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People pursue goals. They seek to build friendships, find romantic partners, maintain close
relationships, gain social status and resources, and stay healthy and safe. But pursuing goals
requires assessing who, among the people around them, will help or hurt their ability to reach
those goals—that is, who poses goal-relevant affordances. This article overviews recent
advances and new predictions from an affordance management approach to social cognition and
behavior. The central tenet of this work is that judgments of who helps or hurts goals are
independent (rather than opposite ends of a single judgment): Who helps my goal, and who hurts
my goal? For any goal, people judge others in one of four ways: as helping the goal, hurting the
goal, both helping and hurting the goal, or as irrelevant to the goal. These perceived affordances
change across goals: people who help one goal may hurt, both help and hurt, or be irrelevant to
another goal. This simple, novel division of helping and hurting across goals has numerous
implications for psychological phenomena. It provides a framework for understanding when and
how two forms of devaluation will emerge—being seen to pose a threat and being seen as
irrelevant—with implications for prejudice, stigmatization, and discrimination. It also provides a
lens for understanding how and when others’ appraisals of us may affect our own goal pursuit.
The article concludes by discussing necessary next steps and promising new directions for
applying this approach to understand social cognition and behavior.

Public Significance Statement

This article examines four ways people are perceived to impact one another’s goals and what
it is like to see other people as relevant versus irrelevant to goals. This framework is applied
to understand why and when people are stigmatized, what it is like to be seen as relevant or
irrelevant, and how people may try to change those perceptions.

Keywords: affordances, goals, motivation, relevance, social cognition

This article starts with a simple premise: People judge both
whether other people help their goals and, separately, whether
other people hurt their goals. Treating these two judgments as
independent provides an advance over existing approaches to
goal relevance that often treat them as opposites and points to

numerous novel implications. Using insights from the science of
goals and motivation, this approach advances our understanding
of stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination, by distinguishing
between two forms of devaluation: threat- and irrelevance-based
stigmatization. This approach can also help us to more richly
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understand both the psychology of seeing others as goal relevant
or irrelevant (perceiver perspective) and of being seen by others
as goal relevant or irrelevant (target perspective). In short, by
drawing on theory and findings across multiple research areas,
this approach offers a unifying framework for understanding
how goals can shape a diverse set of psychological processes
and outcomes, including social judgment and interaction,
stigmatization and prejudice, objectification, close relationships,
and impression management.

Appraising Others’ Relevance: Threats and
Opportunities

When an immunocompromised man at the grocery store
sees a visibly sick woman coughing in the produce section, he
may be concerned that she will threaten his goal of avoiding
disease. In contrast, a university student walking along a dark
street concerned for their physical safety may appraise the
same coughing woman walking home from the grocery store
as neither helping nor harming their goal to stay safe.
Whereas the immunocompromised man may feel disgust
toward the woman and keep his distance from her, the student
may pay little attention to and disregard her. Here, we see that
the coughing woman is appraised and treated very differently,
depending on the goals of the people who encounter her.

As social creatures, humans assess who will help and who
will hurt one another’s goals, frequently making judgments
like those above. We use the term “perceiver’ to refer to those
who appraise others’ goal relevance (e.g., the immunocom-
promised man) and “target” to refer to those who are being
appraised (e.g., the coughing woman). People want to know
whether a boss will advocate for them to get a raise, a person
on the street will be physically dangerous, or a desired person
will be interested in forming a romantic relationship. In other
words, for any goal, perceivers assess who affords opportunity
(those who would help a perceiver to reach a goal) and threat
(those who would make it harder to reach a goal). Because
others’ intentions and capacities are typically not perceived
perfectly and directly, perceivers rely on affordance cues
(McArthur & Baron, 1983; Neuberg et al., 2011). Affordance
cues can range from a person’s features that are relatively
stable (height, gender) to more dynamic (emotion expression,
posture, position relative to us in a social network) and can be
more consistently perceptible (height, skin tone), as well as
potentially concealable (sexual orientation, relationship
status, religion).

How do people come to see cues as indicating particular
affordances? Human minds may be prepared to learn certain
cue-affordance links. For example, men, and especially out-
group men, may be readily associated with danger (e.g.,
Navarrete et al., 2010; Payne, 2001). In addition, groups who
have historically held power, and thus often favored the
ideologies and stereotypes that supported their dominance,
likely have had outsized influence on the affordances that
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different groups across the social hierarchy are perceived to
pose (Lei et al., 2023; Sidanius & Pratto, 2001). Although some
cues have relatively high consensus about what affordances
they indicate (Bjornsdottir et al., 2022; Zebrowitz & Collins,
1997), many cues’ meaning likely varies across cultures, times,
and individuals, shaped by processes like personal experience
and social learning. People can also readily favor the wrong
cues, as, for example, straight men sometimes rely on a
woman’s clothing and attractiveness as cues to her sexual
interest, rather than more dynamic and diagnostic cues like her
nonverbal expressions (Treat et al., 2017).

Stereotypes are a potent source of information about what
to expect from others and so they shape many perceived
affordances (Neuberg et al., 2020; Pirlott & Cook, 2018).
People may thus integrate direct personal experience (e.g.,
learning an angry person may afford danger) with stereotypes
to give meaning to cues (Freeman & Ambady, 2011;
Kawakami et al., 2017; Kunda & Thagard, 1996). The same
stereotype can lead to different relevance appraisals,
depending on the perceiver’s goals and the relation between
the target and the perceiver (Neuberg et al., 2020). For
example, Mexican immigrants to the United States—a group
stereotyped as hardworking and willing to accept low pay—
may be viewed as an opportunity by people who want to
employ laborers but viewed as a threat by others who would
compete for those laborer jobs (Pick & Neuberg, 2017).

Goals Guide Social Judgment and Behavior

A large literature demonstrates that goals guide people’s
social judgments and behaviors (e.g., Eitam et al., 2013;
Fitzsimons & Shah, 2009; Hilton & Darley, 1991; Kruglanski
et al., 2002; Maner et al., 2003; Orehek & Forest, 2016). For
simplicity, we use the term “goals” broadly to refer to an array
of related constructs that include goals, needs, and motivations.
We focus our discussion primarily on a set of goals called
fundamental social motives (Kenrick et al., 2010; Neel et al.,
2016; Schaller et al., 2017), but the ideas presented below can
be considered in reference to any goal. This approach posits
that because human motivational systems evolved to help
address challenges that people can pose to one another, people
are motivated to stay safe from dangerous others, avoid
contagious diseases, form friendships, achieve status, form and
maintain romantic or sexual relationships, and care for kin.

Goals are dynamic. Perceivers’ goals change and become
more or less accessible across time and contexts. Their
influence on a perceiver’s cognitions and behaviors thus
fluctuates as well. In addition, although goals’ effects on
social cognition and behavior are often studied one or two
goals at a time, people typically have numerous goals at one
time—by some counts, at least seven (Kung & Scholer,
2021). This means that at any moment, a person may be
most likely to assess another person’s relevance to multiple
goals, not just one. Below, we consider both how people
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appraise others in reference to one active goal, as well as in
reference to the multiple goals they may more typically hold.

The Relevance Appraisal Matrix

Relevance appraisals are two dimensional. For any goal,
perceivers appraise targets on how likely they are to harm the
goal and, separately, how likely they are to help the goal.
These two axes of opportunity and threat are illustrated by the
Relevance Appraisal Matrix (Figure 1; Lassetter et al., 2021;
Neel & Lassetter, 2019).

If threat and opportunity are independent, then people can be
appraised in four qualitatively distinct ways: as (a) high in
opportunity and low in threat (goal facilitators), (b) low
in opportunity and high in threat (goal impeders), (c) high in
both opportunity and threat (goal facilitator—impeders), or (d)
low in both opportunity and threat (goal irrelevant). For
example, the immunocompromised man mentioned earlier
may appraise the visibly sick woman as a goal impeder
(harming and not helping his disease avoidance goal). He
may, on the other hand, appraise a trusted doctor—someone
who might help him stay healthy—as a goal facilitator
(helping and not harming his goal). In addition, he may
appraise some people to both facilitate and impede his
disease avoidance, such as medical professionals exposed to
contagious diseases like those working on a COVID-19
hospital floor. Finally, he may appraise a large number of
people in his social environment as goal irrelevant: People
whom he believes to have little association with disease or
health (i.e., neither helping nor harming his goals), such as the
other grocery store patrons. A single opportunity-to-threat
dimension of relevance would not be able to distinguish goal
facilitator—impeders from those who are goal irrelevant. The
separation of threat and opportunity is thus critical for fully

Figure 1
The Relevance Appraisal Matrix (Neel & Lassetter, 2019)
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understanding the different ways that targets are appraised, as
well as the downstream effects of those appraisals.

Relevance appraisals are dynamic within targets across
goals: The same person will be considered a threat to
perceivers with certain goals, an opportunity to others, and
irrelevant to still others, and so forth. This means that a single
target appears in different places on the Relevance Appraisal
Matrix for different goals. For example, “a child” is rated as
low on opportunity and threat for a self-protection goal (i.e.,
goal irrelevant), but as low opportunity and moderate threat
for a disease avoidance goal (i.e., goal impeder; Lassetter
etal., 2021). Relevance appraisals of targets are also dynamic
within perceivers: As a perceiver’s goals change across time
and contexts, their appraisals of a single target will likewise
change. A perceiver may see a child as a threat when they are
worried about disease avoidance, but as irrelevant when
worried about their own safety.

Threat and opportunity are distinct and vary across goals
whether targets are social group exemplars (e.g., a gay man,
an Asian woman; Lassetter et al., 2021), social groups (e.g.,
gay men, Asian women; Lassetter, 2023), social in-groups
(e.g., one’s own racial group; Le Forestier et al., 2023), or
close others (e.g., a romantic partner or close friend;
Lassetter, 2023). This distinction between threat and
opportunity may apply to large-scale agents like organiza-
tions or states, or any nonsocial object that can impact one’s
goals, although this deserves empirical test. In turn, people
likely attune their attention, emotion, and behavior to those
who are perceived to be relevant (Neel & Lassetter, 2019).
Because the Relevance Appraisal Matrix applies across many
kinds of social targets, it can inform group-level phenomena
like prejudice and stigmatization, as well as individual-level
person perception and relationship processes.

Below, we explore the psychology of managing interactions
and relationships with people appraised in each of these four
ways. For each, we highlight examples and outline predictions
from the affordance management approach, drawing primarily
on work from the psychology of goal pursuit, close
relationships, and stereotyping and prejudice.

Goal Facilitators

When other people pose only opportunities and no threats,
they are seen as goal facilitators or as means to achieving that
goal. For example, a friend may help a person’s fitness goals
by exercising with them, a work supervisor may support an
employee’s competence goals with constructive feedback and
opportunities for advancement, or a new romantic partner may
fulfill a person’s desires for companionship and romance. In
addition, many more explicitly transactional relationships
may be characterized as goal facilitating, such as when a car
mechanic helps provide reliable transportation or a tutor
supports a child’s academic achievement.
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An affordance management approach predicts that when a
perceiver appraises a target as a goal facilitator, the perceiver
will pay attention to the target as needed to take advantage of
that opportunity and feel positive emotions toward them (e.g.,
Shiota et al., 2014). When perceivers appraise another person
as facilitating their goals, they likely value that target and feel
closer to them (Fitzsimons & Fishbach, 2010; Fitzsimons &
Shah, 2008; Lassetter, 2023; Orehek & Forest, 2016), and
this may be especially so for targets who facilitate multiple
goals (Orehek et al., 2018). People may also engage in
behavior intended to take advantage of those perceived
opportunities, like maintaining proximity to the person.

Prestigious targets may be especially likely to be appraised
as goal facilitators. Targets are afforded prestige when they
are perceived to hold valued skills and knowledge that may
help others to pursue their own goals, whether that be in
music, athletics, work, or another domain. When a person is
prestigious, others pay attention to them, feel admiration
toward them, seek to maintain proximity to them, and often
engage in deferential or ingratiating behavior in order to learn
and benefit from them (Cheng & Tracy, 2014; Henrich & Gil-
White, 2001).

Goal Impeders

People may commonly appraise others as goal impeders or
as hurting and not helping their goals, such as the previously
mentioned coughing woman at the grocery store. Out-groups
often may be appraised as goal impeders, if, for example, they
are perceived to compete for resources, to hold values that
conflict with one’s own, or to be violent, without also being
seen to offer benefits (Brandt & Crawford, 2020; Cottrell &
Neuberg, 2005). In contrast, although close others may be
perceived to impede some goals, people are unlikely to
remain close with targets who only provide threats and no
opportunities across time, given that perceived interpersonal
closeness and opportunity are strongly related (Fitzsimons &
Shah, 2008; Lassetter, 2023).

When people appraise another person as posing a threat and
no opportunities, they are likely to monitor the other person’s
behavior and feel negative emotions toward them (Ellsworth
& Smith, 1988; Kuppens et al., 2003). Perceivers are also
likely to behave in ways calibrated to manage the specific
threat the target person or group is seen to pose (Schaller &
Neuberg, 2012). For example, the immunocompromised man
mentioned earlier may feel disgust toward the coughing
woman because of the perceived threat of disease, as well as
anger because she is blocking his goal of staying healthy
(Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005). He may be particularly likely to
keep her salient in his mind, to monitor her behavior and
location, and to distance himself from her and the things she
has touched to avoid contamination. Likewise, a person who
perceives another person to threaten their romantic
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relationship may also be likely to find that the target is
salient in their mind, to monitor the target’s behavior, and to
feel anger at the target. In addition, they may feel jealousy and
take different actions to manage the perceived threat (e.g.,
warning the other person, guarding their mate; DeSteno et
al., 2006).

Goal Facilitator-Impeders

Godal facilitator—impeders are perceived to simultaneously
pose opportunities and threats. This can occur within a single
goal or across multiple goals. A perceiver looking for a new
romantic partner may perceive a good friend as an opportunity
because they may help the perceiver to meet desirable others
but also as a threat to that same goal if the friend seeks a
partner and has overlapping preferences. Likewise, people
may see their work supervisor as both helping them to gain
status in a company by providing opportunities to achieve and
develop skills, and hurting their status in the company by
failing to promote them or advocate for them.

Perceivers may pay particular attention to goal facilitator—
impeders and put effort into managing their relationships to
those targets in order to take advantage of their opportunities
while avoiding their potential threats. This may require
particular attention, effort, and management to balance the
two. Targets seen to pose both threats and opportunities also
likely elicit subjective ambivalence—an unpleasant internal
feeling of conflict (Priester & Petty, 1996) that people likely
try to resolve (Kunda, 1990). In close relationships,
unresolved ambivalence with goal facilitator—impeders may
even harm one’s health (Holt-Lunstad & Uchino, 2019).

When perceivers hold many goals, they should be
especially likely to appraise targets as facilitator—impeders.
The more goals a perceiver has, the more likely it is that
targets perceived to pose opportunities to some goals will
also be seen to pose threats to other goals. Appraising
someone as a goal facilitator—impeder for a single goal may
be rarer than doing so for different goals, but we expect the
attention, feelings, and behaviors toward these two types of
facilitator—impeders to overlap, with notable differences. For
example, when a perceiver appraises a target as helping and
hurting a single goal, they will likely experience subjective
ambivalence. However, if the perceiver appraises the target
as helping one goal and hurting another, they may experience
ambivalence only when both goals are simultaneously active.
How perceivers attend to, feel about, and act toward different
goal facilitator—-impeders deserves more research.

Goal Irrelevant

Goal irrelevance, or being seen to pose neither threats nor
opportunities, may be an extremely common relevance
appraisal, at least for those perceivers who encounter many
people. Imagine you are in a large city and are meeting a
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friend on the other side of town. On your walk to the subway
station, you pass many pedestrians. On the subway car, you
sit near many other passengers. When you exit at your stop,
you walk to the restaurant passing yet more people on the
street, and when you get there, you scan the other customers to
see if your friend has arrived. Most—if not all—of the people
you encountered were irrelevant to your goal of meeting your
friend and you likely paid little attention to them.

These were all strangers whom you had no expectation of
seeing again. However, perceivers may also appraise familiar
and close others as goal irrelevant. For example, in a
brainstorming meeting at your office, you may pay attention
to the contributions of those coworkers you admire and view as
competent and you may ignore those who you see as unlikely
to provide useful contributions to the conversation. You may
also selectively ignore a family member when you are pursuing
a goal for which you find them to be irrelevant, even if at other
times you would perceive them as highly relevant. Because
attention, emotion, and behavior are all geared toward
managing others in support of one’s goals, people may pay
little attention to irrelevant targets beyond initial categorization
and may not even consciously be aware of them (Brown-
lannuzzi et al., 2014; Dijksterhuis & Aarts, 2010; Eitam et al.,
2013). Perceivers may feel no emotions toward irrelevant
targets and behaviorally neglect them (Neel & Lassetter, 2019).
People who have high power or status, or are from higher social
class backgrounds, depend less on others for their goal pursuit
and so may be especially likely to show this pattern (e.g.,
Dietze & Knowles, 2016; Dietze et al., 2022).

The Target Perspective: Being Seen to Pose
Affordances to Others

Everyone appraises others and is appraised by others. We
next turn to the target perspective to understand how people
experience and manage being seen to pose affordances to
others. As perceivers themselves, targets sometimes seek to
know how others appraise them so that they can best manage
their own goal pursuit given those appraisals (Shelton, 2000;
Wout et al., 2009). Detecting and responding to perceivers’
appraisals need not be conscious and controlled—in fact,
targets’ responses may often be automatic and shaped by
nonconscious processes. To understand how targets manage
their experiences of relevance (or irrelevance) to others, it is
necessary to consider targets’ goals and how being appraised in
different ways may fit with those goals. Note that targets’ goal
pursuit will not always be affected by others’ appraisals—for
any goal that a person can achieve without other people and
that others are unlikely to be able to obstruct, others’
appraisals are unlikely to be a strong concern. Below, we walk
through how people may experience being appraised in each
of the four ways represented in Figure 1, according to how it
fits with their own goals.

Being Appraised as a Goal Facilitator

There are many circumstances in which being seen as a
goal facilitator advances a target’s own goals: People on a
team want to be seen as valued group members, people
looking for romantic partners want to be seen as desirable
mates, and people seeking status and power want to be seen
as strong leaders. In tasks of mutual coordination and
dependence in which goals are shared, being seen as a goal
facilitator to others may be essential to achieving one’s own
goals (Fishbach & Tu, 2016; Fitzsimons et al., 2015; Orehek
& Forest, 2016). In addition, being seen as a goal facilitator to
others can come with material and social benefits, as when
people are afforded prestige because they are able to impart
valuable skills to others (Cheng & Tracy, 2014; Henrich &
Gil-White, 2001). Being valued by others may likewise help
to fulfill targets’ needs for belonging and meaning (Leary,
1999; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Yet, at times, being seen to pose opportunities to others
may conflict with one’s own goals. People may want to be
seen as sexually desirable by a romantic partner but not by
those with whom one has no romantic relationship and whom
they hope to be seen as relevant for other goals. For example,
when a boss conveys that he sees a female employee as a
sexual opportunity, she may wonder if she is valued for her
work skills and accomplishments or whether any achieve-
ment and status she has attained is in fact due to being
perceived as a potential sexual opportunity. This can lead her
to disengage from work, have poorer mental health, and a
host of other negative outcomes (Cortina & Berdahl, 2008;
Gervais et al., 2016).

Likewise, people who are members of marginalized groups,
or are stereotyped as having lower competence or status, may
sometimes feel like the object of others’ benevolence goals—
that is, they may wish to be respected and seen as valuable for
their own merits and competencies, but are instead treated with
pity or condescension, and as opportunities for others to
display their benevolence (Bergsieker et al., 2010; Dupree &
Fiske, 2019; Watt et al., 2021). Many subjectively positive
stereotypes that perceivers may hold and that can signal
perceived opportunities (e.g., hardworking, nurturing) can
actually be experienced negatively by targets (Czopp et al.,
2015). People from marginalized groups may thus sometimes
be seen instrumentally by others because of their marginalized
status. For example, people from marginalized groups may be
seen as helping companies’ goals to superficially diversify,
rather than being valued for their skills and what they offer an
organization (Georgeac & Rattan, 2023).

Being Appraised as a Goal Impeder

Most people do not typically want to be seen as threatening
others and being appraised in this way may often hurt targets’
ability to achieve their own goals. Being seen as a goal
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impeder—posing only threats and no opportunities—can
constitute a form of stigmatization for marginalized people and
reflect not only devaluation but precede active discrimination
and expulsion (e.g., Schaller & Neuberg, 2012). Especially
when such an appraisal comes from valued others, devaluation
can threaten targets’ needs for belonging, safety, and control
(e.g., Ren et al., 2018; Smart Richman & Leary, 2009). It is
unclear how being seen to pose only a threat and no
opportunities to others could foster desired close relationships,
given the link between opportunity and closeness (Lassetter,
2023; Orehek & Forest, 2016).

However, being perceived to impede others’ goals can
sometimes help to facilitate one’s own goals. A dominance
strategy for gaining status involves threatening to impose
costs on others (Cheng & Tracy, 2014), for example, by
threatening their resources or safety if they do not comply
with one’s wishes. Being willing to impose costs on others
can generate higher rank and resource access (Redhead et al.,
2021), which could help one’s own status goals. Further,
groups in conflict sometimes display their ability to impose
costs on each other in order to protect and advance their own
group’s interests (e.g., Struch & Schwartz, 1989). In short,
being appraised as a goal impeder can sometimes be a
strategic choice to attain valued resources and status.

Being Appraised as a Goal Facilitator-Impeder

Targets may sometimes seek to pose both opportunities
and threats to others. Because power allows a person to affect
others’ outcomes either by imposing costs or bestowing
benefits (Keltner et al., 2003), people who occupy or seek
high-power or high-status positions may especially want to
be appraised as facilitator—impeders. For example, a high-
level manager may seek to be seen as a leader who can both
facilitate employees’ status-seeking goals (e.g., by providing
them with opportunities, connecting them to high-powered
networks) and impede those same goals (e.g., by firing them,
withholding opportunities). Close others who are otherwise
appraised as opportunities may sometimes also selectively
seek to impose threats on their relationship partner, as a
condition for being able to take advantage of the relationship’s
benefits. For example, someone who is worried about their
romantic relationship ending may threaten to impose financial
or reputational costs on their partner if the relationship ends
(Buss & Haselton, 2005), and analogous processes may unfold
in friendships (e.g., Krems et al., 2021).

Targets may also seek to avoid being seen as a facilitator—
impeder. As noted, ambivalent social ties may be more
detrimental to health even than purely aversive ties (Holt-
Lunstad & Uchino, 2019), and these negative consequences
may be felt by both members of the relationship, including the
target. Furthermore, when the target views either the threat or
opportunity components of the appraisal as conflicting with

their need to belong, targets may experience being seen as goal
facilitator—impeders as akin to stigmatization.

Being Appraised as Irrelevant

Targets likely infer that they are irrelevant when they detect
that perceivers do not attend to them, express no emotions
toward them, and/or treat them with indifference. In many
cases, being appraised as irrelevant and consequently ignored
may threaten a target’s goals, including basic needs to belong
and to be valued. People are exquisitely sensitive to signs that
other people are excluding and ignoring them, and readily
interpret being ignored as a rejection or even ostracism
(Williams, 2009). We would expect that being ignored by
those others whom the target sees as an opportunity for their
own goals—that is, perceivers that the target values—may be
particularly aversive. In other cases, people may find that
they need resources or attention to advance their own goals,
and so being a threat would be preferable to being ignored,
consistent with adages like “there’s no such thing as bad
publicity.”

However, targets may actually desire irrelevance to some
perceivers. This may be especially so when the target deems a
perceiver irrelevant to their own goals, seeking a relation
of mutual irrelevance with the perceiver. For example,
passengers on the subway may prefer to be ignored by one
another. Targets may desire irrelevance if it provides a respite
from unwanted appraisals of threat and/or opportunity. When
others erroneously perceive a target as a threat, they may act
aggressively toward them and even threaten the target’s safety
(Schaller & Neuberg, 2012). Such a target may seek to convey
that they pose no harm, in the hopes of being ignored. Other
targets may be perceived as a mating opportunity by those they
have no interest in (Schwartzman & Neel, 2023). For example,
receiving sexual attention in the workplace may be a
distraction, embarrassment, or danger for targets who would
prefer just to be able to get their work done, without being seen
as a sexual opportunity to others (Gervais et al., 2016).

Stigmatization, Prejudice, and Invisibility

One promising area of application of the Relevance
Appraisal Matrix is to understand stigmatization, prejudice,
and invisibility from both perceiver and target perspectives
(and indeed the sections above lean heavily on literature
examining these topics). Stigmatization is the experience
of being devalued in a particular context, often by virtue of
perceived or actual membership in certain social categories or
social identities (Crocker et al., 1998). As noted above,
motivation science has found that people devalue those whom
they do not perceive as facilitating their goals. This suggests
that people seen to pose no opportunities are stigmatized,
but the Relevance Appraisal Matrix (Figure 1) suggests two
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discrete forms of stigmatization: being seen to impede goals or
as goal irrelevant.

Threat-based stigmatization and irrelevance-based stigma-
tization are very different (Neel & Lassetter, 2019).
Perceivers who see a target as a threat will attend to and
monitor the target, feel negative emotions toward them, and
engage in behavior aimed to mitigate the perceived threat. In
contrast, perceivers who see a target as irrelevant will
minimize their attention to the other person, feel no emotion
toward them, and neglect them. In short, the latter target will
be interpersonally invisible to the perceiver. Work on social
attention, discrimination, dehumanization, social exclusion,
and ostracism has noted parallel distinctions to what we term
threat-based stigmatization and invisibility (Hodson et al.,
2014; Molden et al., 2009; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008;
Rodin, 1987; Williams, 2009). Substantial literatures have
examined the origins, experience, and consequences of threat-
based stigmatization (e.g., Craig et al., 2018; Neuberg et al.,
2000; Stangor and Crandall, 2000; Stephan & Stephan, 1985)
and of being socially invisible (e.g., Fryberg & Townsend, 2008;
Goff et al., 2008; Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008; Remedios &
Snyder, 2018; Sesko & Biernat, 2010; Sue et al., 2007).

An affordance management approach can help us to unite
these literatures and to better understand the origins, relation-
ship, and consequences of these two forms of stigmatization.
For example, this approach suggests that both threat-based
stigmatization and invisibility are dynamic—that is, there are
not certain people who are seen as a threat and others who are
invisible, but rather the same target will sometimes be invisible
and sometimes be a threat (and other times, valued). Which way
targets are perceived varies across situations and perceivers,
depending on perceivers’ goals and their varying appraisals of
the targets’ goal relevance (e.g., Brown-lannuzzi et al., 2014).
Some initial data on targets’ experiences also support this idea.
A sample of U.S. women and men who identified as Asian,
Black, or White reported how invisible they feel, not in general,
but to straight people of another gender who are looking for a
mate. Across racial and gender groups, participants reported
that they feel least invisible to straight other-gender people from
their same racial group and more invisible to straight other-
gender people from the other two racial groups (Lam & Neel,
2023). This suggests that people’s experiences of invisibility are
dynamic, with greater feelings of invisibility to other-race

Table 1

Managing Unwanted Relevance Appraisals: Cue and Goal Strategies
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people than same-race people, on average, in a mating domain.
Yet, in addition to this expectation that appraisals will be
dynamic across perceivers, goals, and contexts, an affordance
management approach also predicts that people who are
stereotyped in ways that suggest an inability to affect others’
goal pursuit—such as people perceived to be low in power,
status, or competence—are much more likely to be invisible to
others across perceivers and contexts. For an in-depth
discussion of affordance management approaches to stigmati-
zation and prejudice, see Neel and Lassetter (2019), Pirlott and
Cook (2018), and Schaller and Neuberg (2012).

Target and Perceiver Strategies for Managing
Unwanted Appraisals

When targets are appraised in a way that constrains their
own goal pursuit, they may at times use strategies to manage
these unwanted appraisals. For example, people who are
devalued and stigmatized selectively respond to others’
negative perceptions of them (Barreto & Ellemers, 2015;
Shelton et al., 2005; Smart Richman & Leary, 2009). In
parallel, perceivers may sometimes recognize that making
certain appraisals of targets conflicts with their other goals,
such as when making a biased assessment of a job candidate
would conflict with the goal of having a fair hiring process.
The affordance management approach suggests a number of
points at which both perceivers and targets may intervene and
change potential relevance appraisals (for a summary, see
Table 1). Note that these strategies may, but need not, be
employed deliberately and consciously—in fact, targets and
perceivers may already use these strategies, developing them
through experience, without being aware of them. Our aim is
to describe the strategies that targets and perceivers may be
using to manage unwanted appraisals, not to recommend
particular strategies or suggest that targets are responsible for
doing so.

First, targets and perceivers may focus on managing what
affordance cues are available to perceivers. Targets may
selectively disclose and conceal many identities and character-
istics that perceivers use as affordance cues (e.g., their religion,
sexual orientation, socioeconomic background, political orienta-
tion, relationship status, and criminal history; Le Forestier et al.,
2022; Quinn & Chaudoir, 2015; Schwartzman & Neel, 2023).

Strategy

Managing cues

Perspective Conceal cues Add cues Change cue meaning Change goals

Target Conceal certain target cues Reveal or add new target Disconfirm target cue meaning Elicit other perceiver goals that
cues change appraisal

Perceiver Make certain target cues Seek new target cues Disconfirm or reappraise target Activate other perceiver goals

inaccessible

cue meaning that change appraisal
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Targets may thus control what cues perceivers have access to
in order to avoid being appraised to pose affordances that they
do not want to be seen to pose (and certain environments, like
being online, can make a wider set of cues and identities
concealable). Perceivers who want to keep certain cues from
biasing their appraisals may set up systems that preclude
access to such cues (Onyeador et al., 2021). For example, to
minimize bias in the audition process, many orchestras have
implemented blind auditions in which the musician is only
heard, and not seen. This helps to keep cues irrelevant to a
person’s musical ability, such as their gender, from being
detected (Goldin & Rouse, 2000).

Second, both targets and perceivers may seek to add new
affordance cues to influence the appraisal. For example, when
people face the possibility of being appraised as dangerous to
others based on their race, gender, and/or other identity cues,
they may add cues that they do not pose a threat, such as a
smiling expression (Neel et al., 2013). Perceivers may likewise
seek additional information about a target’s affordances,
perhaps particularly when available cues do not reliably reflect
affordances, and more diagnostic cues may exist but are hard to
detect. In these cases, perceivers may construct situations that
elicit affordance-relevant information about another person,
engaging in “affordance testing” (Pick & Neuberg, 2022). For
example, a student looking for a project partner may test a
classmate’s academic skills by asking them to solve a problem
the student already knows the answer to, or a sports team may
put recruits through grueling physical tests to determine their
fitness and commitment (Pick & Neuberg, 2022).

Third, targets and perceivers may focus on changing the
meaning that perceivers infer from target cues. Targets of
prejudice may seek to provide disconfirming evidence that
changes the perceiver’s stereotype (Hewstone, 1989). One
strategy would be to demonstrate that members of the target
group actually vary widely on a stereotyped attribute. For
example, a woman who is assumed to want children may seek
to show that although many women do want to have children,
many women do not. Here, the target attempts to break the
link in the perceiver’s mind between the cue of “woman” and
the attribute “wants children” so that the perceiver will stop
using gender as a cue to child-related affordances. Perceivers
may recognize that they infer affordances from particular
cues and try to learn new associations that override unwanted
links in their minds (e.g., by working to change their
stereotypes; Devine et al., 2012).

Fourth, targets and perceivers can try to change the
perceiver’s goals to ones for which the target would be
appraised differently. For example, targets of prejudice may
appeal to a perceiver’s goal to be compassionate or reveal how
the perceiver’s appraisal of the target conflicts with a
perceiver’s goal to be moral or to treat people equitably.
Perceivers and targets may both aim to “sideline bias” by
changing the context to make the perceiver’s ideal or unbiased
goals and selves more salient and easier to act on, for example,
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by creating an interdependent situation in which cooperation
and teamwork are required for success (Okonofua et al., 2022).
The strategies reviewed above all address the appraisal
process. People also engage in strategies to manage the
consequences of unwanted appraisals. For example, if
changing an undesired appraisal is not possible, targets may
seek to disengage from and disinvest in the relationship
(Heckhausen et al., 2010) or manage their experience
through cognitive reappraisal (e.g., Duker et al., 2022).
Future research should explore the strategies that both
targets and perceivers use to manage both the process and
consequences of unwanted relevance appraisals.

Next Steps

We see a number of promising directions for future research
in this area. Research on the Relevance Appraisal Matrix has
so far relied on quantitative, Likert-scale self-report items
generated to assess particular a priori affordances, applied
cross-sectionally (e.g., Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Lassetter
etal., 2021). These items are clear and direct but they provide a
limited window into people’s experiences and so represent only
a first step in measuring perceived affordances. Qualitative
approaches can help to illuminate how perceivers and targets
think about, experience, and make sense of affordances in their
everyday lives. For example, Schwartzman and Neel (2023)
asked lesbian, gay, and bisexual people to describe an
experience of concealing or revealing their sexual orientation
to be invisible or visible to others. Participants provided rich
information about what the situation and experience were like
for them, providing context and reflection that would not have
been easily accessible with only quantitative methods. In
addition, longitudinal, within-person methods like experience
sampling are required to answer foundational questions about
the experience of affordance management within a person
across time, like how often in daily life perceivers appraise
others to pose opportunities and/or threats, in what contexts
targets experience these different appraisals, or the extent to
which appraisals are truly dynamic within a perceiver or target.
Qualitative and longitudinal approaches will help detail the full
picture of how people manage affordances in everyday life.

A second methodological direction for this research is to
broaden the populations studied. Most of this research has so
far relied on North American adult samples who are often
predominantly White, educated, and/or have access to the
internet (undergraduate students and online samples). This
sampling of humanity is quite narrow (Henrich et al., 2010).
We currently do not know to what extent the assumptions that
underpin the Relevance Appraisal Matrix—that threat and
opportunity appraisals are independent dimensions of social
cognition, and they vary across different goals—apply across
populations, cultures, and times. Although we expect this to
be the case, the generalizability of these assumptions merits
empirical test.
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Furthermore, even if the Relevance Appraisal Matrix
applies across human populations, we expect variability in
the inputs to affordance appraisals (what goals people pursue;
what cues perceivers rely on to appraise relevance) and the
outcomes of affordance appraisals (what perceived affor-
dances are common; how perceivers feel and behave toward
targets posing different affordances; how targets manage
being seen to pose affordances). For example, ecological
variables can shape perceivers’ goal priorities, with popula-
tion density linked to higher mate retention and kin care goals
(Sng et al., 2017), and income inequality linked to higher
self-protection and status goals (e.g., Daly et al., 2001;
Kenrick & Gomez-Jacinto, 2013).

Our research has also relied on samples that are especially
relationally mobile (Thomson et al., 2018). Greater relational
mobility means that people can more easily choose which
relationships to nurture and which to dissolve and can do so
based on their preferences (Yuki & Schug, 2012). For more
relationally mobile people, goal relevance may be more tightly
linked to the management and selection of one’s personal
relationships. How people who are less relationally mobile
appraise others’ relevance, and the ways in which these
appraisals shape their relationships, deserves further study.

Finally, there are two aspects of goals that deserve deeper
consideration in future work. First, we have aimed to describe
a framework that can characterize appraisals across any type
of social relationship, from strangers to close others. But past
theorizing argues that the connections between our goals and
close others form a complex “web of interdependence”
(Fitzsimons et al., 2015; Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2015), with
close others’ goals especially likely to affect our own.
Conlflict or correspondence of our goals with those of close
others can thus shape the success of our goal pursuit. Future
research should more directly examine differences and
similarities in how relevance appraisals form and operate
across the spectrum of interdependence.

Second, we have started with the assumption that most
often, people will have goals that guide their appraisals of
targets. That said, targets may sometimes themselves elicit
goals in perceivers, as when seeing someone express anger
can elicit a self-protection goal or seeing a child in distress
can elicit a goal to caretake and express compassion. The link
between targets and perceivers’ goals is thus somewhat
recursive and dynamic. Incorporating and explicitly model-
ing this relationship, including its cognitive mechanisms, will
help future theories of relevance appraisal to more accurately
reflect the dynamic nature of these processes.

Conclusion

We have reviewed evidence for distinguishing between
appraisals of threat and opportunity and discussed implica-
tions for how people manage their social worlds as both
perceivers and targets. This framework integrates and builds
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upon prior psychological literatures on motivation, social
perception and judgment, and stereotyping and prejudice to
provide more nuanced answers to existing questions and to
ask novel questions with clear applications to well-being and
intergroup relations. Considering how people see one another
as goal relevant or irrelevant can help us understand how
people navigate their complex social worlds.

References

Barreto, M., & Ellemers, N. (2015). Detecting and experiencing prejudice:
New answers to old questions. In J. M. Olson & M. P. Zanna (Eds.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 52, pp. 139-219).
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001

Bergsieker, H. B., Shelton, J. N., & Richeson, J. A. (2010). To be liked
versus respected: Divergent goals in interracial interactions. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 99(2), 248-264. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0018474

Bjornsdottir, R. T., Hehman, E., & Human, L. J. (2022). Consensus enables
accurate social judgments. Social Psychological & Personality Science,
13(6), 1010-1021. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211047095

Brandt, M. J., & Crawford, J. T. (2020). Worldview conflict and prejudice. In
B. Gawronski (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 61,
pp. 1-66). Academic Press.

Brown-lannuzzi, J. L., Hoffman, K. M., Payne, B. K., & Trawalter,
S. (2014). The invisible man: Interpersonal goals moderate inattentional
blindness to African Americans. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 143(1), 33-37. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031407

Buss, D. M., & Haselton, M. (2005). The evolution of jealousy. Trends in
Cognitive Sciences, 9(11), 506-507. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005
.09.006

Cheng, J. T., & Tracy, J. L. (2014). Toward a unified science of hierarchy:
Dominance and prestige are two fundamental pathways to human social
rank. InJ. T. Cheng, J. L. Tracy, & C. Anderson (Eds.), The psychology of
social status (pp. 3-27). Springer Science+Business Media. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0867-7_1

Cortina, L. M., & Berdahl, J. L. (2008). Sexual harassment in organizations:
A decade of research in review. In J. Barling & C. L. Cooper (Eds.), The
SAGE handbook of organizational behavior (Vol. 1, pp. 469-497). SAGE
Publications.

Cottrell, C. A., & Neuberg, S. L. (2005). Different emotional reactions to
different groups: A sociofunctional threat-based approach to “prejudice”.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(5), 770-789. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770

Craig, M. A., Rucker, J. M., & Richeson, J. A. (2018). The pitfalls and
promise of increasing racial diversity: Threat, contact, and race relations in
the 21st century. Current Directions in Psychological Science,27(3), 188—
193. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417727860

Crocker, J., Major, B., & Steele, C. (1998). Social stigma. In D. T. Gilbert,
S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology
(Vol. 2, pp. 504-553). McGraw-Hill.

Czopp, A. M., Kay, A. C., & Cheryan, S. (2015). Positive stereotypes are
pervasive and powerful. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 10(4),
451-463. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615588091

Daly, M., Wilson, M., & Vasdev, S. (2001). Income inequality and homicide
rates in Canada and the United States. Canadian Journal of Criminology,
43(2), 219-236. https://doi.org/10.3138/cjcrim.43.2.219

DeSteno, D., Valdesolo, P., & Bartlett, M. Y. (2006). Jealousy and the
threatened self: Getting to the heart of the green-eyed monster. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 91(4), 626-641. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.91.4.626

Devine, P. G., Forscher, P. S., Austin, A.J., & Cox, W. T. (2012). Long-term
reduction in implicit race bias: A prejudice habit-breaking intervention.


https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2015.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018474
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018474
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211047095
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506211047095
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031407
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031407
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0867-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0867-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-0867-7_1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.88.5.770
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417727860
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721417727860
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615588091
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615588091
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjcrim.43.2.219
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjcrim.43.2.219
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjcrim.43.2.219
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjcrim.43.2.219
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjcrim.43.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.626
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.626
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.626
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.626
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.91.4.626

publishers.

personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

article is intended solely for the t

This document is copyri

This

1088 NEEL, LASSETTER, AND LAM

Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(6), 1267-1278. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003

Dietze, P., & Knowles, E. D. (2016). Social class and the motivational
relevance of other human beings: Evidence from visual attention.
Psychological Science, 27(11), 1517-1527. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956
797616667721

Dietze, P., Olderbak, S., Hildebrandt, A., Kaltwasser, L., & Knowles,
E. D. (2022). A lower-class advantage in face memory. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10
.1177/01461672221125599

Dijksterhuis, A., & Aarts, H. (2010). Goals, attention, and (un)conscious-
ness. Annual Review of Psychology, 61(1), 467-490. https://doi.org/10
.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445

Duker, A., Green, D. J., Onyeador, I. N., & Richeson, J. A. (2022). Managing
emotions in the face of discrimination: The differential effects of self-
immersion, self-distanced reappraisal, and positive reappraisal. Emotion,
22(7), 1435-1449. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0001001

Dupree, C. H., & Fiske, S. T. (2019). Self-presentation in interracial settings:
The competence downshift by White liberals. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 117(3), 579—-604. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000166

Eitam, B., Miele, D. B., & Higgins, E. T. (2013). Motivated remembering:
Remembering as accessibility and accessibility as motivational relevance.
InD. E. Carlston (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of social cognition (pp. 463—
475). Oxford University Press.

Ellsworth, P. C., & Smith, C. A. (1988). From appraisal to emotion:
Differences among unpleasant feelings. Motivation and Emotion, 12(3),
271-302. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00993115

Fishbach, A., & Tu, Y. (2016). Pursuing goals with others. Social and
Personality Psychology Compass, 10(5), 298-312. https://doi.org/10
1111/spe3.12251

Fitzsimons, G. M., & Finkel, E. J. (2015). Goal interdependence. Current
Opinion in Psychology, 1, 10-13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014
.11.015

Fitzsimons, G. M., Finkel, E. J., & vanDellen, M. R. (2015). Transactive goal
dynamics. Psychological Review, 122(4), 648-673. https://doi.org/10
.1037/a0039654

Fitzsimons, G. M., & Fishbach, A. (2010). Shifting closeness: Interpersonal
effects of personal goal progress. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 98(4), 535-549. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018581

Fitzsimons, G. M., & Shah, J. Y. (2008). How goal instrumentality shapes
relationship evaluations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
95(2), 319-337. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319

Fitzsimons, G. M., & Shah, J. Y. (2009). Confusing one instrumental other
for another: Goal effects on social categorization. Psychological Science,
20(12), 1468-1472. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x

Freeman, J. B., & Ambady, N. (2011). A dynamic interactive theory of
person construal. Psychological Review, 118(2), 247-279. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0022327

Fryberg, S. A., & Townsend, S. S. M. (2008). The psychology of invisibility.
In G. Adams, M. Biernat, N. R. Branscombe, C. S. Crandall, &
L. S. Wrightsman (Eds.), Commemorating brown: The social psychology
of racism and discrimination (pp. 173-193). American Psychological
Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/11681-010

Georgeac, O. A. M., & Rattan, A. (2023). The business case for diversity
backfires: Detrimental effects of organizations’ instrumental diversity
rhetoric for underrepresented group members’ sense of belonging. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 124(1), 69—108. https://doi.org/10
.1037/pspi0000394

Gervais, S. J., Wiener, R. L., Allen, J., Farnum, K. S., & Kimble, K. (2016).
Do you see what I see? The consequences of objectification in work settings
for experiencers and third party predictors. Analyses of Social Issues and
Public Policy, 16(1), 143—174. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12118

Goff, P. A., Thomas, M. A., & Jackson, M. C. (2008). “Ain’t I a woman?”:
Towards an intersectional approach to person perception and group-based

harms. Sex Roles, 59(5-6), 392-403. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-
9505-4

Goldin, C., & Rouse, C. (2000). Orchestrating impartiality: The impact of
“blind” auditions on female musicians. The American Economic Review,
90(4), 715-741. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715

Heckhausen, J., Wrosch, C., & Schulz, R. (2010). A motivational theory of
life-span development. Psychological Review, 117(1), 32—60. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/a0017668

Henrich, J., & Gil-White, F. J. (2001). The evolution of prestige: Freely
conferred deference as a mechanism for enhancing the benefits of cultural
transmission. Evolution and Human Behavior, 22(3), 165-196. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in
the world? Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 33(2-3), 61-83. https:/
doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X

Hewstone, M. (1989). Changing stereotypes with disconfirming information.
In D. Bar-Tal, C. F. Graumann, A. W. Kruglanski, & W. Stroebe (Eds.),
Stereotyping and prejudice: Changing conceptions (pp. 207-223).
Springer.

Hilton, J. L., & Darley, J. M. (1991). The effects of interaction goals on
person perception. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social
psychology (Vol. 24, pp. 235-267). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10
.1016/S0065-2601(08)60331-7

Hodson, G., Maclnnis, C. C., & Costello, K. (2014). (Over)Valuing
“humanness” as an aggravator of intergroup prejudices and discrimination.
In P. G. Bain, J. Vaes, & J.-P. Leyens (Eds.), Humanness and
dehumanization (pp. 68-85). Psychology Press.

Holt-Lunstad, J., & Uchino, B. N. (2019). Social ambivalence and disease
(SAD): A theoretical model aimed at understanding the health
implications of ambivalent relationships. Perspectives on Psychological
Science, 14(6), 941-966. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619861392

Kawakami, K., Amodio, D. M., & Hugenberg, K. (2017). Intergroup
perception and cognition: An integrative framework for understanding
the causes and consequences of social categorization. In J. M. Olson
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 55, pp. 1-80).
Academic Press.

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D. H., & Anderson, C. (2003). Power, approach, and
inhibition. Psychological Review, 110(2), 265-284. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265

Kenrick, D. T., & Gomez-Jacinto, L. (2013). Economics, sex, and the
emergence of society: A dynamic life history model of cultural variation.
In M. J. Gelfand, C.-Y. Chiu, & Y.-Y. Hong (Eds.), Advances in culture
and psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 78-123). Oxford University Press.

Kenrick, D. T., Griskevicius, V., Neuberg, S. L., & Schaller, M. (2010).
Renovating the pyramid of needs: Contemporary extensions built upon
ancient foundations. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5(3), 292—
314. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469

Krems, J. A., Williams, K. E. G., Aktipis, A., & Kenrick, D. T. (2021).
Friendship jealousy: One tool for maintaining friendships in the face of
third-party threats? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 120(4),
977-1012. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000311

Kruglanski, A. W., Shah, J. Y., Fishbach, A., Friedman, R., Chun, W. Y., &
Sleeth-Keppler, D. (2002). A theory of goal systems. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.),
Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 34, pp. 331-378).
Academic Press.

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin,
108(3), 480-498. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480

Kunda, Z., & Thagard, P. (1996). Forming impressions from stereotypes, traits,
and behaviors: A parallel-constraint-satisfaction theory. Psychological
Review, 103(2), 284-308. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284

Kung, F. Y. H., & Scholer, A. A. (2021). Moving beyond two goals: An
integrative review and framework for the study of multiple goals.
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 25(2), 130-158. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1088868320985810


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616667721
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616667721
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616667721
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221125599
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672221125599
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.093008.100445
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0001001
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0001001
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000166
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000166
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00993115
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00993115
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12251
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12251
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12251
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2014.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039654
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039654
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018581
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018581
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.2.319
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02475.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022327
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022327
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022327
https://doi.org/10.1037/11681-010
https://doi.org/10.1037/11681-010
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000394
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000394
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12118
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12118
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12118
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9505-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9505-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9505-4
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.90.4.715
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017668
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017668
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017668
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60331-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60331-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619861392
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619861392
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691610369469
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000311
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000311
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.2.284
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868320985810
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868320985810
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868320985810

publishers.

and is not to be disseminated broadly.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

This document is copyri

This

TWO DIMENSIONS OF GOAL RELEVANCE 1089

Kuppens, P., Van Mechelen, 1., Smits, D. J., & De Boeck, P. (2003). The
appraisal basis of anger: Specificity, necessity and sufficiency of
components. Emotion, 3(3), 254-269. https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3
3.254

Lam, E. Q. Y., & Neel, R. (2023). Experiences of invisibility are dynamic
across perceivers and goals [Manuscript in preparation].

Lassetter, B. (2023). Evaluating others’ relevance: Dimensions, levels, and
interdependence (Publication No. AAI29322231) [Doctoral dissertation,
University of Toronto]. APA PsycInfo.

Lassetter, B., Hehman, E., & Neel, R. (2021). The relevance appraisal
matrix: Evaluating others’ relevance. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 121(4), 842-864. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000359

Le Forestier, J. M., Lassetter, B., & Neel, R. (2023). How do people appraise
threats and opportunities from their ingroup? [Unpublished manuscript].

Le Forestier, J. M., Page-Gould, E., Lai, C. K., & Chasteen, A. L. (2022).
Subjective identity concealability and the consequences of fearing
identity-based judgment. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
48(3), 445-462. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211010038

Leary, M. R. (1999). Making sense of self-esteem. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 8(1), 32-35. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8721.00008

Lei, R. F., Foster-Hanson, E., & Goh, J. X. (2023). A sociohistorical model of
intersectional social category prototypes. Nature Reviews Psychology,
2(5), 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-023-00165-0

Maner, J. K., Kenrick, D. T., Becker, D. V., Delton, A. W., Hofer, B., Wilbur,
C. J., & Neuberg, S. L. (2003). Sexually selective cognition: Beauty
captures the mind of the beholder. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 85(6), 1107-1120. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85
.6.1107

McArthur, L. Z., & Baron, R. M. (1983). Toward an ecological theory of
social perception. Psychological Review, 90(3), 215-238. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215

Molden, D. C., Lucas, G. M., Gardner, W. L., Dean, K., & Knowles,
M. L. (2009). Motivations for prevention or promotion following social
exclusion: Being rejected versus being ignored. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 96(2), 415-431. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20012958

Navarrete, C. D., McDonald, M. M., Molina, L. E., & Sidanius, J. (2010).
Prejudice at the nexus of race and gender: An outgroup male target
hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(6), 933—
945. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017931

Neel, R., Kenrick, D. T., White, A. E., & Neuberg, S. L. (2016). Individual
differences in fundamental social motives. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 110(6), 887-907. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000068

Neel, R., & Lassetter, B. (2019). The stigma of perceived irrelevance: An
affordance-management theory of interpersonal invisibility. Psychological
Review, 126(5), 634-659. https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000143

Neel, R., Neufeld, S. L., & Neuberg, S. L. (2013). Would an obese person
whistle Vivaldi? Targets of prejudice self-present to minimize appearance
of specific threats. Psychological Science, 24(5), 678-687. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0956797612458807

Neuberg, S. L., Kenrick, D. T., & Schaller, M. (2011). Human threat
management systems: Self-protection and disease avoidance. Neuroscience
and Biobehavioral Reviews, 35(4), 1042—1051. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.neubiorev.2010.08.011

Neuberg, S. L., Smith, D. M., & Asher, T. (2000). Why people stigmatize:
Toward a biocultural framework. In T. F. Heatherton, R. E. Kleck,
M. R. Hebl, & J. G. Hull (Eds.), The social psychology of stigma (pp. 31—
61). Guilford Press.

Neuberg, S. L., Williams, K. E., Sng, O., Pick, C. M., Neel, R., Krems, J. A., &
Pirlott, A. G. (2020). Toward capturing the functional and nuanced nature of
social stereotypes: An affordance management approach. In B. Gawronski
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 62, pp. 245-304).
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004

Okonofua, J. A., Harris, L. T., & Walton, G. M. (2022). Sidelining bias: A
situationist approach to reduce the consequences of bias in real-world
contexts. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 31(5), 395-404.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221102422

Onyeador, I. N., Hudson, S. K. T., & Lewis, N. A., Jr. (2021). Moving
beyond implicit bias training: Policy insights for increasing organizational
diversity. Policy Insights from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 8(1),
19-26. https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220983840

Orehek, E., & Forest, A. L. (2016). When people serve as means to goals:
Implications of a motivational account of close relationships. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 25(2), 79-84. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0963721415623536

Orehek, E., Forest, A. L., & Wingrove, S. (2018). People as means to
multiple goals: Implications for interpersonal relationships. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 44(10), 1487-1501. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0146167218769869

Payne, B. K. (2001). Prejudice and perception: The role of automatic and
controlled processes in misperceiving a weapon. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 81(2), 181-192. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.81.2.181

Pick, C. M., & Neuberg, S. L. (2017, June 3). Do Mexican immigrants work
hard for low wages? When the same base stereotype leads to very different
affordance stereotypes and prejudices [Paper presentation]. Human
Behavior and Evolution Society Annual Meeting, Boise, ID, United States.

Pick, C. M., & Neuberg, S. L. (2022). Beyond observation: Manipulating
circumstances to detect affordances and infer traits. Personality and Social
Psychology Review, 26(2), 160-179. https://doi.org/10.1177/108886832
21076688

Pirlott, A. G., & Cook, C. L. (2018). Prejudices and discrimination as goal
activated and threat driven: The affordance management approach applied
to sexual prejudice. Psychological Review, 125(6), 1002-1027. https://
doi.org/10.1037/rev0000125

Priester, J. R., & Petty, R. E. (1996). The gradual threshold model of
ambivalence: Relating the positive and negative bases of attitudes to
subjective ambivalence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
71(3), 431-449. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.431

Purdie-Vaughns, V., & Eibach, R. P. (2008). Intersectional invisibility: The
distinctive advantages and disadvantages of multiple subordinate-group
identities. Sex Roles, 59(5-6), 377-391. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-
008-9424-4

Quinn, D. M., & Chaudoir, S. R. (2015). Living with a concealable
stigmatized identity: The impact of anticipated stigma, centrality, salience,
and cultural stigma on psychological distress and health. Stigma and
Health, 1(S), 35-59. https://doi.org/10.1037/2376-6972.1.S.35

Redhead, D., Dhaliwal, N., & Cheng, J. T. (2021). Taking charge and
stepping in: Individuals who punish are rewarded with prestige and
dominance. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 15(2), Article
e12581. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12581

Remedios, J. D., & Snyder, S. H. (2018). Intersectional oppression: Multiple
stigmatized identities and perceptions of invisibility, discrimination, and
stereotyping. Journal of Social Issues, 74(2), 265-281. https://doi.org/10
1111/josi. 12268

Ren, D., Wesselmann, E. D., & Williams, K. D. (2018). Hurt people hurt
people: Ostracism and aggression. Current Opinion in Psychology, 19,
34-38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026

Rodin, M. J. (1987). Who is memorable to whom: A study of cognitive
disregard. Social Cognition, 5(2), 144-165. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco
.1987.5.2.144

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the
facilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being.
American Psychologist, 55(1), 68-78. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X
.55.1.68

Schaller, M., Kenrick, D. T., Neel, R., & Neuberg, S. L. (2017). Evolution
and human motivation: A fundamental motives framework. Social and


https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3.3.254
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3.3.254
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3.3.254
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3.3.254
https://doi.org/10.1037/1528-3542.3.3.254
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000359
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000359
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211010038
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211010038
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00008
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-023-00165-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-023-00165-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.6.1107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.90.3.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012958
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012958
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012958
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017931
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017931
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000068
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000068
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000143
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000143
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612458807
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612458807
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612458807
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2010.08.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.aesp.2020.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221102422
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221102422
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220983840
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732220983840
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415623536
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415623536
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218769869
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218769869
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.181
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.181
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.181
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.181
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.181
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.81.2.181
https://doi.org/10.1177/10888683221076688
https://doi.org/10.1177/10888683221076688
https://doi.org/10.1177/10888683221076688
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000125
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000125
https://doi.org/10.1037/rev0000125
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.431
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.431
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.431
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.431
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.3.431
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/2376-6972.1.S.35
https://doi.org/10.1037/2376-6972.1.S.35
https://doi.org/10.1037/2376-6972.1.S.35
https://doi.org/10.1037/2376-6972.1.S.35
https://doi.org/10.1037/2376-6972.1.S.35
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12581
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12581
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12581
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12268
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12268
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12268
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1987.5.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1987.5.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1987.5.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1987.5.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1987.5.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.1987.5.2.144
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68

publishers.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

This document is copyri

This

personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

article is intended solely for the t

1090

Personality Psychology Compass, 11(6), Article e12319. https://doi.org/
10.1111/spc3.12319

Schaller, M., & Neuberg, S. L. (2012). Danger, disease, and the nature of
prejudice(s). In J. M. Olson & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 46, pp. 1-54). Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394281-4.00001-5

Schwartzman, E., & Neel, R. (2023). Sexual orientation disclosure and
strategic navigation of interpersonal invisibility [Unpublished manuscript].

Sesko, A. K., & Biernat, M. (2010). Prototypes of race and gender: The
invisibility of Black women. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
46(2), 356-360. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016

Shelton, J. N. (2000). A reconceptualization of how we study issues of racial
prejudice. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 4(4), 374-390.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0404_6

Shelton, J. N., Richeson, J. A., & Salvatore, J. (2005). Expecting to be the
target of prejudice: Implications for interethnic interactions. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(9), 1189-1202. https://doi.org/10
1177/0146167205274894

Shiota, M. N., Neufeld, S. L., Danvers, A. F., Osborne, E. A., Sng, O., & Yee,
C. L. (2014). Positive emotion differentiation: A functional approach.
Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 8(3), 104-117. https:/
doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12092

Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (2001). Social dominance: An intergroup theory of
social hierarchy and oppression. Cambridge University Press.

Smart Richman, L., & Leary, M. R. (2009). Reactions to discrimination,
stigmatization, ostracism, and other forms of interpersonal rejection: A
multimotive model. Psychological Review, 116(2), 365-383. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/a0015250

Sng, O., Neuberg, S. L., Varnum, M. E. W., & Kenrick, D. T. (2017). The
crowded life is a slow life: Population density and life history strategy.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 112(5), 736—754. https://
doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000086

Stangor, C., & Crandall, C. S. (2000). Threat and the social construction of
stigma. In T. F. Heatherton, R. E. Kleck, M. R. Hebl, & J. G. Hull (Eds.),
The social psychology of stigma (pp. 62—87). Guilford Press.

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (1985). Intergroup anxiety. Journal of
Social Issues, 41(3), 157-175. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985
.tb01134.x

Struch, N., & Schwartz, S. H. (1989). Intergroup aggression: Its predictors
and distinctness from in-group bias. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 56(3), 364-373. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.3.364

Sue, D. W., Capodilupo, C. M., Torino, G. C., Bucceri, J. M., Holder,
A. M., Nadal, K. L., & Esquilin, M. (2007). Racial microaggressions in

NEEL, LASSETTER, AND LAM

everyday life: Implications for clinical practice. American Psychologist,
62(4), 271-286. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.4.271

Thomson, R., Yuki, M., Talhelm, T., Schug, J., Kito, M., Ayanian,
A. H., Becker, J. C., Becker, M., Chiu, C. Y., Choi, H. S., Ferreira,
C. M., Fiilop, M., Gul, P., Houghton-Illera, A. M., Joasoo, M., Jong,
J., Kavanagh, C. M., Khutkyy, D., Manzi, C., Visserman,
M. L. (2018). Relational mobility predicts social behaviors in 39 countries
and is tied to historical farming and threat. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 115(29), 7521—
7526. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1713191115

Treat, T. A., Church, E. K., & Viken, R. J. (2017). Effects of gender, rape-
supportive attitudes, and explicit instruction on perceptions of women’s
momentary sexual interest. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 24(3), 979—
986. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1176-5

Watt, S. K., Mueller, J. A., Parker, E. T., Neel, R., Pasquesi, K., Kilgo,
C. A., Mollet, A. L., Mahatmya, D., & the Multicultural Initiatives
Consortium. (2021). Measuring privileged identity in educational
environments: Development and validation of the Privileged Identity
Exploration Scale. Frontiers in Education, 6, Article 620827. https:/
doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.620827

Williams, K. D. (2009). Ostracism: A temporal need-threat model. Advances
in Experimental Social Psychology, 41, 275-314. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065-2601(08)00406-1

Wout, D. A., Shih, M. J., Jackson, J. S., & Sellers, R. M. (2009). Targets as
perceivers: How people determine when they will be negatively
stereotyped. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(2), 349—
362. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012880

Yuki, M., & Schug, J. (2012). Relational mobility: A socioecological
approach to personal relationships. In O. Gillath, G. Adams, & A. Kunkel
(Eds.), Relationship science: Integrating evolutionary, neuroscience, and
sociocultural approaches (pp. 137-151). American Psychological
Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/13489-007

Zebrowitz, L. A., & Collins, M. A. (1997). Accurate social perception at zero
acquaintance: The affordances of a Gibsonian approach. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 1(3), 204-223. https://doi.org/10.1207/s153
27957pspr0103_2

Received May 8, 2023
Revision received August 7, 2023
Accepted August 29, 2023 =


https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12319
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12319
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12319
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12319
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394281-4.00001-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394281-4.00001-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394281-4.00001-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2009.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0404_6
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0404_6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205274894
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205274894
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12092
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12092
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12092
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12092
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015250
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015250
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015250
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000086
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000086
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000086
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1985.tb01134.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.3.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.3.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.3.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.3.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.3.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.4.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.4.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.4.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.4.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.4.271
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1713191115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1713191115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1713191115
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1176-5
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1176-5
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.620827
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.620827
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.620827
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.620827
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2021.620827
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012880
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012880
https://doi.org/10.1037/13489-007
https://doi.org/10.1037/13489-007
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0103_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0103_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0103_2

	Threats and Opportunities: Independent Dimensions of Goal Relevance Shape Social Cognition and Behavior
	Appraising Others' Relevance: Threats and Opportunities
	Goals Guide Social Judgment and Behavior
	The Relevance Appraisal Matrix
	Goal Facilitators
	Goal Impeders
	Goal Facilitator-Impeders
	Goal Irrelevant

	The Target Perspective: Being Seen to Pose Affordances to Others
	Being Appraised as a Goal Facilitator
	Being Appraised as a Goal Impeder
	Being Appraised as a Goal Facilitator-Impeder
	Being Appraised as Irrelevant

	Stigmatization, Prejudice, and Invisibility
	Target and Perceiver Strategies for Managing Unwanted Appraisals
	Next Steps
	Conclusion
	References


