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7 Accuracy of judging group attitudes

Tessa V. West

Abstract

How accurate are people’s stereotypes about groups? And how
accurate are people in knowing what others think of the groups
they belong to? The goal of this chapter is to provide an overview
of conceptual and methodological approaches to studying accu-
racy in people’s atritudes about in-groups and out-groups, and to
provide a brief review of empirical findings that address such
accuracy. I focus on two central questions that scholars have
addressed: One, are people accurate in their judgments about -
groups? And two, are people accurate in reading what others
think about groups to which they belong (i.e., meta-perceptions
of attitudes about groups)? I first discuss methodological and
conceptual approaches to studying group-based attitudes,
including a discussion of the process through which a valid
truth criterion is selected, the different ways in which the rela-
tionship between the truth and the judgment can be operationa-
lized, and the level at which accuracy is measured. I then review
findings from research on accuracy of group-based attitudes
using a motivation-based framework to understand why percei-
vers might be accurate or inaccurate in their judgments. Finally,
1 propose several avenues for future research, with an emphasis
on research designed to provide evidence of the process through
which perceivers become accurate and biased in their own atti-
tudes about groups and their perceptions of others’ attitudes
about groups.

Imagine that Jen has started a new job at an engineering firm, and she

has been assigned to work with her new colleague Darnell on a

project. In this interaction context, Jen’s and Darnell’s abilities to
ccurately detect each other’s thoughts, feelings, and intentions can
directly affect their ability to communicate effectively with each

other. If Jen is one of a handful of women in her firm, gender will

ly be a salient social category that serves as a lens through which
h and Darnell evaluate each other. Does Darnell believe that
omen are not as competent as men at engineering tasks, in general?
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If so, are Darnell’s attitades grounded in reality? Do Darnell’s atti-
tudes about women in general bias his perceptions of Jen’s compe-
tence? Is Jen accurate in detecting Darnell’s attitudes about women’s
competence, and importantly, about whether he thinks she is parti-
cularly competent?

In this opening example, I have touched upon a few questions that
scholars can address in the study of how accurateé people are in their
attitudes about groups (€€ their attitudes about fernale engineers in
general), and about individuals as representative members of those
groups (€.8. particular female engineers like Jem). The goal of this
chapter is to provide an overview of conceptual and methodological
apptoaches to studying people’s accuracy of attitudes about groups.
Tn my review of the literature, 1 focus on two central questions in the
study of accuracy throughout: One, are people’s atritudes about
groups accurate? Here, I will draw from prior research on stereotype
accuracy, using the working definition of a stereotype a8 “a set of
beliefs about the personal attributes of a social group” (Ashmore &
Del Boca, 1981, p. 21; see also Jussim, Cain, Crawford, Hazber, &
Cohen, 2009). For example, are people accurate in their judgments
of how talkative women are? Two, are people accurate in their
judgments of other people’s attitades about groups? For example,
are women accurate in their judgments of how talkative men think
women are? And are they accurate in their judgments of how talkative
women think women are? Here, 1 will focus on the accuracy of meta-
perceptions, 0T Our beliefs about other people’s group-based attitudes.

I provide a brief review of the research to date that has examined these

gquestions.
For both types of questions, 1 will review different conceptual and

methodological approaches to studying accuracy of beliefs that peo-
ple hold about groups, including the process through which a valid

sruth criterion is selected, the different ways in which the relation--
ship between the sruth and the judgment is operationalized, and the.

level at which accuracy is measured (i.e., is accuracy measured for

individual perceivers who judge individual targets such as in dyadic
interactions, for multiple perceivers who judge multiple targets as in:
group interactions, or for individual perceivers who rate groups as 2
whole). T will then discuss the role of motivation in achieving accu-
racy of attitudes about groups. Finally, 1 propose several avenues for
future research, with an emphasis on new lines of research designed.
to provide evidence of the process through which perceivers become
accurate and biased in their own group-based attitudes and their
perceptions of other’s group-based attitudes. Generally speaking, an
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att1tu§e can be any psychological tendency that one can have

an attitude object (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998), and many C}Za ttowa?d
this book focus on accuracy for other types of attitudes thatp ief; 1?‘
duals bold that are not about groups in particular. As such, I rn e
research that exclusively addresses accuracy about attitud ! that are
about groups in particular. udes that arc

Conceptual and methodeclogical approaches to studying
accuracy of group-based attitudes

In studying Fhe accuracy of attitudes about groups, there are import

mt.athodqloglcal decisions that one must make when designing a stp d a;lt
th.1s s;ctlon, I briefly discuss three issues: the selection of ag valig t3r7u£
criterion, the way in which the relationship between the judgment and the

ru h iS €Ot Lceptuah.zed 3nd me W 3‘
asured, and. th.e le l a i i

Selecting a truth criterton

“The selectic;ln of ‘;Ille truth criterion is a critical methodological step for
~any researcher who plans to study accurac i

v (see Jussim, 2012; Ster
“West, & Schoenthaler, 2013; West & Kenny, 2011). When rese’arche?;

examine whether people’s attitudes about groups are accurate, th

peed to select a valid truth criterion that reflects where grou : o EY
s,:tand.on tI_le trait(s) they are examining, and one importfntac;ma .
selecting f:ﬂteria groups that are representative of the groups that e
vers provide attitudes about (Jussim et al., 2009). Failing to doizr(;:;

lead to a disconnect between who is being judged and who is providing

the truth for that group.

.ttll'*'ord example, imagine. a study that examines the question: Are people’s
a : it es)about the relz.mve athletic abilities of Blacks compared to Whites
dccurate? People provide ratings of the extent to which they think Black

athletes, in general, are more skilied than White athletes. Because percei-

ni_resdarti ]%dgzlg Black and White athletes in general, the truth criteria data
gl 10 the; | ‘rawzlfﬁ frf)m a representa-tive sample of Black and White
e U Orlts; s( ciently large and includes athletes who play many
e 11p e.g., a large sample of football players, tennis players,
d%v a players, and baseball players). If the criteria groups of Blacks
ééketb};lﬁeslare not representative samples (e.g., data from only pro-
orbe p; asferz are used), or the groups from whom criteria data are
i b ‘m}lte ‘(data are from one team only), then the researchers
_. ¢ limited in the conclusions they can draw about accuracy of
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beliefs about Whites® and Blacks® athletic abilities. It would also be
problematic if participants are told to make judgments about one group
(e.g., athletes in general}, but their judgments are compated 10 2 truth
criterion drawn from another group (e.g., the Takers). In this case the
researchers might be «gracking the deck” against accuracy by not making
m they are supposed to be responding about (for a

clear to perceivers who
more developed argument on giving accuracy 4 “fighting chance,” see
lved by making clear to

Funder, 1995). These issues could be easily reso

perceivers who is providing the data for the criterion groups.
s go about selecting a representaﬁve sample for

How pight researche
criterion groups? One option is to capture actual group differences ysing
4) and Hall and Carter

meta-gnalytic data. For example, Swim {199
(1999) examined accuracy of perceivers’ beliefs about differences

between men and women. Are men and women’s verbal abilities, jeader-

ship abilites, and happiness (among other traits) as different as people

think they are? Swim (1994) compared participams’ estimates of mean
differences and variability between men and women’s artitudes with
results of actual differences in means and variability on these dimensions,
using Hyde and Linn’s (1986) meta-analysis of actual gender differences,
where the truth criteria included objective measures, such as verbal tests
and nonverbal behaviors. Swim (1 994) also assessed accuracy using items
for which she had behavioral truth criteria data (e.8. SAT scores) and
that percelvers {male and femnale college students) had familiarity with. As
such, Swim (1994) was able to avoid asking participants 10 make judg-
ments about groups on dimensions that they had no prior knowledge
about. Her results indicated some evidence of accuracy in that percep-
tions of mean and variability differences mapped onto actual differences
(Study 1) and some evidence of inaccuracy, in that perceivers under-
estimated actual gender differences (Study 2).
Tn somne cases, meta-
utilize prior resea

the personality of typical adolescents, adults, and older people
Participants made ratings of each group using the National Characte
Survey (Terracciano €t al., 2005), which consisted of 30 bipolar items

The truth criterion for each of the groups was drawn from published.

research that provided self- or observex reports for each of the age group
from the countries in which the judgment ratings were
across nations tended to sh
{e.g. adolescents were seen as impulsive, ¢
These consensual age group gtereotypes corre

ebellious, undisciplined

lished age differences on the same dimensions. One potential issue with

analytic data are not available, but researchers cant
rch to obtain qruth criteria. As an example of this
approach, Chan et al. (2012) had participants from 26 countries rate

collected. Raters
are simitar beliefs about different age groups

lated strongly with pul-
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this study, however, is th
) at some of the truth criteria data
: ’ : : . were a
using selti;report, which rm_ght be biased by stereotypes as well STizzseld
m]afy see themselves as c.onsmtent with stereotypes about their grc;up (ipee
f'se stereorype_). _For this reason, a behavioral accuracy criterion migh e
ideal for examining accuracy here. iehebe
Obltzhalﬁldglt:)tl;luick)l us.ing.published empirical findings, another option for
criterion is to use data from lar,
> ge-scale survey data, Fo
:ggﬁi’jaﬁu? Tausch, Dovidio, and Pratto (2009) examined accurac;
eta-perceptions of Palestinians’ attitud
. : bout them usi
poll data (studies described in more d i oo s and
' etail below), and McC
Stirt {1978) used census data to i ; W
; examine the accuracy of attitude

, ! s about
‘;}i?g;sc yai:fi ai&tii‘ilc;n Aferlcans. Ashton and Esses (1999) examined

udes about the relative achievements i i

: . ] the of nine Can

ethSﬁchgré)L;)ps;l:clhelr truth criterion was grades of the nine ethnic gf(()j:)r;
published by the Toronto B i i
pub s oard of BEducation (imore details described

In summa i
ry, there are many unportant considerations for selecting a

- proper truth criterion for studies th i
at assess accuracy in people’s attitades

. . .. .
about groups. Potential criterion data inchude data from meta-analyses
-]

“prior research findings, and survey data

Measuring the relationship between the truth and the judgment

Aezeclzlild 112111131;)1-tant consideration when studying accuracy of atritudes
ge t‘ieenzh about groups is how to best conceptualize the relationship
g__uided by :131 Egih cr1t.er110n and the judgment — a decision that should be
eoretical question of interest. Th.
3 : . There are man isti
gp%roaches to date, which I will briefly review y satsieal
wo of the i
e Isrtll(l)fi; CO?H‘IIOB methods of operationalizing accuracy, espe-
: of accuracy of attitudes about
. : groups, are (a) to
c_o;'ripute discrepancy scores between the judgment and tht; truth( )and
kmdo cfo.rngute correlations between the judgment and the truth for’each
o . ey
e o 2111 gment, Or across judgments within the perceiver. The first
sehoc 2 ows one to examine whether perceivers over- or underestimate
e thm;ailg_leF group d?tands on a trait, over- or underestimate what
_ k their attitudes are, or whether th i
e think their et , ey over- or underestimate
_ el groups. In some cases, r i
S renes : . , researchers are not inter-
S . e dlrézcuon of inaccuracy, and they compute absolute difference
.re'ﬁgth 0%"1:11 agliy .et zﬁ., 2009). The second method captures the
_ e relationship between the truth j
and the jud
ot | . judgment, and
e o t: etqtrai;ess (\;hethler some perceivers show a stronger ox:erlap
uth and the judgment (when estimated across judgrments
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thin j ereis a
within perceivers) than others, and for what types(of kludgeriie;ftzg Yol
th and judgment (wien -
e O ety Tor iy ]t). Some conceptual models esti-

erceivers separately for each judgmen - -
TFr)nate both forms of accuracy simultaneously._For ez'iample, in dtl}fe I;ean
and Bias model (West & Kenny, 2011), directional bias captures ean
discrepancy between the truth and the judgment — stzgnlg:zegc;il e
values indicate greater overestimation of the truth {e.g, P ° f e O s
as more extraverted than they actually are), and stronger neg

indicate greater underestimat iy
less extrf\rrerted than they actually are}. Thde rmth:t foTnlsfe rzf;;:;:tt:n e

the judgment.
irength of the effect of the truth on . .
isﬁmgaid by treating the judgment as the outcome valgabl Z, :;;i,rg;ec 1tlruBY
iteri i i ing a regression-base .
criterion as the predictor variable, using a 1 P vt
i th off the judgment (assuming
subtracting the mean of the tru . : . T S ents
i the intercept in this Mo p

measured using the same scale),

directional bias and the main effect of the truth represents the truth force

timated as a B weight). . ‘

(eSAnoﬂler method of assessing accuracy using the correlational app{oach
ank ordering of attitudes to how these items

. . 2 1 )
is tO compare a perceivers o personahty

actually rank among a group (akin toha 1131r0ﬁle cor;::i;:fs D
i roach allows rese \

research). The rank-ordering app . Lo assess aeon

racy in attitudes about the relative frequency. of ce.r‘tam traits — are p

vers accurate in knowing how common c:erta.mrle’;ra:0 e ey ane
i le, are women mo mml :

(Tussim, 2012). For example, arc¢ D crouing
i otential challenges Wi

agentic? There are two P e e o

inin actual frequency of
approach: one, determining the ctua . BIOWP
(ip S establishing a valid truth criterion) and two, choosing traits
2. '
which it makes conceptual sense 10 compare their rela

occur more frequently than agency. Do perce-iver
ing model of what a lot and little agency look like,

i reetvers un
unegplored guestions such as whether pe )
com?lexities of groups, and also, whether they underst.and J?ow tl':.l:
uniquely fit together to inform a “big picture” ynderstanding of groups. ;

Aceuracy of attitudes about the level of heterogeneity of groups

In addition to examining whether attitudes sbout lar oLt
accurate, researchers caf also ask the question: Do peop

ion of the truth (€.8- people see others as .

ts are relative to others? _

tive frequency. For*
i i mmunality to:

it mi i t to establish what it means for co .

e o e e < have an accuraie work- :
and what a lot and a little:

communality look like? Are the thresholds for a lc?t and a litt_le of th_es? 11':;\;0
traits the same? Although challenging, addressing these issues 1s LIKely

W vi 1}7
i 1d be used to answer pre Ously
orth the effort, as this approach cOul o . -

about particular traifs are.
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perceive how much heterogeneity there is within groups and berween
groups, and do they perceive differential amounts of heterogeneity
depending on if they are judging their own group, or an out-group? For
example, do people know the extent to which students at inner city
schools in New York score similarly on standardized tests? Do they
think students’ test scores are more similar to each other than they
actually are, or more different than they actually are? According to Park
and Judd (1990) (see also Judd, Ryan, & Park, 1901), two forms of
accuracy of heterogeneity can be empirically assessed that capture accu-
racy of knowing how diverse groups are. One, perceived group dispersion
tests whether the perceived dispersion of individuals around their central
tendency matches how these individuals actually disperse around their
central tendency. A group that is perceived to be less variable is one that is
perceived to be tightly bunched around the central tendency. A group
that is perceived to be more variable is more dispersed around the central
tendency. For example, imagine that students at the inner city school

have an actual range of test scores that vary from 0 to 100, with a mean of
50 but a standard deviation of 10. If the group is perceived to be less

variable, people might estimate that students on average have a score of
50 but that the standard deviation is quite small, 2. In other words, they

assume that students’ scores are “tightly bunched” around the mean.

However, if they believe that the mean is 50 but the standard deviaton

is 20, then they believe that students’ scores are loosely dispersed around

the mean. The other, percetved group sterecrypicality, tests whether people’s

beliefs about the prevalence of individuals who are stereotypical matches
the prevalence of individuals who are actually stereotypical. A group that
“1s perceived as less variable by this definition is one in which a relatively
Jarge percentage of the group is perceived as possessing the stereotype and
a small percentage is counterstereotypical. For example, imagine that in
the school study, people reported on the percentage of students who
“failed the high-school entrance exam. They may underestimate the per-
‘centage of students who do so, or overestimate it. These two forms of
“variability are conceptually related, but they are often empirically distinct
‘and only moderately correlated.

. How are accuracy of perceived group dispersion and perceived group

.-_éssessed? Judd et al. (1991) describe three tasks that can be used to assess

em. One, the group distribution dot task (Park & Judd, 1990}, in which
erceivers are asked to think about the group as a whole {e.g., Asians) and
idicate the relative number of group members who would fall at each

‘point along a dimension; two, the percentage estimation task, in which

erceivers are asked to provide the percentage of group members who
‘ould have a trait (e.g., are good at math) or who would endorse an
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attitude; and three, the mean and range estimation task, in which percei-
vers rate where on average the group falls on a scale, and where on the
scale the most extreme members falt (e.g., the Asian who is the worst at

math, and the Asian who is best at math). The scores from these three
tasks are then compared to the actual mean and standard deviation of a
al mean and standard deviation for

cruth criterion that includes that actu
the group, and the percentage of group members who fall into each level

of the trait (e.g., the percentage of Asians with math scores of 70, and with

math scores of 90). To measure accuracy, correlations are computed

between the truth and the judgment. For example, the perceived standard

deviation from the dot task is correlated with the actual standard devia-
tions from the truth criteria data (for more details see Judd et al, 1991).
Tudd et al. (1991) used this strategy to demonstrate that people over-
estimated stereotypicality for out-group members - that s, they show that
stereotypes arc overgeneralizations and that people are actually less

stereotypical than people think they are.

Comparing accuyacy of attitudes about in-group Lo OUI-group members

Finally, scholars may be interested in making comparisons between in-
and out-group accuracy: Are individuals more accurate when judging the
in-group versus out-group? Does accuracy of in-group versus out-group
judgments differ as a function of the valence of the attitude, and of the
stereotypicality of the attitude? Judd and Park’s (1993) approach is
designed to answer these questions, "T'argets an
into two groups (e.g., in- V8. out-groups,
judgments are ma
dimensions that are an
in a study looking at accuracy
competence and warmth (men being more stereotypic
and women being stereotypically warm), ot
and women, and women rate
warmth. Actual levels of competence and warmth would
Tudd and Park’s (1 093) model is a three-
the following factors: perceiver {male vs. female),
and atiribute (stereotypical for the in-
for men and warmth for women). The
meters of interest: Blevation accuracys w
ceivers over- or underestimate attributes,

dency of one group 1o over-or
(above and beyond elevation accuracy); the target group

d perceivers are geparated.
such as men and womeny}, and

de by and of in-group and out-group members on-
d not stereotypical for that group. For example,
of attitudes about men and women’s.
ally competent
e could have men rate men
men and women, on COMPELEnce and
also be needed.
way analysis of variance with
target (male vs. female);
or out-group, such as competence
model yields the following para-
hich is the extent to which pet:
averaged over all perceivers
targets, and attributes; the perceiver group gffect, which is an overall temn
underestimate all artributes of other group
effect, which is ar
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overall
togethe‘i;e)ndency for one group of targets to have all their attributes (added
ey 2lc;ver— or underestimated (beyond the elevation effect). For
S &le te w:i)men seen as more of (all traits) than men? The attribute
et is | 61;1 ency to over- or underestimate a type of attribute (e
those 2 out physical appearance). For example, if men are judging hf‘;
( ﬁsm a‘Wome? are land how much leadership they show in the workplace
1:@ndegn Cysit o att:lllbutes to tap into each), then this effect refers to the
o see the group as more or 1 “
: ess “stereotypical” than
ac:c};;f;:l}; §re (Zsl,sumglg a shared understanding of the stereotype) ey
ect that is the most of intere i '
st for studies of accu i
< : - racy of in-
versus out-group aititudes is the three-way interaction betvgeen thgmup
ceiver group, target group, and i " tonts
, attribute effects, This i i
elver : » and . This interaction test
wher ez urider or oYerestlmatmn of stereotype is most likely to occui
people are judging in-group versus out-group members, and if so
k)

: ;:rj;;tk:gr ::;i ;s tll:;le case forlboth groups (i.e., men judging wotnen, women
: . For example, are women seen as m :
| : ore stereotypi
- men, but only when they are judged by other men? I proviip ac?irﬂt;::'

.. Cxample Of thlS modd i th negxt i nnon I e LY -
; m ) 5] sectio i i i
| . mou atlonal determl

abi:l;ﬁ,utélserzlfiefmi?i ways of cgnceptgalizing accuracy for attitudes
bot group ,(e 1-W. ; ‘can. provide unique insight into when people
e accurahf; (1; judging in-groups and out-groups), and for what
D i sty .g.,hm gauging mean le-vels of a target group, in
i gmul:; ) 1\;5; fgi:;hsrrm _estu:tllatmg the level of heterogene-
i . > by eview the research that exami th
accuracy of group-based attitudes, cutting across a diverse "of acti
gdglsi, tkipes of groups, and methodologies. Throughout this reigzv:f) fIa\:r?ll
ghlight one mechanism that plays a central role in how scholar; have

theori
eorized about the process through which accuracy of group~based

attitudes is achieved: motivation.

Motivational determi
nants of acc
attitudes uracy of group-based

w mi . .
o séﬁgt perceivers become accurate in their attitudes about groups?
o if u ies otj accuracy of aFtitudes about groups have emphasized thé
O_ﬁ_vaﬁ o?vat;)ona] factors in determining how accurate people are
O] on has been theorized to affec i .
t accuracy directly — that i

2% . y — that is, people

uld be motivated to be accurate and this motivation might ir;isuer?ce

how a indi
“accurate they are — and indirectly by affecting another psychological

cess th i
e at affects accuracy, such as a drive to perceive similarity. I
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. . - ation
review research that itlustrates the indirect and direct effects of motivatl

on accuracy of people’s attitades about groups.

Motivation indivectly affects accuracy = -

e research that tests the idea that moava-

In this section, T will discuss th sychological processes

tion, broadly construed, will affect one o_r‘mo're ) e B o
(e.g., assuming similarity, stereotype utilization; what Wes ,

2011, refer to as bias), which in turn affect accuracy. E‘k;us,' ;:dotzir:;;l
indirectly affects accuracy via its effects on another psyc ologi : z © us(.:
Ashton and Esses (1999) theorized '_chat the motivation 0 ot uee
stereotypes when evaluating groups might lead perc‘zv;rin t:eality 5
accurate, to the extent that these stereotypes are grounded ) effect. n
other words, motivation might ig;‘lirectly affects :{:e{ilgsgya\:; i]; e o,
e. As detailed in the section on :
i;:?:;p:r: iigimmed accuracy of rank ordering of the achlev;mzl; 2?
nine Canadian ethnic groups, and used data from the Toronrti(‘)h ofound
Education to obtain actual achievemen'lt data for eaci_l group. ey;n oune
that people were quite accurate in their rank ordering of .g;;c.);}p i acai
and they also had accurate notions of between-group variabliity
i ievement.

deﬁlgrif;ﬁ: they found that people who underestimated bet\?re?ln—gr&)ll:g
variability (i.e., assumed the ethnic groups were more ;mil Sr Wi
they were in terms of achievement) were .lower in . gl e
Authoritarianism (RWA) than were accurate estimartors an 0;61: ma-
tors. The authors propose that people who are low on RW .ari_ cn >
mitted to equality, and this commitment can serve as a motvano

i i i socially important " *
i that ethnic groups truly differ on a . .
e o uch e his review, of their work, :

iberal versus conservative __
1ly a proxy for ideology in this study). -
He proposes that liberals might be motivated to deny the existence of'

variable such as academic per-‘forr'nance. In
Jussim (2012) couches this finding in terms of1
politics (suggesting that RWA is rea

ilure to
stereotype accuracy, and insofar as stereotypes are accurate, the failu

utilize stereotypes when comparing

stereotype utilization mightbe one In

become accurate, and the motivation €0 e €

utilization and therefore affects accuracy indirectly. e hypott
In 2 similar vein, Stern, West, Jost, and Rule (2013) tested the hyp

direct path through which perc eivers

esis that liberals are motivated tonot utilize stereotypes w.

i bers — that 18, gr
erceptual ambiguous group MEmOErs — X
Svhom appearance alone is not a valid indicator of group membership

into distinct categories. The authors exami

groups will lead to inaccuracy. Thus,:

be egalitarian affects stereotype.:

hen categorizing
oup members for.

ned whether liberals and_i
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conservatives categorize men into the gay and straight based only on their
facial appearance. They also tested whether people utilize stereotypes
about the association between facial appearance and sexual orientation
(specifically, that gay men have more feminine features than straight men,
and straight men have more masculine features than gay men), when
doing so. The authors found that liberals, but not conservatives, cor-
rected away from stereotype utilization when categorizing men as gay or
straight; their categorization judgments did not correlate with the actual
femininity and masculinity of the targets. To the extent that gay men are
acinally more feminine than straight men (and straight men are more
masculine than gay men), the failure to utilize stereotypes about appear-
ance would lead liberals to be less accurate because perceivers are failing
to take stereotype accuracy into account when categorizing targets. In
further support of a motivated correction process, the authors showed
that when liberals were under cognitive load, whichk inhibits the correc-
tion process, they utilized stereotypes to the same degree as conservatives.
These findings suggest that liberals are motivated to not utilize group-
based stereotypes when making judgments, and to the extent to which
these stereotypes are grounded in reality (which is an open question) they
would be less accurate.

Ryan and Bogart (2001) examined a different motivational factor that

‘might indirectly affect accuracy. The authors examined how accuracy of
in-group and out-group members changes over time when people join a
.new group, utilizing Judd et al.’s (1991) approach. Accuracy of perceived

ispersion was measured (i.e., variation of group members around the

:mean of the group on stereotypic attributions). The authors hypothesized
‘that when people first join a new group, the motivarion to reduce uncer-
‘tainty and anxiety that characterize the socialization phase (Ryan &
Bogart, 1997) leads new members to focus on the similarities of group

members, resulting in less accuracy in dispersion. As the socialization
rocess proceeds, new members shift their focus from how everyone is
imilar to the ways in which they differ. This process is more likely to
ccur for in-group than cut-group judgments for functional reasons —
individuals need to accurately read how different in-group members are
from each other in order to function more effectively within day-to-day
ocial interactions (see also Swann, 1984, for a similar argument regard-
ing “pragmatic accuracy,” or accuracy needed to navigate one’s social
world). Participants were sorority members who reported their attitudes
ibout their own sorority (in-group) and other sororities (out-groups)

tiurmg the first year of membership. They made evaluations that were

reotypic of that particular sorority, or counterstereotypic, and also
oositively (e.g., competitive, sophisticated) or negatively valenced
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(conceited, loud). Self-ratings were used as the tFuth criterion. T;:zi
found that participants initially underes_tlmated 1n—gr%up moi‘: fhan
out-group dispersion (.. they assumed in-group mem ers we  more
similar to each other than they were, and more so than they asswm

imi . But
out-group members were more similat to each other than they were)
ts became more accurate whereas

ime, in-group dispersion judgmen ‘ :

gjlifgtllr?ué disgprerslijon jidgments became less 'ac'curgte. TI}IS dsl,;:(c:itjlr 1?323
example of how the motivation to wani {o s€e similarity can 1;1 areymore
perceivers to be less accurate, to the extent thgt group members
different from each other than they are pert;ewed to be. o

Swim (1994) also examined accuracy of in-group as 1corr_lpar d oot
group attitudes in the context of gender to test the fol ?w1?ﬁt?ldes ami
One, do perceivers accurately know. men and women sdat ‘ do;s nd
more specifically, how similar and dxfferem_ thejfr are, iia:ifn Wes, does in-
group favoritism moderate accuracy in estimanng d .ereng ctveen
men and women’s attitudes? To the extent .that perceivers demo et
in-group favoritism, they might be more mouvated to see their 0:1?3% Ifl
more positively than they actually are, wh}ch could decrease ac e gr.re-
this study, accuracy was operationaiized'm two ways. Onfe, as gy
spondence between individual’s perceptions of the size of gender -
ences and meta-analytic findings about gender dli_?ft?rfences mlsqc
behaviors (i.e., the truth criterion); two, as sensiavity florlrle angrri:
between judgment and the truth (Judd & Park, 199 1) which allow
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people who were more accurate at reading nonverbal behaviors had
greater accuracy in knowing actual gender differences, whereas those
who were more likely to endorse stereotypes were less accurate. These
findings suggest that accuracy in knowing actual differences between men
and women was cbtained through actual observation, rather than simply
endorsing stereotypes. In other words, stereotype usage biased perceivers’
judgments, leading to less accuracy.

As a final example, Li and Hong (2001) examined accuracy in the
ability of Mainland Chinese and Hong Kong students to read in-group
and out-group members’ values {i.e., items related to collectivism, such as
striving for common good, altruism, cooperation, and individualism).
The study was conducted in Hong Kong, which provides a unique con-
text to study accuracy of intergroup attitudes between majority and
minority group members. Interactions between local Hong Kongers
(the majority group) and people from Mainland China (the minority
group) have become more frequent following the return of sovereignty
in 1997, but historically the groups have been separated. The authors
proposed that because of relatively few interactions with the minority
group, members of the majority group would assume that minority
groups would differ from themselves, and to the extent that majority
groups perceived themselves to be higher status, they would be motivated
to achieve distinctiveness and differentiation from the out-group (see also
Mummendey, Otten, Berger, & Kessler, 2000; Schwartz, Struch, &

Bilsky, 1990; Wilder, 1986). To the extent that groups underestimate
similarity, they will be less accurate when they use these similarity judg-
ments to guide their estimates {(i.e., an indirect effect of bias on accuracy
in West & Kenny, 2011). Both the mainland Chinese and Hong Kongers
were more accurate at estimating in-group than out-group values {con-
‘sistent with Judd et al., 1991). The mainland group was alse more
‘accurate than the Hong Kong {minority) group, and they projected
-more onto the out-group than did the Hong Kong group — that is, they
‘assumed more similarity. Both groups engaged in greater in-group than
“but-group projection (consistent with Krueger & Zeiger, 1993). These
findings support the notion that the higher status majority group (Hong
:Kongers) perceived greater out-group distinctiveness — i.e,, assumed less
imjlarity -- than the minority group. To the extent that these groups were
ot actually distinct, then this bias would lead to less accuracy.

1o assess whether people are sensitive to relgtive differences among azlm-
butes. She found that for most traits, percevers were ?ccurate or un ?;—.
estimated differences; they only overestimated men’s tendency :;)1 dei
aggressive and women’s verbal abilities, Women pel;:celved grde_a;ter g et
differences in the ability to decode nonverbal behamc;rs th-an di Isihen, :
men’s failure to recognize these differences — that is, thlgleg hat :;e;n.
were just as good as women at reading nonverbal behaviors w enecl u};
were actually worse — led them to be less accfurate. Women encgle;g < "
greater in-group favoritism for ratings of helping wht?t} alone zln etaaft "
ship; that is, they perceived women 10 be m_ore.posmve on these tr eré
This bias to see women more positively explains in part why women w e
ccurate than men for these traits. . E
leSIS-IZH and Carter (1999) made important headway in 111'1d.::a;ffsf’[amdt;ligS
why some people are more accurate in their knowledge o.f sex di erelgres
than others. The authors calculated stereotype gccuracy ]udg?erg scSt =
for each participant and then provided them Wuh a standar 112\}: te i
assess accuracy at decoding nonverbal behaviers (Profile of onve:rse_Cl
Sensitivity (PONS) test), as well as self-reported measures th:;t ass;sth :
the extent to which they were likely to use stereotypes. They foun

Motivarion directly affects accuracy

I;i addition to the indirect effect that motivation can have on accuracy,
cholars have also theorized that certain types of perceivers should be
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more motivated to be accurate than others, because it helps _them nf?wgat;
their social environments, That is, there should be‘ a direct effect od
motivation on accuracy. For example, Heh.man, Leltger, Deeﬁfm, and
Gaertner (2013) examined how the differential motwa‘uox‘l of dees an !
Blacks to accurately read Whites targets’ levels of prejudice le-a ) rdnm?
rities to achieve greater accuracy in these judgments because in or Zin 0
navigate their social worlds, they need to have an accurate Luncler"stau;1 thi
of who might be prejudiced against th‘em. The. authors e)_calmu-a(;th_m_
ability of people to read prejudiced attitudes wusing the -fama vzr; iy
height ratio (fWIIR) of male targets. They found that \‘/‘Vh'u:e mf‘.l.lbl R
correlated with explicit racial artitudes (the fWHR ratio is a visi e; o
ifesiation of testosterone exposure, and testos:terone is assoc:i';tla hiw}i
social dominance motives). The authors theonged that men wi g] er
fWHR are more likely to report prejudicial beliefs bec:.mse they are t}:ess
inhibited than men with lower fWHR. In suppor‘t of this argumen:t, t;y
found that f%HR correlated with explicit prejudice (mea'sured using ce1
Attitudes toward Blacks scale, and the Internal Motivation t.o Relsgggl)
Without Prejudice scale; Brigham, 1993, and Plapt & Dexgpe, - bé
suggesting that fWHR is a valid cue ti}trough which prejudice ca e
perceived. Perceivers then rated how racist they thought each particip
—6 scale.
Wa%hznaitlhors found that perceivers were able tc-a .accprately detect the
target’s self-reported explicit prejudice, via the uulllzat}on of tt)\WHR i:ti
cue. They further showed that for Blacks, the mo:avatwg to be accpth
(which was higher than it was for Whites), contributed in part to them
i rate judgments. .
masl?r?liglaicl;:lRich]esogrind Shelton (2005) found that Black percelivers,
relative to White perceivers, were able to detec-t racism at above-c ance
levels in White people engaging in interracial interactions by obseivu'll(g
nonverbal interactions (20-s clips). The authors argue.d fhat B1 acks
should be particularly motivated to accurately detect.W,‘t}ltes ra.cxla. attt;:
tudes, given the pragmatic utility of accuracy for nav1gamn.g soc1ad1n € .
actions, even when given very little inforrnatldon about Whites, and non
i ich racial attitudes are directly expressed. . ‘
" X\? ;Czilo;er example, Saguy and Kteily (2011) examined in- and out-

group members’ accuracy in knowing each other’s atiitudes about C(zl?— .
flict in the context of Israeli-Palestinian reladons. They argued that the

ability to accurately know the out-group during times of war has implica-

tions for the strategies groups’ use, such as faciliFating constmct}ve :
initiatives or antagonistic ones, and this should espemtﬁlly be the case 0}11? .
low-power groups. In two studies, they used a mean dlffel:‘ence prroacd :
to examine the extent to which people under- or overestimated in- an
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out-group members’ goals pertaining to a conflict (i.e., they rated the
extent to which each of eight goals guided an Israeli operation called the
flotilla incident, such as “undermine Hamas,” and “strengthen the image
of the Israeli defense forces™). The authors used absclhute difference
scores because they were not interested in the direction of inaccuracy.
In Study 1, they found that Israelis, who perceived political loss to their
group (following the flotilla incident > WEIe more accurate in predicting
out-group (Palestinian) views, than were Palestinians, who perceived out-
group political gains.

The authors also tested the idea that the more people perceive in-group
losses within a conflict, the more motivated they would be to seek relevant
information about the conflict from the out-group and to understand the
out~group’s perspective on the incident. In Study 2, they examined how
accurate Israelis were in their perceptions of Palestinian views about
them, specifically testing the hypothesis that for Israelis, accuracy in
reading Palestinian views was predicted by perceived political losses. In
other words, perceived in-group losses should motivate accuracy i .
knowing the out-group’s thoughts. They examined accuracy in knowing
whether Palestinians supported or epposed hurting Israeli civilians inside
the green line (Israelis” borders prior to the 1967 War), measured using
polf data. The authors found thar the more Israelis perceived in-group
losses, the more accurate they were in knowing Palestinians’ attitudes
about hurting civilians inside the 1967 borders. Taken together, these
studies show that perceived losses to one’s in-group predict accuracy in

- reading the out-group member’s beliefs about the in-group. Across three

situations in which Palestinians were viewed as gaining pelitically from
the incident, Israelis were more accurate in reading Palestinians’ views

. than vice versa. For Israelis who were strongly identified with their group,
- those who felt that their group was losing politically were even more

- accurate. These findings provide strong support for a motivational expla-
“/nation for accuracy.

In summary, I have provided a brief review of studies that have

. addressed how perceivers become accurate in perceptions of attitudes

about groups, with an emphasis on the role of motivation, and the

 different ways in which motivation has been conceprualized. In the next

ection, I outline several different avenues of future research that aim to
xtend and complement preexisting research on this question.

Future research

One question that is relatively underexplored in the study of accuracy of
ttitudes about groups is: How does accuracy for one operationalization
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of attitude — such as one’s explicit attitude — relate to thc.ir accuracy fqr
another operationalization of their attitude — such as t;lelrl 1mp_11.c:1t atti-
tude? For example, are people equally accurate at detecﬂlng implicit for_rns
of racial atritudes — such as those that tap into nonconsmo.ufsly held behefs
that often predict more subtle, nonverbal behaviors (D.o'mcho, Kawakarl}l,
& Giaertner, 2002) — as they are at detecting explicit forms of racial
attitudes that predict more deliberative behaviors? Moreover, un(‘ier
what circumstances might they be especially likely to accurately percelvz:
an out-group member’s racial attitudes at the implicit and exl?h'cﬂ: levels:
As an example, Heyman et al. (2013) theorized that exphm_t but.n(?t
implicit attitudes would be readable via the fWHR becafuse this rapo is
associated with psychological constructs related to dommance, which is
related to explicit but not implicit prejudice. These findings suggest that
utilizing fWHR to perceive implicit bias would not _lead. o accurate
judgment because it is not a valid cue of targets’ actual 1mp11c1’_c prejudice
levels. If this is the case, we can ask the question, how do perceivers know
what cues are valid indicators of implicit prejudice, and What cues are
valid indicators of explicit prejudice? In many social interactlgn contexts,
individuals do not provide clear, valid indicators of their a:cmudes_ (e.g.,
telling people they are prejudiced); hence it would be. interesting to
examine whether some perceivers have developed the abllnyl to SI.mu-lta—
neously perceive an interaction partner’s implicit and explicit pre]udlce,
and if they are able to do so because they have an accurate working modgl
of how these cues fit together to form a “prejudice profile” for the target.
In one of the first studies to0 examine how accurate people are in
detecting different forms of sexism, Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) exam-
ined men and women’s accuracy in detecting hostile and benevolent
sexism — two forms of sexism that although fall under the umbrella (?f
sexism are conceptually and empirically distinct. Male and female parti-

cipants completed the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (AS_I 5 Glick & Fis'ke, |
1996) to measure their own endorsement and perceptions of a typical

out-group member’s endorsement of hostile sexism and benevolent sex-

ism (i.e., men rated women and women ratclad men). Here, the auﬂ_lors.'
operationalized accuracy as the mean level difference beméen percelve,d :
and actual levels of sexism. They found that women overestimated men’s
hostile sexism, but they underestimated men’s benevolent sexism. Men,

in contrast, overestimated women’s benevolent sexism but underesti-

mated women’s hostile sexism. The authors discuss howltheir findings
provide support for the idea of an “ljusion of antagonism™ between:
hostile and benevolent sexism; individuals falsely assume that these two:.
constructs are negatively related, but they are actually positively related ._

and represent two underlying constructs of sexism that together reinforc
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the gender hierarchy (Rudman & Glick, 2008). Tnterestingly, benevolent
sexists are often not labeled as sexist, and women, who often score just ag
high as men on the benevolent sexism scale, are unaware of its negative
consequences. Unlike hostile sexism, which may be easier to identify,
benevolent sexism can be more difficult to identify in others, leading to a
mismatch in the levels of accuracy that perceivers achieve for these two
forms of sexism. Rudman and Fetterolfs (2014) work is a nice example of
how certain types of attitudes — such as those that masquerade as positive
attitudes about certain groups — can be difficult to read because perceivers
do not have an accurate working model of the attitude construct in
question. As a consequence, perceivers do not know what cues they
should be attending to in order to detect these attitudes in others.

In an interesting extension of this work, Goh, Rad, and Hall (2015)
tested whether Rudman and Fetterolf’s (2014) findings hold in a dyadic
context, in which men and women judged each other’s hostile and ben-
evolent sexism during an interpersonal interaction. Tn Studies 1 and 2,
participants provided ratings of their own and their perceived partner’s

© hostile and benevolent sexism after a brief social interaction. The authors

largely replicated Rudman and Fetterolf (2014). On the one hand,

- wonten overestimated men’s hostile sexism, but estimation of men’s
~benevolent sexism was not significant. Men, on the other hand, under-
~ estimated their female partmers’ hostile sexism and overestimated bene-
“volent sexism. In their Study 3, they found that locking at 30-second
“silent clips produced above-chance levels for both kinds of sexism.

The work of Rudman and Fetterolf (2014) and Goh et al. (2015) are

i'the first to test how accurate perceivers are for two forms of sexism —
- hostile and benevolent — at the generalized and dyadic levels, Future work
-could further explore the mechanisms through which perceivers become
‘accurate in reading these two forms of sexism, and how the lack of

upderstanding that benevolent sexism is an attitude construct might
directly hinder their ability to perceive it in others.
. Another area for future research is to further explore how accurate

people’s meta-perceptions are of how out-groups see their in-groups.

To date, much research has explored the accuracy of attitudes about
gut-groups, but far less research has explored how accurate people are
in knowing how others see their groups. For example, one could extend
A_Shton and Tsses (1999) to test the question: Do Blacks know how
Whites rank their levels of achievement relative to other groups? That
s,-do they know where, on the totem pole of achievement, Whites place
Blacks? Further, is it better to be accurate or positively biased in knowing
10W an Out-group sees an in-group (e.g,, to assume that out-group

embers place your group higher on the totem pole than they actually
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do)? On the one hand, a positivity bias might help .Blacks pe;fiorm weﬁ ;r;
achievermnent setdngs that are threatening and anxiety provo ni, s;;lci has
being in a predominantly White school. Tc? 1.;he ext.ent that Blaih s be tﬁan
that out-group members have a more positive attitude about : errll i
they actually do, they might experience a number of beneﬁ;s, inc uk‘ g
greater self-efficacy, less anxiety and thregt, and greater com ort WO_L éing
directly with Whites. However, there- might be a dark side to posi falzz
biases in perceptions of outgroups’ attitudes as well, such as c1;:atn;.lg e
expectations that one will be treated as an equal when in reality j; e3(z) are
discriminated against (Saguy et al.,, 2009). FE“.HG resear’fz C ‘
test these competing hypotheses within numerous hlghv-stalfels cgnte};l 8
in which accuracy and positivity bias could be both beneficial and costly
foﬁef:‘;insion of this idea, one could als(? examine the processJf
through which people become accurate in their n‘le.tja—pt‘ercepno?fl 0
how the out-group perceives the in-group. One.po'ssmlhty 1sdto tes (EW
having a strong identification with the in-group indirectly lea Slm'i?ﬂg
accuracy. For example, it is possible that people \.vho strongly 11 ¢
with the in-group are more likely to see themselves in stereotypical te1ms
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people achieve meta-accuracy in how groups view them likely have
imporiant implications for intergroup relations, such as how conserva-
tives and liberals work together.

In this section, I have highlighted a few avenues of future research that
scholars might take in studying accuracy of group-based atdtudes. These
are certainly not exclusive, and there are a number of other potential
directions that 1 have not touched upon, and contexts in which accuracy
should be studied. Scholars should continue to dive further into the process
through which accuracy of group-based attitudes is achieved, including
utilizing new methods to examine these processes beyond the individual,
dyad, and small group. For example, recent theoretical models of how
person perception processes operate within broad social networks (e.g.,
Smith & Collins, 2009; see also Denrell, 2005) could be utilized to study
accuracy of group-based attitudes in new and exciting ways.

Conclusion

‘The goal of this chapter is to provide an overview of research that addresses

how accurate people are in their attitudes about groups, and how accurate
they are in reading others’ attitudes about the groups they belong to. I have
touched upon a number of conceptual and methodological considerations
when studying these questions, with the goal to not only highlight the
complexity involved in studying accuracy of atatudes about groups, but
also provide readers with an overview of the many possible ways they can
conceptualize accuracy to go about asking new and important questions,
Although a full review of all empirical findings is beyond the scope of this
_chapter, Thave cutlined the role of motivation in shaping how people might
_become more or less accurate, and how motivation might be theorized to
“directly influence accuracy, or indirectly, but affecting a psychological
process that influences accuracy. I also touched upon new research thar
“taps into different components of attitudes that might underlie a common
ttitude construct, and offered some suggestions for future research. In so
“doing, I emphasized the importance of studying the “when” and “how” of
“accuracy rather than the “either/or,” as doing so will provide much needed
‘insight into the mechanisms of accuracy of group-based attitudes.

(i.e., they self-stereotype), and upon making judgments of how out«g;oup
members see them, they project their stereotype-based self—percq:h ions
onto those judgments. That is, they are accurate because they seeT egllm
selves as stereotypical, and so they assume that others dp too. oth e
extent that others utilize the same stercotypes when evaluating them, they
i ate. ‘

mlllnlziee:g,n;ere is a strong history of research demons‘traung th;t rneta8;
perceptions are strongly tied to perceivers’ se:lf-perceptlons (s;e;aJ f:nnyd—
DePaulo, 1993, and also Chapter ), and this researcih would Te hf:xten

ing this work to the domain of attituldes about one’s group. 1 e;i i:
some groups for whom this might be likely to DCCL}I."FOI‘ examp i':k 1e t;
West, and Schmitt (2014) found that conserv:cltlves are more (; y to. -
assume that they are similar to other conservatives, Whereas libera s.s;e ..
themselves as distinct from other liberals. Cons_;erva_twes therefore n:jlg. t

be more likely to self-stereotype — readily identify with :stereotypes a oxlln
their group -- and see themselves in a stereotype-consistent 'm}?nner..ec
evaluating how the out-groups (liberals) see them, they might proj o
their self-perceptions — not as individual but as a member of the _iro }p
«conservatives” — onto how they think liberals see them. Insofar as 1i eraﬂ
gee conservatives in a stercotype-consistent MAanmer, conservatives Wi
achieve meta-accuracy. These findings would suggest that conservgﬁves
accurate knowledge of how liberals see them would be a;: 132_
through a bias of self-stereotyping. The different paths through whit
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8 Metaperceptions
Do people know how others perceive them?

Ertka N. Carlson and Maxzwell Barrant

Abstract

Metaperceprions, or beliefs about how other people perceive the
self, are the implicit maps people use to navigate complex social
environments. Are metaperceptions accurate? The answer to
this question is complex and depends on several factors, such
as how insight is measured, the attribute in question, and the
social context. We first review several ways in which the
accuracy of metaperceptions is typically conceptualized and
measured, We then sumrmarize for which attributes {e.g., intel-
ligenz, likeable) and in which contexts (e.g., among friends or
coworkers) meraperceptions are accurare as well as for whom
(e.g., personality traits, status) and in which situations. Next,
we consider the process of metaperception and which sources of
information lead people to form accurate beliefs abour how
others perceive them. Finally, we discuss future directions
that may shed more lght on when people know how others
experience them and how to potentially improve this type of
insight.

Did I make a good first impression? Does my boss think I am compe-
tent? Implicitly or explicitly, people often think about the impressions
they make on others, and these beliefs are called metaperceptions,
E_Tltimately, metaperceptions are the implicit maps people use to navi-
ate their social worlds, and metaperceptions powerfully shape peo-
le’s behavior, the quality of their relationships, and their identity
Felson & Reed, 1986; Lemay & Dudley, 2009). Given the pivotal
ole metaperceptions play in everyday life, the natural question is are
1ey accurate? The main goal of this chapter is to summarize for which
types of attributes, in which social contexts, and for whom metaper-

eptions are accurate. Our discussion also outlines mechanisms that
iight facilitate or hinder people’s ability to infer how others see them
d'provides several future directions about how people can improve
€ accuracy of their metaperceptions.
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