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Abstract

The goal of the research reported in this article was to examine whether social categorization,
commonly thought to be a function of accessibility and intra-category fit, is also sensitive to changes in
inter-category fit. Intra-category fit refers to the match between a target person’s features and stored
categorical knowledge, inter-category fit to the extent to which category memberships and targets’
Sfeatures covary across perceived group members. In Experiments 1, 2, and 3, members of soéial
categories of low, medium, and high accessibility, respectively, were shown in a group discussion.
Inter-category fit was manipulated in three steps. Category salience in memory increased as an
additive function of accessibility and inter-category fit. Experiment 4 replicated the effects of inter-
category fit while intra-category fit and the information presented for individual discussants were held
constant. The present studies are the first to demonstrate an effect of inter-category fit on a relatively
direct measure of spontaneous social categorization. Copyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Remember the last parliament or congressional debate? Who was it who said that taxes should be
increased? If one’s memory does not provide the answer, several cognitive processes come into play
that help one to reconstruct the situation. For example, although one may not remember the particular
person who made this statement, the speaker’s political party may still be recalled. Alternatively, if one
cannot remember the speaker’s party, one may surmise that it was someone from the governmental
party on the grounds that in this specific debate most statements in favour of a tax increase were made
by members of that party. But even when there is no memory whatsoever of the debate in question, one
may decide that the statement was made by a member of the governmental party, because that party is
usually or stereotypically associated with tax increase. All three category-based processes may be
involved in reconstructing different aspects of the debate and thereby exert ua influence on
subsequent judgments and behaviour. How accurate these reconstructions can be is in part determined
by the extent to which the political parties actually disagreed on the issue of tax increase. The goal of
the present work is to examine whether such variations in group context already affect social
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categorization in the original perception of group members as well as later category use in re-
constructing perceived group encounters.

A large volume of social psychological research has aimed at specifying the conditions that
moderate the influence of category membership on information processing. For example, factors such
as distinctiveness of category members (Biernat & Vescio, 1993; Taylor, 1981), perceiver goals or
motivation (e.g. Brewer, 1988; Sinclar & Kunda, 1999), processing resources (Gilbert & Hixon, 1991;
Taylor, 1981), situational context (Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 2001), category accessibility (e.g.
Higgins, 1996; Oakes, 1987) and category fit (e.g. Brewer, 1988; Oakes, 1987) have been shown to
affect category activation and application. Here, we will focus on the effects of category fit and
category accessibility.

DIFFERENT NOTIONS OF FIT

In his seminal work, Bruner (1957) discussed accessibility and fit as two basic variables governing
categorization. Most accounts of social categorization have followed his lead, if in different ways. Let
us briefly review the notions of fit employed in major social-psychological theories.

Most social-psychological theories of person perception and impression formation have defined fit
as intra-category fit, that is, in terms of the match between an individual's features and stored
categorical knowledge (e.g. Brewer, 1988; Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Higgins, 1996; Wyer & Srull,
1989). For example, Brewer (1988) suggests that category-based impression formation moves from
general and abstract categories to successively narrower categories until a sufficient level of fit
between the category and the target person’s features is attained: “The search is presumed.to continue
as an iterative, pattern-matching process, starting at the most general level of categorization and
progressing to more specific subtypes, until an adequate fit is achieved.” (Brewer, 1988, p. 17).

In contrast, Oakes (1987) defines fit as inter-category fit, that is, in terms of variations in group
context. In her model, given categories fit to the extent to which they account for the perceived
differences and similarities between perceived persons. Formally, fit is defined by the so-called meta-
contrast ratio, that is, the average perceived similarities within categories divided by the average
perceived similarities between categories (Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994; Turner, Oakes, Reicher, &
Whetherell, 1987). The meta-contrast ratio is large if members of the same categories are similar and
members of different categories dissimilar, provided these similarities and differences are perceived.
For example, if in the above-mentioned debate, members of parties to the political left consistently
argue in favour of tax increases, whereas members of parties to the right speak against tax increases,
then there is a certain amount of inter-category fit for the categorization in terms of political parties. It
is higher than in a debate in which the parties themselves are split in factions with different opinions on
the issue of tax increase, all other things being equal. When the meta-contrast is expectancy congruent,
it is called normative fir. If the meta-contrast runs counter to the corresponding stereotypes, there is
counter-normative fit, whereas a meta-contrast that is based on stereotype-irrelevant features is called
comparative fit (Oakes et al., 1994),

It is important to realize that intra-category fit and inter-category fit, though both offsprings of
Bruner’s (1957) fit concept, are quite different notions of fit. Intra-category fit focuses on an
individual’s relation to categorical knowledge, inter-category fit is defined in terms of the entire
group of perceived persons. Thus, it is possible to consider intra-category fit for individual persons
whereas considerations of inter-category fit necessarily involve more than one individual. Although
this paper is mainly focused on the role of inter-category fit, the distinction between inter- and intra-
category fit is essential for understanding our manipulations.

Copyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Lud. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 34, 567-593 (2004)



Inter-category versus intra-category fit 569

Table 1. Inter-category and intra-category fit

Intra-category fit

Inter-category fit No Yes
No No fit Stereotype consistency of individual group members
Yes Comparative fit Normative fit

Note: Intra-category fit refers to the match of the target person’s features and stored categorical knowledge. Inter-category fit is
given to the extent to which the category distinctions account for the perceived similarities and differences between the group
members.

In Table I, intra-category fit and inter-category fit are cross-tabulated. Comparative fit and
normative fit are characterized by different combinations of both factors. Both are special kinds of
inter-category fit. As shown in Table 1, if there is both inter-category fit and intra-category fit for a
given categorization, that is, if (a) category memberships covary with the group members’ features
(inter-category fit) and if (b) the individual group members’ features match expectancies associated
with their respective category memberships (intra-category fit), then the covariation is in the
expectancy-congruent direction, implying normative fit. On the other hand, comparative fit is
characterized by a covariation with respect to stereotype-irrelevant features, and it is thus represented
by the cell with inter-category fit and without intra-category fit. For example, in a debate in which two
political parties disagree on an issue that is not stereotypically linked to any of them, there would be
comparative fit, but neither normative fit nor intra-category fit for the categorization in terms of
political parties. Finally, in situations without inter-category fit, there can still be intra-category fit for
individual group members. For example, if members of all political parties in the above debate argued
against tax increase, there is little inter-category fit, while intra-category fit is given at least for
members of parties of the political right. We have termed this situation ‘stereotype consistency of
individual group members’ in Table 1.

The accounts by Brewer (1988), Fiske and Neuberg (1990), Higgins (1996), and Wyer and Srull
(1989) focus on intra-category fit, thereby leaving out consideration of the situations represented by
the bottom row of Table 1. On the other hand, Oakes (1987) refers to conditions without fit, with
comparative and normative fit, but leaves out the ‘stereotype consistency’ cell where intra-category fit
is given in the absence of inter-category fit.

Whereas the definitions of fit or applicability do not tally in the discussed accounts, the definitions
of accessibility overlap to a higher degree. Brewer (1988), Fiske and Neuberg (1990), Higgins (1996),
Oakes (1987), and Wyer and Srull (1989) all subscribe to principles of frequency and recency of
category activation (cf. Higgins & King, 1981; Wyer & Srull, 1981) as important determinants of
category accessibility. Moreover, Fiske and Neuberg (1990), Higgins (1996), and Oakes et al. (1994)
differentiate chronic accessibility (e.g. some categories like gender or ethnicity are generally more
accessible than others) from accessibility induced by the current context (e.g. due to recent priming or
situational relevance).

While the role of accessibility and intra-category fit for social categorization is very well
established (e.g. Higgins, 1996), we wish to demonstrate here that social categorization is also
affected by variations in inter-category fit.

Previous theoretical and empirical work has acknowledged the role of social context in person and
group perception. For example, effects of numerical group composition (Mullen, 1991) and inter-
category fit (Oakes, Turner, & Haslam, 1991; Reynolds & Oakes, 2000) on stereotyping suggest that
these variables may affect social categorization. Most theories of impression formation assume that
categorization is a precondition of stereotyping. However, effects on measures of stereotyping need
not go back to differences in categorization, but may also reflect effects on stereotype use. In
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particular, participants may refrain from applying a stereotype to a target person not because
categorization is impaired, but because of factors that affect the application of stereotypic knowledge
to the already categorized target. For example, the availability of cognitive resources (Gilbert &
Hixon, 1991) and motivation (Fazio, 1990) have been shown to affect stereotyping even when category
salience is high. Thus, stereotyping and categorization can be dissociated (see also Hamilton &
Sherman, 1994; Lepore & Brown, 1997). From a broader perspective, variables tapping social
categorization can be seen to differ in the extent to which they invite active inferences, intrusions of
different kinds of knowledge, and second-order priming effects, and similarly to the extent to which
they are susceptible to the influence of output norms, self-presentation concerns and other kinds of
controlled voluntary elaborations as recently pointed out in a thoughtful analysis by Fiedler (2003).
Dependent variables can thus be ordered on a hypothetical continuum ranging from measures of
spontaneous social categorization to measures capturing highly derived and strategically controlled
use of categorical knowledge. According to Fiedler (2003), stereotype ratings would probably have to
be located closer to the second than the first pole on this continuum.

For the present studies, we compute two measures of social categorization widely separated on this
dimension. The first dependent variable is a measure of the extent to which category membership is
encoded in perceiving target persons; the second is a measure of reconstructive category use in filling
memory gaps. The first is a relatively direct measure of social categorization per se, whereas the
second is more susceptible to strategic inferences, intrusions of different kinds of knowledge, and so
forth. We hope to provide evidence for an influence of inter-category fit on a relatively direct measure
of social categorization, suggesting the intriguing possibility that how other persons behave in a given
situation co-determines how a focal target person is spontaneously categorized.

SOCIAL CATEGORIZATION AND INTER-CATEGORY FIT IN THE
‘WHO SAID WHAT?* PARADIGM

To measure processes of social categorization relatively directly, the “Who said what?’ paradigm
(Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff, & Ruderman, 1978) is frequently used. In this paradigm, perceivers observe a
discussion between members of two or more categories. In a subsequent recognition test, they are again
shown the discussion statements and are then asked to assign each statement to its speaker. Participants’
assignment errors can be classified into two kinds. Within-category errors occur if a statement is
wrongly assigned to a person who is a member of the same category as the speaker. Between-categories
errors arise if a statement is assigned to a person from the other category. If there are more within-
category errors than between-categories errors (after a suitable chance correction, cf. Taylor et al.,
1978), this is interpreted as evidence for category memory. The difference of the two kinds of error is
taken as a measure of category salience in perceiving and interpreting the group discussion.

A major advantage of this paradigm is its unobtrusiveness. For example, Stangor, Lynch, Duan, and
Glass (1992, p. 208) argue that the “Who said what?” procedure ‘assesses spontaneous (e.g., Newman
& Uleman, 1989) categorizations, without demands to pay attention to any given features that may
occur when subjects are expecting to make judgments about target persons’. In a recent comparison of
different measures of subtyping, Park, Wolsko, and Judd (2001) found that the error-difference
measure of the “Who said what?’ task predicted subtyping and pointed out that compared to other
measures of group perception, it is relatively noninvasive in terms of preserving participants’
spontaneous views of the group and its members. Since participants are not aware that and how
categorization is measured in the “Who said what?’ paradigm, there is little room for conscious control
over the resulting index of category memory.

Copyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Lid. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 34, 567-593 (2004)
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The paradigm also offers an elegant and simple manner of implementing inter-category fit by
means of statement content. For this purpose, at least two different types of statements expressing two
different opinions about the discussion topic are presented. Inter-category fit is given if the type of
statement covaries with social category membership. For example, most of the pro-statements might
be made by speakers of Category A and most contra-statements by speakers of Category B.

If inter-category fit is implemented in this way, the interpretation of the error difference is however
problematic, because reconstructive guessing contributes to a positive error difference independently
of category salience in memory. If participants detect the covariation of statement type and social
category, they may use that knowledge strategically in assigning statements. Suppose, for example,
that for a given statement neither the speaker nor his or her category membership is remembered.
Nevertheless the statement has to be assigned to someone. It is then likely that the content of the
statement serves as a cue to support an informed guess on the basis of the perceived inter-category fit.
Because participants may have perceived that most pro-statements have been made by speakers of
Category A, they may, under uncertainty, assign a pro-statement with a higher probability to a
Category A speaker than to a Category B speaker. If there'was normative fit (i.e. inter-category and
intra-category fit) in the discussion, the statement is more likely to be assigned to a member of the
stereotypically consistent category; in the case of comparative fit (i.e. inter-category without intra-
category fit), it is likely to be assigned to a member of the category that was more often associated with
statements of the same type in the discussion (Klaver & Wegener, 1998; van Knippenberg,
van Twuyver, & Pepels, 1994). This leads to more within-category than between-categories errors
to the extent to which normative or comparative fit was actually implemented in the discussion. Note
in particular that even constant amounts of category salience and reconstructive category guessing
produce increases in the error-difference measure as inter-category fit increases.

Blanz (1999; Blanz & Aufderheide, 1999) manipulated inter-category fit in the “Who said what?’
paradigm, but reconstructive guessing was not discussed nor was there any attempt to accommodate
such processes in the data analyses. In these experiments, the error-difference measure cannot be
interpreted unambiguously as a measure of social categorization because it is also affected by
reconstructive guessing.

Van Knippenberg et al. (1994) manipulated inter-category fit in a crossed-categories design, in
which three female lecturers, three male lecturers, three female students, and three male students were
engaged in a discussion. The covariation of attitude position and category membership of the speakers
was manipulated in three steps: There was either perfect normative, perfect counter-normative, or no
inter-category fit. In the conditions with normative and counter-normative fit, a higher error difference
emerged than in the condition without inter-category fit. As noted by van Knippenberg et al. (1994),
the result is however difficult to interpret unambiguously. Inter-category fit may have affected the error
difference via reconstructive category guessing rather than via category salience in memory.

OVERVIEW

In each of Experiments 1 to 3, inter-category fit was manipulated in three steps via the degree of
correlation between category membership and type of statement. The experiments used different
category dimensions, pretested to differ in accessibility. In order of increasing accessibility, Experi-
ments 1 to 3 contrasted, respectively, discussants from different hometowns (Aachen and Miinster),
employment status (young entrepreneurs and unemployed persons), and sexual orientation (homo-
sexuals and heterosexuals). A modified ‘Who said what?’ task was used, in which distractor statements
were mixed with old statements whereby a multinomial model (Klauer & Wegener, 1998) allows one
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to disentangle the contributions of category memory and reconstructive guessing. The central
dependent variables are (1) the category memory parameters, mirroring spontaneous social categor-
ization in impression formation, (2) the parameters for reconstructive category guessing tapping
systematic reconstruction biases that can occur under uncertainty with respect to the speaker, and (3)
the person memory parameters, indicating the amount of person-based, individuating processing (see
Appendix for a more detailed description of the parameters). Category memory is an unobtrusive
measure of spontaneous categorization as already discussed. Reconstructive category guessing, like
stereotype ratings, is more dependent on the controlled and strategic use of category-related
information as elaborated below. A fourth experiment replicated and extended the results of
Experiments 1 to 3.

PRETEST

The three pairs of category labels used in Experiment 1 to 3 were selected to establish three different
levels of chronic category accessibility by four judges. The pretest was conducted to confirm expected
differences in accessibility of the categories using Zdrate and Smith’s (1990) category verification
task, adapted to the experimental procedure of Experiments 1 to 3. After observing a group discussion
like in the “Who said what?’ paradigm, participants indicated as fast as possible whether a given
speaker was a member of a given category. Since accessibility is influenced by chronic factors as well
as context factors such as topic relevance (Higgins, 1996; Oakes et al., 1994), the accessibility of the
categories was pretested in a situational context as similar as possible to the experimental situation in
Experiments 1 to 3. The first phase of the pretest is nearly identical to the procedure of the main
experiments and will therefore be described in detail. We expect category accessibility 10 increase
from the categorization based on hometowns over that based on employment status to highest
accessibility for categorization with respect to sexual orientation. Performance in the category
verification task should reflect this hypothesized order of accessibility and thus, performance should
improve as accessibility increases.

Method
Design

The design was one-factorial with the three category dimensions (hometown, employment status, and
sexual orientation) defining the within-participants factor.

Participants
Thirty students from the University of Bonn (10 male, 20 female) with different majors participated.

All were native speakers of German. The average age of the participants was 24.67 (SD = 3.67) years.
Participants received either a partial course credit or some sweets as a reward for their participation.

Pool of Statements and Assignment to Speakers

The discussion statements referred to gender roles in society, The statements addressed six different
subtopics: child care, sharing of domestic work, job and finances, organization of leisure activities,
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partnership and faithfulness, and gender-specific accessories. For each subtopic 16 pairs of parallel
statements were constructed. The two members of each pair addressed the same issue, while one
statement expressed a conservative point of view and the other a more progressive point of view. For
example, with respect to child care, the following statements formed a pair: ‘The upbringing of
children is above all the woman'’s privilege." and ‘The upbringing of children is by no means only the
woman'’s obligation.” Thus, there were 96 more conservative and 96 more progressive statements.

For each participant, speakers of a given discussion group were each assigned three conservative
and three progressive statements randomly sampled from this pool without replacement and with the
following additional restrictions: Only one member of a pair of parallel statements was used in a given
discussion, and the six statements selected for a given speaker had to refer to different subtopics. This
latter restriction was to ensure that a given speaker would not be perceived as holding contradictory
views with respect to the same or a very similar issue.

Portraits and Category Assignments

In the discussion phase, each speaker was represented by a head and shoulder photograph of a young
man, Each black and white portrait had a size of 188 x 235 pixels and was presented on a 17” screen
with a resolution of 1024 x 768 pixels. Seven independent judges estimated the depicted men’s age.
The averaged estimates ranged from 21.71 to 26.57 years (M = 23, SD = 1.85). None of the men in the
portraits was wearing glasses, had a beard or other salient features. Each portrait was assigned to one
of eight first names and three different categories, such that each speaker was either a student from
Miinster or a student from Aachen, either unemployed or a young entrepreneur, and either homosexual
or heterosexual. Crossing the three category dimensions yields eight possible category combinations,
and each of these combinations was paired with one of the eight speakers. For example, a portrait
might be assigned the first name ‘Martin’ and the categories ‘Aachen’, ‘unemployed’, and ‘hetero-
sexual’. These random assignments were repeated for every participant.

Procedure

Participants underwent the pretest in individual sessions of about 15 min. Participants were told that
they were to observe a group of eight men engaging in a discussion about gender roles in heterosexual
relationships. Their task was to form an impression of the group as a whole.

For the group discussion, each of the 48 statements was displayed for 6 s on the lower half of the
computer screen. In the upper half of the screen, the portrait of the speaker, his name, and category
memberships were shown simultaneously. The category memberships with respect to the three
dimensions of categorization were written one above the other on separate lines, and their order
from top to bottom was determined by means of a random procedure for each participant anew. The
inter-trial interval was 500 ms. The speakers made their statements in turn, so that all eight speakers
first made a first statement, then there was a round of second statements, and so on. Within every
round, four conservative and four progressive statements were made by the speakers with *1e
additional restriction that in every round two progressive and two conservative statements were
made by the four speakers of each category. For example, in every round two of the four students from
Aachen made progressive statements, the other two conservative statements, and the same was true for
the students from Miinster and all other categories. Thereby, inter-category fit was ruled out for all
three category dimensions. Again, all assignments were randomized with these restrictions for every
individual participant by the computer, and in every round, a new random sequence of the eight
speakers was presented.

Copyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 34, 567-593 (2004)
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Subsequently, the participants were shown the instructions for the category verification task. They
were asked to indicate as fast as possible whether a given speaker was a member of a given category or
not. The 48 trials of the category verification task combined each of the eight portraits with all six
categories. At the beginning of a trial, one of the six category labels was shown for 1.5 s, then a portrait
was added, and the participant was to press either the space or the enter key to indicate whether the
given category label was true or untrue for this speaker. The assignment of the two keys was
counterbalanced across participants.

Results and Discussion

For each category dimension and participant, errors were aggregated over the 16 trials that probed
category membership with respect to the dimension. Latencies of correct assignments were also
averaged per category dimension. Error frequencies and response latencies decreased across category
dimensions. Mean error frequencies were 6.63 (SD=2.06) for hometown, 5.63 (SD=2.14) for
employment status, and 4.30 (SD = 2.32) for sexual orientation categories. Mean response latencies
were 2021 ms (5D = 604 ms), 1891 ms (SD = 466 ms), and 1652 ms (SD = 960 ms), respectively. Error
frequencies and response latencies were submitted to separate 3 (category dimension) x 2 (partici-
pants’ gender) x 2 (handedness) x 2 (key assignment) analyses of variance with category dimension
as within-participants factor. The between-participants factors gender, handedness, and key assign-
ment were not responsible for any effects and were excluded from further analyses. The one-factorial
analyses of variance with the remaining factor category dimension yielded a significant effect of
that factor for error frequencies, F(2, 58) = 10.2, p <0.001, and response latencies, F(2, 58) =2.76,
p <0.05, one-tailed. Further tests revealed significant linear trends across the three category
dimensions hometown, employment status, and sexual orientation for error - frequencies,
F(1,29)=18.75, p<0.001, and response latencies, F(1,29)=3.60, p <0.05, one-tailed, but no
significant quadratic components, F(1,29)=0.15, p=0.70 and F(1,29) =0.31, p =0.59, respectively.

The pretest confirmed that the category dimensions differ in accessibility in the expected order
from low accessibility for categorization according to hometown over medium accessibility for
categorization according to employment status to high accessibility for categorization according to
sexual orientation. Because category accessibility is known to vary with the contextual embedding in
the “Who said what?™ paradigm (e.g. Stangor et al., 1992, Study 4), care was taken to ensure the
experimental setting of the pretest closely mirrored that of Experiments 1 to 3.

EXPERIMENTS 1 TO 3

Experiments | to 3 are described and analysed together, because they follow parallel designs and differ
only with respect to the employed category dimensions. In Experiments 1, 2, and 3, categorization was
based on, respectively, hometown, employment status, and sexual orientation, and thus, accessibility
of the employed catego— dimensions increased across the experiments. In each experiment, three
levels of inter-category fit were realized between participants: no fit, medium fit, and high fit. In the no-
fit condition, speakers of both categories each made three progressive and three conservative
statements. In the medium-fit condition members of one category each made four progressive and
two conservative statements whereas members of the other category uttered two progressive and four
conservative statements. Finally, in the high-fit condition these ratios were five to one and one to five,
respectively, The modified “Who said what?’ paradigm was employed in order to disentangle the
involved cognitive processes. As outlined above, disentangling category memory from reconstructive
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category guessing is an essential precondition for a meaningful analysis of data in the *Who said
what?” paradigm if inter-category fit is implemented (cf. Ostrom, Carpenter, Sedikides, & Li, 1993;
Simon & Hastedt, 1997; Spears, Haslam, & Jansen, 1999; van Knippenberg et al., 1994).

Method
Design

As just described and further elaborated in Table 2, each experiment followed a 3 x 2 x 2 design with
level of inter-category fit (low, medium, and high) as between-participants factor, kind of statement
(progressive vs. conservative) and category membership as within-participants factors. Note that the
total number of conservative statements in each discussion was 24 as was the number of progressive
statements irrespective of level of inter-category fit. Every speaker made six statements altogether.

Farticipants

Participants were 330 students with different majors from the University of Bonn, 50 male and 60
female in Experiment 1, 42 male and 68 female in Experiment 2, and 46 male and 64 female in
Experiment 3. Their average age was 25.18 (SD = 6.15), 25.06 (SD = 5.60), and 24.60 (SD =4.34) in
Experiments 1, 2, and 3 respectively. All were native speakers of German and received either a partial
course credit or sweets for their participation. They were assigned to the three fit conditions by means
of a quasi-random assignment procedure, Experiences from other studies using the ‘Who said what?*
paradigm (Klauer & Wegener, 1998; Klauer, Ehrenberg, & Wegener, 2003; Klauer, Wegener, &
Ehrenberg, 2002) led us to require 240 observations per condition of each experiment (defined by a
combination of kind of statement, category, and level of inter-category fit) over the participants for
satisfactory statistical test power. Because of the fit manipulation, some cells of the experimental
design received less data points per participant than others, and thus 20 participants were assigned to
the no-fit condition, 30 to the medium fit condition, and 60 to the high fit condition in each experiment,
thereby guaranteeing a minimum of 240 data points in every condition.

Experiments 1 and 2 were run at the same time, and participants were assigned randomly to one of
the two experiments. Experiment 3 was conducted a few months later, but participants were recruited
from the same population. Care was taken that none of the participants took part more than once and
that none of them had taken part in the pretest.

Table 2. Number of conservative and progressive statements per member of Categories
A and B in Experiments 1 to 3

Category
Inter-category fit Kind of statement A B
None Progressive 3 3
Conservative 3 3
Medium Progressive 4 2
Conservative 2 E
High Progressive 5 1
Conservative 1 5

Note: In Experiment 1, members of Category A and Category B were, respectively, students from
Aachen and Miinster; in Experiment 2, young entrepreneurs and unemployed persons; in Experiment
3, homosexuals and heterosexuals. Each speaker made a total of six statements.

Copyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Eur, J. Soc. Psychol. 34, 567-593 (2004)
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Pool of Statements and Assignment to Speakers

The materials were identical to those of the pretest. In addition to the 48 discussion statements, 48
distractor items were sampled from the statement pool. At most, one statement of each parallelized
item pair was used throughout the experiment for each participant. There were 24 conservative and 24
progressive distractors that also sampled the six subtopics in equal proportions as did the targets (cf.
pretest procedure). Target items were assigned to the speakers according to the proportions displayed
in Table 2.

Portraits and Category Assignments

Portraits and first names were the same as used in the pretest. For Experiment 1 the labels ‘Aachen’ and
‘Miinster’ were the only category labels to appear. Each label was assigned to four speakers by means
of a quasi-random procedure repeated for each participant anew. In Experiment 2, these labels were
‘young entrepreneur’ and ‘unemployed’; in Experiment 3 ‘homosexual’ and ‘*heterosexual’.

Procedure

Experimental sessions were run individually and lasted about 20 to 30 min. Apart from the fit
manipulation, the discussion phase was equivalent to that of the pretest, the only difference being that
stimulus presentation time per trial was shortened to 5 s, as only one category label (rather than three)
was presented per trial. In every round of eight speakers the fit ratio was held approximately constant
in order to prevent primacy or recency effects. '

After the group discussion, participants were again shown all 48 statements mixed with the 48
distractor statements in random order. For each statement, their task was to decide first whether or not
the statement had been presented previously by clicking on one of two fields labelled ‘old” and ‘new’.
If they decided “old’, they were asked to assign the statement to the speaker who made it by clicking on
one of the eight person fields showing the eight speakers’ photographs plus names and category labels
that appeared upon an ‘old’ response. After a ‘new’ or a person decision, the next statement was shown
and had to be judged. The fields for ‘old’—and ‘new’—responses (as well as the person fields)
switched screen positions randomly from trial to trial.

Data Analysis

The data of Experiments 1 to 3 were analysed jointly using a multinomial model (Batchelder & Riefer,
1999) described in the Appendix. The model shown in Figure Al was fitted with different parameters
for every experimental condition defined by accessibility (across experiments), level of inter-category
fit, and kind of statement (cf. Appendix). A number of straightforward technical assumptions allowed
us to set some parameters equal across conditions and thereby to simplify the model. These restrictions
were tested by the initial goodness-of-fit test and are reported in detail in the Appendix.

By means of the programme AppleTree (Rothkegel, 1997) the restricted model was fitted to the
data, and the asymptotically xz-distribuled goodness-of-fit statistic indicated a very good overall
model fit, x*(72, N = 31680) = 66.25, p =0.67, for the entire data set as well as for each experiment
separately (the x*'s were 19.06, 17.53, and 29.66 for Experiments 1, 2, and 3, respectively; in each
case df =24, N=10560; all p’s > 0.20).
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The dependent variables of central theoretical interest are the category memory parameters, the
parameters assessing category guessing, and the person memory parameters that indicate the extent of
person-based, individuating processing. We focus on their dependence on level of inter-category fit. As
a preliminary step, it was tested whether the effects of inter-category fit on these variables could be
described by linear trends (on a logistic scale, cf. Appendix) without quadratic component. The linear
restrictions held for the entire data set, x*(12, N=31680)= 14.00, p=0.30, as well as for each
experiment separately (the x*’s were 5.31, 7.35, and 1.34, for Experiments 1, 2, and 3, respectively; in
each case df =4, N=10560; all p’s > 0.11), and the goodness of fit of the linearly restricted model was
good for the entire data set, x2(84, N=31680)=80.25, p=0.60, as well as for each individual
experiment (the x*'s were 24.37, 24.88, and 31.01 for Experiments 1, 2, and 3, respectively; in each
case df=28, N=10560; all p’s > 0.31). These tests secured that (a) category memory, category
guessing, and person memory parameters could be described by linear functions across levels of inter-
category fit and that (b) the data are adequately represented by the set of parameter estimates. The
linear restrictions allow us to focus on just one intercept and one slope parameter for each dependent
variable, thereby increasing test power for the hypotheses tests of central theoretical interest.

Results
Category Memory

Category memory provides a measure of spontaneous social categorization. The category memory
parameters of the multinomial model can be thought of as reflecting the traditional error-difference
measure of the ‘Who said what?’ paradigm corrected for the confoundings by reconstructive category
guessing, differential person and item memory as shown by Klauer and Wegener (1998). The estimates
of the category memory parameters under the linearly restricted model are shown in Figure 1.
Category memory is seen to increase with growing inter-category fit in all three experiments. Category
memory also increased across the three experiments, that is, with increasing accessibility.

Category memory in Experiments 1 to 3
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Figure 1. Category memory (d parameters, linear trends) for Experiments 1 to 3 as a function of inter-category fit

Copyright © 2004 John Wiley & Sons, Lid. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 34, 567-593 (2004)






