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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP OF PERSONAL CONTACT, MEDIA EXPOSURE
AND RACIAL/ETHNIC SELF-ESTEEM
WITH
STEREOTYPES AND RACIAL PREJUDICE

By

Kelly Suzanne Ervin

Literature which has attempted to identify the attributes that
one racial/ethnic group believes are characteristic of another
racial/ethnic group, and the racial/ethnic prejudice between
racial/ethnic groups, is lacking in its’ use of non-White
populations. The present research provides evidence of
~attributes that African-Americans believe are characteristics
of Whites, Hispanics and Asians. In addition, the
racial/ethnic prejudice that African-Americans feel towards
these groups is examined. It has also been proposed that
increased personal contact with members of different
racial/ethnic groups and increased exposure to positive media
images can help to reduce this racial/ethnic prejudice. These
ideas were tested in this study. In addition, the
relationship between racial/ethnic self-esteem and
racial/ethnic prejudice was also explored.

Results indicated that African-Americans believe there are 92
different attributes which characterize Whites, 87 for
Hispanics and 92 for Asians. Further analysis suggests that,
for African-Americans, personal contact was significantly

correlated with their prejudice for Whites. On the other



hand, there was no relationship between African-Americans’
personal contact with Hispanics and Asians and their racial
prejudice for Hispanics and Asians. And, African-Americans’
exposure to Whites via mass media was not significantly
correlated with their prejudice for them, yet, it was
significantly correlated with their prejudice for both
Hispanics and Asians. More specifically, the more positive
media exposure to Hispanics and Asians, the more prejudice
African-Americans had for them. Racial/ethnic self-esteem was
not correlated with African-Americans’ racial prejudice for
either Whites, Hispanics or Asians.

Results also indicated that Whites believe there are 79
attributes which are characteristic of African-Americans, 10
of Hispanics and 8 for Asians. Personal contact was
significantly correlated with Whites’ prejudice for African-
Americans and Hispanics, but not Asians. Media exposure was
not correlated with Whites’ prejudice for African-Americans
and Hispanics and was negatively correlated with their
prejudice for Asians. Racial/ethnic self-esteem was not
correlated with Whites’ prejudice for either African-Americans
or Hispanics, but correlated with their prejudice for Asians.
The importance of using non-White respondents in stereotype

research is discussed.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The stereotypes and racial prejudice that Whites have
for African-Americans have been a focus of research since
1933. An abundance of information has been published that
identifies the stereotypes and racial prejudice that Whites
have for African-Americans (see Katz & Braly, 1933; Mydrall,
1944; Allport, 1954; Brink & Harris, 1964; 1967; Marx, 1967;
Campbell & Schuman, 1968; Campbell, 1971; Condran, 1979;
Apostle, et al., 1983; Schuman, Steeh & Bobo, 1988; Case &
Greeley, 1990 and Carmines & Champagne, 1990). Likewise,
the stereotypes and racial prejudice that Whites have for
Hispanics and Asians' have also been documented, but to a
much lesser degree (see Stephan & Stephan, 1985; Stevenson
et al., 1990; Katz & Braly, 1933; Wong, 1990; Leong & Hayes,
1990). However, there is very little information available
about the stereotypes and racial prejudice that African-
Americans have for Whites, Hispanics or Asians.

Purposge of Study

There were several purposes of this study. The first

! The racial group of Hispanics consists of eight subgroups:
Chicanos, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Dominicans, non-White
Hispanics, and South and Central Americans. The racial group of Asians
consists of twenty-four subgroups: Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Asian,
Indian, Korean, Vietnamese, Laotian, Thai, Cambodian, Pakistan,
Indonesian, Hmong, Bhutanese, Borneo, Celebesian, Cernan, Indochinese,
Iwo-Jiman, Javenese, Maldivian, Nepali, Sikkim and Singaporean (Johnson et
al., 1983). Unless otherwise indicated, citations of research pertaining
to these groups consider Hispanics and Asians as homogeneous groups.

1l
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was to identify the attributes that make up the stereotype
that African-Americans have for Whites, Hispanics and
Asians. The second purpose was to identify the racial
prejudice that African-Americans have for these three
groups. The third and fourth purpose was to replicate past
research findings that have identified the attributes which
make up the stereotype that Whites have for African-
Americans, Hispanics, Asians, along with their racial
prejudice for these groups. The fifth purpose of this study
was to determine the relationship (if any) between personal
contact with a racial group and the degree of racial
prejudice felt towards that group and the sixth purpose was
to determine the relationship (if any) between media
exposure to a group and racial prejudice felt towards that
group. And, the seventh and final purpose of this study was
to determine the relationship (if any) between an
individual’s racial/ethnic self-esteem and racial prejudice.

Given that one of the purposes of this study was to
identify the attributes that make up the stereotype that
African-Americans and Whites have for each other and
Hispanics and Asians, the obvious question becomes, what is
a stereotype? There is a substantial amount of literature
which answers this question. Katz and Braly (1933) defined
a stereotype as a collection of attributes that make up a
belief about a group, Allport (1954) defined it as an

exaggerated belief and Brigham (1971) defined it as an
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overgeneralization about a group. Hamilton and Trolier
(1986, pg. 133) clarify these definitions by defining
stereotype as, "a cognitive structure that contains the
perceiver’s knowledge, beliefs, and expectancies about some
human group".

A stereotype is also considered to be the result of the
cognitive process of categorization. That is, stereotype
formation results from the fact that individuals don’t
process all the information that is available to them about
people and other social objects (Taylor, 1981). For
example, in an effort to simplify their complex social world
by using easily identifiable characteristics such as race,
(Hamilton & Trolier, 1986) individuals will perceive others
as parts of a general category rather than as unique
individuals (Rosch & Lloyd, 1978). Several research studies
confirm that organizing information about others into
general categories helps individuals to simplify the massive
amounts of stimuli they have to process on a daily basis
(Taylor, 1981; Taylor & Falcone, 1982).

Although categorizing people into groups can be an
efficient way to process the enormous amount of social
information that individuals encounter, the process,
although convenient, can lead to stereotyping. This has
been demonstrated in several studies. Why does this happen?
First, the process of grouping people into categories will

facilitate and exaggerate any perceived differenceg between
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persons from one’s own racial group (a.k.a., an ingroup) and

persons from a different racial group (a.k.a., an outgroup)

and any perceived gimilarities within the outgroup (Tajfel,
1982; Wilder, 1981). Sherif et al., (1961) demonstrated

this effect of categorization quite eloquently in their
classic "Robbers Cave" experiment. Sherif et al., also
found that when an individual processes information about
persons from a different group from one’s own, he or she
will have the propensity to think that members of that
outgroup are all alike and very different from the ingroup.
Several other studies have found support for this cognitive
process (see Jones et al., 1981b; Rothbart et al., 1984;
Linville et al., 1986 and Quattrone, 1986).

This perception of perceived heterogeneity between
groups and homogeneity within a group is called the outgroup
homogeneity bias (Tajfel & Wilkes, 1963; Wilder, 1981).
Meaning, a belief that the majority of members of a
particular group possess all the same characteristics. This
bias is a fundamental part of the process of stereotyping.

The research on stereotypes has traditionally focused
on the cognitive structuring of the stereotype (Hamilton,
1981; Stephan, 1985, Taylor & Crocker, 1981 & Fiske &
Taylor, 1984) and the affect (feeling) associated with the
stereotype (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Fiske & Neuberg,
1990). Fiske (1981, 1982) argues that stereotypes are

knowledge structures that contain an affective component.
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In other words, individuals may have different feelings
associated with different stereotypes. Fiske and Pavelchak
(1982) also argue that when an individual is thinking about
a racially dissimilar person, both the cognitive knowledge
structure (i.e., the stereotype) and the affect (i.e., the
feeling) associated with the stereotype are activated. It
appears that individuals will evaluate racially dissimilar
people as a function of both their stereotype and the
feelings associated with the stereotype.
Racial Prejudice

A more common approach used to study affect and
stereotypes has focused on an overall feeling that exists
between different racial groups or what is more commonly
known as racial prejudice (Converse et al., 1980; Zanna et
al., 1990). Racial prejudice is an attitude (can be
positive or negative, but is more often than not, negative)
towards members of a racial group, based solely on their
membership in that racial group. Racial prejudice has also
been defined as a feeling that ‘others’ are dangerous, evil
and inferior to members of one’s own racial group (Hogg &
Abrams, 1988; Stephan, 1985). Perhaps the oldest
explanation for racial prejudice is the realistic conflict
theory. According to this perspective, racial prejudice
stems from the competition between members of different
racial groups for valued commodities and scarce (perceived

or real) resources (Hovland & Sears, 1940; White, 1977,



Hepworth & West, 1988).

Although American society has been described in the
past as a place where persons from different racial
backgrounds interact, and blend into what has been termed, a
big ‘melting’ pot while sharing the earth’s resources,
recent evidence suggests that interaction between member of
different races is not occurring in a manner once thought,
and when it does occur it does in a very limited way. That
is, the United States of America tends to be predominantly
within-group in nature. In other words, Whites interact
with other Whites, African-Americans with other African-
Americans, Hispanics with other Hispanics and Asians with
other Asians (Hacker, 1983).

Pergonal Contact

Some have argued that the tendency for people to only
interact with members of their same racial group helps to
perpetuate racial prejudice and that increased personal
contact with members of different racial groups can help to
reduce racial prejudice. This idea is known as the contact
hypothesis (Pettigrew, 1981). Several others (see Cook,
1984; Cook, 1985; Wilder, 1984; Aronson, Bridgeman &
Geffner, 1978; Rothbart & John, 1985; Stephan & Stephan,
1985 and Nichols and McAndrew, 1990) have found that
increased personal contact between persons from different
racial groups can indeed lead to the recognition and

acknowledgment of similarities and a de-emphasis on the
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differences between them. In addition, increased personal
contact between racial groups can allow for counter-
stereotypical information to be encountered and processed.
If this happens, racial prejudiced can be reduced.

However, certain conditions must exist during personal
contact for it to decrease racial prejudice. In particular,
Cook (1984; 1985) and others (see Riordan (1978) and Wilder
(1984) define the following six conditions that must be
present during personal contact before racial prejudice can
be reduced. (1) groups must be approximately equal in
socio-economic status. If not, racial prejudice should
increase, (2) groups must involve cooperation and
interdependence while working towards shared goals, (3)
inter-group contact must be informal and relaxed, (4) inter-
group contact must occur within existing norms that favor
group equality, (5) members of groups must act in ways that
will encourage disconfirmation of negative stereotypes and
(6) persons must view one another as typical of their
respective groups.

According to Stephan and Stephan (1985), there are six
basic dimensions of personal contact that can occur among
racially dissimilar people: 1) amount of contact (low to
high), 2) quality of interactions (conflict vs. no
conflict), 3) perceived rules for behavior required when
interacting with racially dissimilar others

(fFormal/structured rules vs. no formal/ structured rules),
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4) quality of physical contact (positive vs. negative), 5)
attitudes of significant others towards racially dissimilar
people (positive vg8. negative) and 6) perceived socio-
economic status difference (of lower status, equal status,
or of higher status) between one’s own racial group and
another. Stephan and Stephan argue that it is the
positivity of this personal contact that will determine the
racial prejudice between racially dissimilar groups.

Consequently, Stephan and Stephan (1985) propose that
an individual who has very little contact with others, has
interactions that are tainted by conflict, uses formal rules
when interacting with others, has negative physical contact
with others, has perceptions that significant others have
negative attitudes towards another racial group and has a
perception that another racial group is of higher socio-
economic status than one’s own racial group, will tend to
have more racial prejudice for that racial group than an
individual who has more contact, positive interactions and
physical contact, perceptions of significant others’
positive attitudes and has a perception that their racial
group is of either an equal or higher socio-economic status
with that group.

Another explanation for racial prejudice is that it is
the result of social categorization. As explained earlier
in this chapter, categorization is a process in which

individuals view other persons as belonging to either their
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group (the ingroup) or another group (the outgroup). Sharp
contrasting feelings are attached to members of one’s own
group and members of an outgroup. Members of an outgroup
are often strongly disliked and have negative feelings
exhibited to them by members of the ingroup (Linville et
al., 1989; Schaller & Maas, 1989; Wilder, 1986). This
tendency to have negative feelings for persons that don’t
belong to one’s own group has been demonstrated in several
studies (e.g., Stephan, 1985; Tajfel, 1982; Turner et al.,
1987; Gaertner et al., 1989).

Racial prejudice as an attitude also has roots in
certain aspects of social cognition, that is, the manner in
which people notice, store, recall and use information about
others. Attitudes are cognitive frameworks, or knowledge
structures that are used for organizing, interpreting and
recalling information (Fiske & Taylor, 1984) and to the
extent that prejudice is an attitude, individuals pay more
attention to, and remember more frequently social
information that is consistent with their prejudiced views
more so than information that is not consistent with these
views (Bodenhausen, 1988; Wyer, 1988).

Media Expogure

A final explanation for racial prejudice is the idea
that people acquire negative feelings towards others because
they see such views being expressed by parents, friends,

teachers and mass media. This social learning view of
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prejudice suggests that people adopt these negative feelings
because by doing so, they are directly or indirectly
rewarded (e.g., receiving praise or approval) (Rajecki,
1989; Fazio & Zanna, 1981). Social learning theory suggests
that it is possible that media exposure to prejudiced views
can help to perpetuate racial prejudice. Media exposure is
the amount of exposure individuals have to different racial
groups via mass media. What is the effect of negative
and/or positive portrayals of different racial groups in
mass media on racial prejudice? It may be a case in which
if members of various racial groups are not present in mass
media in great numbers, or if they are present, but
portrayed in negative ways, this exposure to racial groups
via mass media could increase racial prejudice (Greenberg,
1986) .

In addition, if members of different racial groups are
portrayed as engaging in hostile interactions with one
another, this in effect may justify any negative feelings
viewers may already have towards these groups, or, in other
words, help to perpetuate racial prejudice (Weigel et al.,
1980). Thus, viewers whose only contact with racially
dissimilar people is through mass media may deduce from
media portrayals that the images are accurate reflections of
reality (Greenberg, 1986).

ial/E i 1£-E

Another variable that may also affect racial prejudice
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is racial/ethnic self-esteem. By definition, racial/ethnic
self-esteem is an individual’s evaluation of his or her self
as a function of membership in a racial group (Luhtanen &
Crocker, 1992; Crocker & Luhtanen, 1990; Ervin & Jackson,
1990) and is a component an individual’s overall social
identity (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). According
to Tajfel (1981, pg. 255), an individual’s social identity

is:

"that aspect of the individuals’ self-concept
which derives from their knowledge of their
membership in a social group (or groups) together
with the value and emotional significance attached

to that membership".

The distinction between overall social identity and
racial/ethnic self-esteem is that the former refers to the
evaluation of oneself as a function of membership in all
social groups and the latter refers to the evaluation of
oneself only as a function of membership in a racial group.
Social identity theory argues that individuals are
motivated to maintain a positive self-esteem and will engage
in behavioral and/or cognitive strategies to protect it
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This motivation is particularly
evident when individuals perceive some form of threat to

their self-esteem. For example, Tajfel and Turner (1986)
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suggest that when an individual perceives that another group
is of a higher status in society than that individual’s
group, this perception of belonging to a group of "lower
status" should threaten that individual’s self-esteem.
Meindl and Lerner (1985) provide support for this view.
Consequently, this individual will engage in a cognitive
strategy of creating favorable comparisons between members
of his or her group and the ‘threatening’ group in an
attempt to protect and maintain his or her collective self-
esteem by either having prejudice for that group or using
negative stereotypes to describe that group. For example,
individuals may derogate members of other racial groups
perceived to be of higher status to ensure favorable
comparisons.

This explanation suggests that perhaps African-
Americans, Hispanics and Asians should have racial prejudice
for Whites if they believe that they are of a lower status
than Whites in American society. However, this view would
not explain why Whites would have racial prejudice for
African-Americans, Hispanics or Asians given that it may be
feasible to assume that most Whites probably perceive
themselves as being of a higher status than African-
Americans, Hispanics and Asians in American society.
Nonetheless, protecting collective self-esteem may be an
explanation for racial prejudice among racial groups.

The following discussion is an overview of the research
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from the past sixty years on stereotypes and racial
prejudice that Whites have for African-Americans, Hispanics
and Asians. In addition, the little research available on
the stereotypes and racial prejudice that African-Americans
have for Whites, Hispanics and Asians is also discussed.

x ial ic Pr i Wh Have For

fri - ric Hi ics ian
There are two excellent sources that examine the

history of Whites’ stereotypes of and prejudice for African-
Americans. Apostle et al.’s, (1983) book, The Anatomy of
Racial Attitudes and Schuman, Steeh and Bobo’s 1988 Racial
Attitudegs in America: Trends and Interpretations offer good

reviews of the literature in this area that began in 1933
when researchers began to survey Whites about their
stereotypes and feelings for African-Americans. Since 1933,
there has been an explosion of research findings that
identify how Whites evaluate African-Americans.

From 1933 to the present, surveys that assessed Whites
stereotypes and evaluations of African-Americans have been
quite regular. The bulk of White stereotypes and racial
prejudice data comes from national public survey
organizations and scholars generating stereotype research
(Smith & Dempsey, 1983). However, there is a qualitative
difference in the type of data gathered by the national
organizations and the type of data gathered by stereotype

researchers. For example, The National Opinion Research
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Center (NORC), The Institute for Social Research (ISR), The
American Institute of Public Opinion (AIPO) which is known
for its "Gallup Poll", and the Harris Organization (HO) all
asked "i - ific" questions and not questions that
would have identified stereotypes or racial prejudice. 1In
other words, the questions pertained to issue-specific
concerns such as busing, school integration, public facility
integration, government intervention, affirmative action and
interracial dating/marriage.

Data from these issue-specific questions were used to
portray a picture of Whites’ overall evaluations of African-
Americans. However, questions that are critical to this
type of evaluation were not asked. That is, questions
concerning Whites’ belief of common characteristics of all
African-Americans and their overall feelings for them were
omitted.

A common theme found in the research conducted by the
national organizations was the issue of racial equality
between African-Americans and Whites. Several studies have
shown that although large majorities of Whites accept the
principle of racial equality between Whites and African-
Americans (see Smith & Sheatsley, 1984; Hyman & Sheatsley,
1956; Hyman & Sheatsley, 1964; Greeley and Sheatsley, 1971;
Taylor, Sheatsley and Greeley, 1978) they do not endorse
various methods used to implement racial equality (Carmines

& Champagne, 1990). For example, Kinder and Sanders (1987)
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and others (Lipset & Schneider, 1978; Bunzel, 1986) have
found virtually little support among Whites for
implementation of racial equality via affirmative action.
And, it has also been suggested that this resistance to
affirmative action and other legal policies designed to
enforce equality between Whites and African-Americans stems
from Whites’ general belief that all African-Americans are
generally less capable than Whites (Sniderman & Hagen,
1985) .

The data collected by the national organizations showed
that responses to questions pertaining to evaluations of
African-Americans varied depending upon the situational
context. Rovner and Sedlacek (1974) and Schuman et al.,
(1988) supports this view. For example, they found that
Whites evaluated African-Americans more positively if
African-Americans were employed in service-type occupations
and viewed them less positively in situations that required
African-Americans to be in close personal contact with
Whites. They also discovered that level of education,
geographic region and age had an affect on Whites’
evaluations of African-Americans. In general, young
Northern Whites who achieved high education levels had more
positive overall evaluations of African-Americans than their
older, less educated Southern counterparts.

On the other hand, stereotype researchers have

basically ignored issue-specific questions and have
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concentrated on forming indexes of the attributes that make
up the stereotypes Whites hold for non-Whites. One of the
earliest recorded indexes of Whites’ stereotypes of African-

Americans is contained within Katz and Braly’s (1933)

classic paper entitled: "Racial Stereotypes of One Hundred
11 nts". Katz and Braly surveyed one hundred

White students attending Princeton University and identified
twelve attributes that make up Whites’ stereotype of
African-Americans. The attributes are: superstitious,
lazy, happy-go-lucky, ignorant, musical, ostentatious, very
religious, stupid, physically dirty, naive, slovenly and
unreliable. Since then, Richards (1950) and Dovidio and
Gaertner (1986) have replicated Katz and Braly'’s findings
and more recently, Stangor et al., (1991) found that, in
addition to the attributes mentioned above, Whites believe
also that African-Americans are: athletic, rhythmic,
sociable, aggressive, lazy and inferior to Whites.

The traditional method used to assess racial
stereotypes has been the adjective checklist procedure.
Using this method, respondents are requested to select
attributes (from a list of adjectives) that they believe are
most descriptive of a racial group (Gilbert, 1951; Karlins,
et al., 1969 & Zanna, 1990). Although the most common
method used, the adjective checklist method has however been
criticized for the specific demand it forces upon the

respondent. That is, many have argued that the adjective
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checklist method forces respondents to choose and assign
‘researcher generated’ attributes to groups, attributes that
they may never have considered on their own (see, Converse,
1964; Brigham, 1971; Fairchild & Cozens, 1981; and Marin,
1984). Marin (1984) suggested that the best way to
ascertain stereotypes from respondents is to allow them to
generate their own lists.

Turning toward the issue of Whites'’ racial prejudice
for African-Americans, the evidence is more piece-meal in
nature than the evidence that is available for stereotypes.
That is, this type of information is usually embedded within
larger studies that had the major intent of assessing
stereotypes or discriminatory behavior. These studies
usually included only a few "How do you feel about African-
Americans?" questions. And, the data suggest that since
1964, Whites’ feelings for African-Americans has averaged a
60 on an evaluation thermometer scale (Converse et al.,
1980). The evaluation thermometer scale ranges from 0
(extremely unfavorable feelings) to 100 (extremely favorable
feelings) and this rating of 60 represents a slightly
favorable feeling that Whites have for African-Americans.
However, in other studies, when Whites were asked about
their feelings for specific ‘types’ of African-Americans,
they showed a greater tendency to indicate less positive
feelings. For example, Converse et al., (1980) found that

98% of Whites in their sample rated their feelings for civil
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rights leaders on an evaluation thermometer scale between
51-74 (neither favorable to fairly favorable) while only 2%
rated their feelings for civil rights leaders as very
favorable (between 97-100). Similarly, Whites’ feelings for
Black militants were the most extreme with the majority of
Whites rating their feelings for Black militants a 0
(extremely unfavorable) while only .2% indicated positive
feelings between 97-100 for Black militants (Kinder &
Rhodeback, 1982).

Firebaugh and Davis (1988) conducted a meta-analysis
and found that anti-Black attitudes as measured by
questions in 1972, 1976, 1980 and 1984 via General Social
Surveys have declined as a whole with these attitudes
declining more rapidly in the South than in the North. Thus
it would appear that Whites are becoming more accepting of
the African-Americans. Yet, Staples (1987) and Lambert and
Taylor (1988) also found that Whites also seem to reject the
concept of a multi-cultural/multi-racial America by
consistently expressing negative attitudes and feelings
towards members of non-White racial groups.

In terms of Whites’ evaluations of Hispanics, in 1950,
Richards identified White college students’ stereotype of
Hispanics as having 10 attributes: 1) low moral standards,
2) thieves, 3) dirty /filthy, 4) help to keep wages low, 5)
lazy/shiftless, 6) spreaders of disease, 7) artistic, 8)

ignorant, 9) inferior (to Whites) and 10) a group that
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doesn’t have a lot of opportunities. Many researchers have
found that Whites’ evaluations and feelings for Hispanics
are generally negative (Johnson, 1950; Pinkney, 1963;
Martinez, 1969; Kaplan and Goldman, 1973; Guichard and
Connolly, 1977; Bernat and Balch, 1979; Fairchild and
Cozens, 1981; Marin, 1982). Purdy and Edmonds (1988) report
that White college freshman categorized Hispanics into one
of two groups: 1low vg. high types. According to Whites,
low-type Hispanics have not effectively assimilated into
mainstream (read, White) America and have not achieved
occupational success, financial wealth or a acceptable
command of Anglo-American ways. On the other hand, high-
type Hispanics have achieved high educational and
occupational levels, financial security and have assimilated
well into mainstream America.

More recently, Triandis et al., (1982), Marin, (1984)
and Stangor et al., (1991) reported more encouraging
findings in that White college students stereotypes of
Hispanics include attributes of: cheerful, traditional,
proud, aggressive, family-oriented, hard-working, and proud.

The research that documents Whites’ stereotypes and
prejudice for Asians is quite sparse. Although in 1950,
Richards was a vanguard in this area by being the first to
use Asians as a target population. He provided the first
index of twenty-one attributes that make up the stereotype

Whites have for Asians. The Whites in Richards (1950) study
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reported that they believed Asians are: 1) spreaders of
disease, 2) industrious, 3) artistic, 4) help to keep wages
low, 5) mean, 6) sly, 7) good workers, 8) should be barred
from the US, 9) possess low moral standards, 10)
educationally oriented, 11) possess constructive
imaginations, 12) possess civil pride, 13) loyal, 14)
trustworthy, 15) cooperative, 16) peaceful, 17) friendly,
18) contribute much to civilization, 19) possess good
character, 20) don’t have a lot of opportunities and 21) are
brave people. And, more recently, Stangor et al., (1991)
found that intelligence, industriousness, gentleness,
selfishness, being nationalistic and passive were also
attributes assigned to Asians by White college students. 1In
1984, Marin studied the stereotypes that White college
students had for the Japanese. However, he did not include
these findings in his published report. Therefore, Marin’s
contribution regarding the stereotypes that Whites have for
Japanese remain unknown to the public and the scientific
community.

In addition to an index of attributes, Richards (1950)
also provided evidence of Whites’ feelings, or racial
prejudice for Asians. Using the evaluation thermometer
scale he found that Whites’ felt more favorable towards
Japanese, Chinese and Filipinos than they did towards
African-Americans and Hispanics. Unfortunately, the few

studies mentioned above that have looked at and reported
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Whites’ stereotypes of and prejudice for Asians can be
considered only the beginning of a very important research
area. Much more research needs to be done in order to

understand how Whites evaluate Asians.

r ial/Ethni¢c Pr i Afri -Ameri Hav
For Whites, Higpanics & Asians

The first substantial national survey that questioned
African-Americans about their evaluations of Whites was in
1964 (Brink & Harris, 1964). In this study, African-
Americans were asked issue-specific questions regarding the
concepts of racial equality and civil rights. The content
of this study was divided into three issue-specific areas:
How they thought Whites felt about their socio, political
and economic advancement; what they believed motivated
Whites to hold their views on African-American advancement;
and their perception of Whites’ overall evaluation of them.
There were no questions assessing African-American’s
stereotypes (or attributes) of Whites nor their racial
prejudice towards them.

However, Brink and Harris (1964) did find that 42% of
the African-Americans sampled felt that all Whites wanted to
keep them from advancing, 25% felt that some Whites wanted
them to have a ‘better break’ in society, 17% felt that
Whites did not care one way or another about the advancement
of African-Americans and 16% claimed that they were not sure

how Whites felt about African-American advancement. When
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questioned about their perception of Whites’ motivation
underlying their views, African-Americans respondents
proffered several reasons: 1) fear of losing domestic help,
2) general fear of African-Americans, 3) perceptions that
all African-American men want to marry White women, 4) to
feel better about themselves by believing they are better
than African-Americans, 5) a psychological need for
discrimination, 6) blind emotionalism, 7) ignorance, 8)
guilty conscience and 9) a lack of personal contact.

The majority of the African-American respondents in the
Brink and Harris study indicated that they believed that
Whites’ evaluations of them had improved from 1958 to 1963.
That is, 53% felt that Whites had a better attitude towards
African-Americans overall, 32% felt there had been no
change, 14% were not sure and 2% felt that attitudes were
getting worse. Brink and Harris (1964) discovered that only
4 out of every 10 African-Americans sampled felt that
Northern Whites felt any better about them than Southern
Whites. This finding would appear to contradict the Schuman
et al., (1988) finding that young Northern Whites who
achieved high education levels had more positive overall
evaluations of African-Americans than their older, less
educated Southern counterparts. However, given the
significant differences in time periods, 1964 vs. 1988 this
data should not be compared.

However, those who did feel that Northern Whites
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treated them better than Southern Whites believed so because
of the stricter laws against discrimination in the North and
not because of better attitudes towards them. They also
found that African-Americans believed that White real-estate
and service businesses provided the major obstacles to
racial equality, believed that White religion did not
recognize racial discrimination as a moral issue and,
ironically showed great optimism for improvement in Whites’
evaluations of them. This optimism is evident in the fact
that 73% of the African-Americans sampled believed that
Whites would have a better attitude for African-Americans in
five years, 14% were not sure, 11% felt attitudes would stay
the same and only 2% felt Whites’ attitudes would get worse.
And, in fact, Schuman et al., (1988) and Firebaugh and Davis
(1988) provide support for this optimism by finding that
Whites’ negative attitudes towards African-Americans have
steadily declined since 1972.

Overall, Brink and Harris contributed greatly to a very
neglected area of research regarding African-Americans
evaluations of Whites. That is, they have provided a
historical framework of how African-Americans think about
Whites on a variety of issue-specific subjects. However,
what is still missing is an investigation of African-
Americans’ stereotype of Whites and their racial prejudice
towards Whites. Nonetheless, what is interesting about the

Brink and Harris (1964) study is that they were able to



24
document very candid personal testimonies from the African-
Americans they surveyed. Statements such as: "They don’'t
like us, they are afraid of us" and "Negroes and whites
[sic] founded this country together, they fought for our
country’s freedom together. They need one another now as
never before" are just a few of the narratives provided by
the African-American sample. And, in 1967, Brink and Harris
conducted another national survey of African-Americans’
evaluations of Whites. The questionnaire used in this study
had 45 issue- specific questions that ranged in subject
matter from employment, housing, pay equities, voting,
public facilities, transportation usage, integration, school
integration, politics, civil rights leaders, perceptions of
White attitudes towards African-Americans, Black Power,
riots, the armed forces and war.

A major longitudinal study that was undertaken to asses
African-Americans evaluations of Whites was the Farley,
Hatchett and Schuman 1979 Detroit study. They found that
during the period of 1968 to 1976, the majority of African-
Americans sampled believed that Whites were indifferent to
their advancement of racial equality and they also endorsed
the principle of using violence towards Whites to obtain
racial equality. They also found that African-Americans did
not trust any Whites, and felt that Whites were constantly
trying to keep them from advancing economically, socially

and politically.
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Also during this time, Schuman and Hatchett (1979) were
asking African-Americans issue-specific questions about
Whites. Yet, their findings do not differ much from the
Brink and Harris (1963; 1967) or Farley et al. (1979)
findings. In other words, from 1963 to 1979 African-
American attitudes towards issue-specific concerns (e.g.,
integration) have remained consistent. Again, progress was
being made in terms of ascertaining African-Americans views
of different political, social and education issues but the
basic questions of stereotypes and prejudice were being
overlooked and has yet to be addressed in the research.

In 1977, Guichard and Connolly formed the first and
only index of attributes that make up the African-Americans’
stereotype of Whites. Using the adjective checklist
procedure, they found that African-Americans believed that
all Whites possessed the following attributes: industrious,
intelligent, artistic, sportsmanlike, cruel, lazy, shrewd,
superstitious, scientific and pugnacious.

In regards to African-Americans’ racial prejudice for
Whites, it wasn’t until the early eighties that this
question was posed to African-Americans. Converse and his
colleagues (1980) found by using an evaluation thermometer
scale, African-Americans rated their overall feelings for
Whites with an average score of 68. This slightly favorable
feeling does not appear to be significantly different from

the prejudice rating of 60 that Whites gave to African-
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Americans in the same study. Unfortunately, there are no
published reports of African-Americans’ stereotypes and
prejudice for Asians and the only information available
regarding any kind of evaluation that African-Americans have
of Hispanics can be found in the Brink and Harris 1963
study. Specifically, Brink and Harris did not gather
measures of African-Americans’ stereotype or prejudice of
Hispanics per say, but gathered information on African-
Americans’ perceptions of Puerto Ricans’ opinions regarding
the African-American struggle for racial equality.

It would appear from the previous discussion that there
is an abundance of information concerning Whites’, African-
Americans’, Hispanics’ and Asians’ evaluations of each
other. However, upon closer inspection, one finds that this
information is far from complete. Most of the available
information investigating intergroup evaluations is in terms
of issue-specific topics, such as, integration or
affirmation action. Specifically, most research has focused
on how Whites think about these issues in terms of African-
Americans. There is some research on the racial prejudice
Whites have for African-Americans but it is scare and
outdated. There is also some research available on issue-
specific topics regarding African-Americans’ evaluations of
Whites but this research began in 1964 and seems to have
ended with the Schuman and Firebaugh studies of 1988.

The scarcity of research investigating African-
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Americans’ stereotype and racial prejudice for other racial
groups clearly emphasizes the importance of this current
study which, in part, is to identify the attributes that
make up the stereotype that African-Americans have for
Whites, Hispanics and Asians and identify the racial
prejudice they have for these groups. Thus, this current
study addresses a very important, yet neglected issue of

inter-group stereotypes and racial prejudice.



Chapter 2

The Present Study

One of the objectives of this study was to identify the
attributes that make up the stereotype that African-
Americans have for Whites, Hispanics and Asians. Other
objectives included: identifying the racial prejudice that
African-Americans have towards these groups, replicate past
research that has identified the attributes which make up
the stereotype that Whites have for African-Americans,
Hispanics and Asians, identify Whites’ racial prejudice for
African-Americans, Hispanics and Asians, determine the
relationship (if any) between personal contact and media
exposure with racial prejudice and determine the
relationship (if any) between racial/ethnic self-esteem and
racial prejudice.

A few of the objectives did not lend themselves to the
formation of explicit hypotheses. For example, the
objective of identifying the attributes which make up the
stereotype that African-Americans and Whites have for each
other and Hispanics and Asians, were not investigated as
specific predictions. However, the remaining objectives of
this study were investigated in terms of predictions and
thus the following hypotheses were formed and tested.

Hypothesis #1

Respondents who have more positive personal contact

28



29

with a racial group will have less racial prejudice toward
that group than those who have less positive personal
contact with that group.
Hypothesisg #2

Respondents who have been exposed to more positive
media images of racial groups will have less racial
prejudice toward those groups than those who are exposed to
less positive media images of those racial groups.
Hypothesis #3

Respondents who have more positive racial/ethnic self-
esteem will have more racial prejudice for racial groups
than those who have less positive racial/ethnic self-esteem.
Definitions
(1) Stereotype - For this study, the generally accepted
empirical definition of stereotype was used. That is, a
stereotype is a cognitive knowledge structure which contains
a collection of several attributes believed to be
characteristic of a particular racial group of people.
(2) Racial Prejudice - A general overall feeling (positive
or negative) that an individual has for members of a
different racial group than one’s own. This feeling is
based solely on the evaluated person’s membership in a
particular racial group.
(3) Personal Contact - Personal contact is a combination of
six related dimensions. These dimensions include amount of

contact, quality of interactions, rules for behavior,
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physical contact, attitudes of significant others and socio-
economic status differences. These six dimensions combined
represent an overall picture of the type of personal contact
that could exist between members of different racial groups.
For example, higher scores on these dimensions would
indicate more positive personal contact and lower scores
would indicate less positive personal contact (Cook, 1984;
Cook, 1985 & Stephan & Stephan, 1985).
(4) Media Exposure - Media exposure is defined as a
combination of six dimensions of mass media exposure to
different racial groups. That is, amount of exposure to
different racial groups via mass media, how verbal
interactions between different racial groups are represented
in the media, the difference between one’s own personal
opinion of different racial groups versus mass media’s
portrayal of these groups, how physical interactions between
different racial groups are represented in mass media,
perceptions of significant other’s attitudes towards mass
media’s depiction of different racial groups and, the manner
in which mass media depicts socio-economic differences
between different racial groups. Media exposure in this
study included all forms of mass media (e.g., television,

film, newspapers, etc.).



Chapter 3

Method

Respondents

100 African-American (54 males’ and 46 females) and 130
White (64 males and 66 females) undergraduates attending
Michigan State University and Bowie State University
participated in the study. The African-American respondents
ranged in age from 17-34 years with a mean age of 19 years.
54% of the African-American respondents were males and 46%
were females. 67% of the African-American respondents
reported belonging to the middle class, 18% to the lower
middle class, 9% to the upper middle class and 6% to the
wealthy class.

The White respondents ranged in age from 18-35 years
with a mean age of 21 years. 49% of the respondents were
males and 50% were females. 50% of the White respondents
reported that they belonged to the upper middle class, 34%
to the middle class, 13% to the lower middle class and 2% to
the wealthy class. All respondents were registered in
various psychology courses and were given extra course

credit for participating in the study.

2 pue to the lack of African-American males participating in research
projects at Michigan State University, 40 of the 54 African-American males
were undergraduates attending Bowie State University in Bowie, Maryland.
There were no significant differences between these two groups of males on
any of the measures included in this study.

31



32
Procedures

Participants in this study were surveyed in either
group (3 to 25 persons) or individual sessions. Although
not planned, the gender and racial compositions of the group
sessions were combinations of: same race/mixed gender,
different race/mixed gender and same race/all African-
American males. This author administered approximately 60%
of all the questionnaires used in the study while two
undergraduate psychology honor students administered the
rest.?

After signing up to participate in the study,
participants were brought into a laboratory where they sat
at tables and chairs which resembled a classroom setting.
After participants signed consent forms, the following

instructions were orally given to the participants:

"In this study, we are interested in the
characteristics that people associate with members of
various groups in the United States. One of your tasks
in this study will be to indicate what characteristics
you believe that Whites, African-Americans, Hispanics
and Asians possess. In addition to this, you will

complete two questionnaires that will ask you what type

3 This author is an African-American female and the two research
assistants were also female, while one was African-American and the other
was White.
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of personal contact you have with these different
racial groups and what type of media exposure you have
had to these groups. You will also complete a
questionnaire that asks you how you feel about these
groups and how you feel about yourself. And last, you
will complete a form that will ask you for demographic
information. There are no right or wrong answers to
any of the questions on these questionnaires and your
responses will be kept strictly anonymous. Therefore,
do not write your name or student ID number on any of
the questionnaires. Your honest answer is most

appreciated."

After the introduction, participants were given a
packet containing the following questionnaires: a social
groups characteristic questionnaire, a personal contact
questionnaire, a media exposure questionnaire, an evaluation
thermometer scale, a racial/ethnic self-esteem scale and a
demographics questionnaire. These questionnaires were
counterbalanced in each packet so that participants
completed the set of questionnaires in different orders.
There was no time limit imposed on the participants to
complete the packet, however the average time taken to
complete it was approximately 1 1/2 hour. Upon completion
of the questionnaire packet, participants returned the

completed packet of questionnaires to the researcher, were
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debriefed, thanked for participating and dismissed.
Materials
Social Groups Characteristics Questionnaire

This is a shortened version of a three part
questionnaire* developed by Jackson, Bodenhausen, Hodge,
Sheppard & Ervin (1991) in which respondents indicated which
attributes they believed were characteristic of a particular
racial group. Respondents did this by assigning percentages
(¥) to 116 adjectives in terms of what percentage of members
of a particular racial group they believed possessed any of
those particular attributes. For example, the attribute of
"lazy" was one of the 116 adjectives. If a respondent was
evaluating Hispanics, he or she would indicate what
percentage of Hispanics he or she believed are lazy. Thus,
a score of 40 would indicate that the respondent felt that
40% of all Hispanics are lazy. In addition to the different
racial groups, respondents also indicated which attributes
they believed were characteristic of their own racial group
(Appendix A).

nal i r

This questionnaire was based on Stephan and Stephan’s

(1985) personal contact scale. Via 18 questions which

‘ The original version of this questionnaire consisted of three parts:
(1) assessed the attributes respondents perceived were characteristic of
a racial group, (2) the attributes respondents perceived as typical of the
general USA population and (3) respondents’ affect (i.e., feelings) for
these attributes when associated with different racial groups.
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represented six components of personal contact, respondents
indicated the type of personal contact they have with
different racial groups, the norms of their racial group for
behaving towards members of different racial groups, whether
or not these norms are well established, their evaluation of
the physical contact between them and members of different
racial groups, their perception of significant others’
attitudes towards racially different people and their
perceived socio-economic status. Each personal contact
questionnaire was designed so that respondents did not
answer any questions regarding their own racial group
(Appendix B). Component reliability and overall reliability
for the personal contact scale used for both White and

African-American respondents can be found in Table 1.

Media Exposure Questionnaire

This questionnaire, developed by the author’, assessed
the types of exposure respondents have to different racial

groups via mass media. There are 18 questions on the scale

5 The author received guidance and suggestions from Dr. Bradley
Greenberg, professor of telecommunications at Michigan State University
when developing this measurement.
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Table 1.
Reliabilities for Personal Contact Scale
(for White & African-Americans respondents)
African-

Dimensions Whites = Americans
Amount of contact .65 .66
Type of interaction .75 .78
Rules for behavior .89 .77
Physical contact .71 .72
Perceptions of

significant others attitudes .78 .82
Socio-economic status .91 .64
Overall reliability .92 .88

* Overall reliability for both personal contact and media
exposure scales was computed using Lord and Novick’s (1968)
formula for maximizing the reliabilities of a composite
scale when components of the scale are fixed. This formula
provides differential weights to each dimension reliability
to maximize the overall reliability (for further discussion
of this statistical formula, see Thomsom (1940), Mosier
(1943), Peel (1948) and Green (1950).
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which represent six components of media exposure. For
example, some of the questions are: "indicate the amount of
exposure you have had with Hispanics by way of the mass
media"; "think about the interactions you’ve seen in the
media between African-Americans and your own racial group.
In your opinion, are these interactions
typically...... (conflict free or with high conflict)"; and,
"compared to the way Asians are presented in the media,
indicate your racial groups’s socio-economic status". Each
media exposure questionnaire was customized for the
respondents race so that respondents did not answer any
questions regarding their own racial group. For example,
African-American respondents did not respond to any
questions referring to their exposure to African-Americans
via mass media (Appendix C). Component reliability and
overall reliability for the media exposure scales for both
White and African-American respondents can be found in Table

2.

Ev r Sc Pr i M r
The evaluation thermometer scale first used by Richards

(1950), and then by Converse et al., (1980) and Zanna,
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Table 2.
Reliabilities for Media Exposure Scale
(for White & African-American respondents)
African-

Dimengionsg Whites Americang
Amount of media exposure .79 .50
Type of interaction depicted in media .51 .60
Difference between personal opinion

and media depictions .67 .75
Media depictions of physical contact

between different racial groups .60 .64
Perceptions of significant others

attitudes of racial media depictions .80 .68
Media depictions of differences

in socio-economic status .81 .74

Overall reliability .87 .83



39
Haddock & Esses (1990) measured respondent’s racial
prejudice for different racial groups. Using a scale of 0 -
100 (extremely unfavorable to extremely favorable)
respondents indicated their overall feeling for a specific
racial group. Unlike the personal contact and media
exposure scales this scale is not a multiple-item additive
scale (Appendix D).
ial/ethnic Self-E 1

Luhtanen & Crocker’s (1992) collective self-esteem
scale was used to assess racial/ethnic self-esteem as
defined by social identity theory. This scale measured an
individual’s evaluation of his or her self as a function of
his or her membership in various social groups. For this
study, the scale was modified by substituting the term
‘social group’ with ‘racial group’ to directly measure how
an individual evaluates his or her self as a function of
being a member of a particular racial group.

The scale incorporates Tajfel and Turner’s (1986)
theoretical notions that the following concepts: worthiness
of membership in a social group, private evaluation of
membership in a social group, awareness of public evaluation
of the social group, and importance of membership in the
social group to overall identity are additive constructs in
the formation of social identity. Thus, the Racial/ethnic
self-esteem Scale used in this study measured respondents’

evaluation of their ‘self’ as a function of their membership
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in their racial group, rather than all groups. Therefore,
theoretically similar constructs were additive in the
formation of racial/ethnic self-esteem (i.e., worthiness of
membership in racial group + private evaluation of
membership in racial group + awareness of public evaluation
of racial group + importance of membership in racial group =
racial/ethnic self-esteem) (Appendix E). Luhtanen and
Crocker (1992) report a high overall reliability of .88 and

a high overall reliability of .81 was also confirmed for

this study.
Demographics Quesgtionnaire

A demographics questionnaire was used to assess the
respondents personal biographical information such as which
racial group they belonged to, gender, age and socio-
economic class. It also requested respondents to indicate
which specific subgroups (if any) of Hispanics and Asians
they thought of when answering questions about them
(Appendix F).

Statigtical Analyges
Social Groups Characterigtics Questionnaire

The social groups characteristics questionnaire was
used to identify the collection of attributes that make up
the stereotype that African-Americans and Whites have of
themselves, each other, Hispanics and Asians. All responses
for each attribute for each racial group were compared with

the responses for each attribute for the respondent’s own



41
racial group. Meaning, the respondent’s racial group served
as a baseline or criterion from which the attribute
percentages were compared. This comparison is based on the
McCauley and Stitt (1978), and Zanna, et al., (1990)
argument that attributes are considered part of a stereotype
only if those attributes are perceived as being
significantly more or less prevalent in a particular racial
group other than one’s own racial group. T-tests of
significance were computed on each of the 116
characteristics to identify which were considered
characteristic of each racial group compared to respondent’s
own racial group.

For example, reconsider the attribute of lazy. The
stereotype that African-Americans have for Whites, Hispanics
and Asians would be formulated in the following manner: If
African-American respondents indicated that they felt that
60% of all African-Americans are lazy, this 60% would serve
as the criteria for all the other racial groups. Meaning,
if African-American respondents believed that 80% of
Hispanics are lazy, 20% of Asians are lazy and 55% of Whites
are lazy, the 80%, 20% and 55% would be statistically
compared to the 60% to determine if "laziness" was believed
to be more or less prevalent in these groups compared to
African-Americans. If these numbers were significantly
different, then, lazy would be considered as one of the

attributes that make up the stereotype African-Americans
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have of Hispanics since it is thought to be more prevalent
in this group than in African-Americans (80% vs. 60%).

Likewise, lazy would also be considered one of the
attributes that make up the stereotype African-Americans
have for Asians since it is believed to be less prevalent
within the Asian racial group than it is among African-
Americans (20% vs. 60%). On the other hand, the probable
insignificant difference between the percentage of Whites
(i.e., 55%) African-Americans believe are lazy compared to
the percentage of African-Americans (i.e., 60%) they believe
are lazy would indicate that lazy is not an attribute that
makes up the stereotype African-Americans have for Whites.
That is, African-Americans do not believe that lazy is a
characteristic trait of Whites given that they believe there
is no difference between the laziness of Whites and African-
Americans.

This comparison procedure was done for each of the 116
adjectives listed on the social groups questionnaire. The
end result was separate lists of attributes that were
considered more prevalent, less prevalent or no different
for each racial group and it is this collection of
attributes that made up the stereotype for each racial
group. This author acknowledges that other tests of
comparison could have been used to determine which
characteristics were characteristic of a racial group (e.g.,

Dunnett’s test or an analysis of variance) and would have
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been just as appropriate as the t-test of significance.
However, the t-test of significance was the most simple and
straightforward analysis for this dissertation. Principal
components analysis with a varimax rotation was computed on
the 116 characteristics for each racial group to identify
clusters of attributes that were similar and to eliminate
those attributes that did not significantly contribute to
the overall stereotype.
Per 1 n

Respondents used a rating scale of 1 to 9 (1 = least
positive, 9 = most positive). The scores from each question
were summed and averaged to produce a composite score. This
score represented personal contact with higher scores
indicating more positive personal contact and lower scores
indicating less positive contact. That is, more positive
personal contact would be reflective of high levels of
contact, conflict free interactions, no established norms
for personal contact with members of different racial
groups, positive physical contact, positive attitudes of
significant others and a perception of equal inter-racial
group status. Pearson’s product-moment correlation
(Pearson’s R) was computed to determine the relationship
between personal contact and racial prejudice. In addition,
Pearson’s R was used to determine if the perception of being
of a lower status in society than a particular racial group

is positively correlated with racial prejudice towards that
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particular racial group. This analysis was used to test
Tajfel and Turner’s (1986) theory that negative feelings for
a different group will increase if there is a perception of
being of a lower socio-economic status than that group.

r i ir

Respondents also used a rating scale of 1 to 9 (1
least positive, 9 = most positive) and the scores from each
question were summed and averaged to produce a composite
score for media exposure with higher scores indicating more
positive media exposure to different racial groups than
lower scores. Positive media exposure was represented by
high scores for: amount of exposure to different racial
groups via mass media; positive depictions of verbal
interactions between different racial groups; the difference
between one’s own personal opinion of different racial
groups versus mass media’s portrayal of these groups®;
depiction of physical interactions between different racial
groups; perceptions of significant other’s attitudes towards
mass media’s depiction of different racial groups and the
manner in which mass media depict socio-economic differences
between the different racial groups. Pearson’s R was
computed to determine the relationship between media

exposure and racial prejudice.

¢ Because a large difference between one’s personal opinion of a
racial group and media’s depiction of that racial group could mean that
the individual is not relying heavily on media images to formulate his or
her assessment of that group.
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1 hni 1£- 1

The racial/ethnic self-esteem measure was the sum and
average of respondents’ responses on the sixteen items on
this scale with higher scores indicating more positive
racial/ethnic self-esteem and lower scores indicating less
positive racial/ethnic self-esteem. Pearson’s R was
computed to determine the relationship between racial/ethnic
self-esteem and racial prejudice.
Additional Analyges

T-tests were computed to determine any gender
differences in racial prejudice and within-subject t-tests
of variance were computed to determine any significant
differences between African-American’s and Whites’ personal
contact and media exposure with different racial groups.
And, a t-test of significance was computed to determine any
significant differences in racial/ethnic self-esteem between

the African-American and White respondents.



Chapter 4
The Results

Before proceeding with the results of this study, a
description of the subgroups that African-Americans and
Whites thought of when evaluating Hispanics and Asians will
be provided. Presented with the task of evaluating
Hispanics, 85% of the African-American respondents indicated
they thought of Hispanics "as one group" whereas, 7% thought
of Mexicans, 4% thought of Chicanos, 3% thought of Puerto
Ricans, and 1% thought of Dominicans. And, 93% of the
African-American respondents indicated they thought of
Asians "as one group" when evaluating them, 3% thought of
Japanese, 2% thought of Chinese, 1% thought of Koreans and
1% thought of Indonesians. These percentages suggest that
African-Americans engage in the homogeneity bias when
evaluating others of different racial groups. Even though
there are eight different subgroups of Hispanics and 24
different subgroups of Asians, the majority of the African-
American respondents in this study evaluated them as
homogeneous groups.

63% of White respondents indicated they thought of
Hispanics "as one group" while 16% thought of Mexicans, 9%
thought of Puerto Ricans, 8% thought of Chicanos, 3% thought
of Cubans and 1% thought of Dominicans. On the other hand,
85% thought of Asians "as one group", 10% thought of

Japanese, 4% thought of Chinese and 1% thought of Koreans.
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Similar to African-American respondents, it appears that
Whites also engaged in the homogeneity bias when evaluating
Hispanics and Asians, thus supporting previous research
findings (Jones et al., 1981b; Rothbart et al., 1984;

Linville et al., 1986 and Quattrone, 1986).

The Attributes That Make Up the Stereotype of African-
Americang, Whites, Higpanics and Asiang
African-American respondents: First, out of 116

characteristics, t-tests identified 92 attributes that

African-Americans believed were characteristic of Whites.
That is, 92 attributes were believed to be either more or
less prevalent among Whites than African-Americans (Table

3).

A principal components analysis with a varimax rotation
revealed that the 92 attributes loaded on 13 factors. The
attributes that loaded on the first four factors accounted
for 67% of the total variance. The first four factors were
used as the criterion for establishing the list of
attributes that made up the stereotype that African-
Americans have for Whites. This criteria was used because
each of the remaining twelve factors contributed only

minimally to the total variance (Table 4).



Table 3

Attributes That African-Americans (AAs) Respondents
Believe Are Diagnostic Of Whites

Believe is

more prevalent % of African-Am. % of Whites

among Whites than AAs {Mean) {SD) {Mean) {SD)
Ambitious 48 .96 12.66 59.10 17.12
Assertive 52.22 18.78 67.95 13.92
Business-wise 55.48 15.10 74.20 14.06
Competent 44 .90 16.11 65.34 16.92
Conscientious 25.60 23.18 33.03 24.66
Conservative 60.85 19.84 67.34 17.18
Criminal tendencies 22.07 19 .47 59.65 24 .45
Cruel 30.43 17.68 48.71 17.59
Deceitful 34.75 13.51 43.75 20.06
Dependable 31.76 19.49 55.30 16.03
Dirty/Smelly 13.26 10.15 53.64 22.47
EBccentric 36.54 20.13 67.09 16.33
Effeminate 30.25 11.60 47.51 20.29
Efficient 49 .22 19.17 64.05 16.09
Emotional 49 .43 16.08 71.84 19.14
Fair-minded 30.17 12.95 48.12 21.63
Fearful 47.07 23.54 57.72 24.71
Feminine 50.79 11.23 60.90 17.65
Friendly 59.73 18.80 60.90 21.41
Generous 36.62 20.37 48.99 14.97
Happy-go-Lucky 47.47 23.96 64.38 20.92
Hardworking 60.43 15.84 63.31 20.22
Ignorant 32.02 15.29 42 .87 16.30
Imaginative 38.13 19.52 46.25 17.91
Independent 49 .21 16.35 59.82 17.20
Individualistic 36.70 17.31 48.73 19.46
Industrious 52.33 14.48 57.59 14.72
Meddlesome 30.91 13.21 46.26 24 .52
Noisy 38.01 16.35 44 .54 19.15
0Olda-fashioned 36.49 15.14 52.15 26.07
Patriotic 39.35 10.72 48.06 18.53
Persevering 44.09 14.49 55.09 17.20
Plans ahead 29.26 25.37 57.83 24.76
Polite 50.65 18.11 56.78 22.18
Productive 59.97 18.83 69.32 16.22
Prompt 39.99 17.85 50.71 18.90
Quiet 41.55 13.14 46.30 17.60
Reliable 45.28 12.24 63.34 19.77
Rigid/Inflexible 27.60 14.08 52.90 15.40
Self-centered 29.76 23.92 48 .83 14.59
Self-disciplined 31.73 26.61 46.54 22.09
Self-sacrificing 39.52 18.36 46.95 23.04
Sexually perverse 28.70 26.33 50.40 19.92
Show off 27.02 26.39 58.63 16.67
Sly 23.15 23.04 40.15 19.34
Sophisticated 56.68 13.57 62.21 20.35
Stingy 30.62 16.06 44 .63 18.76
Understanding 33.42 28.02 56.30 16.92
Uses Drugs 50.10 13.47 53.97 24 .64
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Table 3 (cont’d)

Believe is
less prevalent

among Whites than AAs

Aggressive
Angry
Artistic
Athletic
Bossy
Competitive
Cooperative
Cultured
Defensive
Devout
Flamboyant
Forgetful
Good-natured
Grateful
Helpful
Intelligent
Interesting
Isolated/lonely
Knowledgeable
Logical
Masculine
Materialistic
Militant
Musical
Optimistic
Passionate
Poor
Prosperous
Proud
Realistic
Rebellious
Religious

Shy

Sociable
Strong family commitment
Superstitious
Thrifty
Tradition loving
Trusting
Unpredictable
Uneducated

49

% of African-Am.
(SD)

(Mean)

67.55
69.54
56.29
66.90
58.30

16.
18.
19.
21.
12.
19.
23.
19.
16.
17.

20
22

18.
17.
12.
16.
17.
17.
11.
20.
14.
21.
18.
16.
14.
15.
23.
16.
22,

10

18.
17.
17.
17.
17.
19.
17.
20.
16.
27.
12.

% of Whites
{Mean)

47.
56.
37.
44.
49.
S0.

52

47.
45.
40.
40.
40.
45.
39.
39.
58.
37.

30

61.
40.
39.
45.
37.
42.
53.
41.
44.

68
48
50
46

45.

32
64
51

34.
37.
57.
33.
38.
35.

19.
17.
22.
18.
20.
17.
19.
15.
21.
18.
14.
16.
16.
22.
18.
15.

19

16.
17.

24
16

19.
17.

22

15.
17.
18.
14.
18.
13.
29.
13.
14.
26.
22.
19.
18.
17.
18.
12.
14.



From the four heavily loaded factors, each attribute
that had a factor loading of at least .70 was then
considered as one of the attributes that made up the
stereotype that African-Americans have for Whites. Based on
this criteria, a total of 18 attributes made up the
stereotype: conservative, polite, fair, conscientious,
individualistic, strong family commitment, uneducated,
devout, grateful, progressive, passionate, criminal
tendencies, show-off, quiet, uses drugs, generous, bossy and
dirty.

Second, out of 116 characteristics, t-tests identified
87 attributes that African-American respondents believed

were characteristic of Hispanics (Table 5).

Principal components analysis with a varimax rotation loaded
the 87 attributes on 13 factors. Similar to the attributes
that made up the stereotype African-Americans have for

Whites, the attributes that made up the stereotype for
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Table 4.
EIGENVALUES OF 116 ATTRIBUTES
Attributes That African-Americans Believe
Are Diagnostic of Whites

Factor Eigenvalue P f Var Cum Pct
1 18.15147 19.9 19.9
2 17.24649 19.0 38.7
3 13.58754 14.9 53.8
4 12.28166 13.5 67.3
5 6.21171 6.8 74.2
6 3.80438 4.2 78.3
7 2.93334 3.2 81.6
8 2.07243 2.3 83.8
9 1.63953 1.8 85.6
10 1.43424 1.6 87.2
11 1.30595 1.4 88.6
12 1.14206 1.3 89.9
13 1.09587 1.2 91.1




Table 5

Attributes That African-Americans (AAs) Respondents

Believe is
more prevalent

among Higpanicgs than AAs

Active
Artistic
Competent
Conscientious

Criminal tendencies

Cruel
Cultured
Dependable
Dirty
Deceitful
Efficient
Fair
Generous
High morals
Ignorant
Individualistic
Industrious
Isolated
Mediative
Patriotic
Persevering
Plans ahead
Progressive
Prompt
Reliable
Reserved
Rigid
Self-disciplined

Sexually perverse

Show-off
Shrewd

Shy

Sly

Stingy
Understanding
Wise

Believe is
less prevalent

among Hispanicg than AAs

Aggressive
Alert
Anxious
Assertive
Athletic
Bossy
Business wise
Competitive
Conservative
Cooperative
Defensive
Democratic

% of African-Am.
(SD)

{Mean)

37

52.
.90
.60
.07
.43
.23
.76
.26
.75
.22
.17
.62
.61
.02
.70
.33
.70
.61
.35
.09
.26
.50
.99
.28
.13
.60
.73
.70
.02
.14
.15
.15
.62
.42
.48

44

.91

69

19

.70
.46
.11
.18
.47
.68
.74

Believe Are Diagnostic Of Hispanics

% of Hispanics

(SD)

(Mean)

52.72
63.98
66.15
39.94
45.84
43.55
62.02
57.09
38.52
42.02
63.84
47 .44
57.19

48.48
59.26
50.39
55.95
43.06
49.96
60.70
57.08
53.22
46.02
42.27
48.67
65.33
35.70
37.08
53.38
50.06
32.10
46.26
58.12
42.16

% of Hispanics

50.80
49.00

19.
16.
22.



Table 5 (cont’d)

Believe is
less prevalent

among Higpanicg than AAs

Dependent
Eccentric
Feminine
Flamboyant
Forgetful
Friendly

Good looking
Good natured
Grouchy
Happy-go-lucky
Hard working
Intelligent
Interesting
Knowledgeable
Lazy

Logical
Materialistic
Militant

Musical

Noisy
Old-fashioned
Optimistic
Physically violent
Productive

Prone to use drugs
Proud
Quarrelscme
Realistic
Religious
Romantic
Self-centered
Self-sacrificing
Sexually loose
Sociable
Superstitious
Thrifty
Tradition loving
Trusting
Well-adjusted

% of African-Am.

{Mean) {SD)
59.57 21.85
36.54 20.13
50.79 11.23
57.89 20.82
58.91 22.13
59.73 18.80
62.00 32.37
53.11 18.64
58.39 25.80
47.47 23.96
60.43 15.84
67.75 16.18
65.60 17.02
66.35 11.35
49.19 12.72
59.19 20.69
84.20 21.88
64.19 18.32
74 .83 16.37
38.01 16.35
36.49 15.14
43.90 14.86
49.35 23.61
59.97 18.83
50.10 13.47
51.99 23.58
56.97 18.17
57.74 10.16
58.60 17.00
50.74 26.48
29.76 23.92
39.52 18.36
60.56 17.22
72.43 17.53
55.90 19.79
48.60 17.69
69.72 20.42
53.77 16.67
55.61 17.81

53

% of Hispanics

{(Mean)
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Hispanics loaded heavily on the first four factors. That
is, the first four factors accounted for 66% of the total

variance (Table 6).

Again, using the criteria of factor loadings of at
least .70, the following 17 attributes made up the
stereotype that African-Americans have for Hispanics:
Hispanics are more moral, dependable, fair, understanding,
individualistic, deceitful, cruel, stingy, mediative,
superstitious. And furthermore, they believe they are less
self-centered, dependent, criminal tendencies, athletic,
quarrelsome, friendly and isolated. Third, t-tests
identified 92 attributes that African-Americans believed

were characteristic of Asians (Table 7).

Principal components analysis with a varimax rotation loaded
the 92 attributes on 15 factors with four heavily loaded

clusters that made up 69% of the total variance (Table 8).



Table 6.

EIGENVALUES OF 116 ATTRIBUTES

Are Diagnostic of Higpanics

Attributes That African-Americans Believe

WO bd WK E
N

Eigenvalue

29.14160
19.71837
16.88372
11.69425
5.91437
4.23781
4.04102
2.89538
2.61395
2.33014
1.90181
1.75091
1.69849
1.49274
1.28305
1.23306
1.05049
1.03689

Pct of Var

25.1
17.0
14.6

VWCOHKHRWUHULOANOWLINIOKLKL

'—I
RPERRPBROMDNDWWOO

. .

Cum Pct

25.1
42.1
56.7
66.8
71.9
75.5
79.0
81.5
83.7
85.8
87.4
88.9
90.4
91.7
92.8
93.8
94.7
95.6




Table 7

Attributes That African-Americans (AAs) Respondents
Believe Are Diagnostic Of Asians

Believe is

more prevalent % of African-Am. % of Asians

among Agians than AAs {Mean) {SD) {Mean)
Ambitious 48.96 12.66 67.45
Alert 54.30 19.11 71.27
Anxious 65.77 17.42 64.85
Competent 44.90 16.11 54.15
Contented 43 .49 11.06 56.88
Criminal tendencies 22.07 19.47 30.25
Dependable 31.76 19.49 55.61
Devout 53.45 17.52 66.12
Dirty 13.26 10.15 31.75
EBccentric 36.54 20.13 45.69
Fair minded 30.17 12.95 44 .48
Generous 36.62 20.37 62.06
Good natured 53.11 18.64 64.89
Hard working 60.43 15.84 68.32
High morals 48.61 18.35 57.40
Imaginative 38.13 19.52 56.77
Industrious 52.33 14 .48 57.02
Intelligent 67.75 16.18 76.37
Meddlesome 30.91 13.21 40.13
Mediative 32.61 12.89 41.10
0l1d fashioned 36.49 15.14 51.48
Patriotic 39.35 10.72 56.60
Observing 44 .09 14.19 62.49
Polite 50.65 18.11 66.88
Plans ahead 29.26 25.37 65.51
Productive 59.97 18.83 75.18
Prompt 39.99 17.85 71.98
Prosperous 60.00 14.66 63.96
quiet 41.55 13.14 49 .38
Realistic 57.74 10.16 76.80
Reliable 45 .28 12.24 75.12
Reserved 26.13 19.34 62.63
Rigid 27.60 14.08 42.64
Show off 27.02 26.39 46.91
Self discipline 31.73 26.61 56.86
Self sacrificing 39.52 18.36 46.07
Sexually perverse 28.70 26.33 42 .31
Sly 23.15 23.04 44 .58
Sophisticated 56.68 13.57 69.30
Understanding 33.42 28.02 45.73
Wise 34.48 30.78 64.20
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Table 7 (cont’d)

Believe is
less prevalent

among Agiang than AAs

Aggressive
Angry
Artistic
Athletic
Bossy
Competitive
Conscientious
Cooperative
Deceitful
Defensive
Dependent
Democratic
Effeminate
Emotional
Feminine
Flamboyant
Forgetful
Friendly
Good looking
Grateful
Grouchy
Happy-go-1lucky
Honest
Ignorant
Individualistic
Interesting
Logical
Materialistic
Mercenary
Militant
Mooqy
Musical

Noisy
Optimistic
Passionate
Physically violent
Poor

Prone to use drugs
Proud
Quarrelsome
Rebellious
Religious
Romantic

Self pitying
Sexually loose
Shrewd
Sociable
Superstitious
Thrifty
Uneducated
Unpredictable
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% of African-Am.
(SD)

{(Mean)

67.55
69.54
56.69
66.90
58.30
65.87
25.60
65.75
34.75
73.54
59.57
74 .49
30.25
49 .43
50.79
57.89
58.91
59.73
62.00
57.40
58.39
47 .47
59.80
32.02
36.70
65.60
59.19
84.20
36.51
64.19
57.28
74 .83
38.01
43.90
60.81
49.35
51.99
50.10
77.00
56.97
53.73
58.60
50.74
39.71
60.56
49 .14
72.43
55.90
48.60
44 .40
50.62

16.
18.
19.
21.
12.
19.
23.
23.
13.
16.
21.
10.
11.
16.
11.
20.
22.
18.
32.
17.
25.
23.
14.
15.
17.
17.
20.
21.
12.
18.

29

16.
16.
14.
15.
23.
23.

13

22.
18.

18
17
26

12.
17.
18.
17.
19.
17.
12.
27.

% of Asians
(Mean)
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And, the following 19 attributes made up the stereotype that
African-Americans have for Asians: good-natured, moral,
imaginative, fair, eccentric, wise, reserved, intelligent,
self-sacrificing, patriotic, devout, superstitious,
optimistic, religious, sexually perverse, polite, show-off

and musical.

White Respondentg: The same t-tests, principal components
analyses and a criteria of factor loadings of at least .70
was used as the criterion to define the attributes that
Whites believe are more or less prevalent among African-
Americans, Hispanics and Asians compared to Whites and to
determine which of these attributes make up the stereotype
Whites have for these groups.

Whites believed that 79 attributes were characteristic
of African-Americans (Table 9) and these 79 attributes
loaded on 21 factors with a cumulative variance of 82%
(Table 10). Of these 79 attributes only eight had factor
loadings of at least .70. The attributes are as follows:
athletic, fair-minded, hard-working, logical, honest,
cooperative, helpful and industrious. The findings indicate
that Whites believed that only 18 of the 116 attributes were

more prevalent among African-Americans compared to Whites
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Table 8.

EIGENVALUES OF 116 ATTRIBUTES

Attributes That African-Americans Believe
Are Diagnostic of Asians

Factor Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct
1 23.46549 26.1 26.1
2 17.77848 19.8 45.8
3 13.05612 14.5 60.3
4 7.54942 8.4 68.7
5 3.66116 4.1 72.8
6 3.22420 3.6 76.4
7 2.71576 3.0 79.4
8 2.31917 2.6 82.0
9 2.02562 2.3 84.2
10 1.80537 2.0 86.2
11 1.46603 1.6 87.9
12 1.27683 1.4 89.3
13 1.18026 1.3 90.6
14 1.10813 1.2 91.8
15 1.02146 1.1 92.9
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and of those 18 attributes, 15 can be considered negative.
Yet, 62 attributes were thought to be more prevalent among
Whites than African-Americans. It appears that Whites’
don’t believe that African-Americans possess as many of the
same attributes as they do. That is, they apparently
believe that Whites possess a much wider range of diverse

attributes compared to African-Americans.

Using the same formula indicated above, the following
five attributes: ambitious, plans ahead, intelligent,
knowledgeable and logical made up Whites’ stereotype of
Hispanics. A similar pattern was found in the perception
Whites have of Hispanics, in that it consisted of the
attributes Whites think Hispanics do not possess as much as
Whites. That is, out of 116 different attributes, Whites
believed that only ten of these attributes were
characteristics found more prevalent in the Hispanic
population compared to the White. And, similar to their
assessment of African-Americans, six of the ten can be
considered negative. The following eight attributes made up
the stereotype for Asians: productive, fair-minded, self-

disciplined, plans ahead, honest, hardworking, grateful and



Table 9

Attributes That White Respondents

Believe Are Diagnostic Of African-Americans (AAs)

Believe is
more prevalent

among AAg than Whites

Angry
Athletic

Criminal tendencies

Defensive
Dirty/Smelly
Ignorant

Lazy

Musical

Noisy

Physically violent
Poor

Prone to use drugs
Rebellious
Religious

Sexually perverse
Superstitious
Uneducated
Unpredictable

Believe is
less prevalent

among AAs than Whites

Alert
Ambitious
Anxious
Agsertive
Business wise
Competent
Competitive
Conscientious
Conservative
Contented
Cooperative
Dependable
Effeminate
Efficient
Emotional
Fair-minded
Fearful
Feminine
Forgetful
Friendly
Generous
Good-1looking
Good-natured
Hardworking
Helpful
Honest
Imaginative
Independent

% of Whites

{(Mean) {SD)
38.22 18.94
50.63 20.81
28.08 18.91
52.45 25.94
19.71 16.32
36.86 24 .48
38.78 20.80
38.78 20.80
43.01 20.99
33.72 21.04
32.97 18.53
37.24 19.70
38.12 19.43
54.75 24 .08
31.29 21.49
31.92 19.33
30.21 17.48
42.96 22.86
% of Whites

{Mean) {SD)
56.65 19.45
60.12 18.98
49.07 21.80
56.18 17.36
51.18 17.42
56.76 18.73
61.34 25.10
45.14 18.75
57.95 16.66
48 .32 21.98
52.81 19.52
55.32 17.31
36.98 19.31
52.22 18.09
56.98 21.48
54 .94 17.12
47 .45 24 .74
45.78 15.91
38.14 20.19
59.75 18.92
47.00 19.27
51.08 22.19
54 .85 20.46
61.80 16.47
57.12 14.50
46.26 20.67
50.16 20.14
62.91 18.45
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% of AAs

53.69
61.19
41.60
58.85
29.71
41.38
53.45
53.45
59.12
49.53
50.22
47 .47
52.25
59.82
35.72
38.68
44 .66
48.92

% of AAs

52.62
49 .49
41.32
48.42
33.29
51.74
52.67
34.82
35.40
34.21
41.82
44 .03
31.05
44.70
51.44
45.18
41.60
38.72
30.92
49.19
37.84
39.02
49.19
50.25
42.16
42 .33
41.45
50.41

17.54
19.68
19.91
19.19
14.59
18.29
20.45
17.20
19.73
19.77
18.93
18.53
19.90
17.39
24.11
21.25
21.62
19.06
16.28
22.45
21.06
23.71
16.73
18.31
20.62
19.90
21.07
18.89



Table 9 (cont’d)

Believe is
more prevalent

among AAs than Whites

Individualistic
Industrious
Interesting
Knowledgeable
Logical
Materialistic
Optimistic
Passionate
Patriotic
Persevering
Plans ahead
Pleasure loving
Polite
Productive
Progressive
Prompt
Prosperous
Quiet

Realistic
Reserved
Self-centered
Self-disciplined
Sly

Shrewd
Sophisticated
Thrifty
Tradition loving
Trusting
Understanding
Well-adjusted
Wise

% of Whites
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Table 10.
EIGENVALUES OF 116 ATTRIBUTES
Attributes That Whites Believe
Are Diagnostic of African-Americans

Factor Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct
1 22.67845 19.6 19.6
2 15.02935 13.0 32.5
3 5.53365 4.8 37.3
4 4.82475 4.2 41 .4
5 3.95410 3.4 44 .8
6 3.57623 3.1 47.9
7 3.40083 2.9 50.9
8 3.24876 2.8 53.7
9 3.13328 2.7 56.4
10 2.94858 2.5 58.9
11 2.72433 2.3 61.3
12 2.46313 2.1 63.4
13 2.37873 2.1 65.4
14 2.36160 2.0 67.5
15 2.16043 1.9 69.3
16 1.99432 1.7 71.0
17 1.93730 1.7 72.7
18 1.88062 1.6 74.3
19 1.73099 1.5 75.8
20 1.68954 1.5 77.3
21 1.59074 1.4 78.7
22 1.48671 1.3 79.9
23 1.42504 1.2 81.2
24 1.35858 1.2 82.3
25 1.29256 1.1 83.5
26 1.24060 1.1 84.5
27 1.18691 1.0 85.5
28 1.13572 1.0 86.5
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prompt. The attributes that were considered characteristic
of Hispanics and Asians and results from both principal
components factor analyses can be found respectively in

Tables 11, 12, 13 and 14.

Insert tables 11, 12, 13 and 14 about here

1 £ Hypo 8
Hypothesis #1: Respondents who have more pogitive
personal contact with a racial group will have lessg racial
prejudice toward that group than thogse who have less
positive personal contact with that group.

In terms of African-Americans’s personal contact with
Whites, the hypothesis was supported. Pearson’s R revealed
that for African-Americans, personal contact was
significantly correlated with their prejudice for Whites.
That is, the more positive the personal contact is with
Whites, the more positive their feelings are towards Whites
(z=.37)7. On the other hand, the hypothesis was not
supported in terms of African-Americans’ personal contact
with either Hispanics (r=.-18) or Asians (r= -.13).

Meaning, there was not a significant correlation between

7 Significant at p < .01.



Table 11

Attributes That White Respondents
Believe Are Diagnostic Of Hispanics

Believe is
more prevalent

among Higpanicg than Whites

Criminal tendencies
Dirty

Grateful

Lazy

0ld fashioned

Poor

Religious
Superstitious
Tradition loving:
Uneducated

Believe is
less prevalent

Active
Aggressive
Alert
Ambitious
Angry
Anxious
Assertive
Athletic
Bossy
Business wise
Competent
Competitive
Conscientious
Conservative
Contented
Cooperative
Deceitful
Defensive
Democratic
Dependable
Eccentric
Effeminate
EBfficient
Emotional
Family oriented
Fair minded
Fearful
Feminine
Flamboyant
Forgetful
Friendly
Helpful
Imaginative
Independent
Individualistic
Industrious

% of Whites

(Mean)

65

% of Hispanics

(Mean)



Table 11 (cont’d)

Believe is
less prevalent

among Higpanicg than Whites

Intelligent
Interesting
Knowledgeable
Logical
Materialistic
Meddlesome
Militant
Mbody
Passionate
Patriotic
Plans ahead
Productive
Progressive
Prompt
Prosperous
Quiet
Realistic
Reliable
Reserved
Rigid
Self-centered
Self-discipline
Self-pitying
Sexually loose
Show off
Shrewd

Shy

Sly

Sociable
Sophisticated
Stingy
Thrifty
Unpredictable
Understanding
Well adjusted

66

% of Whites
{Mean)

58.09
64.22
59.69
51.29
66.66
44 .69
37.03
53.63
58.41
67.54
53.21
64.24
47.92
55.52
52.77
38.83
51.71
54.62
40.75
39.37
49 .50
49.92
42 .41
49 .36
41.36
43.33
34.35
41.21
61.70
46.28
35.24
50.43
42.96
51.06
56.00

18.88
22.94
l6.85
19.60
23.78
22.39
24.70
21.96
21.24
21.37
18.89
17.27
15.22
19.15
16.13
17.09
18.50
22.82
19.69
17.86
23.62
18.01
18.81
23.82
23.98
18.34
18.30
20.24
22.34
18.79
18.99
18.59
22.86
19.25
18.98

% of Hispanics
(SD)

47.
51.
50.
42.
41.
29.
31.
37.
49.
45.

40

50.

37

45.

37

34.
47.
48.
33.
33.
33.
44.
34.
48.
30.
31.
28.
36.

54

32.
30.
40.
37.
46.
46.

20.
26.
18.
19.
21.
17.
20.
19.
22.
24.
20.
17.
19.
23.
19.
14.
20.
20.
20.
18.

17

18.

18
20

20.

19
15

18.
19.
21.
17.
18.
19.
19.
20.
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Table 12.
EIGENVALUES OF 116 ATTRIBUTES
Attributes That Whites Believe
Are Diagnostic of Higpanics

Factor Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct
1 15.90795 20.1 20.1
2 9.36962 11.9 32.0
3 4.61179 5.8 37.8
4 3.46148 4.4 42 .2
5 3.25099 4.1 46.3
6 2.96536 3.8 50.1
7 2.59014 3.3 53.4
8 2.42757 3.1 56.4
9 2.30787 2.9 59.4
10 2.13666 2.7 62.1
11 2.01413 2.5 64.6
12 1.91181 2.4 67.0
13 1.74902 2.2 69.2
14 1.56452 2.0 71.2
15 1.53752 1.9 73.2
16 1.39571 1.8 74.9
17 1.29211 1.6 76.6
18 1.21415 1.5 78.1
19 1.14284 1.4 79.6
20 1.08160 1.4 80.9
21 1.04684 1.3 82.3




Table 13

Attributes That White Respondents
Believe Are Diagnostic Of Asians

Believe is

more prevalent % of Whites % of Asians
among Asiang than Whites {Mean) {SD) {Mean)
Alert 56.65 19.45 62.47
Ambitious 60.12 18.98 64.95
Business wise 51.18 17.42 62.50
conscientious 45.14 18.75 53.82
conservative 57.95 16.66 68.36
Cultured 45.49 20.99 55.29
Dependable 55.32 17.31 63.03
Bfficient 52.22 18.09 66.95
Fair minded 54 .94 17.12 60.69
Family oriented 52.59 20.75 72.04
Generous 47.00 19.27 52.10
Good natured 54.85 20.46 59.11
Grateful 41.63 23.03 55.99
Hardworking 61.80 16.47 71.29
High morals 45 .42 22.73 60.91
Honest 46.26 20.67 56.98
Imaginative 50.16 20.14 52.94
Industrious 57.34 14.45 62.88
Intelligent 58.09 18.88 67.45
Logical 51.29 19.60 63.31
Meditative 30.12 17.45 48 .47
01d fashioned 38.08 16.30 55.54
Optimistic 49.30 21.12 59.36
Persevering 45.74 19.14 57.66
Plans ahead 53.21 18.89 66.12
Polite 51.98 23.42 66.92
Productive 64.24 17.29 69.16
Progressive 47.92 15.22 52.46
Prompt 55.52 19.15 66.67
Prosperous 52.77 16.13 61.50
Proud 58.51 24.05 64.12
Quiet 38.83 17.09 59.25
Realistic 51.71 18.50 57.18
Reliable 54.62 22.82 70.33
Reserved 40.75 19.69 56.74
Self-disciplined 49 .92 18.01 65.18
Self-sacrificing 38.55 20.01 51.21
Shy 34.35 18.30 49 .86
Tradition loving 50.83 22.15 68.98
Wise 39.62 22.00 57.66
Believe is
less prevalent % of Whites % of Asians
i Whites (Mean) (SD) (Mean)
Active 53.70 17.15 48.52
Aggressive 50.10 20.96 41.43
Angry 38.22 18.94 29.00
Anxious 49.07 21.80 37.72
Athletic 50.63 20.81 29.91
Bossy 46.31 18.34 35.20
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Table 13 (cont’d)

Believe is
less prevalent

among Agiang than Whites

Criminal tendencies
Cruel

Defensive
Democratic
Dependent
Emotional
Fearful
Flamboyant
Forgetful
Friendly
Good-looking
Grouchy

Helpful
Ignorant
Independent
Individualistic
Interesting
Lazy

Masculine
Materialistic
Meddlesome
Moody

Musical

Noisy
Passionate
Patriotic
Physically violent
Pleasure loving
Prone to use drugs
Quarrelsome
Rebellious
Romantic
Self-centered
Self-pitying
Sexually loose
Sexually perverse
Show off

Shrewd

Sly

Sociable
Suspicious
Uneducated
Understanding
Unpredictable

69

% of Whites
{Mean)

28.08
31.85
39.72
52.45
55.03
56.98
47 .45
41.75
38.14
59.75
51.08
37.08
57.12
36.86
62.91
56.82
64.22
33.25
50.63
66.66
44 .69
53.63
38.78
43.01
58.41
67.34
33.72
69.82
37.24
48.60
38.12
46.96
49.50
42 .41
49 .36
31.29
41.36
43.33
41.21
61.70
44 .00
30.21
51.06
42.96

% of Asians
{(Mean)

20.10
34.36
26.71
35.10
50.16
40.07
37.08
28.62
24.07
53.99
31.02
34.98
51.93
25.08
51.96
39.50
52.65
20.06
39.87
43.64
26.61
30.98
36.68
20.47
41.38
52.92
21.37
52.40
26.75
29.02

14.
21.
19.
20.
19.
21.
23.
18.
15.
20.
21.
15.
18.
17.
22.
21.
22.
14.
17.
24.
18.

21

21.
13.
21.
24.
13.
23.
18.
19.
16.
21.
20.
21.
17.
16.
19.
19.
20.
21.
20.
16.
19.
18.
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Table 14.
EIGENVALUES OF 116 ATTRIBUTES
Attributes That Whites Believe
Are Diagnostic of Asians

F or Eigenvalue Pct of Var Cum Pct
1 20.16843 17.4 17.4
2 15.25130 13.1 30.5
3 5.98887 5.2 35.7
4 4.97088 4.3 40.0
5 4.52133 3.9 43.9
6 4.06003 3.5 47 .4
7 3.91073 3.4 50.8
8 3.35947 2.9 53.6
9 3.25260 2.8 56.5
10 2.92798 2.5 59.0
11 2.74954 2.4 61.3
12 2.72678 2.4 63.7
13 2.56278 2.2 65.9
14 2.42678 2.1 68.0
15 2.16565 1.9 69.9
16 2.03215 1.8 71.6
17 1.84173 1.6 73.2
18 1.80258 1.6 74.8
19 1.74184 1.5 76.3
20 1.63449 1.4 77.7
21 1.55498 1.3 79.0
22 1.49864 1.3 80.3
23 1.43174 1.2 81.5
24 1.39942 1.2 82.7
25 1.29195 1.1 83.9
26 1.24358 1.1 84.9
27 1.17745 1.0 85.9
28 1.09190 .9 86.9
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African-Americans’ personal contact with Hispanics and
Asians and their overall feelings for these two groups.
For White respondents, personal contact with both

African-Americans (r=.42)! and Hispanics (r=.22)° was
significantly correlated with their prejudice for them.
Thus, the hypothesis was supported in terms of these two
groups. However, Whites’ personal contact with Asians was
not significantly correlated with their prejudice for Asians
(r=.06). The hypothesis was not supported in terms of
Asians. The means and standard deviations for personal
contact (for both African-American and White respondents)

can be found in Table 15.

hegi 2
R nden who hav n mor itiv
media i f ial gr will have 1 racial
rejudi war h r han th wh r d t
legs pogitive media images of those groups.

African-Americans’ exposure to Whites via mass media

was not significantly correlated with their prejudice for

8 Significant at p < .000.

9 Significant at p < .01.
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Table 15.

Meang for Personal Contact

Mean Std Dev.

African Americans

Whites 5.33 1.03

Hispanics 4.67 1.14

Asians 4 .55 1.19
Whites

African-Americans 5.25 1.05

Hispanics 4.36 .89

Asians 4 .35 80



73
them (r=.12). On the other hand, their exposure to both
Hispanics (r=-.26)! and Asians (r=-.23)!" was negatively
correlated with their prejudice for them. 1In terms of
African-Americans’ media exposure to Whites, the hypothesis
was not supported. However, the opposite of what was
predicted was found in terms of African-Americans’ media
exposure and racial prejudice with Hispanics and Asians.
More specifically, the more positive media exposure to
Hispanics and Asians, the more prejudice African-Americans
had for these two groups.

Whites’ exposure to African-Americans (r=-.12) and
Hispanics (r=-.10) via mass media was not correlated with
their prejudice for them. However, there was a negative
correlation between Whites’ exposure to Asians (r=-.24)"
and their prejudice for them. Therefore, the hypothesis was
not supported in terms of Whites’ prejudice for African-
Americans and Hispanics and their media exposure to these
groups. However, the more exposure to positive media images
of Asians, the more prejudice Whites had for them. The
means and standard deviations for media exposure (for
African-American and White respondents) can be found in

Table 16.

10 Significant at p < .01.
1 gignificant at p < .05.

12 Significant at p < .006.



Hypothesis #3
R ndents who have mor itive racial/ethnic sgelf-
esteem will have more racial prejudice for different racial
r h who have 1 itive racial hni 1f-
esteem.

For African-Americans, racial/ethnic self-esteem was
not significantly correlated with their racial prejudice for
either Whites (r=-.05), Hispanics (r=.08) or Asians (r=.12).
Thus, for African-Americans, hypothesis three was not
supported. Likewise, Whites’ racial/ethnic self-esteem was
not significantly correlated with their racial prejudice for
African-Americans (r=-.11) or Hispanics (r=-.09). However,
Whites’ racial/ethnic self-esteem was negatively correlated
with their racial prejudice for Asians (r=-.18)". Meaning,
the hypothesis was supported in terms of Whites and Asians
in that the more positive racial/ethnic self-esteem Whites
had, the more prejudice they had for Asians. The means and
standard deviations for racial/ethnic self-esteem and racial
prejudice (for African-American and White respondents) can

be found in Table 17.

B Significant at p < .03.
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Table 16.

Meang for Media Exposure

Mean Std Dev.

African Americans

Whites 5.47 .99

Hispanics 4.76 1.21

Asians 4.50 1.03
Whites

African-Americans 6.25 .82

Hispanics 5.48 .57

Asians 5.07 .68



Additional Analyses

Differ in ial Pre ic

For African-American respondents, t-tests revealed a
significant gender difference in racial prejudice for
Hispanics and Asians. African-American females were much
less prejudice towards Hispanics (M=63.47) than their male
counterparts (M=50.74), t£(99)=-3.09, p < .003. As well as,
African-American females were far less prejudice towards
Asians (M=62.60) than African-American males (M=47.96),
£(99)=-3.75, p < .000. There was no significant gender
difference between African-American males’ (M=52.59) and
females’ (M=50.65) prejudice towards Whites. And, there
were no significant gender differences between White males’
and females’ prejudice for African-Americans, Hispanics or
Asians.
Per 1 n & Medi b o

African-Americans reported having significantly more
positive personal contact with Hispanics (M=4.67) than
Whites did (M=4.36), t(229)=6.00, p < .000. And, African-
Americans had significantly more positive personal contact

with Asians (M=4.55) than Whites did (M=4.35), t(229)=6.77,
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Table 17.

Racial Self-Esteem 5.58 63
Whites
Racial Self-Esteem 4 .95 67
M for ial Pr di
Mean Std Dev.

Racial Prejudice for:

Whites 51.70 22.06

Hispanics 56.60 21.51

Asians 54.70 20.76
Whites

Racial Prejudice for:

African-Americans 59.85 21.35
Hispanics 62.69 16.83
Asians 65.53 18.67
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R < .000. On the other hand, Whites reported having more
positive media exposure to Hispanics (M=5.48) than African-
Americans did (M=4.76), t(229)=11.53, p < .000 and had more
positive media exposure to Asians (M=5.07) than African-
Americans did (M=4.50), t(229)=8.24, p < .000.
Racial/ethnic self-esteem

African-Americans had significantly higher
racial/ethnic self-esteem (M=5.58) than Whites (M=4.95),
t(229)=5.64, p .000.

io-Economi tatus & cial Pr i

The majority of African-American respondents (79%) felt
that their racial group was of a lower socio-economic status
compared to Whites. The correlation however between
perception of comparative socio-economic status with Whites
was not significantly correlated with African-Americans’
racial prejudice for Whites when we would have expected this
to be true. 69% of these same respondents felt that they
were of an equal socio-economic status with Hispanics and
76% felt they were of an equal socio-economic status with
Asians. Consequently, there was no significant correlation
between African-American’s perception of comparative socio-
economic status with Hispanics and Asians and their
prejudice for them.

On the other hand, 84% of White respondents felt that
Whites were of a higher socio-economic status compared to

African-Americans and Hispanics while 58% felt that Whites
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were of a higher status than Asians. Whites’ perception of
status difference between Whites and African-Americans was
negatively correlated with their racial prejudice for
African-Americans (r=-.20)". Meaning, the higher Whites
perceive their socio-economic status compared to African-
Americans, the less racial prejudice they felt for them.
There was no significant correlation between Whites'’
perception of socio-economic status difference between

Hispanics and Asians and their racial prejudice for them.

14 Significant at p < .01.



Chapter 5

The Discussion

We now know what attributes African-Americans believe
are characteristic of Whites, Hispanics and Asians. We also
know their racial prejudice for these groups. The data in
this study both supports and contradicts earlier findings by
Guichard and Connolly (1977) in that the African-Americans
in their study and the African-Americans in this study both
believed that Whites are industrious and cruel. However,
unlike the Guichard and Connolly findings, African-Americans
in this study did not believe that intelligent, artistic,
lazy, shrewd and superstitious were characteristics of
Whites. Given the difference in era, the Guichard and
Connolly study was conducted in the late seventies whereas
this study was conducted in early 1992, the differences in
perception of attributes should not be surprising.

Prior to this investigation, there were no studies in
the literature on the attributes that made up the stereotype
that African-Americans had for Hispanics and Asians.
Therefore, this study contributes to stereotype research by
documenting these attributes. In addition, the racial
prejudice that African-Americans feel for Hispanics and
Asians is documented for the first time in this study. It
appears that African-Americans feel the most favorable

towards Hispanics, followed by Asians and then Whites.

80
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The majority of the attributes that whites identified
as being characteristic of African-Americans are identical
to the attributes found in earlier studies (see Katz and
Braly, 1933; Richards, 1950; Dovidio and Gaertner, 1986 and
Stangor et al., 1991) and thus the findings in this study
regarding Whites’ stereotype of African-Americans replicates
past research. Like the attributes found in previous
research, most attributes that Whites use to describe
African-Americans are overwhelming negative in nature. And,
Whites racial prejudice towards African-Americans appears to
remain constant at an average of 60 on a prejudice measure
both in earlier studies (Converse et al., 1980) and in this
present study. The data from this study suggest that
African-Americans are more racially prejudice towards Whites
than Whites are towards African-Americans.

Generally, the attributes identified in this study are
similar to those identified in earlier studies in regards to
Whites’ stereotype of Hispanics and Asians (see Richards,
1950; Martinez, 1969; Kaplan and Goldman, 1973; Marin, 1983;
and Stangor et al., 1991). In terms of Whites’ racial
prejudice for Hispanics and Asians, earlier research
determined that Whites felt most favorable toward Asians,
than Hispanics, than African-Americans. The data in this
study reflect the same pattern. That is, Whites reported
having the least amount of racial prejudice for Asians, then

Hispanics and the most racial prejudice for African-
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Americans. As Hacker (1992) suggests, African-Americans and

Whites simply don’t have positive feelings for one another.

In summation, African-Americans felt that Whites were
more ambitious, business-wise, competent, imaginative,
industrious and sophisticated than African-Americans. 1In
addition, they also felt that Whites were more apt to have
criminal tendencies, be cruel, be dirty, ignorant,
meddlesome and prone to use drugs compared to African-
Americans. In fact, African-Americans in this study
believed that twenty-eight "good" and sixteen "bad"
attributes were characteristic of Whites. Thus, it seems
that African-Americans have a varied impression of Whites
and don’t view them as overwhelmingly "good" or "bad".

On the other hand, Whites felt that African-Americans
were more angry, apt to have criminal tendencies, dirty,
physically violent, and sexually perverse. Furthermore,
Whites believed African-Americans were athletic, musical,
religious and unpredictable. 1In fact, out of the eighteen
characteristics Whites felt "described" African-Americans,
fifteen were "bad" attributes. Thus, it seems that compared
to African-Americans, Whites have a less varied impression
of African-Americans than African-Americans have of them.

This "lopsided" mixture of "good" and "bad"
characteristics used to describe each other (i.e, African-

Americans & Whites) shouldn’t be surprising if we keep in
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mind that African-Americans in the United States of America
have much more personal contact with Whites than Whites have
with African-Americans. Thus, African-Americans have more
experience with Whites and these experiences have obviously
helped to contribute to the diverse impression African-
Americans have of Whites. 1In fact, the other results of
this study support this hypothesis. In that African-
Americans indicated their average amount of personal contact
with Whites as being much higher that the reported personal
contact Whites say they have with African-Americans.

Given the inequitable impressions African-Americans and
Whites have of each other based of the unequal amounts of
personal contact they have with each other, do African-
Americans and Whites share similar impressions of Hispanics
and Asians? According to the data in this study, African-
Americans have much more personal contact with Hispanics
than Whites have with Hispanics. Thus we would expect
African-Americans to have a