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ABSTRACT
The present study examines how metaperceptions can be affected by intergroup processes.
Our main goal was to investigate how our expectations for how others see us are affected by
the valence of the perception we believe outgroup members have of our group and the extent
to which we perceive ourselves to be prototypical members of our group. 800 psychology
students indicated how they thought outgroup members perceived their ingroup (metaperception
of ingroup) and their self-reported level of prototypicality, in order to test the effects of these
variables on how participants expected to be perceived by outgroup members (metaperception
of self), their feelings of intergroup anxiety, their interest in contact with the outgroup, and
the extent to which they believed outgroup members were interested in contact with them.
Participants’ metaperceptions were predicted by beliefs about outgroup members’ perceptions
of their groups, and particularly for those who considered themselves to be prototypical
members of their ingroup. Generally, while participants low in prototypicality were not strongly
affected by the valence of ingroup metaperceptions, participants high in prototypicality reported
more negative metaperceptions about the self, greater intergroup anxiety, less interest in
contact with the outgroup, and less perceived interest in contact by the outgroup when
ingroup metaperceptions were negative as compared to positive.
Key words: Metaperceptions, Prototypicality, Intergroup processes.

RESUMEN
Este estudio examina cómo pueden resultar afectadas las metapercepciones por los procesos
intergrupo. El objetivo principal era investigar cómo nuestras expectativas sobre la forma en
que nos ven los demás, son afectadas por la valencia de la percepción de nuestro grupo que
creemos tienen los miembros del exogrupo y del grado en el que nos percibimos a nosotros
mismos como miembros prototípicos del grupo. 800 estudiantes de psicología indicaron cómo
creían que percibían a su grupo (metapercepción del endogrupo) miembros del exogrupo.
Informaron también de su nivel de prototipicidad. Se trataba de contrastar los efectos de estas
variables sobre la forma en que los participantes esperaban que los percibiesen los miembros
del exogrupo (metapercepción del yo), así como sobre sus sentimientos de ansiedad intergrupal,
su interés en contactar con el exogrupo y el grado en que creían que los miembros del
exogrupo estaban interesados en contactar con ellos. Las creencias de los participantes sobre
cómo percibían al propio grupo los miembros del exogrupo, especialmente en el caso de los
participantes que se consideraban prototípicos de su grupo, servían para pronosticar sus
metapercepciones. En general, cuando las metapercepciones eran más negativas que positi*Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to the first author: Departmento de Psicología Social y
Organizacional, Universidad Nacional de Educación a Distancia, C/Juan del Rosal 10, 28040 Madrid, España. E-mail:
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vas, los participantes bajos en prototipicidad apenas se veían afectados por la valencia de las
metapercepciones, mientras que los participantes altos en prototipicidad informaban de más
metapercepciones negativas de su yo y mostraban mayor ansiedad intergrupal y un menor
interés en contactar con el exogrupo, a la vez que percibían menos interés por parte del
exogrupo en contactar con ellos.
Palabras clave: metapercepción del grupo, metapercepción del yo, prototipicidad, procesos
intergrupo,

The present research concerns expectations for how one will be viewed by others
(i.e., metaperceptions) are affected by psychological processes that link individuals
with a group. Specifically, we investigate whether our expectations for how others see
us are a function of the valence of the perception we believe outgroup members have
of our group (i.e., metaperception of the ingroup) and the extent to which we perceive
ourselves to be prototypical members of our group. In the present study, we focus on
how members of a high status group (Spanish Nationals) expect to be perceived by a
low status group (immigrants). We argue that the valence of ingroup metaperceptions
will have a greater impact on metaperceptions of the self for those individuals who
consider themselves to be prototypical members of their group, as compared to the
effects for those who do not consider themselves to be prototypical. Additionally, we
expect similar patterns of effects on participants’ reports of intergroup anxiety, interest
in intergroup contact, and beliefs about the extent to which outgroup members are
interested in contact with them.
Metaperceptions generally refer to people’s beliefs about the impressions that
other people have concerning themselves (Kenny & DePaulo, 1993; Vorauer & Claude,
1998; Vorauer & Miller, 1997; Vorauer & Ross, 1993). Although there is increasing
interest in understanding how metaperceptions are affected by intergroup processes
(Gómez, 2002; Gómez & Rodríguez Bailón, 2000; Klein & Azzi, 2001; Sigelman &
Tuch, 1997; Vorauer, Main, & O’Connell, 1998), we agree with Frey and Tropp (2006)
that empirical studies of these processes have been limited and more work in this area
is needed (see also, Gordijn, 2002). To date, most research on metaperceptions has
studied the interpersonal context, where people form impressions about what others
think of them as individuals, without considering the role of their group membership
(see, Frey & Tropp, 2006). We seek to contribute to this growing and promising literature
on metaperceptions by searching for mechanisms that might help to explain how
metaperceptions are affected by intergroup processes.
People may be aware that others have perceptions of their groups (see, Klein &
Azzi, 2001; Vorauer et al., 1998), but understanding the processes involved is quite
distinct as it involves our ability to see and adopt the other’s perspective (Gómez,
2002). Although people often like to believe that others see them as they see themselves
(e.g., Swann, 1983, 1990; Swann, Renfrow, & Guinn, 2002; see also, Gómez, Morales,
Huici, Gaviria & Jiménez, 2007), they may be less likely to do so when the source of
the metaperception is less familiar to them (see Malloy, Albright, Kenny, & Agatstein,
1997; Robbins & Krueger, 2005).
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In cases where people are being perceived by members of other groups, the
salience of group membership should lead people to anticipate different kinds of
metaperceptions than they would expect in interpersonal contexts (Frey & Tropp, 2006).
In particular, research from the social identity perspective suggests that when group
memberships are salient, people accentuate differences between members of their own
group and others groups (see Hogg, 2001; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 1986; Turner, Hogg,
Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). Under these circumstances, people are not only
aware that they belong to different groups, but they are also likely to be conscious of
the fact that members of other groups are aware of, and thinking about them in terms
of, their group membership (see Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Frey
& Tropp, 2006; Vorauer et al., 1998). As such, group membership salience should guide
people to think about themselves as group members, and to consider how they are
being perceived by others in relation to their group membership. Furthermore, to the
extent that group membership is salient, people’s expectations for how others perceive
their groups should inform their expectations for how others will perceive them as
individuals.
Although the concept of group-based metaperceptions appeared before the 1990s
(see, Stening & Everett, 1984; Yamamoto, Davis, & McEachron-Hirsch, 1983), recent
work on intergroup metaperceptions defines them as shared beliefs held by members of
one group regarding how they are perceived by members of another group (see Frey
& Tropp, 2006; Gómez, 2002; Vorauer et al., 1998). Research suggests that people
generally assume negativity on the part of outgroup members (Kramer & Messick,
1998; Kramer & Wei, 1999), that outgroup members will have a negative image of
them (Krueger, 1996), and that outgroup members will perceive them according to the
negative stereotypes of their ingroup (Vorauer, Hunter, Main, & Roy, 2000; Vorauer &
Kumhyr, 2001; Vorauer et al., 1998). Correspondingly, our first prediction is that people
who believe outgroup members hold negative views about their ingroup (i.e., ingroup
metaperceptions) will be more likely to believe that outgroup members hold more
1
negative views of them as individuals (i.e., metaperceptions of self ).
In line with the contentions of Frey and Tropp (2006), we also predict that the
effects of ingroup metaperceptions on how individuals expect to be perceived by outgroup
members will be stronger for those participants who consider themselves to be prototypical
of their ingroup. Prototypicality refers to the position of an individual group member
in relation to the rest of the members of one’s ingroup (Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers,
1997) and perceptions of prototypicality can vary substantially across individuals and
contexts (Jetten, Spears, and Manstead, 1997). According to Jetten et al (1997), group
members who see themselves as prototypical should also be more easily influenced by
variables that pertain to their groups.
Within the context of intergroup metaperception, Frey and Tropp (2006) contend
that “the extent to which people expect outgroup members to perceive them in terms
of their group’s negative stereotypes is also likely to depend on the degree to which
they see those negative stereotypical characteristics of their groups as applicable to
themselves” (p. 272). As one example, they point to findings from Vorauer and colleagues
(see Vorauer et al., 1998; Vorauer & Kumhyr, 2001), showing that White Canadian
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participants low in prejudice did not expect to be viewed by Aboriginal Canadians
according the negative stereotype of their group, while highly prejudiced White Canadian
participants did expect to be perceived negatively. Frey and Tropp (2006) suggest that
the low-prejudice participants may not have expected to be viewed in terms of the
negative stereotype of White Canadians because they did not see themselves as prototypical
members of that group, while high-prejudice participants were more likely to see
themselves as prototypical. However, these patterns have yet to be tested directly in
empirical research.
To this end, in the present study, we test whether participants who consider
themselves to be prototypical of their ingroup (i.e., high in prototypicality) would be
more personally and negatively affected by metaperceptions of the ingroup than participants
who do not consider themselves to be prototypical group members (i.e., low in
prototypicality). Specifically, we predict that metaperceptions of the ingroup should
more strongly predict metaperceptions of the self for individuals high in prototypicality
than for those low in prototypicality.
More broadly, we also expect that the tendency for prototypicality to enhance
how individuals are affected by ingroup metaperceptions will extend to other domains,
such as individuals’ feelings and expectations about future contact with the outgroup.
Some recent work suggests that expectations of being seen stererotypically and
negatively lead people to experience greater anxiety about possible interactions with
the outgroup (Blair, Park, & Bachelor, 2003; Quiles, Rodríguez, Navas, Rodríguez,
Betancort, & Coello, 2006; Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Tropp, 2003). Recent findings
suggest that anxiety might even mediate the relationship between intergroup contact
and prejudice reduction (Paolini, Hewstone, Cairns, & Voci, 2004; Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006; Voci & Hewstone, 2003), such that contact would produce positive intergroup
outcomes to the extent that anxiety is reduced. Increases in intergroup anxiety may
also lead people to want to avoid future interactions with outgroup members, due to
concerns about being evaluated negatively by outgroup members (Stephan & Stephan,
1985). Moreover, anxiety has been shown to increase when people expect to be viewed
as typical members of their group (Wilder, 1984); in turn, feeling anxious can lead
people to rely more heavily on stereotypic beliefs in responding to outgroup members
(Wilder, 1993).
Pulling these themes together with respect to the present research, we predict
that participants who consider themselves to be prototypical members of their ingroup
should report more anxiety about intergroup contact than those who do not consider
themselves to be prototypical group members. We also predict similar trends for
participants’ interest in contact with outgroup members, and their perceptions of outgroup
members’ interest in contact with them. Specificially, participants who perceive themselves
to be more prototypical of their ingroup are expected to report less interest in intergroup
contact, and to perceive less interest on the part of outgroup members, as compared to
those who perceive themselves to be less prototypical. Finally, we expect that the
higher the level of prototypicality, the more the valence of metaperceptions of the
ingroup should affect participants’ own levels of anxiety and interest in intergroup
contact.
© Intern. Jour. Psych. Psychol. Ther.
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In sum, the present research focuses on how two phenomena that link individuals
with their groups, metaperceptions of their ingroups and perceptions of prototypicality,
affect their expectations for how they personally will be viewed by outgroup members,
and how they feel about contact with outgroup members. Our general prediction is that
when group membership is salient, participants who consider themselves to be prototypical
members of their group will report more negative metaperceptions regarding how they
are viewed by the outgroup, greater levels of intergroup anxiety, and less interest in
contact with outgroup members. In addition, highly prototypical participants are expected
to be more personally affected by metaperceptions of their ingroup by the outgroup
relative to participants low in prototypicality.
The present study was conducted in Spain, where intergroup conflicts between
Spaniards and immigrants grow every day and the presence of immigrants as outgroup
members is extremely common. Indeed, between 2000 and 2006, 80% of the “new
Madrilenians” were immigrants, and over 14% of the regular population in Madrid in
2006 now consists of immigrants. Moreover, in January 2006, there were approximately
3.884.000 legal immigrants in Spain, and predictions of the INE (National Institute for
Statistics) estimate that by 2050, 25% of the population will be immigrants (in 2006,
there is 8.5% of the total population). These data are particularly relevant to the present
research, as greater intergroup conflict enhances the tendency for people to think about
themselves and others in terms of their group memberships (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

METHOD
Participants
Eight hundred undergraduate participants (671 women, 129 men, mean age 31.24,
SD=7.58) completed for a web-based survey in exchange for partial course credit in
2
their Psychology class .
Procedure and Measures
Participants were informed that the study concerned evaluations that Spaniards
had of immigrants and how they thought immigrants viewed Spaniards. The experimenter
never identified a specific group of immigrants to avoid possible effect of stereotypes
associated with a specific outgroup (see Gómez & Huici, 1999). After reading a paragraph
of instructions, participants completed several scales.
Prototypicality. In a single item, participants rated the extent to which they
perceived themselves as typical Spaniards when interacting with immigrants. We then
divided participants by the mean into two groups: low prototypical (M= 1.97) and high
prototypical (M= 3.20), t(798)= -40.50, p< .001.
Metaperceptions. Participants also completed two measures of metaperceptions:
one five-item measure concerning how they believed immigrants perceived Spaniards
as a group (metaperception of ingroup) and a separate five-item measure concerning
how they believed immigrants perceived them individually as a Spaniard (metaperception
© Intern. Jour. Psych. Psychol. Ther.
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of self as group member). Specifically, using items adapted from Vorauer et al (1998),
participants rated the extent to which they believed immigrants perceived Spaniards (or
themselves as a Spaniard) as intolerant, racist, prejudiced, equalitarian and supportive.
Each item was scored on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). The last
two items were reverse-coded, so that higher scores would correspond with more negative
metaperceptions. Scores on each five-item measure were then averaged to create a scale
for metaperceptions of ingroup (alpha= .81) and metaperceptions of self as group member
(alpha= .85).
To prepare for data analysis, we then divided participants into two groups based
on the valence of the metaperception of their ingroup: those who believed that immigrants
had a negative view of their group (M= 4.96) and those who believed that immigrants
had a positive view of their group (M= 3.38), t(798)= 36.93, p< .001.
Intergroup Anxiety. Intergroup anxiety was evaluated through the eight-item scale
developed by Stephan, Diaz-Loving and Duran (2000) adapted by Eller and Abrams
(2004). Participants rated the extent to which they feel anxiety-related emotions when
interacting with immigrants (comfortable, threatened, confident, anxious, at ease, awkward,
apprehensive, and trusting). Participants were scored on a scale ranging from 1 (not at
all) to 7 (extremely). Positively worded items were then reverse-coded so that higher
scores would correspond with greater anxiety, and scores on the eight items were then
averaged (alpha=.88).
Interest in contact. We adapted two measures from Tropp and Bianchi (2006) to
evaluate participants’ interest in contact with the outgroup, and the perceived interest
of outgroup members in contact with them.
In an eight-item scale, participants indicated their interest in interacting with
members of the outgroup (e.g., “I think it would be easy for me to relate to most
immigrants”, “I would be interested in interacting with most immigrants”). Responses
to these items were scored in a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very
interested). Scores on the eight items were then averaged (alpha= .88).
Using a parallel measure for perceived outgroup interest in contact, participants
indicated in a scale of six items the extent to which they believed that outgroup members
would be interested in having contact with them (e.g. “I think most Latinos would feel
anxious about interacting with me”, recoded; “I think most Latinos would feel comfortable
3
about interacting with me”). Scores on the six items were then averaged (alpha= .90) .
Following completion of these measures, participants were thanked and debriefed.
RESULTS
Our research seeks to test how participants are personally affected by the perceptions
they believe outgroup members have of their group, and by the extent to which they
consider themselves to be prototypical group members. To examine these issues, a
series of 2 (low vs. high prototypical) x 2 (negative vs. positive metaperception of
ingroup) ANOVAs were conducted to predict metaperceptions of self as group member,
anxiety, interest in contact with the outgroup and the perceived interest in contact by
the outgroup.
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The 2x2 ANOVA for metaperception of self as group member yielded a main
effect of metaperception of ingroup, F(1,796)= 53.92, p< .001. Participants who believed
that immigrants held a negative image of their group also tended to think that immigrants
had a negative image of them (M= 3.15), as compared to those who believed that
immigrants had a positive view of their group (M= 2.2), t(798)= 6.98, p< .001. This
analysis also indicated a main effect of prototypicality, F(1,796)= 15.91, p< .001.
Participants were also more likely to believe that immigrants viewed them negatively
when they considered themselves to be highly prototypical of their group as compared
to low in prototypicality, Ms= 3.03 vs. 2.74, t(798)= -4.14, p< .001.
However, these main effects were qualified by a significant 2-way interaction,
F(1,796)= 9.07, p< .01. Figure 1 shows that among participants who believed that
outgroup members held a negative view of their group, those high in prototypicality
were more likely to believe that outgroup members viewed them negatively (M= 3.41)
than those low in prototypicality (M= 2.90), t(408)= -4.63, p< .001. At the same time,
among participants who believed that outgroup members held a positive view of their
group, those high and low in prototypicality did not significantly differ in how they
expected to be perceived by the outgroup (M= 2.63 and 2.58, respectively), t(388)=
-.76, p= .44.
The 2x2 ANOVA for intergroup anxiety showed a significant main effect for
metaperception of ingroup, F(1,796)= 10.65, p< .001, such that those who believed that
immigrants held negative views of Spaniards tended to report more anxiety (M= 2.79)
than those who believed that immigrants held positive views of Spaniards (M= 2.57).
This analysis also showed a main effect of prototypicality, F(1,796)= 64.27, p<
.001. In line with our predictions, participants who considered themselves to be highly
prototypical of their group reported greater levels of anxiety than those who considered
themselves to be less prototypical, Ms= 3.04 vs. 2.50, t(798)= -8.12, p< .001. Additionally,
a significant two-way interaction was produced, F(1,796)= 5.93, p< .05. Figure 2 shows
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Figure 1. Effects of Prototypicality and Valence of the Metaperception of Ingroup on
Metaperception of Self as Group Member.
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that among participants who considered themselves to be low in prototypicality, there
were no significant differences in anxiety between participants who believed that the
metaperception of their ingroup was negative or positive, Ms= 2.53 vs. 2.47, t(462)=
.75, p= .45. However, participants who considered themselves to be high in prototypicality
reported feeling more anxious when the ingroup metaperception was negative as compared
to positive, Ms= 3.22 vs. 2.85, t(334)= 3.6, p< .001.
Supporting our general predictions, the ANOVA for participant interest in intergroup
contact showed a significant main effect of ingroup metaperception, F(1,796)= -3.44,
p< .001, such that participants who believed that the outgroup held a negative view of
their group reported less interest in contact (M= 4.58) than those who believed the
outgroup held a positive view of their group (M= 4.83), t(798)= -3.44, p< .001. This
analysis also yielded a main effect of prototypicality F(1,796)=47.41, p<.001 indicating
less interest in contact among participants who considered themselves to be highly
prototypical of their group (M= 4.48), as compared to those who considered themselves
to be less prototypical (M= 4.94), t(798)= 6.97, p< .001. A significant two-way interaction
was also produced, F(1,796)= 8.30, p< .01. As Figure 3 shows, the valence of ingroup
metaperceptions did not produce differences in interest among participants low in
prototypicality, Ms= 4.91 vs. 4.97, t(462)= -.74, p= .46. However, participants high in
prototipicality reported less interest in contact with the outgroup when they believed
the metaperception of their ingroup was negative as compared to when the metaperception
of their ingroup was positive, Ms= 4.70 vs. 4.26, t(334)= -4.33, p< .001.
Paralleling findings obtained for participants’ interest in contact, the 2 x 2 ANOVA
showed a significant main effect of ingroup metaperception, F(1,796)=14.35, p<.001.
Participants who believed that outgroup members held a negative view of their group
were less likely to think that outgroup members were interested in contact with them
(M= 4.77) than participants who believed that outgroup members had a positive view
of their group (M= 5.03), t(798)= -3.52, p< .001. This analysis also yielded a main
effect of prototypycality F(1,796)= 23.15, p< .001 indicating less perceived interest in
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Figure 2. Effects of Prototypicality and Valence of the Metaperception of Ingroup on Intergroup
Anxiety.
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Figure 3. Effects of Prototypicality and Valence of the Ingroup Metaperception on Interest in
Contact

contact from outgroup members among participants who considered themselves to be
prototypical of their ingroup (M= 4.74), as compared to those who perceived themselves
to be low in prototypicality (M= 5.06), t(798)= 4.94, p< .001. Additionally, the ANOVA
yielded a significant two-way interaction, F(1,796)= 5.98, p< .01. Figure 4 shows that
the valence of the ingroup metaperception did not produce differences in perceived
outgroup interest among participants low in prototypicality, Ms= 5.02 vs. 5.11, t(462)=
-1.09, p= .27. However, participants who were high in prototypicality reported less
interest in contact with the outgroup when they believed the metaperception of their
group was negative as compared to positive, Ms= 4.95 vs. 4.53, t(334)= -3.91, p< .001.
DISCUSSION
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Figure 4. Effects of Prototypicality and Valence of the Ingroup Metaperception
on Perceived Outgroup Interest in Contact
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Results of the present paper encourage researchers interested in improving
intergroup relations to consider the role that metaperceptions can play in relations
between groups. The present research shows that predictions regarding outgroup members’
views of oneself are a function of both the views outgroup members are believed to
hold about one’s ingroup and the degree to which people believe they are prototypical
members of their own groups. In particular, participants who considered themselves to
be more prototypical of their ingroup were generally more influenced by outgroup
members’ perceptions and by the metaperceptions they believe the outgroup holds
regarding their group. By contrast, people who considered themselves to be less
prototypical of their group tended to be less affected by these metaperceptual processes.
Specifically, as predicted, people who perceive a negative metaperception of
their ingroup have more negative expectations regarding how they personally will be
viewed by outgroup members than those who perceive a positive metaperception of
their ingroup. This result is particularly relevant to other work suggesting that people
usually expect outgroup members to have a negative image not only of them as individuals
(i.e., Kramer & Messick, 1998; Krueger, 1996), but also of their group (i.e. Gómez,
2002; Vorauer et al., 1998). More precisely, however, and in line with our second
prediction, those individuals who considered themselves to be prototypical group members
were more affected the valence of the ingroup metaperception than low prototypical
individuals. Expectations for how one would be viewed were more negative when the
ingroup metastereotype was also negative as compared to positive, and this difference
was greater among highly prototypical group members than among those low in
prototypicality, complementing the views of Frey and Tropp (2006). As such, it could
be that those who consider themselves to be prototypical would also be more likely to
apply to themselves the negative stereotype that immigrants assign to Spaniards, while
those low in prototypicality would be less likely to consider themselves negatively in
4
terms of these charactersitics .
Importantly, our research also shows that metaperceptions and assessments of
prototypicality are likely to affect the feelings and experiences that individual group
members have with an outgroup when they anticipate being perceived as group members.
As predicted, people who consider themselves as more prototypical of their group
reported more anxiety than those low in prototypicality (see Devine, Evett, & VasquezSuson, 1996). At the same time, our study also demonstrates that negative metaperceptions
of the ingroup correspond with greater intergroup anxiety, but particularly for highly
prototypical group members. Parallel results were found for participants’ interest contact
with the outgroup and the perceived interest in contact from the outgroup. Highly
prototypical group members showed less interest in contact, and perceived less interest
in contact by the outgroup when metaperceptions of the ingroup were negative, yet the
valence of ingroup metaperceptions did not produce significant effect for those low in
prototypicality.
Considering the role that metaperceptions can play in intergroup relations helps
us to move toward a more “social” Social Psychology” (Taylor & Brown, 1979; see
also, Graumann, 1979; Otten, 2002; Stroebe, 1979; Tajfel, 1972). As Otten (2002) has
noted, research about metaperceptions acknowledges the mutuality of the perceptual
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process in intergroup relationships, such that it is necessary take into account the
perspectives of both targets and perceivers, and not only the perspectives of people on
one side of the interaction (see, Devine et al., 1996).
This research has been conducted in a period of time where immigration continues
to grow and contact between immigrants and nationals becomes more common by the
day. This analysis also leads us to consider that metaperceptions are not fixed in time
(Gómez, 2002), and that they play important roles in many intergroup relationships.
Indeed, after September 11th, March 11th and July 7th, the images that Muslim have
about how non-Muslims see Muslims as a group, and themselves as individual Muslims,
continue to change. More work is therefore needed to examine the dynamic nature of
intergroup relations that is revealed by analysis of metaperceptions between groups.
In part, findings reported in the present paper should encourage researchers to
investigate whether metaperceptions are comparably affected by intergroup processes
among members of different status groups. Recent work by Tropp and colleagues shows
that members of minority and majority status groups may have different expectations
for intergroup contact, and different perceptions of their intergroup relationships (see,
Tropp & Bianchi, 2006; Tropp, in press). These differences might also involve how
members of low-status groups form intergroup metaperceptions.
Additionally, it is important to note that, in the present research, we assessed
metaperceptions of “ingroup” (i.e., how individuals think outgroup members perceive
the ingroup as a whole) and metaperceptions of “self as group member” (i.e., how
individuals think outgroup members perceive them as members of their group). More
research is needed to consider whether these metaperceptions would differ from individuals’
expectations for how they will be perceived by outgroup members when they are not
explicitly asked to think of themselves as group members (i.e., metaperceptions of “self
as individual”). By asking about how they expect to be perceived by the outgroup, and
thereby making group membership salient, patterns of responses concerning
metaperceptions of “self as group member” and metaperceptions of “self as individual”
are likely to be similar. Nonetheless, it is still possible that these different wordings
would produce distinct patterns of responses, depending on levels of prototypicality
and how individuals perceive themselves in relation to their groups.
NOTES
1. Vorauer and colleagues use the term “meta-stereotypes” to refer to the shared belief that an ingroup has regarding how
they are perceived by an outgroup. For the purposes of the present research, we refer to this concept as “metaperception
of the ingroup” to be able to compare more easily the patterns of effects for beliefs about outgroup members’
perceptions of the ingroup (i.e., metaperception of ingroup) and beliefs about outgroup members’ perceptions of
individual group members (i.e., metaperception of self).
2. The high mean age is due to participants belong to the Spanish National Distance Learning University.
3. We should note that Tropp and Bianchi asked participants about their interest in contact with the outgroup (as we did
in our study) and the outgroup’s interest in contact with their ingroup. In the present study, we modified the second
measure to assess participants’ beliefs about the extent to which outgroup members were interested in interacting with
them as individuals.
4. In fact, the self-perceptions were also measured using the same items used to assess metaperceptions of self and
ingroup (alpha= .78). Results show that participants who consider themselves to be prototypical group members
reported a more negative image of themselves on the five dimensions (as intolerant, racist, prejudiced, non equalitarian
and non supportive) than those low in prototypicality, Ms= 2.66 vs. 2.31, t(798)= -5.98, p< .001.
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