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Introduction Methods

HOW TO TEST IT? Contextualization no transfer effects from the learned contexts to the novel context

Generalization transfer effects from the learned contexts to the novel context

MAIN TOPIC

Whether stereotypes are formed and represented in a contextualized or . .
sl v s dtseruines by e ety Ereel & Commene. Between-subject factors: heterogeneity (homogeneous vs. heterogeneous)

2009) of the target group’s characteristic across contexts (heterogeneous vs. * context salience (high vS. low Salience)
homogeneous) and the salience of context (high vs. low) (Gawronski et al.,

2010).

HYPOTHESES High: Low:
{ Learning SESSiOI‘l } single context multiple contexts

Within-subject factor: context type (turquoise vs. purple vs. grey) Homogeneous

Heterogeneous characteristic information about a novel group across

contexts leads to the formation of contextualized stereotypes; Introduction smart smart
self pace after 5s

and the higher the context salience is, the more contextualized the smart

stereotypes are. Lewatezin, ein Mitglied der
hat einen Nobelpreis fir Physik Heterogeneous

Homogeneous characteristic information about a novel group across High: Low:

contexts leads to the formation of generalized stereotypes; \ single context multiple contexts

and the lower the context salience is, the more generalized the smart smart
stereotypes are. 50 smart-related behaviors + 50 smart-neutral behaviors or 100 smart-related behaviors

smart |ordinary

; - , , | Testing Session | —
ropositional Evaluation Paradigm (PEP) Explicit Rating

. 3 stereotypical statements in the three contexts (e.g.,
Prime The endorsement effect i (e

(150ms for each word +25ms for each letter, of implicit stereotypes

additional 600ms for the second prime) N - Likert scale from 1 (totally disagree) to 9 (totally agree)
= RTfalse - RTtrue

“In this context, Zinians are smart”) were rated on a

In diesem Kontext

In diesem Kontext
sind Zinian schlau. interval time (250ms)

In diesem Kontext sind Zinian schlau.

Richtig ? Richtig oder Falsch?

_
150 PEP trials Falsch Richtig Falsch Richtig 1 2 3 45 6 7 89

and 30 catch trials (“?7? true or false ??”)

catch trial

context type

Results = Discussion

grey

homogeneous heterogeneous

| Implicit Results | | Interpretation — Implicit Results |

® 2 (context salience) x 2 (heterogeneity) x 3 (context . e No significant differences

type) repeated measures ANOVA } ; e No meaningful interpretation can be made, probably due to the small sample size
e

no significant two-way interaction effect

(F(2,30) =.91, p>.05)

endorsement effects

[ Interpretation — Explicit Results ]

no significant three-way interaction between

. . e No difference between high vs. low context salience
context salience, heterogeneity and context type

(F(2,30)=.57, p>.05)

high SEIIHGI‘ICE low sallience high SEIIHEI‘ICE l Homogeneous Heterogeneous

low salience

context salience Smarter ratings in the learned contexts than Smart ratings only in the smart-related

homogeneous heterogeneous in the novel context context

| Explicit Results | T

® 2 (context salience) x 2 (heterogeneity) x 3 (context — Manipulation of heterogeneity worked

type) repeated measures ANOVA — Stereotype formation seems to be highly context-sensitive,

significant two-way interaction effect between

even if stereotypical associations are the same over different contexts (homogeneous)

heterogeneity and context type

(£(2,30)=5.13, p<.05, partialn2 = .25) | zrs Caution: very limited sample size!

no significant three-way interaction between

endorsement effects

context salience, heterogeneity and context type

(F(2’30) =.96, p> 05) high salience low salience high salience low salience

context salience
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