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Schema-triggered Affect:
Applications to Social
Perception

@ ﬁ% OO%O

Susan T. Fiske ¢

Carnegie-Mellon University -

Since moving 1o Pittsburgh, | have encountered a new stereotype. W purpostedly
describes a **mill hunk,"" that is, the prototypic steel worker. A mill hunk, so the
stercotype runs, can be male or female but is invarisbly macho and raunchy
regardless of gender A mill hunk always drinks lron City beer, watches every
Stecler game, and wears a t-shirt in all weather. Rescarch in social cognition has
had much to say about how such stereotypic-information is ~cpresented and
processed. For cxample, my mill-hunk stereotype is siored as an abstracted
generic cxample, not as a collection of all the sicciworkers | have ever known,
although the stcreotype does contain specific examples too. | am likely to ignore
information irrelevant to the sicreotype, so, for example, whether or nnt & partic-
ular mill hunk is athletic will not caich my attentipn. On the other hand, | will
notice wildly discrepant information—a mill hunk who is also a Shakespeare
scholar—and if allowed time to mull it over, | will recall the discrepant 1aforma-
tion. If 1 do not have time to elaborate on the information encountered, | will icnd
10 recall only consistent information—a mill hunk who reads Hustler magazine.
This research on social cognition and stereotyping is ably reviewed clsewhere
(Hamilton, 1979; Hastic, 1981; Taylor & Crocker, 1981).!

A reading of the social cognitive literature indicates that practically i owhere
in such cognitive analysis of stercotyping is affect addressed. Yet affect is the
very reason sicreotypes matter. Pigconholing a person to fit one’s oversimplified
beliels is certainly un issue, but prejudice is another, more serious issue. Clearly.
a cognitive analysis does not aimi to address affect, by definition. But this chapter

"To avord possibl Jenstanding, me thal the sieelwurker sierevtype is only an casmpic.
generally-held sgtereutyne that | mysell do m cndune. e

T T T — -~ -

12 e



58 FSKE

argues that cognitive social analysis can and should address the processing of
affect.

So far, social cognition has borrowed heavily from cognitive psychology for
its theories and methods and, in so doing, implicitly has accepted its major goals
and shared its major omissions, some of which are inappropriate to social sci-
tings (Fiske, 1981; Higgins, Kuiper, & Olson, 1981; Zajonc, 1980s). In social
cognition the curreat strategy has been to push cognitive cxplanations as far as
possible, to sce where they illuminate new ground not clarified by previous
approaches. Cognitive explanations are not new in social psychology (Allport,
1954; Heider, 1958; Smith, Bruner, & White, 1956). but this widespread enthu-
sizsm for caplanations in terms of cognilive process is recent (Taylor, 1981;
Zajomc, 1980u). Further, the new cognitive approach uniquely emphasizes care-
ful specification, measurement, and manipulation of the sieps intervening be-
tween inpul and output, using ncw methodologics especially designed for the
purpose (Taylor & Fiske, 1981). Hence, social cognitive rescarch relics heavily
on direct measures and manipulations of atication, information scarch, memory,
and inference. In addition (o ne & methods, new models are either borrowed from
cognitive theory or developed specifically in a social context, but informed by
advances in cognitive theory. In all this, social cognition implicitly or explicitly
accepts the assumptions of cognitive psychology.

To cxplain the thinking processes of individual people in isolation—the main
task of cognitive psychology—onc nced not consider interpersonal perception.
But 10 understand expressly social phenomena virtually demands the considera-
tion of affect, which considerably complicates the cogpitive analysis. The im-
plications of integrating affect into social cognition is the major focus of the
rescarch reporied here.? To anticipate, our position is that the origins of both
affective and cognitive reactions 1o other people together lic in the individual’s
sccumulated prior experiences; interpersonal affect and cognition both depend on
sbatracted individual history.

An example illustrates the current approach. Imagine walking down the street
and encouniering someone who exactly resembles your high-school sweetheart.
|astant affect can surface from such an encounter. Moreoever, such experience-
based affective reaction can occur prior to other *‘cold™ knowledge that sur-

rounds that person (c.g.. that the person actually lives in another city, or that the
sweetheart is pow an ¢x, or that the person never would have wom a three-picce
suit). The point is that onc can react sirongly (0 people, simply because they
remind one of somebody or fit a prior configuration, but such a reliance on pnot
experience as cuing affect does pot presuppose retrieval of all the facts. Such

I is wot true et social peychology 23 8 whole has neglecied cognition und affect Some
examples of sacial psychology’s meny forsys into interpersunal cognition and aftect are revicwed by
Fiske (1981). It is wus, however, that the subares mus suited 1o examining lhe provessing of

. affect has thvas far 10 do so. 1t 18 10 this poind that the chapier iy addressed.

3. SCHEMA-TRIGGERED AFFECT 57

ideas have arisen elsewhere as affective resonance (Tomkins, 1980), as Freudian
mnsfcyencc or as stimulus generalization. Here, however, the focus is explicitly
cognitive: We are concerned with how interpersonal affect and cognition each
are processcd and how they interface. In shost, how migit human information
processors deal with affect? The position to be taken here is that they process
affect the way they process anything clse—efficiently, if mot “‘accurasely.”
When new information can be fit to old affectively ladea knowledge, then the
person has available an immediate affective response.

Nevertheless, sharing an origin need not imply that affective and cognitive
responses must depend on each other, a point proposed by Zajosc (1980b) and
that we develop shortly in an interpersonal context. In arguing for the d stinctions
between affect and cognition, Zajonc has proposed that they may be eatirely
scparaie sysiems. In contrast, the current hypothesis is that affect and cogaition
both are cued by matching stimuli to abstracted prior cxpericaces, bul that affect
may be processed differently than more **cognitive’” knowledge.

One might argue that affective reactions are just another cognitios.. The final
word is not in yet, but, until then, it is presumptuous to equate them. First, affect
has been treated de facto as a scparate phenomenon. In cognitive psychology’s
neglect of it, the implicit assumption is that affect is distinct. Further, affect
operates at a different level than cognitions do. The san z aflective dimensions
(.c. 8- ..posilivc-mgllive) apply (0 many more stimuli than docs any single cogni-
tive dimension. Affect thus is at a higher level Lnan most cognitions, hecause it is
a common featurc of so many stimuli. Finally, Zajonc (1980b) has presented
evidence that affect is accessed quickly, almost at the level of perception and
calegorization, »d earlier than other more *‘cognilive’” knowledge. Thas, it
scems unreasonable to assume them equivalent a prioni.

Before proceeding, it is also importand to clarify the distinction between
evaluation and affect. The present rescarch sometimes equates cvaluation and
af fec.I. but that is concepiually a first approximation. Evaluations and preferences
arc simple valenced judgments) Affective reactions involve separate, sometimes
uncorrelated, positive and ncgitive dimensions (Abelson, Kindes, Peters, &
Fiske, 1982; but sec Russell, 1979, for an opposing view). Affect also implicates
an arousal or activation dimension (¢.g., anger versus depression; contentment
versus delight; sec Russell, 1978). Simple evalustion measures ignore both the
poss!blc independence of positive and negative dimensions and neglect the ac-
livation dimension as well. However, affect and evaluation are highly comrelated,
and in some laboratory sellings unaroused evaluative judgments are the best vne.
can oblain. It remains an empirical question whether the results generalize, and

0 0 0 0 G (_lhis res«c.lrch is a first step in that direction.
) To give some perspective to the current model, it is helpful to present the

currently availuble altematives. Given these, the chapier next describes the
model we believe 1o be operating. Then, the next section describes our program
of research, which applies this model to close relationships, voting, and
slereotyping. .
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MODELS OF INTERPERSONAL AFFECT

The models implicit in much person perception rescarch represent affective and
evaluative reactions as piecemeal processes. In cognitive terminology, they are
dats-driven or bottom-up. In such a model, affective reactions are based on the
information given. Bits of information, each’ with its own valence, accumulate
independently. On demand, the valenced information is retricved and summa-
rized algebraically (cither by summing or averaging). This retrieval-bused,
piecemeal model posits that affective judgments are made only when demanded,
and it predicts that affect will depend on memory for the relevant data. For an
illustration, consider evaluating a new next-door neighbor. This model presumes
that one has only a neutral resction until the feed arises to cvaluate the person.
When an affective responsc is required, one first recalls the neighbor’s various
behaviors and astributes, representing, say, how noisy, friendly, ncat, and gos-
sipy the person seems. One absiracis out the cvaluative component of cach
atribute, combines the cvaluations, and produces a memory-based affective
response that reflects all the available pieces. This model most clearly underlies
the work of Fishbein (1967) and Norman Anderson (1981). For example, in onc
analysis of impression formation stated by Anderson (1981): ““immediate judg-
ment thus resulicd from an integration of information stored in memory and
recalled by the occasion |p. 365]."

However reasonable this might seem, the plausible idea that recall determines
affective reactions has not been established. It has become clear that the affective
impact and memorability of data are independent. For example, Dreben, Fiske,
and Hastic (1979) found no correlation between an item's weight in evaluation
and its probability of recall. Further, recall and evaluation yiclded unrelated
serial position curves and were differentially affected by various task manipula-
tions. Several othrs (Anderson & Hubert, 1963; Fiske, Kenny, & Taylor, 1982;
Love & Greenwald, 1978; Riskey, 1979; for a review, sec Fiske, 1981) also have
obtained evidence for the independence of evaluations and recall. It seems possi-
bie that cvaluation and memory are, in fact, rather independent systems. It is
becoming increasingly implausible to believe that an efficient information pro-
cessor would separately store cach instance of raw data, retrieve the lot, and
evaluate. Thus, the rather cumbersome retrieval-based piccemeal model secms
unicnabie.

An aliemative data-driven or piecemeal model does not rely on retrieval. In
the on-line piecemeal model, cvaluation is presumed to be a primary component
of perception (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957; Zajonc, 1980b). Perceivers
asscss each input ““on-line,’" as it is reccived (Fiske, 1980). They assimilate cach

input’s cvaluation as it is encoded, add it into the cumulative summary, and
retricve that summary affective judgment upon demand. In this view, people
graduaily accumulste and modify an affective reaction, changing it with each
new bit of data; each input scparately contributes to the outcome, al the time it is
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encoded. In our example, the new neighbor would constamtly evoke affective
responses frpm people in the neighborhood. Every behavior and cvery altnbute
would contribute to the running evaluation score, at the time that esch feature
was perceived. Affect, then, is constantly updated, and memor) for the daia is
amlgvlnl, once the affective components are distilke ; and contributed 10 the
running total or average. This model has been most ¢ ex :
Anderson (1981): **subsequent behavior provides uﬂlﬂ mll:::u:n‘. tl':lbnz
cnlua_led and intcgraied in the same way as the earlier information. In this view
the attitude is a dynamic entity, continuously modified by incoming m{nmumr;
!p. 365 ] " This essentially analog, on-line model of affect suggests that affective
impact is imelevant to recall for the dats on which the affect was based and is
consistent with the findings reported earlier, that recall and evaluation are inde-
Pcndenl. Unfortunately, this model ignores the growing literature on compiex
information processing.

Both pngcemeal models posit processes that do not consider the architecture
and capacity of human cognition. Taken literally, such algebraic processes
would strain the capacity of short-term memory. The sequence of evenis in an
J}ndcm@nan'venion of the on-linc model would include: retrieve iritial evalua-
tion, weight it, multiply them together, keep both the weight and the product in
Ative memory, evaluaie new information, weight it, multiply them together
keep both the weight and the product in active memory, add the (wo pmducls.
:;d the two weights, divide the products by the weights. Clearly, such mcnul

mnastics repicsent an unreasonab | s i ’ '
A P le model of, people’s impression formation
_ Even taken ! s literally, the piecemeal models still presu §
tnc_[ﬁcicmy il they do not allow for combining infonr:im"i::: ;::.:unl::
fﬂCIlllll.lt encoding, recognition, and retrieval; these are crucial features of human
cognition. Anderson (1981) again is the most cxplicit and asticulate representa-
tive of the piecemeal alternative. He addresses the issue of complex units by
assigning both cvaluation and weight at the level of **molar wnitization®": that is
a complex stimulus, such as a familiar configuration of noaverbal cues éould b:
Integrated as a single unit. This solution, however, merely passcs lhe.buclr the
problem is transferred to evaluation at the level of the compound slimulu;. I
leaves open the question of how the individual componenis interat and how such
a complcx' patiem itself elicits an evaluative or affective response. More gener-
ally, the piccemeal models do not tackie the issue of Aow people assign affective
responses 1o individual features or combinations of features.

Most importantly, the piecemeal models do not sddress the possibility of

OOOOG?"CSOry-bascd affective responses. The models implicitly assume that cach

stlmulu; IS a unique new encounter, with affective reactivns to be calculated
afresh, ignoring prior experence with other instances of the same calegory. The
rnqicls are»uscfully called piecemeal because they are feature oriented and do not
easily admit to category-based perception and evaluation. Thus, in their sgrictest
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form, they ignore the clear implications of categorization and of inferences that
80 beyond the data given, instead posiling an cntircly data-driven affective
response.

A schema-based model of affect could incorporate current assumplions about
the structure aad capecity of human perception and cognition. Considerable
evidence has amassed 10 show that people draw on structured prior knowledge—
known collectively as schemata—1to facilitate information processing. Bartlett
(1932) defined a schema as: **an active organization of past experiences, which
must always be supposed to be operating in any well-adapted organic responsc
(p- 201).”" Schemata are genenc knowledge structures, abstracted from experi-
ence with instances, and they contain richly interconnected information about the
amributes of the most usual instance (see also Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977). Thus,
the contents of the mill-hunk stcreotype earlier described could be represented
schematically as the set of interconnected expectations about the more crucial
features of a typical instance. Roughly summarized, schema rescarch shows that
schemata aid memory for schema-consistent information (Hastie, 1981; Taylor
& Crocker, 1981); increase confidence in schema-consistent recognition (Cantor
& Mischel, 1979); enhance memory for schema-consistent information that was
in fact never presented (Bower, Black, & Turncr, 1979); and, further, guide
inferences and predictions (Schank & Abelson, 1977). Schema-based social
information processing has been amply demonstrated clsewhere, although em-
pirical and conceptual ambiguities plaguc the arca (Fiske & Linville, 1980). The
bottom line is that, if onc is explicit about onc’s process model, the concept
usefully describes the simplified perception of new inputs that can be fit to
sbetracted prior experience.

Implicating schematic processes in interpersonal affective responses is novel
exicnsion of the schema concept.” Simply put, affect is assumed to be stored
with the generic knowledge structure. The affect is available immediately upon
categorization, 30 evaluations and affect are cued by categorization, that is by
fitting an instance (0 a schema. In this view, a perceiver first comprehends an
input, by assimilating it to an existing knowledge structure, and then cvaluales
the instance on the basis of the affect linked to the schema. The model diverges
critically from the piecemeal models in two respects. First, affect 1s stored at the
top level of the schematic structure. Without access to all the catcgory's features
and their respective evaluations, affect is linked to the initial act of calegoriza-
tion. Second, the model explicitly recognizes that affect may generalize from

Messer's (1978) madel of esif-gemesuted attitude change and Linville’s (1982) modcl of sheaw:
besed evelusiive exiremicy also presupposc that fcelings are a function ol the wchema evuked
Nothing here disputes either Tosser's or Linvilic’s mudel, but the emphases differ. Both thewr model
are concermed specifically with the exuemity of evshuative respunses, Tesser as 8 lunciwn of nme,
Liaville 85 o fuaction of schema complenity. Neither of these facton are particularly relevant here.
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expenience with prior instances o the category as a whole and thence back 1o new
instances; that is, affective responses arc often calcgory based.

A crucial question remains behind: How is affect linked 1o the schema in the
first place? Various processes likely operate in initial affective responses 0
individual stimuli. The first time a novel stimulus is encountered, its components
may be evaluated and iheir evaluations combined, piccemeal fashion. Or, later,
onc may introspect on onc's past behavior, abstracting over instances of onc’s
behavior 10 infer one’s evaluation of a particular stimulus (Bem, 1972). Or one
may be conditioned to the individual stimulus, cither classically or instrumen-
tally. Whatever the process, the point is that the affect is cver after linked 1o the
entire category, along with the relevant cognitive information. MNeither cogaitive
por affective associations are linked just to the originally eacountered individual
instance.

To retum to the mill-hunk example, then, aftcr | decide how | feel sbout
individual steelworkers, by whatever process, | perceive and evaluate them as 2
category. The affect initially may be based on my own preference for lrom City
beer, the Steelers, and t-shins, but my response is not stored that way. Ster-
cotypic or schema-based cvaluation is a summary of many component evalua-
tions, so it is an cfTicient affective processing device. Thus, when a siereolypic
label is applicd. it carries the implicit weight of its inferred or actual components.
The affective impact of categorization derives from its being a proxy for quan-
lities of other infoi.nation; as an cvalustive summary, il is more affectively
informative than any individual item at a lower conceptual level. Of course, each
attribute may carry its own affective implications and originally have combined
1o produce the sur....ary affective reaction stored with the schema. Moccover,
individual items of information, such as isolaicd atiributes, may continue (0 have
affective impact, as the cumulative impression is continually modified. The
important point is that the affective reaction does POt presuppose access 1o the
schema'’s component attributes. Comparing this model further 10 the Hiecemeal
approaches, then, schema-based affect combines both retrieval and on-line pro-
cesses; that is, the affective reaction is retricved from memory upon access (0 the
schema, but the initial reaction and modifications of it are processed on line. The
distinction between retrieval and on-line models cvaporaies in schematic
processing.

RESEARCH ON SCHEMA-TRIGGERED AFFECT

The prediction unique to this model is simple: Schematic maich determines
affective responses. To the degree that an instance is perceived to fit the schema,
it will receive the affect tinked 1o that category. Otherwise, the instance re.cives
moderate pusitive alfect, by default, pending its possible categorization as 3
good example of something elsc. There is much evidence that the default evalua-

e ——
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tion of other people is moderately positive, all other things being equal (Matlin & experience and tailor a stimulus person o it her type of guy, in personality and
Stang, 1978). In a program of rescarch designed 10 investigaie the main hypoth- appearance.*
esis, we have explored schema-triggered affect in the initiation of close relation- To do this, we told undergraduate women subjects that we were studying their
ships, in forming impressions of politicians, and in campus stereotyping. No impressions of people thcy had known in the past, would meet in the present, and
single study entircly proves the point. Together the message of these studies expected to meet in the future. To serve this first alleged purpose, the women
encourages the use of this approach, as we hope 0 show. completed the PPl for three well-known peopie: themselves, a same-seX best
All three applicstions of the model have followed a roughly similar strategy. fricnd, and a past or current romantic pariner. Then they cngaged in the alleged
First, we explored the contents of the relevant person schema and discovered the second part of the study, forming impressions of people the!r were just meeting.
affect linked to it. This preliminary stage usually involved gathering norms from This actually was a filler task that consisted of observing a bland videotaped
the relevant population as (o the consensual perceptions or stercolypes of a given getting-acquainted conversation between two male students, after which the
cacgory of people. The second siep was to present subjects with stimulus people subjects completed two more PPI’s and some recall measures.
who varied in their degree of match (o the schema. The matches among these During the 30-minute filler task, the cxperimenter consiru ted cach subject’s
should elicit schema-triggered affect, whereas the mismalches sl suld not. tailor-made stimulus person from her own romantic-pasiner profile. Each sub-

ject’s own ratings were reproduced on scales of a different format (continuous
120-mm lines instead of 7-point Liken scales) and in a different sequence of the

The initistion of Close Relationships 17 standard PPI traits. This cnabled us (o construct for each subject an uasecog-

In collaboration, Ann Beattic, Sandra Milberg, and 1 were interested in the old- nizable copy of her own old-flame profile. No one cxpressed the slightest suspi-
flame phenomenon as an cxample of schema-triggered affect (Fiske, Beatuie, & cion on this score during debriefing.
Milberg, 1981). It is a common observation about one's fricnds that they repeat- In addition, we ascertained each subject’s old-flame physical type. Under the
edly get attracted to the same lype of person. (Of course, it’s never that way for guise of the third part of the study (people they expected to meet in the future),
onesell.) We hypothesized that people develop idiosyncratic schemata for their we asseried that they would be paired with some male voluntcers in a later part of
own particular kind of mate. Their category for the, son of person they arc the research. Because physical attractivencss has an impact oo * /hether people
atracted 1o might include information about appearance. persofk lity, interests, get along, we said, it was imporiant (o know their own personal reactions to the
and the like. Certainly, such a (same-)old-flame category is affectively luden. male volunteers’ appearance. We emphasized that we were nol interested in
Coasequently, when ong encounters a person who is 2 good match to the old- consensual physical atractivencss (i.c., would he be suited 1o appe- £ in & scoich
flame schema, the attendant affects are triggered, based on one’s accumulated ad), but in whether he was *‘the type of guy you have been aftracted t0 in the
prior experiences. Further, the schema cues cxpectations and behaviors based on past.”’
previous encounters. Thus, the old-flame schema, when triggered, becomes sell- After collecting these *‘base-line’* measures, the experimenter made a show
fulfilling. Of course, in this sense, it is one of a long line of such self-fulfilling of randomly assigning subjects to rate only one of the stimulus people. The
stereotypes (sec Daricy & Fazio, 1980, for a review). women, in fact, received the photograph of someone they had raied cither very
Our research stralegy began with assessing the contents and affect linked to high or very low as physically their “type of guy,”” and they received the
old Names among our subject population. First, we constructed a personalily personality profile cither of someonc they themselves had described as an old
inventory consisting of Lrails our prefest subjects thought most relevant (o close flame or of someone else’s old flame. Subjects thus were randomly assigned to
relstionships. This **Princeton Personality Inventory"' (PPI) consisted of 17 receive one of four levels of match to their own idiosyncratic old-flame schemata
traits: fun, adventurous, honest, sensitive, strong willed, intelligent, trusting. (personality match or not, combined with appearance match or not). Surprising-
athletic, commensensical, polite, listens, romantic, respectful, sense of humor, ly, as noted, no one recognized this fact.

trustworthy, understanding, and gentic. In addition 1o invoking old flames by

personality profiles, we also presumed that most undergraduates would have

paticmns of Mtraction $0 certain physical types. For simplicity, we used women O . Thes assumed that our college-age subjects had all had romantic iavolvements airealy Ths
subjects and collected slides showing undergraduate men of varied appearance. 0 006 .)::':‘:‘: :::..::T.T:?:f:ﬁ : least 10 the u: _: o caiad :m-; e 4o
Thus, the old-flame schema could be cvoked along two dimensions: pemnahl_y ’ nvolvement, it is sl likely that she woukl have caperencod one-way :wlvcmnu (crashes). The
profile or photograph. 1t only remained 10 assess cach individual's idiosyncratic iheory shuuld bokd exqually well for unrequited sitractions.
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We hypothesized that subjects would react positively, given a total match, in
which both personality and photo fit their own old-flame type.3 A total nonmatch
should elicit little effect. The partial matches (appearance match or personality
maich but not both) were a puzzie. It was not clear a priori how subjects would
react, but we did expect (o clicit some affect from the partial matches, in contrast
10 the total soamatches who should elicit essentially no affect.

One set of dependent measures asked subjects o predict how the stimulus
person might make them fecl, rating their own affective responses on 15 adjec-
tives derived from Roseman’s (1979) structural theory of emotion. The affects
included six positive adjectives (liking, happy, proud, hopeful, relicf, and sym-
pathy) and nine negative (afraid, sad, regret, uncase, angry, disgusted, frus-
trated, shame, and disliking). The raw affect ratings were averaged to yield a
positive and a negative index.

As can be seen from Fig. 3.1, total matches on both appearance and person-
ality clicited much positive affect and little negative affect, exacily as predicted.
The partial match results also are rather intriguing. Partial maiches clicited
moderate positive affect—especially those who matched on appearance but not
on personality. Aad partial maiches elicited moderate negative affect as well.
These people, who were **close but not quite right,”” elicited more fear, sadness,
regret, uncase, frustration, and the like than did the total matches. So they
clicited ambivalence, in contrast to the clear positive affect tnggered by the total
maiches. Finally, noamatches elicited little affect of either kind.

The affect resuits should be especially interesting if they are echoed by behav-
toral choices; that is, if subjects act on their schema-triggered feclings, then the
schema becomes self-fulfilling. To test this, we provided subjects with their
choice of settings in which to meet with the male volunicers. As predicted, they
most ofien chose (o meet with the total matches in **an informal gathering some
cvening,’’ the setting most conducive to romantic involvement. As for the partial
maiches, the women preferred 10 meet with them in a more task-oriented setting
(**a work group in a laboratory setting’’). Presumably, a task setting would be
less involving than an explicitly social seiting, but it would still allow them to
seek additional information, thus resolving the ambiguitics of the partial
maiches. Not surprisingly, subjects had little desire 1o meet with the nonmatches
in cither setiing. The neutral setting showed no effects, as would be predicted.

This study’s resulis are of primary importance when taken in contrast (0
tliernative models. The piccemeal models do not casily explain configural re-

*This assumes thet thew associstions to past romanix involvements are pamarily positive. In this
siudy, this scemed 10 be the case, becasse must subjects rated their past futhantn: partners af of sbove
the icsie mudpoimt on positive armits. Ia swbscyuent rescarch (Fiske, Beattie. & Mulberg. 1981), we
have found that posdive prior expencaces cue pusitive affect and ncgalive prior eXpeneENces cue
negative affect.

Affect
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POSITIVE AFFECT NEGATIVE AFFECT

70k
PERSONALITY

60

: o]
PERSOMALITY onmarch’
60— T 50— T
Match Noamatch Match Nonmatch

APPEARANCE APPEARANCE

FIG. 3.1. Positive and ncgative affect as » function of penonality and ap-
pearance maich o old-Mlame schema (Fiske, Beatte, & Milberg, 1981).

sponses, that is, the interaction effects in which partial matches do not simply fall
in between total matches and nonmaiches.

The most suraightforward explanation seems to be that when a new person is a
good match to one's prior category, the person clicits the aflfects and actions
linked to the schema. One altemative, however, dozs remain unassailed by these
data. It is possible that subjects prefer anyonc who is a good fit 1o their own prior
knowledge and cxpectations. In this view, the affect is not evoked by affect
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o
g L
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< 80 L Moich
n
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" LY¢)
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Match Nonmotch Maich Nonmaich Maich Nonmatch
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FIG. 3.2. Chuce of nteraction selting a5 & fumcion of personality and ap-
pearance match (o old-flame schema (Fiske, Beattie, & Milberg, 191).
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-tored with the schema, but people simply favor familiar examples and dislike
aersy ambiguity. The next set of research addresses this issue and applies
schema-triggered affect 1o a different interpersonal knowledge domain.

Forming Impressions of Politicians

In order to differentisse between schema-triggered affect and the hypothesis that
poor fit (lack of familisrity) simply causes discomflont, onc needs 3 negative
schema. If good fit to a negative schema causes negative affect and poor fit
causes positive affect, that constitutes cvidence for schema-based affect and
against the idea that ambiguity simply causes the discomfort. Consequently,
some of our research nceded 10 draw on a negative stereotype and assess reac-
tions as a function of match to it.

The political domain tums out to be well-suited to this enterprise. There is a
shared set of knowledge about politicians, and the stercotype is rather negative.
Moving from idiosyncratic schemata (old fNlames) to consensual ones (politi-
cians) brings us 10 mass person perception, in which everyonc is forming impres-
sions of the same stimulus people. Agair, the research required two steps:
assessment of the schema's content and affect, followed by presentation of
targets who varied in degrees of schematic fit, to see if good fit uniquely triggers
the affect associsted with the catcgory.

In the first sep, then, we (Fiske, Milberg, Destefano, & Maffeu, 1980)
collected undergraduates” shared conceptions about the nature of politicians.
These include assumptions about both personality and appearance. According to
the average student, a typical politician:

nnilunlllhelime.uifhz'tina;uodnmdevcnuhenhcisno(.wpcople never
ksow whea he means it. He tends 10 pose, being concemed with appearances and
pusting oa 8 frost. His colleagues describe him as warm and friendly.

His life revolves srousd his career. He is an average worker, docs only what is
capected, sothing more o less, snd worties sbowt keeping his job. He will do what
other people wast im order 0 maintain his posilion; he cares desperaicly about what
people im gemeral thisk of him. He is informed and often in the spotlight; he enjoys
speaking ia growps. He is vain and very ambitious, and basically concerned only
for himself. He rather thinks he has all the snswers.

He emjoys going out io social functions, mingling and greeting people; he is
very outgoing. He dislikes mrguing with people and he avoids controversy. His
opinions are moncommital aad middic-of-the-road; he is often swauyed by pressure.
Almost all the time his actioas sppeas sbove question. However, on occasion he
has been knowa 10 be somewhat wntrustworthy ¢

S merestingly gh, tyis persomadity ype shout the sburact category of pulitician, which
was obtsined from wadergraduates, is echoed by the gencral public’s serentype of the central trany
shared by the aciual foreruaners for Pressdemt (Kinder, Peters, Abclson, & Fiske, 1981).
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Undcrgraduates’ politician stereotype also contains information about the ap-
pearance of typical politicians. Accordingly, we were able (o obsin several
photographs that exemplified politicians and scveral thal were discrepant with
the politician stereotype.

Having identified the contents of the politician schema and knowing that it
triggers negative affect (Fiske, Milberg, Destefano, & Mafleit, 1980, Sears,
1976), the prediction of the schema-triggered model again is thet a good Mt will
cue the affect linked to the schema, but this time that affect is megative. Lack of
fit again should moderate reactions, but this time in a positive direction.

In this siudy, maich to the politician schema was manipulated, first, by
appearance. Subjects were given cither a sicreotypic politician photograph or an
atypical politician photograph. Second, subjects were told that the target was
cither a politician, a business executive, or a person. All subjects were given the
same personality description, which consisted of half politician attributes (as
shown previously) and half nonpolitician attributes. Thus, the w itier; materials
were ambiguous and could be interpreted as consistent with the politician ster-
cotype or not, depending on the label and photograph.

In addition to the manipulations of appcarance maich and label, the political
realm necessitates a third independent variable. Previous work (Fiske & Kinder,
1981) indicates extreme variability in levels of prior knowledge about politics,
and such variability i~ Jortantly influences political cognition. In this context, if
the label politician c:. . little stored knowledge about politicians, there may well
be no effect of schematic maich or nonmatch. Novices who do not possess the
schema will not notice the lack of fit. Consequently, the effects are predicted to
hold only for the relative political experts among our undergradustes. Using a
scale of political expertisc and involvement developed in another context (Fiske
& Kinder, 1981), we divided the subjects into relative experts and novices.

As predicted by a schematic model, novices do not show the effects of
complex prior knowledge on affective reactions.” For the novices, tne label
politician was simply always a liability, regardicss of appearance. In contrast,
the appearance of a politician elicited positive affect among the novices, regard-
less of label (see Fig. 3.3). The two independent cffects of appearance and label
do combine 10 produce an aflective response, but they do nat exhibit the confligu-
ral effects of schematic good or pvor maich.

The experts, on the other hand, do show schematic processing. Given the
labels executive or person, the political or nonpolitical appearance of the photo-
graphs makes little difference, because they arc irrelevant. However, once the
relevant schema is cued by the label politician, an appearance that maiches the

TAffect and evaluation measures were combined into 8 single indes in fhux particulas sucy, W
yimplify reporting. All the negstive affects were subtracted from alf the pusitive aflects (o form =A
oversll affect scale. The cvalustion measure was then combined with this scale W ywchd the summary
inden. Results do nut differ crucially 1f reporied scparsicly.
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FIG. 3.3. Affect and eveluation as a function of appearance and label inaich to
politician uereotype (Fiske, Milberg, Desicfano, & Maffeu, 1980).

stercotype cosis its possessor considerable damage. A politician who Iooks_ Iich
one is not at all favored by those who know about politicians. However, if .Im
sppearance is a poor maich 1o the negative politician schema, he does not ghcu
the schema-based affect. In sum, then, schematic match cucs the associated
affect for those who possess the relevant schema. .

One possible criticism of these results is that they are limited in generality and
pertain only 10 hypothetical politicians. Perhaps, given the complexities ql react-
ing 10 actual political candidates, the politician schema would have little |mpﬂ:l.
Politicial image makers certainly would profit from knowing the generality of
this effect, and we also were curious. Consequently, around the time of the first
1980 primarics, we conducied an experiment using as stimuli the sctual front-
runners for President. At the time, they were the incumbent (Carter), two Re-
publicans (Reagaa and Bush), and two Democrats (Kenncdy and Brown).

Agaia, the reseasch required setting up degrees of schematic maich. How 1o
do this was another probiem. Clearly, we could not label the Presidential front-
runners as anything other than politicians, nor could we change their appearance.
So we manipulated their perceived fit 1o the politician schema along personality
dimensions. The politician description generated carlicr was presenicd as an

intimate portrait of the candidate, written by a reporter who had shared the
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campaign trail with him. A third of the subjects received the politician descrip-
tion a*tributed to one of the five front-runners. The remaining two thirds received
onc of iwo control descriptions. One was exactly opposiie (o the politician
description (extremely competent, not at all ambitious, very introverted, scru-
pulously honest); this ““antipolitician’’ was rather 8 saint, extreme and peculiar.
Consequently, another control was created by asking subjects where the **ordi-
nary person ' falls on cach of the relevant sttributes (i.c., moderaicly competent,
somewhat ambitious, relatively extroveried, usually honest). That description
turned out a nebish, a rather nondescript character. Thus, each of the five (ront-
runners was rolated through each of the three personality postraits: politician,
antipoliticien (saint), and ordinary person (ncbish). Each subject received only
one description of only one candidate.

Subjects again were undergraduates, and their affective reactions were as-
scssed by the siandard adjective list. The affect results showed the predicted
disadvantage to prototypic politicians; they consistently elicited bess positive
affect and more negative affect than did the nonpoliticians (sce Fig. 3.4). Ttis
result is particularly striking when one considers that it held for such well-known
national candidates.

Of equal or greater interest is that the personality descriptions influcaced
actual vote intentions. Nonc of the respondents were much interesied in voling
for the candidates described as sicreotypic politicians. Democratic volers pre-
ferred the rather unrealistic, saintly antipolitician, whereas Republican voters
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FIG. 3.4. Affect as o funciion of politcian stercotype (Fiske, Milberg, De-
sicfano, & Maffen, 1980).
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preferred the *“ordinary pemon,”’ who was pondescript to the point of being
noneatity. Independents fell between the Republicans and Democrats (sce Fig.
3.5). Of course, in addition, voter and candidatc party combined to predict party-
loyalty voting, but the description cffects were of an almost comparable magni-
wde. Even the incumbent Carter was not immune (0 the detrimental effects of the

To sum up the political research, then, the consensual politician schema
contains richly interconnccted information about the appearance and mmnallly
of typical politicians. When & hypothetical or actual politician i dgscnbc_d as 4
good or a poor instance of the negatively tinged schema, his reputation suffers of
improves accordingly.

Campus Sterectypes

Both previous sets of research argue for the schematic-match hypomesis on the
grounds that degree of fit 10 au affectively laden schema delcrmines whether the
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instance receives the affect linked 1o the schema. Both argue that the entire
configuration’s degree of fit deicrmines affective responses. Thus, individual
items do not combine additively but insicad interactively. For example, if both
appearance and personality fit onc's category for an old flame or a politician,
then schema-triggered affect, cither positive of negative, results. If the fit is
partial, affect moderates loward neutral o slightly positive.

A stricter test of the configural effects of schemalic processing requires a
different approach than that of the first sets of research. This involves the prelim-
inary scaling of individual components 10 allow a more pointed differentiation
between a piecemcal and a schematic account. The critical design must hold
constant the evaluations of the component pieces of information, and it musl vary
only the consistency or inconsistency of their configuration. If the overall reac-
tion changes as a function of the combination, in ways predicied by schematic
fit, then the piccemeal model is weakened.® The next study did precisely that.
Moderately negative campus stercotypes were combined with moderately pusi-
tive behaviors, cach of which was consistent or inconsistent with the steeotype.
By holding component evaluations constant and varying only the cunsiciency of
the combination, the study constitutes a strong test of the schematic hypothesis.

As before, the study began by assessing the contents and affect Jinked t0 the
warget schemata. We (Fiske & Gup, 1980) found four campus stcreotypes that fil
our design specifications, as is clear shortly. At Camcgic—Mellon, there are two
pairs of interlocking, mutually exclusive student stereotypes. The first pair of
consensual stereotypes is artist and engincer (familiarly known as “fnits’" and
**vegetables’”). Behaviors consistent with the antist stereotype (such as smoking
marijuana, or perching in a iree (0 play the flute) are discrepant with the engineer
stereotype. The reverse is a‘so true: Engincers allegedly **‘nurd out”’ all might in
the computer room (°'vegetable garden’’) and wear dull, dated, misnwatched
clothes, whereas an antist allegedly never would. For generality, we used 3
second puir of mutually exclusive siereotypes; these were homosenual (gay)
student and member of the Reserve Officers Training Corp (ROTC). The ROTC
group stereotypically is involved in traditionally male pursuits (football and
women), whereas the gay group stereotypically is involved in nontraditionally
male pursuits (cooking and flower arranging). Upon collecting norms from un-
dergraduates, then, two pairs of mutually exclusive negative siereolypes and
attendant neutral behaviors were identified.

SThis distinction sounds dangeruusly fike the coniroversy In persom perception, uaning with
Asch (1946). 1n which meaning change (Zanna & Hamikon, 1977) snd averaging (Aadcrson, 1974)
were pited sgminsl cach uiher. Meaning-change advocases agued that halu effects resubied from a
semantic ur evalustive change in the mesning of penpheral wusts caused by the vverall configuratiion
of tramts. The slycbrusc approach srgued that such effects can be explainad by changing the relstive
weights of the compunent atinbutes This issue was declared uaresolvabic (Ostrom, 1977) The pusst
here 15 different, however. Here, neither the evalutive sur the scmantic meaning of indivadhsal
linibutes 13 argued to change. Nor is 1l predicied that an averagiag model will easily expluin the data,
a8 een.

N
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TABLE 3.1
Stimulus Photographs~
Pasr® Label Slide Behavior | Behavior 2
I Enginegr. Targst wean Nurd. Tesget wears short, Terminal. Tasgel working
biue t-ahint: ““‘Cormegie out-of-fashion pants; ol computer lerminal,
Tech civil enginsers cames calculator and school books hitered
give o dami™* glasses; shirt 13 shon- aboul.
sleeve, bution-down, 100
beg.

Arsist. Tarpet sits with Fiue. Target stands in tree  Joins. Target sits on a
peist boa and postfolso playiag recorder. couch, highting a hard-
case. rolled manguana

Ciganciie.
2. ROTC. Terget wears green Date. Target deessed up, Football. Target stands

fatigues.

Gey. Torget wean black ¢-
shirt with silver lctiers:
*'Gay Rights Now "

helps wuman on with
hes coat.

Wak. Target is in plant-
filled, well-equipped
kischea, cooks with 8
Qunese wok.

oulsude, pused 1o throw
football.

Flowers. Tasget sits at a
dining-ruom iable ar-
ranging stsaw flowers in
a glass vase.

“Each stimmilus person siways wes presenied first in a plain face photo not descnbed here.

SEach peur of steseciypes is interfocking; thet is, behavior cunsisient with one sicreolype 18
discrepant behavios for the othes siereatype withia the pasr. This unconfounds the disc jconsis-
teat manipulation from slide comtent.

¥

The design, thea, was simpie. Stimulus materials were slides showing cach of
the cight behaviors described carlier (Iwo consistent behaviors per slereotype).
The stereotypes also were presented photographically. For example, the engincer
wore a pale blue t-shirt that said **Camegie Tech civil engineers give a dam,”’
and the gay student wore a silver on black t-shirt that said **Gay Rights Now.”
Given four stereotype slides and eight behaviors, each subject could then see two
consistent and two inconsistent stimulus people. (Table 3.1 describes the stimuli
and the masching process.) In addition, the siereotype slides were presented
cither before or afier their matched behavior pair. Because this order manipula-
tion had no impect, it is not discussed further.

Subjects’ evaluations of the stimulus people were assessed on a scale of
**general likability.”® As before, the prediction was that good match to the
negative siereotype would cue negative affect, whereas poor match would not,

*This study was coaducted befere we began using the more sembitive, continuoss mcasures ot
affect noted cliewhers in this chapies. Resubts were puasignificant vn o quick and dirty affedt
checklist we were using &t the time. Coaseyuently, Uws study’s rep ulty used a bipol
evaluation measure of peacral liksbiliy, which should be highly currelsicd, although not wentical,
with affect.
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FIG. 3.6. Evaluation (it between stereotype and behavios (Fiske & Gup. 1900).
Upper line represents sicreotype-behavior preseatation sequeace; lowes kae repre-
sents the reverse soquence.

even holding constant the component evaluations. As Fig. 3 6 shows, schema-

consistent targets in fact were liked less that schema-discrepant wargets, given
ncgalive schemata a~d moderate behaviors. The crucial point bears repeating:
The evaluations of the components were held constant; it was the schematic fit of
the ensemble that triggered the evaluative response.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A schema-triggered model of interpersonal affect makes several claims shout our
perceptions of others. First, other people are represented as instances ol calego-
nes. There are consensual categories at the culiural level, as in the generic
politician stereotype. Understanding the likes of Reagan, Carter, and Kennedy
comes in part from shared prior knowledge about the personality and appearance
typical of our nation's politicians, There are also consensual categorics st the
subculture level. Campus stereotypes include knowledge about the behavior to
be expected of preppics and hippies, engincers and artists, gays and ROTC
recruits. Finally, there are idiosyncratic categories, as in the old-flame schema.
This includes, again, expectations about personality and appearance consisient
with onc’s past experiences. At each level, the term schema captures the process
of matching new information to old, of fitting an instance to an |{:u.r-:||on.
Alternative terms, such as siereotype, do not explicitly evoke lhe,\ matching
process.

The model makes a second claim: Affect is linked o categorization. Given
good fit to the schema, the instance elicits the schema'’s affect. Good e amples of
politicians and nurds trigger negative affect, whereas good cxamples of old

——
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Il,nmu trigg: r positive affect. Partial matches—in which the schema has bgcn
cvoked but t ¢ fit is poor—irigger moderated affect, an ambivalent comhlnau_on
of positive 1nd regative. Thus, both moderate positive and moderate negative
affect are dir cte'l loward potential dates who have the *'nght™* personality or the
**right’* loo’ s bt mot both. And, in another realm, politicians who do not look
or act like it} = typical politician are given benefit of the doubt and a moderately
positive cvaluation. Finally, enginccring nurds who act atypically spontancous
snd creative are preferred to thosg who simply work hard, as would be expected.

All the partial maiches elicit moderated sffect compared (o the total matches.

Further, nonmaiches elicit little affect of any sort. The ordinuy person evokes
lithe reaction ualess a specific schema has been triggered. .

The model ventures a third claim, namely that affectively triggered schemata
are guides to action. In he case of ptololypoc politicians, onc voles against them.
In the case of prototypic old nnrnes ponc secks them out in a social rather thai
task-oriented setting. OtherSesedrch indicates similar category-based behaviors:
Peoplc seck information that - will .wppm their expectations (Berscheid,
Grazanio, Monson, & Dermer, 1976; Snyder & Cantor, 1979), treat people
sccording 1o those expectations, and elicit the éxpected reciprocal responses
(Sayder, Tanke, & Berscheid, 1977; Word, Zanna, & Cooper, I9‘.I4)4 Such self-
fulfilling prophecics are particularly important when affectively tinged expecta-
tions are repessedly confirmed and hence persevere. Clinicians, for cxample,
devoic lifptimes to uncovegjng and changmg lhclr cllaqs more destructive sell-
fulﬁllmg cxpectations. . -a

_In_sum, then, mll:rpcrsonal schemaia are uu:rully viewed as a network of
knowledge, affect, and plans’that are richly interconnected. In ugumgilhls mlnl
of view, we must keep sight'af the altematives: piccemeal approsches in particu-
lar. Several results reported heré weaken such attribute-oriented analyses. First, in
the o¥d-flame study, partial mllchcs clicired an ambivalence not easily explaincd
by the combined valence of theandividual components; that is, the PO,’"'VC atfect
does roughly fit a piecemeal -ippmach: Two posjlivt' attributes elicit c:lrcrpldy
favorable reactions, a positive plus a neutral attribute clicits moderately positive
reactions, and two neutrals elicit little reactjon. In particular, however, negative
affect does not follow a picctmeal mddel; that model would predict the reverse
ordering for negative affecty, which result does not occur. Instead, two positive
sttributes and two ncutral altributes both clvul low negativity. One positive and
one neutral elicit increased negativity. It is difficult to imagine how algebraic
combinations, howgver weighted, would account for this patiern.

A second test of results thet discredits the, piecemeal perspective is in the final
study reporsed. That wes explicitly, designed 1o hold component cvalua-
tions constant, while only their schematic consistency or discrep-
ancy. An algebraic model that manipulzics relative weight as a function of the
combinstion could assign, loveaed weight 1o palt of the discrepant information
snd thus mimic the obtained reqults. But such an icrpretation has an ad hoc
ruality, becsuse it is unclear befire the fact whlch!d)mponcnl will be discounted
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and which heavily weighted. Further, as soon as an algebraic model begins 1o
adjust for the configuration of componenis, it admits that some sor of complex
prior knowledge shapes such rclative weighting. Schemstic models label and
caplain such expectations.

Finally, and most conceptually important, the piccemeal models do not at-
tempi 1o be cognitively reasonable. They do not explaia how people might
sctually process cotnponent evaluations into » smmary reaction. Although such
algebraic gymnastics might conceivably opcrste for combining, say, just two
componcnts into an overall attitude, it has yet to be explained how people would
manage o process complex, piccemeal, evaluative information. Quite possibly,
later efforts will elucidate plausible internal processes, but st present, the piece-
meal models are 5'mply outcome oriented and ignore c¢ognitive mechanisms.

This latter Iack undercuts expianations in the stimulus - eneralization terms of
leaming theories. While reinforcement models of atira .jon (Clore & Byme,
1974; Lott & Lott, 1974) and of attitudes (Staats & Stasts, 1957) have gathered
much support, they deal mainly with the case of consistent instances ({i.c. liking
someone who is rewarding) or presumc all instances identical to the original.
They are mute on the mechanisms of generalizing ovrr varied irstances (o
categories and vice versa. Nor do social conditioning m-- Is address the issue of
partial matches. Instead, artitude objecis are assumed to fit or not fit broader
categorics. A schematic spproach explicily lends itself 1o analyzing ambiguous
and partial fits.

We can speculate about the origins of affectively Iaden schemata, and even
less is known about how knowledge structures change through exposure to
exceptions and inconsistencies. Various applicd literatures offer strong bets, for
cxample, about how to change stercotypes through contrct with outgroups or
how to alier maladaptive patierns through clinical ir'er ention. If the social
schema literature is guing to come out of its cogritive 1 ve- y tower, it will profit
much from such consultations.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This chapter has benclited from the bhelpful comments of Eugene Borgida, Margaset
Clark, June Costcllo, Berbara Fiske, Donald Fiske, Resd Hastic, Daved Klahe, Jill Larkin,
Richard Lau, snd Patricis Linville.

REFERENCES

Abehon, R P Kinder. 1) R, Petenn, M D) . & Fiske, S T. Affect = and semantic components sn
puliical penaon perepiion Jowrnal of Persomulity and Socssd Py holigy, 191, 42, 619 .6)0

Allport. G W The natwre of prejudice Resding, Mass : Addivnn Vesley, 1934

Andenon, N H. Informstion intc rration. A baef survey InD M rastz, R C Atkimon, R D,
Luce, & P. Suppes (Eds ), €1 wemporary developasenis 1y mats -maitc ol pl)-h(-lun Vol )
San Fraociscn: W_H Freemaa. 1014

v ’
1y «. +°



