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Abstract

Objective: Across four studies, we examined whether certain personality traits
cue prejudice and serve as identity threat cues.

Background: Stigmatized group members may be vigilant to personality cues
that signal prejudice.

Method: In Study 1 (N=76), perceivers selected traits and behaviors associated
with disagreeableness and closedness to experience as indicators of prejudice. In
Studies 2-4, perceivers with stigmatized identities (Total N=907) learned about
a target person who was depicted as disagreeable or agreeable (Studies 2 and 3)
and as disagreeable or another trait matched on perceived negativity (i.e., low in
conscientiousness, Study 4).

Results: Participants perceived the disagreeable target as more discriminatory
and hierarchy-endorsing (Studies 2-4), more morally disengaged (Study 3), and
more likely to discriminate against stigmatized identity groups (Studies 2 and 4)
than the agreeable or low conscientious targets. The relationship between target
disagreeableness and perceived discrimination was partially explained by higher
perceived hierarchy endorsing beliefs (Studies 2—-4) and perceived moral disen-
gagement (Study 3).

Conclusions: This research finds that perceivers with stigmatized identities uti-
lize target disagreeableness as a cue of identity threat, inferring that disagreeable
people are more likely to be discriminatory, prejudicial, and hierarchy-endorsing
than agreeable and low conscientious people.
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1 | INTRODUCTION the people around them. People often utilize cues from

others and their environments to form judgments, make

As people navigate social settings, they are exposed to ex- attributions, and determine their impressions of other peo-
pansive information about the physical environment and  ple (Blanch-Hartigan et al., 2012; Frieze & Weiner, 1971;
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Slovic, 1966). People with stigmatized identities may be
particularly attuned to information that signals whether
their identity is likely to be respected and valued. These
identity safety and threat cues can come from a physical
environment (e.g., gender-inclusive bathrooms; Chaney &
Sanchez, 2018) and from other people (e.g., role models
with similar identities; Pietri et al., 2018). In the present
work, we assessed whether others’ personality traits can
serve as threat cues for people with stigmatized identities.

Researchers have consistently found relationships be-
tween prejudice toward stigmatized groups and certain
personality traits, such that people who are low in agree-
ableness and low in openness to experience tend to be
high in prejudice (Akrami, Ekehammar, & Bergh, 2011;
Koehn et al., 2019; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008). Research on
implicit personality theory suggests that perceivers expect
certain traits and behaviors to be interrelated, such that
a person who is thoughtful is expected to be warm, or a
person who yells at their spouse is expected to be hostile
(Borkenau, 1992). Thus, while a self-reported link be-
tween prejudice, low agreeableness, and low openness to
experience has been established in the literature, no work
to our knowledge has examined whether people expect
certain personality traits to cooccur with prejudice and
discrimination toward stigmatized identity groups.

In the present work, we examined perceptions that
personality traits can serve as indicators of prejudice.
Specifically, we assessed whether (1) stigmatized perceiv-
ers spontaneously and deliberately indicated personality
traits as prominent cues of prejudices and (2) expected a
disagreeable person to be prejudicial and discriminatory
toward people with stigmatized identities utilizing exper-
imental designs.

1.1 | Personality traits and prejudice
Ineffortstobetterunderstand sourcesand correlates of prej-
udice, scholars have investigated the relationship between
various forms of prejudice and the Big Five personality di-
mensions (Akrami, Ekehammar, & Yang-Wallentin, 2011;
Ekehammar et al., 2004; John & Srivastava, 1999; Koehn
et al., 2019). Agreeableness and openness to experience
have been found to negatively correlate with prejudice
toward stigmatized groups (Koehn et al., 2019; Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008). Agreeable people are typically kind, trust-
ing, and cooperative (John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae
& Costa, 2008). Disagreeableness has consistently been
found to correlate to high levels of sexism, heterosexism,
and racism (e.g., Akrami, Ekehammar, & Bergh, 2011;
Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).

Social dominance orientation (SDO) and morality are
related to prejudice (Ho et al., 2015; McFarland, 2010)

and may help to explain the relationship between dis-
agreeableness and prejudice. SDO measures people's
preference for social hierarchy and social order and has
been found to mediate the relationship between agree-
ableness and prejudice, such that people who are low in
agreeableness are high in SDO, and in turn, high in prej-
udice (Ekehammar et al., 2004; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).
Principled moral reasoning, which accounts for people's
desire for fairness and justice in society while disre-
garding what would benefit themselves most (Gerson &
Neilson, 2014), has been found to relate to both SDO and
prejudice (McFarland, 2010). Using structural equation
modeling, McFarland (2010) found that higher SDO pre-
dicts lower principled moral reasoning, which in turn pre-
dicts higher levels of prejudice.

In the present work, we sought to assess whether lay-
people perceive there to be links among disagreeableness,
SDO, morality, and prejudice. People with stigmatized
identities may hold implicit personality theories that in-
clude an assumption that disagreeable people are likely
to discriminate against people with stigmatized identities.
In prior work, stigmatized group members’ lay theories of
prejudice appear to overlap with scientific evidence on the
prejudiced mind (e.g., Sanchez et al., 2017) and thus, we
expected traits that correspond with prejudice to serve as
lay indicators of prejudice.

1.2 | Identity cues

People with stigmatized identities encounter informa-
tion in social environments (e.g., schools, workplaces,
intergroup interactions) that can increase feelings of
identity threat (Steele et al., 2002). One way to alleviate
the negative impacts of identity threat is to foster feelings
of identity safety (Maimon et al., 2023; Purdie-Vaughns &
Walton, 2011). People with stigmatized identities regularly
encounter identity safety and threat cues, which are inter-
personal and environmental cues that signal the value of
their identity in a particular context (Chaney et al., 2019;
Pietri et al., 2018; Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008). Identity
safety cues (e.g., gender-inclusive bathrooms, ingroup
role models, diverse representation) can improve comfort,
expected treatment, and impressions for people with stig-
matized identities (Chaney & Sanchez, 2018; Howansky
et al.,, 2021; Maimon et al., 2023). In contrast, identity
threat cues (e.g., reminders of inequality, prejudicial at-
titudes, lack of ingroup members) can lower belonging,
engagement, and trust, and increase expectations of dis-
crimination (Chaney et al., 2021; Murphy et al., 2007;
Sanchez et al., 2017). People's identities, behaviors, and
beliefs can serve as cues that perceivers with stigmatized
identities utilize to infer if they will experience identity
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threat or safety. In the present study, we extend this work
to examine whether people's traits can operate similarly.

1.3 | The present work

Given that people's attitudes and qualities have been found
to signal identity threat to stigmatized group members, we
first sought to assess whether personality traits known to
be associated with prejudice (i.e., low agreeableness, low
openness to experience) serve as identity threat cues for
people with stigmatized identities. Using mixed methods,
Study 1 explored beliefs about the traits and behaviors that
are common among prejudiced people. We predicted that
participants would report behaviors and traits associated
with disagreeableness and closedness to experience to be
indicative of a prejudiced person. In three subsequent ex-
perimental studies, we examined whether a person's disa-
greeableness served as a cue of discrimination, and thus,
identity threat. Moreover, we explored whether perceived
SDO and moral disengagement served as serial mediators
between disagreeableness and perceived discrimination.
Data, syntax, study materials, and a supplemental file
can be found on OSF at the following link: https://osf.io/
gxkjw/?view_only=aef02f2fed5145c68d7c21ed2a2d4e50.

2 | STUDY 1

Study 1 explored beliefs about the relationships between
personality traits and prejudice among a sample of stigma-
tized group members. Specifically, we asked participants
about the traits and behaviors they perceive are common
among prejudiced people to examine whether disagreea-
bleness and closedness to experience were indicators of
prejudice. To provide some discriminant validity (i.e.,
demonstrate that not all traits serve as prejudice cues),
we explored whether traits and behaviors associated with
high and low extraversion would be perceived as indi-
cators of prejudice, as past work suggests that extraver-
sion is not typically associated with prejudice (Sibley &
Duckitt, 2008).

3 | METHOD

3.1 | Participants

We recruited a racially diverse group of 80 women to par-
ticipate in a correlational online study through the uni-
versity human subject pool in fall 2020. After excluding
participants who completed the study in less than 1/3 of
the median completion time (n=1) or answered fewer

than half of the questions (n = 3), the final sample included
76 women (M,,.=18.3, SD,,.=0.8; 85.5% heterosexual;
57.9% Asian, 22.4% White, 10.5% Hispanic/Latinx, 10.5%
Middle Eastern, 5.3% Multiracial, 2.6% Black, 1.3% Native
American). We determined a need for a sample of 73
participants through a priori power analyses in G*Power
(Faul et al., 2009) for within factors ANOVA with 80%
power and a small to medium effect size (f=0.15).

3.2 | Procedure

Participants signed up for the study in the human subject
pool and completed an online Qualtrics survey using the
measures listed below in the following order. After com-
pleting the questions, they were debriefed, thanked, and
awarded course credit for their participation.

3.3 | Materials

3.3.1 | Prejudice open responses

Participants responded to eight open-response questions,
including questions focused on personality traits that
prejudiced people are likely to have. Further discussion
and analyses of these questions can be found in the sup-
plemental file on OSF.!

3.3.2 | Traitindicators

Participants viewed 24 traits and indicated which traits, if
any, a person could have that would indicate the person
is prejudiced. Participants selected between zero and 24
traits. Six of the traits corresponded to disagreeableness
(e.g., cold), six to closedness to experience (e.g., unimagi-
native), six to low extraversion (e.g., quiet), and six to high
extraversion (e.g., outgoing). We created trait indices for
disagreeableness, closedness to experience, high extraver-
sion, and low extraversion by summing the number of
traits participants selected as typical of prejudiced people.
We created these indices given past work on the correla-
tions between Big Five personality traits and prejudice
(John & Srivastava, 1999; Sibley & Duckitt, 2008).

3.3.3 | Behavior indicators

From a list of 20 behaviors associated with Big Five per-
sonality dimensions (John & Srivastava, 1999), partici-
pants indicated which behaviors, if any, a person could do
that would suggest the person is prejudiced. Participants
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selected between zero and 20 behaviors. Five behaviors
were designed to correspond to disagreeableness (e.g.,
“starts arguments with others”), five to high extraversion
(e.g., “talks to new people”), five to closedness to expe-
rience (e.g., “keeps to a strict routine”), and five to low
extraversion (e.g., “avoids public speaking”). We created
behavioral indices for disagreeableness, closedness to ex-
perience, high extraversion, and low extraversion by sum-
ming the number of behaviors participants selected.

3.3.4 | Demographics

Participants reported on demographics including their
gender identity, racial background, political ideology, age,
and sexual orientation.

4 | RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Study 1 data can be found on OSF (Maimon et al., 2023a).
Using a list of traits associated with Big Five personality
dimensions, participants selected traits indicative of prej-
udice. We conducted a within-subjects ANOVA to com-
pare the average number of traits reported as indicators of
prejudice that correspond to disagreeableness, closeness
to experience, low extraversion, and high extraversion.
We found a significant difference in the traits selected,
F(3, 225)=166.18, p<0.001, np2=0.69. Using pairwise
comparisons with LSD adjustments, we found that par-
ticipants believed a greater number of disagreeable traits
(M=4.6, SD=1.5) were associated with prejudice than
all other traits, ps <0.001. Additionally, participants per-
ceived more traits associated with being closed to experi-
ence (M=2.8, SD=1.7) were indicators of prejudice than
traits associated with high and low extraversion, ps<
0.001. The number of low extraversion (M=0.8, SD=1.4)
and high extraversion (M=0.5, SD=0.6) traits selected
did not significantly differ, p=0.154.

Using a list of behaviors associated with Big Five per-
sonality dimensions, participants indicated the behaviors
they would expect from prejudiced people. We conducted
a within-subjects ANOVA to compare the average num-
ber of BFI-related behaviors selected as indicators of
prejudice and found a significant difference in the be-
haviors selected, F(3, 225)=161.67, p<0.001, 7,’=0.68.
Using pairwise comparisons with LSD adjustments, we
found that participants believed disagreeable behaviors
(M=4.3, SD=1.2) were more indicative of prejudice than
all other behaviors, ps <0.001. Closed to experience behav-
iors (M=1.8, SD=1.6) were more indicative of prejudice
than behaviors associated with high and low extraver-
sion, ps <0.001. More low extraversion behaviors (M =0.9,

SD=1.4) were reported as indicators of prejudice than
high extraversion behaviors (M=0.5, SD=0.9), p=0.044.

These findings demonstrate that prejudiced people are
expected to have traits associated with disagreeableness.
Women expected some traits associated with being closed
to experience to serve as indicators of prejudice, which
may be due to certain facets of openness being perceived
as indicators of prejudice. A recent meta-analysis found
that the values, feelings, and fantasy facets of openness to
experience related to prejudice across several studies (Ng
et al., 2021). Future research should explore whether dif-
ferent facets of openness are expected to cooccur with prej-
udice. While past research has found a self-reported link
between prejudice and low agreeableness and low open-
ness to experience (Akrami, Ekehammar, & Bergh, 2011;
Koehn et al., 2019), this research provides preliminary ev-
idence of a perceptual link between prejudice and these
personality traits. In Studies 2-4, perceivers with stigma-
tized identities learned about a target who is depicted as
either agreeable or disagreeable (Studies 2 and 3) or as
either disagreeable or low in conscientiousness (Study 4)
to examine perceivers' expectations of the target's ideol-
ogies and likelihood of being prejudicial and discrimina-
tory. Study 2 included a White male target because they
are prototypical perpetrators of prejudice (Bucchianeri
& Corning, 2013; Cunningham et al., 2009; Inman &
Baron, 1996), which we thought would make stigmatized
group members more vigilant to cues of prejudice.

5 | STUDY 2

In Study 2, we predicted that women would anticipate
more gender stigma and negative gender-based treatment
from a man and perceive him to be more racist, sexist, and
higher in SDO when the man is disagreeable rather than
agreeable. We also predicted that the higher perceived
SDO of the man would, in part, explain the relationship
between agreeableness and expectations of prejudice and
discrimination from the man. We examined whether
these outcomes would differ between racial/ethnic minor-
ity women and White women.

6 | METHOD

6.1 | Participants

We recruited a racially diverse sample of 410 women to
participate in the study through a university human sub-
ject research pool in Fall 2019 and early Spring 2020, prior
to the start of the COVID-19 pandemic. After removing
participants who attempted to restart the study (n=6),
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completed the study in under 5 min (n=1), completed less
than half of the study (n=4), or expressed suspicion of the
manipulation (n=4), 395 women remained in the sam-
ple (Mage=18.6, SDyge=1.1; 49.6% White, 27.3% Asian,
11.6% Latinx/Hispanic, 8.9% Black, 2.8% Multiracial, 2.3%
Middle Eastern; 90.9% heterosexual). We recruited a simi-
lar number of White women (n=196) and racial/ethnic
minority women (n=199) for the study. We determined
a need for a sample of at least 351 participants through a
priori power analyses in G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) for
ANCOVA with 80% power and small to medium effect
size (f=0.15).

6.2 | Procedure

Women signed up to participate in the study using the uni-
versity's human subject research pool and completed the
study in an on-campus lab space with a woman research
assistant present. After providing informed consent, par-
ticipants were told they would form an impression of a
White man based on a personality profile that the man
completed for an earlier study. Participants also learned
that they would schedule a time to participate in a mock
interview with the man whose profile they viewed, and
who would serve as an evaluator of their interview. The
male evaluator was described as a fellow university stu-
dent. Participants were randomly assigned to read one
of two personality profiles depicting a young White man
who was either disagreeable or agreeable. The profiles
include the evaluator's purported responses to the Big
Five Inventory, depicting the evaluator as neutral on all
traits aside from agreeableness (John & Srivastava, 1999).
We included responses to the Locus of Control scale
(Rotter, 1966) in the profiles as filler to disguise our re-
search questions and reduce demand characteristics, as
has been done in related research employing this same
paradigm (e.g., Sanchez et al., 2017). Given the forced-
choice response format of the Locus of Control scale, the
profiles included responses to this measure with half of
the selected responses corresponding to higher external
locus of control, and half of the selected responses corre-
sponding to a higher internal locus of control.

After reading the profile, participants completed
measures of the perceived personality traits of the eval-
uator. They reported impressions of the evaluator with
measures of likeability, anticipated gender-based treat-
ment, anticipated gender stigma, perceived racism, and
perceived sexism from past work (Sanchez et al., 2017).
Participants reported perceptions of the evaluator's SDO
(hereafter meta-SDO; Ho et al., 2015), completed a mea-
sure of personality and situational attribution of preju-
dice, responded to some filler impression questions, and

completed demographic questions. After completing the
survey, participants were debriefed and notified that no
mock interview would take place. Research assistants
explained the deception in the study and gauged partic-
ipants’ suspicion of the manipulation. Participants were
thanked and awarded course credit. All study materi-
als can be found on OSF. This paradigm has been used
successfully in past work on identity cues (e.g., Sanchez
et al., 2017).

6.3 | Materials
6.3.1 | Perceived personality traits and
manipulation check

Participants reported their perceptions of the agreeable-
ness, extraversion, openness to experience, conscien-
tiousness, and neuroticism of the evaluator (e.g., “in your
opinion, how agreeable is the other participant based on
their profile?”) on a scale from 1 (not at all [trait]) to 3
(very [trait]). The agreeableness question served as a ma-
nipulation check.

6.3.2 | Likeability

Participants were asked to what extent they expected to
like the evaluator (Sanchez et al., 2017) with five items
such as, “how much do you think you will like the other
participant?” Likeability was measured on a scale from 1
(very slightly or not at all) to 7 (extremely or a lot), with
higher scores indicating greater liking of the evaluator
(¢=0.89).

6.3.3 | Anticipated gender-based treatment
Participants reported how concerned they were of an un-
fair evaluation during the mock interview based on their
gender (Sanchez et al., 2017), with three items (e.g., “how
worried are you that they might not treat you with re-
spect because you are a woman?”). We measured items
on a scale from 1 (not at all worried) to 7 (very worried)
with higher scores indicating more negative anticipated
gender-based treatment from the evaluator (¢ =0.97).

6.3.4 | Anticipated gender stigma

On a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree),
participants responded to three items pertaining to ex-
pected gender stigma (e.g., “I am concerned that the other
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participant would judge me negatively based on my gen-
der;” Sanchez et al., 2017). Higher scores indicate greater
anticipated gender stigma (a=0.97).

6.3.5 | Perceived racism and sexism

Using a scale from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to 7 (ex-
tremely or a lot), participants reported expectations that the
evaluator would be racist (e.g., “How likely is this person
to discriminate based on race”) and sexist (e.g., “how likely
is this person to discriminate based on gender;” Sanchez
etal., 2017). We created a three-item composite of perceived
racism of the evaluator (¢ =0.72) and a three-item compos-
ite of perceived sexism of the evaluator (¢#=0.81).

6.3.6 | Meta-SDO

On a scale from 1 (they would strongly oppose) to 7 (they
would strongly favor),” participants reported perceptions
that the evaluator would endorse eight statements indicat-
ing a preference for social hierarchy and inequality (e.g.,
“some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups;”
Ho et al., 2015). We created a composite so higher scores in-
dicate greater meta-SDO of the evaluator (¢ =0.88).

6.3.7 | Additional measures

For any additional measures in the studies, please see the
supplemental file on OSF.

7 | RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

7.1 | Preliminary analyses

Study 2 data can be found on OSF (Maimon et al., 2023b).
We winsorized six outliers in the measures of interest by
replacing outliers with the closest value within three SD
of the mean. We calculated bivariate correlations among

Variable 1 2 3
1. Anticipated gender-based -
treatment

2. Anticipated gender stigma 0.76** -

3. Perceived sexism 0.68** 0.71** -

4. Perceived racism 0.59** 0.57** 0.73**
5. Meta-SDO 0.47%* 0.44%* 0.60**
#p <0.01.

the measures of interest (see Table 1). We conducted a
series of independent samples f-tests both as a manipu-
lation check between the two trait conditions and to test
whether to control for perceived personality traits and
likeability in subsequent analyses. Supporting the effec-
tiveness of the manipulation, participants perceived the
male evaluator as higher in agreeableness in the agreeable
condition (M=2.3, SD=0.5) than in the disagreeable con-
dition (M=1.7,SD=0.5),#(393)=12.89, p<0.001, d =1.30.
T-tests revealed significant differences in perceived con-
scientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience, and
likeability of the evaluator based on the trait conditions,
ts(393)>4.03, ps <0.001, ds > 0.40. We controlled for like-
ability and these perceived personality traits in all subse-
quent analyses of the manipulation. Analyses excluding
these covariates can be found in the supplemental file on
OSF and yield similar findings.

7.2 | Primary analyses
We conducted a 2 (trait condition: agreeable, disagree-
able)x2 (participant identity: racial/ethnic minority,
White) MANCOVA to test our hypothesis that women
would expect higher sexism, racism, gender stigma, and
negative gender-based treatment from the evaluator who
is disagreeable rather than agreeable. We also conducted
a 2x2 ANCOVA to assess whether meta-SDO is higher
in the disagreeable condition than in the agreeable con-
dition, as we predicted. Indeed, there was a significant
main effect of agreeableness trait condition on meta-SDO,
F(1, 335)=43.11, p<0.001, np2=0.11, such that women
perceived the disagreeable evaluator as higher in SDO
(Mmarg=3.9, SE=0.1), and, therefore, more likely to en-
dorse social hierarchy and inequality, than the agreeable
evaluator (Mp,,=3.2, SE=0.1). There was not a signifi-
cant main effect of participant identity, F(1, 335)=3.63,
p=0.058, nor a significant interaction between identity
and trait condition on meta-SDO, F(1, 335)=0.82, p=0.37.
The MANCOVA revealed a significant main effect
of trait condition, F(4, 384)=10.37, p<0.001, Wilks'
A=0.90, np2=0.10, and a significant main effect of

TABLE 1 Bivariate correlations
among variables of interest in Study 2.

0.56** -—
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participant identity, F(4, 384)=3.76, p=0.005, Wilks'
A=0.96, npz =0.04, on the combined dependent variables,
but not a significant interaction between trait condition
and participant identity, F(4, 384)=0.17, p=0.96, Wilks'
A=1.00. Women anticipated more gender stigma from
the disagreeable evaluator (Mp,,=3.1, SE=0.1) than
from the agreeable evaluator (Mp,,,,=2.6, SE=0.1), F(1,
387)=7.56, p=0.006, ’7p2 =0.02. They also anticipated
more negative gender-based treatment from the disagree-
able evaluator (M, =2.5, SE=0.1) than from the agree-
able evaluator (M,,,,,=2.2, SE=0.1), F(1, 387)=5.89,
p=0.016, 1, =0.02.

Women perceived the disagreeable evaluator to be more
sexist (Mp,rg=3.1, SE=0.1) than the agreeable evaluator
(Myyarg=2.5, SE=0.1), F(1, 387)=28.76, p<0.001, 1, =0.07.
Women perceived the disagreeable evaluator to be more
racist (Mp,s=3.4, SE=0.1) than the agreeable evaluator
(Mpyarg=2.6, SE=0.1), F(1, 387)=34.36, p <0.001, 1,°=0.08.
There was a significant main effect of participant identity
on perceived racism, F(1, 387)=11.71, p=0.001, np2=0.03,
such that racial/ethnic minority participants expected the
evaluator to be more racist (Mp,,=3.2, SE=0.1) than
White participants (M, =2.8, SE=0.1). There were no
significant main effects of participant identity on antici-
pated gender stigma, F(1, 387)=3.62, p=0.058, anticipated
gender-based treatment, F(1, 387)=1.42, p=0.23, per-
ceived sexism, F(1, 387)=1.40, p=0.24, and meta-SDO, F(1,
335)=3.63, p=0.058.

arg

7.3 | Mediation analyses
To assess the hypothesis that meta-SDO would mediate the
relationship between the trait conditions and each meas-
ure of anticipated and perceived discrimination, we con-
ducted a series of mediation analyses using Hayes' (2013)
PROCESS Macro for SPSS 26. We conducted each me-
diation analysis using PROCESS model four with bias-
corrected bootstrapped confidence intervals (CIs) and
10,000 resamples (Hayes, 2013). We also controlled for
liking, participant racial identity, and perceived openness
to experience, neuroticism, and conscientiousness of the
evaluator in these analyses. We compared impressions of
the disagreeable evaluator (1) to impressions of the agree-
able evaluator (0). There was a significant indirect effect
of trait condition on anticipated gender stigma, B=0.46,
95% CI=0.28, 0.65], anticipated gender-based treatment,
B=0.46, CI=[0.32, 0.63], perceived sexism, B=0.47,
CI=[0.33, 0.64], and perceived racism, B=0.47, CI=[0.33,
0.63], through meta-SDO. Additional mediation statistics
can be found in the supplemental file on OSF.

These findings suggest that women perceive disagree-
able White men to be more sexist, racist, higher in SDO, and

to treat them more negatively based on their gender than
agreeable White men. Moreover, mediation results suggest
that disagreeableness signals their level of SDO, which in
turn related to greater anticipated gender stigma, more
negative gender-based treatment, greater perceived sexism,
and greater perceived racism from the evaluator. Overall,
racial and ethnic minority women expected a White man to
be more racist than White women, though no other differ-
ences based on participant racial identity emerged.

8 | STUDY 3

The goal of Study 3 was to replicate and extend the find-
ings of Study 2 with LGBQ participants, a target with un-
specified identities, and a paradigm in which the target's
personality was described by an acquaintance. We as-
sessed whether perceptions of a target's SDO and morality
would help to explain the relationship between personal-
ity and perceived discrimination. We predicted that LGBQ
participants would perceive a target as more sexist, more
racist, more heterosexist, higher in SDO, and more likely
to morally disengage when the target was depicted as disa-
greeable than when the target was depicted as agreeable.
We examined whether the perceived identities of the tar-
get differ based on the target's personality.

9 | METHOD

9.1 | Participants

We recruited 300 LGBQ people to participate in the study
using Prolific Academic in Spring 2023. We excluded par-
ticipants who did not identify as LGBQ (n=23), attempted
the study more than once (n=11), failed the manipula-
tion check (n=36), and failed two or more attention
checks (n=2). The final sample included 228 LGBQ peo-
ple (Mage=33.0, SDage=11.3; 45.6% women, 43.0% men,
11.4% non-binary/agender; 73.7% White, 11.4% Latinx/
Hispanic, 11.0% Black, 7.0% Asian, 4.8% Multiracial,
1.8% Native American, 0.4% Middle Eastern, 0.9% an-
other race/ethnicity; 61.8% bisexual, 20.2% gay, 10.5%
lesbian, 7.5% queer). We conducted a power analysis for
MANOVA in G*Power (Faul et al., 2009) which suggested
a need for at least 212 participants to detect a medium ef-
fect (f(V)=0.0625) with 80% power.

9.2 | Procedure and materials

LGBQ participants signed up for the online study on
the Prolific platform. After providing informed consent,
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participants learned that the study was ostensibly focused
on workplace dynamics. They read that a company has
its employees complete anonymous evaluations of their
coworkers and that they would read part of an anonymous
evaluation of a coworker named “Jacob.”® Participants
were randomly assigned to read one of two evaluations
depicting Jacob as either agreeable or disagreeable. The
evaluation included a coworker's responses to the agree-
ableness items about Jacob from the Big Five Inventory
(John & Srivastava, 1999), indicating that Jacob's cow-
orker perceived him as either agreeable or disagreeable.
For example, in the agreeable condition, the coworker in-
dicated that they “strongly agree” that they see Jacob as
“someone who is helpful and unselfish with others.” In
contrast, in the disagreeable condition, the coworker in-
dicated that they “strongly agree” that they see Jacob as
“someone who tends to find fault with others.”

After reading the evaluation, participants completed
attention checks, a manipulation check, and a measure
of perceived agreeableness. Participants then completed a
series of impression and filler measures in a randomized
order. As in Study 2, participants completed measures
of likeability (@¢=0.96), perceived racism (a¢=0.97), per-
ceived sexism (@=0.97), and meta-SDO (a«=0.97) of the
target, Jacob (Ho et al., 2015; Sanchez et al., 2017). They
also completed a three-item measure of perceived hetero-
sexism (e.g., “How likely is this person to discriminate
based on sexual orientation?”; «=0.97) on a scale from
1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely) that was adapted from
the perceived sexism items. To measure perceived moral
disengagement, participants indicated how much they
thought the target, Jacob, would agree with eight state-
ments (e.g., “It is okay to spread rumors to defend those
you care about;” «=0.97; Moore et al., 2012) on a scale
from 1 (he would strongly disagree) to 7 (he would strongly
agree). After completing these measures, participants re-
ported perceptions of Jacob's gender, race/ethnicity, age
range, and sexual orientation with single-item measures.
Participants reported their demographics (e.g., gender
identity, age, sexual orientation, race/ethnicity) and were
then debriefed and compensated. During the debrief, par-
ticipants learned that the evaluation was designed for this
study. All study materials can be found on OSF.

10 | RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

10.1 | Preliminary analyses

Study 3 data can be found on OSF (Maimon et al., 2023c).
We calculated bivariate correlations among the measures
of interest (see Table 2). We conducted chi-square tests to
assess whether perceived identities of the target differed

TABLE 2 Bivariate correlations among variables of interest in
Study 3.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1. Perceived heterosexism -

2. Perceived sexism 0.95** -—

3. Perceived racism 0.94**  0.95%* -

4. Meta-SDO 0.84** 0.86** 0.87** -

5. Perceived moral 0.86** 0.87** 0.88** 0.89** -
disengagement

**p<0.01.

by trait condition. There were no significant differences in
perceived gender, X*(1)=0.45, p=0.500, or perceived age,
X*(4)=6.21, p=0.184, between the trait conditions. 98.7%
of participants perceived the target as a man and 90.8%
expected the target to be 20-39years old. While 89.0%
of participants perceived the target to be White, more
participants expected the agreeable target to be Black,
Asian, or Hispanic/Latinx than the disagreeable target, X
%(4)=21.66, p<0.001. Though 80.7% of participants per-
ceived the target as heterosexual, more participants per-
ceived the agreeable target to be gay, bisexual, or queer
than the disagreeable target, X*(4)=34.78, p <0.001.

We conducted independent samples t-tests to assess
differences in target likeability and perceived agreeable-
ness between the trait conditions. Supporting the effective-
ness of the manipulation, participants perceived the target
as more agreeable in the agreeable condition (M=3.0,
SD=0.2) than in the disagreeable condition (M=1.1,
SD=0.2), #(226)=74.22, p<0.001, d=9.84. Participants
perceived the target as more likeable in the agreeable con-
dition (M=6.0, SD=0.8) than in the disagreeable condi-
tion (M=2.3, SD=1.0), #(226)=230.16, p<0.001, d=4.00.
Thus, we controlled for target likeability in subsequent
analyses. Analyses excluding likeability can be found in
the supplemental file on OSF and yield similar findings.

10.2 | Primary analyses

We conducted a MANCOVA to examine the effect of the
agreeableness trait manipulation on perceived racism,
perceived sexism, perceived heterosexism, meta-SDO, and
perceived moral disengagement while controlling for like-
ability of the target. There was a statistically significant
difference between the trait conditions on the combined
dependent variables, F(5, 221)=14.92, p<0.001, Wilks'
A=0.75, np2=0.25. Participants perceived the target as
more heterosexist in the disagreeable condition (M, =44,
SE=0.2) than in the agreeable condition (Mp,,=3.1,
SE=0.2), F(1, 225)=20.17, p<0.001, npz =0.08. Participants
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perceived the target as more sexist in the disagreeable condi-
tion (Mp,s=4.5, SE=0.2) than in the agreeable condition
(Myyarg=3.0, SE=0.2), F(1, 225)=23.69, p<0.001, r,”=0.10.
Participants also perceived the target as more racist in the
disagreeable condition (M,,=4.4, SE=0.2) than in the
agreeable condition (Mmarg =3.0,SE=0.2), F(1, 225)=24.92,
p<0.001, np2 =0.10. Participants expected the target to be
higher in SDO in the disagreeable condition (M,;=4.8,
SE=0.1) than in the agreeable condition (Mp,,=2.6,
SE=0.2), F(1, 225)=64.50, p<0.001, np2 =0.22. Participants
expected the target to be more likely to morally disengage in
the disagreeable condition (M, =4.5, SE=0.1) than in the
agreeable condition (Mmarg =2.9,SE=0.2), F(1, 225)=37.65,
p<0.001, ,>=0.14.

10.3 | Serial mediation analyses

We conducted serial mediation analyses using
Hayes' (2013) PROCESS Macro for SPSS 26. We as-
sessed differences between the disagreeable (1) and
agreeable conditions (0) using PROCESS model six with
bias-corrected bootstrapped CIs and 10,000 resamples
(Hayes, 2013), while controlling for likeability. We
tested whether meta-SDO and perceived moral disen-
gagement serially mediate the relationship between the
trait conditions and perceived heterosexism, perceived
sexism, and perceived racism (see Figure 1). There
were significant indirect effects of target agreeableness
on perceived heterosexism, B=0.36, 95% CI=[0.17,
0.59], perceived sexism, B=0.33, CI=[0.15, 0.56], and
perceived racism, B=0.36, CI=[0.17, 0.59], serially

through meta-SDO and perceived moral disengage-
ment. There were also significant indirect effects of tar-
get agreeableness on perceived heterosexism, B=0.35,
CI=[0.01, 0.80], perceived sexism, B=0.35, CI=[0.03,
0.74], and perceived racism, B=0.51, CI={0.18, 0.94],
through meta-SDO alone. There were no significant
indirect effects of target agreeableness on the out-
comes through perceived moral disengagement alone.
Additional statistics of the mediation analyses can be
found in the supplemental file on OSF.

Consistent with our predictions and the results of
Study 2, LGBQ participants perceived a disagreeable
target to be more racist, more sexist, more heterosexist,
higher in SDO, and more likely to morally disengage than
an agreeable target while controlling for the likeability of
the target. While most participants expected the target to
be a straight, White, young man, more participants per-
ceived the target to have a sexual minority or racial/eth-
nic minority identity when the target was disagreeable
rather than agreeable.

Serial mediation results suggest that a disagreeable
target was perceived as higher in SDO and subsequently
more likely to morally disengage than an agreeable target,
which in turn led to perceptions that a disagreeable tar-
get is more discriminatory than an agreeable target. These
findings complement existing research which has found
that people who self-report low agreeableness also report
high SDO and high prejudice (Sibley & Duckitt, 2008),
and those who self-report high SDO also report low moral
reasoning and high prejudice (McFarland, 2010). Thus,
these findings demonstrate that LGBQ laypeople perceive
someone's disagreeableness to be an indicator that they

PH: 45%**
PS: 45%%*
PR: 45%%* .
Meta-SDO . Pe.rcelved Moral
Disengagement
PH: 2.17*** oEp: 37enn
PS: 2.17%%* PS: 34%%*
PR: 2.17%** s
PH: .66* PH: .16*
PS: .66* PS: .16*
PR: .66* PR: 23%*
Dis?lg)rizagle S::Slietion Perceived Heterosexism,
Con&tig;n © PH: 1.38%** (42) Sexism, and Racism
PS: 1.41%** (.50)

PR: 1.49%** (38)

FIGURE 1 Results of Study 3 serial mediation analyses. Unstandardized coefficients are shown for all three analyses, with PH

indicating results for perceived heterosexism, PS indicating results for perceived sexism, and PR indicating results for perceived racism.

Likeability was included as a covariate in these analyses. The direct effects are included in parentheses next to the total effects. Asterisks

indicate significant pathways (*p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001).
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more strongly endorse social hierarchy, are less moral,
and are more likely to discriminate against participants’
ingroup (LGBQ people), as well as against racial/ethnic
and gender minority group members than would some-
one who is agreeable.

11 | STUDY 4

The main goal of Study 4 was to demonstrate that disa-
greeableness itself serves as an indicator of prejudice and
discrimination. Studies 2 and 3 identified relationships
among target disagreeableness, meta-SDO, perceived
moral disengagement, perceived discrimination, and
anticipated stigma by comparing perceptions of agree-
able and disagreeable targets. The Study 2 and 3 find-
ings are consistent with the halo effect, which finds that
perceptions of a person's traits, behaviors, and attributes
are influenced by an overall positive or negative evalu-
ation of the person (Lachman & Bass, 1985; Nisbett &
Wilson, 1977). While we control for likeability in Studies
2-3, we went one step further in Study 4 to ensure that
these relationships were not solely prompted by percep-
tions that agreeableness is a more positive trait than
disagreeableness.

Specifically, in Study 4, we sought to compare per-
ceptions of targets with personality traits that were per-
ceived as similarly negative. To continue demonstrating
that stigmatized groups broadly use disagreeableness as
a cue to prejudice, Study 4 uses a participant sample of
racial/ethnic minorities who were asked their impres-
sions of a target who was depicted as either disagree-
able or low in conscientiousness, using traits that were
matched on perceived negativity. In addition, we used a
different paradigm to manipulate traits to demonstrate
the generalizability of these effects. We predicted that
racial/ethnic minority participants would anticipate
more race stigma and perceive a target as more sexist,
more racist, higher in SDO, and more likely to morally
disengage when the target was depicted as disagreeable
rather than low in conscientiousness. We also exam-
ined whether perceived SDO and morality would help
explain the relationship between target disagreeableness
and perceived discrimination.

12 | METHOD

12.1 | Participants

We recruited 300 participants with racial/ethnic minor-
ity identities to participate in the study using Prolific
Academic in Spring 2023. We excluded participants who

did not have a racial/ethnic minority identity (n=5), at-
tempted the study more than once (n=6), failed two or
more attention checks (n=4), and completed the study
in under 1/3 of the median completion time (n=1).
The final sample included 284 participants (M,g.=33.3,
SDage=11.2; 49.6% men, 48.2% women, 2.3% another
gender; 35.6% Black/African American, 31.0% Asian,
19.4% Multiracial, 12.0% Hispanic/Latinx, 1.4% Native
American, 0.7% Pacific Islander; 75.4% heterosexual,
14.8% bisexual, 3.9% gay, 2.1% lesbian, 1.8% queer, 2.1%
another sexual orientation). An a priori power analysis
for MANOVA in G¥Power (Faul et al., 2009) suggested a
need for at least 212 participants to detect a medium effect
(fz(V)=0.0625) with 80% power.

12.2 | Procedure and materials
Racial/ethnic minority participants signed up for the study
on the Prolific platform. After providing informed consent,
participants learned that the study was ostensibly focused
on hiring perceptions and impressions of others. They read
a job candidate evaluation that had ostensibly been com-
pleted following an interview with a candidate named Jacob.
Participants were randomly assigned to read one of two can-
didate evaluations depicting Jacob as either disagreeable
or low in conscientiousness. Jacob was either described as
“stubborn and a bit arrogant at times” (disagreeable condi-
tion) or “disorganized and a bit lazy at times” (low consci-
entiousness condition). We pilot tested 18 personality traits
and selected traits for this manipulation that were rated as
similarly negative, ps>0.178. In both conditions, Jacob was
also described as “outgoing.” Additional trait pilot test de-
tails can be found in the supplemental file on OSF.
Participants completed attention checks, a manipu-
lation check, and a measure of perceived agreeableness
after reading the candidate evaluation. They then com-
pleted impression and filler measures in a randomized
order. Participants completed measures of likeability
(@=0.92), perceived racism (a=0.77), perceived sexism
(x=0.85), perceived moral disengagement (a=0.87),
and meta-SDO (a=0.91) of the target, Jacob, as they did
in Study 3 (Ho et al., 2015; Moore et al., 2012; Sanchez
et al., 2017). They also completed a three-item measure
of anticipated race stigma (e.g., “I worry that the job can-
didate would treat me poorly based on my race”; a =0.96;
Sanchez et al., 2017) on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree). Participants then completed the
same perceived identity measures and demographic mea-
sures from Study 3. Participants were debriefed and com-
pensated, at which point they learned that the candidate
evaluation was designed for this study. All study materi-
als can be found on OSF.
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TABLE 3 Bivariate correlations )
. . . Variable 1 2 3 4 5

among variables of interest in Study 4.

1. Anticipated race stigma = -

2. Perceived sexism 0.68** -

3. Perceived racism 0.67** 0.83** -

4. Meta-SDO 0.55%* 0.61** 0.62** -

5. Perceived moral 0.41%* 0.43%* 0.42%* 0.52%* -

disengagement
**p <0.01.

13 | RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

13.1 | Preliminary analyses

Study 4 data can be found on OSF (Maimon et al., 2023d).
We winsorized three outliers in the likeability measure.
We calculated bivariate correlations among the meas-
ures of interest (see Table 3). We conducted a series of
chi-square tests to assess whether perceived identities of
the target differed by trait condition. There were no sig-
nificant differences in perceived gender, X*(1)=0.99,
p=0.320, or sexual orientation, X?(4)=8.09, p=0.088,
between the trait conditions. 99.6% of participants per-
ceived the target as a man and 94.4% perceived the tar-
get to be straight. While 89.1% of participants perceived
the target to be White, more participants perceived the
low conscientious target to be Black or Asian than the
disagreeable target, X*(4)=12.38, p=0.015. Participants
were more likely to perceive the disagreeable target to be
older and the low conscientious target to be younger, X
%(4)=10.12, p=0.039. We conducted independent sam-
ples t-tests to assess differences in perceived agreeable-
ness and target likeability between the trait conditions.
Participants perceived the target as more agreeable in the
low conscientious condition (M =2.2, SD=0.5) than in the
disagreeable condition (M=2.0, SD=0.4), #(282)=3.34,
p<0.001, d=0.40. Participants liked the low conscien-
tious target (M=4.7, SD=0.9) more than the disagreeable
target (M=4.1, SD=1.0), 1(282)=5.46, p<0.001, d =0.65.
We controlled for the perceived likeability of the target in
subsequent analyses. Analyses excluding likeability can
be found in the supplemental file on OSF and yield simi-
lar findings.

13.2 | Main analyses

We conducted a MANCOVA to examine the effect of the
trait manipulation on perceived racism, perceived sexism,
anticipated race stigma, perceived moral disengagement,
and meta-SDO while controlling for likeability of the tar-
get. There was a statistically significant difference between

the trait conditions on the combined dependent variables,
F(5, 277)=5.58, p<0.001, Wilks' A=0.91, #,’=0.09.
Participants anticipated more race stigma from the target
in the disagreeable condition (My,,,,=3.5, SE=0.1) than in
the low conscientious condition (M., =2.9,SE=0.1), F(1,
281)=14.51, p<0.001, np2 =0.05. Participants perceived
the target as more sexist in the disagreeable condition
(Mpparg=3.7, SE=0.1) than in the low conscientious con-
dition (My,,=3.3, SE=0.1), F(1, 281)=11.23, p<0.001,
npz =0.04. Participants perceived the target as more racist
in the disagreeable condition (My,,,=3.6, SE=0.1) than
in the low conscientious condition (M, =3.4, SE=0.1),
F(1,281)=4.39,p=0.037, npz =0.02. Participants perceived
the target as higher in SDO in the disagreeable condition
(Mpparg=3.9, SE=0.1) than in the low conscientious con-
dition (Mp,,=3.3, SE=0.1), F(1, 281)=18.98, p<0.001,
np2=0.06. Participants did not perceive the targets to sig-
nificantly differ in moral disengagement between the trait
conditions, F(1, 281)=3.50, p=0.063.

13.3 | Serial mediation analyses

Although there was not a significant effect of the trait
conditions on perceived moral disengagement when con-
trolling for likeability, we conducted serial mediations
with meta-SDO and perceived moral disengagement as
mediators as we did in Study 3. We assessed differences
between the disagreeable (1) and low conscientious con-
ditions (0) using PROCESS model six with bias-corrected
bootstrapped CIs and 10,000 resamples (Hayes, 2013),
while controlling for likeability. We tested whether meta-
SDO and perceived moral disengagement serially mediate
the relationship between the trait conditions and antici-
pated race stigma, perceived sexism, and perceived racism
(see Figure 2). There were significant indirect effects of
trait condition on anticipated race stigma, B=0.28, 95%
CI=[0.13, 0.46], perceived sexism, B=0.26, CI=[0.12,
0.43], and perceived racism, B=0.27, CI=[0.13, 0.45],
through meta-SDO alone. However, the indirect effects
of trait condition on the three outcome variables serially
through meta-SDO and perceived moral disengagement
and through perceived moral disengagement alone were
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FIGURE 2 Results of Study 4 serial mediation analyses. Unstandardized coefficients are shown for all three analyses, with RS indicating
results for anticipated race stigma, PS indicating results for perceived sexism, and PR indicating results for perceived racism. Likeability was

included as a covariate in these analyses. The direct effects are included in parentheses next to the total effects. Asterisks indicate significant

pathways (*p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001).

not significant. Additional statistics of the mediation anal-
yses can be found in the supplemental file on OSF.

Consistent with our predictions and the results of
Studies 2 and 3, participants with racial/ethnic minority
identities anticipated more race stigma and perceived a
disagreeable target to be more racist, more sexist, and
higher in SDO than a low conscientious target while
controlling for likeability of the target. Because the dis-
agreeable traits and low conscientious traits included
in the manipulation were matched on perceived neg-
ativity, these findings suggest that disagreeableness it-
self, rather than negatively perceived traits in general,
signals to people with racial/ethnic minority identities
that a person is likely to be discriminatory. Although
perceived moral disengagement did not significantly
differ between the trait conditions, perceived moral dis-
engagement was significantly positively correlated with
the other outcomes of interest, rs>0.40, ps <0.001, as
was found in Study 3.

While most participants expected the target to be a
straight, White, young man, perceivers were more likely
to perceive the target as Black, Asian, and young when
the target was depicted as low in conscientiousness than
when the target was disagreeable, but these effects were
small. The mediation results suggest that the disagree-
able target was perceived as higher in SDO than the low
conscientious target, which in turn led to perceptions that
the disagreeable target is more discriminatory than the
low conscientious target. These mediation findings com-
plement existing research and the findings from Study 3,
demonstrating that disagreeableness itself is an indicator
of SDO and discrimination.

14 | GENERAL DISCUSSION

Across four studies, we investigated the relationships
among perceived disagreeableness, perceived hierarchy
endorsement, and perceived prejudice and discrimina-
tion. The present research suggests that people with stig-
matized identities may have implicit personality theories
(Borkenau, 1992) regarding the cooccurrence of disagree-
ableness, hierarchy endorsement, and discrimination.
This work provides evidence that disagreeableness can
serve as an identity-threatening cue to people with stig-
matized identities (women, sexual minorities, and racial/
ethnic minorities). Identity threats can negatively im-
pact psychological and physical health, education, and
career outcomes among people with stigmatized identi-
ties (Casad et al., 2019; Emerson & Murphy, 2014; Major
et al., 2013; Schmitt et al., 2014). Thus, identifying envi-
ronmental and interpersonal factors that signal identity
threat and foster identity safety among stigmatized iden-
tity group members will help ameliorate these pernicious
consequences. The present research suggests that people
with stigmatized identities expect disagreeable people to
be more prejudicial, discriminatory, hierarchy-endorsing,
and morally disengaged than agreeable and low consci-
entious people. These findings add to existing literature
on implicit personality theory, cue utilization, threat cues,
and the personality-prejudice link and suggest that a per-
son's disagreeableness can influence perceptions of the
person's values, behaviors, and prejudices.

As predicted in Study 1, women expect prejudiced
people to have many traits associated with disagreeable-
ness. They also expect some traits associated with being
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closed to experience to serve as indicators of prejudice.
Consistent with our predictions, people with stigmatized
identities perceived a disagreeable person to be more dis-
criminatory toward their ingroup and other stigmatized
identity groups, and to be higher in SDO than an agree-
able or low conscientious person. Perceivers with stigma-
tized identities also anticipated more stigma and negative
identity-based treatment from a disagreeable person than
from an agreeable or low conscientious person. As pre-
dicted, the higher perceived SDO of disagreeable targets
helped to explain the relationship between disagreeable-
ness and perceptions of prejudice and discrimination. By
controlling for target likeability in these analyses, these
findings demonstrate that disagreeableness itself serves
as a signal of discrimination and hierarchy endorsement.

In Study 3, LGBQ participants expected more moral
disengagement from a disagreeable than an agreeable per-
son. While perceptions of morality can help to explain the
relationships among target disagreeableness, meta-SDO,
and perceived discrimination, disagreeableness signals
SDO and discrimination irrespective of perceptions of
morality in both Studies 3 and 4. In both Studies 3 and
4, a greater number of participants expected the target to
have a minoritized sexual or racial/ethnic identity when
the target was depicted as agreeable or low in conscien-
tiousness than when the target was depicted as disagree-
able. Given that the disagreeable targets were perceived as
more discriminatory than the agreeable and low consci-
entious targets, these findings complement research that
suggests that White men are perceived as prototypical
perpetrators of prejudice (Bucchianeri & Corning, 2013;
Inman & Baron, 1996).

Study 2 demonstrated that women expect greater
prejudice and perceive a target as more prejudicial and
higher in SDO when the target is disagreeable rather than
agreeable. Replicating and extending these findings with
perceivers with a different stigmatized identity, LGBQ
participants in Study 3 perceived a disagreeable target as
more discriminatory, higher in SDO, and more morally
disengaged than an agreeable target. To ensure that dis-
agreeableness itself serves as a cue of discrimination to
people with stigmatized identities, participants in Study
4 learned about a target that was depicted as either dis-
agreeable or low in conscientiousness. The traits included
in the Study 4 manipulation were perceived to be simi-
larly negative. Even when comparing perceptions of a
disagreeable target to perceptions of a target with simi-
larly negative traits, the disagreeable target was perceived
as more discriminatory and higher in SDO than the low
conscientious target, demonstrating these findings are
not due solely to a halo effect (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977).
Thus, the present research demonstrates that people with
stigmatized identities expect disagreeable people to be

Wi LEYJ—13

prejudicial toward their ingroup, supportive of social hier-
archy, and discriminatory toward stigmatized groups.

14.1 | Strengths, limitations, and
future directions

The present research adds to the literature on implicit
personality theory, cue utilization, identity threat, and
the personality-prejudice link and provides insight into
multiple directions for future research. This research es-
tablishes a perceived link between disagreeableness and
discrimination but focuses on targets who are primarily
perceived as White men. While the identities of the tar-
get were not explicitly stated in Studies 3 and 4, future re-
search should manipulate personality traits of targets with
diverse identities (e.g., women, racial/ethnic minorities,
LGBTQIA+ people) to examine whether people perceive
disagreeableness to be an indicator of discrimination for
targets with a variety of identities. Future research should
also examine the types of prejudice that are perceived to
be associated with disagreeableness. For example, per-
ceivers may expect disagreeable people to be prejudiced
toward lower status groups but not toward high status or
neutral status groups. Future work should explore these
perceived relationships. Future research could also ex-
amine whether people expect different facets of traits like
agreeableness to be common among prejudiced people.

The experimental paradigms in the present research
include clear manipulations of a target's personality traits.
The personality traits were ostensibly self-reported in the
Study 2 personality profile, and reported by colleagues
and acquaintances in Studies 3 and 4. While it is com-
mon for people to learn about someone's personality sec-
ondhand (e.g., from a friend, colleague), future research
should also conceptually replicate the present findings
with behavioral indicators of personality and other sub-
tler manipulations. For example, participants could learn
about a target's personality during an in-lab interaction
or by reading a dating profile or social media bio. In-lab
interaction studies could also assess how learning about
personality impacts perceivers' behavior during an inter-
action (e.g., distancing, connection-seeking).

It would also be beneficial to explore whether relation-
ship and power dynamics impact how personality traits
are perceived. For example, a target's role as a colleague,
friend, medical professional, or boss may impact whether
certain traits are perceived as identity-threatening (Philip
& Maimon, 2023). Stereotypes can also impact how traits
are perceived for different identity group members.
Rudman and colleagues have found that people per-
ceived as counterstereotypical (e.g., agentic women) and
thus not adhering to identity-based prescriptive roles can
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face backlash from others (Chaney et al., 2017; Rudman
etal., 2012). It is thus possible that perceivers who endorse
gender stereotypes would negatively perceive a disagree-
able woman due to a belief that she is violating prescriptive
stereotypes rather than due to a belief that the disagree-
able woman is prejudicial. Future work should consider
the role of prescriptive stereotypes when investigating the
perceived link between prejudice and personality traits.

14.2 | Concluding remarks

The present research finds that disagreeable people are
consistently perceived to be more prejudicial, hierarchy-
endorsing, and discriminatory than agreeable or low-
conscientious people. Higher perceived SDO helps to
explain the perceived links among disagreeableness,
prejudice, and discrimination. This research provides
preliminary evidence for a perceived relationship between
disagreeableness and prejudice. Importantly, the present
work does not indicate that disagreeable people are indeed
prejudicial and discriminatory, but rather demonstrates
that people with stigmatized identities expect disagreeable
people to be discriminatory.

While this research suggests that people with stigma-
tized identities perceive disagreeableness to serve as a cue
of hierarchy endorsement and discrimination, more work
is needed to further understand when, why, and for whom
certain personality traits can be identity-threatening.
Identifying interpersonal factors, such as personality
traits, that are perceived as cues of identity threat can pro-
vide greater insight into stigmatized identity group mem-
bers' experiences and behaviors in various interpersonal
interactions and social environments. Given the harm-
ful consequences of experiencing identity threats (Casad
et al., 2019; Emerson & Murphy, 2014; Major et al., 2013;
Schmitt et al., 2014), it is vital that research continues to
identify interpersonal cues of identity threats and ways to
foster identity safety among stigmatized identity groups.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported in part by a grant from the
Aresty Research Center. Data, syntax, study materials, and
a supplemental file can be found on OSF at the following
link:  https://osf.io/qxkjw/?view_only=aef02f2fed5145c
68d7c21ed2a2d4e50. Studies 1-4 were not preregistered. A
pre-registration for Supplemental Study 2 can be found on
OSF at the following link: 10.17605/OSF.I0/J4NP2.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Melanie R. Maimon took part in the conceptualization,
methodology design, formal analysis, investigation, writ-
ing and editing, visualization, and funding acquisition for

this project. Diana T. Sanchez took part in the conceptu-
alization, methodology design, investigation, reviewing
and editing, and funding acquisition for this project. Siris
Rodriguez contributed to the formal analysis, investiga-
tion, reviewing and editing, visualization, and funding
acquisition for this project. Analia F. Albuja was involved
in the formal analysis, reviewing and editing, and visuali-
zation for this project.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors have no conflicting interests to declare.

ETHICS STATEMENT
All study procedures were approved by the Rutgers Arts
and Sciences Institutional Review Board.

ORCID

Melanie R. Maimon © https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-3355-2218

Diana T. Sanchez © https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8684-6183
Siris Rodriguez ‘© https://orcid.org/0009-0005-5343-590X
Analia F. Albuja (® https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9156-2628

ENDNOTES

! The open-response questions enabled participants to report any
traits they perceive to be indicators of prejudice. Among the Big
Five traits, participants mentioned traits and characteristics corre-
sponding to disagreeableness over six times more frequently than
any of the other Big Five traits.

2 An error occurred when displaying measures in a randomized

order on Qualtrics that resulted in a small subset of the sample
(n=>52) not completing the meta-SDO measure. As a result, all
analyses with meta-SDO were also run with multiple imputations
(see supplement on OSF). Results were similar in analyses with
and without multiple imputations.

3 We selected the name Jacob for the target as it has been ranked in

the top five most popular names for boys in the United States in
the last three decades (Social Security Administration, 2022).
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