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they often turn out better than anticipated, is termed the intergroup forecasting
error {Mallett, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2008).

Mallett et al. (2008) tested the extent to which. expectations about future
intergroup interactions differed from reports of actual intergroup experiences.
In a daily diary study, they found that both majority and minority group mem-

~ bers expected more negative intergroup interactions than they actually expe-
rienced (Study 1). This was true across several social groups (e.g., race, age,
gender, mental or physical disability, social status, sexual orientation, weight)
and in a variety of domains (e.g., at school, shopping, socializing). In subse-
quent studies, they introduced participants to a person of a different race and
randomly assigned half of the participants to report their expectations of what
it would be like to have an 8-min getting-acquainted conversation with that
person. The other half of the participants did not report expectations but
instead actually engaged in the 8-min conversation and reported how they
felt. Expectations of intergroup interactions were consistently more negative
(and less accurate) than both expectations of same-race interactions in the
same situation and actual experiences. Interestingly, although people expected
intergroup interactions to go pootly, they tended to go quite well. In fact,
Whites reported that interactions with a Black partner went just as well as
interactions with a White partner.

One reason for the intergroup forecasting error is that when it comes to
imagining how a stranger from a different social group will think, feel, and
behave, people typically rely on stereotypes (Hebl, Tickle, & Heatherton,
2000). Stereotypes tend to be negative and contribute to negative expecta-
tions of intergroup relations. To be sure, there are times when minority and
majority group members accurately pick up on cues that an intergroup inter-
action will not go well. Often, however, stereotypes create a negative expec-
tation that undermines the quality of an interaction (Tropp, 2003; Word,
Zanna, & Cooper, 1974). For example, when minority group members expect
to bé the target of prejudice, they report feeling a host of negative emotions
(Swim, Hyers, Cohen, Fitzgerald, & Bylsma, 2003). Likewise, when majority
group members believe their partner sees them as prejudiced, they leave inter-
group interactions unhappy and cognitively drained (Butz & Plant, 2006; Plant
& Butz, 2006; Richeson & Trawalter, 2005). Negative expectations and expe-
riences reduce willingness to initiate contact with members of different social
groups (Frey & Tropp, 2006; Mendoza-Denton, Downey, Purdie, Davis, &
Pietrzalk, 2002; Pinel, 1999; Plant & Devine, 2003; Shelton & Richeson, 2005;
Shelton, Richeson & Salvatore, 2005).

We know that contact between different social groups reduces preju-
dice, especially when it creates the potential for friendship (Pettigrew & Tropp,
2000). Having interracial roommates and friends in college is typically asso-
ciated with less bias and intergroup anxiety for Whites, Blacks, Asians, and
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Latinos (Levin, Van Laar, & Sidanius, 2000; Shook & Fazio, 2008). Even peo-
ple who are biased and fear rejection experience more comfort and less stress
when they bond with someone from a different social group (Page-Gould,
Mendoza-Denton, & Tropp, 2008). There is, however, a barrier to intergroup
contact in everyday life. People fear being rejected or that the interaction will
go poorly (Plant & Devine, 2003; Shelton & Richeson, 2005). We can poten-
tially remove that barrier to interproup contact if we discover ways to reduce
the intergroup forecasting error. ,

Several factors impede accurate intergroup forecasts, including the reliance
on stereotypes of one's partner, individual differences in sensitivity to group
membership, and a failure to appreciate how the situation constrains one’s
experience {Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner, 2002; Fazio, Jackson, Dunton,
& Williams, 1995; Frey & Tropp, 2006; Pinel, 1999). If one person goes into
an interaction expecting the worst while the other person approaches the
same interaction hoping for the best, then the quality of the interaction can
easily be compromised unless the individual with positive expectations can
withstand some resistance from an initially negative partner. Next, we con-
sider how addressing factors related to the partner, the self, and the situation
can reduce the intergroup forecasting error.

THE INTERACTION PARTNER

Both majority and minority group members commit the intergroup
forecasting error, but only when imagining what it would be like to inter-
act with a partner from a different social group—predictions about what it
would be like to interact with someone from the same social group are unaf-
fected (Mallett et al., 2008). Simply being in the presence of an outgroup
member increases categorization based on group membership, which leads
people to perceive greater similarities between the self and people from
their own social group and greater differences between the self and people
from a different social group (Jones, 1990; Wilder, 1986). Every social group
possesses attributes that influence the nature and intensity of how people
expect to feel when interacting with a member of that group. In general,
people expect to feel negatively toward a group that is perceived as capable
of acting out negative intentions that threaten their safety or resources
(Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). The type of
threat that one perceives determines the nature of one’s emotional expec-
tation. For example, the rich might expect to feel angry about requests from
the poor if they perceive them as demands that threaten their resources,
religious fundamentalists might expect to feel disgust if they thought moral
contamination would result from interacting with atheists, and Whites
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would expect to feel afraid if they thought that Blacks wanted to threaten
their physical safety.

Expectations are further shaped by metastereotypes, or what we think
outgroup mermbers believe about our group. Many times, metastereotypes fead
people to overestimate the amount of tension and awkwardness they will
experience during an intergroup interaction. Metastereotypes are activated
when we anticipate being evaluated or perceive the potential for conflict with
someone from a different social group (Vorauer, Main, & O’Connell, 1998).
Majority group members worry that the interaction will not go well because
their interaction partner will expect them to be racist, even if they behave in
a nonbiased, friendly manner (Butz & Plant, 2006). Believing that someone
from a different social group holds a negative stereotype of their group makes
both minority and majority group members feel anxious, believe the other
person is not interested in contact, and report little desire for contact
(Mendez, Gomez, & Tropp, 2007). People do not report the same concerns
when they expect the other person to hold a positive stereotype or when
interacting with someone from their same social group (Mendez et al., 2007;
Vorauer et al., 1998},

The intergroup forecasting error should be particularly likely to occur
when one’s interaction partner looks like a prototypical group member. People
expect African Americans with strong Afrocentric features to possess more
stereotypic traits and to behave more aggressively than those with weak Afro-
centric features (Blair, Chapleau, & Judd, 2005). Therefore, cues such as facial
features (e.g., shape of eyes, width of nose), clothing {e.g., Malcolm X shirt,
rainbow pin), or mannerisms (e.g., dialect, gait} that highlight group mem-
bership activate stereotypes and trigger negative expectations. Yet because we
are all members of multiple social groups, the category that initially captures
our interaction partner’s attention might not be the category that is accessi-
ble during the majority of the interaction (Macrae, Bodenhausen, & Milne,
1995). For example, in Pride and Prejudice, Mr. Darcy was a prototypical mem-
ber of the aristocracy—exemplified in his mannerisms, dress, and speech.
Accordingly, Ms, Bennet expected him to be aloof and reject her on the basis
of her somewhat lower social standing. Contrary to expectations, gender, not
social class, was the salient social category in many of their interactions. Given
the fact that they were both single heterosexuals, the emphasis on gender led
to an unexpectedly positive outcome.

Therefore, one way to reduce the intergroup forecasting error and increase
the pesitivity of emotional expectations is to overzide the tendency to focus
on group membership when imagining an intergroup interaction. In almost
every case, two people interact for a reason—they are colleagues at work or
they have mutual friends, similar interests, or a shared goal. Relying too heav-
ily on stereotypes based on group membership can lead a person to overlook
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these commonalities and expect to share fewer similarities with a partner from
a different social group, compared to a partner from the same social group. In
reality, similarities often arise and smooth the social interaction. For example,
both highly and less prejudiced Whites respond positively to a Black stranger
when they believe they share similar attitudes with the person (Byme &
McGraw, 1964). Mallett and colleagues (2008} found support for this route
to reducing the intergroup forecasting error when they encouraged people to
consider small ways in which they were similar to someone from = different
social group. As a result of considering, for example, a mutual preference for
hardwood floors over carpet, their expectations changed to match their pos-
itive experiences. Of interest is that expectations were considerably more pos-
itive and more closely matched actual experiences after considering even
trivial similarities—participants did not have to think about important ideo-
logical overlaps to override the influence of group membership.

THE SELF

Some people are especially attuned to group membership during social
interactions and two individual differences likely enhance the intergroup fore-
casting error by highlighting cues of threat in the environment and potentially
changing behavior during intergroup interactions. Specifically, sensitivity to
race-based rejection and stigma consciousness increase attention to sublimi-
nal signs of threat in the environment, including facial expressions of con-
tempt (Inzlicht, Kaiser, & Major, 2008) and evidence of rejection in the other
person’s behavior {Downey, Mougios, Ayduk, London, & Shoda, 2004). The
fear of being viewed through a stereotypic lens also increases perceptions
of subtle and overt discrimination (Pinel, 2004} and leads people to avoid
outgroup members and stereotyped domains (Pinel, 1999). Ifintergroup inter-
actions ate unavoidable, sensitivity is associated with aggressive and inappro-
priate behavior, including devaluing the partner’s contributions and dosing
the partner with a large serving of hot sauce (Aydulk, Gyurak, & Luerssen,
2008). In Pride and Prejudice, Ms. Bennet’s sensitivity to rejection on the basis
of her social class and Mr. Darcy’s unchecked bias against that class con-
tributed to their rocky start. Their relationship could have permanently
stalled if one or both parties had been unmotivated or unable to overcome
that sensitivity and control their preexisting bias (see Butz & Plant, 2006;
Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002; Pinel, 1999).

Mr. Dazcy’s initially judgmental reaction to Ms. Bennet’s social stand-
ing illustrates how prejudice also enhances negative expectations and harms
the quality of intergroup interactions. People who are highly prejudiced
believe their partner will view them according to the group stereotype, and,
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as a result, they expect to feel anxious and wish to avoid intergroup contact
(Ashburn-Nardo, Knowles, & Monteith, 2003; Dasgupta & Rivera, 2008;
Vorauer et al., 1998), Bias is also related to less friendly (i.e., less smiling, eye
contact) and more uncomfortable and biased behavior (i.e., asking racially
stereotypic interview questions) toward outgroup members (Dovidio et al,,
200Z; Fazio et al., 1995). If the interaction partner responds in kind to these
negative behaviors, then both parties will likely have an unpleasant encounter.
Over time, greater expectations of being treated according to stereotypes
are associated with lesser intergroup trust and fewer intergroup friendships
{Mendoza-Denton et al., 2002; Shelton et al,, 2005). In comparison, people
who are low in prejudice tend to see more similarities between themselves and
a person from a different social group, and this perception reduces the extent
to which they expect to be seen through the lens of the negative stereotype
of their group (Vorauer et al,, 1998). Moreover, if those low in prejudice do
not believe they conform to the group stereotype, they may avoid being influ-
enced by the metastereotype of their group and anticipate positive emotions
(Frey & Tropp, 2006). _ )

Two individual differences, optimism and the internal motivation and
ability to control prejudice, should reduce the intergroup forecasting error,
Both of these individual differences increase the positivity of intergroup expec-
tations as well as confidence in one’s ability to have a successful intergroup
interaction. Optimism broadens attention to positive cues in the environment
and inereases the perception that one is capable of dealing with a challenging
situation (Segerstrom, 2001). Optimistic women and men exposed to sexism
believe that they have sufficient resources to cope with the threat of discrim-
ination, which allows them to protect their self-esteem and emotional well-
being (Kaiser, Major, & McCoy, 2004). Positive expectations reduce anxiety
and encourage contact, thereby increasing experience with intergroup inter-
actions (Plant & Butz, 2006). Experience interacting with people from differ-
ent social groups reduces the uncertainty surrounding future interactions by
increasing knowledge about the other group and establishing norms and
expectations for future interactions (Blair, Park, & Bachelor, 2003). Asa
result, one builds confidence in the ability to perform well during an intergroup
encounter (Hyers & Swim, 1998; Stephan & Stephan, 1985).

People who are personally committed to upholding egalitarian values
have an internal motivation to control biased behavior during intergroup
interactions (Plant & Devine, 2003). Having an internal motivation to con-
trol prejudice, and believing that one can do 80, is associated with positive
intergroup expectations for both Whites and Blacks (Plant, 2004). Those who
are internally motivated and practiced at controlling their nonverbal behav-
ior do not exhibit biased behavior, even during threatening intergroup inter-
actions (Dasgupta & Rivera, 2006; Fazio, 1990; Maddux, Barden, Brewer, &
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Petty, 2005). Moreover, those who are internally motivated to control prej-
udice are dedicated o overcoming awkwardness and view even nepative inter-
group interactions as a feasible challenge. Those who are highly internally
motivated succeed at intergroup interactions because ‘they set positive,
approach-related goals, spend more time interacting, and are friendlier with
intergroup partners compared to those who lack this motivation (see Butz &
Plant, this volume). Not only does this behavior enable the individual to
express egalitarian values, it also results in a positive experience for the inter-
action partner,

Although many people are motivated to understand, belong, or present
a nonprejudiced image during an intergroup interaction (Baumeister, 1998;
Swim & Thomas, 2006), they often fail to anticipate the influence these goals
exert on behavior. For example, if a majority group member wishes to pres-
ent a nonprejudiced image, she may go out of her way to create a positive
interaction by smiling and approaching a minority group member despite
even a perceived reluctance on the other person’s part, Similarly, if a minor-
ity group member wishes to be accepted by a majority group member, he may
shift his attitudes and beliefs to align with those of his interaction partner
(Sinclair, Huntsinger, Skorinke, & Hardin, 2005). Attempting to put one's
best face forward during an interaction with a stranger improves the quality
of the interaction for both parties; the person who is compensating feels good
and the use of compensation increases perceptions of likeability, competence,
and intelligence (Dunn, Biesanz, Human, & Finn, 2007; Mallett & Swim,
2005). Yet if one does not account for the fact that one’s self or one’s inter-
action partner might engage in these behaviors during the interaction, then
one’s expectations will likely be more negative than one’s actual experiences.

THE SITUATION

Expectations of negative emotions are especially high in situations that
highlight differences in group membership because they suggest the possibil-
ity of awkwardness or negative consequences for the self (Esses & Dovidio,
2002; Hebl et al., 2000; Mackie & Smith, 2002; Stephan & Stephan, 1985).
Some situations clearly indicate that one will be perceived in terms of group
membership and treated as either a perpetrator or target of prejudice. For
example, contexts like jail, a ghetto, and a dark alley are perceived as more
threatening than contexts like church, a classroom, or even a tornado,
because they pair a stereotyped individual with a threatening situation (Mad-
dux et al., 2005). Other contexts are more ambiguous, making it unclear

whether one will be treated according to group membership (Crocker &
Major, 1989),
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When facing an ambiguous situation, factors such as demographics and
personal base rates communicate the likelihood that the average person ver-
sus the self would have a negative experience (Marti, Bobier, & Baron, 2000).
Expecting to be the only member of one’s social group in a situation increases
the amount of attention people expect to receive that is due to group mem-
bership, thereby increasing the negativity of expectations (Lord & Saenz,
1985). Perceiving that one has personally been the target of discrimination
in the past increases the likelihood of expecting a similar outcome in the
future (Stangor et al., 2003). Minority group members view certain behaviors
as discriminatory, and observing these behaviors triggers negative expecta-
tions. For instance, African Americans report racism in the form of subtle
behaviors, such as being stared or glared at, being the target of racial slurs, and
receiving poor service in a store or restaurant (Swim et al., 2003), whereas
wornen report sexism in the form of remarks regarding traditional social roles
and sexually objectifying comments or behavior {Swim, Hyers, Cohen, &
Ferguson, 2001). Some everyday experiences with discrimination are also
seen as more prototypical than others. For example, women believe that the
use of patronizing language is more likely a sign of prejudice than sexually
- objectifying comments (Swim, Mallett, Russo-Devosa, & Stangor, 2005).
Although prototypical situations and behaviors provide a useful heuristic
when developing expectations in an ambiguous situation, they can also cre-
ate false positives whereby one inaccurately expects a negative experience.

One or both parties may also form inaccurate expectations if they fail to
correctly estimate how much ability or effort is required to engage in compen-
sation in that situation. Compensation is defined in many ways throughout the
literature, but it can range from using a single simple strategy (e.g., smiling)
to a more elaborately orchestrated effort (e.g., monitoring the direction of the
conversation, inserting counterstereotypical comments, or asserting positive
aspects of the self while smiling; Mallett & Swim, 2005). At times, one might
anticipate having to work extremely hard to obtain a positive cutcome but
then be pleasantly surprised to find the interaction was relatively easy to
negotiate. Alternatively, one could be caught off-guard by the awkwardness
of an encounter and have to initiate a more elaborate form of compensation
in the middle of the interaction. In both cases, expectations would diverge
from one’s actual experience. Interacting with a larger number of outgroup
members in a variety of situations should provide a better basis on which to
create expectations of what it will take to successfully compensate. Therefore,
we expect that as both minority and majority group members increase their
experience with intergroup contact, the accuracy of estimations regarding
ability and effort needed to compensate should also increase.

Finally, intergroup expectations can diverge from experience because peo-
ple cannot easily anticipate the complexity of future situations. The failure to
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account for situational constraints often causes people to overestimate disposi-
tional and underestimate situational influences on their future experience
(Wilson & Gilbert, 2003). Underestimating the positive influence of a situa-
tional feature such as task demands or social norms for politeness and over-
estimating the negative influence of a person’s disposition can be especially
dangerous because people assume that individuals from different social groups
have more negative dispositions than individuals from one’s own group (Jones,
1990). In Pride and Prejudice, Ms. Bennet spends a considerable amount of time
with Mr. Darcy at the home of a mutual acquaintance while her sister Jane, also
a guest, recovers there from a novelistically convenient illness. Mr. Darcy plays
the role of a gracious and concerned host, ensuring that his previously aloof
disposition will exert little influence on their interactions {see Mischel, 1984).
After some initial resistance, Ms. Bennet reciprocates his pleasant demeanor.
The two begin to discover commonalities and formed a lasting bond. It is
unlikely that either character could have foreseen the positive outcome of their
interaction because they initially failed to look beyond category membership
and expected to feel more negatively toward each other than they actually did.
Reminding people that social situations are multifaceted and often con-
strain their behavior could lead them to form more accurate expectations of
how they will feel in a future intergroup interaction. Such a reminder could
work by encouraging people to focus on the self as an. individual, rather than
a group member, thereby reducing the salience of group membership. Think-
ing about the self as an individual increases expectations that the interaction
partner will share one’s view of the self, increases thoughts of similarity, and
reduces reliance on stereotypes—all factors that increase the positivity of
expectations (Frey & Tropp, 2006). Ms. Bennet expected to feel uncomfort-
able because the situation highlighted Mr. Darcy’s social class, reminding her
of their group differences and suggesting the potential for conflict. However,
the situation at their friend’s estate enforced norms for politeness that
smoothed any impending awkwardness and led to the discovery of their simi-
larities (i.e., a shared love of intellectual pursuits), allowing them both to over-
come their initial misgivings. Thus, encouraging people to adopt a different
focus, either by stepping forward to search for similarity or stepping back to
appreciate the power of social norms, may adjust both expectations and expe-
tience. Doing so should reduce the tendency to avoid intergroup contact.

BRINGING EXPECTATIONS IN LINE WITH EXPERIENCE

Even ifan interracial interaction goes better than expected, it can still pro-
duce anxiety, which reduces willingness to engage in future intergroup contact
{(Plant & Devine, 2003). Therefore, we must also consider ways of smoothing
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intergroup interaction along with improving expectations. Although Mallett
and colleagues’ (2008) “focusing on similarities” manipulation increased the
positivity of intergroup expectations, it did not change the pleasantness of
Whites' actual intergroup interactions. Thus, Mallett and Wilson (2010)
investigated whether an intervention that increased people’s expectations
about the pleasantness of an interracial interaction would make an actual
interaction more pleasant and less cognitively draining, thereby increasing
willingness to form interracial friendships.

Research demonstrating an extended contact effect shows that simply
observing a positive interaction between an ingroup and outgroup member
can improve attitudes toward the outgroup (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-
Volpe, & Ropp, 1997). But seeing a positive intergroup interaction might not
be sufficient to imptove the pleasantness of a future intergroup interaction
because people could see the positive example as an exception to the more
general rule that intergroup friendships are difficult (Kunda & Oleson, 1995).
Building on this research, Mallett and Wilson (2010) showed White college
students a videotaped interview of two students at their university—one White,
one Black—who had become friends despite having low expectations about
the friendship to begin with. To reduce suspicion that the study was about
race, the first two videos depicted White students talking about their 1st-year
experiences (e.g., favorite class, toughest part of the transition to college) and
friendships. The next two videos depicted one Black and one White student
who were described as good friends. Both students mentioned that they did
not expect to become friends and did not think they had much in common
at first (e.g., the White student said, “I wasn't sure how much: we would have
in common . . . he didn’t really seem like any of my old friends from home").
Roth students also said that, to their surprise, they discovered that they had
things in common, such as the same taste in hooks and similar senses of humor.

Mallett and Wilson (2010) went a step further by having some partici-
pants connect this story to their own experience, either by writing about a
titne when an interaction went “better than expected” (i.e., a time when “you
didn’t think that you could become friends with a person, but you were wrong
for some reason”) or a time when an interaction went “just as expected” (ie.,
“you didn’t think they could become friends with someone and were correct”)
or not writing. They predicted that the combination of seeing evidence of an
intergroup friendship and connecting it to a time one's Own experience was
better than expected would improve White students’ expectations about an
interracial interaction, make them less nervous during that interaction, and
make them more open to interracial friendships in the coming weeks. Partic-
ipants who applied the “better than expected” story to their own lives not
only had mote accurate expectations of an interracial interaction, they also
had a more positive interaction with a Black student they had never met.
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Mallett and Wilson (2010) explored a potential mediator of these effects
in the form of cognitive resources available to devote to the interaction. Posi-
tive expectations about the interactions should lead participants to feel relaxed
and have more cognitive resources to devote to making the interaction go
smoothly (Richeson & Trawalter, 2005). In support of this hypothesis, par-
ticipants in the “better than expected” condition, whe wrote about a time
when their expectations were wrong, reported more accurate expectations
about the interview and less nervousness during the interview than did par-
ticipants in the other two conditions. Participant expectations also mediated
the effects of writing on a measure of cognitive depletion, supporting the idea
that writing about a personal experience similar td one seen in the interracial
friendship videos improved expectations about an intergroup interaction,
thereby freeing up cognitive resources.

A second study showed that changing people’s expectations, beliefs, and
attributions (e.g., Cohen, Garcia, Apfel, & Master, 2006; Wilson & Linville,
1982) gave them confidence about an interaction in the laboratory, and once
this went well, people become even more confident and were more willing to
initiate intergroup friendship outside of the laboratory. Specifically, partici-
pants who saw the interracial friendship videos and were in the “better than
expected” writing condition showed a dramatic increase in the number of
interracial friendships they formed in the next week. Self-reports of inter-
racial friendships were confirmed by checking new friends added to the par-
ticipant’s Facebook profiles 2 weeks after the study. Thus, not only did the
intervention increase the short-term positivity of an interracial interaction
in the laboratory, it had long-term beneficial effects in people’s everyday lives.

CONCLUSION

The novel Pride and Prejudice was originally titled First Impressions,
Austen’s theme being that the characters—like real people—often operated
on uninformed assumptions about each other. Their reliance on stereotypes,
their bias against people from a different social class, and their failuse to appre-
ciate the way that situations often constrain behavior created substantial bar-
riers to developing a relationship. People commonly commit the same type of
intergroup forecasting error today—anticipating the worst from intergroup
interactions, even though they often tumn out better than expected (Mallett
et al., 2008). That is not to say that all intergroup contact goes well. Extreme
prejudice against a group makes some people unwilling to engage in inter-
group contact. Furthermore, a lack of motivation to create a positive interac-
tion and an unwillingness to seek shared similarities can result in an awkward
and unpleasant interaction. Many times; however, intergroup interactions go
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better than expected because our everyday interactions center on shared inter-
ests (e.g., work, sports, friends) and occur in highly scripted contexts (e.g., the
office, a game, a party). Plus, many people truly desire more intergroup con-
tact and, in many cases, the only thing holding them back is the potential
sting of rejection.

Focusing on factors that contribute to more positive—and more accu-
rate—expectations of intergroup contact signals a shift in the traditional
approach of understanding the origin and nature of negative expectations. It
is critical to continue identifying the roots of awkward intergroup experiences
because doing so reveals opportunities for change. Yet, researchers often do
not take the necessary steps to move from a problem focus to a solution focus.
Research that investigates phenomena such. as the intergroup forecasting
error helps us to develop strategies that combat negative expectations and
increase the frequency of positive intergroup contact. Considering how we
can create positive expectations of challenging and worthwhile intergroup
interactions has the potential to reveal relatively simple ways to put people
on a more positive course to developing intergroup friendship.

Knowing that one was mistaken in the past about negative intergroup
expectations should reduce the often-held belief that people from different
social groups are simply uninterested in intergroup contact, thereby reducing
one’s fear of being rejected by members of such groups (Shelton & Richeson,
2005). Moreover, past success at negotiating interracial interactions should
bolster people’s confidence, thereby reducing the experience of anxiety du-
ing future interactions {Hyers & Swim, 1998). As a result, both majority and
minority group members should be more willing to approach opportunities
for intergroup contact and be more eager to attempt the formation of new
intergroup friendships.

We know that under the right conditions intergroup contact decreases
prejudice, yet little research attention has been devoted to uncovering ways
to increase people’s willingness to establish contact in the first place and,
when such interactions do occur, to make them go smoothly. One way to
promote intergroup contact is to convince people that their overly negative
expectations about such interactions are often incorrect. We have isolated
several ways to target these nepative expectations: (a) reducing reliance on
stereotypes of one’s partner, (b) understanding individual differences in sensi-
tivity to group membership, and (c) increasing the appreciation of how the sit-
uation constrains one’s experience. Considering a time when interracial
contact went better than expected was shown to smooth upcoming instances
of interracial contact and pave the way for formation of future interracial
friendships. Because each successful intergroup interaction builds on the pre-
vious one, it is imperative to strengthen people’s confidence in their ability
to present a positive image during intergroup interactions, and that confidence
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should then produce an increased willingness to form new friendships with
members of other social groups in everyday life.
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