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ABSTRACT

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INFORMATION ABOUT AND ATTITUDES

TOWARD OTHER NATIONS: A PROPOSITIONAL INVENTORY

By
Richard Edward Joyce

The present study is an examination of the relationships
between an individual's information about particular foreign nations
and their peoples, and his images of and attitudes toward those
nations. The study includes (a) a discussion of nation-attitudes
and the ways in which they have been measured, (b) a review of
empirical, quantitative research on the factors which influence
nation-attitudes, (c) the presentation of sixty-four propositions
--tentative statements of relationships, derived from existing
research on nation-images, drawn from analogy with data on other
kinds of images and orientations, or offered as tentative hypotheses
about untested relationships--about relationships between information
and nation-attitudes, and (d) a series of suggestions for future
research on these relationships.

A nation-ima ge is defined as the organized representation of

a given nation in the individual's cognitive system. A nation-attitude

is defined as the affective-evaluative component of a nation-image.
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Richard Edward Joyce

Three kinds of information are discussed. Subjective informa-

tion--another component of the nation-image--is the set of beliefs

about the nation which the individual has accepted as true. Available
information is the set of statements about the nation-object to which
the individual is exposed, or to which he could easily expose himself.

Factual information refers to the actual or objective characteristics

of the nation. A simple model of information effects is that factual
information about a foreign nation is discovered and transmitted to
the individual (becoming available information), and then the individ-
ual accepts the information into his belief system (as subjective
information) where it forms the basis of his attitudes toward that
nation. In reality, the process is not so simple.

Most individual nations are not especially salient to most
individuals, and so attitudes toward most nations tend to represent
an orientation toward foreign nations in general, derived from such
non-informational influences as authoritarianism, patriotism, and
interpersonal orientations, rather than a response to information
about the particular nation.

The individual does not automatically believe all the infor-
mation about other nations which becomes available to him. Rather he
tends to unconsciously derive his subjective information largely from
those messages which are most consonant with his expectations and
desires. Thus, although an individual whose subjective information
is favorable toward a given nation (holding, for example, beliefs that

the country is economically advanced and friendly to his homeland) is
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Richard Edward Joyce
likely to have a favorable attitude toward that nation, the attitude
is not necessarily derived from the subjective information.

Available information does not always correspond with factual
information. The news and entertainment media, schools, interpersonal
networks, and the conditions under which contact takes place all tend
to present to the individual a limited and biased view of foreign
nations.

Exposure to these sources of information is related in various
ways to nation-attitudes. In general, the more education an individual
has, the more he knows about most other nations, the more favorable to
other nations he is, and the more he is exposed to information about
other nations in the mass media. Most of the individual's information
about other nations reaches him through the mass media. Direct contact
with another nation through travel is likely to provide a more detailed
and more personal kind of information and a more differentiated image.
Under certain conditions, contact leads to more favorable attitudes,
but such changes are often temporary.

In general, this study questions the common assumption that as
people learn more and more about each other they will come to like
each other. It is suggested that a more realistic understanding of the
relationship of information and nation-attitudes provides a better

basis for effective international communication.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

A. General Statement of Purpose

The object of this dissertation is the formulation of a number
of propositions about relationships between people's attitudes toward
foreign nations and their exposure to information about these nations.
These propositions are intended both to summarize existing research
and to suggest directions for future research on such relationships.

Underlying this object is a more general concern: What are the
factors which determine the attitudes and beliefs that an individual
citizen of one nation will have about other nations and their people?
Will exposure to particular kinds and amounts of information about
other nations influence his image of these nations and his orientation
toward them? This dissertation does not fully answer these questions
(1) because most of the research it summarizes does not directly measure
the information that respondents have about other countries but rather
forces one to infer it from other variables, and (2) because it is
drewn largely from data which show covariance but not causal connection
between the indices from which information is inferred and the subjects'
inages of other nations. It is hoped, however, that this study serves
the function of indicating what needs to be researched, as well as that
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2

of sumarizing what has already been established.
B. Images of Foreign Nations and Peoples

1. Rationale. Like many other people, the author would like
to see increased friendship and cooperation between the peoples of
different nations, and it is this wish which lies behind his interest
in understanding cross-national communication processes.

One frequently runs across the naive assumption that the
increasing exposure of peoples in one country to information about the
peoples of other countries--through international travel, through mass
communications, and through formal education’--will result in reduced
hostility and increased respect between the peoples of these different

nations.? Such an assunption seems to be implicit in both the goals and

TSome of this increase in exposure to information about other

countries is documented in Angell (1969). TFocussing on the period from
1955 to 1961, he estimates that study abroad is increasing nine percent
each year, and research abroad ten percent each year. He also reports
increases in other types of international contact, including travel to
visit friends and relatives, participation in international non-govern-
mental organizations, and residence abroad of businessmen (see also
Angell, 1967). Cherry (1971) gives data on the growth of international
news services, of international telephone traffic, of communications
satellites (see also Mickelson, 1970), and of overseas broadcasting, and
on increasing tourism and participation in international organizations.
Data on North Americans overseas are available in Rubin (1966), which
glves an estimate of 1,400,000 Americans living abroad in 1966, about
600,000 of them civilians. Data on overseas students in the United
States are found in Institute of International Education (1972). This
PWlication estimates that there are about 150,000 foreign students and
scholars in the United States, and about 38,500 United States students
and scholars abroad.

. 2§.§., Aranguren (1967, p. 203): "Communication is also an
mportant means of destroying the mythical images that form barriers
between races and prevent mutual understanding. The people of other
countries are men like ourselves, and their administrators are not very




#ooei0ds 0
Ysidnd of
Sga0d ir
stiola
Hnal fri
i ten
“iledge
Zihdes,

e, the

2 s 1
% tigs, ]

s

~—

oyt ¢
ity g
U hiect
Sy, b
et
Ty 3

3!&3
‘ 3
““TIOYI i
g,
< fOHfS (

b
A tig
ey
\y nega

ey
;Sﬁn\ant
By

g

N5 of




3
the methods of many programs promoting cross-national conmunication.3
This kind of assumption should not, however, be taken for granted.
One should instead try to discover when particular kinds of information
in particular circumstances are likely to make for increased inter-
national friendship or hostility, esteem or contempt. It is easy to
think in terms of a simple model where exposure to information leads
to knowledge, and knowledge leads in turn to positive feelings and
attitudes. Numerous studies in the literature on attitudes suggest,
however, that there are times when individuals will receive information
that makes them more negative toward an attitude object,u that there
are times, perhaps more often than not, that individuals accept only

evidence that is consonant with their existing attitudes,5 and that an

different from ours. (It is in different systems of govermment that
the vital distinctions occur.) Research into cross-cultures and a

_ mre objective and less nationalistic approach to the teaching of
history, have helped dissolve stereotyped images created abroad or
deliberately fabricated by image makers, and so make a valuable contri-
bution to information and intermational understanding."

3As Merritt (1972) puts it, "The naive version of the argument
asserts that the foreign student who comes to our shores to pursue his
education will go away with a warm feeling toward the United States,
Americans, and the American way of life. He will learn to appreciate
our forms of democracy and our foreign policies."

L*'g_._g.,Brouwer and van Bergen (1960), according to Hawkins (1969),
found that Dutch school children, after exposure to a movie about India
which emphasized traditional elements in Indian culture, became increas-
ngly negative toward India.

55.5_., LeVine and Murphy (1943) found that both learning and

remembering of material about Russia occurred more when the material was
consonant with subjects' prior attitudes toward Russia. Selltiz and
COOk (1966) found evidence that attitudes on race influence subjects'’
ratings of the plausibility of a series of statements.
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m
individual's attitudes often play a role in determining what information

he will be exposed to. 6

Much of an individual's communication, both as a source and as a
receiver, is influenced by what he knows, or rather by what he thinks
he knows, about the others with whom he is communicating. In order to
understand communication events, one needs to know something about the
images which people have of those with whom they are communicating.
In order to understand what happens as communication takes place across

national and cultural boundaries, it is necessary to have some under-

standing of the images that communicators in different nations have of
each other. This, in turn, requires a study of the process by which

information about one nation is communicated to the people of ancther

nation.

The focus of this paper is upon the dependent variable of images
of foreign nations and their peoples. This variable is a specific form
of the more general variable, images of groups and persons. Certainly
much of the variance in attitudes toward foreign nations can be predicted
from current general theories of attitude formation and change; perhaps
future development of such general theories will make studies like the
present one, which look at the formation of attitudes toward particular

classes of cbjects, unnecessary. Given the current state of general

theory, however, middle-range generalizations, such as those in this

) 6Summam’.es of the literature on selective exposure to informa-
tion-McGuire (1969), Freedman and Sears (1965), Sears and Freedman
(1867)--indicate that attitudes and exposure to information consonant
with these attitudes covary in many situations. There does not, how-
ever, seem to be a general tendency for people to seek out consonant,
and to avoid dissonant, information.
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dissertation, about attitudes toward other nations would seem to be
useful both to those interested in improving or testing the generality
of existing attitude theory and to those with an immediate concern
with cross-national interaction.

The concentration on images of foreign nations and peoples is
somewhat arbitrary, but there are reasons to expect that such images
are often shaped by a somewhat different configuretion of forces than
those which shape other images of persons and groups. As a subset of
the larger area, images of foreign nations seem to be distinguished by
lack of direct contact between the viewer and the object of his image,
by the magnitude and heterogeneity of the image object, and by their
special relationship to the nationalism of the viewer. Additionally,
the channels through which information is acquired from other nations--
notably mass media, educational systems, and international travel--are
all usually controlled to a considerable degree by the national govern-
ment of the nation viewed and by the viewer's own national government,
agencies which are likely to have special concerns with the resulting
pwblic images. The unique characteristics of nation-images are in part
suggested by Niebuhr (1967, p. 40):

In moderm life, the intergral national community has
the sovereign power and necessary commmnal consensus

to challenge, criticize, and transmute all social

myths on the sub-national level. But it has neither
the inclination nor the power to challenge the

mythical content of its own pretensions to virture that
it presents to the larger world, in which neither
sovereign power nor oconsensus exists as a moderating

power on the self-esteem of nations.

2. Aspects of Images. The term image has been defined as "the

organized representation of an object in an individual's cognitive
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system' (Kelman, 1965b, p. 24). Thus the image of a nation "constitutes
the totality of attributes that a person recognizes (or imagines) when
he contemplates that nation" (Scott, 1965, p. 72). This paper will
use image in this broad sense, including not only the perceived nature
of the nation referent, but also evaluations, moods, expectations,
memories, and action orientations. 7 Image, more than alternative terms
which might have been chosen, seems to encompass a variety of different
kinds of orientation to other countries.8 When considering an indi-
vidual's images of particular nations, it is important also to consider
them as subparts of the total belief system (Holsti, 1967, p. 18) or
of "the image" of total reality which a person possesses (Boulding,
1956), and to remember that they may not be as clearly defined subparts
for the subject as for the researcher.

Some authors have tried to make a distinction between the image
of a nation and the image of a nation's people. Willis (1968) refers to

these respectively as the "national image" and the "ethnic image."

7Compare uses of image by Kelman (1965b), pp. 24-26; Scott (1965),
Dp. 72-75; Pruitt (1965), pp. 394-395; Holsti (1967), p. 18; Farrell
(1967), pp. xiii-xv; Boulding (1956); Deutsch and Merritt (1965),
pp. 132-135; Lasswell (1965), p. 341.

. BThus to write of perceptions of other countries seems to imply
direct rather than mediated contact with the objects of perception. To
vyrite of knowledge of other countries seems to imply that such knowledge
s valid or true. To write of beliefs about other countries seems to
exclude responses which are emotional and unarticulated, while to write
of feelings seems to exclude beliefs which are affectively neutral. To
talk about the information a person has about other countries ignores
the fact that a person may have strong attitudes toward other countries
even when he has little information about them. To talk about stereo-
types suggests that the image is over-simplified and conformist.” Though
image has occasionally been used with some of these limitations, it seems
to be the broader term and the best candidate to refer to the whole

representations of other countries in peoples' minds.
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It seems more reascnable to treat the image of a foreign people as a
particular aspect of the image of their nation, since when subjects
are asked for their image of a given country they may interpret the
question as calling for their feelings about the nation as a geographic
wit, as a political entity, as a people, or in some other way or com-
bination of ways.9 The differences in "national" and "ethnic" images
found by Willis serve to emphasize that investigation of the extent to
which images of other countries are differentiated in the subjects'
minds is basic to any attempt to describe such images. In most of the
literature reviewed in this paper, unfortunately, either "national" or
"ethnic" images but not both was measured.

Investigations of images of nations and groups of people have
considered a number of variables which may be thought of as dimensions
of images, but not all scholars have considered images in terms of the

. . 0 . .
same set of d:.mensuons.l A review of various sources suggests some

———————

YSee Doob (1964, pp. 65ff) for a discussion of the possible
referents people have for the name of their country.

Where a given ethnic group (e.g., the Chinese) live in more
than one country, it will not be possible to treat the image of the
people as a subpart of the image of the nation without qualification
(as, for instance, saying "Chinese in Mainland China"™). Much of the
hterature on images of peoples gives no indication of whether subjects
responded to stimulus words like "Chinese" in terms of images of par-
tlcular groups like Chinese-Americans or Chinese in Mainland China, or
in terms of relatively general and undifferentiated images.

lOFor example: Boulding (1956, pp. 47-48), dealing with J_mages
in general, talks about spatlal J_mages, temporal 1.mages value images,
affectlonal or emotional images, conscious, unconscious, or sub-
COnsm.ous J_mages, the cer'ta:mty or mcer*tamty of images, the relational
image ("the plcture of the universe. . .as a system of regularities "),
the personal image, the public or private aspect of the image, and the
®rrespondence of the image with reality. Scott (1962a; 1962b; 1985,
PP. 73-8l), dealing with images of foreign nations, talks abou't the




ity o
ity o
2y, ad
5 righ
5 on
e ag |
it oy
2 sy
ity 2 &
s Jog
Ml
Sl g5
Mg
e 4
155 ing
L
g
¥ Qifopy
g



8
different questions which can be asked about the image an individual

has of a given nation: (1) What are the content elements in the image?

content and structure of images. Elements of content include non-
affective, non-evaluative cognitive elements, that is, beliefs about
attributes of the nation, and affective elements such as preferences

and attitudes, as well as action components. Structural elements,

which in turn may be considered in terms of cultural structure--patterns
found in a group of people--and psychological structure--patterns found
among cognitive components within individuals' images--include differen-
tiation or dimensionality or complexity, salience, unity or inter-
commnity or hierarchic organization, functional equivalence of elements,
centrality or peripherality, cognitive consistency or balance or con-
gruity, and permeability or rigidity. A more recent elaboration on

these variables is Scott (1969). Harding et al. (1969) say that most
research on images of ethnic groups has considered whether beliefs are
simple and undifferentiated or complex and differentiated, central and
salient or peripheral and embedded, believed tentatively or believed

with assurance, inadequately grounded or grounded on appropriate

evidence, accurate or inaccurate, or tenacious or readily modified.
Studies loocking at attitudes have looked at general friendliness or
favorability, and at specific feelings like sympathy, envy, and contempt,
as well as at non-affective attitude elements, and have had to dis-
tinguish general factors (like ethnocentrism) which influence attitudes
toward all other groups from group and specific factors. Edwards (19u0),
suggested that stereotypes could be described in terms of uniformity
(across individuals), direction, intensity, and quality (content).
Karlins, Coffman, and Walters (1969) looked at stereotypes of peoples

in tems of the content of the beliefs, the favorableness of the beliefs,
the wniformity or consensus on beliefs, the relations between the
personal stereotypes held by individuals and the social stereotype held
by the group, and both traditional and contemporary stereotypes. Jordan
(1968, pp. 76ff), distinguishes perceived societal stereotypes, per-
ceived societal interactive norm, personal moral evaluation, hypothetical
personal behavior, personal feelings, and actual personal behavior. He
provides a model for distinguishing these different aspects of the
"conjoint structure of an attitude universe" and for examining the
resulting data with Guttman "facet analysis" procedures. Bastide and
Van Den Berghe (1957) looked at interracial attitudes in terms of
evaluative beliefs, past personal behavior, perceived social norms,

and hypothetical future personal behavior. Smith, Bruner, and White
(1956, pp. 34-37) locked at opinions about Russia in terms of differen-
tiation, saliency, time perspective, informational support, cbjective
value (valence and intensity), and action orientation. Harvey (1967)
Suggested that the study of attitudes should distinguish content and
Structure, and emphasized concreteness-abstractness, including dif-
ferentiation, articulation, integration, and centrality, as a central
structural variable. Gordon (1962) distinguished autonomous and con-
trolled imagery, depending on whether the individuals had conscious
control of their images.
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9
(2) What are the structural characteristics of the image? (3) What
are the relationships between the individual's image and certain
phenomena extermnal to the individual?

The content of an image is typically described in terms of
beliefs or cognitive elements, affective or emotional elements, and
behavioral dispositions. Beliefs may be thought of as having (1)
evaluative components, of which both valence and intensity may be
described, and (2) non-evaluative components, though it is not always
easy to distinguish these in practice. Affect or emotion may involve
both a general positive or negative orientation toward the object and
more specific feelings like envy or contempt. The behavioral aspect
of content includes memories of past personal behavior toward the
object, expectations of future behavior, and ideas about ideal behavior,
about what one ought to do.

The structure of an image includes both the interrelations of
the content elements and the relationships between the particular image
and the rest of the individual's belief system. Thus the structural
elements of an image include consciousness and articulation, salience
and centrality, differentiation and complexity, intensity, rigidity
and uncertainty, and integration and cognitive consistency. Specific
structural questions might deal with the relations between the image
of a particular foreign nation and images of self, of what others in
one's society believe, and of images of foreign nations and out-groups
in general.

Once the content and structure of an image are described, it is

possible to ask how that image relates to phenomena outside of the
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individual. One can look at the extent to which individuals in a
group have similar images, at the relation between the individual's
image and that projected by a particular source or medium of commun-
ication, and at the degree of correspondence between the image and
"reality."

Some of these distinctions between aspects of images are con-
ceptually neat but awkward in practice. Thus, although the focus of
this essay is on the evaluative content of images, other aspects of

images will also have to be considered at times.
C. Focus on Attitudes

1. Rationale. A large part of the research on images of
nations and peoples has focussed on their evaluative and affective
dimensions, both because these dimensions seem to be an especially
important factor in cognitive processes and because of their presumed
usefulness in predicting behavior. Thus Scott (1865, p. 82) writes,

An affective or evaluative attribute constitutes

a central dimension of image structures for a wide
range of objects (cf. Osgood et al., 1957). To the
extent that any cognitive attribute is correlated
with the affective attribute, an image that includes
the former will elicit an affective response.
Probably the tendency to ascribe qualities of "good-
bad" is an exceedingly primitive one that is never
wholly absent from any image structure, however
elaborated with additional dimensions. Particularly
if the dimensional complexity is fairly low, the
available attributes may readily engage in an
affective association.

As Scott indicates, the importance of the evaluative dimension
has received support from factor-analytic studies. It also receives

Somewhat more qualified support from studies involving judgments of
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nonexistent nations, from studies of children's images of other
nations, and from the studies of Peabody and others questioning the
relative importance of descriptive and evaluative traits in stereo-
types of peoples. Some of this research is summarized in the para-
graphs which follow.

In their description of "semantic space'" Osgood, Suci, and
Tannenbaum (1957, pp. 70-72) found "a pervasive evaluative factor in
human judgment regularly appears first and accounts for approximately
half to three-quarters of the extractable variance . . . thus the
attitudinal variable in human thinking . . . based as it is on the bed-
rock of rewards and punishments both achieved and anticipated, appears
to be primary, . . ." They also point out that this general evaluative
factor can be broken down into other more specific factors. They report
(p. 199) that Tannenbaum had subjects respond to the concepts Germans,

Chinese, and Hindus with semantic differential scales and with a form

of the Bogardus Social Distance Scale. He found that the evaluative
dimension correlated more than other dimensions of semantic space with
the ratings on the Bogardus scale.'l Prothro and Keehn (1957) gave the

semantic differential to students in Lebanon for the concepts Italian,

German, and Turk and found three factors similar to Osgood's evaluation,

llCor’relations between the evaluative factor and the Bogardus

ratings were .22, .62, and .59 for Germans, Chinese, and Hindus,
respectively. The corresponding multiple correlations utilizing all
three semantic differential factors to predict the Bogardus ratings
were .78, .80, and .72, a considerable improvement in prediction,
especially in the case of the concept Germans, a concept one might
assume to be relatively familiar.
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potency, and activity. The percentage of variance explained by these
factors depended on the concept judged. Evaluation accounted for more
variance in judging Italians, but not in judging Turks and Germans.
Kumata and Schramm (1956) had Japahese, Korean, and American students
rate a variety of concepts including names of countries, nationalities,
and national leaders with twenty of Osgood's semantic differential
scales. They consistently found two factors, evaluation and dynamism,
in their data, with evaluation accounting for the most variance. Other
research (Osgood, 1963) also indicates the regular appearance of these
dimensions in diverse cul‘l:t.mes.12

More recent studies are those of Gardner and others and Willis.
The study by Gardner, Wonnacott, and Taylor (1868) showed that all
items which seem to be evaluative do not necessarily group together in

a clearly evaluative factor. In this study students in Ontario responded

to the concept French-Canadians with semantic differential type scales.

A separate set of subjects was used to judge whether scales were
evaluative or not. The ratings of the concept were factor-analyzed,

and the resulting factors were described in this way: (Fl) evaluative
items, mostly positive, not high in consensus (e.g., pleasant, likable,
kind, sociable); (F2) mostly non-evaluative items, high in consensus
(e_ﬁ., excitable, talkative, impulsive); (F3) some evaluative, some not
evaluative (e.g., knowledgeable, sophisticated, cultured); and (F4) some
evaluative, some not evaluative (e.g., undependable, unreliable, dis-

loyal). In a subsequent study with similar results (Gardner, Taylor,

leor* references to more recent studies of the appearance of
evaluative factors in semantic differential responses in different
Cultures, see Tanaka (1972b).
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and Feenstra, 1970), they conclude, "The factor patterns obtained in
this study as well as in the one by Gardner, Wonnacott, and Taylor
(1968) clearly demonstrate that an individual's tendency to adopt the
stereotype about an ethnic group is independent of his attitudes toward
that group even though . . . the stereotype is highly evaluative. ni3
These studies differ from those previously cited in that only one con-
cept was used in each to generate the data for factor analysis,lu'
suggesting that, while a single evaluative dimension may be useful for
comparing images of different nations held by a given group, it may be
less adequate for looking at images held by particular individuals or
of particular nationalities .15
Willis (1968) used bipolar adjectives to collect data from

American students on images of nations and of their peoples. He per-

formed separate factor analyses for these two kinds of stimuli and

13Pmm a similar study, Kirby and Gardner (1973) conclude that
the consensual, stereotypic factor "can be further subdivided as
Informational (i.e., reflecting directly what is known about the group)
and evaluational (i.e., reflecting a general evaluational interpretation
of all that is known)." At the same time they emphasize "that the
§valuational component reflects the community attitudes, but that an
Individual's willingness to subscribe to attributes in this component,
like the informational component, is independent of his attitudes toward
the group."

lL‘They also differ in the choice of adjective pairs. Only three
of the scales which had their highest loading on Kumata and Schramm's
evaluative factor are used in Gardner, Wonnacott, and Taylor (1968),
and all three of them had their highest loading there on F1.

15Peabody's methodological doubts, discussed later in this
chapterymay also be relevant to understanding these results.
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found roughly similar factor structures involving two kinds of

evaluation: 16

The first factor in the analysis of the ethnic
images, which accounts for 36.4 per cent of the total
variance, loads highest on friendly, kind, peace-
loving, cooperative, and honest. is 1s obviously
an evaluation factor . . . of a special kind, having
to do with motives and intentions rather than abilities.
The second ethnic factor . . . loads most heavily on
industrious, with moderate loadings on thrifty and
scientific. It is interpreted . . . possibly as an
activity-efficiency factor. The third ethnic factor . .
loads highest on scientific, cultured, and intelli-
ent. . . . It may be described as a "general super-
lority factor." The fourth ethnic factor . . . is
interpreted as a potency factor. Its highest loadings
appear on brave and strong. The last ethnic factor
extracted, which accounts for 4.6 per cent of the total

variance . . . loads most heavily on thrifty and next
most heavily on mature. . . .

. . . The first national factor . . . , like its
ethnic counterpart, is clearly a "good guy-bad guy"
factor. The second national factor . . . is . . .

also an activity factor. Now, however, it has more of
a technological flavor, for the loading on scientific
has jumped . . . to .75. The highest loading . . . 1is
still on industrious. . . . The third national factor
is more clearly a thrift factor in the narrow sense.
The fourth national factor . . . is . . . an evaluation
factor relating primarily to abilities and attributes
rather than intentions. . . . Its highest loadings are
on cultured and intelligent. . . . The fifth and last
national factor accounts for 4.4 per cent of the total
variance. It . . . is clearly a potency factor.

Ancther approach to determining the dimensionality of images of

nations has involved asking subjects which of several nations they

————————————

B this, as in most of the factor-analytic studies reported,
the name assigned to a factor represents only the researcher's personal
attempt to infer what quality the variables with high loadings on the
factor have in common. Moreover, the appearance of the factors them-
Selves is contingent both on the arbitrary choices made in carrying out
the analysis, and on the choice of scales used in the original instrument.,
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consider similar, either using a grouping task (Robinson and Hefner,
1967, 1968; Jones and Ashmore, 1971; Wish, 1970) or using pair com-
parisons (Wish, Deutsch, and Biener, 19703 Wish, 1970, 1971). 1In
general, these studies have indicated that the most influential dimen-
sion in such judgments is the political alignment of the nation-objects
(usually communist-anticommunist), and that the second most influential
dimension is level of economic developnxent.17 Wish suggests that there
may be a parallel between these two dimensions and Osgood's evaluation
and potency factors. These studies clearly demonstrate, however, that
not all subjects judge similarity of nations in terms of the same
characteristics. Robinson and Hefner (1967) found that an academic
sample emphasized development (and thus tended to see the United States
as similar to the Soviet Union, for example) while a general sample of
the public in Detroit emphasized communism (and thus did not rate the
United States and the Soviet Union as similar). Wish, Deutsch, and
Biener (1970) found that Americans who were "hawks" on the issue of
Vietnam tended to emphasize political alignment whereas those who were
"doves" were more likely to base similarity judgments on economic
development.

Another kind of evidence for the importance of the evaluative
dimension of images of nations comes from studies of the development

of children's images of foreigners and ethnic groups. Children of five

R R,

. l7Jor1es and Ashmore (1971) reported five non-independent dimen-
sions: Christian-non-Christian, dark skinned-light skinned, dominant-
subordinate, economically advanced-economically underdeveloped, and
Western culture-non-Western culture.
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or six do not always have a clear idea of other countries. The con-
cept tends to become clear for most children between the ages of seven
and nine (Piaget and Weil, 1951). One study concluded that for
children of five or six "national identity is a matter of a simple
dichotomy; either one belongs to the good country or one does not"
(Weinstein, 1957). This is indicative of the common finding that
children begin to make evaluative and affective statements about their
own and other nations and ethnic groups before they are able to provide
any descriptive statements about them. A summary of research on the
attitudes of American white children toward Negroes, for example,
suggests that they make hostile responses to the word "Negro" before
they are clear about its meaning. Specific content items appear later,
first negative attributes and then positive ones, with the stereotype
reasonably complete by the time the children are twelve (Buchanan, 1954,
P. 5). Hess and Tournmey (1967, p. 29), in a study of the political
socialization of elementary school students, found that in general,
". . . children first think of political cbjects as good or bad; later,
mre complex information and orientations may be acquired."
Lambert and Klineberg (1967) studied the attitudes toward other

nations of 6, 10, and l4-year-olds in ten countries. They report
(p. 211) that:

The children's views of foreign peoples changed with

age in several noteworthy ways. In the first place

the 6-year-olds responded less frequently than the

older children when questioned and the responses they

gave were typically non-evaluative descriptions of

facts, or general references to the good or bad

qualities of the peoples in question. With age,

children demonstrated a larger repertoire of evalu-
ative distinctions, referring to foreign groups as
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Good, bad, intelligent, aggressive, poor, wealthy,

peaceful, dominated, and ambitious. Striking con-

current changes were also apparent in the content of

the descriptive statements made about foreign peoples.

The descriptions of the younger children focused on

physical features, clothing, language, and habits in

contrast to the older children's preoccupation with

personality traits, habits, politics, religion, and

material possessions.
Either younger children evaluate peoples in terms of different criteria
than adults or they evaluate peoples somewhat independently of the
descriptive content of their images. Lambert and Klineberg (1972, p. 7)
also note that the images of younger children are usually completely
positive or completely negative, rarely combining positive and negative
attributes.

Adults, as well as children, sometimes give evaluative responses
to nations without knowing anything about them. Hartley (1946; cited
in Allport, 1958, pp. 66-67) asked college students to respond to the
names of 35 peoples, three of which were fictitious, on the Bogardus
Social Distance Scale. Most of these students responded to the names
of the fictitious as well as the real peoples,l8 suggesting again that
the evaluative dimension of images of foreigners even, making can be
measured even in instances where the image has no descriptive content.

The concentration of research effort on the evaluative aspect

of images of nations has been called into question by Peabody (1967;

————

ot everyone responds to fictitious nations. TWwenty years
after Hartley, Armer (1966) found 66 percent of his subjects at the
University of Wisconsin did not rate the prestige of a fictitious
nation, Eisenberg (1968) reported that the more educated his subjects
(Israeli students), the less likely they were to rate a fictitious
nation. More recently Jones and Ashmore (1971) had difficulty in
getting United States undergreduates to rate real nations evaluatively.
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1968). He has suggested that the apparent importance of the evaluative
dimension in images of nations may be an artifact of the methods used
to detect such images. He pointed out that most adjectives have both
descriptive and evaluative meaning and that the use of adjective check-
lists tends to confound these two dimensions of meaning. Thus if a
subject says Americans are generous, he is saying that they are on the
positive side of a 'good-sperding/bad-spending" scale and that they are
on the fast side of a "fast-spending/slow-spending" scale, even though
he may intend to imply only one of these two ratings. Peabody (1967)
had subjects rate adjectives on bipolar scales where one pole was an
adjective similar to the rated adjective evaluatively but not descrip-
tively and the other was an adjective similar to the rated adjective
descriptively but not evaluatively. For example, subjects were asked
to rate the concept "cautious" on the following scale: "bold" _ :

_____ "timid". Ratings near the "bold" end of the scale were
interpreted as indicating evaluative dominance in judging traits as
similar whereas ratings near the "timid" end of the scale were inter-
preted as indicating descriptive dominance. On a series of seventy
such items, Peabody's subjects always had a mean rating near the des-
criptive end of the scales, and he concluded that ". . . evaluation is
a secondary aspect of judgment and is typically based on the extreme-
ness of descriptive judgment." Subsequent studies using similar
adjective sets but different analysis procedures (Rosenberg and Olshan,
19705 Felipe, 1970) found stronger evaluative effects than in Peabody's

Study. In Felipe's critical cases, evaluative consistancy led to

predictive errors only 36 percent of the time, while descriptive
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consistency led to predictive errors 64 percent of the time. These
studies led Peabody to a revised summary of the place of evaluation in
person perception (Peabody, 1970):
(a) In analyses of general relations based on
the covariation of many traits, descriptive and
evaluative relations are of considerable importance;
(b) in analyses of separate trait judgments, descrip-
tive relations are more important where they are
specifiable; (c¢) in the combining of several traits,
preliminary evidence shows that descriptive relations
are even nore important than for single traits.

The issue does not seem to be fully resolved yet, but clearly
Peabody's recognition of the way evaluative and descriptive data are
confounded in the common use of adjective scales to study images
calls for a reconsideration of much of the existing literature on images
of nations.

A focus on the evaluative (or attitudinal) dimension (or dimens-
ions) of images of nations and peoples is appropriate to our concern
with the influence of nation-images on the communication process because
of the importance of evaluation in the concepts of meaning and source
credibili‘cy:Lg and because of the relationship between attitudes and
patterns of interaction between individuals. For this reason, as well
as because of the general importance of the evaluative dimension in

images of nations, and because of the relative quantity of literature

available on this aspect of nation-images, evaluation of other nations

lgBerlo, Lemert, and Mertz (1969-70), in a factor-analytic study
of judgments of message sources, found a central "safety" factor similar
to the evaluation factor of Osgood et al. In a similar study,
Scweitzer and Ginsburg (1966) found as their strongest factor " a very
global one that can best be interpreted as indicating a lack of trust-
worthiness."
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and peoples is the main dependent variable in this discussion.

2. Explication. Attitude, as it is used in the present study,

refers to the affective-evaluative component of the image. An indi-
vidual is said to have a favorable nation-attitude to the extent that
he likes a given nation and/or believes that it is good.

It is with some reluctance that the term attitude is used to
refer to the dependent variable in the present study. There seems to
be as much disagreement as agreement among social scientists on how

this term should be us:ed.20 McGuire (1969) concludes that the attitude

20’For' instance: Attitudes are clusters of evaluative or approach-
awidance behaviors (Cronkite, 1969); social attitudes include such
dimensions as authoritarianism/humanitarianism, social liberalism/
conservatism, religionism, political liberalism/conservatism, nationalism,
tendermindedness/toughmindedness, and sex permissiveness (Digman, 1962);
attitude refers to both the "mediating evaluative response" associated
with a particular belief and to the summation of such mediated responses
toward a particular attitude object (Fishbein, 1965); "Attitudes . .
are the orientation which the organism assumes as a result of the per-
ceptions and images it experiences and the concepts and beliefs which
it has built up for itself" (Gordon, 1962); "Attitudes are the inferred
bases for observed consistencies in the behavior of individuals" (Hartley,
Hartley, and Hart, 1952); "The nature of attitudes is generally agreed
to lie in the direction of learned sets or dispositions to respond, often
evaluatively . . . " including both cognitive and affective components
(Hollander and Hunt, 1963); "Attitude is the predisposition of the
individual to evaluate some symbol or object or aspect of his world in
a favorable or unfavorable manner. Opinion is the verbal expression of
an attitude. . . . Attitudes include both the affective, or the feeling
core of liking or disliking, and the cognitive, or belief, elements ., . ."
gKa.tz, 1960); Attitude(s) is the affective aspect of an image, and an
image is the "organized representation of an cbject in an individual's
cognitive system" (Kelman, 1965b); "A social attitude . . . may be defined
as a set of evaluative categorizations formed toward an object or class
of objects." Attitudes have "emotional and motivational aspects
Inseparably intertwined with cognitive content" (Sherif, Sherif, and
Nebergall, 1965); "An attitude is an idea charged with emotion which
Dredisposes a set of actions to a particular class of social situations."
Thus attitudes include a cognitive component, an affective component
(feeling), and a behavioral component (predisposition to action)
(Triandis, 1971, pp. 2-3); attitudes, as opposed to perceptions, are
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field has too much conceptual elaboration. And Berelson and Steiner
(1964, p. 557), summarizing our knowledge of opinions, attitudes, and
beliefs, give up in their attempt to discriminate clearly between them:
These terms do not have fixed meanings in the lit-
erature, but in general they refer to a person's pref-
erence for one or ancother side of a controversial matter
in the public domain--a political issue, a religious
idea, a moral position, an aesthetic taste, a certain
practice (such as how to rear children). Opinions,
attitudes, and beliefs (hereafter OAB's) are rational
and/or emotional judgments on such questions.
A traditional approach has been to define an attitude as a

21 Though attitudes have

behavioral predisposition toward its object.
been defined in this way, it is usually recognized that behavior toward
a given cbject at a given time will be influenced by a unique config-
wration of situational factors such that the attitude cannot be easily
inferred from behavior toward its cobject unless a consistent pattern
of behavior is observed across a wide variety of situations.

Inferences from verbal responses solicited by the researcher are

often presumed to relate more closely to abstract predispositions and

less closely to situational variation than are other types of behavior.

relatively permanent, are about relatively general and abstract entities,
and persist in the absence of the stimulus (Warr and Knapper, 1968, p. 4);
"An attitude . . . has at least five aspects: (1) it is a mental and
neural state (2) of readiness to respond, (3) organized (4) through
experience (5) exerting a directive and/or dynamic influence on behavior"
(6.W. Allport, 1935, in Handbook of Social Psychology, ed. C. Murchison;
cited in McGuire, 1969).  McGuire (1969) provides an extensive summary of
the current conceptualization of the word attitude.

215.5_., Scott (1958b) says: "Attitudes toward foreign affairs
can be conceived as acquired behavioral dispositions toward a particular
class of events." Campbell (1963) lists a variety of other terms also
defined as "acquired behavioral predispositions," including belief,
cognitive structure, concept, evaluation, meaning, mental image,
orientation, and stereotype.
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Even communication researchers find it easy to accept what a man says as
an operational equivalent of what he thinks or feels. Ultimately, how-
ever, verbal behaviors are subject to the particular situation, and
hence to the same problems of inference, as other behaviors. A variety
of questions, asked in a variety of ways, are used as mneasures of atti-
tude, yet different measures often produce different results. One who
would talk about the resulting data often has two options.22 He may
talk about a difference as a defect of method, conclude that his indices
of attitude are weak, and either average the results of different indices
or eliminate the indices which seem weakest in retrospect; or he may
assume the validity of his measures and conclude that he has measured two
different dimensions of attitude or image. Neither current theory nor
current methodology seems strong enough to make the choice easy, and so
one who would look for a common thread in existing studies must concen-
trate his search on what was measured and not on what was concluded.

Cook and Selltiz (196u4) take the position that attitudes must be
inferred from overt indicators including: "Self-reports of beliefs,

feelings, behavior, etc., toward an object or class of object; . . .

22Fishbein and Ajzen (1972) found over 500 operations used to
measure attitudes; this is disturbing in light of the frequency with
which studies using more than one operation report different results
from different measures.

Cook and Selltiz (1964) suggest the following approaches to
interpreting a discrepancy between measurements: (1) assume there is a
true attitude which one or both measures failed to gauge; (2) assume
there are different classes of attitudes toward an object——&g. s verbal
attitudes, action attitudes, etc.; (3) equate attitude with behavior as
a descriptive term for observed consistencies in behavior; (4) "think of
attitude as an underlying disposition which enters along with other
influences, into the determination of a variety of behavior toward an
dject or class of objects, including statements of beliefs and feelings
aout the object and approach-avoidance actions with respect to it."
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the individual's reactions to or interpretations of partially structured
miterial relevant to the object; . . . performance on objective tasks
where functioning may be influenced by disposition toward the object;
and . . . physiological reactions to the object." They suggest that
attitude measurement should utilize a multiple indicator approach (i.e.,
multi-operationalism). By this criterion most studies of attitudes
toward foreign peoples and similar groups are weak, because few use
more than one indicator of attitude and very few use indicators other
than self-reports of beliefs and feelings.

Perhaps the most common approach to measuring images of nations
inwlves giving the subject a list of adjectives and asking him to
3

check those which he feels describe a given nation or ethnic gmup.2

Ostensibly these checklists are designed to reveal beliefs or stereo-

types held by the subjects, but often they are used to make inferences
about attitudes as well. Sometimes such inferences have depended on

a priori assumptions by the researcher about the favorability of the
adjectives (Buchanan and Cantril, 1953; Reigrotski and Anderson, 1959);
at other times subjects have been asked to judge the favorableness of

the adjectives on the list (Vinacke, 1956; Abate, 1969; Karlins, Coffman,
and Walters, 1969).% Subjects have sometimes objected to making the

checklist ratings, suggesting that results attained by this method may

2% .g., Katz and Braly (1947), Gilbert (1951), Prothro (195ua),
Bayton and Byonne (1947), Berreman (1958), Diab (1962), Rabushka (1970).
For lists of other studies using this approach, see Lambert and Kline-
berg (1967, pp. 4-5) and Ehrlich and Rinehart (1965).

. 2lJ}Kirby and Gardner (1972) have published ratings on seven dimen-
Slons, including evaluation, of 208 words frequently used in measuring

stereotypes.
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2u
be artificially stereotyped. The subject who checks "hardworking" for
the concept "Germans" may know very well that not all Germans work
hard all the time (Eysenck and Crown, 1948; Brigham, 1971).

A related but more sophisticated approach uses scales--typically
with seven intervals--anchored by pairs of presumably bipolar adjectives.
Often, bit not always, the pairs of adjectives are taken from Osgood's
semantic differential. Studies using this approach are able to make
inferences about attitudes, either from previous data on what adjectives
cluster on an evaluative dimension (Triandis and Triandis, 1962; Willis,
1963; Peabody, 1967, 1968; Sheikh and Gardner, 1968; Felipe, 1970) or
by factor-analyzing the data generated by the study and identifying one
or more evaluative dimensions (Kumata and Schramm, 1956; Osgood, Suci,
and Tannenbaum, 1957; Prothro and Keehn, 1957; Willis, 1968; Gardner,
Wonnacott, and Taylor, 1968).

Adjectives and descriptive statements have also been elicited,
and sometimes used to infer attitudes, in essays (Coelho, 1958), in
interviews (Smith, 1947; Smith, Bruner; and White, 1956; Parry, 1960;
Isaacs, 1958; Bjerstedt, 1962; Selltiz et al., 1963; Rosenberg, 1965;
Lambert and Klineberg, 1967; Becker, 1968), and by sentence-completion
tasks (Prothro, 195u4bj; Watson and Lippitt, 1955; Pool and Prasad, 1959).

Another type of self-report has called for subjects to explicitly
rate the object in terms of an evaluative dimension or in terms of his
feelings toward it. Abate (1969) and Wish (1971) used paired comparisons
to measure subjects' liking of nations. Subjects have been asked to
rank lists of nations in order of power (Alcock and Newcombe, 1970),

general prestige (Armer, 1966; Schwartzman and Mora y Araujo, 1966), and
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economic, cultural, and political status (Morris, 1960). They have been
asked to name peoples they most and least like or feel friendly toward
(Buchanan and Cantril, 1953; Keehn and Prothro, 1956), to name the coun-
tries they would prefer to live in (Buchanan and Cantril, 1953; Lambert
and Klineberg, 1967) and to name peoples they find it easiest and hard-
est to get along with (Reigrotski and Anderson, 1959). And subjects
have been asked to rate peoples or nations from lists in terms of liking
and friendliness (Zeligs, 1954; Lambert and Klineberg, 1967; Berrien,
1969), overall favorableness (Selltiz et al., 1963), and similarity to
their ideal country (Wish, Deutsch, and Biener, 1970; Wish, 1971). Some
studies have used either Likert (Schonbar, 1949; Hanchett, 1950; Morris,
1960) or Thurstone (Peterson and Thurstone, 1933; Grice, 1934; Nettler
and Golding, 1946; Remmers et al., 1956) attitude scales.

Another major approach to measuring attitudes toward groups of
people has involved the Bogardus Social Distance Scale and related tech-
niques. Subjects are asked if they would be willing to have relation-
ships of various kinds with the object peoples.25 Recognizing that
social distance may not be a simple unidimensional variable, Triandis
(19643 1967) has developed a "behavioral differential" distinguishing
such factors as respect, marital acceptance, friendship acceptance,
social distance, and subordination.

Though the social distance and behavioral differential measures

deal with particular behaviors and relationships, they are actually

2Studies using this general method include Hartley (1946),
Bogardus (1947), Zeligs (1954, 1955), Bardis (1956), Adinaryan (1957)
Triandis and Triandis (1960, 1962, 1965), Smith (1969), and Rabushka
(1970). Other studies using this technique are listed in Bogardus
(1959) and Miller (1964).

2
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self-reports of feelings toward such relationships, and in that respect
they are similar to measures which call for self-reports of past or
habitual personal behavior (Bastide and Van Den Berghe, 1957; Rabushka,
1970) or for conceptions of future or proper behavior (Bastide and
Van Den Berghe, 1957).

A major weakness of self-report measures is that the subject is
usually aware of what is being measured, and it is thus relatively -
easy for him to present a distorted picture of his attitudes. To some
extent such distortion can be avoided by measures which seem to deal
with stimuli or tasks in which the attitude toward the object does not
appear to be the only purpose of the investigation. In some cases this
approach only involves a reversal of the usual self-report approach.
Centers (1951) presented the stereotypes found by Katz and Braly (1947)
to his subjects, and asked them what people they described. Similar
techniques were used by Bastide and Van Den Berghe (1957) and Berrien
(1969). At other times subjects have been asked to group nations into
clusters sharing similar characteristics (Robinson and Hefner, 1967,
1968). Razran (1950) asked subjects to describe people with different
ethnic names. Bjerstedt (1962) used a Thematic Apperception Test and
a photo-sorting task. Smith, Bruner, and White (1356) used a cartoon
stereotype test. Other researchers have used word associations to
provide a measure of attitudes to other peoples. (Szalay and Lysne,
19705 Kelly and Szalay, 1972; Gardner and Taylor, 1869). And several
researchers have asked subjects to judge or react to statements in
which ethnic or foreign groups were mentioned (Smith, Bruner, and

White, 1956; Selltiz, Edrich, and Cook, 1965; Selltiz and Cock, 1966).
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Presumably even less subject to deliberate distortion by the
subject are overt behaviors and physiological responses to other groups,
although for other reasons these are subject to varying interpretations.
Such measures are, however, uncommon in the literature surveyed.
Brislin (1971) used a behavioral measure, observing intergroup inter-
action in a university cafeteria. Bjerstedt (1962) observed children's
interaction in the international children's camps. Cooper (1959)
studied attitudes toward groups by measuring the galvanic skin responses

made by subjects listening to statements about various groups.

D. Focus on Exposure to Sources of Information

The main independent variable in the present study is the infor-

mation which individuals have about particular foreign nations. It is

important to recognize that "having information" is a rather vague
concept. On one hand it is usual to say that an individual has infor-
mation when it is known that the information was "given" to him. An
experimenter who has presented a message to his subjects is likely to
say that these subjects have the information the message contained.
But to say that a person has information is to imply that he has it
now, not that he was once exposed to it.

An individual's image of a given nation may include a variety
of beliefs about what the nation is really like. To him these beliefs
represent information about the nation, though in reality they may be

less than accurate. Thus an individual's beliefs are subjective infor-

mation about a nation-cbject.
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Beliefs, however, can neither be measured directly nor manipu-
lated. It is important, therefore, to consider the relationship of

subjective information to available information, the statements about

the nation-object to which the individual is exposed (or to which he
oould easily choose to expose himself). Available information can be
measured independently of the nation-attitude, and thus it is possible
to ask whether increased exposure to such information relates to nation-
attitudes.

Ideally it would be possible to relate attitudes toward foreign
countries to exposure to particular items of information about the
countries. In practice this is rarely possible. The number of messages
involved in field studies is often too great to allow detailed descrip-
tion of the information to which a person is exposed. Often gross
indices of exposure to information, such as nurber of years abroad or
amount of formal education, must be used to try to understand why dif-
ferent people have different international attitudes. In the laboratory
it is often possible to see to it that subjects are exposed to particular
information, though there is still little control, other than random
assignment, of differences in information attained prior to the experi-
ment.

Individuals exposed to a message about another country will
of course differ from each other in their retention and understanding
of the message content. To understand the relationship between exposure
to information, and attitudes toward other nations, it is necessary to
look both at the relationship between exposure to and retention and

understanding of information about other nations, and at the relationship
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between attitudes toward, and retention and understanding of informa-
tion about, other nations. Additionally, the individual's recall of
information is, in some cases, the only indication available of his
exposure to particular messages.

A person may remember and understand the content of a message
and yet not believe it to be true. If a subject who has read a message
stating that most Russians like Americans still believes otherwise, an
information test based on the message is likely to say that he has (on
this point) little information when in fact he may be relatively high
in information drawn from other sources. Unfortunately, measures of
belief (of what the individual can state about the nation-object) and
measures of knowledge (of what the individual can state "correctly")
are not always clearly distinguished in existing research on attitudes
toward foreign nations.26 We must also, therefore, look at belief
statements about other countries as possible indications of exposure to

particular kinds of J'_nfonnation.27

26Fagen (1966, p. 75) says that most political images cannot be
classified easily because they are mixtures of information and evalua-
tion. Nettler (1946) says that a given item may be seen as a measure
of information or of attitude depending on whether the instructions
indicate that a “correct" answer or an opinion is sought, but often
different people may disagree on whether a question is one of fact or
opinion.

) 27‘I’he importance of measuring acceptance, as well as reception,
1s emphasized by Fishbein and Ajzen (1972, p. 520): "It has been
argued . . . that to be effective a message must, at a minimum be
attended to and comprehended. However, a subject's reception of sup-
portive beliefs is no guarantee that he has accepted them, and it is
his acceptance of these supportive beliefs, and not his reception of
them, that is assumed to influence persuasion. Similarly, although a
Subject may be unable to recognize or recall a given supportive belief,
he may nevertheless accept it. Further, the message may have indirect
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In looking at exposure to information, therefore, it is useful
to consider the following kinds of variables as relevant to understand- [
ing a person's information about other countries: (1) exposure to
sources presumed to carry information about other countries, (2) exposure
to messages known to contain particular information about other countries,
(3) retention and comprehension of information about other countries,
(4) self-perceived knowledge about other countries, and (5) acceptance
of statements about other countries as true.

The actual reality of a given nation makes up a third level of

the concept information. Just as subjective information does not cor-
respond perfectly with available information, the information available

to an individual will not correspond perfectly with factual information

about the nation-object. If the individual chooses to believe what he
has heard, the resulting beliefs may be either true or false or some-
where in between. In Chapters II and III of the present study, however,
it is assumed that whether the information to which an individual is
exposed is accurate or inaccurate is irrelevant to the process by which
information influences (or is influenced by) his attitudes toward nations.
Not to make this assumption would require an investigation of the

realities of other nations and peoples, not an easy task. 28 In this

effects on beliefs not contained in the message, and these effects would
obviously not be revealed by any reception test where such beliefs would
be regarded as 'errors.' . . . It is often impossible to tell whether a
given 'learning' or 'reception' test is a measure of reception or of
acceptance. Therefore such tests may or may not be found to correlate
with persuasion and the results appear to be inconsistent."

28I.%oulding (1956, pp. 164ff) argues that it is worthwhile to
compare images with other images rather than with "truth," ". . . pro-
posing in effect . . . to make a science out of knowledge by the deft
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discussion, if an individual who believes that all Indians are Moslems
does not like Indians, the fact that most Indians are not Moslems is
irrelevant.

There are two exceptions to the above assumption. First, it may
be relevant that an individual does not share a consensually accepted
view of another nation. Lack of knowledge of basic, noncontroversial
information may be taken as an indication of lack of exposure to infor-
mation about nations, or it may indicate that the group with consensus
is not serving as a reference group for the individual.

The other exception does involve an assumption about what nations
and their peoples are really like. It is assumed that a nation (and a
people) are neither wholly good nor wholly bad, neither wholly modern
nor wholly primitive. Nations and peoples are complex stimuli which
can never be fully described in words nor ever be fully known and under-
stood by an obserwver.

In reviewing the effects of information on attitudes toward
other nations and peoples a distinction will be made between sources of

information which are direct and those which are media‘ced.29 An

swstitution of something that is not what the philosopher means by
knowledge, namely the image, for the real thing."

297 similar distinction is made by Cherry (1971, pp. 8-10), who
argues that the expanding network of world communication provides mainly
"knowledge-by-reporting" which encourages us to think about foreign
peoples but only as abstracts, classes, types, or "things." Shared
experience, on the other hand, is '"knowledge-by-encounter," likely to
have a very different effect on attitudes. Boorstin (1961, pp. 79ff),
?rgues that much communication (and travel) today exposes us only to
'diluted, contrived, prefabricated . . . pseudo-events." Sherif and
Hovland (1961, p. 199) distinguish learning which drews on extensive
contact with the stimulus and learning which instead "is based largely
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individual receives information about another country directly when

he travels to that country or talks with people from that country and
makes generalizations and judgments about the country based on his
personal experiences and contacts. Mediated information is information
about the other country which is communicated to the individual by
other individuals, and it includes, implicitly, or explicity, the
judgments and generalizations of these other people. Chapter IV
discusses some of the ways in which both mediated and direct available
information are frequently discrepant from factual information.

This distinction between direct and mediated information is not
always clearcut. A conversation with a national of another country
may give one firsthand (direct) information, and at the same time that
person may relay his opinions about what his nation is like (mediated
information). An article about another country may present information
that has passed through and been modified and selected by a long string
of communication mediators, yet the reader may draw his own personal
conclusions from the article just as he would from observing an event
in the other country himself. Despite such ambiguities, it is useful
to make this distinction, because the influences of direct contact like
foreign travel are often very different from the influences of mediated
information from schools, mass media, leaders of one's own nation, and

one's peers.

on categorical verbal formulations by others” and conclude that stereo-
typing is more prevalent in the latter case.
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It should not be assumed at this point that direct information
is somehow better than mediated exposure, or that it results in more
favorable attitudes toward foreigners. Each type of source has its
own set of biases, which may in particular cases work toward or against
favorable attitudes. Where mediated cammunication depends on the
deliberate and inadvertent biases of the mediators, direct contact is
often more likely to be biased by the inexperience of the traveler, the
limited sample of places and people he meets, and his own morale as he
travels. It is true, however, that in a strict, information-theory
sense of the word information, direct exposure presents more information
to more senses than a comparable exposure to mediated messages can;
however, the mediators may well have served to eliminate redundant and

irrelevant details from the message.
E. Overview of the Present Study

This chapter has discussed two broad classes of variables, (1)
attitudes and images of other nations and peoples and (2) exposure to,
reception of, and acceptance of information about other nations and
peoples. This dissertation is intended to be an exploration of the
relationships between these two classes of variables.

After an extensive review of literature on such relationships,
it was concluded that an attempt to synthesize and evaluate existing
research is in order. A variety of empirical findings relevant to
images of nations are available, but these findings have not been
satisfactorily related to each other. Our knowledge of the correlates

of international attitudes is limited by the limited variety of samples
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on which findings are based, by inadequate measurement of the vari-
ables involved, by the fact that many possibly influential variables
have not been studied under controlled conditions, and by the lack of
miltivariate analyses of factors related to international attitudes.
The present study is intended to help make clear what is known, what
is not known, and what needs to be known.

The review of literature has been directed mainly toward
empirical studies of the imagesand attitudes which people in one
nation have toward another nation or toward the people of another
nation. These studies involved a variety of variables which appear to
be related to attitudes toward other nations. Where such variables
appeared to be relevant to the relationship between information and
attitudes, an additional review was made of literature dealing with the
correlates of these variables. In addition, a somewhat less thorough
review was made of studies involving predictors of such similar vari-
ables as attitudes toward ethnic groups within nations, i<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>