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Stereotypes have huge interpersonal and intergronpequences (for a review, see
Yzerbyt & Demoulin, 2010). Social psychologistswistereotypes as the cognitive
component of a triad that also comprises prejudiogesponding to the emotional side,
and discrimination, that refers to the behavioagkt. Modern wisdom on intergroup
relations suggests that stereotypes are best se¢be antecedent of prejudice and
discrimination: because people think of group menmbe the entire group as having
certain features, emotional reactions ensue anavii@ial tendencies materialize. As is
the case with other primary cognitions, i.e., aliissociations of some object with some
attribute (Petty, Brifiol, Tormala, & Wegener, 2007@ople can think about their
stereotypic beliefs along a number of dimensiomgadrticular, the evaluation of and
confidence about stereotypes play a role in howetleliefs shape subsequent dealings
with group members. The present chapter examinesadines of research that deal

with those secondary cognitions.

A first section starts by examining perceivers’agetary cognitions about their
stereotypic judgments, i.e., various aspects teaple pay attention to when in position
to be using stereotypes as a basis for social jedgrhis includes social desirability
and presentational concerns as well as the (nHigejies of judgments that people rely
upon when judging others in stereotypic terms. éwtion then turns to implicit theories

about groups that likely boost perceivers’ confickem their stereotypic beliefs.



A second section focuses on the growing literatureneta-stereotypes. Admittedly,
meta-stereotypes are perhaps not to be seen addsthmeta-cognitions because they
do not concern people’s thoughts about tbeinthoughts. Rather, meta-stereotypes deal
with people’s thoughts aboather peoplé&s stereotypic beliefs. After focusing on the
content of these meta-stereotypes, a series of nanuig factor are considered. Finally,

the section dwells on the consequences of peoplagattention to meta-stereotypes.

METACOGNITIONS

A variety of factors lead perceivers to appraisgadargets in terms of social categories
and, as a consequence, to activate the associgti@dri of stereotypic beliefs (Fiske,
1998; Kunda, 1999). Whether these stereotypes prsthaping judgments is an entirely
different question. Oftentimes, perceivers areim@t condition that alerts them about the
possible intrusion of stereotypes in their judgm@®svine, 1989; Gilbert & Hixon,

1991). There is then little than can prevent stigpess from influencing emotional and
behavioral reactions. However, when a minimal degfecognitive control is available
and when there is awareness that stereotypes icaettere, perceivers are likely to
gauge whether their judgment rests on firm groumtifarms a strong foundation for
future (re)actions. The applicability of a stergotyjudgment has much to do with what
can be considered its subjective acceptability aBse stereotypes are widely taken to be
an improper basis for judgment, perceivers neeuldss-check the validity and

appropriateness of their judgment both in their @yes and in the eyes of others. If



successful, this check leads to the applicatiath@ftereotypes, along with its

consequences.

Appropriateness and validity of stereotypic judgments

Few consider that relying on stereotypic beliefa decent way to come up with a verdict
about a target person (but see, Leyens, Yzerbytl&a&on, 1994; Oakes, Haslam &
Turner, 1994; Park & Judd, 2005; Yzerbyt, 2010)lelead, most of the work builds

around the idea that stereotypic beliefs oughetsden with suspicion and that their
constant interference in social judgment shoulébbght against with the greatest energy

(Fiske & Neuberg, 1989).

Several research efforts illustrate that peoplg rahow they avoid expressing their
stereotypes. Constructs such as modern racism (Nait&y, 1986) or aversive racism
(Dovidio & Gaertner, 2004) address the various waysvhich perceivers handle the
simultaneous presence of an egalitarian value syatel of their negative thoughts and
feelings about minorities. These measures tap p&owillingness to rely on or stay
away from stereotypes in a rather direct way pirenary cognitions. Several individual
difference measures also assess people’s secarmiamifions about stereotyping,

gauging their motivation to control and suppresgyatice and preconceptions.

Plant and Devine (1998) propose that the desiregpond without prejudice stems from

two sources: personal beliefs and social pres$siodations against internal motivations



(i.e., personal beliefs) should produce feelinggwlt, whereas failure to conform to
social pressures (i.e., external motivation) resiltreactions of anger and threat
regarding other people’s reactions. Interesting&gple high in internal motivation but
low in external motivation respond in more positivays than those high on both.
Dunton and Fazio (1997) speak of a general congglnacting against prejudice that
finds its roots in a pro-egalitarian upbringing gusitive experiences with stigmatized
people. These authors point to people’s restraiat/bid disputes that stem from a
prejudiced background and negative experiencesstiginatized members, which

involves staying away from trouble and arguments téargets of the prejudice.

Because avoiding bias in judgment is a prime gogleople’s agenda, they are prone to
evaluate the appropriateness and the validityaf fopdgments, and several theoretical
and empirical efforts have examined how peoplesmbitheir judgments when they
perceive them to be inappropriate or incorrect.tMar (1986) set-reset model, Schwarz
and Bless’ (1992) inclusion-exclusion model, ashaslthe flexible correction model
(Petty & Wegener, 1993; Wegener & Petty, 1995, )@l posit that people may
recognize the fact that their judgment is likelyobiased and needs to be corrected.
Whereas the first two models point to subtractib@esumed) unwanted influences as
the key process (e.g., people suspect the undusctropprimes and correct in their
judgment), the third model stresses the role ofifipenaive theories of bias (e.g., people
believe that gender should not be come into plagndssessing leadership and
overcorrect for this aspect). These various cameanhodels are decidedly concerned

with secondary cognitions (see Petty, et al., 200fgy differ from a number of



judgment models in which correction, considered &iral step in judgment construction,

remains at the level of primary cognitions (Gilb&98; Trope, 1986).

A nice illustration of the role of naive theori@sstereotypical judgment can be found in
social judgeability theory (SJT; Leyens, YzerbyS&hadron, 1992; Yzerbyt, Schadron,
Leyens, & Rocher, 1994). These authors wanteddoead the fact that people may
sometimes feel free to judge others, even in stgpexal ways, provided that certain
conditions are fulfilled. They argued that peomh/on a number of assumptions
embodied in rules about social judgments makingyTold theories concerning the
conditions that are sufficient and/or necessampasie a decision. For example, there is
wide consensus that a decision about an individyalecluded when no relevant
individuating information is available (Darley & @8s, 1983). According to SJT, a
conclusion that is potentially seen as being tdite stereotypes could still be promoted
as long as it appears to be based on sound evidemnagesult from a process that is

beyond any doubit.

Yzerbyt and colleagues (1994) conducted a serigtudifes to test this idea. The first
experiment (Yzerbyt et al., 1994, Expt. 1) purpditeconcerned the impact of daily
activities on social judgment processes. Parti¢gpaere confronted with minimal
category information about a target person. Onkdiighe participants received category
information related to introversion (i.e., the &trgvas an archivist) and the other half to
extraversion (i.e., the target was a comedian)tNmatticipants performed a vigilance

task, i.e., a dichotic listening task. Half of therticipants then immediately proceeded to



the third part of the experiment. The other pgaaits learned that, during the vigilance
task, they had received information about the targthe unattended ear. Actually,
participants had received no information at alhafly, all participants conveyed their
impressions of the target by answering a seriegieétionnaires. As expected,
participants who did not hear about the allegedisurtal individuating information
refrained from judging the target. In sharp corttrparticipants who thought that they
had received individuating information felt entétleo judge and produced stereotypical

answers.

A second experiment (Yzerbyt et al., 1994, Expteplicated this pattern and confirmed
that the nature of the information allegedly pr@ddo participants was a key aspect of
the rule. Specifically, when participants thoudtdttthey had received information about
the social category of the target rather than atfmispecific target, they refrained from
using their stereotypes and their answers no lodifiered from a no-information
condition. In sum, perceivers are likely to mak&exeotypical judgment to the extent
that they can convince themselves that stereotgy@erot their main source of
information. Any factor promoting the awareneshaithat individuating information is
not informative, or that social categorization farthe basis for judgment, will lead to a
less biaseavaluation, presumably because it decreased Hyecsive validity of this

judgment.

Closely related to the ideas of SJT, Crandall asiddman (2003) developed their

suppression-justification model and suggesteddbeitl perceivers often feel (or know)



that they should not rely on their stereotypes wénaaduating other people. Social norms
exist in this domain pointing to the stereotypiews that are less problematic and may
be expressed (e.g., stereotypes of child abusets)those that need to be silenced (e.g.,
stereotypes of African Americans) (Crandall, Estdam& O’Brien, 2002). For those
stereotypic thoughts that are condemned by pulhctgon, perceivers will try and
suppress their influence. This force of suppressivalves the thwarting of a
motivational state and creates tension and reaet#gca result, people become
motivated to relieve this tension and to seek waysxpress the suppressed prejudice.
This is where a second force comes into play whetérs to any kind of justification that
can serve as an opportunity to express genuinadgycej without suffering external or
internal sanction. Only when some justificationgamas itself do perceivers fall back on

their spontaneous inclination.

Several illustrations of this suppression-justifica mechanism can be found in the
literature (Dovidio & Mullen, 1992; Esses, Dietz,Bhardwaj, 2006; Norton, Vandello

& Darley, 2004). In a classic study, Snyder, KleSkenta, and Mentzer (1979) had
nondisabled participants chose whether they watoteghtch a movie alongside a
disabled individual or next to a nondisabled indixal (both were confederates). When
participants thought that the exact same (verslifeaent) movie was being played, they
chose to watch the movie slightly more often (veraimost never) in the company of the
disabled individual. There is an even more radicay to avoid the impact of bias in
general and stereotypes in particular and it leetp these thoughts from coming to mind

altogether. Unfortunately, inhibition of stereotgpe not always effective and comes



with a cost (Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jet1®94; for a review, see Yzerbyt &

Demoulin, 2010).

Although the contempt for stereotypes as potebtiaks for judgment seems to be shared
by perceivers and researchers alike, some voicesthken issue with the idea that
stereotypes would necessarily be despicable soafée®rmation. Indeed, stereotypes
serve a series of important goals in the contexttefpersonal and intergroup relations
(Park & Judd, 2005; Yzerbyt & Corneille, 2005; Yiagr, 2010). As such, they may thus
be of immense benefit from the perspective of titividual but also the group (see, for
instance, Brown & Hewstone, 2005; Wolsko, Park dJ&dNittenbrink, 2000). Still, a
great deal of work suggests that perceivers arergéiy prone to suspicion when they
come to realize that stereotypes may influence fhdgment. This is mainly because
perceivers have internalized, but also feel preskby, the fact that they should avoid
relying on preconceptions to judge others. Thesers#ary cognitions regarding
appropriateness may trigger a number of correetiteampts or initiate a consideration for
criteria thought to lead to correct judgment. Whisn (subjective) validity of the
conclusions increases, stereotypes are quick ttksneagain and to influence social

judgment.

Structural propertiesand implicit theoriesin the per ception of groups

Although stereotypes may possibly concern all safrtgroup aspects, the association

between personality traits and certain groups domsthe examplpar excellencef



what a stereotype is all about. But whereas teagshardly disputed as providing valid
ways to describe specific individuals, it is widelyderstood that a trait should normally
not be associated with a group in any strict seind@e with this reasoning, the strength
of a stereotype has been defined as the extertitthyeople perceive variability among
group members for a given trait (Judd & Park, 1988)o classes of factors lead
perceivers to consider that the members of a giveap can be defined by a given trait,
factors associated with the target group and fa@esociated with perceivers (Yzerbyt,

Rocher, & Schadron, 1997; Yzerbyt, Corneille, &rgda, 2001).

As far as the target factors are concerned, a nuafhariables increase perceivers’
confidence that their stereotypic views are legitin These variables are all related to
what is known as ‘entitativity’, a term coined bai@pbell (1958) to refer to the extent to
which a social aggregate is or is not perceivea esherent, unified and meaningful
entity (Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis, Shean & Uhles, 2000; Hamilton,
2007). The recent revival of interest for this ogpicstemmed from the observation that
individuals and groups triggered qualitatively drifnt information processes. Hamilton
and Sherman (1996) proposed that on-line procesedsitiated for entitative targets
such as individuals whereas memory-based procdsseisiate for less entitative targets
such as a group. When high unity is expected, hew@n-line processes are initiated
both for individual and group targets (McConnelakt 1997). That is, entitative groups

trigger the same information processes than indalgldo.



Several researchers examined the impact of vagoug properties on the emergence of
entitativity (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998; Lickeladt, 2000; Wilder & Simon, 1998).
Their work suggests the existence of two clustéggaup attributes: the similarity
cluster (homogeneity, similarity, size, proximigtc.) and the organization cluster
(organization, interdependence, interaction, ga@ts). In isolation or in combination,
these properties encourage the perception of grasipstitative (Brewer & Harasty,
1996; Castano, Yzerbyt & Bourguignon, 2003; DasguBtinaji & Abelson, 1999;
McGarty, Haslam, Hutchinson, & Grace, 1995). Thecgption of entitativity, in turn,
increases the likelihood that people feel comfdetah characterizing groups in terms of
personality traits. For instance, Yzerbyt, Rogied &iske (1998) showed that perceived
entitativity promotes perceivers’ readiness to traits in dealing with a group. That
is, entitativity triggers higher levels of (unwanted) dispositional inference and a

disregard for the impact of the situation on pegdbehavior.

Turning to factors associated with the perceivesearch suggests that holding an
essentialistioziew of groups is a prime determinant of the wifness to rely on
stereotypes in judgments. As an implicit theorgeasialism refers to the fact that some
categories are represented as having deep, hiddémynchanging properties that make
their members what they are (see, for instanceladadrkothschild, & Ernst, 2000;
Rothbart & Taylor, 1992; Yzerbyt, Rocher & Schadrb897). Empirical evidence
suggests that essentialist beliefs increases pedptalency to see similarity among
group members (Miller & Prentice, 1999; Yzerbyt r@gille & Estrada, 2001) and favors

the emergence of stereotypic judgments (Bastiare&&imn, 2006; Hoffman & Hurst,



1990; Martin & Parker, 1995; Williams & Eberharéd08; Yzerbyt, Corneille &
Estrada, 2001). For instance, Williams and Ebeth@@D8) found that individuals who
endorsed a biological conception of race were rikedy to endorse African American
stereotypes than were individuals who endorsectialstonception of race. Also,
psychological essentialism was found to reduce lpé&omotivation to eliminate

disparities between groups and to cross categargdaries.

Essentialist and non-essentialist perception inrtteggroup domain bears striking
resemblance to the distinction between entiteischiacrementalism that Dweck and her
colleagues introduced in the area of developmemtdlpersonality psychology (Chiu,
Hong & Dweck, 1997; Dweck, Hong & Chiu, 1993). Wéas entity theorists believe
that personal attributes are fixed, incrementabtisés are convinced that traits are
malleable. Several studies found that entity tle®make stronger trait inferences from
behavior and use traits or trait-relevant informatio make stronger future behavioral
predictions than incrementalists. The same pattasnbeen observed when implicit
beliefs are manipulated. More relevant to the prediscussion, peoples’ implicit
theories about the fixedness versus malleabilityushan attributes predict differences in
social stereotyping (Levy, Stroessner & Dweck, )98lative to those holding an
incremental theory, people holding an entity theogke more stereotypical trait
judgments of ethnic and occupational groups, and foore extreme trait judgments of
novel groups. Implicit theories also influence tlegree to which people attribute
stereotyped traits to inborn group qualities verugronmental forces. Along similar

lines, Plaks, Stroessner, Dweck, and Sherman (200hy that people holding an entity



(versus incrementalist) theory display greatemditb@ to and recognition of stereotype
consistent (inconsistent) information. In genettals, entity theorists are more prone
than their incrementalist counterparts to lay dssfpanism, that is, the tendency to use

traits as the basic unit of analysis in social pption (Ross & Nisbett, 1991).

Although the concepts of entitativity and essergimlneed to be distinguished, they also
go hand in hand (Demoulin, Leyens & Yzerbyt, 200@ytin & Parker, 1995; Prentice &
Miller, 2007; Yzerbyt et al., 1997, 2001). One wayformalize the respective roles of
entitativity and essentialism is to distinguish tagpects of social perception: Whereas
entitativity stands for the more ecological sidegajup perception, essentialism refers to
its inferential facet. What Yzerbyt et al. (200Rvi called the@henotypicand the
genotypidevels of social perception both contribute to mmpkople members of a real
unitary social entity. This means that the (assyma&dctural properties of the groups
and the implicit theories of the perceivers abbetgroup combine to give way to a
strong sense that the group can be describedrensgpic terms. In other words, the
nature of perceivers’ primary cognitions about\aegigroup (e.g., Italians are creative
and they are so ‘naturally’) may greatly constithieir secondary cognitions with respect
to using stereotypic beliefs about the group orafies members (e.g., it is appropriate

and valid to say that this specific Italian is ¢hes).

Summary



Although stereotypes are quick to intrude socidgjuent, people tend to make sure that
their judgment does not come across as manifestatibbigotry and prejudice. In
general, most perceivers would try and avoid makbegeotyped judgments unless they
have the feeling that some good rationale undetthieils seemingly partisan decision.
With a few notable exceptions, a priori expectagiabout groups are thus banned from
judgments. In contrast, naive rules of judgmentratidnalizations as well as perceptions
and implicit theories relating to groups may stitéeg stereotypic beliefs and color

social judgment.

INTERGROUP META-BELIEFS

Aside from the work on people’s justifications, histics, and other implicit theories, a
growing area of research in the field of intergroelations relates to meta-perceptions.
For decades, scholars have devoted a great deakody in order to document people’s
stereotypes, that is, their beliefs about their awd other groups. Recently, however,
some scholars have called attention to the studiytefgroup meta-beliefs and their

consequences on intergroup relations.

Intergroup meta-beliefs have sometimes been refeoras “reflected ingroup
stereotypes” (Bond, 1986; Horenczyk & Belerman,7)98ut most authors now rely on
the more common label of “meta-stereotype” that ints®duced by Sigelman and Tuch
in 1997. Meta-stereotypes are people’s beliefs afmui)group members’ stereotypes

concerning their ingroup. As such, meta-stereotgpedut one specific kind of primary



cognitions in a larger constellation of attributesliefs. Judd, Park, Yzerbyt, Gordijn &
Muller (2005) proposed a typology that aptly chéedezes beliefs in terms of the people
to whom the beliefs are attributed (oneself, ingroxembers, outgroup members) and in
terms of the target group that is the object o$¢hieeliefs (endo-beliefs for the ingroup,
and exo-beliefs the outgroup of the perceiver)ludd et al.’s (2005) terminology, meta-
stereotypes are known astgroup attributed exo-beliefthat is, outgroup members’

beliefs aboutheir outgroup (i.e., the ingroup of the perceiver).

The content of meta-ster eotypes

What do meta-stereotypes look like? A first podiibis that they are unpredictable and
correspond to a combination of traits and feattliasvary as a function of the specific
groups in presence. Indeed, a number of studies é&eamined meta-stereotypes using
ad-hoc characteristics (Kamans, Gordijn, Oldenr&i®tten, 2009). In contrast to a
complete lack of specification, some scholars reageed that meta-stereotypes are
uniformly negative in valence (Sigelman & Tuch, IT990thers have nuanced this
proposal and suggested that negativity of metaastgpes is a function of perceivers’
level of prejudice (Vorauer et al., 1999). Speaifiig, low-prejudice individuals would be
holding more negative meta-stereotypes than higjugice persons. Yet others have
hypothesized that the valence of meta-stereotyppsrdils on the specific motivation of
the perceiver (Lammers, Gordijn, & Otten, 2008).tfe extent that self-enhancement
motivation prevails, people should use only positiveta-stereotypes to repair or favor

their self-worth. When comprehension goals areadtes, however, both positive and



negative information should be useful in predictamgl comprehending how others think

about our group (van den Bos & Stapel, 2009).

A study by Lammers and colleagues (2008) confitmesimportance of both positive and
negative meta-stereotypes in intergroup contexiss& authors investigated the
activation and application of meta-stereotypes fasmetion of group status. They found
that all groups tended to activate and apply bositye and negative meta-stereotypes
but that members of low status, low power groupglée to do so to a larger extent. In
addition, the increased tendency for low statusijgsdo activate and apply positive and
negative meta-stereotypes is partly explained by thotivation to take the other group’s

perspective into account.

To the extent that meta-stereotypes can be comsider intergroup beliefs just as
stereotypes are, it is also plausible to assunighibacontent of meta-stereotypes would
vary in some systematic ways (just like stereotyi®s Recent research on the content of
stereotypes demonstrated that only a limited nurab&hemes” account for people’s
characterization of social groups. According tostexeotype content model (SCM;

Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; for a review, Seeddy, Fiske & Glick, 2008), groups
are perceived along two fundamental dimensionswamth and competence (see also
Judd, James-Hawkins, Yzerbyt, & Kashima, 2005). Wwae the relations of cooperation
versus competition between groups give rise to kegbus low evaluations on the
warmth dimension, the groups’ respective statusésrohine competence ascription with

high status groups being granted higher leveloofpetence.



By analogy, it could be argued that the contergefple’s meta-stereotypes is organized
in terms of the two fundamental dimensions of waramd competence, and that these
evaluations depend on group members’ representatithre intergroup structure.
Interestingly, this approach predicts that peopheéta-stereotypes should very much
resemble their endo-stereotypes (i.e., peopleiefsedbout their own ingroup). For
instance, if perceivers see their group as beimgirnlant and expect outgroup members to
make the same analysis, they should reach theusianlthat they are competent and
conclude that outgroup members see them as sudgfiriEmhevidence however fails to
support this simplistic view that meta-stereotypesin line with people’s own

stereotypes.

There are at least three reasons explaining tlveegiancy between people’s meta-
stereotypes and their endo-stereotypes. Firstrditgpto social identity theory, group
members are motivated to positively distinguishrtimgroup from other groups in the
social environment (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). As aasequence, people’s stereotypes
about their ingroup should largely be biased towanakitivity. Consistent with this
prediction, SCM theorists have argued that the quradvhere groups are assigned both
high competence and high warmth is usually resetwéagroups or aspirational groups.
In contrast, the two ambivalent and the negativedgants are largely populated by
outgroups (Cuddy, et al., 2008). In a similar vein de Bos and Stapel (2009) have
shown that self-enhancement goals led to high $e’ehegative but not positive

stereotypes about the outgroup.



Second, it has been argued that people rely ondhei perceptions in order to gain
insights on how outgroup members might think ofrthegroup (Ames, 2004; Frey &
Tropp, 2006). Because intergroup relations are igélgecharacterized as distrustful and
because stereotypes about outgroups are oftenivesgagople should thus expect
outgroup members to evaluate them negatively. iEhaeople expect to be treated badly
by bad persons. This hypothesis is put forth by lared Tropp (2006) who propose that
negative prototypical characteristics of the ingrawe the bases of intergroup meta-
perceptions whereas positive prototypical feataresprevalent in intragroup meta-
perceptions (see also, Krueger, 1998). SimiladgdJand colleagues (2005) report a
series of studies showing that people attributgthers (both ingroup and outgroup

members but especially the latter) more evaludtigees than themselves espouse.

A third reason that may explain a lack of correlatbetween meta-stereotypes and
people’s stereotypes about their ingroup is rel&agtieir antecedents. As stated above,
perceptions of groups’ warmth and competence deperghrticipants’ representations
of the social structure (Fiske et al., 1999). ltlddbe that dissimilarity expectations that
usually characterize intergroup relations prevegbe from directly projecting their
own views and representations of the social straatato outgroup members (Ames,
2004). This idea is supported by Robbins and Krtieg2005) meta-analysis on social
projection showing that projection is much weakéhwutgroup members than it is with
ingroup members. Thus, if people believe outgrogmimers to perceive the social

structure differently, they shall make differenfieirences concerning the stereotype



ingroup and outgroup members associate with theupy In addition, people might also
be tempted to believe that outgroup members dsmerte their views concerning the
perceived legitimacy of a given social arrangemiéhis is the case, they may infer that
meta-stereotypes will likely be different from thendo-beliefs. For instance, meta-
perceptions that the group’s high status is illegte should give rise to perception of

high status groups’ arrogance rather than competenc

In addition to the issue of the valence, Judd ai@agues (2005) also tackled structural
aspects of stereotypic beliefs, namely stereotgpesmeta-stereotypes perceived
variability in terms of stereotypicality and judgnts dispersion. Stereotypicality refers
to the perceived differend®etween groupen stereotypical attributes. Dispersion speaks
to the perceived degree within-groupvariation. Their studiesrevealed that, on top of
assuming more evaluative biases from the partharset people also believe that others
are more biased in their evaluation of perceivathbdity between and within groups.
Specifically, individuals expect others to displayger between groups and smaller

within-group differences in their social judgments.

M oder ator s of meta-ster eotypic beliefs

Before delineating the various consequences of-stetaotypes, it is necessary to
understand the circumstances under which thesefbelill be activated and applied in a
given social environment. A first element that mades meta-stereotype activation is the

groups’ relative position within the social strugtuLammers and colleagues (2008)



investigated the role of membership in high vetsusstatus groups on meta-stereotype
activation and application. They reasoned that plese people should be especially
motivated to predict and ascertain how powerfugoaip members see them because of
their general orientation to prevent losses anektisr(Keltner, Gruenfeld, & Anderson,
2003), their tendencies to see themselves asitodie attainment of the goals of others
(Keltner et al., 2003), and their greater likeliddo spontaneously take the perspective of
others (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006)our experiments using a variety
of methods to manipulate power, these authors sthdlat powerless people indeed
activate and make more use of meta-stereotypestiiearpowerful counterparts. Meta-
stereotype activation was made independently aétraalence and the effect were
partially mediated by participants’ tendency toetdlke outgroup’s perspective into
account. These three factors notwithstanding,atds likely that members of low status
groups are generally more uncertain about thewsitnan members of high status
groups. Evidence from the persuasion domain supipertiea that, compared to high
status groups members, low status group membedstaglink more about their
environment, including how others see them (Brifelty, Valle, Rucker, & Becerra,

2007).

Social status alone may not be sufficient to prettlie activation of meta-stereotypes. In
her information search model of evaluative concevizssauer (2006) proposes that the
importance that an individual attaches to anotleesqn’s opinion depends on the
perceived diagnosticity of that person’s evaluati®arceived diagnosticity is a function

of the person’s control over resources (continggaog/or this person’s ability to



provide accurate assessments (expertise). Cleanymers and colleagues (2008)
findings reported above speak to the contingencygiahe model, with high status
group members controlling larger shares of res@yiaed therefore triggering strong

activation and use of meta-stereotypes among latusgroup members.

According to the information search model, relianoemeta-stereotyping also depends
on people’s perception that the outgroup has spexpertise to provide valid

evaluations in a given domain. In line with thisy@ture, Vorauer and Sakamoto (2008)
report evidence that concerns about an outgrouph@esnopinion increase with the
perception that the outgroup has expertise in ticodar domain (i.e., the competence
domain for high status groups under legitimateustdifferences and the moral domain
for low status groups under illegitimate statudeddnces). In short, it is plausible to
assume that the activation (and application) ofarstreotypes is not only be a function
of group members’ standing in the social environintert is also a matter of other
contextual variables such as the outgroup’s exgeerthe goals pursued in the intergroup

interaction, and the like.

Consequences of meta-ster eotypic beliefs

Given that meta-stereotypic beliefs are predomigarggative in tone, it is most likely
the case that they will induce negative feelingarofiety and threat in individuals. The
very first reaction to meta-stereotypic beliefsiddhus be one of avoidance. As a

matter of fact, an impressive number of studiegaéthat intergroup encounters are



anxiety-arousing (Cunnigham, Johnson, et al., 2804&jps, Cannistraci, & Cunningham,
2003; Phelps, O’Connor, Cunningham, Funayama, ®gi€pore, & Banaji, 2001; see
also, Hart, Whalen, Shin, Mclnerney, Fischer, & &g2000) and that people are
prompt to avoid outgroup members. The intergroupedyn model (Stephan & Stephan,
1985) proposes that anxiety arises because ofdfjative expectations people hold
concerning the intergroup interaction. These negakpectations derive to a large
extent from people’s primary cognitions concerrimg outgroup (i.e., their stereotypes)
but most definitely also because of their cogn#iconcerning the way outgroup

members perceive their ingroup (i.e., their metaiesitypes).

Disconfirmatory behaviors

To the extent that intergroup encounters are iablgt the anxiety caused by the prospect
of intergroup encounters is likely to represent@osis threat for the individual. As
people fear the association between the negativa-stereotype they hold and their

personal self, they will be motivated to overcomelisconfirm it.

High and low status group members likely face \@fferent type of threats.

Specifically, dominant group members are mainlyoeoned with the fact that they come
across as being prejudiced (Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001gontrast, members of
stigmatized groups are more often afraid of meetiitg a negative evaluation of their
performance (e.g., Steele & Aronson, 1995; Schmadémns & Forbes, 2008). In other

words, members of high-status groups face a tlore#te social dimension of social



judgment whereas low-status groups deal with acditly on the competence dimension
of social judgment. This rationale is at the he&d fascinating series of studies

conducted by Bergsieker, Shelton, & Richeson (2010)

These authors theorized that the pervasive stgyestgssociated with racial groups lead
their members to pursue divergent impression managestrategies during interracial
interactions. They proposed that because Blackd atidos are often stereotyped as
incompetent and lazy and because (in)competeratessly related to (dis)respect
(Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008), members of thoseup®should primarily be concerned
with seeking respect (rather than liking) in mixéals compared to same-) race
interactions where stereotype activation is prevale contrast, White people face the
threat of being seen as bigots and amoral peoglealse morality is related to liking
(Cuddy et al., 2008), they should thus primarilglskkeable (rather than respectful)
evaluations in interracial interactions. Resultsfomed the divergent goal hypothesis
with divergent goals translating into specific irapsion management behaviors
displaying self-promotion, respect-seeking behayior ingratiation, liking-seeking

behaviors as a function of the type of group urstentiny (Jones & Pittman, 1982).

Stereotype activation was never explicit in Berigsieet al.’s (2010) studies suggesting
that category membership of the interaction parére sole determinant for the
observed effect. It is unclear at this stage whratheergent impression management
goals result from the activation of exo-stereotyfyes, “I believe that members of this

group usually treat members of my group disresplgtand | want to avoid that”), from



the activation of endo-stereotypes (i.e., “I bedielat members of my group are
incompetent and | want to avoid being assimilatéti them”), or from the activation of
meta-stereotypes (i.e., “I believe that memberhisfgroup usually think that members

of my group are incompetent, and | want to avoitdp@erceived as such”).

A partial response to this question can be fourttiénwork of Vorauer and colleagues
(Vorauer, Hunter, Main, & Roy, 2000). These authmapose and found that when
people find themselves in intergroup contexts ahdmthe potential for evaluation is
high, they “spontaneously frame the interactioterms of how they are perceived by
outgroup members” (p. 691). That is, meta-sterezgypther than stereotypes are
automatically activated in such intergroup contaxd become the focus of evaluative
concerns. Still, because the activation of endrestgpes was not measured in these
studies, it remains difficult to conclude that mstareotypes constitute the unique

determinant of impression management goals ingnbeip interactions.

Trying to disconfirm a negative social reputatidten comes at a cost for the individual.
People often perform less well in domains thatral&ed to a negative stereotype about
their group (Steele & Aronson, 1995). The motivatio prevent failure and to avoid
being assimilated to the stigmatized group createsdditional burden that interferes
with the successful completion of the task (e.ghrader, 2010). For stereotypes to
produce their threatening effect, targets of treteeeotypes first need to be made aware
of the possibility that a negative belief can bplegal to them (Wout, Shih, Jackson, &

Sellers, 2009). Second, they need to assess thalplity that the perceiver will apply



this negative belief to them (Wout et al., 2009gr&otype threat impairs performance
only to the extent that the stereotyped targetewelthat their evaluators hold such
stereotypic expectations about them. Supportirgjittda, Wout and colleagues (2009)
showed that, in the absence of individuating infation about the evaluator, targets rely
on the evaluator’s group membership to determieetbbability of being negatively
stereotyped (see also Sloan, Wilburn, Van Campidd@arGlover, & Martin, 2008).
Because stereotyping is more probable in intergtbap intragroup settings,
performance impairment only occurred under condgim which targets thought that
they would be evaluated by an outgroup member. & tadter results suggest that the
phenomenon is less a matter of the targets’ owiefeel.e., exo- and endo-stereotypes,
than a question of their beliefs concerning otrempgbe’s stereotypes about the ingroup,

i.e., meta-stereotypes.

On top of the various consequences observed atdhadual level, meta-stereotyping

and the motivation to disconfirm the negative ragioh also trigger interpersonal
consequences in the interaction (Richeson & Shek007). Indeed, self-regulation

efforts are sometimes praised leading to the paiedloconsequence that those who need
the most to disconfirm the negative reputation.(dgh prejudice individuals) make

more efforts at controlling their behaviors, appeare engaged in the interaction, and
therefore are better appreciated by their outgparmer than those whose implicit
attitude are less in line with the negative metaesitype (e.g., low prejudice individuals)
(Shelton, Richeson, Salvatore, & Trawalter, 2005 addition, dominant and dominated

group members’ tendency to focus on different aspafudgment (liking versus



respect, respectively; see Bergsieker et al., 20id¢ases the probability for intergroup
misunderstandings (for a review see, Demoulin, hey& Dovidio, 2009) and disliking

in intergroup interactions.

M eta-ster eotypes confirmation

The studies reported in the previous subsectiogesighat perceivers facing negative
meta-stereotypes are largely motivated to try asdodfirm their negative reputations.
Still, there are cases in which confirmation rattiran disconfirmation is the strategy that
group members pursue. In a recent series of studmslijn, Oldenhuis, and Otten
(2009) investigated the conditions under whichragation to the negative meta-
stereotype is preferred over disconfirmation. Thaaghors reasoned that under
intergroup conflict conditions, people are motivhte distance themselves from the
outgroup (Spears, Gordijn, Dijksterhuis, & Staj28104) and as a result assimilate their
behaviors to the negative meta-stereotype. Bedaigheprejudice people are more likely
than low prejudice individuals to frame the intengp context in conflictual terms, they
should also be more inclined to assimilate to thgative meta-stereotype of their
ingroup. Indeed, survey data among Dutch Moroceandgers confirmed that those who
expected indigenous Dutch people to perceive M@me@s fundamentalists and who
were also high in prejudice acted in line with tiegative meta-stereotype by
legitimizing criminality, aggression, and Muslimteemism (Kamans et al., 2009).
Similarly, high prejudiced Christians who thougmty would be evaluated by a non-

Christian outgroup displayed higher levels of conave behaviors (a stereotype



strongly associated with Christianism) than lowjydéce individuals and individuals that
did not anticipate outgroup evaluations (Gordijidédhuis, & Otten, 2009; see also
Oldenhuis, Gordijn, & Otten, 2009). Interestinglyhen positive rather than negative
meta-stereotypes are at stakes, low prejudiceér#than high prejudiced people were
the ones to assimilate to the meta-stereotype prasly because of low prejudice
people’s inclination to search for positive intengp relations and smaller intergroup

distancing.

According to these studies, the activation of tletaystereotype leads to confirmatory
behaviors for individuals that are highly vestednitergroup conflict (e.g., high prejudice
people), searching for intergroup distancing, amitgating outgroup evaluations.
Further research is needed in order to better gtaled the exact conditions under which
confirmation versus disconfirmation behaviors océiar instance, one could examine
whether assimilation or contrast to the meta-stgpes vary as a function of social
structural factors. That is, does group status maidehe direction of behavioral
responses to the meta-stereotype. Similarly, inbexginterdependence could be an
important factor. As suggested by the researchaoflifh, Oldenhuis, and Otten (2009)
intergroup competition might indeed be an importeterminant of behavioral
confirmation of negative meta-stereotypes whenesgroup cooperation triggers the
confirmation of positive meta-stereotypes. In additwhereas interdependence direction
between groups might influence behavioral respoaosdbe sociability dimension of
judgment, it is plausible to assume that groupustatight moderate behavioral responses

on the competence dimension (see Bergsieker &x(dlQ).



Summary

Intergroup meta-beliefs have recently become thadof extensive research. Most

studies in this domain investigated the contentglenators, and consequences of meta-
stereotypes, that is, people’s beliefs concerrtiegstereotypes outgroup members hold
about their ingroup. Clearly, research efforts adding other types of intergroup meta-

beliefs are much needed.

CONCLUSIONS

Metacognitions are a key aspect of people’s cogmitfe. As is the case for other
psychological constructs such as attitudes, tHeaad the like, people have perceptions,
knowledge, and additional judgments about sterexstyp stereotype-relevant
judgments. The present chapter reviewed the workemple’s secondary cognitions
about their own stereotype-relevant beliefs (@gpropriateness, justifiability, social
judgeability), and on implicit theories about greuentitativity, essentialism). Another
important facet of stereotypes and prejudice studmcerns what is commonly referred
to as meta-stereotypes. As was made clear, thedk cases, meta-cognitions related to
stereotypes, because they determine the extertith\werceivers go along with the
stereotyped judgment, are likely to be quite consatjal and to determine the shape of

intergroup interactions.
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