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ABSTRACT
Psychologists have long treated stigma—the labeling, stereotyping, separation, status loss, and discrimination of social
groups—as a static process. Yet recent evidence has shown that, in fact, contemporary indicators of stigma (e.g., racial
prejudice, violence against Jewish people) are strongly correlated with historical measures of stigmatization (e.g., slavery,
anti‐Jewish pogroms, respectively), even over timespans of centuries. What explains this striking persistence? Here, we seek
an answer to this question by reviewing the emerging, interdisciplinary body of social science research using big data and
computational methods to study long‐term historical trends of stigma. We first review perspectives on why society is
motivated to maintain (vs. change) stigma over history, as well as how stigma might be maintained to satisfy such mo-
tivations. Specifically, we present an integrated theory, the Stigma Stability Framework, which argues that stigma persists,
on average, because society (1) devises new methods to stigmatize the same group (i.e., stigma reproducibility) and/or (2)
transfers stigma hydraulically between groups (i.e., stigma replacement). We use this general framework to organize a
diverse set of empirical findings from across the social sciences, which underscore the widespread prevalence of stigma
persistence mechanisms. Finally, we close with a discussion of open questions for future research, including how re-
searchers and practitioners can use an historical and multi‐level perspective on stigma persistence to design more effective
stigma reduction strategies. Indeed, we argue that it is only by shedding light on historical processes that we might hope to
durably alter stigmatization in the future.

There is no present or future ‐ only the past, happening over
and over again—now.

Eugene O’Neill

History doesn’t repeat itself, but it often rhymes.
Mark Twain

It is axiomatic that our society has changed in many ways over
history. Practices of sanitation, punishment, building codes, and
labor rights are thankfully different today from those of the past.

And yet, there are also patterns that seem to persist. Fashion fads
return (Apriasz et al. 2016; Belleau 1987), pandemics repeatedly
cycle through society (Hsieh et al. 2006), wars recur (Walter 2004)
and, most central to the current paper, stigma—the labeling,
stereotyping, separation, status loss, and discrimination of social
groups (Link and Phelan 2001)—shows striking persistence
(Charlesworth et al. 2023; Charlesworth and Hatzenbueh-
ler 2024). Such evidence of “the past happening over and over
again” inevitably prompts the question of whether, and if so how,
it will ever be possible to durably reduce the stigmatization of
social groups.
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Motivated by this question, we review an emerging body of
interdisciplinary research on stigma across unprecedented
timespans. Our review begins in Section 1 with a summary of
social science evidence showing correlations between historical
and contemporary stigma, as well as an introduction to more
recent work using large‐scale datasets and computational
methods (e.g., natural language processing). Next, in Section 2
we situate these empirical findings within existing theories of
why society would seek to stigmatize in the first place. Specif-
ically, we highlight that social group stigma is argued to satisfy
psychological, sociological, and evolutionary functions (e.g.,
Hatzenbuehler et al. 2013; Kurzban and Leary 2001; Phelan
et al. 2008; Sidanius and Pratto 1999), although these may
compete with other functions against stigma such as proso-
ciality (e.g., Zaki and Mitchell 2013). Indeed, we propose that
when the reasons for upholding versus mitigating stigma are in
competition, the average level of stigma, on aggregate, in society
may be strikingly persistent.

Section 3 presents a new integrative theoretical framework for
understanding how stigma might persist even over long time-
spans and even when there may seem to be change “on the
surface.” We outline two broad classes of mechanisms that
maintain stigma by (1) developing new means (i.e., the mech-
anism of reproduction) or (2) finding new targets (the mecha-
nism of replacement) to stigmatize that can create an
appearance of change despite deeper persistence. Finally, in
Section 4 we discuss the implications of this perspective for
guiding future research and informing more effective in-
terventions towards durable reductions in stigma.

1 | Section 1: Does Stigma Repeat Itself?

Over the past few years, psychology (and the social sciences more
broadly) have benefited greatly from the Big Data Revolution
(Adjerid and Kelley 2018). Researchers now have unprecedented
access tomassive data, not only about people today but also about
people from the recent past (e.g., through archival surveys;
Charlesworth, Navon, et al. 2022b) or the much further past of
decades or centuries (e.g., through historical texts). In fact, this
rise of big historical data has enabled a new subfield of psychol-
ogy, termed historical psychology (Atari and Henrich 2023; Tra-
walter et al. 2022), and has prompted calls from stigma
researchers to increasingly consider the influence of time and
history (Earnshaw et al. 2022). An emerging body of empirical
papers has heeded this call by examining the long‐term persis-
tence of stigmatization. Below, we present two different ap-
proaches that have been used to explore this question.

1.1 | Social Science Evidence Linking Historical
and Contemporary Stigma

While randomized controlled trials and experimental designs are
the gold standard for determining causal inference (but see
Deaton and Cartwright 2018), they are practically infeasible to
study historical stigma processes. As such, the field has begun to
exploit the natural variation in history and to draw on

methodologies spanning econometrics, sociology, and political
science to establish robust inferences about long‐term stigma
persistence.

One early example of such papers comes from Payne
et al. (2019), who combined historical data on U.S. Black
slavery in 1860 with contemporary Project Implicit data on
anti‐Black/pro‐White attitudes. The authors found that South-
ern U.S. counties with higher rates of Black slavery in 1860
had higher anti‐Black/pro‐White bias among White re-
spondents 150 years later in the 2010s (Payne et al. 2019).
Similar correlations have now been shown within Northern U.
S. counties: higher rates of Black immigration during the Great
Migration in 1900–1950 correlate with greater contemporary
anti‐Black bias (Vuletich et al. 2023). Additionally, U.S.
counties with higher rates of Black slavery in the 1860s have
higher contemporary Black‐White racial disparities in arrests
for drug and violent crime offenses (Ward 2022). Within the U.
S. context, contemporary anti‐Black attitudes and discrimina-
tion thus appear to have deep roots, repeating historical pat-
terns from anti‐Black slavery.

Deep roots of stigmatization also exist outside the U.S. For
instance, Nunn and Wantchekon (2011) assessed the link be-
tween the transatlantic African slave trade (1400–1900) and
contemporary levels of (mis)trust within Africa. Individuals who
had ancestors in locations raided during the slave trade were
found to be less trusting of other groups today (see also
Nunn2008). Additionally, looking at historical stigmapersistence
over a similar timeframe of nearly 600 years, Voigtländer and
Voth (2012) showed that stigma and violence against Jewish
people in Germany of the 1920s–40s can be traced back to the
medieval ages (1348–50)when Jewish people were blamed for the
Black Death plague. That is, German cities with plague‐era po-
groms in 1348–50 had higher rates of antisemitism in the 1920s–
40s, including violence against Jewish people, votes for the Nazi
party, and letters to Nazi newspapers (Voigtländer and
Voth 2012).

Of course, skeptics may ask whether these big data analyses are
merely spurious correlations. But this does not appear to be the
case. Rather, most papers test robustness including: (1) ruling
out potential third‐variable relationships (e.g., showing that
both slavery and prejudice could not be explained by the
presence of a larger Black population; Payne et al. 2019); and
(2) using negative control analyses (e.g., showing rates of
slavery in the U.S. South were not associated with current
measures of gender or body weight bias; Payne et al. 2019). A
third strategy to ensure robust conclusions is testing identifi-
cation strategies of plausible mechanisms. For instance, in the
study by Voigtländer and Voth (2012), one hypothesized
mechanism enabling stigma transmission was that many
German cities had relatively static populations and could
therefore pass down cultural biases through generations and
local stories. The authors thus identified that historical trans-
mission should fail if there were more movement (trade and
immigration) in and out of that location. Indeed, various
(relatively) exogenous indicators of this increased “mixing” of
people in the intervening years between 1300–1900 correlated
with less persistence of anti‐Semitism (Voigtländer and
Voth 2012).

2 of 11 Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2025

 17519004, 2025, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://com

pass.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1111/spc3.70051 by R
eadcube (L

abtiva Inc.), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [21/04/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



1.2 | A New Approach to Studying Stigma Over
History

This first set of studies examined the long‐term transmission of
stigma by documenting correlations between indicators of
stigmatization across relatively discrete time points (e.g., 1860
and then 2010). Although these approaches have merit, his-
torical transmission of stigma is assumed to be a more contin-
uous and complex process. Consequently, the field requires
methods that continuously quantify multiple indicators of
stigma across multiple social groups over time.

Acknowledging this need for more continuous data on stigma
over time, a new line of research has begun to use natural lan-
guage processing (NLP) to study indicators of stigma in centuries
of text from books and newspapers (Bhatia and Bhatia 2021;
Charlesworth, Caliskan, et al. 2022; Garg et al. 2018; for a review
Charlesworth and Banaji 2022c). For instance, one NLP tool—
word embeddings—uses the patterns of word‐to‐word co‐
occurrences to identify relationships among words. This
approach enables researchers to use word embeddings to test
relationships between stigmatized groups and stereotypic traits
(e.g., associations of Black, or Poor, with traits such as “weak,” or
“helpless”). Moreover, researchers can look at the latent mean-
ings and valence of those traits (e.g., “weak” refers to incompe-
tence and is negative), yielding a more complex and complete
understanding of stigmatized group representations. Most excit-
ingly, word embeddings andNLP tools can be trained on any text,
even texts from long ago: we and others have now used word
embeddings to study stigma continuously back to the 1800s (e.g.,
Charlesworth, Caliskan et al., 2022).

In recent work, we took a more comprehensive approach to
studying stigma transmission across multiple groups, which was
critical for exploring possible cross‐group dynamics of how
stigma may manifest and persist, on aggregate, in society (Char-
lesworth and Hatzenbuehler 2024). We compared the negativity
of stereotypes ascribed to 58 diverse stigmatized groups across
100 years of English book text (~500 million fiction and non‐
fiction books archived on Google books). At least three possible
trends in stigmatization were possible in these historical data (as
displayed in Figure 1): an average decrease (i.e., towards more
positive attitudes across social groups), an average increase (i.e.,
towards more negative attitudes across social groups), or a net
persistence (i.e., stability in negative attitudes across groups).
When averaging the trends across the 58 groups, we observed the
latter: these negative stereotypes were strikingly stable, with no
meaningful statistical evidence of change. And yet we also noted
subtle changes in the actual traits used (e.g., referring to a group
as “lazy” in 1900 but “helpless” in 2000), as well as in the stig-
matized targets receiving themost negativity. These observations
mark a turning point in understanding the long‐run persistence
of stigma over history: they underscore that stigma may not just
repeat itself verbatim but, instead, may reappear and reproduce
through new means.

2 | Section 2: When and Why Does Stigma Persist?

For decades, social science research has considered the coun-
tervailing reasons that push for upholding versus mitigating

stigmatization in society (see Figures 1 and 2). On the one hand,
society uses stigma to uphold existing hierarchies, enforce
norms, and ensure social cohesion. On the other hand, society
seeks to reduce stigma, both for internal (e.g., prosociality) and
external (e.g., avoiding sanctions) reasons. Of note, we use the
term “reasons,” rather than “motivations,” to avoid any
misconception that these need to be intentional or explicit
motivations that are held by individual actors. Rather, these
reasons are often implicit, not always accessible to introspec-
tion, and can even be misrecognized (Bourdieu 1987).

Moreover, these reasons can unfold at the level of societies, rather
than only within individual minds. These societal‐level reasons
upholding/mitigating stigma could arise in at least two ways.
First, individuals hold reasons (e.g., to avoid diseases) and, when
aggregated, these become the default reasons for upholding/
mitigating stigma in society. Second, society could have emergent
reasons beyond mere aggregation of individuals: motives can be
embedded in systems, institutions, structures that exist beyond
any single individual's personal endorsement or control (e.g.,
Jones 2000). Emergent motivations could also arise because of
pluralistic ignorance, whereby no individual really endorses the
belief, but the perception of group‐level psychology leads them to
conform to a norm, nonetheless. Ultimately, by allowing for the
possibility of implicit (alongside explicit) reasons, and by focusing
on societal‐level (vs. individual‐level) reasons upholding versus
mitigating stigma, we can offer a new window into when, why,
and how stigma might persist.

2.1 | Reasons to Uphold Stigma

So‐called “functional perspectives” on stigmatization propose
that stigma helps satisfy at least three basic functions in society,
summarized as “keeping people in, down, and away” (Phelan
et al. 2008, 362). “Keeping people in” uses stigmatization to
force others to conform with norms in society, and it is espe-
cially likely when a stigmatized status or condition is perceived
to be relatively controllable or voluntary (e.g., drug use, body
weight; Hinman et al. 2015). “Keeping people down” serves the
desire for control over, and exploitation of, resources, as
emphasized in social dominance theory (Sidanius and
Pratto 1999) and system justification theory (Jost and
Banaji 1994). For example, stigma against women and Black
people in the U.S. helps exploit and legitimate wealth in-
equalities based on gender and race. Finally, “keeping people
away” serves fears of contagious diseases or pathogens and is
often directed towards conditions with physical or mental
“marks” (e.g., scars, behavioral abnormalities). This last func-
tion is argued to be borne from overgeneralizations of historical,
evolutionarily‐driven benefits of avoiding illness (Kurzban and
Leary 2001; Schaller and Neuberg 2012; Schaller and
Park 2011).

2.2 | Reasons to Mitigate Stigma

Yet we are not doomed to stigmatize. First, social actors are
motivated towards prosociality, which is argued to be so
engrained, and to have so many immediate and long‐run ben-
efits (e.g., Jordan et al. 2015), that it is automatic and intuitive
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(Zaki and Mitchell 2013). A second, more externally‐derived
reason not to stigmatize is to avoid sanctions or punishment.
For example, as new laws and policies were introduced pro-
hibiting anti‐gay bullying in schools (Hatzenbuehler et al. 2022;

Hatzenbuehler and Keyes 2013) and sexuality discrimination in
the workplace (Webster et al. 2018), the path to stigma of LGBT
persons was effectively “blocked.” However, these external
reasons may end up backfiring and even lead to increased

FIGURE 1 | Possible patterns of stigma across history. The top row of the figure illustrates the moderators that could lead to different pressures for
upholding versus mitigating stigma, including different ecological pressures (e.g., high vs. low scarcity, pathogen prevalence), cultural norms (e.g.,
tightness/looseness, collectivism), time periods (e.g., 20th century vs. medieval ages), and sets of groups (e.g., stigmas related to the body vs. to
threat). The second row illustrates how the reasons for upholding versus mitigating stigma may be in competition. The third row illustrates how
those competing reasons will manifest in different observed patterns of aggregate change in the average level of stigma in society across groups. For
example, when reasons for stigma outweigh reasons not to stigmatize, the aggregate pattern would show a general increase in stigma across time.
Our focus is on the third pattern of stability and the reasons underlying this persistence.

FIGURE 2 | The stigma stability framework: Explaining mechanisms and empirical findings of stigma stability across history. The top row echoes
Figure 1 but further elaborates on examples of reasons for upholding stigmatization (e.g., exploitation and resource control) and for minimizing
stigmatization (e.g., prosociality). When these two pressures are countervailing (i.e., in relatively equal measure and in competition), then the
observed pattern of aggregate stigma will be stability over history (second row). The third row outlines two broad classes of mechanisms—
reproducibility within groups and replacement across groups—that help explain how society can both continue to stigmatize but also appear to
change in subtle ways. The fourth row provides a few illustrative empirical examples of these mechanisms.
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prejudice (Legault et al. 2011) if they are not accompanied by
internal motivations (Devine et al. 2002).

To be clear, these reasons for upholding versus mitigating
stigma in society are in conflict, and whether stigma is
increasing, decreasing, or stable will likely depend on the
culture, time period, and other moderators (e.g., ecological
pressures; Figure 1). For instance, in conditions of extreme
scarcity or economic conflict, the reasons for enacting stigma
may outweigh the reasons against it, thus leading to a general
increase in stigma across history. In contrast, in conditions of
relative abundance and liberalized cultural norms, the reasons
underlying stigma may be lessened, leading to a general
decrease of stigma across history. Future research is needed to
better understand the dynamics that give rise to these histor-
ical patterns of change, in which one direction “wins out.”
Here, we focus instead on the unique situation where the
reasons upholding versus mitigating stigma are countervailing
(i.e., actively competing), creating “gridlock” or persistence of
stigma across history.

3 | Section 3: How Does Stigma Persist?

We previously introduced a new, integrative conceptualization,
which we call the Stigma Stability Framework (SSF), to help
organize an understanding of how society might show the
unique pattern of persistent stigma over history (Charlesworth
and Hatzenbuehler 2024). The SSF builds on theories that have
also proposed long‐term stigma persistence, such as Funda-
mental Cause theory (Link and Phelan 1995; Hatzenbuehler
et al. 2013). What is critical, however, is that past theories did
not explicitly outline (or offer falsifiable empirical hypotheses
about) the mechanisms that might enact such stigma persis-
tence. One of the primary contributions of the SSF is that it
proposes two complementary classes of mechanisms—(1)
reproducibility within groups and (2) replacement across groups
(the third row of Figure 2)—that maintain stigma on aggregate.
By aggregate, we refer to the average level of stigma (e.g., ste-
reotype negativity) in society, averaging trends across a diverse
sample of stigmatized groups. Here, we refine and further
elaborate on the SSF. We use this updated framework to orga-
nize a diverse set of empirical findings from across the social
sciences (the fourth row of Figure 2) that together illustrate the
scope and prevalence of mechanisms of stigma persistence over
both short‐ and long‐term history.

3.1 | Reproducibility of Stigma

Broadly, the mechanism of reproducibility refers to any instance
in which the same group is stigmatized over time but the means
of doing are altered, disguised, or misrecognized (Bour-
dieu 1987). Here, we describe three empirical examples of
reproducibility, where society uses: (1) new words but the same
concepts; (2) complexity and ambiguity; and (3) hidden termi-
nology (e.g., so‐called “dog whistles”), to maintain stigma to-
wards the same group but through new means.

3.1.1 | Reproduce Stigma Through New Words

The Princeton Trilogy (Gilbert 1951; Karlins et al. 1969; Katz and
Braly 1933) is foundational reading for any social psychologist.
These three papers documented the traits that three generations
of Princeton students attributed to stigmatized racial and ethnic
groups (e.g., German, Black, Japanese). Results are often
interpreted as showing that racial/ethnic stereotypes have
weakened: for instance, comparing students in the 1930s and
1960s, the percentage associating Black Americans with “su-
perstitious” and with “lazy” dropped from 84% to 13% and from
75% to 26%, respectively. However, re‐examining these data,
Devine and Elliot (1995) highlighted that, despite the ascription
of new words to groups, there remains a persistent undercurrent
of negativity. For example, although the “superstitious” stereo-
type faded, new negative stereotypes emerged, such as associa-
tions with “low in intelligence” and “criminal.”

Since those initial analyses, similar dynamics of persistent
negativity despite changes in the associated traits have been
documented for many other groups, such as repackaging
gendered stereotypes of “hysteria” (Trimble and Reynolds 2016)
into stereotypes of women as “emotional” (Plant et al. 2000).
Indeed, in two papers, using NLP applied to over a century of
English fiction and non‐fiction books revealing stigma towards
as many as 72 group targets, we have shown that reproducing
stigma negativity through new words is the rule rather than the
exception (Charlesworth et al. 2023; Charlesworth and Hat-
zenbuehler 2024). We found that, while many of the top‐
associated traits changed, the latent negativity, warmth, and
competence of those stereotypes were generally much more
stable over history.

3.1.2 | Reproduce Stigma Through Complexity and
Ambiguity

Complexity around the outcomes of stigma can act as another
disguise to reproduce stigma over history. Consider, for
instance, the rise of “black box” algorithms now used in resume
screening, security screening, criminal judgments, and more.
The inherent complexities of these algorithms mean that users
often do not understand the training data or process that gives
rise to a decision (Bonezzi and Melzner 2022). In using the al-
gorithm, a hiring manager, sentencing judge, or security
consultant may simply trust the seemingly‐objective algorithmic
decisions and argue that they themselves are not accountable for
the outcome (Burrell 2016; Martin 2019). Yet audits of these
algorithms show that they reflect, and even amplify, biased
training data (Caliskan et al. 2022; O’Neil 2017). By adding
complexity through algorithms, society both seemingly changes
(progresses towards seemingly sophisticated technology) while
also maintaining stigma hidden in data.

While hiding stigma through complex algorithms is relatively
recent, the general practice has a long history. Research on
aversive racism (Dovidio and Gaertner 2004; Pearson et al. 2009)
showed that anti‐Black stigma was most likely to reveal itself in
moments of ambiguity (e.g., when potential job candidates have
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more ambiguous qualifications; Dovidio and Gaertner 2000). In
these instances, perceivers use the ambiguous situation to ap-
peal to other reasons for their decisions rather than to stigma,
thus avoiding sanctions against prejudice and, ultimately, cir-
cumventing change.

3.1.3 | Reproduce Stigma Through Hidden Terminology

Finally, stigma can be reproduced through hidden terminology,
or so‐called “dog whistles,” which “repackage” bias in forms
that only those “in the know” can detect and use for advantage
(Haney‐Lopez 2018). For example, as norms, policies, and laws
around hiring discrimination have evolved, companies have
been required to change. But inequities in hiring endure, with
women remaining underrepresented in leadership or tech roles
in STEM (Charlesworth and Banaji 2019a). Nichols et al. (2023)
showed that one reason for such stigma persistence is the “dog
whistle” of appealing to “fit” during the hiring process. While
“fit” provides, on the surface, a seemingly legitimate criterion, it
nevertheless allows subjectivity (e.g., stigma against some
groups) to shape decisions.

A recent investigation of racialized dog whistles drives this point
home: Al‐Kire et al. (2024) examined how comments of anti‐
Christian bias are actually dog whistles for anti‐White bias.
That is, perceivers recognize that they can no longer openly
express pro‐White/anti‐Black attitudes but can still express pro‐
Christian attitudes. Because these pro‐Christian attitudes
contain cues to pro‐White sentiments, they serve as a “dog
whistle” to disguise pro‐White sentiments in seemingly more
legitimate forms. Notably, this last example also begins to
incorporate the complementary mechanism of stigma replace-
ment, because it includes stigmatization across groups (e.g.,
White to Christian). We turn to this mechanism next.

3.2 | Replacement of Stigma

In some cases, the social climate changes in such a rapid and
widespread way that stigmatizing the same target group (even in
disguised, reproduced means) is no longer possible (e.g., norms,
policies, and laws against lesbian and gay stigma in the U.S.;
Kumar et al. 2023). Rather than seek to reproduce stigma to-
wards the same target, society may instead seek out altogether
new groups to stigmatize. That is, perhaps the average stigma in
society operates in a hydraulic fashion: as stigma towards one
group decreases and becomes “blocked,” a new group, or set of
groups, may come to bear the brunt of the old stigma.

An interesting question, then, is predicting which new group
target(s) may become stigmatized. Here, we review empirical
evidence suggesting at least three strategies for stigma transfer
between groups: (1) selecting a new group that is related to the
formerly stigmatized group (e.g., has a similar meaning or that
serves the same function); (2) creating a new subtype within the
group; or (3) choosing a new group located in the same
geographic location. As in the case of stigma reproducibility,

these three strategies are not mutually exclusive, and more than
one can operate simultaneously.

3.2.1 | Transfer of Stigma Through Shared Functions

Over the same period that anti‐gay attitudes have declined,
policies and hate crimes targeting transgender people have
skyrocketed. In 2023, the number of bills targeting transgender
people (e.g., bills limiting access to sports, gender‐affirming
care, or bathrooms) increased by 900% (Human Rights
Campaign 2023). The pairing of both decreasing anti‐gay atti-
tudes and increasing anti‐trans policies raises the hypothesis
that there could be a “transfer” of prejudice between gay and
transgender targets (Charlesworth and Banaji 2019b). Indeed,
reviewing anti‐transgender stigma in the U.K. today,
Mclean (2021) explicitly notes the historical transfer between
these targets, wherein the arguments of anti‐transgender lob-
byists “are reminiscent of accusations made against gay
schoolteachers in the 1980s” (p. 475). This transfer may arise
because both groups refer to minority sexual orientation/gender
identity and both are conceptualized as serving similar func-
tions of norm conformity and pathogen avoidance (van Leeu-
wen et al. 2022).

There is relatively more evidence suggesting stigma transfer
between race and gender targets, such that White women are
threatened by racism, and racial minorities are threatened by
sexism (Chaney et al. 2021; Sanchez et al. 2017). These two
highly‐discussed stigmas of gender and race are both motivated
by resource control functions and may therefore become yoked
to one another. Perhaps, then, as negative racial attitudes have
declined in the U.S. alongside rising norms against the expres-
sion of anti‐Black prejudice (Bobo et al. 2012; Charlesworth and
Banaji 2022a), deeper entrenchment of gender stigma (including
anti‐transgender stigma) may come to take its place. Although
plausible theoretically, empirical evidence on whether stigma
shifts between group targets remains weak, and our own
research suggests that it may be relatively rare (Charlesworth
and Hatzenbuehler 2024). These predictions thus remain to be
tested (and possibly falsified) in future work.

3.2.2 | Transfer of Stigma Through Subtyping

So far, we have discussed group‐based stigmas with reference to
large (superordinate) categories such as gender, race, or sexu-
ality. But group categories also contain subtypes, such as
“businesswomen” or “dark‐skinned Hispanic people,” that are
perceived to deviate from the prototypical group member of the
superordinate group stereotype (e.g., from “the average
woman”; Richards and Hewstone 2001; Wade and
Brewer 2006). For decades, subtyping has been studied as a
means for individual perceivers to resist stereotype change in
their superordinate stereotypes because it allows them to
maintain their superordinate stereotype (e.g., “women belong in
the home”) and simply set aside counter‐examples (e.g., of a
working woman) as rare, deviant instances (Gershman and
Cikara 2021; Maurer et al. 1995). Similar processes of subtyping
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could operate to resist stigma change at the macro, societal
level, when perceivers consensually agree that counter‐
stereotypic individuals are sufficiently deviant and should be
subtyped.

However, considering the evidence that many superordinate
stereotypes are changing, such as stereotypes about women or
Black people in the U.S. (Charlesworth and Banaji 2022a,
2022b), we suggest another way that society may now be using
subtyping to transfer stigma. Specifically, society may create
new subtypes, such as “working women” (Saad 2021) or inter-
sectional groups of Black or poor women (e.g., Boustan and
Collins 2013; Coles and Pasek 2020), that can bear the brunt of
the old stigma. Subtypes inherit the negative stigma and thus
allow change towards the superordinate group through transfer
of stigmatization to the new subgroup. Similar dynamics might
explain why society creates increasingly fine‐grained distinc-
tions of dark‐skinned Black or Hispanic individuals, who receive
strong stigmatization (Noe‐Bustamante et al. 2021; Uhlmann
et al. 2002), even as broader racial bias decreases (Charlesworth
and Banaji 2022a).

3.2.3 | Transfer of Stigma Through Geographic
Proximity

Stigma replacement could also occur because new targets are, in
essence, in “the wrong place at the wrong time,” and thus linked
through shared geographic location. The history of the Lower
East Side (LES) in New York City provides such a case study
(Jackson 2010). Over the 19th and 20th centuries, the LES saw
waves of successive immigration from Germans, Italians,
Eastern European Jews, Eastern Europeans more generally (e.g.,
Polish, Hungarians, Greeks) and, most recently, from East and
South Asian populations. After each wave, earlier‐arriving
groups (e.g., German, Polish) became less stigmatized (even
being incorporated into “Whiteness”; Warren and Twine 1997).
However, this decreasing stigma was seemingly at the cost of
increasing stigma towards later‐arriving populations. Recently,
Cikara et al. (2022) showed that, as minority ethnic/racial
groups increase in relative population (e.g., as Asian people
become more prevalent relative to Black people in a U.S.
county), stigma transfers to the group with the highest relative
population. Thus, stigma transfer can happen via the chance
occurrence of shared location. Of course, what begins as mere
happenstance could later evolve into a “functional” mechanism
(e.g., when groups increase in relative size they may be
perceived as threatening, and thereby leverage stigmatization to
enforce norms).

Although we review three predictable processes of stigma
transfer (via shared meaning, subtypes, or shared location), it is
of course also possible that the next target of stigma may
represent a stochastic process. Much like the game “whack‐a‐
mole,” it is possible that the transfer of stigma between groups
has some degree of unpredictability. Future work could use
tools from agent‐based modeling and complexity science (Flood
and Carson 1993) to better model such randomness in cross‐
group relationships (e.g., Galesic et al. 2021).

4 | Section 4: Is There Hope for Reducing Stigma?

A simple reading of the arguments so far might suggest the
pessimistic conclusion that change is impossible. But that would
be a misreading of our argument and our framework. First, as
outlined in Figure 1, it is possible that other cultures, time pe-
riods, or ecological conditions could prompt different aggregate
patterns (e.g., of long‐term decreases) than what we have
observed in predominantly Western, English records over the
past century (Charlesworth and Hatzenbuehler 2024). Future
research in diverse cultures (e.g., using multi‐lingual embed-
dings; Charlesworth et al. 2024) will be critical for uncovering,
and understanding the boundary conditions for, long‐term
change that could be replicated within Western contexts.

Second, as outlined in Figure 2, underlying the Stigma Stability
Framework is the idea that society enacts stigma because it is
used to satisfy basic psychological and sociological functions
(e.g., norm conformity, resource control). The foundation for
this idea is a long history of theorizing about the basic motives
and opportunities driving stigma in society (Jost and
Banaji 1994; Kurzban and Leary 2001; Phelan et al. 2008;
Sidanius and Pratto 1999). In these past theories, as in the
current framework, the hypothesis is simple: so long as these
reasons pushing for stigma remain strong (and stronger than
any countervailing reasons against stigma; Figure 1), so too will
stigmatization occur in some form(s), towards some target(s).
However, if interventions can be designed to address these basic
reasons for stigma, and/or to heighten reasons to mitigate it
(e.g., through promoting internal motivations to reduce preju-
dice; Legault et al. 2011), then we are hopeful that stigma will
not inevitably reproduce and replace itself forevermore.

For instance, consider the possibility of using Universal Basic
Income (UBI)—a policy tested over the past few decades in
diverse countries including India, Iran, and Canada—to resolve
the fundamental need for resource control. Perhaps, in conditions
of UBI, society may be less prone to the zero‐sum thinking that
demands that some group remains “at the bottom,” thus limiting
the pressures towards stigma reproduction and replacement. In
this way, UBI is an indirect intervention: it does not mention
stigmatized groups and does not directly target the stereotype
content; instead, it targets the basic reasons for stigma in the first
place. Given evidence that stigma is enacted to satisfy basic
functions, as well as evidence that most direct interventions
appear largely ineffective at durably reducing stigma (Paluck
et al. 2021; Rao et al. 2019), we suggest that a combination of both
indirect (e.g., targeting basic functions) and direct (e.g., targeting
stigma content) strategies likely provide the best hope for change.
Much like a gardener first needs to address the soil before
worrying about which plants to grow, it is critical to lay the
groundwork for direct interventions to take root.

Ensuring more successful and durable stigma change will
require continued research on where, why, and how stigma
persists. Table 1 outlines numerous open questions for such
pursuits. For instance, as we and others (Link and Phelan 2001)
have emphasized, stigma persistence likely relies on multiple,
mutually‐reinforcing mechanisms. This begs the question of
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TABLE 1 | Open questions in studying stigma persistence over history.

Question Explanation and methodological opportunities
What is the effect of large‐scale social events on disrupting
stigma and persistence mechanisms?

Past work has shown that social events, such as same‐sex
marriage legalization (Ofosu et al. 2019), can disrupt stigma. But
how enduring are those effects? A few quantitative studies have
shown, for example, that the gains of the Civil Rights movement
(e.g., reductions in racial health inequities) were short lived
(Krieger et al. 2008). The increased availability of historical data
will newly enable more systematic tests of whether past societal
events (e.g., protests, elections, wars) can durably change

stigma, or whether stigma reappears and reproduces after these
events.

What is the role for minority groups in shifting the trajectories
of societal stigma?

In the current framework, we are largely considering the
competing forces for upholding versus mitigating stigma as they
play out in those majority groups who hold power to enact
stigma (e.g., White people). But minority groups can also
influence the trajectories of societal stigma. Future research
using texts from minority groups (e.g., Black newspapers) will
be critical to uncover whether and how stigma persists or

changes in these communities.

How do multiple components of stigma (labeling, stereotyping,
discrimination) interact to persist over history?

Stigma is an all‐encompassing term that includes multiple
components of labeling, negative evaluations/stereotypes, and
discriminatory behavior (Link and Phelan 2001). Although most
research to date has focused on stereotypes, increasingly large
and multi‐modality datasets (e.g., including discriminatory
behavior in health or hiring outcomes) can address historical

dynamics between these components of stigma.

How does stigma persistence differ across cultures? Given differences across cultures in their histories, ecologies,
and norms, we might also expect cultural differences in the
degree to which they hold motivations to maintain or change
stigma. As cross‐cultural (and cross‐linguistic) datasets become
more available, we can consider whether, for example, cultures
with tighter norms (e.g., more pressure for conformity) show

more evidence of maintaining stigma over time.

Does stigma always disguise itself in more “legitimate” or
seemingly acceptable forms?

Most historical evidence of stigma persistence suggests that
stigma is often disguised over time to make it seem more

legitimate and less discriminatory. Does it always transform into
more subtle forms? Or are there also examples in which stigma
persists because efforts to uphold it are just as overt but perhaps

misrecognized (or open to alternative explanations)?

How does society choose which mechanisms (replacement,
reproducibility) to use?

As we emphasized in the main text, we expect that the
mechanisms of replacement and reproducibility are
complementary and could happen simultaneously or
sequentially. How do societies navigate between these

strategies? For instance, do societies try one strategy (e.g.,
hidden terminology) and, if it doesn't work, try another (e.g.,

adding complexity)?

Can historical measures of stigma help explain health
consequences of structural stigma across the life course?

Structural stigma (e.g., laws, social attitudes) is known to shape
adverse health outcomes (Hatzenbuehler et al. 2024). However,
existing approaches are limited in their ability to measure early‐
life or intergenerational exposures to structural stigma. For

instance, LGBT people born during the pre‐Stonewall era (prior
to 1969) were exposed to distinct forms of structural stigma not
captured with measures of current stigma. Now, historical

trajectories of structural stigma, obtained via NLP methods, can
be linked to a variety of health datasets and reveal how
trajectories of past stigmatization affect health across the

lifespan.
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how society might choose which strategies to use under which
contexts. Why do some contexts use hidden terminology and
others ambiguity? Does society shift between multiple strategies
and, if so, is there a discernible order to the selection of these
strategies? And what structural, cultural, and historical factors
might disrupt the persistence of stigma over time?

5 | Conclusion

We stand now at a critical moment in the study of stigma change.
The unprecedented availability of historical data, alongside
increasingly sophisticated computational methods to analyze
them, has made it possible to quantify the transmission of stigma
across centuries of human history, sometimes showing striking
persistence. Equally crucial, however, is a diverse set of empir-
ical findings suggesting the various ways that stigma persists not
merely through repetition but, rather, through new disguises
that alter the methods or the targets of stigma. Only by uncov-
ering, and testing, these new ideas of stigma persistence across
history can we hope to guide more effective and durable in-
terventions to reduce stigma into the future.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were created
or analyzed in this study.

References

Adjerid, I., and K. Kelley. 2018. “Big Data in Psychology: A Framework
for Research Advancement.” American Psychologist 73, no. 7: 899–917.
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000190.

Al‐Kire, R. L., C. A. Miller, M. H. Pasek, S. L. Perry, and C. L. Wilkins.
2024. “White by Another Name? Can Anti‐Christian Bias Claims Serve
as a Racial Dog Whistle?” Psychological Science 35, no. 4: 415–434.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976241236162.

Apriasz, R., T. Krueger, G. Marcjasz, and K. Sznajd‐Weron. 2016. “The
Hunt Opinion Model‐An Agent Based Approach to Recurring Fashion
Cycles.” PLoS One 11, no. 11: e0166323. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0166323.

Atari, M., and J. Henrich. 2023. “Historical Psychology.” Current Di-
rections in Psychological Science 32, no. 2: 176–183. https://doi.org/10.
1177/09637214221149737.

Belleau, B. D. 1987. “Cyclical Fashion Movement: Women’s Day Dres-
ses: 1860‐1980.” Clothing and Textiles Research Journal 5, no. 2: 15–20.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887302X8700500203.

Bhatia, N., and S. Bhatia. 2021. “Changes in Gender Stereotypes Over
Time: A Computational Analysis.” Psychology of Women Quarterly 45,
no. 1: 106–125. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684320977178.

Bobo, L. D., C. Z. Charles, M. Krysan, and A. D. Simmons. 2012. “The
Real Record on Racial Attitudes.” In Social Trends in American Life:
Findings From the General Social Survey Since 1972, edited by P. V
Marsden, 38–83. Princeton University Press.

Bonezzi, A., and J. Melzner. 2022. “The Human Black‐Box: The Illusion
of Understanding Human Better Than Algorithmic Decision‐Making.”

Journal of Experimental Psychology: General 151, no. 9: 2250–2258.
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001181.

Bourdieu, P. 1987. “What Makes a Social Class? On the Theoretical and
Practical Existence of Groups.” Journal of Sociology 32: 1–17. https://
about.jstor.org/terms.

Boustan, L. P., and W. Collins. 2013. “The Origins and Persistence of
Black‐White Differences in Women’s Labor Force Participation.”
National Bureau of Economic Research. https://doi.org/10.3386/w1
9040.

Burrell, J. 2016. “How the Machine ‘Thinks’: Understanding Opacity in
Machine Learning Algorithms.” Big Data and Society 3, no. 1. https://
doi.org/10.1177/2053951715622512.

Caliskan, A., P. Parth Ajay, T. Charlesworth, R. Wolfe, and M. R. Banaji.
2022. “Gender Bias in Word Embeddings: A Comprehensive Analysis of
Frequency, Syntax, and Semantics.” AIES 22: 156–170. https://doi.org/
10.1145/3514094.3534162.

Chaney, K. E., D. T. Sanchez, M. S. Himmelstein, and S. K. Manuel.
2021. “Lay Theory of Generalized Prejudice Moderates Cardiovascular
Stress Responses to Racism for White Women.” Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations 24, no. 6: 998–1015. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368
430220929078/.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., A. Caliskan, and M. R. Banaji. 2022. “Historical
Representations of Social Groups Across 200 Years of Word Embeddings
From Google Books.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
119, no. 28. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2121798119.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., and M. L. Hatzenbuehler. 2024. “Mechanisms
Upholding the Persistence of Stigma across 100 Years of Historical Text.”
Scientific Reports 14, no. 1: 11069. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598‐024‐
61044‐z.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., and M. R. Banaji. 2019a. “Gender in Science,
Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics: Issues, Causes, Solutions.”
Journal of Neuroscience 39, no. 37: 7228–7243. https://doi.org/10.1523/
JNEUROSCI.0475‐18.2019.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., and M. R. Banaji. 2019b. “Research: How
Americans’ Biases Are Changing (or Not) Over Time.” Harvard Business
Review. https://hbr.org/2019/08/research‐on‐many‐issues‐americans‐
biases‐are‐decreasing.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., and M. R. Banaji. 2022a. “Patterns of Implicit and
Explicit Attitudes: IV. Change and Stability From 2007 to 2020.” Psy-
chological Science 33, no. 9: 1347–1371. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797
6221084257.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., and M. R. Banaji. 2022b. “Patterns of Implicit and
Explicit Stereotypes III: Long‐Term Change in Gender Stereotypes.”
Social Psychological and Personality Science 13, no. 1: 14–26. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1948550620988425.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., and M. R. Banaji. 2022c. “Word Embeddings
Reveal Social Group Attitudes and Stereotypes in Large Language
Corpora.” In Handbook of Language Analysis in Psychology, edited by M.
Dehghani and R. L. Boyd, 508–594. Guilford Publications Inc.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., K. Morehouse, V. Rouduri, and W. A. Cun-
ningham. 2024. “Echoes of Culture: Relationships of Implicit and
Explicit Attitudes With Contemporary English, Historical English, and
53 Non‐English Languages.” Social Psychological and Personality Science
15, no. 7: 812–823. https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506241256400.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., M. Navon, Y. Rabinovich, N. Lofaro, and B.
Kurdi. 2022. “The Project Implicit International Dataset: Measuring
Implicit and Explicit Social Group Attitudes and Stereotypes Across 34
Countries (2009–2019).” Behavior Research Methods 1, no. 3: 1–28.
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428‐022‐01851‐2.

Charlesworth, T. E. S., N. Sanjeev, M. L. Hatzenbuehler, and M. R.
Banaji. 2023. “Identifying and Predicting Stereotype Change across 72
Groups, Four Text Sources, and Historical Time (1900‐2015): Insights

9 of 11

 17519004, 2025, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://com

pass.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1111/spc3.70051 by R
eadcube (L

abtiva Inc.), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [21/04/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000190
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976241236162
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0166323
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0166323
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221149737
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221149737
https://doi.org/10.1177/0887302X8700500203
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684320977178
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0001181
https://about.jstor.org/terms
https://about.jstor.org/terms
https://doi.org/10.3386/w19040
https://doi.org/10.3386/w19040
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951715622512
https://doi.org/10.1177/2053951715622512
https://doi.org/10.1145/3514094.3534162
https://doi.org/10.1145/3514094.3534162
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220929078/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220929078/
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2121798119
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-61044-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-61044-z
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0475-18.2019
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0475-18.2019
https://hbr.org/2019/08/research-on-many-issues-americans-biases-are-decreasing
https://hbr.org/2019/08/research-on-many-issues-americans-biases-are-decreasing
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976221084257
https://doi.org/10.1177/09567976221084257
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620988425
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550620988425
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506241256400
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01851-2


From Word Embeddings.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
125, no. 5: 969–990. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000354.

Cikara, M., V. Fouka, and M. Tabellini. 2022. “Hate Crime Towards
Minoritized Groups Increases as They Increase in Sized‐Based Rank.”
Nature Human Behaviour 6, no. 11: 1537–1544. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41562‐022‐01416‐5.

Coles, S. M., and J. Pasek. 2020. “Intersectional Invisibility Revisited:
How Group Prototypes Lead to the Erasure and Exclusion of Black
Women.” Translational Issues in Psychological Science 6, no. 4: 314–324.
https://doi.org/10.1037/tps0000256.

Deaton, A., and N. Cartwright. 2018. “Understanding and Misunder-
standing Randomized Controlled Trials.” Social Science & Medicine 210:
2–21. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SOCSCIMED.2017.12.005.

Devine, P. G., and A. J. Elliot. 1995. “Are Racial Stereotypes Really
Fading? The Princeton Trilogy Revisited.” Personality and Social Psy-
chology Bulletin 21, no. 11: 1139–1150. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167
2952111002.

Devine, P. G., E. A. Plant, D. M. Amodio, E. Harmon‐Jones, and S. L.
Vance. 2002. “The Regulation of Explicit and Implicit Race Bias: The
Role of Motivations to Respond Without Prejudice.” Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology 82, no. 5: 835–848. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022‐3514.82.5.835.

Dovidio, J. F., and S. L. Gaertner. 2000. “Aversive Racism and Selection
Decisions: 1989 and 1999.” Psychological Science 11, no. 4: 315–319.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467‐9280.00262.

Dovidio, J. F., and S. L. Gaertner. 2004. “Aversive Racism.” Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology 36: 1–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065‐
2601(04)36001‐6.

Earnshaw, V. A., R. J. Watson, L. A. Eaton, N. M. Brousseau, J.‐P.
Laurenceau, and A. B. Fox. 2022. “Integrating Time Into Stigma and
Health Research.” Nature Reviews Psychology 1, no. 4: 236–247. https://
doi.org/10.1038/s44159‐022‐00034‐2.

Flood, R. L., and E. R. Carson. 1993. Dealing With Complexity. 2nd ed.
Springer US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978‐1‐4757‐2235‐2.

Galesic, M., H. Olsson, J. Dalege, T. Van Der Does, and D. L. Stein. 2021.
“Integrating Social and Cognitive Aspects of Belief Dynamics: Towards a
Unifying Framework.” Journal of the Royal Society Interface 18, no. 176.
https://doi.org/10.1098/RSIF.2020.0857.

Garg, N., L. Schiebinger, D. Jurafsky, and J. Zou. 2018. “Word Embed-
dings Quantify 100 Years of Gender and Ethnic Stereotypes.” Pro-
ceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America 115, no. 16: E3635–E3644. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.172034
7115.

Gershman, S. J., and M. Cikara. 2021. “Structure Learning Principles of
Stereotype Change.” PsyArXiv: 1–27. https://psyarxiv.com/52f9c/.

Gilbert, G. M. 1951. “Stereotype Persistance and Change Among College
Students.” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 46, no. 2: 245–254.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0053696.

Haney‐Lopez, I. 2018. Dog Whistle Politics: Strategic Racism, Fake
Populism, and the Dividing of America. Oxford University Press.
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/dog‐whistle‐politics‐9780190
841805.

Hatzenbuehler, M. L., and K. M. Keyes. 2013. “Inclusive Anti‐Bullying
Policies and Reduced Risk of Suicide Attempts in Lesbian and Gay
Youth.” Journal of Adolescent Health 53, no. 1: 21–26. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jadohealth.2012.08.010.

Hatzenbuehler, M. L., J. C. Phelan, and B. G. Link. 2013. “Stigma as a
Fundamental Cause of Population Health Inequalities.” American
Journal of Public Health 103, no. 5: 813–821. https://doi.org/10.2105/
AJPH.2012.301069.

Hatzenbuehler, M. L., M. R. Lattanner, S. McKetta, and J. E. Pachankis.
2024. “Structural Stigma and LGBTQþ Health: A Narrative Review of
Quantitative Studies.” Lancet Public Health 9, no. 2: e109–e127. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S2468‐2667(23)00312‐2.

Hatzenbuehler, M. L., S. McKetta, R. Kim, S. Leung, S. J. Prins, and S. T.
Russell. 2022. “Evaluating Litigation as a Structural Strategy for
Addressing Bias‐Based Bullying Among Youth.” JAMA Pediatrics 176,
no. 1: 52–58. https://doi.org/10.1001/JAMAPEDIATRICS.2021.3660.

Hinman, N. G., J. M. Burmeister, A. E. Kiefner, J. Borushok, and R. A.
Carels. 2015. “Stereotypical Portrayals of Obesity and the Expression of
Implicit Weight Bias.” Body Image 12: 32–35. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
bodyim.2014.09.002.

Hsieh, Y. C., T. Z. Wu, D. P. Liu, et al. 2006. “Influenza Pandemics: Past,
Present and Future.” Journal of the Formosan Medical Association 105,
no. 1: 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929‐6646(09)60102‐9.

Human Rights Campaign. 2023. The Epidemic of Violence Against the
Transgender and Gender Non‐Conforming Community in the United
States. https://reports.hrc.org/an‐epidemic‐of‐violence‐2023.

Jackson, K. T. 2010. “The Encyclopedia of New York City.” In The
Encyclopedia of New York City. 2nd ed. Yale University Press.

Jones, C. P. 2000. “Levels of Racism: A Theoretic Framework and a
Gardener’s Tale.” American Journal of Public Health 90, no. 8: 1212.
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.90.8.1212.

Jordan, J., A. Peysakhovich, and D. G. Rand. 2015. “Why We Coop-
erate.” In The Moral Brain: A Multidisciplinary Perspective, edited by J.
Decety and T. Wheatley, MIT Press.

Jost, J. T., and M. R. Banaji. 1994. “The Role of Stereotyping in System
Justification and the Production of False Consciousness.” British Journal
of Social Psychology 33, no. 1: 1–27. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044‐8309.
1994.tb01008.x.

Karlins, M., T. L. Coffman, and G. Walters. 1969. “On the Fading of
Social Stereotypes: Studies in Three Generations of College Students.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 13, no. 1: 1–16. https://doi.
org/10.1037/h0027994.

Katz, D., and K. Braly. 1933. “Racial Stereotypes of One Hundred Col-
lege Students.” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 28, no. 3:
280–290. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049.

Krieger, N., D. H. Rehkopf, J. T. Chen, P. D. Waterman, E. Marcelli, and
M. Kennedy. 2008. “The Fall and Rise of US Inequities in Premature
Mortality: 1960–2002.” PLoS Medicine 5, no. 2: e46. https://doi.org/10.
1371/JOURNAL.PMED.0050046.

Kumar, V., A. Kodipady, and L. Young. 2023. “A Psychological Account
of the Unique Decline in Anti‐Gay Attitudes.” Philosophical Psychology:
1–35. https://doi.org/10.1080/09515089.2023.2249500.

Kurzban, R., and M. R. Leary. 2001. “Evolutionary Origins of Stigma-
tization: The Functions of Social Exclusion.” Psychological Bulletin 127,
no. 2: 187–208. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033‐2909.127.2.187.

Legault, L., J. N. Gutsell, and M. Inzlicht. 2011. “Ironic Effects of
Antiprejudice Messages: How Motivational Interventions Can Reduce
(But Also Increase) Prejudice.” Psychological Science 22, no. 12: 1472–
1477. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427918/FORMAT/EPUB.

Link, B. G., and J. C. Phelan. 2001. “Conceptualizing Stigma.” Annual
Review of Sociology 27, no. 1: 363–385. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
soc.27.1.363.

Link, B. G., and J. Phelan. 1995. “Social Conditions as Fundamental
Causes of Disease.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 80–94. https://
doi.org/10.2307/2626958.

Martin, K. 2019. “Ethical Implications and Accountability of Algo-
rithms.” Journal of Business Ethics 160, no. 4: 835–850. https://doi.org/
10.1007/S10551‐018‐3921‐3/FIGURES/4.

10 of 11 Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2025

 17519004, 2025, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://com

pass.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1111/spc3.70051 by R
eadcube (L

abtiva Inc.), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [21/04/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000354
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01416-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-022-01416-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/tps0000256
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SOCSCIMED.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672952111002
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672952111002
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.5.835
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.5.835
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00262
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(04)36001-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(04)36001-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-022-00034-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s44159-022-00034-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4757-2235-2
https://doi.org/10.1098/RSIF.2020.0857
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1720347115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1720347115
https://psyarxiv.com/52f9c/
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0053696
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/dog-whistle-politics-9780190841805
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/dog-whistle-politics-9780190841805
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2012.08.010
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.301069
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2012.301069
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(23)00312-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(23)00312-2
https://doi.org/10.1001/JAMAPEDIATRICS.2021.3660
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0929-6646(09)60102-9
https://reports.hrc.org/an-epidemic-of-violence-2023
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.90.8.1212
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.1994.tb01008.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027994
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027994
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0074049
https://doi.org/10.1371/JOURNAL.PMED.0050046
https://doi.org/10.1371/JOURNAL.PMED.0050046
https://doi.org/10.1080/09515089.2023.2249500
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.127.2.187
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797611427918/FORMAT/EPUB
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.363
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.363
https://doi.org/10.2307/2626958
https://doi.org/10.2307/2626958
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10551-018-3921-3/FIGURES/4
https://doi.org/10.1007/S10551-018-3921-3/FIGURES/4


Maurer, K. L., B. Park, and M. Rothbart. 1995. “Subtyping Versus
Subgrouping Processes in Stereotype Representation.” Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology 69, no. 5: 812–824. https://doi.org/10.
1037//0022‐3514.69.5.812.

Mclean, C. 2021. “The Growth of the Anti‐Transgender Movement in
the United Kingdom. The Silent Radicalization of the British Elec-
torate.” International Journal of Sociology 51, no. 6: 473–482. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00207659.2021.1939946.

Nichols, B. J., D. S. Pedulla, and J. T. Sheng. 2023. “More Than a Match:
‘Fit’ as a Tool in Hiring Decisions.” Work and Occupations. https://doi.
org/10.1177/07308884231214279.

Noe‐Bustamante, L., A. Gonzalez‐Barrera, K. Edwards, L. Mora, and
M. H. Lopez. 2021. “Majority of Latinos Say Skin Color Impacts Op-
portunity in America and Shapes Daily Life.” In Pew Research Center.
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2021/11/04/majority‐of‐latinos‐
say‐skin‐color‐impacts‐opportunity‐in‐america‐and‐shapes‐daily‐life/
#fn‐29685‐1.

Nunn, N. 2008. “The Long‐Term Effects of Africa’s Slave Trades.”
Quarterly Journal of Economics 123, no. 1: 139–176. https://doi.org/10.
1162/qjec.2008.123.1.139.

Nunn, N., and L. Wantchekon. 2011. “The Slave Trade and the Origins
of Mistrust in Africa.” American Economic Review 101, no. 7: 3221–3252.
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.101.7.3221.

O’Neil, C. 2017. “Weapons of Math Destruction: How Big Data Increases
Inequality and Threatens Democracy.” Crown Books.

Ofosu, E. K., M. K. Chambers, J. M. Chen, and E. Hehman. 2019. “Same‐
Sex Marriage Legalization Associated With Reduced Implicit and
Explicit Antigay Bias.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America 116, no. 18: 8846–8851. https://doi.org/
10.1073/pnas.1806000116.

Paluck, E. L., R. Porat, C. S. Clark, and D. P. Green. 2021. “Prejudice
Reduction: Progress and Challenges.” Annual Review of Psychology 72,
no. 1: 533–560. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev‐psych‐071620‐030619.

Payne, B. K., H. A. Vuletich, and J. L. Brown‐Iannuzzi. 2019. “Historical
Roots of Implicit Bias in Slavery.” Proceedings of the National Academy
of Sciences of the United States of America 116, no. 24: 11693–11698.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1818816116.

Pearson, A. R., J. F. Dovidio, and S. L. Gaertner. 2009. “The Nature of
Contemporary Prejudice: Insights From Aversive Racism.” Social and
Personality Psychology Compass 3, no. 3: 314–338. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1751‐9004.2009.00183.x.

Phelan, J. C., B. G. Link, and J. F. Dovidio. 2008. “Stigma and Prejudice:
One Animal or Two?” Social Science & Medicine 67, no. 3: 358–367.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.022.

Plant, E. A., J. S. Hyde, D. Keltner, and P. G. Devine. 2000. “The Gender
Stereotyping of Emotions.” Psychology of Women Quarterly 24, no. 1: 81–
92. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1471‐6402.2000.TB01024.X.

Rao, D., A. Elshafei, M. Nguyen, M. L. Hatzenbuehler, S. Frey, and V. F.
Go. 2019. “A Systematic Review of Multi‐Level Stigma Interventions:
State of the Science and Future Directions.” BMC Medicine 17, no. 1: 1–
11. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916‐018‐1244‐y.

Richards, Z., and M. Hewstone. 2001. “Subtyping and Subgrouping:
Processes for the Prevention and Promotion of Stereotype Change.”
Personality and Social Psychology Review 5, no. 1: 52–73. https://doi.org/
10.1207/S15327957PSPR0501_4.

Saad, L. 2021. Gallup Vault: A History of Reluctance to See Women
Working. Gallup. https://news.gallup.com/vault/341822/gallup‐vault‐
history‐reluctance‐women‐working.aspx.

Sanchez, D. T., K. E. Chaney, S. K. Manuel, L. S. Wilton, and J. D.
Remedios. 2017. “Stigma by Prejudice Transfer: Racism Threatens
White Women and Sexism Threatens Men of Color.” Psychological
Science 28, no. 4: 445–461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616686218.

Schaller, M., and J. H. Park. 2011. “The Behavioral Immune System (and
Why It Matters).” Current Directions in Psychological Science 20, no. 2:
99–103. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411402596.

Schaller, M., and S. L. Neuberg. 2012. “Danger, Disease, and the Nature
of Prejudice(s).” Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 46: 1–54.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978‐0‐12‐394281‐4.00001‐5.

Sidanius, J., and F. Pratto. 1999. Social Dominance: An Intergroup
Theory of Social Hierarchy and Oppression. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2655372.

Trawalter, S., G. D. Higginbotham, and K. Henderson. 2022. “Social
Psychological Research on Racism and the Importance of Historical
Context: Implications for Policy.” Current Directions in Psychological
Science 31, no. 6: 493–499. https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221114092.

Trimble, M., and E. H. Reynolds. 2016. “A Brief History of Hysteria:
From the Ancient to the Modern.” Handbook of Clinical Neurology 139:
3–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978‐0‐12‐801772‐2.00001‐1.

Uhlmann, E., N. Dasgupta, A. Elgueta, A. G. Greenwald, and J. Swan-
son. 2002. “Subgroup Prejudice Based on Skin Color Among Hispanics
in the United States and Latin America.” Social Cognition 20, no. 3: 198–
226. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.20.3.198.21104.

van Leeuwen, F., Y. Inbar, M. B. Petersen, et al. 2022. “Disgust Sensi-
tivity Relates to Attitudes Toward Gay Men and Lesbian Women Across
31 Nations.” Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 26, no. 3: 629–651.
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211067151.

Voigtländer, N., and H. J. Voth. 2012. “Persecution Perpetuated: The
Medieval Origins of Anti‐Semitic Violence in Nazi Germany.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics 127, no. 3: 1339–1392. https://doi.org/10.1093/
QJE/QJS019.

Vuletich, H. A., N. Sommet, and B. K. Payne. 2023. “The Great Migra-
tion and Implicit Bias in the Northern United States.” Social Psycho-
logical and Personality Science 15, no. 5: 498–508. https://doi.org/10.
1177/19485506231181718.

Wade, M. L., and M. B. Brewer. 2006. “The Structure of Female Sub-
groups: An Exploration of Ambivalent Stereotypes.” Sex Roles 54, no.
11–12: 753–765. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199‐006‐9043‐x.

Walter, B. F. 2004. “Does Conflict Beget Conflict? Explaining Recurring
Civil War.” Journal of Peace Research 41, no. 3: 371–388. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0022343304043775.

Ward, M. 2022. “The Legacy of Slavery and Contemporary Racial Dis-
parities in Arrest Rates.” Sociology of Race and Ethnicity 8, no. 4: 534–
552. https://doi.org/10.1177/23326492221082066.

Warren, J. W., and F. W. Twine. 1997. “White Americans, the New
Minority? Non‐Blacks and the Ever‐Expanding Boundaries of White-
ness.” Journal of Black Studies 28, no. 2: 200–218. https://doi.org/10.
1177/002193479702800204.

Webster, J. R., G. A. Adams, C. L. Maranto, K. Sawyer, and C. Thor-
oughgood. 2018. “Workplace Contextual Supports for LGBT Employees:
A Review, Meta‐Analysis, and Agenda for Future Research.” Human
Resource Management 57, no. 1: 193–210. https://doi.org/10.1002/HRM.
21873.

Zaki, J., and J. P. Mitchell. 2013. “Intuitive Prosociality.” Current Di-
rections in Psychological Science 22, no. 6: 466–470. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0963721413492764.

11 of 11

 17519004, 2025, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://com

pass.onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/doi/10.1111/spc3.70051 by R
eadcube (L

abtiva Inc.), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [21/04/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.5.812
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.69.5.812
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2021.1939946
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207659.2021.1939946
https://doi.org/10.1177/07308884231214279
https://doi.org/10.1177/07308884231214279
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2021/11/04/majority-of-latinos-say-skin-color-impacts-opportunity-in-america-and-shapes-daily-life/#fn-29685-1
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2021/11/04/majority-of-latinos-say-skin-color-impacts-opportunity-in-america-and-shapes-daily-life/#fn-29685-1
https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2021/11/04/majority-of-latinos-say-skin-color-impacts-opportunity-in-america-and-shapes-daily-life/#fn-29685-1
https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2008.123.1.139
https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2008.123.1.139
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.101.7.3221
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1806000116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1806000116
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-071620-030619
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1818816116
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.03.022
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1471-6402.2000.TB01024.X
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12916-018-1244-y
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0501_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0501_4
https://news.gallup.com/vault/341822/gallup-vault-history-reluctance-women-working.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/vault/341822/gallup-vault-history-reluctance-women-working.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616686218
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411402596
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-394281-4.00001-5
https://doi.org/10.2307/2655372
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221114092
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-801772-2.00001-1
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.20.3.198.21104
https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302211067151
https://doi.org/10.1093/QJE/QJS019
https://doi.org/10.1093/QJE/QJS019
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231181718
https://doi.org/10.1177/19485506231181718
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-006-9043-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343304043775
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343304043775
https://doi.org/10.1177/23326492221082066
https://doi.org/10.1177/002193479702800204
https://doi.org/10.1177/002193479702800204
https://doi.org/10.1002/HRM.21873
https://doi.org/10.1002/HRM.21873
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413492764
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721413492764

	The Stigma Stability Framework: An Integrated Theory of How and Why Society Transmits Stigma Across History
	1 | Section 1: Does Stigma Repeat Itself?
	1.1 | Social Science Evidence Linking Historical and Contemporary Stigma
	1.2 | A New Approach to Studying Stigma Over History

	2 | Section 2: When and Why Does Stigma Persist?
	2.1 | Reasons to Uphold Stigma
	2.2 | Reasons to Mitigate Stigma

	3 | Section 3: How Does Stigma Persist?
	3.1 | Reproducibility of Stigma
	3.1.1 | Reproduce Stigma Through New Words
	3.1.2 | Reproduce Stigma Through Complexity and Ambiguity
	3.1.3 | Reproduce Stigma Through Hidden Terminology

	3.2 | Replacement of Stigma
	3.2.1 | Transfer of Stigma Through Shared Functions
	3.2.2 | Transfer of Stigma Through Subtyping
	3.2.3 | Transfer of Stigma Through Geographic Proximity


	4 | Section 4: Is There Hope for Reducing Stigma?
	5 | Conclusion
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement


