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Abstract
Generic statements (e.g., “Birds laggs) express generalizations about catego®srent
theories suggest that people should be especially inclined to accept generics that involve
threatening infermation. However, previous tests of this claim have focused on gehetits
non-human=catgories, which raises the question of whether this effect applies as readily to
human categoriesn Experiment 1, adulteere more likely to accept generics involviag
threateningvs.anon+threatening propertyfor artifacts but this negativity bias did not also
apply to human categories. Experimem@minedan alternative hypothesis for this result, and
Experimentsr8iand 4 served as comgalreplications of the firstxperiment. Experiment 5
found that'evempreschoolerapply generics differently fdrumans and artifact&inally,
Experiment.Gshowed that these effects reflect differences between human aihdimean
categoriessmore generally, adults showed a negativibyasfor categories of non-human
animals, but not for categories of humans. These findings suggest the presence ahtmport

early-emerging domain differences in people’s judgments about generics.

1. Introduction

Consider. the following statemenSHharksattackpeople” This is ageneric statement—
that is, a statement that expresses a generalization about an entire category (Carlson, 1977;
Carlson & Pelletier, 1995; Gelman, 2003; Leslie, 2008). Many people consider thsesitte
be true, despite knowing that the vast majority of sharks néaekaeople. Now, consider the
following statement: “Men attack people.” In fact, the proportion of menattack peoplés
greater than the proportion siarks thatlosa yet many people would disagree with this second

statement. This intuition illusdtes the hypothesis investigated here: namely, that there may be
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important differences in the acceptability of generic statements that edpreg=ous, harmful,
or threateningnformation about human vs. ndériman categories.

Recent theoretical work suggests that because generic sentences serve as a linguistic
outlet forour conceptual representations, people should be efipecclined to accept generics
that involvedangerous, harmful, @éhreateninghenceforth, “threateninginformation (Leslie,
2008, in press). For exampigitnessing a single instance of a shattieckinga person should
lead to the"conclusiomat“Sharksattackpeople” becauseindergeneralizing such information
could have profound consequendegial evidence for this proposdemonstrated thaeneric
statementgbout non-humaoategoriesareindeed sensitive to the content of the properties being
generalized (Cimpian, Brandone, & Gelman, 20P@)ticipants we more likely tcaccept
generics expressirtgreateningoropertiesof animals(e.g., “Zorbs have venomous purple
feathers”) than neutral properties (e.g., “Zorbs have purple feathers”), even when the statistical
evidence for these statemenias perfectly matched (e.g., @0of zorbs display the relevant
property).Thus,threateningnformation holds a privileged status in how we represent kinds.

Therproposal that people have a tendency to rapidly generalize threatening information
raises thdurtherquestion of whether such a tendency also influehoaswe reason about
categories«of humans. For example, just as it takBsa few sharkattacls for people to endorse
the corresponding generic (“Shadsackpeoplé), does it likewise take the threaiag actions
of just a few members of a social group (emenattacking individuals) for people to hold a
general belief about the entire group in generic form (iMer' atack peopl®? In other words,
is the tendencyto readily accept generics abdhbteatening propertiess domairgeneral &ct
aboutgeneriesstatements, alternatively, mighjenerics aboutuman categories be in some
way distinctive

Consistent with the former possibilitypamber of studies have documented that people
show a negativity bias in judgments about humans (i.e., bad impressions are quickeratadform
aremore stable'than good ones; Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Rozin &
Royzman,2001; Vaish, Grossmann, & Woodward, 2008). Such evidaggests thatvith
respect to generichuman categories would be treated tike animal categories investigated in
prior work On the other hand, it might be that people have a distinctive approach to thinking
about humans that differs in important respects from the way they think about catefjotleer
types. In particular, peoptend to conclude that there is some deeper sense in which humans are
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fundamentally good (Newman, Bloom, & Knobe, 2014). Even when participants are told
explicitly that a particular human being consistently has morally bad desires aoringerf
morally bad actions, they still show a tendency to conclude that, deep down, tloene isose
essatial part ofthis human beinghat is good. In combination with the fact that generic
statements.are typically interpreted as expressing desential properties (e.garlson &
Pelletier, 1995Cimpian & Cadena, 2010; Cimpian & Markman, 2009, 2011; Gelman, 2004,
Lyons, 1977, this maymean that people would not endorse generics that involve threatening
properties'more than those that involve non-threatening ones for human categodeast

with their generic judgments about non-human categories.

In the eurreninvestigation, we explored tlgeneralityof the previously hypothesized
tendency t@ccept genericaboutthreateningpropertiesnore easily than other generits
particular, we asked whether people endgesgeric statementboutthreateningroperties
more than about notireateningonesfor humancategoriesin much the same way as they do
for non-human categorieSix experiments explored this issi&periment 1 tested whether
people endarse generics similarly or differently for novel human and non-Hapexifically,
artifact categoriesThis experimentevealed a tendency &zcepigenerics involving threatening
information(more than norhreateningnformation) for novel artifact categories mat novel
human categorieExperiment Z2xaminedan alternative hypothesis regarding expectations
about base rates in the different domains (i.e.paopleassumed tdiffer from artifactsin how
dangerous.they are@ndExperiments 3 and served asonceptual replicatiand the first
experimentExperiment 5 examined preschoolers’ endorsement of gagatmentand found
thatchildrenglike adultsshow different patterns for human versusfactcategoriesBecause
young children, unlike adults, are generally not concerned with appearing unbiased when
explicitly reasoning about social categorfesy., Abrams, Rutland, Cameron, & Ferrell, 2007,
Apfelbaum, Pauker, Ambady, Sommers, & Norton, 200®&)e is reason to conclude that an
absence of a negativibiasfor human categories in their respons&sild not be due to a
strategy of.avoiding the appearance of prejudice. Finally, Experiment 6 explorduindnet
effects fromethe previous experiments are restricted to compahkstmeen humans and
artifacts, owhether they extend to comparisongiomars to nonhuman categories more
generally. This experiment demonstrated that whereas aaksagain did not accept generics

more for threatening versus non-threatening information for humans, they didato so
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categories of nchuman animalghus treating nouman animals in much the same way as
artifacts inthe previous experiments. Together, theselies suggest important differences in
people’s evaluation of generics about human andhumnan categories.
2. Experiment 1
2.1. Method

2.1.1. Participants

Four‘hundred adults (286 male, 114 femBles 26 years; range = 1B year}
completed'thestudy online for ten ceaéshvia Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk).
2.1.2. Procedure

Each participant was assigned teabence (dangerous or wonderful),dmmain (people
or tools), and arevalence (varying from 10% to 100% in increments of 10). We examined
opposing valences and chose tools for a non-human category as an extension of previous work
that contrasted threatening and neutral information abouhnoran animal categories
(Cimpian, Brandone, & Gelman, 201@articipants received and evaluated a single statement
that embodieds@ particular combination of the three factors (valdao®in, and prevalence),
with referencesto a novel categdirens/kreny For example:

Imagine that there is a land far away where you can find pé&opls) called Krens

(krens). Below, you will read some information about Krens (krens).

30% of Krengkrens)are dangerous (wonderful).

How true is the following sentence about these people (tools)?

Krens are dangerous (wonderful).
After readingsthe statement, participants evaluated it on a-gp@enhscale anchored lnpt true
at all (1) andcompletely true (7).
2.2. Results and Discussion

We_conducted a multiple regression with valence, domain, prevalence, and alvdheir
and threenay.interactions as predictors. All predictors were maamtered to facilitate
interpretation’of the coefficients; we report standardized coefficiéatencewas a significant
predictor ofparticipants’ truth ratings= .16, p < .001,indicating that generic sentences
regarding a threatenimgoperty M = 4.49) were judged to be true more often than those
regarding a nothreateningoroperty M = 3.97).In addition prevalence significantly predicted
truth ratingsp = .63, p < .001, with generics being judged to be true more often as the
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prevalence level increaserthis analysislsoyielded a domain walence interactiorfy = .09, p
=.018, which is constent with the prediction that participants’ evaluation of generic statements
differed significantly by domairNo other coefficients were significant.
Given the interactionye conducted a separate regression in daafain.Consistent
with prior werk, generic statements involving tools were judged to be true more often when they
describedhreateningM = 4.69) than non-threateniniyl = 3.86) propertied} = .24, p < .00%
see Figure"TABy contrast, for generics involving people, there wasignificantdifference
between threatenin@/ = 4.29) and nonhreateningdM = 4.07) propertiefi = .07, p = .24 see
Figure 1B.

e Dangerous

e «» \\/onderful

Mean truth of generic statement

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Prevalence level

Figure 1AgParticipants’ mean ratings of the truth of the generic statement, on a scalefof 1

the category"of*tools” in Experiment Error bars represent standard error.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Domain differences in generic statemenis

N\
4 | 7 #_[ |
’ —Dangerous

3 Z + e == \\/onderful

Mean truth of generic statement

1 T T T T T T T T T 1
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Prevalence level

Figure 1B{ Participants’ mean ratings of the truth of the generic statement, on a scalefof 1
the category of “people” in ExperimentHrror bars represent standard error.

In total, these finghgs provide initial support for the idélaat people differentiate
between.human and non-human (tool) categovie=n evaluating generic sentenaeslving
threateningdangerous) ahnon-threateningwonderful) properties.

3. Experment 2

Experiment 1 found a difference in how people evaluate generic sentences about human
and non-human (tool) categoridtsis possible however, that this finding coukimply reflect a
difference in base rates of certain properties within human vshunman categoriesather than
fundamental.differences in the acceptability of generic statements in these dédwamimber
of researchers,have noted, people’s intuitions about the acceptability of idgsantdarticular
category“using“a generic depend not only on the prevalence of a property within that category bu
also on its prevalence in other categories (Cohen, 1999). For example, consideietngese
“Bulgarians are.good weightliftersT.o the extent that people regard this sentence as true, it is
not because they think that the absolute percentage of Bulgarians who are goodtessigtl
itself high, but rather because they think that the percentage isduatjkie to the percentages
found for other nationalities. Thus, if humans are generally assumedrtorbdangerous than
tools, then the threatening information in Experiment 1 would be relatively more tivgtifor

the tool categories than for the hunm@ategoriegrelative to their respective baselineshich
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might, in turn, make thehreateningyenerics about tools (vs. humans) more acceptab&ed|so
Cimpian, Brandone, & Gelman, 2010).

Note, however, that the same difference in base rates dealchake the generless
acceptable: If humans are generally assumed to be more dangerous than tools, then participants
may more readily conclude that a new category of humans is dangerous. Eitheffemnats
in base rates would introduce uncertaintyhe interpretation of the results from Experiment 1.
To investigatethis issue, in Experiment 2, we asked participants to repolabeline
expectations‘about whether tools and people exhibit threatening vs. non-threatenirtgeproper

3.1. Method
3.1.1. Partiei pants

Three hundredventy-threeadults (223 male, 10@male;M = 28 yearsage range = 18
67 years) completed the study online for ten cents via MTurk.

3.1.2. Procedure

Each participant was assigned teabence (dangerous or helpful) anddamain (people,
tools, or things)We changed theonthreateningoroperty from “wonderful” to “helpfdil
because the latter is more closely matched tthifeatening property used in our experiments
(i.e., bothedangerous” and “helpfuéntities have a direatpact on others)Additionally, we
includedthings as a domain because it is a more superordinate categopdtgm@nd is thus
better matched witpeople. This domain could thus be used for a tighter comparisonpedibie
in subsequent experants, especially if the base rates are alsilai (see Experiments3
below).

Participants responded to a single question asking what percentage of the relevant
category’s members possesses the relevant propertgxample:

Imagine that there is a land far away where you can find people (thoo¢s called

Merts(merts) Whatpercentage of Mertgnerts)do you think are dangerous (helpful)
After reading.the question, participants were asked to enter a numberrb8tevee 100.

3.2. Resultsand Discussion

Results.are displayed in Table 1. A 3 (domain) x 2 (valence) ANOVA did not yield an

interaction between domain and valerfé@, 317) = 1.14p = .32, which argues against domain

differences in baseline ratestbfeatening or nothreateningpropertiesWe nevertheless
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conducted two followup analyses to check for domain differences separately for dangerous
(threateninyand helpful (northreatening) expectations.

Table 1. Participants’ mean estimations, on a scale of 1 to 100, of the dangerousness and

helpfulness,of.the three domains in Experiment 2. Standard deviations are ingsaenth

Dangerous Helpful
People 25 (22) 61 (18)
Things 25 (27) 58 (27)
Tools 36 (30) 63(24)

When asked to predict what percentage of M@nesrts)are dangerous, there was a
significant effect of domairf(2, 158) = 3.30p = .039,r|p2 =.04. Participants judged tools! =
36%) to be.mora@langerous than peoplil = 25%), t(105) = 2.20p = .03, and thinga\ =
25%),1(105).=.2.11p = .04 There was no difference between the latter two categt{{ié$) =
.08,p = .947In"contrast, estimations regarding helpfulness did not differ by domain (pdople:
61%, thingsM*= 58%, and toold¥l = 63%), F(2, 159) = .45p = .64.

To'speculate, the lower base rate of dangerousness for people (vsntydislve made
it morelikely for participantsn the previous experimei agree with generics about human (vs.
tool) categorieshat involve threatening informatioRor example, learning that 50% of people
in a category are dangerguesents a starker contrast to the presumed base rates of
dangerousness,among humans than learning that 50% of tools in a category are dangerous. This
starker contrastould have led participants to readily conclude that this category of people is
dangerous, which would have made it easier to find a negativity bias for human catégories
light of these cansiderations, it may be particularly revealing that we found no ngdatsifor
these categorie€n the other hand, the lower base rate of dangerousness for people (vs. tools)
may have.made it more likely that participants would judge that a new categorysagtool
dangerousybecause tools are generally assumed to be darjgeleast relative to people)

Regardlessto avoidany interpretive issuedue todifferences in base ratds
Experiment 3 we provide a more controlled teshefpotential differences in participants’
evaluation of generics about human vs. haman categories. Specifically, the comparable base
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rates for the domains pEople andthings (see Table 1) permit such a controlled test of people’s
judgments about gene sentences across domains.
4. Experiment 3

Experiment 3 served as a conceptual replication of the first experiment. We contrasted
people with things in this experiment, given their compalatevel of generality and their
equivalentaserates in Experiment\®e also contrastedangerous with helpful, as these
attributés ‘are'more closely matched to one anotherddrayer ous andwonderful.

4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participants

Eight hundred adults (439 male, 361 femMes 30 years; age range =-I2 years)
completedthesstudy online for ten cents each on MTiUrk.sample size was doubled relative to
Experiment 1 in,order to provide a higlowered conceptual replication.
4.1.2. Procedure

The,procedure was the samdraExperiment 1, with two exceptionshe non-human
category wasrlabeled #sngs, and thenon-threatening property waslpful instead of
wonderful.
4.2. Results.and Discussion

We-econducted a multiple regression with valence, domain, prevalence, and &avdheir
and threeway interactions as predictors. All predictors were resmntered to facilitate
interpretation of the coefficients; we report standardized coeffici¢aterce was again a
significantpredictor of participants’ truth ratinglss- .08, p < .001,as was prevalencp= .80, p
<.001 Unlike«n Experiment 1, this analysis did not yield a significant domaialence

interactionp = .03, p= .15" No other coeffiients were significant.

! At the 100% previance level participant{unsurprisingly)jshowednearuniversal endorsement
of the corresponding generic statements, thereby potentially masking differencasdig dnd
valence. A multiple regression on participants’ truth ratings that extlindel 00%prevalence
level yielded the predicted domairvalencenteraction f = .05, p = .046. Againgenerics
involving thingsiwere judged to be true more often when they desdhiesateningM = 4.49)
than nonthreateningM = 4.09) propertieg} = .13, p < .001. By contrast, for generics involving
people, there was no significant difference between threat@irgd.26) and non-threatening
(M = 4.14) properties, p = .04, p = .25.
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Despite the nosignificant domain »alence interactionwe looked separately at the
results for each domain. As in Experiment 1, generic statements involving non-antitias
(things) were judged to be true more often wileey describethreateningM = 4.71) than non-
threateningM = 4.36) propertie} = .11, p < .001; see Figure 2A0r generics involving
peoplethere.was naignificantdifference between threatenifig = 4.50) and non-threatening
(M = 4.39 propertiesp = .05, p = .09; see Figure 2B.

e Dangerous

e e» Helpful

Mean truth of generic statement

1 T T T T T T T T T 1
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Prevalence level

Figure 2A Participants’ mean ratings of the truth of the generic statement, on a scalefof 1

the categary of\‘things” in Experiment Brror bars represent standard error.
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e e» Helpful

Mean truth of generic statement
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Figure 2BrPartiCipants’ mean ratings of the truth of the generic statement, on a scalefof 1

the categQry of “people” in ExperimentBrror bars represent standard error.

Taken together, these findings provide additional support for the idea that peaple sho

negativity=bias*in judgments about categories of artifacts, but not categdnesans.
5. Experiment 4

Experiment 4 investigated adults’ judgments about generics for human and non-human

categories, using a visual task that could be employed with children (see EqEes)m
5.1. Method

5.1.1. Participants

Sixty=four adults (28 male, 36 female; mean age = 23 years; range = 18r§Xa
the New:-Haven:community participated fao dollars each
5.1.2. Procedure

Participants were tested rerson and individually on the campus of Yale University. We
adapted a method from Brandone, Gelman, and Hedglen (2015) that was used to examine
preschoolers’ and adults’ intuitions regarding $benantics of generic statements. Each
participant was assigned talamain (people or things)The study consisted of two blocks
differing in valence (dangerous vs. helpful). These blogksre separated with a distractor task

(the memory game Simon), which participants played for two minutes. Within emutt) thlere

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Domain differences in generic stateme

were four different, novel kinds. For each kind, six exiamgowere depicted (see Figured)3

The number of exemplars within each sample exhibiting the property involved in theegener
(dangerous or helpful) variedjth four prevalence level€ out of 6 (0%), 2 out of 6 (33%), 4

out of 6 (67%), and 6 out of 6 (100%). Although our main focus was on the intermediate
prevalence levels (33% and 67%), we included the 0% and 100% prevalence levels as a way of
ascertaining that participants properly understood the task. In other words, wie@xpec
participants'tolargely disagree with the generic at the 0% prevalencameMirgely agree with

the genericat'the 100% prevalence level. The novel kinds were rotated throughout the blocks
across participants (e.g., “krens” were presented at each prevalence level equally often, across
participants)./Participants were askedaitcle whether a corresponding statement (ekyeris

are dangerous”) was “right” or “wrong” about each kind. Block order was counterbalamogd us

a Latin Square design.

At the beginning of each block, participants were provided with a sheet of instructions
explainingwhich exemplarsorresponded to which attributes (e.g., “A person that looks like this
is dangeroushe has a dangerous fact&; person that looks like this is helpful; he has a helpful
face”; “A thingitha looks like this is dangeroug;has sharp spik&s“A thing that looks like this
is helpfutit.has asoft brush”). Exemplarcking the relevant properties were described as not
being dangerous (e.g., “A person that looks like this is not dangerous; he does not have a
dangerous face”) or helpful (e.g., “A person that looks like this is not helpful; he does not have a
helpful facé).

33%

%Y
NN

S
S
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Figure 3A. Sample category of thingtkrens”) showing target feature (“*dangerous”) at each of

the 4 prevalence levels (0, 33, 67, and 100%).
3
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3%
™
*
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¥
T
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le category of peopl&rens”) showing target feature (“dangerous”) at each of
thedp nce levels (0, 33, 67, and 100%).

A.

33%

24 94
24:904
24 99

Figure 4A. Sample category of thingtrens”) showing target feature (“helpful”) at each of the
4 prevalence levels (0, 33, 67, and 100%).
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Figure 4B Sample category of peopl&rens”) showing target feature (“helpful”) at each of
the 4 prevalence levels (0, 33, 67, and 100%).
5.2. Results and Discussion

As.expected, participants largely disagreed withgirgeric at the 0% prevalence level
(M = 100% “wrong” responses) and largely agreed with the generic at the 100% prelalehce
(M = 97%™right” responses).

Becausehe design involved a dichotomous dependent measure, a repesgdsdres
binary logistic regression (RMBLR) was conducted, with domain (people vs. things; between
subjects), valence (dangerous vs. helpful; within subject), prevalence (33% and 6%fo; wi
suhect), as.well.as their twoand threaway interactionss predictorsThe RM-BLR revealed a
main effect.of.domairWaldy* = 11.16, df = 1p = .001, indicating that participants were more
willing to"endorse generics about thing$ € 65%) than peopleM = 39%), as well as a
significant effect of prevalenc®yaldy? = 60.79, df = 1p < .001, indicating that generic
sentences were more acceptable for higher than lower prevalence levels. There was no
significant effect of valencédangerous = 57%;Mnaprul = 47%),Wald y?=3.21, df = 1p= .073.
Importantly, his analysis alsgielded the predicted interactitsetween domain and valence,
Waldy? = 7.58, df = 1p = .006; see Figure Blo other effects were significant.

Given thedomainx valence interaction, we looked separately at the results for each

domain.For generic sentences about thinggtements involving a threatening propekty=
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78%) wereendorsed more than statements involving a non-threatpropgrty(M = 52%),
Waldy? = 8.87, df = 1p = .003. By contrasfpr generic sentences abqeople, there was no
difference betweethreateningM = 36%) andnonthreateningM = 42%) propertiesVald x> =
.55, df = 1 p = .46.This asymmetry between the acceptability of threatefiagnon-
threateningpenerics about human and nlemman categories replicates the firgiimeported in

Experiments 1and 3.

=
o
o

90 1
80
70"
60 -
501

@ Dangerous
40(1 OHelpful

30 -

20 +

Mean percentage of "right" responses

10 -

People Things
Domain

Figure5. Mean percentage of “right” responses in Experiment 4, by domain and valence. Error

bars represent.Standard error.

In sum;these findings provide further evidence that athelésgeneric sentences
differentlyfor categories of humans and non-humans, as in Experiments 1 and 3. Next, we
investigate whether young childratso show differences in their evaluations of generics for
human and noruman categories.

6. Experiment 5

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Domain differences in generic statemetis

Experiments 1, 3, and 4 firtdatadults’ judgments concernirggeneric statementiffer
betweerhuman and non-human categorM& have suggested that this result reflects
conceptual differences in the kinds of generalizations that people make across démains.
alternative interpretation, however, is that participanteénpreviousxperimentsvere simply
concerned.about appearing biased, and were thus unwilling to (openly) eyeloeses
involving threatening informatioabout categories of peoplEo explore this possibilityywe
tested young childreim Experiment 5 because thaye generallyar less concerned than adults
with appearing unbiased wherplicitly reasoning about social categorfesy., Abrams,

Rutland, Cameron, & Ferrell, 2007; Apfelobaum, Pauker, Ambady, Sommers, & Norton, 2008).
Thus, if children show the samdemain difference in their judgments about generics as adults
did, it seems less likely that such an asymmetry could be attributed to concerrepgleauing
unbiased.

6.1. Method
6.1.1. Participants

Sixty=four preschooler$31 boys, 33 girlsM = 4.81years; age range = 45399 years
participated insthe study. Participants were recruited from the greater New Haven, Connecticut
area and+tested individually in a quiet room at their preschool. Two additiordakechitere
tested but-excluded because they provided the same response across all eight trials.

6.1.2. Procedure

The.samerocedureand materials from Experimentvere used, with several
modificationste make the task more appropriate for young children. First, we fraenstidy
as a gamenxWe introduced Newton, a puppet from outer space who gets confused, so sometimes
he says things that are right and sometimes he says things that are wrongn @latdreold that
their job In the gme was to decide if what Newton sagsight or wrong Second, the task
began with_four, practice trials used to convey the options of “right” and “wrong” irotitext
of the task (e.g:, the experimenter showed a picture of a banana, which Newtornssamd wa
apple, and.ehildren were asked if Newton was right or wrong). Third, we included a training
phaseat thesbeginning of each block in which children were told which items depicted dangerous
(or helpful)items For children assigned to the domain of things, dangerous things were
described as having sharp spikes and non-dangerous things as not having shaigespikes
Figure 3A); helpful things were described as having a soft brush and non-helpful things as not
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having a soft brusfsee Figure 4A)For children assigned to the domain of people, dangerous
people were described as having a dangerous face and non-dangerous people as @ot having
dangerous facésee Figure 3B)helpful people were described as having a helpful face and non-
helpful peote as not havin@g helpful facgsee Figure 4B)The experimenter then showed
children four.new types of things (or people), and asked children to identify whethetesac

was dangerous or helpful. Training ended aitgrthe child responded to eachrit correctly.
Fourth,we“readthe generic statements to the children (&Kgensare dangerous”) rather than
having children‘read them (as adults did in the previous experirohitlien werghenasked to
identify each statemeras “right” or “wrong.” Finally, we introduced a chifdendly distractor
game, whieh gparticipants played on an iPad for two minutes in between the two blocks.

6.2. Resultsand’Discussion

As expected, participants largely disagreed with the generic at the 0% prevalence level
(M = 87% “wrong” responses) and largely agreed with the generic at the 100% prelaehce
(M = 92% “right” responses).

As immExperiment 4, a RNBLR with domain (people vs. things; between subjects),
valence (dangets vs. helpful; within subjectprevdence (33% and 67%; within subjechs
well as their.twe and threeway interactionss predictorsvas conducted.iie RM-BLR did not
reveal a sigfificant effect of domaill {ings = 66%; M peopie = 59%),Wald x> = 1.41, df = 1p =
.23, suggesting that children did not accept generic statements more in one domaiottiem a
In additiof, there waa marginakffect of prevalencéyaldy? = 3.37, df = 1p = .066, and no
significant.effect olvalence Mgangerous = 59%;Mnapru = 66%),Wald y*=1.02, df = 1p=.31.

This analysis-also revealed an interaction between valence and prevdlatig, = 3.97 df =
1,p = .046, and, importantly, the predicted interaction between domain and valaide? =
5.59, df = 1p =.018; see Figure 6lo other effects were significant.

Given.thedomainx valence interaction, we looked separately at the results for each
domain. Children did not differentiate betwebreateningM = 70%) anchonthreatening
statementg§M='63%) when judgingenericsabout thingsyaldy* = .92, df = 1p = .34.

However, when judgingenericsabout people, childreacceptedonthreateningstatement$M
= 70%) more thathreateningstatement$M = 47%),Waldy* = 5.70, df = 1p = .017.
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Taken together, these findings suggestc¢hddren like adults, shovan asymmetry in
how they think about categories of humans and non-hurfiangever the pattern of children’s
responses this experiment differed from that displayed by adultdhe previous experiments.
For adults, the valence effect was within the domain of artjfattereby generics involving
threateningrinfermatiowere endorsed more than those involving ttoeateningnformation
By contrastyfor-children, the valence effect was within the domain of humanghbylgenerics
involving norrthreateningnformationwere endorsed more th#mse involving threatening
information This positivity advantage among children is consistent with previous work showing
a positivity biassin their reasonirapout personality traits, whereby children generalize positive
information more readily than negative information about other people (Boseovski, 2010).

A potential alternative explanation for these findirgthat perhapschildren thought that
the neutrahumancharactersooked more likely to be capable of being helpful than dangerous,
which could explain why children were more likely to end@seerics involvinghon
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threateningnformation for human categories. However, this account would predict that at the
0% prevalence level, children shoalldobe morelikely to endorse thaonthreateningyeneric
than the threateningenericfor humans. In fact, howeveahere was no differenc the 0%
prevalence level between ttieeatening generic (1 of 32 children said “right”) and the non-
threatening.ene (2 of 32 children said “right”).

Moreover, it is notable that children did not show a negativity bias in theirigener
judgments about artifacts; indeed, children accepted generic statementqgtimigatening
and nonthreatening properties at comparable rates. One explanation for this null difference is
thatthe artifacts used in the current study were unfamiliar to children, whamatdave known
what to think of,them. Moreover, the use of the label “things” might have incrdasadvelty
of the artifactssand, as a result, children may not have been abledivefy reason about them,
unlike human categories thate familiar to children. Of course, it may also be thatabsence
of a negativity bias speaks to an absence of a negativity bias in children’s generic judgments
more generally. Although additioh@search is needed to address this igbesge findings
suggest thewpresence of eaglyjerging domain differences in people’s judgments about generic
statements:

7. Experiment 6

The-experiments reported thus far demonstrate consistent domain détenetioe
evaluation of generic statements, butphecise nature of this domain difference is unclear.
Experiments 15 presented a rather stark contrast between humans on the one hand and artifacts
on the other;"adistinction that is consistent wittaaety of conceptual distinctions (e.g., living
vs. non-livings=animate vs. inanimate, human vs. non-human), all of which are availabté t
adults and young children (e.g., Hirschfeld & Gelman, 1994). An important next step isf{o clari
thebasisof the demonstrated effects this context, animals providecatical contrast because
they are distinct from humans but, like humans, are both living and animate. Contrastimg huma
with non-human animals providasminimal pair that wilshed light orthe conceptual basis of
the phenomenon established in the prior studies. Thus, in Experinveata8sess adults' generic
interpretations.concerningpvel categories of humamersusnon-human animals. Additionally,
we includeda broader range dhreatenig andnonthreateningpropertiesto assess the
generality of the effects

7.1.1. Participants
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Two hundred adults (121 male, #&male;M = 35years; age range = IR years)
completed the study online fsixty cents each on MTurk.
7.1.2. Procedure

Each participant was assigned tdoanain (people oanimalg. The study consisted of
two blocks differing invalence (threatening/s. nonthreatening These blocks were separated
with an anagram taskvhich participants played for two minutes. At the beginning of each block,
participants'were asked to imagiaeaway lands where they could find people or animals.
Within each™block, there were five different, novel kirfeise differentpropertiesvere used in
the threatening'block (dangerous, harmful, hostile, mean, and threatening), and fieatdiffer
properties.were used in then-threatenindglock (comforting, friendly, gentle, helpful, and
nice) The percentage of the kind exhibiting the property involved in the generic (e.g.,)hostile
varied, with five prevalence levels: 10%, 30%, 50%, 70%, and 90%. The novel kinds were
rotated throughout the blocks, across participants (i.e., each projespyesented at each
prevalence level equally often, across participants). Participants were agkdidatewhether a
correspondingsstatement (e.g<rénsaregentl€) was “true’ or “fals€’ about each kind. Block
order was eounterbalanced using a Latin Square design.
7.2. Results.and Discussion

Participantstrue/false judgments were analyzed with a multilevel logistic regression
model that allowed each subject’s intercept to vary randomly. Domain (dichotowales);e
(dichotomous), and prevalence (continuous), as well as all theiatvdathreeway interations,
were includedwas independent variables. This analysis revealed a main effect of vatei3de,
SE = .14,7=2:39,p = .017, indicating that participants were more willing to endorse generics
about threateningM = 59%) thamonthreatening progrties M = 54%), as well as a significant
effect of prevalencdy = .09,SE = .004,z = 20.91 p < .001,indicating that generic sentences
were more.acceptable for higher than lower prevalence levels. There was no significant effect of
domain(Ms,=.56%and 57% for humans and animals, respectively),09,5E = .27,z=0.31,p
= .75.Critically, this analysisisorevealed the predicted interaction between domain and
valencep =%64,SE = .29,z = 2.23,p = .026.No other effects were significant.

Given thedomainx valence interaction, we looked separately at the results for each
domain. Consistent with prior work (Cimpian, Brando&&;elman,2010), generic statements
about norhumananimals were judged true more often when the properties were threatdning (
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= 60% than when they wenmgon-threateningM = 53%),b = .08,5E = .02,z= 3.76,p < .00%
see Figure 7AIn contrast, and as predicted by our hypothesidyitiefor threatening
information did not hold when participants evaluated gersatements about peoghds = 57%
and 56%for threatening and non-threatenipigpperties, respectivelyh = .02,SE = .02,z=
0.69,p = .49.see Figure 7B

Taken tegether, these findinggpport the interpretation thdmain differences in
people’s evaluation of generic statements reflect a differe@tveeen human and non-human
categoriesandnot either an animate/inanimate or living/fieimg distinction Moreover given
the rangelof properties tested, it seemsttieturrent findings hold across the sets of

thregtening and nethreateningpropertiesas a whole.
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8. General Discussion

The current experiments suggest that people’s judgments about generic statements for
human categories are systematically different from their judgments about generic statements for
non-human.categories. For non-human categories, people are more incéineépbgenerics
involving threateningproperties than non-threatening properties even when those properties have
precisely the'same prevalence levels. However, this difference does not arise for human
categories. Instead, for human categories, adattspted generic statements involving
threateningand nonthreatening information at comparable rgtesperiments 1, 3, 4, and 6).
Domain differences in people’s evaluation of generics were not merely duectes in
assumed baserrates for threatgmvs. nonthreateningoroperties across human and non-human
categoriesy(Experiments 3 any dor were theyikely due tosocial desirability Even 4year
olds’ endorsement of generic statements showed domain differences; in fact, childrexongere
willing to acceptonthreateninghan threatening information in generic form about human

categories (Experiment 5).
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Although the current findings consistently show that people evaluate generic stateme
differently for human vs. nohuman categoried, is notable that theizeof the effect varied
across our experimentbhe domain xvalence interaction was small (Experingeftand 6) and
non-significant (Experiment 3) for the studies conducted on MTurk, but largeuitedobust
for the studies.aaducted in person (Experiments 4 and@)e potential explanation for this
difference is that Experiments 1, 3, and 6 were conducted @rioheas a resulinay have
reduced'concerns about appearing biased. However, this explasatioonsistent witlthe
finding that'even preschoolers show the effect, as they are unlikely to be concerned about
appearing biased. Anothpotential explanation for this difference is that Experimeng and
6 provided:neither pictures nor descriptions of the newmgtiesin question (as in Experiments 4
and 5), soall that was known was their membership in a superordinate categoalg, people,
things, or toolks ‘Without further information, participants may have felt harelssed to make
firm judgments of the novel categories. (This is in contrast to previous work, wionldgxl
participants with descriptions of the novel category members; Cimpian, Bra@d&@eman,
2010.) In contrast, participants in Experiments 4 and 5 were provided with picturels,mdy
have facilitated‘more stable category representations.

6.1. Explaming the effect

Westtirn next to possible explanations for the differences observed between human and
non-human categorie©nepossibilitystemsfrom a dualprocess framework suggesting that
intuition and reflection interact to produce decisi@iederick, 2005; Kahneman, 2011; Sloman,
1996). Sereotypes arautomatically activated, but can be overridden with sufficient motivation
(Devine, 198%Perhaps, in the context of our taghyticipants’ immediate intuitions about
human categories showed the same negativity bias found for non-human categoness but
then overridden,using a more controlled, analytic form of cognition. On this accartrdipgants
truly disagreed.with generigsvolving threatening information about human categories (rather
than just pretending that they disagreed in otd@ppear unbiasgdout they may have only
reached thisieonclusion after overriding their initlapulse to regard those generics as correct.

However, thecurrent resultprovide at least some evidence against this hypothesis.
Across a variety of phenomena, researchers have found that when adults are dead/oiew
response by intuition and to another responseabgfulreasoning, children tend to be drawn
more towardhe response that ¢haracteristic of intuitiom adults(e.g., Cimpian &Steinberg
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2014; Eidson & Coley, 201£pley, Morewedge, & Keysar, 2004; Kelemen & Rosset, 2009).
Strikingly, the presengéxperiments do not find that children differ from adults by benoge
inclined to endorsgeneric statements involving threatening propeghtesuthuman categories
This deelopmental result provided least some evidence against the hypothleaighe effect
observedn adultsarises from a process whereby participantsl asatrolled reasoning to
overcome initial intuitions. Stillit would befruitful for future researcko furtherinvestigate this
dual-process explanation (e.g., by looking at responses under cognitive load or at speeded
reactions):

Anptherpossibility is that, even at the level of immediate intuitpeople do noéndorse
generic statements the same way for human and namman categorie$n other words, it
might be that people’s intuitive way of making sensbwhan categorias different in some
important respect from their way of making sense of maman categories. Then, as a result
might be that people’s intuitions truly do not show shene negativity biafor human categories
asthey show for nomuman categorieg.or exampleexisting research indicates thpgople
show a tepdency to think that, deep down, human beings are drawn to behave in ways that are
morally goed‘(Newman, Bloom, & Knobe, 2014). Of course, people recognize that human
beings often behave in ways that are morally bad, but even in such cases, they show a tendency
to posit a.deeper “true selffiat is morally god (Newman, De Freita®& Knobe, 2015)Perhaps
it is this belief about humahfundamental goodness that explains the difference we observe
between human and ndniman categories, especially given that generic statements are assumed
to convey deep, essaitproperties Carlson & Pelletier, 1998 impian & Cadena, 2010;
Cimpian & Markman, 2009, 2011; Gelman, 2004; Lyons, J9iportantly, it seems that
children may show this belief to an even greater extent than adults do. For exartien clay
that another’s goodness is more stable than their badness (Heyman & Dweck, 1998)and that
person is good, despite all evidence suggesting otherwise (Rholes & Ruble, 1986). Ifahis bel
is indeed morerobust in childhood than adulthood, that might explain the findings in Experime
5, where children were more likely to accgpnerics involvingionthreateningather than
threaening prepertieabout human categories.
6.2. Generics and stereotyping

Finally, an important question to consider is how to reconcile the curreitsregth the

pervasiveness of prejudice and negative stereotyping in everyday life. Stereatypesticought
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of as generic judgments about human categories (Gelman, Taylor, & Nguyen, 2004), so the
current findings may seem at odds with this negaispect of social cognition.

To begin with, it is important to emphasize that the present results do mgtuag call
into question existing findings about prejudice and negative stereotypes. Rathehesbha
results suggest is that there is something about the cognitive processegnmderieric
generalizations'in particular such that negative sterestypeot affect these processes in the
same way they-affect other aspects of cognition. For example, it seems plausible that many
people hold"anegative stereotypdtafians as mobsterand that they would show many of the
effects that social psychol®gs have identified as indexing stereotyping and prejudice.
However, wessuspect that few people would endorse the generic statdtakans‘are
mobsters' Ifithis gap between stereotypes and generic endorsement does turn out to be the case,
it would not give us reason to reject the hypothesis that people have negative stesdmiypes
Italians butratherwould provide evidence that these negative stereotypes do not affect generic
generalizatios in the same way they affect other aspects of cognition.

Whysshould generics differ from other aspects of cognit@n@possibility may follow
from the observatiothat generics are specifically understood to express deep, essential
properties«{(Carlson & Pelletier, 1995; Cimpian & Cadena, 2010; Cimpian & Markman, 2009,
2011; Gelman, 2004; Lyons, 197Recent research has found thabple have a tendency to
think that hunans are essentially good (i.e., that there is some deeper essence within humans
drawing them to do the right thing; Newman et al., 2014; Newman et al., 2015). Strikingly, this
tendency arises evevhen reasoning about members of outgrabps arenegativdy
stereotypdakEven when peopleold clearlynegative views about members of such outgroups,
they still show a tendency to think that, deewd, there is something more essential in these
outgroup members that is calling them toward the good (De Freitas & Cikara, R@ii6)idea
of a “good.essence” is an aspect of how people think about outgroupsgandnic
generalizationkave gorivileged connection with thisssentialisidea,then perhaps it is not
surprising.thagenerics about social groups are less negative than other types of generic
judgments.

Further research could ask whether there are any conditions under which this effect does
not arise. Perhaps the typical negativity of social judgments might emerge elvercamtext of
the current taskK participants received additional informatiaboutthe novel social categories
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in question For example, providing explicit informat about the outgroup status ofshe
categorie®r the possibility that they would compete for resouozestatus with participants’
ingroup (e.g., Rhodes & Brickman, 2011) might be sufficiemtitot the same level gbrejudice
seenin manysocial psghological studies, as well as everyday contexts.
6.3. Conclusien

Further research will be necessary to explore the cognitive processadyingthese
effects,"butegardless of the outcome, the present experinmeditsatethat people’s judgments
about generic'statements differ depending on whether the target category is human or non-
human. @nericjudgments aboutuman categoriedo not exhibit the same negativity bias that
generic judgments about ntwHnan categories do
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