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Stigma: Introduction and
Overview

JOHN F. DOVIDIO
BRENDA MAJOR
JENNIFER CROCKER

S‘ligmatization, at its essence, is 2 challenge to one’s humanicy—
for both the stigmatized person and the stigmatizer. Crocker, Major,
and Steele (1998) explain that “a person who is stigmatized is a person
whose social identity, or membership in some social category, calls into
question his or her full humanity—the person is devalued, spotled, or
flawed in the eyes of others” (p. 504; see alse Gotfman, 1963; Jones et
al,, 1984}, From the perspective of the stigmatizer, stigmatization in-
virlves dehumanmization, threat, aversion, and sometimes the depersonal-
izanon of others into stereotypic carcatures. Thus sngmatization 18 per-
somally, interpersonally, and socially costly.

(lassic treatments of stigmatization have tended to view the pro-
cesses and consequences of stigma in highly dispositional terms, reflect-
ing, or being reflected in, individual differences. Stereotyping and preju-
dice, which are central to stigmatizing others, were once seen as
reflections of a constellation of personality characteristics [authoritan-
anism, political and economic conservatism, ethnocentrism, and anti-
Semitism), and hence as problems located in specific individuals (Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 19250). Similarly, it was
assumed that the experience of being stigmatized, or being the rarget of
stereatypes and prejudice, resulted in distortions of the personality of the
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sugmatized person—most often i low self-esteem [e.g., Allpory, 1954/
1979). For instance, Allport (1954/1979) posed this question: “What
would happen 1o your personabity if vou heard 1t said over and over
again that vou are lazy and had inferior blood?™ (p. 42). And then he an-
swered, “(roup oppression may destroy the integnty of the ego entirely,
and reverse its normal pride, and create a groveling self-image” (p. 152).
(See Crocker & Major, 1988, for a review.)

The past hall-century has seen a dramatic transformation in social-
psychological views of stereotyping and prejudice. Rather than regard-
ing prejudice as a reflection of problematic persenality traits resulting
from deep-seated, often unconscious inner conflicts, social psychalogists
now consider stereotyping to be 4 normal (if undesirable) consequence
of peaple’s cognitive abilities and limitations, and of the seaial imforma-
tion and expetiences to which they are expased. Similarly, views of the
conseguences of heing the targer of sugma have also been transformed
over the past halb-century, Rather than assuming that the expengnce of
being stigmatized ingvitably resulis i deep-seated, negative, and even
pathological consequences for the personality of a stigmatized individ-
ual, researchers in this area now assume that people who are stigmatized
experience a set of psychological predicaments, which they cope with us-
ing the same coping strategies as those used by nonstigmatized people
when they are confronted with psvehological challenges such as threats
to self-esteem (e.g., Crocker et al., 1998; Goffman, 1963; Miller & Ma.
jor, Chapter 9, this volume). As a consequence, there is considerable in-
dividual variation within stigmatized groups, just as there 15 within
nonstigmatized groups (e.g., Major, Barr, Zubek, & Babey, 1999, Thus
gurrent views of stigma, from the perspectives of both the stigmatizer
and the stigmatized person, consider the processes of stigma to be highly
situationally speaific, dynapue, complex, and nenpathelogical.

The responses of people to members of stigmatized groups are not
consistently negative., Negative feelings toward persons with physical
disabilities are frequently accompanied by sympathy; attitudes toward
Blacks often involve sympathy and a desire to be fair and egalitarian, as
well as negative affective reactions (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1998; Gaermer
& Dovidio, 1986; Jones et al.,, 1984; Katz, 1981), This ambivalence,
under some conditions, can produce more positive reactions to members
of stigmatized groups than to people who are not stigmanzed. Likewise,
the responses of people 1o being stgmatized by others are not consis-
tently neganve. Although the experience of being devalued, stereotyped,
and rargeted by prejudice may take a toll on self-esteem, academic
achievement, and other cutcomes, many people with stigmatized attrib-
utes have high self-esteem, perform at high levels, are happy, and appear
to be quite resilient despite their negative experiences. And just as con-
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temporary research on stereotyping and prejudice mdicate that the pro-
cesses and expression of stereotypes are highly dependent on the situa-
tipnal context {e.g., Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986), the experience of being
devaluyed 15 also highly dependent on socal context {Crocker er al,
1998},

Because stigma 1s largely a social construction, a charactenistic may
be stigmatizing at one histgrical moment but not at another, or in one
given situation but not in another within the same perod. Context is
also a critical determinant of the psychological consequences of sugmati-
zation. Crocker and Quinn (in press| propose that “the consequences of
social stigma emerge in the situation, as a function of the meamng that
situation has for people with valued and devalued identities™ (p. 20,
These views illustrate the fundamentally social nacure of stgma.

This volume focuses an the social psychology of sugma. Like theo-
rists who take tradinonal approaches, the chapti‘r authors in this volume
uniformly view stgma as a social constroction, shaped by cultaral and
historical forces, Moreover, what makes the present approach more
uniquely social-psychological is the consistent emphasis on the effects of
the immediate social and situational context on the stipmatizer; on the
stigmatized; on their interaction; and ultimately on the persenal and so-
cial affective, cognitive, and behavioral consequences of these transac-
tions. However, the authors of this volume’s chapters also recognize that
stigma is more than an interpersonal process: It is decermined by the
broader cultural context (involving stercoty pes, values, and ideologies),
the meaning of the situation for participants, and the features of the situ-
ation that influence this meaning. In the remainder of this chapter, we
define “stigma,” consider different types of stigmas, explore potential
functians of stigmatization, sketch a framework for viewing the range of
phenomena involved in the study of stigma, and present an gverview of
the other chapters in this volume.

WHAT IS STIGMA?

Stigma is a powerful phenomenon, inextricably linked to the value placed
om varying social identities, It is a social construction that invalves art least
rwo fundamental components: (1) the recognition of difference based on
some distinguishing characteristic, or “mark";and (2] a consequent deval-
uation of the person. Goffman {1963 described stigma as a sign or a mark
that designates the bearer as “spenled™ and therefore as valued less than
“normal” people, Stigmatized individuals gre regarded as flawed, com-
promised, and samehow less than fully hurman. More recent definitions
have focused on the contextual and dynamic nature of stigma. Jones and
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colleagues [ 1984) ohserved that "the stigmatizing process is relational. . . .
[A] condition labeled as digcrediting or deviant by one person may he
viewed as benign and a charming eccentricity by anather” (p. 3). Likewise,
Crocker and colleagues (1998) have argued that “sugmatized individuals
possess (or are believed o possess) some attribute, or characteristic, that
conveys a social identity that is devalued in some particular social context™
{emphasis added; p, 3051 As Hehl and Kleck illustrate in Chapter 14 of
this velume, aspects of the natural and constructed physical environment
(g, steeply graded terraimn ar the absence of elevators) can also facilitate
the stgmatization process in subtle and not-so-subele ways, The social
context and the physical enviponment thug fundamentally jnfluence
whether a charactenstic of an individual will become stigmatizing or will
be artended to at all,

The concept of stigma is related to, but not synenymous with, other
negative evaluations of personal and social characteristics. With regard
to personal qualities and indevidual ulentity, stigma is similar to the con-
cepts of “marginality™ (Frable, 1993) and “deviance™ (Archer, 1985).
Archer (1985) defines deviance as *a perceived behavior or condition
that is thought to involve an undesirable departire 1n a compelling way
from a putative standard™ (p. 748). Frable (1993} defines margmality as
belonging to a social group that 1s both staustcally unusual and
centrally defiming. Like a person who is deviant ar marginalized, a stig-
matized person is perceived to represent a departure from normanve ex-
pectations, However, people can be deviant or become marginalized be-
cause of unusual positive characteristics [e.g., extreme wealth) as well as
negative ones (sce Crocker et al., 1998; Frable, 1993), whercas people
are stigmatized for having some undesirable characteristic. Moreover,
even when deviance is associated with a negative quality, it may not in-
volve stigmatization unless the distinguishing mark is associated with
generalized inferences about the bearer’s identity—attributions that
“discredit the bearec™ (Jones et al., 1984, p. 8). Thas, although stigma
involves perceptions of deviance, 1t 15 more than that.

stigma s alse related to prejudice, n the sense that the person who
15 stgmatized is almost always the target of prejudice. “Prejudice” is
widely defined as a negative amityde. Some researchers have asserted
that any pegative attitude toward a group represents prejudice (e.g,,
Ashmore, 1970, p. 253). However, other researchers have argued that a
prejudicial attitude, by definition, is necessarily inaccurate ar over-
generalized. Allport (1954/1979) defined prejudice as “an antipathy
based on faulty and inflexible generalization. It may be felt or expressed,
It may be directed toward a group as a whole, or toward an individual
because he is a member of that group” (p. 9). Brigham (1971) defined
prejudice as a negative aritude thar (by whatever criterion| s seen as un-
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justified by an ohserver, whereas Jones (1986 used the term to refer 1o
“a faulty generalization from a group charactenzation {stercatypel 10 an
ndividual member of that group ircespective of either (1) the accuracy of
the group stereotype, or (2) the apphicability of the Broup ch;?mcttriza-
tion to the individual in question™ (p. 288). Although stigmatization n-
volves these elements of prejudice and, like prejudice, mvolves pervasive
culmural ideologies about the worth of different groups, stigma Is 3 mote
ENCOMIPASSING term. .

In summary, stigma is 4 term that involves hmhl deviance alnd preju-
dice hut goes bevond both. Stigma invalves perceptions of deviance but
extends to more general attrihutions about character and uf:irlnmy.
Stigma 15 more inclusive than prejudice because it il\'ﬂ."ﬂ]‘-l'i.‘S individual-
based responses to devignee, as well as group-based reactions as a fune-
tion of category membership. Because stigma is socially defimed, there is
conisiderable variation across cultures aud across nme about what marks
are stigmatizing (e.g., homosexuality—see Archer, 1985; being fat—seq
Archer, 1985; Crandall, 1994; Hebl & Heatherton, 19983.. Thus the ma-
jor negative impact of sugmatizarion nermally resides not in the physical
consequences of the mark, bur rather in its social and psycholog_l_cal con-
sequences, Although some stigmatizing conditions (e.g., ATDS} do in-
valve direct threats to one's health, most do not. Rather, most poten-
tially stgmatizing conditions {e.g., facial disfizurement) lead to social
avoidance or rejection, and, through mechanisms such as T!'H.’Si!,: threaten
paychological health. Stigma can pose a direct threat to physical well-
heing, however, as illustrated by the recent murders of B]aui_cs- 3n§J gays
i the United Stares. Furthermore, even when stigma and social rejection
do not jeopardize physical well-being directly, they can do so indi-
rectly—for example, through limiting access to hea lth care, education,
employment, and housing (see Miller & Major, Chapter 2, this v::lu.mc}:,
as well as through increasing stress and ereating anxiety [see Cioffi,
Chapter 7, this volume). Jones and colleagues (1984) n(:tfd,. “It 15 the
dramaric essence of the stigmatizing process that a label mmarking the de-
viant status is applied, and this marking process 'rg.rt_::iucallyr has devastat-
ing consequences for emotions, thougpht. and _bchm-mr” (p- 41 The psy-
chological and social consequences of stigma involve the respanses both
of the perceivers and of sugmatized people themselves.

TYPES AND DIMENSIONS OF STIGMA

Researchers have leng sought to organize sugmas mto meaningful cat-
egorics. In his classic monograph Stigna: Notes on the Management of
Spoiled Identity, Goffman (1363} distinguished three different varicties
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of stigma or stigmatizing conditions: “abominarions of the body™ (e.g.,
physical deformities), “blemishes of individual character™ (e.g., mental
diserders, addictions, unemployment), and “wibal identities™ (e.g.,
race, sex, religion, or nation). Using a different approach, Jones and
colleagues (1984 identified six dimensions of stigmatizing conditons:
{1) “concealability,” which involves the cxrent to which the stigmatiz-
ing characteristic is necessanly vimble (e.g., facial disfigurement vs. ho-
masexvalitvl: (2) “course of the mark.” relating to whether the mark
may become more salienc or progresaively debilitating over time (e.g.,
multiple sclerosis vs. blindness); (3) “disruptiveness,” which refers to
the degree to which the stigmatizing characteristic (e.g., stuttering) in-
terferes with the flow of interpersopal interactions; (4) “aesthetics,”
which relates to subjective reactions to the unattractiveness of the
stigrig; (3) “origin® of the stigmatizing mark (such as congenital, acci-
dental, or intentiomal), which can also involve the person’s respansibil-
ity for ereating the mark; and (&) peril, which invelves the perceived
danger of the stigmatizing conditions to others (e.g., having a highly
contagions, lethal disease vs. beng overweight). Scholars have also
used an empirical approach to identify the dimensions of sugma {e.g.,
Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, & Ethier, 1993; Frable, 1993). The dimensions
that emerge as most central in this approach are the perceived danger
of the stigma (peril), the wisibility of the stigma (concealability), and
the centrollability of the stigma (origin) (Deaux et al,, 1995; Frable,
1993),

In contrast to the distinctions made by Jones and colleagues (1984,
Crocker and colleagues (1998) argue that “visihility” and “conrrollabil-
ity™ are the mast important dimensions of stigma for the experience of
both the stigmatizer and the stigmatized person. Crocker and colleagues
(1993} propose that because visible stigmas are readily apparent, “the
stigma can provide the primary schema through which everything about
them ts understood by athers™ (p. 307). The visihility of the stigma de-
reemines how aware stigmatized people are that reactions to them may
be due to the stigma (Kleck & Strenta, 1980). A visible sugmatizing
mark can create attribugonal ambiguity for outcomes, causing a stigma-
tized person to be uncertain whether negarive outcomes are deserved or
stern from others” prejudice (Crocker, Voelkl, Testa, 8 Major, 19911, In
addition, the visibility of a stigmatizing mark can influence how peaple
cope with stigma {Miller & Major, Chapter 9, this volumel, how much
of their effort they devote to concealing a stigma (Smare & Wegner,
Chapter 8, this volume), and the extent to which they socially compare
with stigmatized others. Those whose stigmas are inyisible may be
spared social rejection, but may suffer other costs that can altimately gf-
tect well-being, such as a loss of social comparisons with and social sup-
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port from similar others (Frable, Plarr, & Hoey, 1998; Major &
Crrameow, 1999,

The controllability of stigma directly invalves the person’s responsi-
bility for having the stigmatizing mark i the first place, as well as for
maintaiming or eliminating the mark. Controllability 15 important be-
cause people with stigmas that are perceived 1o be controllable are less
liked and more tejected than those whose stigmas are perceived to be un-
contrellable (Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 1988; see also Crandall,
Chapter 3, rhis volume), Perceptions of controllability for the same
stigma (e.5., homosexuality, being overweight} can vary substantially
among ohservers. These perceptions shape reactions in fundamental
ways—cognitvely (e.g., the amount of blame ascribed), emotionally
(e.z., responding with anger or sympathy), and behavigrally (e.g., choos-
ing to help) (Weiner ¢t al., 1988). The perceived controllability of stigma
is alse an important dimension from the perspective of stigmatized per-
sans. The perceived controllability of the sngma, for example, affects
how stigmatized people construe others” reactions o them, as well as the
impact of stigma on self-esteem (Crocker & Major, 1994,

FUNCTIONS OF STIGMATIZING OTHERS

Whereas the perspectives described above seek common defining feg-
tures of stigma, an alternative perspective is to cansider what functions
stigmatization serves. Social stigma is ubiquitous and js observed in vir-
tually every society. Crocker and colleagues (1998} observe: “The uni-
versality of social stigma suggests that it may have some functional value
far the individual who stigmatizes, for the group from which he or she
catmes, for the society, or all of these™ (p. S08). Stigmarizing athers can
serve several functons for an individual, including self-esteem enhance-
ment, control enhancement, and anxiety buffering. Stgmatizatian can
produce self-esteem enhancement through downward-comparison pro-
cesses (Wills, 1981). According to downward-comparison theory, com-
paring oneself to less fortunate others can increase pne’s own subjective
sense of well-being and therefore boost one’s self-esteem. Downward
comparison can be relatively passive [e.g., seeking out others who are
less well off 1n some relevant dimension) or more active (g.2., creating 4
condition of disadvantage of others through discrimination). Stigmatiza-
tion can invelve bath passive and active forms of downward compari-
SO,

Stigmas arouse anxiety {see Hebl, Tickle, & Heatherton, Cha}l‘lter
10, this volume) and feelings of threat in perceivers {see Blascovich,
Mendes, Lickel, & Hunter, Chapter 11, this velume). Stigmatizing oth-
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ers can then enhance the stugmatizer’s perceived and actual control to the
extent that it leads to differential treatment, systematic avoldance, segre-
gation, and marginalizagon of others who are threatening to the
stigmatizer's personal well-being (e.g., crimmals) or values (e.g., adher-
ents of certain religions). In addition, to the extent that stigmatization
glicits stereotypic associations for that “type”™ of target, the perceiver’s
feelings of control may be enhanced, because sterectypes create a larger
comtext that enables the perceiver t go Bevond the immediate informa-
tion and make inferences about the character and future behavior of the
target (Mackie, Hamiltonl, Susskind, & Rosselli, 1996},

Stigmas may also arouse a particular type of anxiety in others—an
existential anxiety originating from awareness of their mortality. Ao
cording to terror management theory (Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyse-
crynski, 1991}, perceptions of difference and deviance are often suffi-
cient to arguse existential anxiery; however, it is espeaally likely to
occur when these differences generate concerns in peaple about their
awn vulnerabiliey, such as when these stigmas invalve physical disability
and distigyrement. Existential anxiety, In turn, motivates people 1o rein-
foree their cultural world view. One way of doing so is to reject those
who are different or who deviate from cultural nerms or standards, This
rejection of difference is likely to be particularly strong for stigmas based
on abominations of the body, for which the mark is the saurce of the ex-
istential anxiety,

stigmatization can also enhance self-esteem by motivating favorable
intergroup comparsons. Social identty concerns become important
when a mark represents a category of people (such as a racial, ethnic, or
natignal group), rather than reflecting primarily on an individual., Ac-
cording 1o socal identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979}, social catego-
rization of people into outgroups (different from the self) and an
mmgroup (including the self} stimulates a motivation to perceive or
achieve a sense of positive group distinctiveness. Like downward com-
parison, this motivation can initiate 3 search for dimensions on which
the ingraup is favored over the outgroup (and to placing greater empha-
sis on these dimensions), and it can also mativate active discrimination
against outgroups. Enhancement of one’s own group relative to out-
groups, then, reflects positively on collective as well as personal self-
esteem,

In additon, sngmatization may arise from motivations to justify or
rationalize the status quo m society, which often invalves institutional
forms of discnmination and segregation that serve both individual and
group functions. Individually, this type of stigmatization can increase
personal opportunity by limiting epportunities of potential competitors.
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Stigmatization of this form serves a group justification function (sce also
system justificanion; Jost & Banaji, [994), providing a rationale that ex-
plains and excuses disparate social treatment of identifiable groups of
peaple. Also, through systemartic discnmuination and residential, occopa-
rional, and social segregation, it reinforces the collective conerol of one
group over another, Historically, for example, White Amerteans devel-
oped racial idealogies that helped to jusufy the laws enabling them ro
achieve two important types of economic exploitation: slavery and the
seizure of lands from native tribes (Klinker & Smith, 1999). Thus, al-
though the belief that race is a biological construct is fundamental ro
racism, race {like other stigmatizing marks) is actually 2 social construc-
tion that permits the exploitation of one group over another with the de-
velopment of the ideology that justifies it (Fields, 1990). What particular
groups become stigmatized {e.g., Blacks or Italians) depends upon the
function sogmatization serves for the dominant group. For instance,
during the period of significant immigration from southern Europe to
the United States durmg the early 1900s that generated social and eco-
namic threats to many Americans, Italians were characterized as racially
and intellectually inferier. In Nazi Germany, Jews were sugmatized in
the service of econgmic and political gam. Although the type of anxiety
described by terror management theory is uniquely personal, threats to
the integrity and future of one’s group also exacerbate mtergroup bias,
conflict, intelerance for difference, and stigmatization [Brewer &
Brown, 1998).

Perhaps because of the broad range of marks that provide a hasis
for stigmatizaton, the contextual and relational nature of stigma, and
the conceprual breadth of the term, any attemnpt 1o summarize the essen-
tial elements of stigma either structurally or functionally will inevitably
fall short. Nevertheless, in the next section we present a perspective for
approaching stigma that helps to provide an organizing framework for
the hook,

A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Rather than describing stigma m terms of its key structural elements ar
functions, we propose an alternative, complementary perspective that at-
tempts o locate the study of stigma within the larger context of general
social-psychological processes. As illustrated in Figure 1.1, there are
three fundamental dimensions within this model: (1) “percerver—targes,”
(2] *personal-group-based idennity,” and (3} “affecuve—cognitive~behavioral
response.”
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FIGURE L.1. Three dimensinns in the study of stgnud.

The Perceiver-Target Dimension

As is evident from our foregoing discussion, one of the most basic issues
in understanding sugma and stigmatization involves recognizing the dif-
ferent perspectives and experiences of those who are sugmatizing others
and those who are being sugmatized. We have termed those who are
stigmatizing others *perceivers,” Some researchers have referred o these
people as “nonstigmatized” or as “normals.” We note, however, that
people who are involved in stigmatizing athers may also be stigmatized
in some way themselves. This may oocur on a different dimension {e.g.,
deaf people stipmatizing others on the basis of race); on the same dimen-
sion, such as race (e.g., Asians stipmanizing Blacks); or within one’s own
racial group le.g., lighter-skinned Blacks stigmatizing darker-skinned
Blacks: Russell, Wilson, & Hall, 1992), We also acknowledge, however,
that “perceivers™ are not simply “observers”: They participate actively
in perceptual, memorial, interpretational, and attributional processes,
and in the behavioral processes that can perpetuate and exacerbate stig-
matization. Similarly, “targets” are not passive recipients of sugmanza-
tion: They too are active perceivers who interpret, cope, and respond to
stigmatization (see Hehl & Kleck, Chapter 14, this volume). We have
adepted the terms “perceiver” and “target” hecause, however imperfect,
they best apply to the broader range of work in social psychology.
Infferences in perspective between perceivers and targets, such as
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those between actors and observers, have a great impact on the types of
attributions (e.g., situational or dispositional} thar people make for the
same behaviors (Jones & Nisbett, 1971). In addition, perceivers and tar-
gers have different needs, goals, and motivacions, which can further
shape how they perceive and interpret informanon in different ways
(Deaux & Major, 1957; Swann, 1987). These different perspectives in-
fluence the soctal rples of stigmatizers and seigmatized persons, influence
how they adapt to and cope with those roles, and ulumately affect the
development of personal and group identities,

A recognition of the distinet perspective and experiences of per-
cervers and rargets suggests that a truly comprehensive understanding of
stigma requires studying the mieraction of pereeivers and targets (see
Jussim, Palumbo, Chatman, Madon, & Smith, Chapter 13, this volume).
Unfortunately, we know constderably more about perceivers and targets
separately than we do about their actions together. With respect to prej-
udice, Devine and Vasquez (1998) have observed:

Somewhat sympromatic of the limitations of existing theory is that the
previous wark has examined majorisy geoup members {g.g., whites and
hetergsexuals) and minority group members (e blacks and homesex.

uals) separately. -, . Asa sesult, the liteeature has had very little to offer
to help us understand the nature of the interpersonal dynamics of mter-
group coniact, ;. . We have oot yet exammed carefully and fully the na-

ture of interpersonal dynamics that emerge between magority and mi-
nority group members when they are beoughr together in a specific
interpersonal situation, In ather words, we do not know what happens
when interaction begins. [pp. 240-241)

Furthermore, when interaction s studied, it is often not interaction
with athers who are actually stigmatized, but with others who are be-
licved to he stigmatized. For example, one common paradigm that has
been used in studies of the self-fulfilling prophecy is to lead perceivers to
believe that the persop with whom they are interacting has a particular
characteristic {e.g., 13 attractive or unattractive; Soyder, Tanke, &
Berscheid, 1977}, whereas the target 15 another naive participant who is
randomly assigned to the condition and js unaware that he or she 18 be-
ing stigmatized. How these participants behave may noe closely resemble
the responses of people who are aware that they are being stigmatized,
who have been chronically stigmatized, whe have internalized (although
they do not necessarily endorse) aspects of the stigmatization, and who
have made the consequent adjustments and developed the coping styles
that enable them to adapt daily to being stigmartized (see Crocker, 1999,
Miller & Myers, 1998; Stecle & Aronson, 1295).
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in summary, we believe that the distinction between perceivers and
targets is fundamental ro understanding stigma and stigmatization. The
distinction between percervers and targets is at least as important for un-
derstanding stigma as, and probably more important than, the distine-
tion between actors and observers is for understanding the fundamental
antribution error. Nonetheless, as we have noted earlier, sugma is noc
only an interpersonal phenomenon but also a collective and cultural one,
and its effects are abservable in the absence as well as the presence of so-
cial interaction. Consequently, a full understanding of stigma will re-
quice going bevond studying targets, perceivers, and their interactions,
We return to this 1ssue later in the chapter.

The Personal-Group-Based Identity Dimension

The second fundamental dimension of our framework mvolves the dis-
tinctipn hetween personal and social identity. The distinction between
interpersonal and intergroup processes is a prevalent one in social psy-
chology. Although some theonsts have focused on the similarities in the
processes that govern these phenomena (see Humalton & Sherman,
1998}, others have emphasized that different modes of processing are in-
volved. These different modes critically influence cognitive representa-
tions and affective, or evaluative, responses.

Taking the perspective of the perceiver, Fiske and Neuberg (1990)
propose that “people torm impressions of others through a vanety of
processes that lie op a contnuum reflecting the extent o which the
perceiver utilizes a target’s particular attributes” (p. 2). At one end of the
continuum are category-based processes, in which category membership
determines impressions with minimal attention to individual attributes,
At the ather end of the continuum are individuating processes, in which
individual characteristics, bur not group membership, influence impres-
sions. Brewer (1988) has similarly propesed a dual-process model of im-
pression formation, with the primary distinction in this model being
person-hased and category-based responding. Person-based processing is
bottom-up and data-driven, beginning “at the most concrete level and
stops at the lowest level of abstraction required by the prevailng pro-
cesaing objectives™ (Brewer, 1988, p. 6. Category-based processing, m
contrast, proceeds from global to specific; it is top-down. Like Fiske and
MNeuberg {1990), Brewer proposes that category-based processing is
mare Jikely to oceur than person-based processing, because social infor-
mation is typically organized around social categories.

From the perspective of the target as well as of the perceiver, the
distinceion between personal identity and social identity is @ critical one,
Self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell,
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1987 see also social identity theory, Tajfel & Turner, 1979 Proposes
that these are two epds of a continuum, and that where a person is on
this continuum determines his or her responses. When personal identity
is salient, an individual’s needs, standards, beliets, and monives pomarily
determine behavier, In contrast, when people’s social identity 15 acn-
vated, “people come 1o perceive themselves more as inqt;rcl'{angeahh: ex-
emplars of a social category than as unique personalities detined by their
individual differences from others” (Turner ¢t al., 1987, p. 50}, Under
these conditions, collective needs, goals, and standards are primary
{Verkuyten & Hagendoorn, 1998). Thus whether a person’s persenal or
collective identity ts more salient is a factor that ¢ritically sh-a]:_rrs horw the
person perceives, interprets, evaluates, and responds to sityations and to
others.

In summary, because stigma is both an interpersgnal and an inter-
group phenomenon, understanding it requires a knowledge of both (1]
personal processes, reactions, and identity; and (2] collective processes,
action, and identity. The distinction between individual and categorieal
responses is a fundamental one for considering the behaviors of targets
as well as of perceivers. Tt affects how people process information, how
they interpret information and make attributions, and whar motives are
mast salient. We have avoided the term “versus” in describing this di-
mension because, as other theorists have argued, we believe that the per-
sonal-group-based identity dimension represents a continuum rather
than totally discrete, mutually exclusive states.

The Affective-Cognitive-Behavioral Dimension

Affective, cognitive, and hehavioral elements reflect the basic compo-
nents of the tripartite view of attitudes in general and intergroup atu-
tudes in particular (Harding, Proshansky, Kumer, & Chem, 196.9],
Some researchers (e, Zajonc, 1980) have argued that the disuncnon
between affective and cognitive systems is a basic one, The affective sys-
tem 1s hypothesized to be mote primitive and fund;?mental, fastl::r. bnat
more diffuse than the gognitive system. The cognitive system, in con-
trast, may be slower but 1s more deliberative, elaborarive, and go_ﬂ.!-
directed. h&hawqral reactions may precede emotional experience or full
cognitive deliberation {as the James-Lange theory Fr‘ﬂpﬂ&?d]! or they
may be consequences of affective reactions or cogmtive effort, or they
may stem from the joint effeces of both. Hc-wn-::r,. as with our othe_r twe
dimensigns, we propose that the affective-cognitive-behavioral distine-
tion does not represent necessarily separate processes. Instead, stigmat-
sation reflects a blend of these processes and their interactions, with the
primacy of the factors being a function of the nature of the stigma, the
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coptext in which it 15 encountered, and individual ditferences among the
IMIETACTants.

Affective reactions may play a pnimary role in stigmas invalving
people with facial disfigurements or other *abominations of the body”
iSiller, Ferguson, Vann, & Holland, 1968; see also Jones et al., 1984).
Stigmas of this type commonly produce dominant, affective negative re-
actions of an “untutored, primitive quality” (Jones et al., 1984, p. 226)
and immediate behavioral aversion. These responses may have a genetic,
evolutionary basis. Consistent with this notion, these reactions occur
cross=culturally (Douglas, 1266), early in development (Jones et al.,
1984), and across species (Hebh & Thompson, 1968; Wilson, 1975).
Nevertheless, cognitive factors can also play an impertant (if secondary)
role. Despite potentially genetic predisposiuons, these reactions may be
altered by learning and expenence (e.g.. among members of the medical
community; see Jones et al., 1934 In addition, cogmitive copsideranon
of social standards and personal standards can elicir a subsequent and
quite different emotion—sympathy. Thus, as a consequence of cognitive
cengequences of inital negative reactions, attitudes toward people with
physical deformities or disabilities may be strongly ambivalent (Katz,
19817,

Although the negative affecnive reaction to people with physical dis-
figurements and disabilities i3 unusual in its spontaneity and intensity,
overall ambivalent responses can oceur for other types of stigma as well.
For instance, with respect to tribal stigmas, Katz (1981) suggested paral-
lels between the reactions of “nermal”™ persons to people with physical
disabilities and the responses of many Whites to Blacks, Many Whites
initially experience feelings of anxiety, discomfort, fear, and aversion in
the presence of Blacks (Kovel, 1970; Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986). Their
behavior is spontancously avoidant, Nevertheless, many Whites alse de-
velop feelings of sympathy for Blacks, The simultaneous existence of
negative and positive feelings among Whites characterizes the nature of
the ambivalence hypothesized to be central 1o many forms of contempo-
racy racial attitudes (see Dovidio & Gaertner, 1998),

Whereas affective reactions may be mare likely to dominate inicial
reactions to stigmas that are more individually griented, reactions to
those that are more collective may mitially be “cooler™ and more CORNI-
tive, For instance, collective stigmas are often associated with well-
learned, consensual stereotypes. These stereotypie schemas, which may
be spontancously accessible, significantly influence how information is
encoded, stored, and retrieved: “Once cued, schemas affect how quickly
we perceive, whit we notice, how we interpret what we notice, and what
we pereeve as similar and different™ (Fiske & Taylar, 1991, p, 122).
They also influence how the perceiver behaves toward the target, and

Stigma: Introduction amd Overview I5

ultimarely how the rarget responds. Affect may be secondary in these
ypes af situatons, . .

" An association between personal-group-based identity and affec-
tive-cognitive reactions may be common, but these dimensions do not
necessarily coincide, For example, emotional reactions (e.g.. anger, sym-
pathy] to a person with AIDS (largely an individual-level mark] may be
determined largely by the atwributions a percerver makes about the cavse
of the enndition (e.g., drug use, blood transfusion}—a basic cognitive ac-
vity (see Weiner et al., 1988), With respect to “hlemishes of individual
c]*.:u:ncmr." criminals may elicit both affective and cognitive reactions.
Which is the preponderant response, however, may be determined by the
specific nature of the crime. A murderer may be hkely to elicit particu-
larly strong negative affective reactions (fear, anger, revulsion) and aver-
sion; attributions and stereatypes may be secondary. In contrast, an em-
hezeler may primarly bring to mind stereotypic associanons of “white-
collar criminals”y the aftective reaction is likely to be less intense and less
negative. MNevertheless, stereotypes may produce further affective reac-
fions, The activation of stereotvpes can make other alfective informatign
accessible (Fiske, 1982; Fiske, Neuberg, Beattie, & Milberg, 1987; Fiske
8¢ Pavelchak, 1986}, Affective responses invelve a “range of preferences,
evalugtions, moods, and emotons™ (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 410,

In summary, sugmatization is associated with aftective, cognitive,
and hehavioral reactions. These may occur in any order, and their effects
are not necessarily independent. For example, affective reactions may
occur nitially, bur subsequent cogmitive responses can temper, modify,
or (ustify these affective responses, sometnmes producing ather emotions
that create psychological ambivalence, Alternatively, cognitive activity
{e.g., attributions) may ocgur first; the consequence of the :]Hrtbut]:‘m‘:'.ﬂ
process then determines the affective reaction le.g., sympathy or dis-
gust), which ultimately motivates action, We propose that which type of
response necurs first or foremost is conditional upon the type of stigma
invalved; the context m which it is encountered; and individual differ-
ences in experiences, beliefs, values, goals, and roles.

Advantages of the Three-Dimensional Framework

Owerall, we believe that the three-dimensional framework we have out-
lined has three main advantages. First, it may help to suggest huks to
fundamental processes that are of general interest to social psychology—
for example, to stereotyping, prejudice, threat, andlv:{:ping, Thus re-
search on this topic not only can be viewed m terms of its unigue conto-
bution to understanding the phenomenon of stigma, but alse can be
appreciated for its contribution te our knowledge of more general psy-
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chological processes, Second, this framework provides a way to organize
and integrate research, For example, research on stigma and stereotypes
has largely focused on the perceptions of the perceiver, on cognitive re-
sponses, and on collective stigmas. Research on gesponses to facial dis-
figurement have focused both on reactions of perceivers (generally affec-
tive and occurning at the individual level) and on adjustments made by
targets (hath cognitive and affective, but also focusing largely on indi-
vidual idenrtity; see Lefebvre & Munro, 1986), Mapping out the areas
for which considerable research and conceprual understanding exist may
also help us recognize che areas that are underresearched and nor well
understood. Third, copsidering stigmatization along muitple dimen-
signs such as these may encourage a greater emphasis on the complex, it-
erative, and dynamic relatonships between stipmatizers and people be-
ing stigmatized,

Limitations of the Framework

Any artemprt to organize a topic as broad and complex as stigma will in-
valve oversimplification, which may obscure crincal distinctions or ex-
clude mmportant points. We have presented oor framework as an
arganizing one, not necessarily as a comprehensive perspective. The ap-
proach has its limitations, and here we acknowledge two of the mose sig-
nificant. First, the perceiver—target dimension implies that stigma occurs
only in social interaction. This is consistent with the approach of Jones
and colleagues (1284), which emphasizes stigma in social transactions—
and primarily in one-on-one interactions, Nevertheless, as we have noted
earlier, it is important to emphasize that stgma is a collective and cul-
turai phenomenon, not simply an interpersonal one. Many of the canse-
guences of stigma occur in the absence of interactions with a perceiver.
Crocker (1999) has argued thae the interaction beeween the collective
representations one brings to a sicuation and the nature of the sitnation,
rather than the interaction berween a target and percever, s what
shapes stigmatization. Cultural representations are stereotypes, ideolo-
gies, vaiues, and heliefs that are widely known, often widely shared, and
widely communicated in the mass media, whether or not people acrually
endorse them. Stigmatized people, either through direct experience or
through awareness of cultural representations, know that their social
identity is devalued by others [Crocker et al,, 1998). Awareness that
one’s social idemtity is devalued can threaten hoth collective esteem and
personal self-esteem, although it does not necessanly lead either to low
personal self-esteem or to low collective esteem. In addition 1o knowing
that their social identity is generally devalued by others, shgmatized per-
sons may also be cognizant of speattic stereatypes of their group. Aware-
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ness of negative stereotypes associated with one’s group, in turn, can
produce a particufar vulnerability that Steele and Aronson (1995; see
also Steele, 1997) have identified as “sterectvpe threat.” In contrast o
the potentially general reactions to the devaluation of one’s group, ste-
reatype threat leads to self-threat only when the specific content of a
negative stereotype is salient and directly relevant 1o one’s behavior or
attributes i a given sicuation. For example, ¢mphasizing thar a rese is di-
agnostic of one’s ability can increase the salience of stercotypes about
the mtellecrual limitations of African Amencans, which can produce
pooerer performance on the task for African Amencan but not for Euro-
pean American students {Steele & Aronson, 1995). These findings illus-
trate that the negative consequences of stigma do not require an interac-
nion between a target and perceiver, or even the presence of a perceiver.
Although this perspective is not emphasized in the social interaction
framework presented here, it does nor preclude it.

Second, the identification of separate levels of the dimensions may
imply a discrete difference, when actually the dimensions are continuous
and responses may reflect a blend of reactions, With respect o the per-
sonal-group-based identity dimension, for mstance,; self-categorization
theory (Tumer et al., 1987] views individual and collective identity as a
conunuum. Which is salient, and the degree to which each s salient, are
functions of the social context. In terms of the cognitive-affective—
behavigral distinetion, all of these types of reactions are typically inexeri-
cably involved and linked. Nearly all stigmas involve some affective re-
acrion, and beliefs, values, and meanings (if not clear stereotypes) are
implicated in stigmatization. Behavioral responses may be consequences
of these responses or may precede and shape cognitive and affective re-
ACtiens,

Mevertheless, despite its obvious limitations, the three-dimensional
framework we have presented here can help to illustrate how the chap-
ters in this volume relate to one another; bevond that, it may be useful
for identifying areas that are currently underresearched bur are poten-
tially theoretically and pragmatically productive. In the next section we
consider the implicauens of this framework as an integranng theme, as
we provide an overview of the cach of the chapters within this volume.

CHAPTER OVERVIEWS

Part 1 of this volume includes four chapters that focus on stigmarization
from the perspective of the pereeiver. Neuberg, Smith, and Asher | Chap-
ter 2} approach the issue of why people stipmatize from a “biocultural®
orientation. These authors acknowledge thar stigmatizanon may serve
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valuable proximate functions by improving the psvchological welfare of
the stigmatizer, and they recognize the importance of immediate social
forces in the development and expression of stigmatization (see Stangor
& Crandall, Chapter 3). However, they propose, more broadly and fun-
damentally, that sugmatization “is rooted primarily in the biologically
based need to live in effecove groups™ (p. 33).

Specifically, Neuberg, Smith, and Asher argue thar sugmatization is
a response to factors that threaten the effectiveness and efficiency of
group functioning, which is an essential aspect of human existence. Stig-
matization necurs when basic principles of group living—reciprocity,
trust, commoen values, and group welfare—are violated. With respect to
the first principle, people who take more than they give by intention
{e.g., by thievery) ar by limited ahility to reciprocate {e.g., by disability)
are likely to be stigmatized. In terms of trust, cheaters and traitors (e.g.,
“Benedict Arnolds™) are also targets of stigmatization because they
threaten group welfare. Because effecuve group functioning depends on
common valyes and ideals, people (e.g., homasexuals) who are seen by
others as undermining the socialization of mamstream group values be-
come stigmatized. Whereas the first three principles apply mainly 1o re-
sponses to members of one’s own geoup who threaten group functiomng
from within, the fourth principle recognizes that outgroup members will
also be stigmatized if their actions are seen to be threatening to the wel-
fare of one's group. Neuberg and colleagues suggest thar this bigeulroral
approach helps to explain the ubiquity of stigmatization in terms of both
process and content across time and culture.

Stangor and Crandall {Chaprer 3) also examine the origins of stig-
matization. They first consider why some attributes appear to be univer-
sally stipmatized {e.g., mental illness), whereas others (e.g., fatness) show
substantial vanability across cultures. In their attemprt to answer the
guestion about why people stigmatize others, Stangor and Crandall next
review a range of theories of psychological processes in other domains.
These theories involve the functions of stgmatizanon, the development
of new beliefs or aceentuation of existing beliefs based on group catego-
rization and differentiation, and the role of social consensus in the origin
and maintenance of stigmatization. The authors effer an integrative
analysis of the etiology of stigmas and stigmatization that centers on
stigring as threat. Threat mgy be realistic and involve tangible outcomes,
ar it may be symbolic and associated with challenges to one’s world
view. Thus, whereas Neuberg, Smith, and Asher emphasize the more dis-
tal causes of stipmatizacion, Stangor and Crandall focus on more proxi-
mate: psychological forces. As Neaberg and his colleagues articulare,
these may be viewed as complementary rather than competing perspec-
tives.
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Biernat and Dovidio, in Chapter 4, also focus on the peregiver in the
process of stigmatization. However, whereas the previoys twa chapters
emphasize general processes and conditions that facilitate the develop-
ment of stigmatization, Biernat and Dovidio examine how specific cul-
rural associations with stigmatized groups and members of these groups,
mice established, can either influence affecave, cognitive, and behavioral
responses to the stigmatized or arise as justifications for the negative
treatment of these groups. Within the three-dimensional framewuark, this
chapter emphasizes the perceiver, group-based identines, and cognitive
processes. The authors argue that “although stereotyping and stigmati-
zarion are closely related terms, they are nor identical, Stngmatization
can sometimes ocour in the absence of consensual stereatypes™ (p. 89,
The importance of stereatyping is hypothesized to be greater for socially
identifiable groups (e.g., groups bearing tribal stigmas, or people with
common defects of character), to rationalize negative group-based atti-
tudes and discrimination, than it is for people with mare diosyneratie
stigmas that may generate more immediate and readily explained reac-
tions. Biernat and Dovidio propaese that stereotypes help to justify stig-
manization, but these aurthars view stereotypes as potential consequences
as well as causes of neganve reactions to stigmatized people.

In Chapter 3, the final chapter of Part I, Crandall further explores
the consequences of stigmatization for the percerver. Crandall proposes
that general “justification ideologies”™ precede and thus shape reactions
to stigmatized individuals. He asks this question: “Do people experience
a near-total collapse of empathy, unaware of the pain of exclusion while
willingly excluding the stigmanzed?” (p. 126). He answers, *This is
unlikely,” and instead proposes that people adopt beliefs that justify
stigmatization and “allow, release, or even promote stigmatization re-
sponses” {original emphasis, p. 128). Crandall identifies two caregories
of justification ideologies. One 15 an “attributional” approach, in which
ateributions of causality, responsibility, and blame justify stigmartization.
The other 15 a “hierarchical™ approach, in which superior-inferior rela-
tions are accepted as good, ingvitable, or “natural.” This distinction cor-
responds roughly to the personal-group-based distinetion in our three-
dimensional framework: Artributions generally involve explanations for
an individual’s actions or condition, whereas hierarchical ideologies re-
fate to the social order of groups. Moreover, both atrributional and hier-
archical justifications shape the affective, cognitive, and ultimately the
behavioral reactions to stugmatized people and groups. For example, at-
tributing responsibility for a mark to the stigmatized rarget can produce
anger rather than empathy, can influence the salience of consonant
cogmitions, and can determine whether the stigmatized will be responded
to with assistance or aversion (see Weiner, 1986). Crandall concludes
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that these justthcation belicts “provide cogmitive and emotional cover
for negative treatment of stigmatized individuals™ {p. 1441,

Part 1T of this volume focuses on the responses of the stigmatized,
Thie four chapters in this section emphasize the active role that stigma-
tized persons play in reacting to coping witll stigmatization,

In Chapter 6, Crocker and Quinn consider the consequences of so-
cial stigma for the self-esteemn of stigmatized individuals. They begin by
cemsiderimg the historical comtext of research oo social sugma and self-
esteern, and the way in which the established wisdom of sodial psychal-
opy came to suggest that social stigma creates low self-esteern for those
who are stigmatized. They then “briefly consider the empirical evidence
for this claim, which is at best inconsistent and at worst contradictory™
ipe 153), Accordmg to Crocker and Quinn, this contradiction is related
ter a basic problem in the way self-esteem s defined in much of this liter-
ature—as a stable trair consistent across social siuations and contexts,
Instead, they argue thit self-esteem s a judgment about the warth of the
self “constructed at the moment, in the situation, as a function of the
meanings that individuals bring with them to the situation, and features
of the situation that make those meanings relevant or ircelevant™ (pp.
153-154).

Cioffi, in Chapter 7, discusscs what she calls “the ‘social token,'
who navigates the commute between public acts and private self-views™
(p. LB5L A social token 1s @ notable representative of a social category
(by wirtue of his or her distimetiveness) who believes that others hold
negative atttudes about him op her because of social category member-
ship. The target’s perspective; group-based 1dentity; and cogrutions, ex-
pectations, and behaviors are central themes in this chapter. Specifically,
Cioffi outlines a model of how feclings of social distinctiveness jntensi-
fies feelings of being scrutinized by others, which affect how people
manage their public behaviors, How people behave in frone of others
then influences the actor’s (in this case, the stipmatized pecson’s) self-
definition, Cioffi's model resembles the “looking-glass self” metaphor—
the idea the people come to see themselves as athers see them (Cooley,
1202/1956]. However, she expands upon this perspective by emphasiz-
ing, first, the importance of a sugmatized person’s perceptions of what
others “see™; and, second, the person’s interpretations of lus or her own
public behaviar as reflections of dentity.

Smart and Wegner, in Chapter 8, pursue Goffman’s (1963) observa-
tion that people experience physical strain in the process of attempting
to conceal “invisible™ stigmas, Within the three-dimensional framework
we have presented, this chapter emphasizes the cognitive responses of
targets to their secial identity as potentially stigmatized persons. The au-
thars' analysis s guided by the *preoccupation model of secrecy™ (Lane
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& Wegner, 1995), which proposes that strategies employed to maintain

secrecy, such as thought suppression, often activate cog!'&i:ti‘.'r PrOcesses
that produce excessive thinking about the secret. In particular, ar:cmp_ts.
at thought suppressign lead to lntrusive thoughts about the SecTets which
result in renewed efforts to keep the thoughts out _Df CONSTIOUSTESS, and
ulpmately to a preoccupation with the secret and irs suppression. Sm;lm
and Wegner review research on stigmatization that is consistent with
this model; they also describe their own rgsearch_. whlcllu pm_vldes !:l[r{:tt
support for the preoccupation model a5 it applies to ~nw1_$1h[e StIgmas
{eating disarders). They conclude rh::_-. chapter by considenng strategies
for the meptal control of myisihle sugmas. . .

In Chapter 9, Miller and Major address the ways in which sugma-
tized targets cope with prejudice and stigma-related stress. Within Ithr,
three-dimensional framework presented bere, this :_:hrl.ptvr a.-m_phasrzcs
the rarget; persenal identity concerns; and aﬁ’u-ct_we.l cognitive, and
hehavioral responses to stigma. Framing their anabyais wx_thm ‘rherlar:uﬁ af
stress and coping, Miller and Major argue that the :mpll:cfamma of
stigma for the psychological well-being of sragmatltzx‘d mdividuals de-
pend on how these individuals appraise their predicament and on the
coping strategies they use to deal with it. Miller and Majar address two
broad, overlapping categorics of coping strategies the sugmatized may
adopt. “Problem-focused” coping strategies attempt to reduce problems
associated with the stigma, and can include coping etforts targeted at the
self te.g., dietng), at the percelvers (e.g., eliminating, their qudmu]. or
at the situation (e.g., avoidance]. “Emotion-focused™ coping strategles
attempt to regulate stressful emotions associated w_lth th_u stigma and
seek to protect self-csteern from threat. Group identity, stigma conceal-
ability, and perceived caontrel are discussed as mederators of r_hesu ceap-
ing strategies. Miller and Major conclude with a discussion of the costs
of different coping strategies, and with the ghservation that no one strat-
ey is likely to be effective for all individoals across all SIUATIONS.

The four chapters in Part 111 of the volume otfera close examinanon
of the nature and consequences of interactians between pegeelvers and
tarpets—the “social interface.” Hebl, Tickle, and Hmth.urrunrf;{pl{}re
“awhkward moments” in social transactions berween nonstigmatized and
stigmatized mdividuals in Chapter 10. These authars define such mo-
ments as digruptions n the flow of interaction. Two themes emerge from
their examination of firsthand accounts of awkward moments hg.'_lmth
nonstigmatized and sugmatized individuals. First, anxiet:;, -.-.-h.':::h 15 de-
fined as physiological arousal accompanied by apprehension, "1s present
4% 4 precursor Or As 4 concomtant o each ﬂwkw;_:.r_d mement”™ (. EHG}.
Second, both stigmatized and nonstigmatized individuals “arrange their
lives s as 1o minimize or altogether avoid [these interactions]” (p. 2BL).
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Hebl et al. expand upon the notion of anxiety to consider the role of
fear, lack of expenence, concern about violating norms, thought sup-
pression, misinterpretations, hostility, and ambivalence in accounting
for the awkward moments of nonstigmatized individuals. These reac-
tions invelve both personal and category-based identity, as well as relaee
b0 copnitive, affective, and behavioral responses. The authors Further
ientify fear of rejection, awargness of being “on stage,” and social ex-
pectations as factors underlying the awkward moments of stigmatized
individuals, Hehl et al. conclude by highlighting the importance of atten-
wating awkward moments and suggesting speaific strategies for reducing
the awkwardness of these interactions,

In Chapter 11, Blascovich, Mendes, Lickel, and Hunter examine
how and why sugma increases the likelihood of “annsocial mteracuon.”
They explore affective, cognitive, and behavioral responses, but suggest
the overarching influence of motivation, which involves these responses
but is “mare than simply the sym or even the interaction of these com-
ponents™ {p, 308), From the perspective of perceivers, the authors pro-
pose that threat, invelving “the pereepeion of possible physical or psy-
chological harm™ (p. 309), mativates either flight or fight in interactions
involving stigmatized individuals, This threat may be a reaction to nega-
tive stereatypes (associated group-based identities) or unlearned affective
cues (often person-based). The targers, the sugmatized persons, also ex-
pertence threat m terms of negative reactions and the experience of preg-
uclice and discrimination. Blascovich et al. draw on their previous work
on challenge and threat as general motivational states, and they review
physiological markers of these states. They then apply this framework,
baoth theoretically and empirically, to understanding the nature, pro-
cesses, and consequences of interactions between stigmatized and non-
stigmatized mdividuals.

Zebrowitz and Montepare explore the operaugn of a particular
type of stigmas, age stigmas, in Chapter 12, Specifically; they “examine
the stigmatizing experiences of those who are ‘too young' or “too old,’
the ways 10 which age-stigmatized people cope with those expeniences,
and the possible functions of age stigmas™ (p. 334). The course of age
stigmas is also relatively unique: People typically mature from one stig-
matiged category [adolescence) to the nonstigmatized and then to an-
other shgmatized category (the elderly). Zehrowitz and Montepare also
explore the importance of eultural and sitational context For age-based
schemas. They observe, “The social-<developmental framewaork of this
chapter emphasizes that no mdividual who achieves his or her full life
expectancy can avoid being a4 member of a stigmartized group” (p. 361).
Like Biernat and Dovidio in Chapter 4, these authors focus on a group-
based identity. However, more than the previous chapters, this chaprer
emphasizes both the perceiver and the target. Zebrowitz and Montepare
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Jocument NEgative SLEreotypes, prejudice, and discrimination tpward .ﬂd'
alescents and the elderly; discuss people’s awareness -c-_F ard un‘medmw
ceactons to these biases; and congider lenger-term coping and compen-
<arion mechanisms—affective, cognitive, and behavioral,

fn Chapter 13, Jussim, Palumbo, Chatman, Madon: and Smath ex-
rend Blascovich and colleagues’ and Hebl ;md mlle—ag}ws ;x.nnl}rsr:s of the
pature af mteraction berween nonstigmatized and sngma_n:;.cd individu-
als into the area of self-fulfilling prophecies. A se[f—fulh[.lmg prl:]!jhclcjr'
accurs when imtally erroneous social beliefs lead to their oW fulfill-
ment—that ts, when the targets of these behefs come to behave in a man-
war that is conssstent with and actually confirms tl}e ITONEOLS beliets.
This chapter thus focuses on the dynamics of social interactions hetween
rargets and perceivers, and on how gmpp—haygd identities can s_hapﬂ the
qature and behavioral consequences ot these interactions. Jussim et al.
first discuss early research on the self-fulfilling prophecy, and then pro-
vide a review and critical evaluation of resgarch on the rale oflse:lf-fuifjli-
mg, prophecies in maincaining beliefs about ﬂtgmamf:d mdividuals i
dyadic interaction. Although the processes under]:l.rmg self-fulfilhing
prophecies are frequently initiated by the biased atritudes and stereo-
types of perceivers, Jussim and his enlleagues also note that targets’ be-
ligfs that anether person stigmatizes them may also scnmuilnte these pro-
cesses. Like other chapters, this chapter emphasizes the Importance ]
the interaction hetween targets and perceivers; hﬂ"-'-'l_‘l‘r’f_‘]‘,, Jussim :Imd col-
Jeagues conclude by acknowledging that self-fulfilling projlnhegtes_may
leo necur at a sociological level, involving political and institutional
palicies, This again suggests the important role of collective representa-
rions in stigmatization,

The figrul chapter in this volume—Chapter 14, by Hebl and K_im:k—
explores the social consequences of a particular gategory {}t. stigmas:
physical limitations. The authors acknowledge that phys.]call disahilines
and their consequences are diverse, and thus that g&n{:rahmrlc?ns stl:muid
he made cautiously. Nevertheless, Hebl and Kleck identify five tiunf:la-
mental issues for understanding the conseguences of ph';r.i_ca! lum.m-
tions. They first examine nonequitable and dysfunctional interaction
outcomes that oceur for physically disabled people. Thm}r range from di-
rect and overt NEgative responses (o8, jokes and re]ugucm], ta more in-
direct forms (e.g., avoldance] or more complex reactions (e.g., discrep-
ant verbal and nonverbal responses), to unintentional forms {e.g., averly
protective behaviors or unwanted and unnecessary assistance). The sec-
onel dimension that Hebl and Kleck review involves both social _;md
physical constraints on people with physical disa bi!it:es; In terms of s0-
cial constraints, terms such as “the physically djsab]cd_ c;ug:rﬂmpimsm:
the person’s physical features, heighten awareness lr;:-i_dlﬂereul:e, and
threaten individual identity and “persorithood.” Physical constrats,
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such as restricted aceess (e.g., unavailability of elevators), can similarly
increase the salience of a person’s disability unnecessarily.

The other basic 1ssues of physical disability that Hebl and Kleck dis-
cuss are dimensions of disability stigmas, attributions associated with
these stigmas, and strategies for “unspoiling” interactions between phys-
ically disahled and nendisabled pecsons, In additian to the dimension of
visibility conrrallabilicy, which we have considered eatlier in this chapter
for stigmas more generally, Hebl and Kleck note that mohility impair-
ment s an imporeant additional dimension of stigmas associated with
physical disability. The ways a person’s physical disability is perceived
aleng these dimensions, in turn, shape the types of arributions people
make and influence their evaluations and expectations. The authors con-
clude their chaprer by recognizing the role that a stigmatized person can
play in reshaping these attributions, evaluations, and expectations. Far
example, mdividugls may try to downplay or hide their disability (i.c.,
ty 19 “pass”). Alternatively, they may choose to openly acknowledge
their stigma to others, The decision about which strategy to adopt, and
the effectiveness of that strategy, are functions of the nature af the dis-
ahility, the physical and social contexe, and the attitudes and expecta-
tions of the interactants. This chapter thus not only reflects the theme of
the social interface in this section of the bosk. It also reinforces the vol
ume’s gverall emphasis on the value of considering the perspectives of
bath the perceiver and the target; the relevance of both persanal and cal-
lective jdentities: and the relations among cogmitive, affective, and
behavioral reactions in developing a ¢omprehensive understanding of
stigma arid stgmatization.
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