Summary
One of the significant developments in research on social judgment is the recent and growing realization that the same two fundamental content dimensions underlie judgments of individuals, social groups, nations, cultures, faces, etc. These two fundamental dimensions are also called the “Big Two”.  The organization of traits into these “Big Two” is not accidental or purely descriptive.  Rather these two fundamental dimensions derive from their functional meaning for social interaction. They reflect the core challenges people have faced over millennia, namely being accepted by others and becoming socially connected versus pursuing goals, and manifesting skills and effort expenditure. The “Big Two” are referred to with different names but their core is the same across many strands of research. 
Some examples are the distinction between intellectually good/bad vs. socially good/bad (Rosenberg, Nelson & Vivekananthan, 1968), self-profitability vs. other-profitability (Peeters, 1992, 2007), competence vs. morality (Wojciszke, 2005), competence vs. warmth (Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, Glick, 1999; Yzerbyt et al., 2005), individualism vs. collectivism (Hofstede, 1993), dominance vs. nurturance (Wiggins, 1982), dominance vs. nurturance (Todorov, 2007), instrumentality vs. expressiveness (Parsons & Bales, 1955), self as “hero” vs. self as “saint” (Paulhus & John, 2008) or, last but not least, agency and communion (Bakan, 1966, Abele & Wojciszke, 2007).
These “Big Two” have the potential to integrate different lines of research in psychology like research in Social Psychology, Personality Psychology, Developmental psychology, Cross-cultural psychology, etc. They are also relevant for applied issues like Clinical Psychology (social interaction skills) and Industrial and Organizational Psychology (leadership, leader-member exchange, etc.). 

Most important for research on social information processing, the “Big Two” advance our knowledge on the role that content plays in information processing. More specifically, psychological processes are not independent of the content that is processed. 
The conference brought together researchers from different fields of psychology (e.g., cognitive, social, personality, forensic, political, educational) who work on various different topics but are all in one way or another concerned with these “Big Two”. During the conference proceedings, many convergences and conceptual links between the presented lines of research presentations emerged, leading to new research questions and several plans for collaborative endeavours in this fascinating field of inquiry.
Scientific Content and Discussion at the Expert Meeting

Scientific Content

The Expert Meeting “The ‘Big Two’ Content Dimensions in Social Cognition and Behaviour” covered a wide range of topics from the conceptualization and measurement of the “Big Two” to the importance of these dimensions on all levels of (social) information processing – from very basic levels of information processing to self-perception, perception of individuals and group perception. 

Andrea Abele opened the meeting on Wednesday, October 13th with a brief overview of various strands of research in psychology and related fields (e.g., sociologist Talcott Parsons) in which two-dimensional models have emerged that all seem to share a common core – the conceptualisation of two fundamental dimensions of which one is related to competence and the pursuit of individual goals (agency), while the other one is related to cooperation with others, morality and the inclusion of the individual in a larger social unit (communion). Summarizing what is known about these “Big Two” dimensions so far, Andrea Abele discussed the common content of these various two-dimensional conceptualisations, the primacy of the communion dimension, not only in social judgments, but on early levels of social information processing already as well as the importance to consider content in addition to processes to understand various psychological phenomena. She also highlighted the potential of the “Big Two” to integrate research from various lines of research within psychology and related fields.

During the first session, also held on Wednesday, October 13th, four speakers addressed the importance of the fundamental dimensions in early stages of information processing. Miguel Kazén presented research showing that agency and communion (or power and affiliation needs) are associated with hemispheric laterality. While the left hemisphere is superior in processing agentic (power-related) content, the right hemisphere is superior in processing communal (affiliation-related) content, which also affects holistic (right hemisphere) versus sequential-analytic (left hemisphere) processing. In her subsequent presentation, Aleksandra Szymkow-Sudziarska addressed a closely related topic: the relationship between high-level, abstract processing and communion on the one hand and low-level, concrete processing and agency on the other hand. In the same session, Hans Ijzerman presented research on the cognitive embodiment of communion-related content as the experience of physical warmth and discussed how different theoretical approaches fare in explaining this relation between physical warmth and social cognition and behaviour. Finally, Susanne Bruckmüller presented research on how densely agency and communion are clustered in memory, that is, how similar agentic content is cognitively represented to other agentic content and how similar communal content is represented to other communal content. Her findings suggest that the general valence asymmetry found in previous research on density is moderated by agentic versus communal content, again illustrating the importance of the “Big Two” on early stages of information processing.

The presentations in Session 2 on Thursday, October 14th were concerned with questions of how to conceptualize the “Big Two”. Nicolas Kervyn brought the two fundamental dimensions of agency and communion (or competence and warmth) together with the dimensions of potency and evaluation in Osgoods’ classic work on the semantic differential and showed that they related in predictable ways. Unfortunately, a second presentation addressing the relationship between the Osgood dimensions and the “Big Two” with a somewhat different theoretical focus could not take place since the presenter Julija Mell had to cancel her participation on short notice. Marco Brambilla’s subsequent presentation was concerned with the conceptualisation of the communion/ warmth dimension. He presented a series of studies showing that two sub-facets of communion, sociability and morality can be distinguished from each other and differentially affect social perception and judgment. Finally, Daniel Leising reported research on the “Big Two” in observable interpersonal behaviour showing that agency and communion emerge as two clearly distinguishable factors in trait attributions based on observed interpersonal behaviours (as well as neuroticism/ social insecurity as an additional factor).

Session 3 (also Thursday, October 14th) addressed the role of the “Big Two” in self-perception and self-presentation. As first speaker, Delroy Paulhus addressed the role of the “Big Two” in self-presentation and self-enhancement. Based on research showing that agency and communion structure self-enhancement and positivity biases in self-presentation, he suggested that self-presentational and social desirability concerns may explain why the “Big Two” emerge more clearly in some context that in others. Emily Chan also addressed the role of agency and communion in self-presentation and impression management, showing that people worry more about and are more motivated to correct a negative communal or morality-related representation than a negative agentic or competence-related reputation. Bogdan Wojciszke next presented a series of studies investigating the importance of agency and communion in self-perception, more specifically, the differential impact of the “Big Two” on self-evaluations. His studies showed that self-esteem is dominated by agency over communion. Benoit Dompnier, finally, addressed the role of social desirability and social utility beliefs (with social desirability being related to communion and social utility being related to agency) for the influence of mastery goals on academic achievement. 

The formal scientific programme was intermitted by an excursion to Nuremberg on the afternoon of October 14th to provide an opportunity for a more informal exchange between conference participants. 

The formal programme resumed with Session 4 on Friday, October 15th, which focused on the role of the “Big Two” in the perception of others. Patrizia Catellani and Mauro Bertolotti addressed the importance of agency and communion in the evaluation of politicians and showed that communion, especially morality is more important in the evaluation of politicians than agency/ competence and that attacking a politician on moral grounds is damaging voters’ impression of the politician more than attacks on his or her competence. Aleksandra Cislak presented research on power and the importance of the “Big Two” in the perception of others. She showed that high power, especially personal (as opposed to social) power leads participants to focus more on the agentic aspects of others’ behaviours compared to participants in a low power position. Michael Conway subsequently presented a series of studies demonstrating that agentic behaviours and individuals are perceived as more future oriented and planful than communal behaviors or individuals as well as data suggesting that this may be related to the metaphoric perception of time as moving horizontally for left to right. The remaining three presentations in Session 4 focussed on more applied issues of the “Big Two” in the perception of others. Elena Kurzius presented research on complementarity in dyadic interactions showing that complementarity in affiliation (communion), that is, responding to communal behaviour of an interaction partner with own communal behaviour, lead to increased task performance, while complementarity in power (agency), that is, responding to dominant behaviour of an interaction partner with submissive own behaviour, increased performance speed. Lu Wang addressed the impact of smiling on the evaluation of male and female target persons. He showed that smiling not only leads to perceptions of higher communion, but also affects attributions of agency, although this latter effect is moderated by target gender: While smiling men are perceived as both more communal and more agentic (a halo-effect), smiling women are perceived as more communal, but simultaneously as less agentic. In the final presentation of Session 4, Chris Olivola presented data illustrating the importance of first impressions with regard to the “Big Two” dimensions for voting behaviour (i.e., election outcomes) as well as for mate preferences (specifically, preferences expressed in online dating and speed dating).

Session 5, finally, was concerned with the “Big Two” in the perception of groups. Joachim Krueger presented data on stereotypic perceptions of several European nations as well as perceptions of Europeans in general, both by US Americans and by citizens of the respective European countries themselves. His findings suggest considerable consensus in national stereotypes between the different samples, evidence for ingroup favouritism as well as evidence for ingroup projection, that is, for a perception of the superordinate group (Europeans) that mirrors the perception of the ingroup (one’s own nation). Susanne Täuber subsequently presented research on the consequences of helpful behaviour in an intergroup context, that is, the perception of and emotions towards groups that offer versus seek help from another group, highlighting the importance of the two fundamental dimensions of for intergroup relations. Frank Asbrock’s presentation focused on discriminatory behaviours towards an outgroup depending on this group’s perceived warmth (communion) and competence (agency) and the mediating role of emotions. While warm but incompetent outgroups elicit active facilitation or passive harm (depending on whether their warmth or lack of competence is salient), cold but competent outgroups elicit passive facilitation or active harm (again depending on which of the two dimensions is salient). Carolyn Cote-Lussier applied the “Big Two” to the context of crime and punishment and showed that the perception of criminals’ (lack of) communion, but not their perceived agency, predicts feelings of anger and the desire for a harsher punishment.

Main Points of Discussion 

Several discussion topics arose within the different sessions and often recurred at various later points of the meeting. A final plenary discussion addressed these recurring issues. In the following, we summarize some of the main issues. 

A very important discussion concerned the conceptualisation of the “Big Two”: the question how agency and communion relate to other constructs such as the Osgood dimensions; the “Big Five” or the interpersonal circumplex model, the importance of distinguishing various sub-facets of the dimensions such as a differentiation between morality and sociability within the communion dimension or a differentiation between competence and assertion within the agency dimension; as well as relatively specific questions such as whether the trait trustworthiness belongs into the communion dimension or whether it fits better into the agency dimension – or under which contextual conditions it belongs where.

Building on the presentations by Delroy Paulhus on self-presentation issues and of Bogdan Wojciszke on self-esteem a lively debate emerged whether communion assessed by self-reportis more than positively biased self-presentation. It is a well-established finding that people ascribe themselves communal traits to a higher degree than agentic traits (even if valence is controlled for), but Bogdan Wojciszke showed that this self-ascribed communion does not correlate with self-esteem. This is in line with earlier research by, for instance, Helgeson who also showed that health related behaviour is predicted by agency and not by communion; similarly, Abele showed that career success is predicted by agency but not by communion. A presentation by Emily Chan and Oscar Ybarra, however, showed that people are more concerned when they are judged as lacking communion than when they are mistakenly judged as lacking agency. Hence, we find a sharp discrepancy: on the one hand, people see themselves as highly communal, are especially troubled when they are regarded as lacking communion and weight communal information more in forming impressions about other people; on the other hand, communion is less related to behaviour and self-esteem than agency. This leads to several questions for future research.
A related topic of discussion that emerged already in the first session and recurred at various stages of the meeting was the question whether and to what extent judgments with regard to communion may be categorical rather than dimensional, while judgments with regard to agency are of a dimensional nature. This question seemed relevant to answer questions that emerged during the presentations of Susanne Bruckmüller, Marco Brambilla, Bogdan Wojciszke, Patrizia Catellani and Mauro Bertolotti, to name just a few. A categorical representation of communion may also explain its general primacy in judgments of others.

A final point of discussion concerned the question of how to label the two fundamental dimensions. The advantages and disadvantages of the label “Big Two” were discussed vividly by the participants of the meeting. Although some participants voiced reasonable concerns that calling the fundamental dimensions “Big Two” might lead to some lack of clarity with regard to the distinction between the “Big Two” and the “Big Five” conceptualisation of personality, there was substantial agreement that an important advantage of the “Big Two” label is its inclusiveness; using a new and relatively neutral denomination such as “Big Two” should have higher potential to integrate research from various research traditions and sub-disciplines of psychology than using any of the labels used by a specific research tradition, such as agency and communion, competence and warmth, self- and other-profitable, etc. 

Assessment of the results and impact of the event on the future direction of the field

The conference impressively showed that the “Big Two” are important constructs in several fields of psychology. They are not only important content dimensions, but they are also fundamental modes of looking at things and can also be considered from the perspective of embodied cognition. In the following, we will highlight only some of the research questions deserving future inquiry that emerged at the expert meeting. Several research collaborations have already been established during the conference.

1. The “Big Two” as modes of looking at things 

Future research should continue to study the mechanisms underlying the processing of agentic vs. communal content. Research by Miguel Kazén and Julius Kuhl showed that there are lateralization differences in processing content belonging to the “Big Two” dimensions; Aleksandra Szymkow-Sudziarska’s research showed that the construal level of communal content is more abstract than the construal level of agentic content. Moreover, research by Abele and Bruckmüller shows that response latencies are generally shorter for communal than agentic content. Hence, there is accumulating evidence that the “Big Two” also represent fundamental modes of thinking. One result of this discussion is a collaboration between the research groups of Kuhl/Kazen and Abele/Bruckmüller on lateralization and speed effects in processing agentic vs. communal content. This line of research might eventually lead to a cognitive-neuroscience underpinning of the Big Two.  

2. Embodied cognition

Embodiment and embodied cognition are an important emerging topic in research on information processing. Hans Ijzerman showed that physical warmth enhances feelings of interpersonal closeness and vice versa. This embodied cognition approach was also proposed by Michael Conway who suggested that time is implicit in the “Big Two” and that the experience of movement (metaphorically related to movement through time) might enhance the experience of agency. This line of reasoning will be further studied by Alexsandra Szymkow-Sudziarska in collaboration with Michael Conway.
3. Conceptualisation of agency and communion

Several presentations at the expert meeting were concerned with the conceptualisation of the “Big Two”. One presentation showed that these dimensions systematically relate to the Osgood dimensions potency and evaluation (Nicolas Kervyn & Susan Fiske). Daniel Leising also showed that these two dimensions structure inferences based on observed interpersonal behaviour. However, Julija Mell and Wolfgang Scholl (whose presentation unfortunately had to be cancelled at short notice) argue for the inclusion of the third Osgood dimension (activity) in addition to agency and communion – an issue that is not settled yet. A somewhat related issue is the differentiation of sub-facets of the Big Two. Marco Brambilla showed that within the communion dimension sociability and morality can be distinguished and that morality might have a higher weight in person perception than sociability. Similarly, Patrizia Catellani and Mauro Bertolotti showed that politicians’ reputation is more strongly influenced by information on their morality than by information on their competence. Further research should more deeply study these sub-facets, not only with respect to mortality and sociability, but also with respect to competence and assertiveness as sub-facets of agency. A cooperation between Cattelani, Bertolotti, and Brambilla and the Erlangen group (Abele, Bruckmüller) is planned.

4. Agency and communion in the self-concept

Building on the presentations by Delroy Paulhus and Bogdan Wojciszke a lively debate emerged whether and to what extent self-reported communion is more than biased self-presentation. Several presentations during the expert meeting revealed a sharp discrepancy with regard to the importance of the “Big Two” in the perception of self and others: on the one hand, people ascribe themselves communal traits to a higher degree than agentic traits (earlier research by Andrea Abele), are especially troubled when they are regarded as lacking communion (Emily Chan & Oscar Ybarra) and weight communal information more in forming impressions about others (e.g., Marco Brambilla; Partrizia Catellani & Mauro Bertolotti); on the other hand, communion is less related to behaviour (previous research, e.g., by Vicky Helgeson) and self-esteem (Bogdan Wojciszke) than agency; this leads to several further research questions: May agency be more malleable/ less stable than communion? Is self-ascribed positive communion in fact just self-presentation? Are there cultural norms and values regarding the expression of agency (“be modest”) and communion (“be moral and friendly”) in public while people privately hold different beliefs (“agency counts”)? Several participants of the expert meeting plan to collaborate on these issues.

5. Intergroup perception and stereotypes

The stereotype content model (Fiske and colleagues) is well established in social psychology. Nevertheless it received new input at the expert meeting that allows precise predictions on how different groups are stereotyped and which emotions and behaviours they elicits. The stereotype content model and its theoretical refinement (for instance, the BIAS map) is still on the research agenda and produces further insight into the processes underlying the (mis-)understanding between groups (Joachim Krueger) and the discriminatory behaviour towards certain groups (Susanne Täuber; Frank Asbrock & Julia Becker).

This list could be continued with several further important research questions like the importance of power for the “Big Two” or the “Big Two” in the perception of faces. 
In general, the conference highlighted how researchers from different sub-disciplines such as personality, social, cognitive, political or forensic psychology working on various specific topics and building on several different research traditions could all subsume their work within a common frame and learn from each other’s work across disciplinary and conceptual boundaries. Many conceptual links and starting points for future research endeavours emerged between presentations and a central theme was easy to identify. Accordingly, the meeting generated many new research questions and lead to the planning and in some cases the actual start of new collaborations.

A subgroup of the expert meeting participants (organizers: Asbrock, Kervyn) submitted a common symposium at the General Meeting of the European Association of Social Psychology in Stockholm, July, 2011.

Furthermore, a special issue of “Social Psychology” covering the topic of this expert meeting is planned to appear early in 2013. The call for papers will be sent out during the next few months.    
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Abstracts
	Session 1: The “Big Two” and basic information processing


Wednesday, October 13, 16.30 – 18.30

	Presentation 1  (16.30 – 17.00)


Titel: 
Lateralization Differences in the Early Processing of Agency (Power) and Communion (Affiliation)

Authors: 
Miguel Kazén and Julius Kuhl

Osnabrück University, Germany 

The extent to which information related to agency vs. communion (power vs. affiliation needs) is associated with hemispheric laterality was examined in a series of studies. To investigate early processing, a modified dot-probe task was used. During the learning phase pictures (or words, in a separate study) were associated with positive or negative episodes related to power or affiliation. During the experimental phase hemispheric activation was assessed by a task in which one of the two items shown per trial (agentic vs. communal) was replaced by a dot (i.e., in the left or right visual field, respectively), that was to be acknowledged by a keystroke. Response latencies showed clear-cut laterality effects that were a function of need-content rather than of valence: Power-related stimuli had a right-visual field (left hemisphere) superiority whereas affiliation-related stimuli were associated with left-visual field (right hemisphere) superiority. A further study investigated the effect of communal vs. agentic primes on holistic processing (an intuitive word-coherence task), conceptually replicating and extending the above results. Additional laterality results with a Face Detection task will be presented. These findings will be discussed with regard to need-cognition interactions that may favour holistic processing of the right hemisphere when communion (affiliation-related) contents are aroused and left-hemispheric sequential-analytical processing when agency (power-related) contents are aroused.

	Presentation 2  (17.00 – 17.30)


Titel: 
The magnifying glass of the mind: Concrete processing facilitates agentic judgments
Author: 
Aleksandra Szymkow-Sudziarska
Warsaw School of Social Sciences and Humanities, Poland

In three studies I tested and confirmed the hypothesis that local perceptual focus as well as low-level, concrete mindset increases the importance of the agentic qualities in the perception of others while global perceptual focus and high-level, abstract mindset increase the importance of the communal qualities in the perception of others. In Study 1 participants focused on the details vs. gestalt of the other person face. I measured the content of participant’s judgments of perceived person and focusing on competence- vs. morality-related information about the perceived person acting in different situations. As predicted, local processing led to ascribing more agency-related qualities to a person than communal-related qualities, while the opposite was true for the global processing condition. Similarly, participants were more willing to emphasize morality rather than competence of a person after focusing on the gestalt of a face but they were more willing to emphasize competence over morality after focusing on the details of a face. In study 2 and 3, I manipulated the conceptual focus that refers to the level in which we construe our concepts. The results of both studies confirmed the hypothesis: participants primed with abstract processing were more likely to focus on communal traits, while participants primed with concrete processing were more likely to focus on agentic traits. The potential mechanism of presented results will be discussed.
	Presentation 3  (17.30 – 18.00)


Titel: 

Warmth as a building block for social relations: Processes in embodied relations
Author: 
Hans Ijzerman 
VU University, Amsterdam
Bodily experiences play a pivotal role in human interaction and social relations. For young infants, physical warmth is essential for survival and healthy development. I will review findings from five empirical papers demonstrating that, even without being consciously interpreted, physical warmth is central to social cognition and behavior, evoking changes at an individual level on perception, language, and social judgment and at a national level on language and cultural values. Similarly, changes in psychological feelings towards others not only changes perceptions of temperature, but even the temperature of one’s body. Finally, some of our recent work underscores the development of an embodied agent by highlighting findings throughout childhood. In my theoretical discussion I will go beyond available evidence to discuss more advanced research by addressing the assumed underlying processes. I will discuss several theories to explain my findings. Semantic network models assume that priming the concept of warmth leads to linking the activation of nodes with physical cues. Conceptual metaphor theory discusses the mapping of structures from experienced (space, physical closeness) onto non-experienced (affection, relational closeness). Instead, I will propose Alan Fiske’s Relational Models Theory as an important theoretical approach to explain the evolutionary prepared mechanisms facilitating the learning of essential concepts like attachment through cues of warmth. I will discuss how the various theories fare in explaining the current findings parsimoniously.

	Presentation 4  (18.00 – 18.30)


Titel: 
The density of the “Big Two”: How densely are agency and communion clustered in memory?
Authors: 
Susanne Bruckmüller, Ulrike Scherb and Andrea E. Abele
University of Erlangen-Nuremberg, Germany
Recently, Unkelbach, Fiedler, Bayer, Stegmüller, and Danner (2008) have proposed that positive information is more densely clustered in memory than negative information, that is, that positive information is more similar to other positive information than negative information is to other negative information. This density hypothesis can serve as an explanation for valence-asymmetries in several experimental paradigms, especially reaction time tasks. The present study investigated whether this asymmetry in the density of positive and negative information is moderated by content, specifically by the dimensions of agency/ competence and communion/ warmth. We compiled a list of 10 positive and 10 negative agentic and 10 positive and 10 negative communal trait words that were carefully counterbalanced with regard to favorability, with regard to how representative they were for their respective domain, and with regard to their frequency of occurrence in written language. In a parallel study to Unkelbach et al. (2008), participants rated the similarity between these traits. We then used multidimensional scaling to map the perceived similarities in multidimensional space. The positive agentic, positive communal, negative agentic, and negative communal traits formed four distinctive clusters. Following Unkelbach and others (2008), we calculated density indices that indicate how closely to all other traits in the same cluster a trait word is located in multidimensional space—that is, how similar it is to other words in the same category (positive agency, negative agency, positive communion, negative communion). As in previous research, positive traits were more densely clustered than negative traits. However, this valence-asymmetry was moderated by content: Among positive traits, agentic traits were more densely clustered (i.e., more similar to other positive agentic traits) than positive communal traits; the opposite was true for negative traits, were communal items clustered more densely than agentic items. We will discuss the implications of these findings for the conceptualization of the Big Two, for research on valence by content interactions in person perception (e.g., Skowronski & Carlston, 1987), and for reaction time studies concerning the fundamental dimensions.
	Session 2:  Conceptualization and measurement of the “Big Two”


Thursday, October 14, 8.30 – 10.00

	Presentation 1 (8.30 – 09.00)


Titel: 
Stereotype Content – Osgood dimensions
Authors: 
Nicolas Kervyn1 and Susan Fiske² 

1 Université catholique de Louvain, Belgium, ² Princton University, USA

In four studies we show how the semantic differential (Osgood et al., 1957) dimensions, evaluation and potency, relate to the stereotype content model (Fiske et al., 2002) dimensions, warmth and competence. We hypothesize that the semantic differential and stereotype content model dimensions function in the same two-dimensional space; the semantic differential dimensions run across the stereotype content model quadrants. Semantic differential evaluation goes from the stereotype content model low-competence, low-warmth to the high-competence, high-warmth quadrant. Potency goes from the high-warmth, low-competence to the high-competence, low-warmth quadrant. Studies 1-2 participants rated social groups on stereotype content model and semantic differential dimensions. Factor analyses twice show that stereotype content model and semantic differential dimensions relate as hypothesized. In subsequent studies, we manipulated warmth and competence (Study 3) or evaluation and potency (Study 4) of a hypothetical group and show that participants’ inferences about the group on the other set of dimensions fit expectations. Results reconcile classic and modern approaches of stereotype content.
	Presentation 2  (09.00 – 09.30)


Titel: 
Fundamental Dimensions of Social Judgment: Sociability and Morality as Distinct Characteristics of Social Warmth
Authors: 
Marco Brambilla1, Patrice Rusconi², Simona Sacchi², and Paolo Cherubini² 
1 University of Bologna, Italy ² University of Milano-Bicocca, Italy

Research has shown that warmth and competence are core dimensions on which we judge others and that warmth has a primary role at various phases of impression formation (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008; Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005; Rosenberg, Nelson, & Vivekananthan, 1968; Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998). Interestingly, recent research has shown that the warmth dimension encompasses two distinct characteristics: sociability (e.g., friendliness, likeability) and morality (e.g., honesty, sincerity and trustworthiness) (Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007). The present contribution aimed to investigate whether the sociability and morality components of warmth play distinct roles at different stages of group impression formation. More specifically, a first set of studies has focused on the information-gathering process. Study 1 (N=60) investigated which traits were mostly selected when forming impressions about others (ingroup vs. outgroup members). The results showed that, regardless of the task goal, traits related to morality and sociability were differently processed. Furthermore, participants were more interested in obtaining information about morality than about sociability when asked to form a global impression about others. Study 2 (N=98) considered a different aspect of information gathering, that is, the question-asking process. The results showed that individuals adopted different information-search strategies when inquiring about morality rather than about sociability and competence, revealing a tendency to search for highly diagnostic information on others’ immoral characteristics. Based on these findings, we conducted a second set of studies, considering more properly the formulation of an evaluative impression. More specifically, in Study 3 (N=105) and in Study 4 (N=112) participants read an immigration scenario depicting an unfamiliar social group in terms of high (vs. low) morality, sociability, and competence. In both studies, participants were also asked to report their global impression of the groups. Results revealed that global evaluations were better predicted by morality than by sociability and competence-trait ascriptions. Study 5 (N=86) showed that the effect of moral traits on group global evaluations was mediated by the perception of threat. Taken together our findings suggest that the dominance of warmth in group impression formation might be better explained by the greater effect of one of the two subcomponents (i.e., morality) over the other (i.e., sociability).
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The Big Two in observable interpersonal behavior 

Author: 
Daniel Leising 


University of Halle-Wittenberg, Germany

In this study, each of 100 participants (67 female) took part in 17 dyadic role-plays, during which they interacted with a confederate and were asked to exhibit important interpersonal skills. The participants’ interpersonal behaviour during the role-plays was videotaped and independently rated by three observers, using adjective pairs that refer to the Big Five model of personality. Although the adjective pairs display a clear five factor structure when used for assessments of personality, only two broad factors emerged when they were used for coding the participants’ interpersonal behaviour during the role-plays. The first of these factors could easily be interpreted as Agency, whereas the second could easily be interpreted as Communion, corroborating the notion that these two factors capture the bulk of variance in the interpersonal domain. Surprisingly, a smaller third factor comprising Neuroticism items emerged as well, challenging the common notion that Emotional Stability is mainly an “internal” issue, and hard to observe from the outside.
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An enlarged stereotype content model with the fundamental dimensions of social cognition
Authors: 
Julija Mell and Wolfgang Scholl 

Humboldt-University of Berlin, Germany

Fiske et al. proposed a stereotype content model that localizes social groups on the “universal dimensions of social cognition: warmth and competence” (2007) and predicts emotions and actions towards the distinct groups based on their localization on these two dimensions. The first two dimensions of the semantic differential (SD, Osgood et al., 1957), evaluation (E) and potency (P), parallel warmth and competence while activity (A) constitutes a third universal dimension. E, P, and A are the operational basis of affect control theory (ACT, Heise, 1979, 2007), a dynamic theory of social action and emotion. We collected E, P, and A ratings of 57 stereotyped groups in Germany. We found that most groups are similarly located on the first two dimensions as in preceding studies. Differences seem to be partly culture-specific, e.g. in the USA, Asians are classified as strong (competence/P +) and negative (warmth/E -) whereas our study found them to be perceived as rather weak and positive. Most importantly, the third dimension, A, although moderately correlated to P, is able to differentiate those groups furthermore which have an adjacent localization on the first two dimensions. E.g., Americans are rated as more active than Russians, while localized almost identically on the first two dimensions. In a similar way, A distinguishes between students (A+) as opposed to intellectuals or educated people (A-), and between entrepreneurs and managers (A+) and rich people (A-). A thus enlarges the stereotype content model as a third fundamental dimension of social cognition which is possibly apt to moderate and extend its affective and behavioural predictions. ACT also predicts emotional and behavioural reaction tendencies toward these stereotyped groups. Some examples are presented in comparison to the predictions of Fiske et al. (2007). This result raises the question whether agency and communion as behaviour and personality variables should also be enlarged with a third fundamental variable of social cognition which parallels the activity dimension of the SD. Such a third dimension in behaviour perception is included in SYMLOG with the dimension of “emotionally expressive – instrumentally controlled” (Bales et al., 1979); in the IKD (Instrument for coding discussions, Schermuly & Scholl, 2010), such a third dimension has been successfully added (Netzel, 2009). For personality, affect intensity (Larsen & Diener, 1987) or arousal (Mehrabian, 1996) would be promising candidates.
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Titel: 
Self-Presentation Elements of the Big Two
Authors: 
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1 University of British Columbia, Canada, ²University of California, USA

We will argue that the ideal labels for the Big Two factors are agency and communion.  Our choice of teminology rests on the venerable tradition of work expounded by such giants as Timothy Leary, Jerry Wiggins, and Leonard Horowitz.  We will go further to argue that self-presentation plays a role in the measurement and dynamics of the Big Two. Our primary source of evidence is the emergence of those factors in any investigation with evaluative elements.  Examples include research on the structure of (a) SDR scales, (2) self-enhancement items, (3) evaluative words, and (4) values. Evidence for the Big Two first struck us in the course of factor analyzing measures of socially desirable responding (SDR).  Although originally interpreted as self-deception and impression management (Paulhus, 1986), the two SDR factors were subsequently found to be confounded with agency and communion. The two levels of analysis had to be teased apart (Paulhus, 1990). Our later work on self-enhancement residuals revealed the same two factors (Paulhus & John, 1998).  The convergence of results with the SDR factors adds substantial credibility to both methods of factoring self-presentation. The interpretation of the self-enhancement factors becomes clearer, and SDR factors gain more credibility as indicators of departure from reality. That is, both factors involve overly-positive self-descriptions. Since then, a variety of other researchers have framed their results in terms of agency and communion.  Our most recent work has focused on the structure of values (Trapnell & Paulhus, in press).  It seems reasonable to argue that, developmentally, values precede forms of self-presentation and channel them into the Big Two. To the extent that individuals are encouraged both to get ahead and get along (Hogan, 1983), then those individuals will tend to exaggerate their achievement of those goals. In sum, we will argue that separation of content from style presents a challenge to the valid interpretation of the Big Two (John & Seto, 2008).  Although not the whole story, the human tendency to present a positive self-image may help to explain why the Big Two emerge more clearly in some contexts than in others.
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Titel: 
Managing Impressions: Some Mistaken Reputations are more Troubling than Others
Authors: 
Emily Chan1, Oscar Ybarra² and Hyekyung Park³
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The dimensions of communion and agency are central to social perception and, we argue, also help guide impression management. The current studies focus on how the two dimensions shape the experiences of individuals who are self-presenting or managing their own impressions. How might self-presenters react upon detecting that others have mistakenly formed a negative communion or agency impression? Given that perceivers are more interested in and more affected by communion-related information-especially negative communion information-people should be sensitive to the significant social costs from a mistaken negative impression. This leads to our core prediction that the self-presenter should be especially sensitive to monitoring and protecting their reputation on the communion dimension.  Given that negative communion impressions are more difficult to change in perceivers' minds than agency-related impressions, such meta-knowledge should cause people to be more troubled by and expend more effort to correct a mistaken communion than agency impression or reputation. We tested these predictions in four studies In Study 1, participants completed a bogus "personality" test and received feedback informing them they ranked low on either the communion or agency dimension. We then examined their interest in correcting the mistaken impressions through giving them an opportunity to take additional personality tests. Study 2 participants imagined that others had mistakenly formed the impression of them as being low on communion or agency related characteristics. Participants then listed what they would do to correct the mistaken impressions and the feelings they anticipated having.  In Study 3, we directly examined if threats to a person's communion and agency reputations would indeed be judged as having different social costs, including ostracism, by asking participants to imagine possessing negative reputations for different communion and agency traits. Finally, Study 4, using a decision scenario with high external validity, confirmed the accuracy of people's lay theories-an act was judged more harshly when framed in negative-communion than negative-agency terms. We discuss the findings with regard to meta-cognitive processes in impression management.
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Titel: 
Agency, communion and self-esteem
Author: 
Bogdan Wojciszke
 
Polish Academy of Sciences, Warsaw, Poland
Agency and communion are widely believed to constitute two basic content dimensions of social cognition. Much of previous research showed that interpersonal perceptions and evaluations are dominated by communion over agency, presumably because communion reflects the perceiver’s interests as a recipient of others’ actions and is directly relevant for locating others on the approach-avoidance dimension. Based on the same logic, we propose that self-perceptions and self-evaluations (i.e. self-esteem) are dominated by agency over communion, because agency reflects the perceiver’s interest as an action agent. We report a series of studies showing that: (1) spontaneous self-descriptions are more saturated with agentic than communal content; (2) self-ascribed agency is a stronger predictor of self-esteem than self-ascribed communion and this effect is independent of age, gender, and (individualistic vs. collectivistic) culture; (3) agentic feedback changes self-esteem to higher extent than communal feedback (4) agentic memories (of success vs. failure) influence current self-esteem to higher extent than communal memories (of norm maintenance vs. transgression acts). We conclude with speculations that usually people refrain from actual self-judgments in the communal domain and present instead a priori pseudo-evaluations of their morality as overwhelmingly positive.
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“Sucking up has its limits”: Mastery goals, academic achievement and the Big Two
Authors: 
Benoit Dompnier1, Céline Darnon² and Fabrizio Butera1
 
1University of Lausanne, Switzerland, ²University of Clermont, France
According to achievement goal theory (Dweck & Legget, 1988), mastery goals (i.e. the desire to learn) are considered to have various positive consequences on achievement-related outcomes. However, research has not clearly demonstrated that mastery goal endorsement leads to academic success: most studies report that mastery goals did not significantly predict students’ grades. The aim of this research program is to propose a priori explanation of such inconsistency. Indeed, as shown by Darnon, Dompnier, Delmas, Pulfrey, and Butera (2009), mastery goals are highly valued at the University level on the “Big Two” (named social desirability and social utility by Beauvois and Dubois, 2005) and students are able to use their endorsement of these goals in order to produce specific impressions to their teachers. We argue that a possible explanation of this inconsistency could be found in the reasons why students endorse mastery goals. One might endorse mastery goals because one believes in their utility in a given educational context; in this case, mastery goals should be positively linked to achievement. However, one might also endorse mastery goals in order to create a positive image of oneself to teachers; in this case, mastery goals should not predict academic achievement. We tested these two hypotheses during a year-long university class on first year psychology students (Dompnier, Darnon, & Butera, 2009). Results obtained indicated that: 1) the more students perceived mastery goals as socially useful the stronger the relationship between mastery goal endorsement and final grades; 2) the less students perceived mastery goals as socially desirable the more their mastery goal endorsement predicted their final grades. However this research suffers from one limitation: Students’ perceptions of mastery goals' social desirability and social utility were only measured and not manipulated. Thus we conducted two experimental replications of this research in which we manipulated students' perceptions of mastery goals' social desirability and social utility. Results obtained in both experiments confirmed that the relationship between students’ endorsement of mastery goals and academic performance depends on students' perceptions of mastery goals' social desirability and social utility, especially for students with a low level of achievement.
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The “Big Two” in the evaluation of political leaders: Citizens’ perceptions and the effects of communication
Authors:
Patrizia Catellani and Mauro Bertolotti
Catholic University of Milan

Research has often investigated citizens’ perception of political leaders using data from open-ended questions and single items in nation-wide surveys (e.g. by Miller, Wattenberg, & Malanchuk, 1986) or making reference to previously developed models, such as the Big Five factors (Caprara et al., 2006). Some findings suggest that judgments of political leaders may be brought back to the agency and communion dimensions (Barisione & Catellani, 2008; Cislak & Wojciszke, 2006, 2008). Several issues are yet open to investigation, however. For example: are any sub-dimensions (e.g. morality) particularly relevant in the evaluation of politicians? Are agency and communion independent in the evaluation of political leaders or do compensation phenomena arise (Judd et al., 2005; Yzerbyt et al., 2008)? Do voters favor highly competent/energetic over highly sociable/moral candidates, or vice-versa (Cislak & Wojciszke, 2006, 2008; Todorov et al., 2005)? Is the perception of politicians affected by political orientation (Caprara, Barbaranelli, & Zimbardo, 2002)? And how far does communication about and by politicians influence citizens’ perceptions? In our research, we tried to answer some of these questions. In a series of studies, we presented participants the text of a fictitious pre-electoral interview, manipulating the focus of the journalist’s “attacks” (agency vs. morality), their being direct versus indirect (counterfactual), and the politician’s affiliation. Participants’ political affiliation was also measured. Overall, we found that morality is the most critical dimension in the evaluation of politicians, being highly correlated with general attitudes and easily affected by ingroup bias. We also found that attacks against politicians’ morality are more effective than those against agency. Furthermore, indirect (more than direct) attacks may overcome the strong tendency to defend an ingroup politician’s morality. In other studies, we manipulated the text of the politician’s “defense” following journalist’s threatening questions. We found that indirect defences may be more effective than direct ones, but also that different defensive styles (e.g., self- vs. other-focused apologies) lead to a different perception of the politician’s agency versus morality. These results contribute to our knowledge of the dimensions underlying citizens’ judgments of politicians and, more generally, of the influence of communication on impression-formation processes.
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Power effects on person perception. Where powerholders perceive competence, subordinates perceive communality.
Author: 
Aleksandra Cislak

Warsaw School of Social Sciences and Humanities, Poland

Power is one of the most frequently studied phenomena in modern social psychology. Importantly, power is a multidimensional notion, and it may be understood as an opportunity to attain one’s own goals and realize self-interest, but power may also be viewed as responsibility over others. In the presented research the idea of power shaping person perception processes is applied to the field of the two-dimensional model of agency and communality. It is hypothesized that a high power position is associated with focus on own goals and action that leads to competence activation in social perception, while a low power position is associated with being dependent on others that in turn leads to communality activation. In the first experiment power was manipulated by asking participants for their memories of having power over someone or being dependent on someone (vs. control condition). Participants were then given a list of 12 pretested sentences describing ambiguous behavior of 12 different persons that could be interpreted either in terms of agency or communality. Focus on competence vs. communality was measured by asking them to name a trait that is associated with a given behavior. The final measure was the degree of agency and communality associated with traits (data obtained from independent study on the pool of 300 traits – Abele & Wojciszke, 2007). The differences between persons in low vs. high power position were significant, although weak. The procedure of the second study was similar, but the multidimensionality of power was taken into account. Participants were asked for their memories of having high (personal or social) vs. low power position (plus control condition). The differences were significant and much stronger. Importantly, people in personal power condition used traits more saturated with agency and less with communality than those in social power condition. In conclusion, higher power position (especially the personal aspect) seems to activate the agency dimension in the process of interpreting others people’s behavior, and lower power position seems to activate the communality dimension that is later used to interpret the behavior of others.
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Titel:
People perceive agency relative to communality as more future oriented and planful
Authors: 
Michael Conway, Kelly Bulmer, Kavita Singh, Katrina Messina and Angus Losier


Concordia University, Montreal, Canada

Hypothesis 1 was that people perceive agentic relative to communal individuals as more future and less past oriented. In Studies 1 and 2, participants were presented agentic and communal targets, and rated targets on how past, present, and future oriented they were. Expected results emerged. Hypothesis 2 was that these perceptions are due to agentic relative to communal individuals being perceived as planning more for the future. Hypothesis 2 was supported in Study 3: the agentic relative to the communal target was perceived as more future oriented and as planning more for the future, and controlling for the latter effect eliminated the first one. Hypothesis 3 was that agentic behaviours are perceived as more future oriented than communal behaviours, specifically in the sense of being part of a plan. In Study 4, participants were presented brief vignettes (e.g., “Jacob is assertive as he talks with Dylan”), and indicated how much each behaviour was part of a plan vs. based in the moment of the situation. In Study 5, participants listened to a conversation and rated how planful vs. based in the moment of the situation each of 36 utterances was. In both Studies 4 and 5, agentic relative to communal behaviours were perceived as more planful. Hypothesis 4 was that people primed with agency relative to communality are more likely to perceive others as more future than past oriented. In Study 6, priming was by having participants recall instances in which they were agentic or communal. As expected, participants primed with agency relative to those primed with communality perceived a woman portrayed in a facial photograph as thinking more about the future than the past.  In Study 7, we demonstrated that this effect may reflect the influence of priming on how people metaphorically represent time. In Study 7, participants primed with agency as compared to communality were more likely to evidence an ego-moving as opposed to a time-moving metaphor for time. The ego-moving metaphor is of a person looking to and marching toward the future. The time-moving metaphor is of a stationary person who is watching time flow by.
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Titel:
Do you do what I do? Testing Interpersonal Theory on the level of behavioral exchange 

Authors: 
Elena Kurzius (Elena Fait) and Carsten C. Schermuly
Humboldt-University of Berlin, Germany

Interpersonal theory, depending on the two fundamental dimensions power (also labeled as status, control or agency) and affiliation (warmth, love), states that during interactions the behavior of one person tends to invite a complementary reaction from the other person. Complementarity is defined via the interpersonal Circumplex. With regard to power, it is defined as opposites (i.e. dominance induces submission and submission induces dominance), with regard to affiliation, complementarity is said to exist when behaviors are similar (i.e. friendliness induces friendliness and hostility induces hostility). So far, the concept of complementarity has been partly supported, especially it was posed that complementarity only holds for the affiliation, not for the power dimension. In this study, participants (N = 120) were randomly grouped in dyads and instructed to work together on a task. Their interaction has been rated with the help of the DCS (Discussion Coding System; Schermuly & Scholl, 2010) that allows for coding verbal and nonverbal behavior on the basic act-to-act level in terms of the two fundamental dimensions. The observational ratings were transferred into a transition matrix containing the frequencies of how often a certain behavior (e.g. dominant-friendly) has been followed by a certain reaction of the interaction partner (e.g. submissive-friendly). The transition matrix correlated with the theoretically predicted transition probabilities to a medium degree (ρ = .33, p < .01), showing that complementarity does exist and is able to predict behavior during an interaction. Furthermore, an analysis of contingency tables was conducted to explore the impact of one behavior on the subsequent reaction directly. The here found over-all correlations were of medium height on the affiliation dimension (ρ = .30, p < .001) and very low on the power dimension (ρ = .09, p < .001). Third, the concept of complementarity has been tested on the situational level, separately for the two dimensions. On situational level, only on the affiliation dimension complementarity could be found, while on the power dimension anti-complementarity occured. It is therefore proposed to modify interpersonal theory to make it meet the requirements of various observational levels. Fourth, complementarity clearly had an impact on performance. It was found that complementarity in affiliation raised the effectiveness, complementarity in power the speed of a dyad jointly performing a task.
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Lovable Fool or Competent Jerk: How Gender Influences Judgments of Other’s Smile
Authors: 
Lu Wang and Suzanne Chan-Serafin
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Emotion theories have long asserted that emotion expression, although transient serves important social function by rapidly communicating information between expresser and observer (e.g., Keltner & Kring, 1998). Recent research further suggests that individuals judge others along two fundamental content dimensions – competence and warmth (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007; Fiske et al., 2002; Judd et al., 2005). Less is known, however, about how positive emotion expressed by women and men may differentially affect these dimensions of social judgment. This paper investigates how the expression of positive emotion, such as a smile, affects others’ perception of an individual’s competence and warmth and, more importantly, whether  others’ judgment of the expresser’s positive emotion depends on the expresser’s gender.  Results of an experiment showed that a compensatory effect occurred for women in that positive emotion expression increased women’s perceived warmth but, simultaneously, decreased their perceived competence. On the other hand, a halo effect occurred for men. Positive emotion expression not only increased the perception of warmth for men but also their perceived competence. Theoretical and practical implications are discussed.
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Titel: 
Appearance-Based First Impressions of the “Big Two” Impact Political Preferences and Mate Choice: Evidence from Real Elections, Online Matchmaking, and Speed-Dating
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We often form opinions about the characteristics of others from single, static samples of their appearance. In today’s increasingly visual media age, appearance is often the very first piece of information we receive about a target person. Furthermore, recent research has shown that inferences from appearances occur spontaneously and rapidly. This talk will explore the impact that appearance-based first impressions about the “Big Two” dimensions (competence and warmth) have on two important domains of decision-making: people’s choice of leaders (voting) and their choice of mates (dating). In the domain of political choice, I review evidence showing that political candidates who possess facial features that make them look more competent and/or warm are more successful in elections than their less-competent/warm-looking opponents. This relationship is shown to hold even after controlling for other factors, for both real and hypothetical voting, across a variety of elections, and across several countries. I go on to present recent computer modelling efforts to extract the physiognomic features that characterize facial competence. In the domain of mate choice, I describe studies examining the impact of appearance-based first impressions of warmth and competence on men and women’s mate preferences in online matchmaking and speed-dating. Using data from one of the major online dating sites and from a series of real speed-dating events, we show that looking warm is positively associated with dating success for men (but not women), while looking competent is negatively associated with dating success for women (but not men). These gender-specific relationships hold even after controlling for physical attractiveness and a host of other variables (e.g., the information available on a person’s online dating profile). In sum, these results suggest that the “Big Two” have a surprisingly powerful impact on our decisions, via first impressions. This impact is surprising given the superficial nature of appearances as social cues, the importance of the decision domains (leadership selection and mate choice), and the fact that decision-makers in these domains have access to other, more diagnostic information (e.g., a politician’s voting record or a potential mate’s dating profile).
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National stereotypes in (and of) Europe: Lessons from the two-factor model
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We conducted a study on national stereotypes, organizing the stimulus materials along the factors of warmth and competence, and collecting data in the USA, Germany, Italy, and France. Respondents from each sample rated the three European nations and Europeans in general. In other words, aside from the inclusion of the US American respondents, the study employed a full-accuracy design. The main objective of the study was to map national stereotypes within the Big-Two domains and to thereby gain insights into the following questions: [1] Do stereotypes of European nations show specific profiles over the chosen domains? [2] How well do hetero-stereotypes of a target group agree with one another? Is this agreement greater than the agreement between auto- and hetero-stereotypes? [3] Is the evidence for ingroup favoritism moderated by trait domain? Is it moderated by the measurement approach? (i. e., holding the perceivers’ group or the target group constant)? [4] How are stereotypes of the superordinate category of Europeans constructed? Can we find evidence for the ingroup projection model, such that members of each group project the perceived attributes of their national ingroup most strongly onto the superordinate category? Is ingroup projection moderated by attribute domain? [5] Can we find evidence for ingroup projection relative to its inverse, i.e., the possibility that people begin with a general stereotype of Europeans and then infer ingroup attributes from it? Some noteworthy findings are as follows: Across samples, stereotypes yield consensual patterns of perceived warmth vs. competence. In particular, the mirror image of Germans as competent but cold and Italians as warm but incompetent appears to be shared cross-nationally. There is also evidence for ingroup favoritism and ingroup projecting. In other words, ingroups receive more favorable judgments than outgroups and correlations between ingroup judgments and judgments of the superordinate category (Europeans) are comparatively large (especially in the German sample).
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The warmer the group, the more powerful:  The impact of intergroup helping on group perception and its consequences for anticipated power relations.

Author: 
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Offering help is a perfect impression management tool in intergroup relations because it depicts the ingroup as both competent and warm (van Leeuwen & Täuber, 2010). Research that examines helping-encounters between natural groups is challenged by various confounds (i.e., ability, perceived need for help, and power differentials). To avoid these confounds the current research used fictitious groups. We predicted that the mere act of seeking vs. offering help affects judgments of the groups as warm and competent, emotions, behavioral intentions, and anticipated future power relations between the groups. Participants were presented with two fictitious groups of equal size and power (results of a pretest indicated that the groups were perceived as equally warm and competent. Consequently, any differences in judgments of the groups on the dimensions warmth and competence can be attributed to the experimental manipulation). The actor group was either seeking help from or offering help to the target group. Results show that the actor group was judged as more warm than competent in the seeking help condition, and as more competent than warm in the offering help condition. Further, offering help was associated with envy and seeking help was associated with pity. The effects of helping on emotions were moderated by judgments of the group as warm and competent. Finally, participants anticipated more power for the group that offered help. This effect was moderated by perceptions of the group as warm, but not as competent. The group-serving benefits of offering help with respect to anticipated power were significantly larger when this group was perceived as warm. Conversely, perceptions of a help-seeking group as warm were associated with lower anticipated power of that group. In sum, the mere act of seeking vs. offering help strongly affected judgments of the involved groups as warm and competent. These judgments elicited emotional and behavioral responses that are consistent with predictions based on the BIAS map (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007). Intriguingly, warmth judgments played an important role for the group’s anticipated future power. This finding certainly deserves more research attention. The current research provides insights into cognitive, emotional, and structural consequences of warmth and competence perceptions in intergroup relations in general, and in intergroup helping encounters in particular. The findings underpin the importance of taking into account the fundamental dimensions of warmth and competence when studying intergroup relations.
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Discriminatory intentions towards ambivalent groups: Effects of warmth and competence on helping and harming warm but incompetent and cold but competent groups
Authors:
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Philipps-University of Marburg, Germany
According to the BIAS map, ambivalent out-groups are either actively or passively helped or discriminated against. These behaviors are based on the perception on the two fundamental dimensions of social judgment, that is, warmth and competence. The question remains, when ambivalent groups receive harmful or facilitating behaviors. In a series of four experiments we tested the hypotheses that the relative salience of warmth over competence will elicit active behavioral intentions toward ambivalent outgroups (facilitation for warm groups, harm for cold groups) and that the relative salience of competence over warmth will elicit passive behavioral intentions (facilitation for competent groups, harm for incompetent groups). Moreover, we expected that these effects would be fully mediated by discrete emotions. In Study 1 (N = 88) we showed that groups perceived as competent but lacking warmth (young professionals) elicit active harm when their lack of warmth is made salient, whereas they elicit passive facilitation when their competence is made salient. As expected, contempt fully mediated the effect from warmth to active harm. We found no mediation effect for competence and passive facilitation. In Study 2 (N = 55) we showed that the behavioral intentions toward young professionals change into the predicted direction, once additional information about warmth or competence is provided. In Studies 3 (N = 69) and 4 (N = 55) we conceptually replicated these results for groups perceived as warm but incompetent (senior citizens). As expected, active facilitation was elicited when warmth was made salient, whereas passive harm was elicited by competence. Again, the effect of warmth on active behavior was mediated by discrete emotions, while the effect of competence on passive behavior was not. Results support the BIAS Map and indicate that the relative salience of warmth and competence elicits the specific behavior toward ambivalent groups. Therefore, the present research extends previous research on the BIAS Map by illustrating, when ambivalent groups receive harmful or facilitating behaviors. Implications of these findings for ambivalent groups and the differentiated role of emotions in the perception of warmth and competence stereotypes will be discussed.

	Presentation 4  (15.30 – 16.00)


Titel: 

Applying the Stereotype Content Model to the study of crime and punishment
Author:
Carolyn Cote-Lussier
Methodology Institute and Mannheim Centre for Criminology, London School of Economics and Political Science, UK
The conclusion that the public overwhelmingly supports harsh punishment of crime appears to overlook variance and inconsistencies in punitive desires and attitudes. This study uses the Stereotype Content Model to investigate the ways in which criminals are perceived as a social group and the emotional and attitudinal responses that these perceptions engender. This study shows that perceiving criminals as lacking warmth is associated with feeling more anger and less compassion toward criminals. These emotions in turn predict punitiveness. Variation in stereotypes about criminals, emotional responses to these stereotypes, and punitiveness are partly explained by ideological positions and political orientation.
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