

Note.Means presented are on a 9-step scale anchoredtlat all (—4) andvery much(4). Within each
column and row, the different subscript indicates the two means are significantly differept< .01.
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A 2 (Green’s competence) x 2 (membership) ANOVA wagplied on
competition. Results revealed a significant Greeshpetence main effedg(1,80)=
5.61,p = .02. In the high Greens’ competence conditi@mpetition was rated lower
(M= -1.29,SD= 1.61) than in the low Greens’ competence comndifdd= —0.49,SD=
1.46). It seems that the more a group was judgetbapetent, the lower competition
was rated. No other significant effect was foufsi< 1.

The same analysis run on cooperation showed afisgmi main effect for
membershipF (1, 80) = 7.76p = .007. Participants in the membership conditicored
higher on the cooperation scale than participanthé no-membership conditioM€
1.76,SD= 1.38 vsM= 1.01,SD= 1.07, respectively). No other main effect orniattion

was significantFs < 1.

5.3. Discussion

Study 3c provided additional empirical evidencestgpport our hypotheses. In
the present study, results showed clearly, as udyst3a and 3b, that perceived
competence influences the perception of status i§hleven more evident looking at the
results concerning the status of the Blue grougedd, regardless of membership, the
Blues’ status was evaluated higher when the groagaescribed as high in competence
(Hypothesis 1).

Furthermore, we found strong evidence concerningathesis 2: the ingroup
status was rated higher by members vs. non-menments;ularly when the ingroup was
described as low in competence. This result comfiadvhat emerged from Study 3b,

where the difference between members and non-memies found only in the high
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Greens’ competence condition. Both results canebe as an ingroup bias. However,
this incongruity needs an explanation. We thinkase dealing with as a cross-cultural
difference. In the studies carried out with SCM amohe North-American context, the
group ‘students’ was always comprised in the adioma cell, that is, high
competence/high warmth (Fiske et al., 2002). Thizig was considered as an ingroup
by the authors. Thus, it is likely that, also inraiudy, students self-stereotyped
themselves as high in competence and warmth, andhife reason, as discussed
previously in this chapter, did not believe in tt@mpetence manipulation when they
were assigned to the low Greens’ competence conditfThis would explain the
emerging of an ingroup bias only in the high Gréenspetence condition. Conversely,
in the ltalian study conducted with SCM, the ingvoistudents’ appeared in the
paternalistic cell, that is high warmth but low quetence (see Chapter II). Therefore, it
is plausible to assume that a different self-stigyeo was at work within the Italian
sample in Study 3c: participants, already percegithreir lack of competence, needed to
restore their self-image when assigned to the loee@s’ competence condition. Indeed,
none of them reported that they perceived morelaiities with the competent group in
the debriefing section, as had happened with thedsiple.

Study 3c replicated results concerning the nonipugetted dimension: warmth.
The low competent group was rated as warmer tharctimpetent one regardless of
membership. Even if the interaction was only maliynsignificant, we interpreted this
result in terms of a compensatory process, as siscuabove for Study 3b.

Constantly, we found an effect of membership oa tependent variable
cooperation. In all studies (3a, 3b, and 3c) pipdiats assigned a higher level of

cooperation in the membership vs. no-membershigitions. As argued previously, we
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believe that this is an ingroup identity enhancemétowever, if competition and
cooperation are two faces of the same coin, whynaidnbership affect only the latter?
Is cooperation a more desirable dimension than etitign? And if so, is this true in all
cultures (e.g., collectivism vs. individualism)?rther research could help in addressing
these issues.

Finally, results concerning competition showed,tfee first time, a very unique
effect: the more a group was judged as competeatless competition was rated. It is a
very difficult result to explain. Nonetheless, stpossible to attempt some speculations.
Probably, the group perceived as the most competantwas also considered as well-
equipped and, therefore, with no need to compegesaid, this is just a speculative

explanation. Before attempting any conclusion,Hertresearch is needed.

6. General Discussion

The present set of studies wants to provide a nadenstanding about the way
competence works with regard to status. We stantitll the observation that there
seems to be agreement about the two fundamentadndions of social judgment,
competence and warmth. According to SCM, they aresidered as the main elements
around which the content of stereotypes is orgdni&CM studies have, furthermore,
demonstrated how status and interdependence cdittpcempetence and warmth. We
argued that it could work as well in the opposireation, particularly that the groups’
perceived competence gives them their place insthgety’s hierarchy. Moreover,
linking the SIT tradition to SCM, we hypothesizédt, in specific intergroup situations,

membership is an important element interveningurhs process of inference.
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The data presented here generally supported owtlgpes. Conducted on a
variety of samples, variance analyses showed dessbévidence about the impact of
competence on perceptions of status. Furthermbesetstudies support the idea that
membership does play a role in those inferencesulReindirectly corroborated also
SCM'’s assumptions about socio-structural factord #reir related social-judgment
dimensions. Indeed, results showed that statubeissbcio-structural factor linked to
competence.

However, these data go beyond what was expected. dffects emerged: the
outcomes we found on warmth when competence wagmiated were all interpreted
as compensatory processes that intervene to rectiBrgroup disparity. This is
consistent with Judd et al.’s (2005) results.

The impact of membership on cooperation when coemget is manipulated was
also unpredicted. The effect was interpreted ademtity enhancement. The explanation
places more emphasis on the importance of memipershany intergroup situation.
Further research is needed to address this isspecially if we consider that the
opposite effect was not found for competition (irrembership leads to lower rates of
competition).

The cross-cultural nature of our samples enligtten reliability of the way
competence works with regard to status. The procéssference between the socio-
structural factor and the social judgment dimens®bidirectional and, so far, it has
proved to be cross-cultural. Instead, what seemsoidk accordingly to each specific
culture is membership. This is not a new findingsatial psychology, bearing in mind
the massive production of studies concerning ingrbiases. However, this is the first

contribution that links SCM to membership findingth a bidirectional relationship
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between status and competence, and individuating, wehen, and in which way

ingroup membership intervenes in this a processrdog to the culture. Thus, our
work not only underlines the fundamental natureaipetence and its link to status,
reinforcing the SCM’s power of prediction, but als@kes clear that, moving from an
overarching societal view toward a more specifitengroup situation, we cannot
underestimate the role of ingroup membership damportant element that underlies the

complexity of human judgment.
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Conclusions

Recently, a renewed interest has emerged in tkeatitre on the cognitive
processes responsible for the formation and maanien of stereotypes. More
specifically, researchers have looked at the stgpeocontents and functions. The
stereotype content model (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & XQ02), in particular, has received
considerable attention. This model emphasizes tiigvalent nature of the majority of
societal stereotypes, individuating the fundamedialensions of stereotype content,
and the socio-structural factors responsible fehsucontent.

As stated earlier, the SCM has been substantigteskberal studies. The work
presented here intended to further corroboratepribviding, moreover, some new
original contributions.

Since no research has been carried out using S@Mnwhe Italian society, the
first study aimed at filing up this gap. Study ésted the three main hypotheses
underlying the SCM. Results replicated what wasnéblby Fiske and collaborators
(2002), providing us with interesting informationncerning the societal view held by
Italians, and reinforcing the assumption of SCMaasseful tool for detecting cultural
categorizations. New, unexpected findings also geterResults showed that all socio-
structural attributes had an impact on both comuetend warmth. Additionally, since
we kept in our analyses both types of interdepecelewe found that cooperation was
the best predictor of warmth. The dimension usuabnsidered by the SCM’s

proposers, competition, had indeed a weaker impactvarmth. In our opinion, this
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result highlights the importance of including cogi®n in the model. Although we
carefully followed what was done by Fiske et al0q2), we also applied additional
statistical techniques, such as structural equaiodelling and regression analyses. The
former allowed us to identify the regularity of semelationships between all the SCM'’s
dimensions; the latter, detected important qualiatifferences between and within
ambivalent clusters, which added information to ¢bé&ural picture emerging from the
study.

So far, no study has applied the stereotype comtedel to a specific intergroup
relationship, involving, as participants, membefshese groups. This was indeed the
aim of our second study, which tested SCM’s préuhst within a typically Italian
intergroup relationship: Northerners vs. SouthesnEurthermore, the study investigated
the possibility that two variables of individualfférences, such as social dominance
orientation (SDO) and ingroup identification, had ampact on the warmth and
competence perceptions. Results widely corroboréttedmodel, showing how both
samples shared the stereotype contents of Nortisersed Southerners. However,
analyses detected an interesting cue of socialgehdm social identity terms): the
Southern sample rated the ingroup competence hitdjiagr the outgroup competence.
Given the fact that this result is inconsistenthwiitoth SCM's predictions and the
Northerners’ and Southerners’ cultural stereotypes, explained it as evidence of
ingroup bias due to the perception of the ingrogpédus position as illegitimately low.
Hence, it seems that, applying the model to a 8Speatergroup relationship, when
members are involved, allows to highlight thoserang biases so widely reported in the
literature. Finally, the fact that SDO and ingroidpntification had no impact on the

warmth and competence perceptions is in line with idea of SCM as a tool for
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detecting cultural stereotypes. Indeed, as stadelice it is likely that being high in
SDO or strongly identified with the ingroup do maiise doubts about what has been
handed down culturally for generations.

The strength that links status and competence,hwtoasistently emerged in the
first two studies, lead us to formulate the hype#setested in Study 3. Even if Fiske and
collaborators (2002) argued that the groups’ treatgld give them their place in society,
no research exists investigating such an inveldagiorship. The way competence works
with regard to status was, indeed, addressed inhihg study. We think that proving
that the process of inference is bidirectional farites the main assumptions of the
SCM, leading also to practical implications. Asoepd in Chapter |, the BIAS Map
(Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007) hypothesizes thatheaombination of warmth/lack of
warmth, and competence/lack of competence is adgociwith specific intergroup
behavioral tendencies, wherein warmth is regardetha stereotypic trait responsible
for active behaviors (facilitation, harm), whereasmpetence is regarded as the trait
responsible of passive behaviors (facilitationmanVe could look at “facilitation” as a
type of cooperativeness, while “harm” reminds mofecompetition. The BIAS map,
like SCM, based its prediction on the socio-strradttactors. Showing the existence of a
bidirectional relationship reinforces those behealipredictions.

Additionally, we introduced group membership in thé&rential process from
stereotype to structural attribute. As Study 2 desti@ated, moving from the societal
point of view toward a specific intergroup relasbip, lead us to observe ingroup
biases. It has been demonstrated that socialtgtalicvariables (i.e., status and
interdependence) determine the quality of relatioesveen groups. SCM's proposers

suggest that prejudice is likely to be affecteddmanges in the social context (e.g.,
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events altering power relationships). The authdss @uggest that a way to reduce
intergroup conflicts is to change the perceptionstructural factors. However, if
stereotype leads to inferring the status, and meshigeplays a role in this process —
then solutions for reducing intergroup conflicteddo be reconsidered. Indeed, if being
a member of a group can alter perceptions of gratpsus, then changing intergroup
structural relationships could not be sufficienteéduce prejudice and conflicts.

Hence, we hypothesized an inverse relationship dstvstatus and competence,
and an influence of group membership on the evialsitof status—in other words, an
ingroup bias. To address these hypotheses, weeadahree studies, where competence
was manipulated and membership was created usmupianal group paradigm. In all
studies, we constantly found that perceived conmoeteactually influenced the
perception of status, supporting our first hypoithetgroup biases emerged in two
studies out of three, though intervening at différevels of competence manipulation.
Furthermore, results constantly brought about |litheee studies, an unpredicted effect
of membership on cooperation. Finally, a compemgat@rocess on the warmth
dimension, that intervened to rectify intergrougpdirity, was found in three studies out
of two.

In conclusion, the present work widely supporteel skereotype content model,
emphasizing its power in predicting the stereotgpetent, and in highlighting what is
culturally shared, and what it is cross-culturalifferent. However, the results obtained
seem to suggest a further development of the ntbdetonsiders also membership (and
perhaps social identity), cooperation and the ogeticies that can lead to social

change.

110



References

Aiello, A., Chirumbolo, A., Leone, L., & Pratto, F2005). Uno studio di adattamento e
validazione della scala di Orientamento alla Domiza Sociale (Social
Dominance Orientation: Pratto et al., 1994) SDCésdegna di Psicologia, 24-

Allport, G.W. (1954) The nature of prejudicdReading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Asch, S.E. (1946). Forming impressions of perstynalournal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 411230-1240.

Bagozzi, R.P., & Baumgartner, H. (1994). The euadumaof structural equation models
and hypothesis testing. In R.P Bagozzi (Heljinciples of Marketing Research
(pp-386-422). Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Bagozzi, R.P., & Edwards, J.R. (1998). A Generalpyach for Representing
Constructs in Organizational Resear@mnganizational Research Methqadk 45-
87.

Bagozzi, R.P., & Heatherton, T.F. (1994). A Genefglproach to Representing
Multifaceted Personality Constructs: ApplicationState Self-EsteenStructural
Equation Modelingl, 35-67.

Bentler, P.M. (1990). Comparative fit indexes imustural models.Psychological
Bulletin, 107, 238-46.

Bollati, G. (1983).L’Italiano. Il carattere nazionale come storia eme invenzione

Torino: Einaud.i.

111



Brown, R. (1995)Prejudice: Its social psycholog@xford, England: Blackwell.
Brown, R., & Capozza, D. (2006%ocial identities: Motivational, emotional, cultdra
influencesHove, UK, Psychology Press, 2006.
Capozza, D., & Brown, R. (Eds.). (2000). Socialnisiees processes: Trends in theory
and research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Capozza, D., Brown, R., Aharpour, S., & Falvo, RO0Q6). A comparison of
motivational theories of identification. In R. Braw& D. Capozza (Eds.), Social
identities: Motivational, emotional, and culturafluences (pp. 51-72). Hove, UK:
Psychology Press.
Clausell, E., & Fiske, S.T. (2005). When do thetpadd up to the whole? Ambivalent
stereotype content for gay male subgro$uial Cognition, 23157-176.
Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983pplied multiple regression/correlation analysis the
behavioral science@nd ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Cuddy, A.J.C., Fiske, S.T., & Glick, P. (2004). Wiherofessionals become mothers,
warmth doesn’t cut the icdournal of Social Issues, 6001-718

Cuddy, A.J.C., Fiske, S.T., & Glick, P. (200Behaviors from intergroup affect and
stereotypes: The BIAS Magournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92
631-648.

Cuddy, A.J.C., Fiske, S.T., & Glick, P. (in presgjarmth and Competence as Universal
Dimensions of Social Perception: The Stereotypet&€urModel and the BIAS
Map. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.pdvances in Experimental Social Psychology.

Cuddy, AJ.C., Fiske, S.T., Kwan, V., Glick, P.,mulin, S., Leyens, J-Ph., Bond,
M.H., et al. (2007). Is the Stereotype Content Mocldture-bound? Cross-

cultural universalities and differences of sterpatg principles. In pres®ritish

112



Journal of Social Psychology

Cuddy, A.J.C., Norton, M.l, & Fiske, S.T. (2005)his old stereotype: The
pervasiveness and persistence of the elderly syg@edournal of Social Issues
61, 265-283.

Dépret, E.F., & Fiske S.T. (1999). Perceiving tevprful: Intriguing individuals versus
threatening groupgournal of Experimental Social Psychology, 861-480.
Eckes, T. (2002). Paternalistic and envious gestsreotypes: Testing predictions from

the stereotype content mod8kex Roles, 409-114.

Fiske, S.T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, argtminination. In D.T. Gilbert, S.T.
Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.Handbook of social psychologg™" ed., Vol. 2, pp.
357-411). Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Fiske, S.T., Cuddy, A.J.C., & Glick, P. (2002). Bmas up and down: Intergroup
emotions result from perceived status and competitin D. M. Mackie and E.
R. Smith (Eds.)From prejudice to intergroup emotions: Differenédtreactions
to social groupgpp. 247-264). Philadelphia, PA.

Fiske, S.T., Cuddy, A.J.C., & Glick, P. (2007). \usmsal dimensions of social
cognition: Warmth and competend@ends in Cognitive Sciencesl, 77-83.

Fiske, S.T., Cuddy, A.J.C., Glick, P., & Xu, J. 020. A model of (often mixed)
stereotype content: Competence and warmth respécfvilow from perceived
status and competitiodournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 828-
902.

Fiske, S.T., Xu, J., Cuddy, A.J.C., & Glick, @999) (Dis)respecting versus (dis)liking:
Status and interdependence predict ambivalentotyges of competence and

warmth.Journal of Social Issues, 5573-491.

113



Gerard, H.B, & Hoyt, M.F. (1974). Distinctivenestsocial categorization and attitude

Glick,

Glick,

Glick,

Glick,

Glick,

Glick,

toward ingroup memberslournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 29
836-842.

P. (2002). Sacrificial lambs dressed in vedlV clothing: Envious prejudice,
ideology, and the scapegoating of Jews. In L.S. iNaw & R. Erber (Eds.)
Understanding genocide: The social psychology efHblocaust(pp. 113-142).
London: Oxford University Press.

P., & Fiske, S.T. (1996). The Ambivalent & Inventory: Differentiating
hostile and benevolent sexisdmurnal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70
491-512.

P., & Fiske, S.T. (1999). Sexism and othsmiS”: Interdipendence, status, and
the ambivalent content of stereotypes. In W.B. Swaln., L.A. Gilbert, & J.
Langlois (Eds.)Sexism and Stereotypes in Modern Society: The G&uience
of Janet Taylor Spenc®ashington, D.C.: American Psychological Associat
P., & Fiske, S.T. (2001a). Ambivalent stasg@s as legitimizing ideologies:
Differentiating paternalistic and envious prejudide J. T. Jost & B. Major
(Eds.)The psychology of legitimacy. Emerging perspectregleology, justice,
and intergroup relationgpp. 278-306). Cambridge: Cambridge UniversitysBre
P., & Fiske, S.T. (2001b). An ambivalentiatice: Hostile and benevolent sexism
as complementary justifications of gender inequalitmerican Psychologist, 56
109-118.

P., Fiske, S. T., Abrams, D., Dardenne, Rerreira, M. C., Gonzalez, R., et al.,
(2006). Anti-American sentiment and America’s pered intent to dominate.

An 11-nation studyBasic and Applied Social Psycholo@g, 363-373.

114



Harris, L.T., & Fiske, S.T. (2006). Dehumanizing tlowest of the low: Neuro-imaging
responses to extreme outgroupsychological Science, 1847-853.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P.M. (1999). Cutoff Criteriafd-it Indexes in Covariance Structure
Analysis: Conventional Criteria versus New Alteimas. Structural Equation
Modeling 6, 11-55.

Jaccard, J., Turrisi, R., & Wan, C. K. (199Dbjteraction effects in multiple regression.

Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Jackman, M.R. (1994)he velvet glove: Paternalism and conflict in gend&ass, and
race relationsBerkeley: University of California Press.

Joreskog, K.G., & Sérbom, D. (1999). LISREL 8 useréference guide (2nd ed.).
Chicago: Scientific Software International.

Jost, J.T., & Banaji, M.R. (1994). The role of st#yping in system-justification and the

production of false consciousne&sitish Journal of Social Psychology, ,33-
27.

Judd, C.M., Hawkins, L.J., Yzerbyt, V., & Kashim&,. (2005). Fundamental
dimensions of social judgment: Understanding thetioms between judgments of
competence and warmtBournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 899-
913.

Katz, D., & Braly, K. (1933). Racial stereotypes ofie hundred college students.

Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 280-290.

Leach, C.W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007).0@p virtue: The importance of
morality (vs. competence and sociability) in postievaluation of ingroups.
Journal of Personality and Social Psycholp§9, 234-249.

Lee, T.L., & Fiske, S.T. (2006). Not an outgroupt get an ingroup. Immigrants in the

115


http://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/Home.portal?_nfpb=true&_pageLabel=ERICSearchResult&_urlType=action&newSearch=true&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=au&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=%22Hu+Li-tze%22
http://eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/Home.portal?_nfpb=true&_pageLabel=ERICSearchResult&_urlType=action&newSearch=true&ERICExtSearch_SearchType_0=au&ERICExtSearch_SearchValue_0=%22Bentler+Peter+M.%22

Stereotype Content Moddhternational Journal of Intercultural Relationsp3
751-768.

Leslie, L.M., Constantine, V.S., Fiske, T.S., Dumda, & Banaji, M. The Princeton
Quartet: Does Private Ambivalence Moderate Modetare®type Content?
Unpublished manuscript.

Levin, S., & Sidanius, J. (1999). Social dominameel social identity in the United
States and Israel: Ingroup favoritism or outgrouprodation? Political
Psychology?20, 99-126.

LeVine, R.A., & Campbell, D.T. (1972). Ethnocentnis Theories of conflict, ethnic

attitudes, and group behavior. Oxford, England:ewil

Nevola, G. (Ed.) (2003). Una patria per gli italfaha questione nazionale oggi tra
storia, cultura e politica. Roma: Carocci.

Oldmeadow, J., & Fiske, S.T. (2007). System-jusidyideologies moderate status =
competence stereotypes: Roles for Belief in a\lWwmtid and Social Dominance
Orientation.European Journal of Social Psychology, 3135-1148.

Peeters, G., & Czapinski, J. (1990). Positive-nggaasymmetry in evaluations: The
distinction between affective and informational aagty effects. In W. Stroebe,
& M. Hewstone (Eds.)European Review of Social Psycholp@yyl. 1 (pp. 33-
60). New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Pettigrew, T.F. (1985). New patterns of racism: @ifeerent worlds of 1984 and 1964.
Rutgers Law Review, §73-706.

Phalet, K., & Poppe, E. (1997). Competence and lithpi@dmensions of national and
ethnic stereotypes: A study in six eastern-Europeamtries European Journal

of Social Psychology, 2703-723.

116



Poppe, E., & Linssen, H. (1999). In-group favoaritind the reflection of realistic
dimensions of difference between national statesCentral and Eastern
European nationality stereotypditish Journal of Social Psychology, ,.385-
102.

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., & Levin, S. (2006). Sbd@minance theory and the dynamics of
intergroup relations: Taking stock and looking fard. European Review of
Social Psychologyl7, 271-320.

Ridgeway, C. L. (2001). How do status beliefs dep@| The role of resources and
interactional experiences. In J. T. Jost & B. Majgds.), The psychology of
legitimacy: Emerging perspectives on ideology,ipastand intergroup relations
(pp. 357-277). Cambridge, England: Cambridge UsitiePress.

Romano, R. (1994Paese Italia. Venti secoli di identitRoma: Donzelli.

Rosenberg, S., Nelson, C., & Vivekanathan, P. (1988nultidimensional approach to
the structure of personality impression®urnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 9283-294.

Runciman, W.G. (1966Relative deprivation and social justice: A studyatiftudes to
social inequality in twentieth century Englan8erkeley, CA: University of
California Press.

Sciolla, L. (2004)La sfida dei valoriBologna: Il Mulino.

Sherif, M. (1966).Group conflict and cooperation: Their social psydgy. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1999%o0cial dominance: An intergroup theory of social

hierarchy and oppressiofNew York: Cambridge University Press.

Staub, E. (1989)T'he roots of evilCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

117



Tajfel, H.C. (1981).Human groups and social categorie€ambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. (1979). An Integrative Trg of Intergroup conflict. In W. G
Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.)The Social Psychology of intergroup conflict
Monterey, Calif.: Brooks/Cole Pub.Co.

Tajfel, H., Billig, M.G., Bundy, R.P. & Flament, G1971). Social categorization and
intergroup behaviouEuropean Journal of Social Psychology 149-77.

Tausch, N., Kenworthy, J.B.& Hewstone, M. (2007). The confirmability and
disconfirmability of trait concepts revisited: Doesntent matterdournal of
Personality and Social Psycholo@2, 542-556.

Volpato, C., Durante, F., & Cantone, A. (2007). pBto di poeti, di artisti, di eroi, di
navigatori...” Lo stereotipo dell'italiano in epocastista.Giornale Italiano di
Psicologig 34, 713-737.

Vonk, R. (1999). Effects of self-profitability andther-profitability on evaluative
judgements of behaviourSuropean Journal of Social Psychology, 833-842.

Wojciszke, B. (1994). Multiple meanings of behavi@onstruing actions in terms of
competence or moralitylournal of Personality and Social Psychology, BZ2-
232.

Wojciszke, B. (1997). Parallels between competeneesus morality related traits and
individualistic versus collectivistic valuesEuropean Journal of Social
Psychology, 27245-256.

Wojciszke, B. (2005). Affective concomitants of anfation on morality and

competenceEuropean Psychologist, 160-70.

Yzerbyt, V. Y., Provost, V., & Corneille, O. (2009)lot competent but warm... Really?

118


http://www-mi2.csa.com/ids70/p_search_form.php?field=au&query=tausch+nicole&log=literal&SID=f46f4612c690f7717add88b5335b51a2
http://www-mi2.csa.com/ids70/p_search_form.php?field=au&query=kenworthy+jared+b&log=literal&SID=f46f4612c690f7717add88b5335b51a2
http://www-mi2.csa.com/ids70/p_search_form.php?field=au&query=hewstone+miles&log=literal&SID=f46f4612c690f7717add88b5335b51a2

Compensatory stereotypes in the French-speakingdw@roup Processes and

Intergroup Relations, ,&91-308.

119



120



APPENDIX A

Scales’ Reliabilities for each group evaluat8tydy 1

Students Non-Students
Groups Scale ALPHA ALPHA
Northerners Competence 91 .89
Warmth .85 .88
Status .84 .63
Competition .90 .95
Cooperation .61 .68
Women
Competence .88 92
Warmth .85 .90
Status .80 .78
Competition .96 .84
Cooperation g7 .62
Well-educated people
Competence .88 94
Warmth .84 .89
Status .82 71
Competition .94 .88
Cooperation 75 12
Middle-Class people
Competence .89 91
Warmth .90 .87
Status .83 .94
Competition .93 .98
Cooperation .79 75
Outcasts
Competence .90 .88
Warmth .85 .92
Status .76 .84
Competition .94 .95
Cooperation .80 71
Entrepreneurs
Competence .90 .87
Warmth .86 .85
Status .80 .83
Competition .93 .87
Cooperation .69 .64
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Appendix Acqntinued

Students Non-Students
Groups Scale ALPHA ALPHA
Catholic people
Competence .89 .92
Warmth .92 .95
Status .76 .81
Competition .96 97
Cooperation .70 .87
Politicians
Competence .89 .90
Warmth .82 .87
Status .55 .28
Competition .93 .83
Cooperation .52 .70
Office workers
Competence .90 94
Warmth .86 .94
Status .82 74
Competition .90 .87
Cooperation .66 .88
Unemployed
Competence .90 91
Warmth .82 .93
Status .67 .58
Competition .90 .89
Cooperation .59 .80
Italians
Competence .92 91
Warmth .86 .81
Status .63 .59
Competition .95 .93
Cooperation .64 .83
Crooks
Competence .88 73
Warmth .80 .65
Status .45 .67
Competition .96 97
Cooperation 57 .61
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Appendix Acdqntinued

Students Non-Students
Groups Scale ALPHA ALPHA
Old people
Competence .81 .90
Warmth .82 .88
Status 71 37
Competition .88 .90
Cooperation .69 71
Handymen
Competence .86 .93
Warmth .83 .92
Status g7 45
Competition .89 .90
Cooperation 74 .63
Immigrants
Competence .79 .87
Warmth .81 .88
Status 75 75
Competition 92 .93
Cooperation g2 92
Men
Competence .90 .90
Warmth .88 .92
Status .78 .89
Competition .89 .88
Cooperation 48 .86
Leftists
Competence .84 .93
Warmth 91 .94
Status .84 31
Competition 92 91
Cooperation 57 .82
Employed people
Competence .85 .83
Warmth .87 .88
Status .79 A7
Competition .93 .87
Cooperation 75 .85
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Appendix Acqntinued

Students Non-Students
Groups Scale ALPHA ALPHA
Mafiosi
Competence .84 .93
Warmth .83 .85
Status .22 .003
Competition .84 97
Cooperation .29 .40
Pensioners
Competence .86 .76
Warmth .92 .96
Status .57 .53
Competition .92 .93
Cooperation 71 .79
Rightists
Competence .89 .83
Warmth .87 .87
Status .89 .56
Competition .95 .94
Cooperation .67 .69
Southerners
Competence .87 .90
Warmth .82 .86
Status 75 .67
Competition .94 .92
Cooperation .82 .87
Students
Competence .87 .85
Warmth .84 .89
Status .79 49
Competition .86 .93
Cooperation .70 72
Young people
Competence .87 .89
Warmth .84 .84
Status 75 .63
Competition .90 .81
Cooperation .76 71

124



Appendix Acdntinued

Students Non-Students
Groups Scale ALPHA ALPHA
Rich people
Competence .86 .84
Warmth .87 91
Status .85 .93
Competition .90 .95
Cooperation 51 .68
Disabled people
Competence .86 .89
Warmth .86 .88
Status .79 .25
Competition .94 .55
Cooperation .63 .80
Poor People
Competence .86 .88
Warmth 92 91
Status 71 45
Competition .88 .70
Cooperation .61 T2
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APPENDIX C

Pretest Mean Ratings of Behavioral Stimuli. Scesled —4 /+ 4

Competence Warmth
Behavior M SO M SD
HIGH COMPETENCE
X worked hard on the extra-credit assignmentriedr algebra. 255 1.150.05 0.69
X is very careful when it comes to savings so thating that firsthouse 549 119 000 1.45
will be possible. ' ' ' '
X organized a student group to give feedback tattieersity 245 119 1.20 1.44
Administration. ' ' ' '
X practiced the violin piece 20 times a day. Atiemonth, X felt he/she had, s 1 23 930 1.26
it right. ' ' ' '
245 1.15 0.60 0.75
X published a short story in a literary magazinélevtill in College.
X travels extensively in Europe and speaks sel@nalages. 260 114 1.051.28
X won the yearly award for the employee who contigs most to the 235 139 015 1.42
company’s profits. ' ' ' '
X wrote a little computer program that solved agtowalculus integration
problem. 3.05 0.89 0.20 1.24
LOW COMPETENCE
X's electricity was turned off because the bilthd been Paid. -2.35 1.23 -0.25 0.97
When called upon by the professor, X was confusedumable to answer .0.70 098 0.37 1.07
the question in a coherent way. ' ' ' '
X considered dropping out of school because offgilntroductory 305 1.28 050 1.05
psychology. ' ' ' '
. . -1.60 157 0.35 1.35
X's bicycle was stolen several times because hdésiget to set the lock.
X did poorly on the exam because of mixing up thapters that needed 10515 118 020 1.06
be studied. ' ' ' '
X had trouble finding work because he/she was aaig for job 270 1.03 -0.051.19
interviews. ' ' ' '
Coworkers have learned not to ask X to organizgepr®since he/she rarely2 15 153 -053 1.65
gets things done on time. ' ' ' '
X took almost an hour to find his/her car afteriag it in a huge shopping_l 45 170 0.05 0.94

mall.
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Appendix C ¢ontinued)

Competence Warmth

Behavior M SO M SD

HIGH WARMTH
X volunteered to take care of the neighbor’s pet¢mvkhe was out of town. 1.40  1.10 1.95 1.32
X loves to be with other people. 1.80 1.15 2.75 1.59
X always greets friends with a big hug. 115 1.27 2.55 0.94

X drove friends to the airport at 5:00 in the mamieven though he/she 5 55 g95 270 1.13
really could have used the sleep. ' ' ' '

X helped a blind woman cross the street. 195 119 2.30 0.80

. . . 1.70 1.22 2.00 1.69
X always smiles at strangers on the street justake their day better.

X loves to hold hands while walking. 0.85 1.23 220 1.24

X spent hours with a friend after the friend’s dibgd. 0.80 1.64 2.55 1.73

X enjoys having long conversations with friends. 150 1.32 1.90 1.80

X gave up his/her seat on the crowded bus wherdanywoman goton. 1.95 1.36 2.20 1.44
LOW WARMTH

X rarely talked to the other people in the housd ¢ghbunch of them shared:1.70  1.45 -2.00 1.30

X yelled at the driver who took the empty parkimpaece. -0.95 150 -0.901.37

i -0.15 153 -1 :
X decided that everyone at the party was prettif@hand left early. 1.701.13

X prefers to go to a movie alone rather than wittiemd. -0.10 112 -1.951.19
X did not want to congratulate the winner of thenpetition. -1.40 1.67 -1.851.50
\),(Vig:dvcgrg.o to his/her grandmother’s funeral be@be/she was too busy 260 147 -2.951.15
X often doesn’t respond when his/her colleagueshsily at Work. -2.05 1.43 -3.001.17
X yelled at a little girl for coloring outside thiaes. -0.85 2.06 -2.001.45

When asked to donate some money for the victiniseoflood, X answered-1.35 2.11 -2.40 2.06
that they shouldn’t have lived there in the firlstae.

X couldn’t be bothered to give directions to arsger. 160 147 215123

NEUTRAL
X enjoys reading a good novel. 0.60 0.88 0.45 0.83
X occasionally likes to go to a good restaurant. 1.15 1.39 0.90 1.12
On most days, X stops to get coffee on his/her twayork. 0.65 0.93 0.40 1.14
X told his parents he/she couldn’t come home ferftblidays. 0.50 1.50 -0.051.36
X likes to go for bike rides in the park. 1.20 1.20 0.80 1.11
Sometimes X goes to the gym for a workout. 1.65 0.88 0.50 1.24
When X gets home, he/she likes to check his/heaig-m 1,35 1,137 ,55 ,759
X travesalot by train 0.70 1.26 0.75 0.91
X preferssalted food for his’lher breakfast -0.25 0.79 0.05 0.39
X likesto buy fresh flowerson Sunday 0.65 0.93 0.80 0.95

Note. Behaviors in boldface are novel contributions lby authors. Other behaviors are from Judd et al.
(2005).
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