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Abstract

Are individuals who chronically expect to be treated prejudicially biased toward perceiving rejecting emotions in the faces of out-
group others? In two studies, participants watched a series of computer-generated movies showing animated faces morphing from expres-
sions of rejection (i.e., contempt and anger) to acceptance, and indicated when the initial expression of rejection changed. We also
assessed stigma consciousness. Study 1 tested the connection between gender-based stigma consciousness and perceptions of contempt
in male vs. female faces among female participants. Study 2 examined this connection for both men and women and for perceptions of
contempt as well as anger. Results show that prejudice expectations lead individuals to interpret out-group faces as more rejecting than
in-group faces, but only for female perceivers, and not for males. Further, our results suggest that prejudice expectations affect percep-
tions of contempt, but not anger. These results are discussed in relation to intergroup relations and emotion.
� 2007 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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I had reached the habit of expecting color prejudice so uni-

versally, that I found it even when it was not there—
DuBois (1944/1991, p. 113).

What are the effects of hearing that your group is just
not good enough, day after day, year after year? How do
you perceive the world, and those in it, after being ham-
mered over the head with negative stereotypes about your
group? As the quote by DuBois above indicates, one possi-
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ble outcome is to start expecting prejudice universally, to
anticipate being judged on the basis of your group and
not by the content of your character. That is, one might
develop a script for intergroup rejection, in which one wor-
ries about being socially devalued and becomes vigilant for
cues communicating this rejection. And there may be no
better place to look for these cues than the face.

The face is of central importance to social interaction
and can be thought of as the medium of emotional expres-
sion (Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Izard, 1971). It is here that
we look to see if we are being accepted or rejected, wel-
comed or turned away, and is usually the focus of our
attention when interacting with others. People have the
ability to read faces and decode non-verbal facial expres-
sions, especially when the expressions are intense, unam-
biguous, and overt (Ekman, 2003). We get into more
trouble, however, when the expressions are subtle and
ambiguous. Understanding how members of stigmatized
groups interpret ambiguous facial displays is the focus of
the present research. We ask if individuals who chronically
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expect to be treated prejudicially show a bias in the percep-
tion of facial affect given off by out-group members.

Prejudice expectations

Targets of prejudice are aware of their group’s stigma-
tized social identity, including the awareness that their
group has lower status, compares unfavorably to other
groups, and is negatively stereotyped (Crocker & Major,
1989; Frey & Tropp, 2006; Steele, Spencer, & Aronson,
2002; Vorauer, Main, & O’Connell, 1998). Many African
Americans, for example, recognize that others hold nega-
tive beliefs about their group’s academic ability and pen-
chant for aggressive behavior (Mendoza-Denton,
Downey, Purdie, Davis, & Pietrzak, 2002). This awareness
can lead to the expectation of being the target of prejudice
and discrimination and to the formation of a script for
prejudicial treatment. Borrowing from the relational
schema literature (e.g., Baldwin, 1992), we define prejudice
expectations as working models of intergroup interactions
that function as cognitive maps to help people navigate
their social worlds. Although a thorough discussion is
beyond the scope of the current treatment, these cognitive
structures are hypothesized to include images of self and
other, along with a script for an expected pattern of rejec-
tion during intergroup interactions. Prejudice expectations
lead people to become vigilant and on guard for evidence
of personal discrimination, and can cause individuals to
feel at risk for social devaluation, exclusion, and biased
treatment (Major & O’Brien, 2005; Steele et al., 2002).

When operating with a prejudice expectation, people
survey their surroundings to determine whether they are
in a potentially threatening environment (Inzlicht & Ben-
Zeev, 2000) and become sensitive to cues communicating
that their group’s stigmatized social status may be rejected
(Kaiser, Vick, & Major, 2006). When people are uncertain
of their standing and watchful for stigma-relevant cues,
they may underperform on academic tasks (Steele & Aron-
son, 1995), attribute negative feedback to prejudice
(Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, & Major, 1991; Major, Quinton,
& McCoy, 2002), and react negatively during intergroup
interactions (Pinel, 2002).

Individual differences

Importantly, people differ in the extent to which they
hold prejudice expectations and these differences have
important outcomes for intergroup behavior, such as inter-
group emotions, institutional trust, cross-group friend-
ships, and academic performance (Aronson & Inzlicht,
2004; Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002; Pinel, 2002; Shelton,
Richeson, & Salvatore, 2005). Recent work suggests that
individual differences in prejudice expectations, such as
stigma consciousness or rejection sensitivity, can also acti-
vate a biologically based defensive motivation system that
orients individuals towards negative stimuli in order to
react to them appropriately (Lang, Bradley, & Cuthbert,
1990). Kaiser et al. (2006), for example, found evidence
suggesting that women who were high in stigma conscious-
ness paid more attention to subliminally presented social-
identity threatening cues. This increased pre-conscious
attention, however, was only responsive to social-identity
threatening cues; general negative or neutral cues did not
elicit the same response. Similarly, Downey and colleagues
showed that individuals who were high in personal rejec-
tion-sensitivity reacted to rejection-relevant cues with an
augmented startle eye-blink response—a marker of the
activation of the defensive motivation system—suggesting
that they pay close attention to rejection cues and readily
perceive rejection in other people’s behavior (Downey,
Mougios, Ayduk, London, & Shoda, 2004). There is evi-
dence then, that people who hold prejudice expectations
pay extra close attention, perhaps even pre-conscious
attention, to the cues that signal group-based rejection.

But can prejudice expectations affect visual perception?
Can it, for example, affect the way a woman perceives a
man’s facial display of emotion? We predict that among
a socially devalued group (women), prejudice expectations
would be associated with a tendency to see rejecting emo-
tions in the faces of out-group members (men) but not
in-group members (women).

Emotions as revealed by the face

Although no research has explored this hypothesis
directly, several research traditions support our line of rea-
soning. Since the New Look in psychology, researchers
have repeatedly illustrated how psychological states, indi-
vidual differences, and specific situations can shape percep-
tion. This was demonstrated most famously by Bruner and
Goodman (1947) who showed that a child’s values and
needs could affect his or her estimates of the size of various
coins. Recently, researchers have shown that the perception
of faces and facial affect can also be affected by these states
and traits. The emotions we feel, for example, can deter-
mine how long we see similar emotions last on someone
else’s face. Using a novel method, Niedenthal, Halberstadt,
Margolin, and Innes-Ker (2000) had participants watch a
short movie showing a person’s face expressing a specific
emotion (e.g., happiness) that gradually changed to a sec-
ond emotion (e.g., sadness). Participants—who were
induced to feel specific emotions—were asked to indicate
when the initial expression dissipated. Results showed that
emotion congruent expressions (e.g., perceiving happiness
after being induced with happiness) were perceived to last
longer than emotion incongruent expressions (e.g., perceiv-
ing sadness after being induced with happiness). This sug-
gests that specific emotional states can enhance the
perceptual processing of similar emotions in others.

Using the same methodology, Hugenberg and Boden-
hausen (2003) showed that White participants who were
high in implicit racial prejudice perceived anger displayed
by a Black face to last longer than White participants
who were low in implicit prejudice. This suggests that
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highly prejudiced Whites are biased to perceive stereotypi-
cal affect in Black but not White faces. There is evidence,
then, that states and traits can affect the perception of
facial emotion. Is it thus possible that an individual differ-
ence such as stigma consciousness can bias the perception
of emotional expression?
Contempt vs. anger

If prejudice expectations lead women to see rejection last
longer on a man’s face than a woman’s, is this true for all
rejecting emotions or specific to some? According to
Ekman (2003), there are seven pan-cultural facial expres-
sions: joy, anger, fear, sadness, surprise, contempt, and dis-
gust. Of these, only expressions of contempt and anger
signal interpersonal rejection, with expressions of disgust
signaling aversive reactions to bodily products (Rozin,
Haidt, & McCauley, 1999). Research now shows that peo-
ple who worry about rejection—for example, people who
suffer from social phobia—are particularly aware of and
sensitive to faces expressing contempt and anger as
opposed to faces expressing happiness (e.g., Stein, Goldin,
Sareen, Eyler Zorilla, & Brown, 2002). Acute prejudice
expectations may therefore make individuals uniquely sen-
sitive to others’ facial expressions of anger and contempt.

Of these two, we predict that women holding prejudice
expectations will be sensitive to a man’s expression of con-
tempt, but not anger. Contempt is an interpersonal emo-
tion that includes negative evaluations and feelings of
superiority over another (Wagner, 2006). It is also a reject-
ing emotion directed towards people who can be treated as
members of an out-group (Oatley & Jenkins, 1996). So
when a chauvinist male professor, for example, provides
a female student with feedback on her math homework,
he may show expressions of disdain, indifference, and con-
tempt; he may not value women and so may express this
rejection with a scornful gaze. Anger, in contrast, is an
emotion related to feeling wronged and approaching the
‘‘wrong-doer’’ with aggression and hostility (Harmon-
Jones & Sigelman, 2001; Wagner, 2006). Ekman (2003)
described anger best when he suggested that anger controls,
punishes, and retaliates. ‘‘The face of attack, of violence’’,
Ekman wrote, ‘‘is anger’’ (p. 110). Although a chauvinist
male professor may not like women, we suspect that he
would not react to a female student with violence and
aggression. There are, after all, strong social sanctions
against male on female anger and hostility (e.g., Sorenson
& Taylor, 2005).

To the extent that male-on-female intergroup rejection is
expressed more as contempt than as anger, women who
hold prejudice expectations may be more sensitive to its
expressions. In other words, to the extent that sexism is
expressed as contempt, women holding acute prejudice
expectations may be particularly vigilant for this emotion
in faces of men and thus see it last longer on a man’s face
than on a woman’s face. We predict that prejudice expecta-
tions will not, however, predict greater sensitivity to anger
in the faces of men than women.

The present studies

Considering the model above, we believe that individu-
als who chronically expect to be treated prejudicially will
show a bias in the perception of facial affect given off by
out-group members. In both of our studies, we had partic-
ipants who varied in stigma consciousness watch a series
of computer-generated movies showing animated faces
morphing from expressions of an unambiguous rejecting
emotion (contempt, anger) to an expression of an unambig-
uous accepting emotion (happiness). Participants’ main
task was to indicate when the initial (rejecting) expression
disappeared. The nature of the animated facial displays
was such that there was a significant period in each movie
in which the target’s expression was ambiguous, some-
where between rejection and acceptance. In Study 1, we
tested the connection between women’s level of stigma con-
sciousness and their perceptions of contempt in male and
female faces. In Study 2, we examined this connection for
both men and women and for perceptions of anger and
contempt. We predicted that as women’s stigma conscious-
ness increased, so too would their tendency to interpret
out-group faces as more contemptuous (but not more
angry) than in-group faces. Because men are less likely to
be stigmatized than women, we do not expect stigma con-
sciousness to predict reactions to the expressions of con-
tempt or anger given off by women.

Study 1

Methods

Generating stimulus faces

The facial expression videos created for this study were
based upon procedures used by Niedenthal et al. (2000)
and Hugenberg and Bodenhausen (2003). There were six
stimulus videos altogether, each of which featured a Euro-
pean American face. Three of the videos featured female
faces and three featured male faces. In all videos, the ani-
mated face slowly changed from contempt to happiness
(the entire emotion transformation process lasted 15 s).

These videos were created using Poser 5� three-dimen-
sional character animation software, which allowed for
precise control over each target’s facial features and expres-
sion, thus permitting male and female targets faces to be
matched precisely for both facial structure and expression.
Other than the clear markers of gender (e.g., hair, lips, jaw,
etc.), we minimized differences in facial structure of the
male and female faces so that facial physiognomy could
not influence the way the expression was displayed. This
meant that we started with three base facial structures that
were made into male and female targets (see Fig. 1). Each
of the base facial structures displayed different initial con-
tempt expressions and shifted to different happiness expres-



Fig. 1. Four frames of one contempt-to-happy movie with the male (top) and female (bottom) target faces. The figure shows gray-scale reproductions of
the original color image.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics for Study 1, with ratings of attractiveness and
likeability for female and male faces

Female targets Male targets

Attractiveness
M .03a �.87b

SD .83 1.05

Likeability
M .34a �.01b

SD .85 1.05

Note: Means across rows with different superscripts differ significantly at
p < .05 (two-tailed).
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sions. This was done to establish generality across the spe-
cific exemplars. All emotions were created based on
Ekman’s (2003) descriptions and photographs.

Participants and prescreening session

Participants were 40 female undergraduates (M
age = 19.9 years, SD = 4.12 years) at a large US university
who participated in exchange for partial research credit for
a course. Participants were predominately European Amer-
ican (70.0%), with the remainder reporting African Amer-
ican (20%), Asian American (2.5%), and other (7.5%)
ethnic/racial backgrounds.

In the days prior to the laboratory session, participants
completed Pinel’s (1999) 10-item Stigma Consciousness
Questionnaire (worded with respect to gender) over the
internet. Sample items include: ‘‘Stereotypes about women
have not affected me personally’’ (reverse) and ‘‘Most men
have a lot more sexist thoughts than they actually express.’’
Endpoints were 0 (strongly disagree) and 6 (strongly agree)
(a = .77, M = 3.37, SD = 0.84). Higher scores indicate
greater concern about being the target of gender-based
stereotyping.

Laboratory session

At the laboratory session, small groups of participants
were met by an experimenter who escorted them to a room
equipped with PCs and 17-inch CRT monitors. The study
was run with Media Lab and Direct RT software. The
experimenter explained that the study concerned percep-
tions of facial emotion and emotion change. Participants
learned that they would be viewing several videos of ani-
mated faces that would be changing from one emotion to
another emotion and that their job was to press the space
bar on the keyboard when the face shifted from its original
emotion.

Before starting the emotion change task, participants
saw still images of each animated face (displaying a neutral
expression) and rated the extent to which the face was
attractive and likable. These images were presented in a
random order for each participant. All ratings were made
on seven point scales ranging from �3 (indicating that
the face was very low on each respective attribute) to 3
(indicating that the face was very high on each respective
attribute). We included these ratings so that we could
examine our stigma consciousness predictions, while also
accounting for other potential variables that could influ-
ence our findings.

Before starting the critical emotion change task, partici-
pants watched one trial in which a practice face shifted from
contempt to happiness. After this task familiarization trial,
the actual task began. The six faces were presented in a ran-
domized order for each participant and participants’ reac-
tion time to press the space bar (indicating perceived offset
of contempt) was recorded. Finally, participants were care-
fully debriefed, encouraged to ask questions, and dismissed.
Results and discussion

As can be seen in Table 1, participants rated the female
faces as more attractive, t (39) = 7.53, p < .01, d = 2.41 and
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more likeable, t (39) = 2.25, p < .05, d = .72 than the male
faces. This is to be expected, as women are perceived as
more attractive and likeable than men (e.g., Eagly & Mla-
dinic, 1989).

The primary dependent measure was the relative differ-
ence in time it took participants to detect the offset of con-
tempt in male and female faces. Because the faces were
created to change emotions at the midpoint of the movie
(7500 ms), reaction time data from both studies were
winsorized around this midpoint with a low end of
2500 ms and a high end of 12,500 ms. The results, how-
ever, remain unchanged with other cut-off values or other
data treatment procedures. To create the difference
variable, we subtracted the aggregate contempt offset
reaction time for female faces (a = .86) from the aggregate
contempt offset reaction time for male faces (a = .83).
Scores above zero indicate that participants saw male con-
tempt expressions last longer than female contempt
expressions, whereas scores below zero indicate the
reverse pattern.

Overall, participants showed no difference in percep-
tions of the length of the contempt expression on male
and female faces (M = 88.44, SD = 1572.21)—the relative
contempt offset score for female and male faces did not dif-
fer from zero, t (39) = .36, p > .70. However, consistent
with predictions, women’s stigma consciousness scores
were positively associated with this relative contempt offset
score, r (40) = .38, p < .05. That is, more stigma conscious
women saw contempt last longer on male faces than on
female faces. To rule out the possibility that differences in
perceived attractiveness or likeability between male and
female faces could account for these effects, this correlation
was repeated while controlling for each of these variables in
turn. Results were unchanged (both r’s > .40).

Although these findings were consistent with predic-
tions, we conducted a second study to both replicate this
effect and examine some boundary conditions. First, in
Study 2, we examined both male and female participants.
We expected to replicate Study 1; such that the higher
women are in stigma consciousness, the longer they see
contempt last on male than female faces. In contrast,
because males are not chronically stigmatized and so
should not be sensitized to gender-based rejection coming
from women, we did not predict a similar pattern of effects
for men. That is, we predicted that stigma consciousness
would not predict the differential perception of contempt
expressed by men and women. Second, we examined the
perceived offset of anger, in addition to contempt. We
expect stigma consciousness (in women) to be related to
perceptions of contempt, but not to anger. Because male-
on-female intergroup rejection may be expressed as con-
tempt, women who are highly conscious of sexism may
become more sensitized to its expression. Anger, in con-
trast, may not be considered appropriate ways for men—
even sexist men—to express their rejection of women
(e.g., Sorenson & Taylor, 2005). Thus, stigma conscious
women should not be sensitive to anger displays.
Study 2

Methods

Participants

Participants were 37 female and 32 male undergraduates
(M age = 19.04 years, SD = 1.50 years) at a large Cana-
dian university who participated in exchange for partial
research credit for a course. Participants came from diverse
ethnic and racial backgrounds, with 37% self-reporting as
South Asian Canadian (i.e., Indian, Sri-Lankan, Pakistani,
etc.), 25% as East Asian Canadian (i.e., Chinese, Korean,
Vietnamese, etc.), 18% as White/Caucasian, 9% as Black
Canadian, and 11% as other ethic/racial background.

In the weeks prior to the laboratory session, participants
completed Pinel’s (1999) Stigma Consciousness Question-
naire over the internet during a mass-testing session. As
expected, females (a = .75, M = 3.98, SD = .85) were
higher in stigma consciousness than males (a = .66,
M = 3.60, SD = .96), but only marginally so, t

(67) = 1.77, p = .082, d = .43. During the lab session,
groups of three to four participants were met by an exper-
imenter who escorted them to a room equipped with PCs
running MedialLab and DirectRT software and 15-inch
CRT monitors. The study was in most respects identical
to Study 1: participants provided ratings of attractiveness
and likeability for each of the faces, and then watched
the series of movies and indicated when the initial emotion
changed. The only difference from Study 1 was that partic-
ipants viewed six face videos showing the offset of con-
tempt and six face videos showing the offset of anger. As
in Study 1, we created the anger videos using Poser 5�
three-dimensional character animation software and based
the expressions on Ekman’s (2003) work. We started with
the same three base facial structures we used for the con-
tempt videos, had them display different initial anger
expressions that changed to different happiness expres-
sions, and then made them into male and female targets.
As in Study 1, half of these videos depicted men and half
depicted women. All videos were presented in a random
order for each participant.

Results and discussion

Ratings of the target faces replicated results from Study
1 (see Table 2). Both male and female participants rated the
female faces as more attractive, both ts > 4.24, ps < .001,
ds > 1.55, and likeable, both ts > 2.01, ps < .053, ds > .73,
than the male faces. This replicates our earlier results and
confirms research showing an attractiveness bias favoring
females (e.g., Eagly & Mladinic, 1989).

The primary dependent measures were the relative dif-
ference in time to detect contempt and anger offset in male
vs. female faces. As was the case in Study 1, these differen-
tial emotion offset scores were created by subtracting the
aggregate score for female faces on each emotion (a = .87
for contempt, a = .78 for anger) from the aggregate score



Table 2
Descriptive statistics for Study 2, with ratings of attractiveness, and
likeability for female and male faces

Female participants Male participants

Female targets Male targets Female targets Male targets

Attractiveness
M �.24a �1.06b �.33a �1.20b

SD 1.00 1.04 1.11 1.03

Likeability
M .28a �.59b .01a �.38b

SD .94 .99 1.01 1.01

Note: Means across rows, within participant sex, with different super-
scripts differ significantly at p < .053 (two-tailed) or less.
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for male faces on the respective emotion (a = .80 for con-
tempt, a = .86 for anger). This resulted in two emotion dif-
ferential scores—one for contempt and one for anger.
Scores above zero indicate that participants saw contempt
or anger last longer on male than female faces, whereas
scores below zero indicate the reverse pattern. Overall, par-
ticipants showed differences in the ways they perceived
anger on males and females. Participants saw anger last
longer on male faces than female faces (M = 385.69,
SD = 849.10), t (68) = 3.77, p < .001, d = .91. Although,
overall, participants tended to see contempt last longer
on females than males (M = �226.53, SD = 1160.13), this
relative contempt offset score did not differ significantly
from zero, t (68) = �1.62, p > .10, d = .39. The sex differ-
ence in anger, although unexpected, is consistent with
research relating anger and hostility with males (e.g., Bun-
taine & Costenbader, 1997).

Our main questions centered on the role of stigma con-
sciousness in women’s perception of rejecting emotions in
male vs. female faces. We predicted that stigma conscious-
ness would predict differential male/female perceptions of
contempt for female participants, but not for male partici-
pants. In contrast, we predicted that women’s level of
stigma consciousness would not predict differential percep-
tions of anger. Our results confirm these predictions.

We analyzed our data using multiple regression analy-
ses, with differential emotion offset scores regressed onto
sex of participant (effect coded), stigma consciousness (cen-
tered), and the interaction between stigma consciousness
and sex of participant. Fig. 2a shows the results for con-
tempt offset scores, which resulted in a main effect for
stigma consciousness, b = .31, t (64) = 2.64, p < .02,1

d = .66, which was subsumed under a marginal two-way
sex by stigma consciousness interaction, b = �.22, t

(64) = �1.87, p = .067, d = .47. Using procedures outlined
by Aiken and West (1991), this interaction was examined
using simple slope analyses. These analyses revealed that
1 As suggested by Neter, Kutner, Nachtsheim, and Wasserman (1996),
one case—a male participant—was excluded from this analysis because his
absolute difference between fits (DFFITS) was large. This analysis
indicates that the outlying case is influential in the regression equation
and its exclusion causes major changes to the fitted model.
for female participants, stigma consciousness was posi-
tively related to contempt offset scores, b = .53, t

(64) = 3.10, p < .01, d = .78. That is, women who were high
in stigma consciousness saw contempt last longer on male
faces than on female faces compared to women who were
low in stigma consciousness. Males, in contrast, did not
show a relationship between their level of gender-related
stigma consciousness and perceptions of contempt,
b = .09, t (64) < 1, ns, d = .14. As with Study 1, when we
repeated the above analyses with attractiveness or likeabil-
ity scores as covariates, the results stay unchanged (both
simple effects for females, bs > .53, ts (64) > 3.08,
ps < .01, ds > .77), thus effectively ruling out the possibility
that these differences between male and female faces
account for the effects.

Fig. 2b shows the same set of analyses, this time for
anger offset scores. As predicted, stigma consciousness
did not predict different perceptions of anger offset for male
vs. female faces for either male or female participants. We
did not find any main effects or interactions, all bs < .15, ts
(64) < 1.19, ns, ds < .29.

These findings supported three predictions. First, repli-
cating Study 1, female participants who were high in gen-
der-based stigma consciousness saw contempt last longer
on a man’s face than on a woman’s face compared to
women who were low in stigma consciousness. This sug-
gests that an individual difference related to group-based
rejection can predispose individuals to become vigilant
for the rejecting emotions routinely expressed by out-group
members. Second, in contrast to the effects with contempt,
stigma consciousness did not predict perceptions of anger.
This is consistent with societal interdictions against male-
on-female expressions of anger and hostility, and our
hypothesis that gender-based rejection is more likely to
be expressed as contempt than anger. Finally, males did
not show evidence for the same pattern of emotional sensi-
tivity. That is, males who were concerned about being the
target of gender-based stereotyping did not tend to perceive
men’s and women’s faces differently from men who were
not similarly concerned. This is consistent with our sugges-
tion that men are less likely to experience stigmatization
and hence are less vigilant for women’s gender-based rejec-
tion of them.

General discussion

Drawing upon theoretical perspectives on stigma and
emotion perception, we hypothesized that stigmatized indi-
viduals who hold prejudice expectations would be espe-
cially sensitive to out-group rejection, and that this
sensitivity would manifest itself in the perceptual evalua-
tion of out-group members’ emotional expressions. Across
both studies, women who were high in stigma conscious-
ness—those who chronically held prejudice expecta-
tions—saw contempt last longer on a man’s face than on
a woman’s face, compared to women who were low in
stigma consciousness. These data are the first, to our



Fig. 2. Relative emotion offset reaction times (ms) as a function of sex of participant and level of stigma consciousness for contempt (a) and anger (b).
Positive scores denote the relevant emotion is perceived to last longer on the male face than the female face.
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knowledge, to demonstrate that prejudice expectations can
shape basic perceptual processes, such as emotion
recognition.

Further, our research demonstrates that prejudice
expectations have different consequences for members of
chronically stigmatized groups and members of non-stig-
matized groups. Among men, gender-based stigma con-
sciousness did not predict sensitivity to perceiving social
rejection-related emotions on women’s faces. As men have
little experience facing gender-based stigmatization, few
processes would contribute to a connection between their
consciousness of anti-male sexism and sensitivity to detect-
ing contempt and anger on women’s faces. This is also con-
sistent with theories of power and attention that argue that
powerful groups are often unmotivated to pay attention to
the behavior of the less powerful (Fiske, 1993). Our
research also demonstrates that members of stigmatized
groups who are high in stigma consciousness are sensitive
only to emotions that are central to prejudice expectations,
rather than all types of rejecting emotions. That is, com-
pared to low stigma conscious women, high stigma con-
scious women saw contempt—but not anger—last longer
on men’s faces. As there are strong social sanctions against
expressing anger toward women, this makes sense.

Limitations and future directions

We note, however, that even with these social sanctions,
violence against women is still remarkably prevalent (Felip-
e Russo & Pirlott, 2006). Why, then, did we not find a rela-
tionship between stigma consciousness and anger? One
possibility is that male-on-female anger is only expressed
in certain situations, where women are seen as ‘‘over-step-
ping their bounds’’ (Glick & Fiske, 2001; Jackman, 1994).
For example, a woman who is perceived to be the benefi-
ciary of affirmative action may engender hostility from
men, especially when she is seen as intruding upon a tradi-
tionally male occupation. Similarly, women in leadership
positions are often the recipients of envious prejudice,
which can result in being targeted by anger and hostility,
especially from their male subordinates (Cuddy, Fiske, &
Glick, 2007; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Thus, there certainly
are some situations where we would expect women who
endorse prejudice expectations to expect men to react
angrily to them. Future research should test the boundary
conditions of our effect and explore when anger is indeed
perceived in a biased manner.

It is also important to note that our specific pattern of
results may not generalize to other groups. Although sexist
men may react to women with expressions of contempt and
scorn, the emotions associated with other intergroup inter-
actions may be different. For example, because many
Whites hold cognitive associations linking African Ameri-
cans with hostility and aggression, prejudiced Whites may
react to African Americans with expressions of fear and
alarm. If this is the case, then African Americans who
are high in race-based rejection sensitivity might see fear
last longer on White faces compared to African American
faces. Along similar lines, contempt and anger may not be
the appropriate emotions when investigating men’s expec-
tations of women’s prejudice. Rather, because men are ste-
reotyped as aggressors and harassers (Buntaine &
Costenbader, 1997), to the extent that they hold prejudice
expectations, they may be more vigilant for fear in
women’s faces, instead of contempt or anger. Future
research is needed to explore this biased perception effect
with different groups and different emotions.

There is growing evidence that people who hold acute
prejudice expectations often experience poor outcomes:
they view the world with mistrust, suffer from less self-
control, form fewer intergroup friendships, have an
unclear sense of self, and sustain poorer academic out-
comes (Aronson & Inzlicht, 2004; Inzlicht, McKay, &
Aronson, 2006; Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002; Pinel,
2002). One unsettling implication of the current work is
that prejudice expectations may set in motion a chain of
events that lead to these very poor outcomes. Being weary
of ‘‘blaming the victim,’’ it is possible that some of these
problems may be the product of expectancy confirmation
(Word, Zanna, & Cooper, 1974), whereby stigmatized
individuals expect mistreatment and interpret ambiguous
interactions through the lens of this expectation. That is,
they may perceive rejection on the face of the dominant
group, act in accordance to this perception, and actually
engender the exact type of behavior they expect. Indeed,
some research is beginning to find evidence in support
of this possibility (Crocker, Garcia, & Nuer, 2006; Pinel,
2002).
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However, it is important to consider that there also are
benefits to holding prejudice expectations. For example,
sometimes members of stigmatized groups who expect to
face prejudice exert more effort during intergroup interac-
tions (Miller, Rothblum, Felicio, & Brand, 1995; Shelton
et al., 2005) and engage in more proactive coping (Kaiser
& Miller, 2001). Prejudice expectations can also have intra-
personal benefits. For example, members of stigmatized
groups who have prejudice expectations are not surprised
by prejudice when they actually encounter it, and suffer less
emotionally compared to those who believe prejudice is
rare (Major, Kaiser, O’Brien, & McCoy, 2007; Sellers &
Shelton, 2003). Also, people who do not endorse prejudice
expectations might fail to detect prejudice when it actually
occurs, and this could have adverse consequences for well-
being if they end up blaming themselves for negative out-
comes that are actually due to prejudice (Major, Kaiser,
& McCoy, 2003). Finally, failing to detect prejudice when
it is actually occurring will prevent individuals and groups
from engaging in actions aimed at restoring social justice
(Crosby, 1984).

We focused here on individual differences in prejudice
expectations. Although these beliefs play an important
role in the experience of stigma (e.g., Mendoza-Denton
et al., 2002), situations may activate prejudice expecta-
tions as well. For example, situations including expecting
to interact with a prejudiced out-group member (Kaiser
et al., 2006), being the only member of one’s group in a
stereotyped environment (Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000),
and being exposed to subtle cues that threaten the integ-
rity of one’s social group (Davies, Spencer, Quinn, & Ger-
hardstein, 2002; Steele & Aronson, 1995) all induce
prejudice expectations. It is possible, then, that cues such
as these may have similar consequences for intergroup
emotion perception.

Conclusion

Being confronted daily with messages that your group is
just not good enough, just not smart enough, just not
strong enough, etc., can result in the expectation of
encountering widespread prejudice. Like DuBois, an indi-
vidual who experiences chronic stigmatization may develop
prejudice expectations about being rejected or stereotyped.
The current research suggests that these prejudice expecta-
tions can actually shape the way stigmatized individuals see
faces—it biases them to see rejecting emotions more readily
and fluently. Across both of our studies, women who
chronically anticipated being the target of gender stereo-
types saw contempt last longer on a man’s face relative
to a woman’s face, compared to women who did not
chronically expect to face gender stereotypes. These data
provide insight into how exposure to prejudice shapes the
way members of stigmatized groups construe and perceive
their social environment and suggests that even the earliest
perception of faces can be moulded by expectations.
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