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Abstract

The present endeavor examines whether paternalistic stereotypes, associating some low-status groups with low competence
but high warmth, are always genuine. We propose that not all individuals are sincere in their evaluations as their judgments
of warmth are likely driven by normative concerns. Study | (N = 201) confirmed the relationship between paternalistic
stereotypes and perceived normative protection. Three additional studies manipulated participants’ beliefs about whether
their true opinion could be uncovered or was socially expected. Specifically, individuals with high external motivation to
respond without prejudice rated socially protected groups more harshly, especially on warmth, when they faced a bogus
pipeline (Study 2, N = 160) or when norms emphasized honesty (Studies 3a and 3b, Ns = 137 and 247). These findings
show the greater versatility of warmth compared to competence evaluations and provide new insights into why members of
protected groups may continue to experience discrimination.

Keywords

stereotypes, social evaluation, Big Two, normative protection, motivation to respond without prejudice

Received February 10, 2025; revision accepted August 28, 2025

Many minority groups continue to face discrimination even if
they are frequently described with a blend of negative and
positive traits and would seem to be socially protected (Czopp
et al., 2015; Kay et al., 2013). For example, people with dis-
abilities are seen as poor in intellectual or physical capacities
but considered as nice and admirable individuals (Granjon
et al., 2023). That prejudice against them would seem to per-
sist raises an intriguing question: do respondents generally
express their genuine views about these groups, or do social
expectations influence their responses? In other words, when
respondents attribute positive traits to such groups, are they
revealing their honest attitudes? The possibility that some
respondents might be reluctant to disclose their actual negative
views of these socially protected groups could explain why
there often remains a gap between individuals’ words and
actions (Ilmarinen et al., 2022; Rohmer et al., 2024). This set
of studies seeks to explore this issue further, investigating
whether certain motivations drive people to appear less preju-
diced than they truly are.

Core Dimensions of Social Perception:
From the Big Two to Paternalistic
Stereotypes

Building upon a rich array of theoretical and empirical
efforts such as the Stercotype Content Model (SCM;

Fiske et al., 2002) and the BIAS Map (Cuddy et al., 2008),
current understanding suggests that social perception is
guided by two core dimensions, often called the Big Two,
which shape how we evaluate groups, individuals, and our-
selves (for recent reviews, see Abele et al., 2021; Yzerbyt
et al.,, 2025). The ‘“horizontal” dimension, also named
warmth or communion, concerns morality and sociability.
This dimension gauges whether social targets are trustwor-
thy and cooperative or whether caution is needed. The “ver-
tical” dimension, also named competence or agency, relates
to the resources, skills, power, and prestige of individuals
or groups. This dimension assesses whether targets can
achieve their goals or are likely to face obstacles (Abele
et al., 2021; Abele & Wojciszke, 2014; Fiske et al., 2007).
Together, the Big Two form a two-dimensional space that
comprises four quadrants combining low and high levels of
the horizontal and vertical dimensions.
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An intriguing distinction arises among social groups low
on the vertical dimension. These groups are often seen as
lacking resources, power, and competence. But while those
low in vertical/low in horizontal (e.g., drug addicts, child
abusers, homeless) are devalued entirely, those low in verti-
cal/high in horizontal (e.g., the elderly, housewives, people
with disabilities) are characterized by a so-called paternalis-
tic stereotype, that is, they are seen as incompetent but warm,
often eliciting sympathy (Cuddy et al., 2008).

The Impact of the Normative Context

The fact that some groups trigger paternalistic judgments
aligns well with findings that certain groups are perceived to
be more socially protected than others. In a seminal contribu-
tion, Crandall and colleagues (2002) showed that the public
expression of prejudice toward 105 social groups was
strongly correlated with the social approval of such expres-
sions and that this was particularly true for low vertical/high
horizontal groups (Jeffries et al., 2012). The authors argued,
however, that the suppression of prejudice is not solely
driven by internal values like egalitarianism but is also likely
to be motivated by a desire to conform to perceived social
norms about the appropriateness of expressing prejudice.
Given the prevalence of protective norms for various social
groups, a key question thus arises: do the paternalistic stereo-
types associated with these groups always reflect perceivers’
genuine opinions, or are some responses primarily shaped by
social norms?

Several empirical studies suggest that respondents do not
always uncritically endorse the stereotypical opinion about
protected groups as being high on the horizontal dimension.
For instance, previous studies found mixed stereotypes of
people with disabilities on self-report measures, whereas
indirect measures (via IAT or LDT) revealed non-mixed ste-
reotypes (low competence/low warmth; Clément-Guillotin
et al., 2018; Rohmer & Louvet, 2012). Along similar lines,
Schmitz and Yzerbyt (2022) found that members of a high-
status minimal group judged a low-status group as less com-
petent but warmer than themselves on direct, self-report,
measures. In contrast, on an indirect measure, i.e., the Brief-
IAT, these same participants denied the greater warmth of the
low-status group. As other authors have suggested
(Bergsieker et al., 2012; Rohmer & Louvet, 2018), members
of high-status groups may express positive views regarding
the warmth of the incompetent group to conform to norma-
tive concerns and relationship considerations, thereby dis-
playing magnanimity toward specific low-status groups (see
also, Cambon & Yzerbyt, 2018).

Next to the demonstration that normative contexts shape
people’s evaluations, a key takeaway from these studies is
their focus on the horizontal dimension, reflecting findings
that this dimension is more subjective and therefore more
“negotiable” than the vertical dimension. In the early pre-
sentations of the SCM, Fiske and colleagues (2002) noted

that structural indicators and psychological evaluations cor-
relate more strongly along the vertical than the horizontal
dimension. Similarly, Koch and colleagues (2020) sug-
gested that agency, a facet of the vertical dimension, is the
primary and most agreed-upon aspect observed in social set-
tings. Also, in research on the Dimensional Compensation
Model (Yzerbyt, 2018), when participants were asked to
rate the objectivity of both dimensions, results showed that
horizontal judgments allowed for greater subjective free-
dom (Yzerbyt & Cambon, 2017).

Overall, thus, positive evaluations on the horizontal can
be particularly useful when aiming to comply with non-dis-
crimination standards. This distinction between the horizon-
tal and the vertical dimensions, along with the idea that the
horizontal is probably crucial in revealing the normative pro-
tection that people want to grant to a group, allows specify-
ing Crandall et al.’s approach in new and important ways.

Interindividual Differences in
Normative Concerns

Building on the insight that warmth ascribed to groups with
low vertical status may partly stem from people’s tendency
to conform to social norms, we wanted to go beyond earlier
efforts (Rohmer & Louvet, 2012; Schmitz & Yzerbyt, 2022)
and propose that not everyone is equally influenced by nor-
mative pressures. Indeed, whereas for some perceivers,
norms align with their true beliefs, others are likely to adjust
their evaluations when this is possible and desirable, particu-
larly along the horizontal dimension. Drawing from Dunton
and Fazio (1997) and Plant and Devine (1998), we propose
that individuals with high external motivation to respond
without prejudice may view protected groups less genuinely
positively than those who hold internalized positive beliefs.
When a situation discourages people from hiding their true
beliefs, high externally motivated participants may reveal
more negative attitudes toward protected groups.

Interestingly, research highlights an even broader person-
ality trait related to people’s sensitivity to social norms: self-
monitoring (Snyder, 1974). The self-monitoring scale
measures how much individuals adjust their behavior to
manage their public image. High self-monitors are particu-
larly responsive to social expectations, often modifying their
behavior to align with the attitudes of those around them to
appear socially adaptive. In contrast, low self-monitors tend
to act according to their internal beliefs, staying consistent
regardless of social pressures (Klein et al., 2004).

This reasoning suggests that individuals with high exter-
nal motivation to respond without prejudice or high self-
monitoring tendencies often express favorable views of
socially protected groups, mainly due to what they perceive
to be the social expectations. In a context that encourages
honesty, these individuals may shift away from these posi-
tive evaluations and express less favorable judgments, espe-
cially on the horizontal dimension. This is because, in a
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setting that incites sincerity, their evaluations are less influ-
enced by the norms that typically promote non-discrimina-
tory responses. In summary, while protected groups are
stereotyped in a paternalistic way, that is, as low in compe-
tence (vertical dimension) but high in warmth (horizontal
dimension), this pattern may weaken among those who usu-
ally report such judgments primarily due to social pressure
rather than personal conviction. These individuals may show
less positive evaluations when the context leads them to
downplay the norm of non-discrimination.

The Present Studies

The current research sought to examine whether individuals
who are highly sensitive to social norms will deviate from
the usual mixed stereotype of socially protected groups (low
in competence but high in warmth) and disclose more nega-
tive views on warmth when the context pushes them to share
their true opinions. We conducted four studies to tackle this
hypothesis.

Study 1 aimed to show that it is essentially those groups
perceived as low on competence but high warmth that people
consider socially protected. In the next three studies, we
sought to create different normative contexts such that indi-
vidual differences between low and high externally moti-
vated participants would show in their evaluations of
protected groups, particularly on warmth. Study 2 employed
the bogus pipeline procedure to reduce social desirability
bias and potentially reveal less favorable judgments of pro-
tected groups. We expected that participants with high exter-
nal motivation to respond without prejudice would be most
sensitive to this change in context, displaying more candid
and, indeed, harsher evaluations in the presence of the bogus
pipeline. Studies 3a and 3b refined this approach by directly
tackling the nature of the contextual norms. To ease social
pressure to give non-discriminatory responses, we informed
some participants that their peers greatly valued honesty in
expressing judgments. Study 3b expanded on Study 3a by
including a larger set of groups and traits and measuring self-
monitoring. Across Studies 2—-3b, we hypothesized that par-
ticipants typically driven by external pressures for
non-discriminatory evaluations would provide more critical
horizontal evaluations of protected groups when usual social
constraints were relaxed. Although we also measured inter-
nal motivation to respond without prejudice in all these stud-
ies and considered this factor along with external motivation,
we had no specific hypotheses regarding its impact on par-
ticipants’ judgments.

Study |

Study 1’s primary ambition was to select a variety of groups
in terms of their position in the four quadrants defined by the
SCM and to check whether the paternalistic stereotypes that
characterize certain groups, i.e., those low on competence

(the vertical dimension) but high on warmth (the horizontal
dimension), go hand in hand with the perception that these
groups are socially protected. Participants indicated the
degree of normative protection that they perceived associ-
ated with each group, in addition to each group’s perceived
standing on the competence and warmth. A second goal was
to adapt the internal and external motivation to respond with-
out prejudice scale in French to be able to use this individual
difference in subsequent studies.

Method

Participants. Participants were psychology students at a
large French university and were recruited for partial course
credit. They received information on the purpose of the
study, learned that the study was anonymous, and that they
were free to stop at any time. We relied on the same steps
for all remaining studies. After discarding the data from
five participants (three participants in list 1 condition and
two participants in list 2) who failed to complete the ques-
tionnaire, the final sample comprised 201 participants (42
% female). Ages ranged between 17 and 54 years (M =
22.16; SD = 5.96).

Procedure and Design. Participants completed the question-
naire online. Given the number of measures and to reduce the
burden in filling in the questionnaire, participants randomly
received one of two lists of groups (N, , = 106; N, , = 94).
The first list comprised 23 groups and the second 24. Partici-
pants first indicated the normative protection they perceived
as being associated with each group. Next, participants rated
each group’s warmth and competence. They then reported
their internal versus external motivation to respond without
prejudice. Finally, they completed demographic questions,
including age and gender.

Materials. A pretest (N = 41) allowed to secure an initial set
of groups. Participants had to list between 6 and 12 types of
people that today’s society considers as groups. Because
participants spontaneously named fewer groups than
expected, we added a series of groups taken from Crandall
et al.’s (2002) and Jeffries et al.’s (2012) studies. The final
list included national groups (e.g., French, Brazilians),
occupational groups (e.g., Architect, Barman), ethnic groups
(e.g., Arab, Asiatic), stigmatized groups (e.g., Migrant,
Homeless), and more general social categories (e.g., Men,
Women). We checked the level of competence and warmth
of each group from previous studies to secure a priori
approximately equal numbers of groups for each quadrant of
the two-dimensional space created by the Big Two (Abele
etal., 2021).

Measures'
Perceived Normative Protection. Participants rated each
group on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (totally socially



Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 00(0)

(2] ~
f N

o
1

w
L

Perceived normative protection
N B

Warmth

Low Warmth
- High Warmth

Low

Competence

High

Figure |. Perceived Normative Protection of the Groups as a Function of Warmth and Competence.

unacceptable to express a negative attitude about this group)
to 7 (totally socially acceptable to express a negative attitude
about this group). In full accordance with Crandall and col-
leagues’ (2002) original measure, the instructions given to
participants made clear that the ratings were about their per-
ceptions of the predominant social norm and not their own
attitudes.

Stereotypes. The items pertaining to warmth, and com-
petence of each group were preceded by the same stem
reading: “In today’s French society, are perceived
as a group . . .” followed by: “of warm persons,” and “of
friendly persons” (warmth scales), ““ of competent persons”
and “of capable persons” (competence scales). Participants
answered all questions on 5-point scales ranging from 1 (not
at all) to 5 (totally).

Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Preju-
dice. We translated in French Plant and Devine’s (1998)
scale with five internal and five external items assessed
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (/ fotally disagree with
this affirmation) to 7 (I totally agree with this affirmation).
We adapted the items to measure the motivation to respond
without prejudice toward stigmatized groups in general (see
Study instructions and materials; https://osf.io/y6unS/files/
osfstorage?view_only=None)

Results

Perceived Normative Protection. To examine the relation
between perceived normative protection and group stereo-
types on the fundamental dimensions, we first calculated the
participant-level correlations between our two competence
items (competent, capable) and between our two warmth items
(warm, friendly) for each group. Across the 47 groups, these
correlations averaged to » = .84 (SD = .09) for the former and

r = .88 (SD = .08) for the latter. We then combined the rel-
evant items across participants to form one warmth score and
one competence score for each group (see Table S1 in Supple-
mentary Materials).

Next, we regressed the perceived normative protection of
the groups on their (centered) competence and warmth scores
along with the interaction between these two scores (see
Figure 1).2 Whereas competence predicted protection nega-
tively, b = —0.35,#(43) = -3.92, p < .001, ni = .26, warmth
showed a positive relation, b = 0.48, #43) = 4.78, p < .001,
ni = .35. Finally, the interaction term also proved signifi-
cant, b = —0.57, #(43) = —4.03, p < .001, n; = .27. Further
examining the simple effects at +1/—1 SD revealed that par-
ticipants perceived very different levels of normative protec-
tion for high warmth groups, with low competence groups
seen as enjoying more normative protection (M = 6.06, SE
= 0.15) than high competence groups (M = 5.10, SE =
0.11), b = -0.69, #43) = —4.91, p < .001, nf, = .36. No
such difference emerged for low warmth groups, with low
and high competence groups seen as enjoying similar levels
of normative protection (M = 5.02, SE = 0.09, and M =
5.00, SE = 0.12), b = —0.02, #(43) = —0.16, ns. Conversely,
warmth hardly affected how participants perceived norma-
tive protection targeting high competence groups, b = 0.09,
#(43) = 0.62, ns. In sharp contrast, low competent groups
came across as enjoying much more normative protection
when participants also saw them as warm as opposed to cold,
b =10.88,143) = 6.15, p < .001, nf] = 47.

Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Preju-
dice. We performed exploratory factor analyses with Oblimin
rotation on the 10 items of the internal and external moti-
vation to respond without prejudice scale (IEM). Two fac-
tors explained a total of 64% of the variance and correlated
negatively, r = —.24.3 As expected, one factor comprised the
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external motivation items, whereas the other included the
internal motivation ones (all factor loadings > .56 on their
respective factor). This allowed creating two scales with
very good reliability (o, = .86 and o = .83)

external internal —

Discussion

Study 1 achieved two important goals. First, we confirmed
that perceived normative protection was related to the degree
to which perceivers associated groups with paternalistic ste-
reotypes, that is, as being simultaneously warm and not com-
petent. This finding sets the stage for a deeper examination
of the role of differences in perceivers’ sensitivity to norma-
tive contexts on the expression of paternalistic stereotypes.
Another dividend of Study 1 is that our French version of the
IEM scale proved quite satisfactory. This enables us to use
this scale developed to measure motivation not to discrimi-
nate against Blacks in an American context to tap external
and internal motivation not to discriminate against social
minorities in contemporary France.

In Study 2, we capitalized on Study 1 to select a limited
number of groups perceived to be protected. We wanted to
examine how participants would evaluate these groups in the
absence of the usual normative pressures that are particularly
strong for these specific groups.

Study 2

In Study 2, we opted for a bogus pipeline procedure (Jones &
Sigall, 1971). The bogus pipeline is a method where partici-
pants are falsely made to believe that some device (a machine
or some other technical or methodological procedure) can
accurately detect lies or measure their true attitudes or feelings
(e.g., a fake lie detector). This belief typically leads partici-
pants to provide more truthful responses and has been used
repeatedly to tap attitudes and opinions when social desirabil-
ity may come in the way of accessing a sincere answer on the
part of the respondents (Tourangeau et al., 1997).

To be sure, it is hardly surprising that groups perceived to
be socially protected are also those seen as lacking in the ver-
tical dimension. In other words, a low level of competence is
an objective rendition of the social hierarchy (Yzerbyt et al.,
2022). Because such a stereotypical evaluation conveys a
negative image, one may rightly consider it to be rather sin-
cere. In contrast, because people also judge these same groups
as rather warm, i.e., a positive stereotype, a legitimate ques-
tion is whether this evaluation is genuine. Indeed, some peo-
ple may disagree with this stereotype while being concerned
about the acceptability of their evaluations.

Building on this reasoning, we hypothesized that, com-
pared to control participants, the confrontation with a bogus
pipeline would cause participants to become more truthful and
be less positive in their evaluations, particularly on the warmth
dimension. Moreover, because research by Plant and Devine
(1998, 2001) showed that only those who are internally

motivated have a genuine desire for a more egalitarian society,
we conjectured that high externally motivated individuals
would be the ones most sensitive to the bogus pipeline proce-
dure. Whereas they should value minorities on warmth when
this poses no problem, that is, in the control condition, and
express paternalistic stereotypes, they should convey more
negative judgments on warmth in the presence of the bogus
pipeline. This negative shift in warmth should be absent or at
least less marked among participants scoring low on the exter-
nal motivation to respond without prejudice.

To sum up, we predicted a three-way interaction such that,
compared to participants low on external motivation to
respond without prejudice, those high on external motivation
to respond without prejudice would express harsher judg-
ments on warmth (and less so on competence) when con-
fronted to the bogus pipeline.

Method

Design and Participants. Relying on the mean effect size (d =
41) of the bogus pipeline procedure reported in Roese and
Jamieson’s (1993) meta-analysis, we turned to the PANGEA
Webapp (https:/jakewestfall.shinyapps.io/pangea/).* Our
design was a 2 (condition: bogus pipeline vs. control) X
(centered) external motivation to respond without prejudice
X (centered) internal motivation to respond without preju-
dice X 2 (dimension: warmth vs. competence) with the first
three variables varying between participants and the last
within them. We considered the power for our three-way
interaction involving condition by external motivation to
respond without prejudice by dimension. This analysis sug-
gested that we needed a total of 136 participants to achieve
80% power. We increased this number by some 20% to take
an overestimation of the effect size as well as potential data
loss into account.® After discarding the data from three par-
ticipants (two in the control condition and one in the bogus
pipeline condition) because they either had not completed
the questionnaire (# = 2) or had no variance in their results
(n = 1), the final sample comprised 160 participants (81 %
female). Ages ranged between 18 and 67 years (M = 22.53;
SD = 8.80).
Measures®

Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Preju-
dice. Participants completed the same 10-item IEM scale as
in Study 1.

Warmth and Competence Judgments. Participants rated
elderly people and people with disabilities on two warmth
(warm, friendly) and two competence (competent and capa-
ble) traits on scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (totally).
We selected these two groups because Study 1 showed
that they were associated with very high perceived norma-
tive protection scores, along with the strongest difference
between warmth and competence. The correlations between
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Figure 2. Judgments of Warmth and Competence as a Function of Condition and External Motivation to Respond Without Prejudice.

the two items, ranging between .71 and .83, allowed us to
compute a global score for each dimension and each group.
We then collapsed the scores over the groups.

Manipulation Checks. Participants answered a series of
questions pertaining to their opinion about the Lexical Deci-
sion Task (LDT, see below). The questions read “Do you
think that reaction time is a good way to measure people’s
attitude?,” “Do you think that the LDT is a reliable measure
of attitude?,” “Do you think that LDT measured reliably your
attitude toward the two social groups?,” “Were you able to
control the speed of your answers to trump the measure?
(reversed),” and “Do you think that LDT could be used in
judicial context to detect lies” on a scale ranging from 1 (=
not at all) to 7 (= totally). As the five manipulation check
items showed very good internal consistency (a0 = .74), we
averaged them in a single score.

Procedure. The experiment comprised two sessions. In the
first, participants completed the IEM scale. One week later,
we contacted them again for an apparently unrelated study,
allegedly testing a new way to measure attitudes. We relied
on a LDT that was presented differently in the two conditions
(for a similar procedure, see Nier, 2005). Specifically, we
informed control participants that the experiment aimed to
compare two different measures of attitudes. They were first
given the LDT, measuring attitudes toward both elderly peo-
ple and people with disabilities. They then completed a short
online questionnaire measuring their views about these two
groups on warmth and competence scales. As to bogus pipe-
line participants, they learned that the experiment aimed to
test the generalizability of a new reliable measure of the
“true” attitude. They then went on to the same steps as con-
trol participants except that we presented the LDT as a new

version of a lie detector, that they then had to report their
impressions of the two groups on the rating scales as they
thought the bogus pipeline had detected them, and that they
concluded their session by responding to questions about
their perception of the LDT. We randomly assigned partici-
pants to one of these two conditions. Finally, participants
were debriefed, thanked, and dismissed.

Results

Manipulation Check. A one-way ANOVA on the manipula-
tion check score confirmed the success of our manipulation,
F(1, 158) = 11.66, p < .001, nf, = .069. Participants
reported being more convinced by the LDT as a “lie detec-
tor” in the bogus pipeline condition (M = 4.93, SD = 1.23)
than in the control condition (M = 4.36, SD = 0.86).

Warmth and Competence Judgments. Next, we submitted the
warmth and competence scores of the two groups to a mixed-
model analysis using condition (with control condition =
—1/2, and bogus pipeline condition = 1/2), dimension
(warmth = —1/2 and competence = 1/2), (centered) external
and (centered) internal motivation to respond without preju-
dice along with their interactions as our fixed effects and par-
ticipants as our random effect.”

For the sake of brevity, we only report the result pertain-
ing to our critical interaction, namely condition by dimen-
sion by external motivation to respond without prejudice.
The full results can be found in the Supplementary Materials.

As expected, the condition by dimension by external
motivation interaction proved significant, F(1, 470) =
16.46, p < .001, = .03 (see Supplemental Table S2). We
decomposed this interaction by dimension (see Figure 2).
Turning to warmth first, we found a very significant
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condition effect, F(1, 272) = 98.70, p < .001, ni = 27.
More importantly, and in line with our hypothesis, there was
a condition by external motivation interaction, F(1, 272) =
19.18, p < .001, ni = .07. Whereas low externally moti-
vated participants rated the groups as being colder in the
bogus pipeline than in the control condition (M = 5.05, SE
=0.12,and 4.38, SE = 0.12), #(272) = -3.92, p < .001, nf,
= .05, this pattern was even more pronounced for the high
externally motivated (M = 5.69, SE = 0.13,and 3.94, SE =
0.12), #272) = -9.88, p < .001, M, = .26. Conversely,
whereas the control condition led high externally motivated
to rate the groups warmer than low externally motivated did,
1(272) = 3.62, p < .001, nf, = .05, the opposite pattern
materialized in the bogus pipeline condition, #(272) = -2.56,
p < .01, nf, = .02. As to the analysis for the competence
ratings, we found a main effect of condition, F(1, 272) =
10.20, p < .002, ni = .04. Participants saw the groups as
more competent in the control (M = 4.32, SE = 0.09) than
in the bogus pipeline condition (M = 3.93, SE = 0.09).
Also, there was a main effect of external motivation to
respond without prejudice, F(1, 272) = 23.09, p < .001, ni
= .08, in that low externally motivated gave the groups
higher competence ratings (M = 4.42, SE = 0.09) than high
externally motivated did (M = 3.83, SE = 0.09).

Of note, none of the three-way interactions involving
internal motivation to respond without prejudice proved sig-
nificant, all Fis < 1, ns. Also, the analysis revealed no signifi-
cant four-way interaction, F(1, 470) = 2.03, p < .16.

Discussion

The results of Study 2 prove most encouraging in that we
found the predicted three-way interaction involving condi-
tion, external motivation to respond without prejudice, and
dimension. Whereas high externally motivated participants
complied with the paternalistic stereotype about the groups
when they were in the control condition (and indeed more
so than low externally motivated), their evaluation deterio-
rated in the bogus pipeline condition, especially with
respect to the evaluation of warmth. No such pattern
emerged with respect to the internal motivation to respond
without prejudice.

Although the instructions associated with the bogus pipe-
line condition targeted the causal factor we had in mind, a
critical reader might argue that our manipulation may have
been too blatant. Because the context made it explicit that
people might lie when conveying their judgments, partici-
pants may have been cognizant of the intentions of the exper-
imenter and reacted accordingly. In other words, bogus
pipeline participants may have understood that they were
expected to depart from their spontaneous impression to pro-
pose a different, possibly harsher, evaluation of the targets.
One reason to doubt this explanation resides in the fact that
bogus pipeline participants were quite selective in changing

their response pattern and modified only the warmth but not
the competence ratings. Although the literature has repeat-
edly confirmed the efficiency of the bogus pipeline manipu-
lation (Roese & Jamieson, 1993), we deemed it important to
replicate the pattern observed in Study 2 with an entirely dif-
ferent procedure, one that closely corresponds to real-life
contexts. Finally, we also wanted to consider additional pro-
tected groups, allowing us to take group variability better
into account.

Studies 3a and 3b

In Study 3a and 3b, we aimed to replicate the pattern observed
in Study 2 by capitalizing on the well-established influence
of descriptive norms on behavior (Cialdini et al., 1991;
Stangor et al., 2001). We created two situations in which par-
ticipants learned that the prevalent norms promoted either
non-discrimination or honesty. An additional goal was to
increase the number of groups (five in Study 3a and seven in
Study 3b) and the number of traits (Study 3b). Finally, we
also wanted to explore the role of people’s sensitivity to
social norms beyond the motivation to respond without prej-
udice by examining participants’ self-monitoring (Study 3b).
Concretely, participants first completed the IEM scale and, in
Study 3b, also the self-monitoring scale. Next, we asked
their views about various low competence/high warmth
groups subject to normative protection and did so under dif-
ferent normative conditions. In the “honesty” condition, par-
ticipants rated the groups after seeing the results of a survey
suggesting that most people consider it important to express
their honest views about other groups rather than hiding
them for the sake of not discriminating against others. In the
“non-discrimination” condition, the message of the survey
was instead that most people saw it critical to avoid discrimi-
nating social groups and that political correctness constitutes
a relevant strategy to avoid offending anyone. Next to these
two conditions, Study 3a also included a third “control” con-
dition in which participants evaluated the groups without
prior normative information. Importantly, we preregistered
Study 3b: https://osf.io/khq8b?view only=83e59d844c7046
60belbaf3f24be25ba

Again, we hypothesized that the influence of social norms
would be most effective among high externally motivated
participants. That is, we hoped that participants who are pre-
occupied with their social image would prove sensitive to the
prevalent norms. Compared to low externally motivated par-
ticipants, high externally motivated should thus depart from
the dominant paternalistic stereotypes about protected groups
when they find themselves confronted with a social norm
that promotes honesty and condemns political correctness. In
this situation, we should expect harsher warmth judgments
than in the non-discrimination norm or control conditions.
Because of the prevalence of the normative protection of our
target groups, we did not expect the latter two conditions to
differ from each other.


https://osf.io/khq8b?view_only=83e59d844c704660be1baf3f24be25ba
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Method

Design and Participants. Study 3a relied on a 3 (norm: non-
discrimination vs. honesty vs control) X (centered) external
motivation to respond without prejudice X (centered) inter-
nal motivation to respond without prejudice X 2 (dimension:
competence vs. warmth) X 5 (target group) design with the
first three variables varying between participants and the oth-
ers within them. Relying on Study 2 which found a nf, =.03
for the predicted three-way interaction, PANGEA suggested
a total of 120 participants to achieve 82% power. To account
for data loss and the potential overestimation of the effect
size, we planned on contacting 140 participants. After dis-
carding the data from six participants (one in the control con-
dition, three in the non-discrimination condition, and two in
the honesty condition) either because of many missing data
(four) or no variance in their answers (two), the final sample
consisted of 136 psychology students (N, ... = 105, N .
= 27, N, = 4) recruited for partial course credit. Ages
ranged between 18 and 49 years (M = 21.83; SD = 5.54).3

In contrast to Study 3a, Study 3b was not conducted in
one session but consisted of two phases, one for the measure-
ment of our individual difference measures and one for the
judgments of the groups. Notwithstanding this difference,
Study 3b relied on the same design as Study 3a, except that
we considered participants, target groups, and traits as ran-
dom factors. Under these specifications and given the effect
size found in Study 3a (n; = .04 for the three-way interac-
tion, after dropping the control condition), the Pangea
Webapp suggested a total of 192 participants to achieve 81%
power. Considering data loss, possible overestimation of the
effect size, but also, and importantly, an expected loss of
roughly 50% of the participants between the two phases of
the study, we planned 400 participants in Phase 1. The final
sample comprised 247 psychology students (N, ... = 206,
N e = 36, Ny, = 5) from two large French universities.
Ages ranged between 18 and 36years (M = 19.54; SD =
2.10). We discarded eight participants (five in the non-dis-
crimination condition and three in the honesty condition)
because they did not report or incorrectly reported the code
allowing us to link the answers of both phases.

Measures

Manipulation Check. We checked the success of the norm
manipulation by asking participants in the honesty and non-
discrimination conditions to report their agreement with four
statements (e.g., “It is better to hide one’s negative attitude
toward stigmatized groups because it is important not to hurt
them”) on a 7-point scale going from 1 (fotally disagree) to 7
(totally agree). Higher scores indicate stronger agreement with
the non-discrimination norm. These scales showed very good
internal consistency (o = .89 for both studies), allowing us to
compute a non-discrimination norm agreement score. Study
3b included two additional items on 7-point rating scales that
checked for participants’ specific memory of the survey results,
r = .80. Higher scores indicated that participants thought the

survey findings evidenced a preference for the non-discrimina-
tion norm as opposed to the honesty norm.

Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Preju-
dice. We used the same IEM scale as in Studies 1 and 2.

Self-Monitoring Scale. In Study 3b, we used a French trans-
lation of Snyder’s (1974) Self-Monitoring scale (Gana &
Brechenmacher, 2001). Participants answered on a 7-point
scale going from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The
good internal reliability (o« = .79) allowed us to compute
a global self-monitoring score, which we centered. Higher
scores indicated higher levels of self-monitoring.

Dependent Variables. Participants rated five groups on
two competence traits (competent, capable) and two warmth
traits (warm, friendly) in Study 3a. Scales ranged from 1 (=
not at all) to 5 (= totally). The average of the correlations
between the two items pertaining to each dimension reached
.69 (ranging between .43 and .84), allowing us to compute a
global score for each dimension and each group. For Study
3b, using similar scales, we relied on six competence traits
(ambitious, self-assured, determined, competent, capable,
intelligent) and six warmth traits (friendly, warm, likable,
sincere, trustworthy, honest).

Procedure and Design. Students received the invitation to par-
ticipate and a link to access the online questionnaires. During
Phase 1, participants completed the IEM (and the self-moni-
toring scales for Study 3b). Immediately after this first phase
(Study 3a) or one week later (Study 3b), they were asked to
complete Phase 2, which consisted of an apparently unre-
lated set of two studies. The first study allegedly concerned
political correctness and started with the presentation of the
results of a survey on political correctness versus honesty.
Participants were to give their opinion about the survey find-
ings on a series of statements that served as a manipulation
check. The second study focused on people’s views about
social groups, with questions assessing the competence and
warmth of five (Study 3a) or seven (Study 3b) groups. To
select the groups, we relied on Study 1 and ranked the groups
according to the difference between warmth and competence
from Study 1. We then made a random selection among those
low competence/high warmth groups that were in the upper
quarter of the list, namely obese people, nomad people,
housewives, farmers, and Black (Study 3a), along with peo-
ple with disabilities and the elderly (Study 3b). Finally, par-
ticipants were debriefed, thanked, and dismissed.

Results

Manipulation Checks. A one-way ANOVA using the two
norm conditions as our between-participants factor
confirmed the success of our norm manipulation,
Founsal, 94) = 37.04, p < 001, m) = 28. F

Study3b
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Table I. Means (Standard Errors) of Warmth and Competence as a Function of Condition and External Motivation to Respond

Without Prejudice (Study 3a).

Dimension
Warmth Competence
Condition Non-discr. Control Honesty Non-discr. Control Honesty
External motivation
Low 3.65,' (0.11) 3.87,' (0.11) 3.21.2(0.10) 2.75.' (0.11) 2672 (0.11) 2,647 (0.10)
High 4.232(0.10) 4.04,' (0.14) 2.53.' (0.10) 2.50,' (0.10) 225" (0.14) 2.33.' (0.10)

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly from each other for a given dimension across condition. Means with different superscripts differ

significantly from each other for a given dimension within condition.

(1, 246) = 43.80, p < .001, T]f) = .15. Participants
agreed more with the non-discrimination norm in the
non-discrimination norm (Mg, 5, = 5.26, SD = 1.70;
Mg,45, = 5.09, SD = 1.32) than in the honesty norm
condition (Mg, .5, = 3.27, SD = 1.48; M, .5, = 3.90,
SD = 1.49). In Study 3b, participants also clearly
remembered the message presented in the survey they
had received, M = 5.93, SD = 1.20 in the non-discrim-
ination norm condition and M = 2.86, SD = 1.96 in the
honesty norm condition, Fy, . ;,(1, 246) = 223.05, p <
001, n2 = .48.

Warmth and Competence Judgments. Here, we only report
the result pertaining to the interaction targeted by our
hypothesis, that is, condition by dimension by external
motivation to respond without prejudice for Studies 3a and
3b, and the condition by dimension by self-monitoring for
Study 3b. The full results can be found in the Supplemen-
tary Materials.

Study 3a. We submitted the competence and warmth scores
of the five groups to a mixed-model analysis using norm
condition (with C1 opposing the control and the non-dis-
crimination norm conditions, both = —1/3, to the honesty
norm condition = 2/3; and C2 with non-discrimination con-
dition = —1/2, control condition = 1/2, and the honesty norm
condition = 0), dimension (warmth = —1/2 and competence
= 1/2), (centered) external and (centered) internal motiva-
tion to respond without prejudice as our fixed effects and
participants and target groups as our random effects. Impor-
tantly, our C1 norm condition contrast reflects our main pre-
diction that the honesty norm condition should differ from
the two other conditions.

The predicted three-way interaction involving condition,
dimension, and external motivation was significant, F(2,
1208) = 16.70, p < .001, nfj = .03. To explore the nature of
this interaction, we relied on our two condition contrasts.
The C2 by dimension interaction, the C2 by external motiva-
tion, as well as the three-way interaction involving C2 failed
to reach significance, ps > .10. In sharp contrast, all these
interactions proved significant when considering CI.

Specifically, the significant C1 by dimension interaction,
F(1,1208) = 112.52, p < .001, ‘r]f7 = .09, confirmed that
the decrease in the evaluation due to the honesty norm was
more substantial for warmth (M = 3.95, SE = 0.06, and 2.87,
SE = 0.08), #(246) = —12.20, p < .001, nf, = .38, than for
competence (M = 2.54, SE = 0.06, and 2.48, SE = 0.08),
#(246) = —0.66, ns. (see Table 1). Next, the C1 by external
motivation interaction, F(1, 124) = 11.07, p < .002, T]f, =
.08, confirmed that the negative impact of honesty norm on
judgments was less marked among low externally motivated
(M =3.24,SE = 0.07,and 2.93, SE = 0.09), #(124) = -2.96,
p <.004, T]f, = .07, than among high externally motivated
(M =3.25,SE = 0.08,and 2.42, SE = 0.09), #(124) = -7.56,
p<.001, n, = 32.

Finally, the critical C1 by dimension by external motiva-
tion interaction came out significant, F(1, 1208) = 29.02, p
<.0001, n; =.02.

Decomposing this interaction by dimension and turning
to warmth first, there was a significant C1 by external moti-
vation interaction, F(1, 246) = 32.74, p < .001, ni = .12,
confirming the presence of a greater difference between the
non-discrimination norm and control conditions on the one
hand and the honesty norm condition on the other among
high externally motivated participants (M = 4.13, SE =
0.09, and 2.53, SE = 0.10), #246) = —12.33, p < .001, nf,
= .38, than among low externally motivated ones (M = 3.76,
SE = 0.08, and 3.21, SE = 0.10), #(246) = —4.39, p < .001,
‘r]f7 = .07. Conversely, the honesty norm led high externally
motivated participants to evaluate the groups as colder than
low externally motivated did, #(246) = —5.02, p < .001, nf,
= .09, whereas the two other conditions led to a more lenient
judgment by high externally motivated than low externally
motivated participants, #(246) = 2.99, p < .001, ni = .03.
The analysis for the competence ratings only revealed a main
effect of external motivation, F(1, 246) = 12.20, p < .001,
‘r]f7 = .05, in that low externally motivated individuals again
saw the groups as more competent (M = 2.69, SE = 0.07)
than high externally motivated did (M = 2.36, SE = 0.07).

Apart from an unpredicted significant C1 by external
motivation by internal motivation, F(1, 124) = 4.50, p <
.04, ‘r]f, = .04, none of the other three-way interactions
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Table 2. Means (Standard Errors) of Warmth and Competence as a Function of Condition and External Motivation to Respond

Without Prejudice/Self-Monitoring (Study 3b).

Dimension
Warmth Competence
Condition Non-discr. Honesty Non-discr. Honesty
External motivation
Low 3.91,2(0.16) 3.72,2(0.17) 3.23 2(0.16) 3.47 2 (0.17)
High 3.88,2(0.16) 2.95 ' (0.16) 3.12 2(0.16) 2.95 ' (0.16)
Self-monitoring
Low 4.00,2(0.16) 3.79 2 (0.16) 3.35,2(0.16) 3.57 2 (0.16)
High 3.85,2(0.17) 2.80 ' (0.16) 3.1 ,2(0.17) 2.81 ' (0.16)

Note. Means with different subscripts differ significantly from each other for a given dimension across condition. Means with different superscripts differ

significantly from each other for a given dimension within condition.

involving internal motivation to respond without prejudice
reached significance, all Fs < 1, ns. Also, in line with what
emerged in Study 2, the two four-way interactions (with C1
and C2) failed to reach significance, F(1, 1208) = 2.29, p <
.13 and F(1, 1208) = 1.79, p < .18.

Study 3b

Internal and External Motivation to Respond Without Preju-
dice. We submitted the competence and warmth scores of the
seven groups to a mixed-model analysis using norm condi-
tion (with non-discrimination = —1/2 and the honesty norm
= 1/2), dimension (warmth = —1/2 and competence = 1/2),
as well as external and internal motivation to respond with-
out prejudice as our fixed effects and participants, groups,
and traits as random effects.

As hypothesized, the condition by dimension by external
motivation three-way interaction was significant, F(1, 2699)
= 7.08, p < .008, ni = .003 (see Table 2). Decomposing
this interaction by dimension, and as expected, the analysis
for the warmth ratings revealed the presence of a significant
condition effect, F(1, 281) = 30.27, p < .001, nzp =.10,a
significant effect of external motivation to respond without
prejudice, F(1,284) = 13.90, p < .001, T]f, = .05, as well as
a significant condition by external motivation to respond
without prejudice interaction, F(1, 283) = 12.33, p < .001,
ni = .04. Simple effect analyses revealed that whereas no
difference emerged between high and low externally moti-
vated participants in the non-discrimination norm condition
(M = 3.88,SE =0.16,and M = 3.91, SE = 0.16), #(282) =
—0.18, ns, the honesty norm condition led high externally
motivated participants to rate the groups much colder than
low externally motivated did (M = 2.95, SE = 0.16, and M
= 3.72, SE = 0.17), 1(284) = —4.81, p < .001, ni = .08.
Conversely, low externally motivated participants rated the
groups equally warm in the non-discrimination norm condi-
tion than in the honesty norm condition, #(282) = —1.28, ns.
In sharp contrast, high externally motivated evaluated the
groups as being much warmer in the non-discrimination

norm condition than in the honesty norm one, #282) =
—6.34,p < .001, M, = .12.

Turning to competence, the analysis only revealed the
presence of a significant main effect of external motivation
to respond without prejudice, F(1, 284) = 8.90, p < .003,
nf, = .03, with low externally motivated participants giving
higher competence ratings (M = 3.35, SE = 0.14) than high
externally motivated did (M = 3.04, SE = 0.14).

Except for an unpredicted and barely significant dimen-
sion by external motivation by internal motivation, F(1,
2699) = 3.86, p < .05, N, = .003, none of the other three-
way interactions involving internal motivation to respond
without prejudice proved significant. Again, the four-way
interaction was not significant, F < 1, ns.

Self-Monitoring. We conducted an exploratory analysis
by submitting the competence and warmth scores about the
seven groups to a mixed-model analysis using norm condi-
tion, dimension, self-monitoring as our fixed effects and par-
ticipants, groups, and traits as random effects.

As we hoped, the hypothesized condition by dimension
by self-monitoring three-way interaction proved significant,
F(1, 2703) = 7.67, p < .006, nf] = .003 (see Table 2).
Again, decomposing this interaction by dimension, the anal-
ysis for the warmth ratings revealed a condition effect, F(1,
279) =37.07,p < .001, nf, = .12, an effect of self-monitor-
ing, F(1, 280) = 29.86, p < .001, nf, = .10, as well as a
condition by self-monitoring interaction, F(1, 281) = 15.70,
p < .001, nfj = .05. Follow-up analyses revealed that no
difference emerged between high and low self-monitors in
the non-discrimination norm condition (M = 3.85, SE =
0.17,and M = 4.00, SE = 0.16), #(281) = —0.98, ns, whereas
the honesty norm condition led high self-monitors to rate the
groups much colder than low self-monitors did (M = 2.80,
SE = 0.16,and M = 3.79, SE = 0.16), #(280) = -7.13, p <
.001, n; = .15. Conversely, low self-monitors rated the
groups equally warm in the non-discrimination and in the
honesty norm condition, #280) = —1.45, ns. In sharp
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contrast, high self-monitors evaluated the groups much
warmer in the non-discrimination than in the honesty norm
condition, #(280) = ~7.06, p < .0001, n; = .15.

The analysis on competence confirmed the presence of a
main effect of self-monitoring, F(1, 280) = 22.45, p < .001,
1‘|§7 = .07. Low self-monitors rated the groups as more com-
petent (M = 3.46, SE = 0.14) than high self-monitors did (M
= 2.96, SE = 0.15). There was also a condition by self-moni-
toring interaction, F(1, 281) = 5.90, p < .02, ni = .02.
Interestingly, when facing the non-discrimination norm, low
self-monitors did not judge the groups more competent (M =
3.35, SE = 0.16) than high self-monitors did (M = 3.11, SE =
0.17), «(281) = —1.52, ns. In contrast, the honesty norm condi-
tion had high self-monitors rate the groups as less competent
(M = 2.81, SE = 0.16) than low self-monitors did (M = 3.57,
SE = 0.16), #(280) = —-5.42, p < .001, nf, =.09.

Discussion

The data from Studies 3a and 3b provided strong support for
our hypotheses. In both studies and replicating the pattern
observed in Study 2, participants evaluated the groups more
harshly on competence than on warmth. As predicted, the
confrontation with an honesty norm rather than a non-dis-
crimination norm led participants to evaluate the groups less
positively, especially on the warmth dimension. Crucially,
this pattern emerged more strongly among high externally
motivated participants and high self-monitor ones, than
among their low externally motivated and low self-monitor
counterparts.

General Discussion

Decades of research have shown that two fundamental
dimensions, i.e., competence (the vertical dimension) and
warmth (the horizontal dimension), orchestrate people’s
impressions about groups (Abele et al., 2021; Yzerbyt
etal., 2025). While many groups in society have low status
or limited resources, triggering judgments of low compe-
tence, some are viewed less negatively due to their per-
ceived warmth, such as the elderly or people with
disabilities (Cuddy et al., 2008; Fiske et al., 2002). In other
words, these groups often face a paternalistic stereotype.
The present research was built on the observation that such
social groups are also seen as being socially protected. The
question is thus whether these positive warmth judgments
are genuine or simply reflect, at least for some people, an
effort to conform to social norms. We hypothesized that
while many social perceivers may truly endorse dominant
social norms, this would be less the case for those who
embrace paternalistic stereotypes for reasons of confor-
mity rather than because of genuine internalization. In
other words, warmth judgments about protected social
groups may be less authentic among those who are moti-
vated by external factors.

Four studies tested these ideas. Study 1 asked participants
to evaluate the competence and warmth of groups located in
different quadrants of the SCM model, and to assess the degree
to which they thought the group was socially protected. As
expected, the groups simultaneously rated low on competence
and high on warmth were also socially protected.

Study 2 offered the first formal test of our hypothesis that
some participants may express paternalistic views about pro-
tected groups not so much because they genuinely endorse
these stereotypes but rather because they perceive them as
socially enforced. We first assessed our participants’ motiva-
tion to respond without prejudice. Then, we manipulated the
nature of the normative pressure. Participants in the control
condition completed a LDT for two protected groups.
Following classic bogus pipeline instructions, participants in
the bogus pipeline condition additionally learned that this
specific task would reveal their true responses to the groups.
All participants then conveyed their views about the groups
using self-report questionnaires. Consistent with their place-
ment in the SCM paternalistic quadrant, the groups generally
came across as less competent than warm. More importantly,
in line with our hypothesis, the bogus pipeline procedure
only had an impact on the ratings of warmth and among high
externally motivated individuals.

To increase the ecological validity of our test, we changed
gears entirely in Studies 3a and 3b. Study 3a manipulated the
degree to which participants would feel compelled to express
their genuine views about five social groups by exposing
participants to different norms, i.e., a non-discrimination
norm versus an honesty norm versus a control condition (see
Cambon & Yzerbyt, 2018). Fully replicating the pattern
observed in Study 2, the honesty norm had a negative impact,
especially on warmth judgments and for high externally
motivated participants. The pattern in the control condition
was the same as in the non-discrimination norm condition,
confirming the ubiquity of the latter norm in real life.

Dropping the control condition and using all the available
power to differentiate our two focal experimental conditions,
Study 3b involved an even more diverse set of protected
groups, a richer list of traits to measure competence and
warmth, the vertical and horizontal dimensions, respectively,
and a more general measure of sensitivity to the ambient
social expectations, namely the self-monitoring scale
(Snyder, 1974). The data again supported our predictions.
The findings with the self-monitoring scale neatly echoed
the results obtained with the IEM. This result is telling
because the self-monitoring scale taps the extent to which
people consider their attitudes as being socially acceptable in
the specific context that they are facing. In other words, for
high self-monitoring individuals, the reported attitudes very
much reflect their perception of transient social requirements
(Kardes et al., 1986; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982). Such an
inclination toward expressing socially guided attitudes
proves more general than what the attitudes in favor of
greater intergroup equality revealed by the IEM.
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Overall, our data consistently showed that the paternalis-
tic stereotypes associated with socially protected groups are
not universally shared. Individuals who are externally moti-
vated to express positive views about the warmth of certain
groups do not necessarily hold these paternalistic stereotypes
authentically. When they believe that their “real” views can
be revealed or are expected to express their true beliefs, their
judgments shift in a significant and predictable way.

Our findings may help explain why members of pro-
tected groups continue to face discrimination, despite expec-
tations of a more positive stance from the majority about
these groups. Indeed, it appears that some individuals may
not genuinely endorse the positive stereotypes that often
emerge when people complete trait questionnaires (Fiske
et al., 2002) or report their so-called spontaneous impres-
sions (Nicolas et al., 2021; Nicolas & Fiske, 2023). On a
related note, these results also call into question the strength
of anti-discrimination norms, which appear susceptible to
being overcome by counter-discourse. Recent studies have
demonstrated how campaign speeches and, more broadly,
political agendas can undermine anti-discrimination stan-
dards and usher in a normative climate that favors the
expression of prejudice (Ruisch & Ferguson, 2023). For
example, Crandall et al. (2018) showed how the 2016 US
political campaign increased the acceptability of prejudice
toward groups, mainly paternalistic ones, targeted by the
campaign. Clearly, the growing antagonism between the
anti-discrimination norms and the counter-normative narra-
tive of populists surging in many contemporary societies
requires resolution. This is especially important given the
consequences of expressing prejudice on the well-being and
capability of marginalized, and mostly paternalistic, groups
(Hu et al., 2024; Stanke et al., 2024). One avenue for future
progress could be to highlight “all-inclusive” pro-diversity
norms through interventions that target people’s perception
of social norms (Jansen et al., 2015; Murrar et al., 2020).

The present work also sheds light on the distinct nature of
the horizontal dimension in social judgment. Several empiri-
cal efforts suggest that the horizontal dimension appears
more “negotiable” than the vertical one (Cambon & Yzerbyt,
2018; Yzerbyt & Cambon, 2017) or, at least, that it is
appraised more critically than the vertical dimension and
often incorporates additional considerations (Koch et al.,
2020). These two dimensions likely represent different reali-
ties. The vertical dimension reflects the societal status of
groups, conveying information that primarily pertains to the
targets and is less open to discussion. In contrast, the hori-
zontal dimension involves factors that allow the perceiver’s
relationship with the target groups to influence the judgment.
Therefore, consensus is likely to be lower on the horizontal
dimension than on the vertical one. One symptom of this dif-
ference is that our manipulations, be it the bogus pipeline or
the descriptive norms, had more of an impact on warmth than
on competence judgments.

Our empirical efforts do have limitations. The design did
not include a comparison with groups that are less targeted by

social protection, which would have been useful in understand-
ing whether the same discrepancy exists between the “normal”
and “genuine” responses for groups that are high on the vertical
dimension but low on the horizontal one. In general, people
often describe bankers, rich people, senior executives, Asians,
Jews, Germans, and the like negatively on horizontal traits, as
confirmed in Study 1. However, it is unclear why some people
might be hypocritical when they also assign high levels of ver-
tical traits to these groups (Yzerbyt et al., 2022). After all, the
very representation of these groups as assertive and agentic can
evoke both respect and envy. This suggests that the limitation
may be more apparent than real, and it is likely that only groups
in the low vertical/high horizontal quadrant experience some
degree of duplicity in their social image.

Another limitation is that our data were collected only
within the French context and are not gender balanced.
Although cross-cultural research on the SCM suggests that
social groups tend to be in similar quadrants globally (Cuddy
etal., 2009) and the list of protected groups in Study 1 closely
mirrors that reported by Crandall & colleagues (2002), one
should replicate these findings in different cultural settings. In
addition to the groups themselves, the prevalence of the non-
discrimination norm in society could also influence the results.
However, some groups are likely to be socially protected
across most historical and geographical contexts. If so, it is
likely that some individuals will hold more negative views
than they publicly declare. Thus, expanding this research to
other cultures is a valuable direction for future research. Also,
taking greater care for a more gender-balanced study would
ensure greater confidence in the robustness of the findings.

The present efforts focused on the combined role of nor-
mative context and individual differences in the motivation
to respond to the normative constraints and how this played
out to orient judgments about protected groups. Admittedly,
a question that comes to mind is whether, next to individual
differences, more structural factors may shape people’s ten-
dency to produce strategic rather than genuine social evalua-
tions, especially on the horizontal dimension. Since protected
groups clearly enjoy a low status, one obvious candidate is
perceivers’ social status. In line with this reasoning, the
dimensional compensation model (Schmitz & Yzerbyt,
2022; Yzerbyt, 2018) has argued that the authenticity of the
stereotypes expressed specifically by high-status respon-
dents who judge low-status groups is likely open to question
(Cambon & Yzerbyt, 2018). Interestingly, Koch and col-
leagues (2020) suggest that high-status people are hardly
expected to produce flattering views about low-status people
anyway, presumably because of the dissimilarity between the
groups. Why and when high-status people see low-status
people as being warm thus stands as a fascinating question
for future work.

Another issue concerns the fact that, in line with a long
tradition of work on social evaluation, the present research
essentially focused on the Big Two dimensions. Next to the
SCM that occupies a unique position in the field, several
other models build upon the same or a closely related



Yzerbyt et al.

13

distinction (Abele et al., 2021; Koch et al., 2020). Rather
than relying solely on the Big Two dimensions, more recent
efforts now tend to make distinctions between several facets
(for arecent review, see Yzerbyt et al., 2025). Next to a verti-
cal dimension that encompasses assertiveness and ability as
two facets of competence, the horizontal dimension com-
prises two friendliness and morality as two different facets of
warmth (Brambilla et al., 2012, 2021). One promising devel-
opment of the present efforts would be to build upon these
nuances and examine which one of these two facets of
warmth is more likely to be associated with less genuine
responses on the part of social perceivers. This is certainly
one item that stands very high on our research agenda.

To sum up, while the social protection of certain groups can
be seen as positive, there are drawbacks to being placed in the
low vertical/high horizontal quadrant, and such representations
can reinforce the status quo. Even aside from the negative
impact of these paternalistic stereotypes, the positive traits
attributed to these groups may not be universally accepted, and
membership in these groups does not guarantee freedom from
prejudice and discrimination. One reason for this may be that
the norm of non-discrimination, which ideally shapes people’s
reactions, is not fully embraced by those who merely conform
for external reasons. Our research shows that positive views
about the warmth of socially protected groups may not always
be sincere. As a result, when people claim that elderly individu-
als, the poor, or people with disabilities are kind and deserving
of compassion, only some may truly act on these beliefs.
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Notes

1. As part of another project, participants were also asked to fill in
a French version of the Social Dominance Orientation at the end
of the session. We also measured a series of additional aspects
linked to the groups, such as status and perceived realistic and

symbolic threat (Kervyn et al., 2015). The values associated
with each group are presented in the Supplementary Materials.

2. We initially only considered an additive model. For this reason,
the selection of our groups in Studies 2, 3a, and 3b rested on
the difference between competence and warmth. We thank one
reviewer for suggesting the inclusion of the interaction term in
the model as this further improved its explanatory power.

3. The same factorial structure was obtained in all subsequent
experiments (variance explained by the two factors ranging
from 59% to 80%, r between the factors ranging from —.14 up
to —44, o ranging from .85 to .94, o, ranging from
.74 to .92. Therefore, we do not report these data anymore (see
Supplementary materials). In Study 3a, one item tapping the
internal motivation was lost due to a program malfunction, with
no impact on the reliability of the scale.

4. The PANGEA webapp (short for Power ANalysis for GEneral
ANOVA designs) is an open-source, user-friendly online tool
designed for conducting power analyses in complex ANOVA
designs commonly used in psychology and neuroscience.
PANGEMA fills a major gap by offering a robust, accessible solu-
tion for power analysis in multifactor experimental designs
beyond the capabilities of standard tools like G¥*Power (which
often only handle simpler analyses).

5. As such, our design included two continuous factors, namely
external and external motivation to respond without prejudice.
Because PANGEA treats all factors as categorical, the power of
our design is underestimated. The same consideration applies to
all subsequent studies.

6. As a part of another project, participants were also asked to fill
in six scales measuring negative emotions toward the self at the
end of the experimental session.

7. Because we initially treated our two groups as replications, we
did not include the target group as a factor in our power analysis.
However, we also considered using it as a fixed factor in our
analysis to keep the distinction between elderly people and peo-
ple with disabilities. Doing this revealed no significant effect,
except for an unpredicted interaction with external motivation
to respond without prejudice (F = 4.28, p < .04). To simplify
the presentation of our results, we dropped this factor from the
analyses.

8. We initially conducted our power calculations and our analyses
by treating the target group as a fixed factor. Apart from a main
effect (F = 7.78, p < .012), no other effects involving the tar-
get group factor proved significant. Rather than dropping this
factor altogether, we decided to treat both the target group and
the participants as random effects. Although doing so decreases
power substantially (.30), it also ensures generalization from our
findings.
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