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A b s tra c t

This study examined the content o f stereotypes about Blacks and 

W hites, and the use o f  those stereotypes when confronted with 

am biguous behaviors by a m em ber o f the stereotyped group. In 

study 1, both Black and W hite participants were asked to indicate 

on a adjective checklist, the com ponents o f the socially held 

stereotypes o f both Blacks and W hites. In study 2, participants 

were given a scenario in which a target person (who was either 

B lack o r W hite) engaged in am biguous behaviors. T hey were asked 

to rate the target person on ten trait scales. The results o f the two 

studies indicated that Blacks and W hites were able to report the 

characteristics o f the stereotype o f  Blacks, however, only Blacks 

consistently  reported the content of the stereotype o f  W hites. Also, 

B lacks used the stereotype inform ation in their ratings o f W hites, 

and W hites used the stereotype inform ation in their ratings of 

Blacks. There was a race o f target/race o f participant interaction 

for several o f the trait scales. Im plication and directions for future 

research are discussed.

v i i



Stereotype Knowledge I

Stereotyping in B lack and W hite: D ifferences in 

Stereotype Know ledge and Stereotype Use

The question o f  w hat stereotypes are, and how we use  them, 

is not a new one. Social psychologists and others have been 

studying stereotyping fo r decades, yet consensus about w hat they 

are and how  they work has yet to be reached. Since Gordon 

A llport’s treatm ent o f the subject of stereotyping in his work. T h e  

N ature o f  Prejudice  in 1954, and in the works on stereotyping 

and prejudice that preceded it, the question o f  how stereotypes 

work, why they work, and what we can do to change them, has 

been both pressing and d ifficu lt for the field o f psychology to 

tackle. P rior to the treatm ent o f stereotyping by Allport, an 

interesting perspective was put forth by W. E. B. DuBois who 

wrote about a “dual consciousness” that exists in the mind o f 

African-Am ericans. According to DuBois, B lacks are in the 

situation of knowing w hat they think o f them selves, and knowing 

the com ponents of the socially held stereotype about Blacks. He 

claim s that Blacks are challenged every day with the know ledge 

of the preference for W hiteness over their own Blackness, and 

that W hites are not necessarily  made aware o f their W hiteness on 

a daily basis. His analysis o f  the situation in which Blacks in the 

United States find them selves is at once sim ple and brilliant, yet 

an approach to stereotyping, prejudice, and racism  that considers 

these issues has yet to surface. Gains (1995) engages in a 

comparison of Gordon A llport {The Nature o f  Prejudice, 1954) and
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W .E.B . DuBois {The Souls o f  B lack Folk, 1903/1969), and raises 

som e interesting questions about the personality  developm ent 

and day-to-day experiences o f B lacks. From the work of DuBois 

and that of Gains, it is apparent that some attention to these issues 

w ould be a valuable addition to the field of social psychology. 

Social psychology has failed to consider the possibility o f the type 

o f qualitatively d ifferen t life experience for Blacks and W hites 

th a t m ay lead to d ifferen t perspectives on how stereotyping 

w orks and how it is used by individuals.

The present research was intended to investigate ethnic 

group stereotyping by m inority group members and to look at the 

possib ility  of group d ifferences in stereotyping based upon 

m inority  group status. In order to understand the context in 

w hich this research was conducted, an historical overview  o f the 

stereotyping and prejud ice  literature is provided. Because 

stereotyping  and p re jud ice  are highly related, and stereotyping 

research grew from  roots in the prejudice literature, the initial 

h isto rical accounts involve research and theory about prejudice.

In addition to an h isto rical overview , recent research in 

stereo typ ing  from  several d ifferen t theoretical perspectives is 

presented. F inally , the hypotheses being investigated by this 

research  project a re  d iscussed .

Historical Overview of Stereotype/Prejudice Research

A nice h isto rical perspective on stereotype and prejudice 

research can be found in Duckitt (1992). Duckitt points out seven
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d is tin c t h istorical approaches in the way prejudice/stereotyping 

has be understood and studied by psychologists.

Until the 1920’s, the predom inant view o f race relations in 

the United States was one that claim ed the superiority  of Whites 

to all other races o f people. This view was supported with 

in telligence testing in the early 1900’s by researchers such as 

H enry Goddard (1910). Goddard was called upon to adm inister 

in telligence tests to mem bers o f d ifferen t ethnic groups (Blacks 

and inunigrants to the United States). Based on the results of 

those tests, Goddard m ade claims about m ental ability  and genetic 

differences between the groups. Because the early research did 

not consider the perspective o f the m inority groups being studied 

(G uthrie, 1976), the results indicated that m em bers o f the 

m inority  groups w ere not as intelligent as W hites. These results 

w ere used to justify  abuse of m inority group m em bers. One 

exam ple o f the m isuse of intelligence test results can be found in 

the use of the tests in Nazi Germany. The results of early (1920’s) 

intelligence tests taken by Jewish im m igrants were used by Hitler 

as a  means of justification  for the holocaust, among other insidious 

uses. From this exam ple it is easy to see how research 

m ethodology that is racially biased can be used to justify  the 

subjugation of groups o f people. This is not to say that early 

in telligence tests w ere designed to ju s tify  this kind o f treatm ent 

o f  m inority groups, but that the eurocentric research methods 

used by early researchers in this area led to conclusions that 

d ifferen tially  affected m inority groups. The preoccupation of
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m any people during this time period (1920’s) seems to have been 

the justification o f the subjugation of Blacks. M ost o f the studies 

o f the tim e were com parative studies aimed at pointing out the 

differences between Blacks and W hites, with B lacks appearing to 

be inferior to W hites. Garth (1925) provided a review o f 73 

intelligence tests and concluded that these “studies taken all 

together seem to indicate  the m ental superiority o f  the white 

race”(cited in Duckitt, 1992). Thus, central to the state of 

prejudice research was the assertion of the inferiority  of Blacks 

and other “Backward R aces” . Guthrie (1976) provides a good 

overview  of the way intelligence testing was used to justify  

m istreatm ent of B lacks, and imm igrants.

The Racial Superiority Question

During the late 1920’s into the 1930’s, a shift in the 

approach to the study o f prejudice occurred such that prejudice 

and the notion of the superiority of W hites was brought into 

question. Duckitt points out several possible explanations for this 

shift in thinking. One possible explanation for this shift is that the 

influx of people of Jew ish ethnicity into the field o f psychology 

prom pted the investigation o f attitudes of W hites who claimed 

superiority to Jews and other ethnic groups. Researchers began to 

question the legitim acy o f superiority  and inferiority  claim s. 

Because of this shift, researchers were led to investigate how the 

stigm atization of m inorities by W hites could be explained if the 

inferiority of minority races was not true. Floyd A llport (1924) 

posed the issue by stating “The discrepancy in mental ability is
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not great enough to account for the problem which centers around 

the American Negro or to explain fully the ostracism  to which he 

is subjected” (cited in Duckitt, 1992). Because o f this kind of 

th inking, the study of the racial attitudes them selves, specifically 

the racial attitudes held by W hites, became the focus o f numerous 

research projects. Co-incidentally, the publication of L ippm an’s 

book. Public O pinion  in 1922 also contributed to the research 

m ethodology o f the time. Lippm an characterized stereotypes as 

being based on incom plete inform ation. S tereotypes were viewed 

by Lippm an as being composed of exaggerated im ages that did not 

account for variability in the stereotyped group. Lippman also 

argued that while stereotypes were based on incom plete 

inform ation, they were necessary because they econom ized the 

am ount o f attention a person had to devote to new situations. The 

description of stereotypes by Lippm an is an early  instance of 

focusing on the intersection betw een prejudice and stereotyping. 

The P sychodynam ic P erspective

The I9 3 0 ’s and I940’s ushered in a period o f study from the 

Psychodynam ic perspective. The Psychodynam ic approach 

suggests that stereotypes develop as a m echanism  for 

scapegoating, or as a defense m echanism . Stereotyping processes 

were believed to be unconscious, and to result from  

environm ental stress or internal tensions in the personality  

structure o f the individual. This explanation o f prejudice seemed 

to explain a great deal of prejudiced behaviors in the United 

States, and seemed to explain the ubiquity of racism . The rise of
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Nazi Germany and anti-Sem itism  was easily explained by this 

m odel. From the psychodynam ic perspective, both positive and 

negative stereotypes can be explained as having self-protective 

qualities. H ow ever, Psychodynam icists could not explain 

stereotypes that seem ed not to have some self-protective 

property. For exam ple, having a positive stereotype about a 

m em ber o f your own group, or having a negative stereotype about 

a  m em ber o f an out-group m ight be considered self-protective. 

H aving a negative stereotype about a m ember o f your own group 

w ould certainly not seem  to be self-protective. It was during the 

1930’s and 40 ’s that the first significant social psychological 

research in the area o f stereotyping was conducted by Katz and 

Braly (1933). Katz and Braly had 100 college students at 

Princeton consider a list o f categories o f people, for exam ple, 

Italians, Negroes, Germ ans, and so on. For each group of people, 

participants were asked to evaluate them using a checklist o f 84 

adjectives. The data led Katz and Braly to conclude that 

stereotypes are public fictions that arise from prejudicial 

influences “with scarcely any factual basis”(p.28B). Later, in a 

w ork published in 1935, Katz and Braly further investigated the 

stereotypes by having a d ifferent set o f participants evaluate the 

desirability  o f each o f the 84 adjectives. Participants were also 

asked to evaluate the likeability of the 10 groups of people. They 

found a great deal o f  sim ilarity  between the participants 

evaluations o f the adjectives, and the ratings of the groups of 

people, such that the stereotypes about the groups and the
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feelings toward those groups seemed to correspond. This led Katz 

and Braly to conclude that stereotyping and prejudice were 

inextricably linked, and that stereotyping contributed to racial 

prejudice. Katz and Braly urged an investigation o f the basic 

m echanism s and the com m on factors and processes underlying all 

p re ju d ice .

The Kernel o f  Truth H ypothesis

Also occurring in the 1930's and 40s was the ushering in of 

the ‘Kernel o f T ru th’ hypothesis which, sim ply stated, says that 

while stereotypes do not consider individual d ifferences, they do 

capture some im portant features o f reality. There were several 

studies that investigated this notion. One notable study was 

conducted by LaPiere (1936). In this study, Californians were 

asked to report the characteristics of Arm enians. A rm enians at 

that time had a reputation for lawlessness. To the contrary,

LaPiere found that A rm enians, who represented 6 percent o f the 

population in the com m unity in which data were collected, were 

only involved in 1.5 percent o f the court cases prosecuted by the 

police. This study supported the notion that stereotypes are not 

necessarily based on truth. Most of the studies during this 

general time fram e (F ernberger, 1948; Schoenfeld, 1942) also 

failed to find support for the Kernel of Truth hypothesis. 

A uthoritarian  P ersona lity

The 1950’s led to a change in approach, if not perspective. 

Instead of attem pting to explain prejudice, and thus stereotyping 

as a universal truth, researchers attempted to explain why certain
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people were prone to prejudice and others were not. This pre

disposition toward prejudice was believed to be linked to having a 

certain kind of personality. Thus, people who participated in 

extrem e dem onstrations of prejudice, for exam ple, Nazis, could be 

said to possess a pathological personality structure. According to 

this theory, normal people would not be likely to hold strong 

negative stereotypes, and would not be prone to prejudiced and 

discrim inatory behaviors. The theory that prejudiced people have 

pathological personality  structures seem ed in ternally  consistent; 

investigations of this phenomenon dem onstrated that those who 

held anti-Sem itic view s were more likely to express anti-Black 

views as well (Harding et al., 1969). Among the researchers who 

solidified this view were Adorno, Frenkel-Brunsw ik, Levinson, 

and Sanford who published The A uthoritarian P ersonality  in 

1950, and Rokeach et al. (I960). Adorno et al. (1950) 

investigated the personality  associated with p rejudice by 

adm inistering psychom etric tests to individuals who, based on 

their behavior seemed to have a prejudiced disposition, and to 

m ore to lerant individuals who seemed to have a tolerant 

disposition. Based on this type of data collection, they were able 

to develop the F-Scale, which was believed to be predictive of 

prejudiced behavior. Rokeach et al. (I960) developed a measure 

o f dogmatism that was also thought to be a valuable tool for 

predicting a pre-disposition toward prejudice. A lso during this 

time period The Nature o f  Prejudice  by Gordon A llport (1954) 

was published. A llport proposed that stereotypes occur as part of
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a categorization process that is necessary, but deficient in that 

some information is ignored once the stereotype is in place. A key 

contribution o f A llport is the notion that the interpretation o f new 

inform ation is biased by the presence o f a stereotype.

The Sociocultural P erspective

The 1960’s and I9 7 0 ’s brought about a period of looking at 

prejudice and stereotyping  from  a Sociocultural perspective, 

focusing on the role o f social learning and social reinforcem ent of 

behaviors and beliefs. This shift in focus from personality 

explanations m ight have been stim ulated by the actions of those 

involved in the Civil Rights movement of the 50’s and 60 's. An 

awareness o f institu tionalized  racism  em erged, and new 

approaches to understanding  prejudice and stereotyping grew 

from  that awareness. Social conform ity became the explanation of 

choice for those attem pting to explain racism. During this time, 

Sherif and his colleagues were conducting research that seemed to 

support an intergroup relations explanation for prejudice and 

stereotyping. Sherif conducted field studies in which he 

m anipulated the group m em bership o f boys in a sum m er camp 

environm ent (Sherif e t a l., 1961). Sherif and colleagues found 

that the boys in one group developed negative stereotypes about 

the m embers of another group during intergroup conflict, but that 

this stereotype changed when the boys engaged in activities that 

required intergroup cooperation. According to Sherif, stereotypes 

represented the relationsh ips between groups from the g ro u p ’s 

perspective, and these intergroup relations must be considered in
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the study o f stereotyping. So for Sherif, stereotypes were the 

resu lt o f a complex interaction o f an ind iv idual's  identification 

with a group, and the perception o f that g roup ’s relationship to 

other groups. One in teresting  developm ent during this time 

period was the em ergence o f  a view of stereotyping that allowed 

stereotypes to be investigated  independently o f prejudice.

Resistance to change, despite widely held social opinion in 

the 60 ’s and 70’s in the form  o f riots and revolts, cast doubt on 

the view that prejudice was sim ply m aintained by social norms. 

The em ergence of a social-cognitive perspective that could 

attem pt to explain stereotype resistance to change, and encom pass 

the previously held social conform ity perspective occurred. The 

social-cognitive perspective  represents the bulk of the current 

research  on stereotyping.

Recent Inquiry

M ost o f the current research and discussion on the topic of 

stereotyping focuses on the developm ent and m aintenance of 

stereotypes, on d ifferen t explanations for how and why they 

work, and on why they are resistant to change. Several 

approaches are currently  leading the research paradigm s in 

academ ia, namely Subtyping, Illusory C orrelation, the Contact 

H ypothesis, and In-G roup H eterogeneity /O ut-G roup H om ogeneity. 

M ost o f these approaches assum e that the form ation of 

stereotypes is a norm al, natural way that individuals cope with a 

com plex environm ent, and thus, stereotype form ation is autom atic 

and adaptive. Some o f the theories and research presented
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focuses on stereotype m aintenance. O ther theories presented in 

this section focus on stereotype change, yet they will give us 

inform ation about stereotype m aintenance and use. W hile the 

present research canno t propose to resolve the differences 

between these com peting view s, we hoped to be able to provide 

some inform ation based on a m inority population sam ple that 

would help to in tegrate several o f these views, and perhaps, lead 

the way for further investigation  using m inority  populations. 

Illusory C orrelation

Illusory correlation  has been defined as an erroneous 

perception of covaria tion  betw een two uncorrelated events 

(Chapman, 1967). Ham ilton and Gifford (1976) offer a 

representative experim ental paradigm  for the illusory  correlation 

line of research. The phenom enon o f illusory correlation was so 

named because participants seem ed to be finding a correlation 

where none really existed; and as a byproduct, they 

overestim ated the frequency o f distinctive events. In order to 

study the illusory corre lation , Ham ilton and G ifford presented 

participants w ith 27 m oderate ly  desirable and 12 m oderately 

undesirable behaviors (p rev iously  norm ed) that w ere perform ed 

by a m em ber o f one o f two groups (group A contained 26 

members and group B contained  13 mem bers), thus they 

m anipulated m ajority and m inority  group status (m em bers of 

group A are in the m ajority group, members of group B are in the 

m inority group). Partic ipants were then given behavior 

information paired with a m em ber of either group A or B (e.g..
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“John, a m em ber o f group A, visited a sick friend in the hospital.” ).

The ratio  o f desirable behaviors to undesirable behaviors was 

held constant for both groups, and as a result, the least frequently 

occurring  pair would be a m oderate ly  undesirable behavior paired 

with a m em ber of group B. Participants were also shown a list of 

all the behaviors that had been presented to them during the 

experim ent, and were asked to ind icate  the group m em bership of 

the person who had performed a particu lar behavior. Hamilton 

and G ifford expected to show that undesirable behaviors would 

be overattributed to group B. The results o f this initial study 

supported  the research hypothesis. Participants attributed the 

undesirable behaviors to group B m ore than they did to group A. 

T he participants attributed 52% o f  the undesirable behaviors to 

group B, when in reality, only 25% were actually paired with 

group B. Hamilton and Gifford conducted a second experim ent in

which they attem pted to dem onstrate that if you change the ratios

o f undesirable to desirable behaviors such that the least 

frequently  occurring pairing is a m em ber of group B paired with a 

desirab le  behavior, you would get an overestim ation of the 

num ber o f desirable behaviors in group B. Their second study 

found support for their hypothesis; when the ratios were changed, 

peop le  overestim ated the occurrence o f  desirable behaviors 

paired with the sm aller group.

One thing that Hamilton and G ifford did not consider in 

either o f their studies was how m em bership in one of the two 

groups m ight affect the judgm ents people make. A study by
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Shalier and M aass (1989) addressed this issue. Shaller and Maass 

used the same paradigm  as Ham ilton and Gifford, however, they 

told the participants that they were e ither a member o f group A 

or o f group B based on their perform ance on a battery of 

personality tests; they also included a control group that provided 

a replication o f the Hamilton and Gifford study. They found that 

people who w ere m embers o f group B, when there should have 

been an overestim ation of undesirable behaviors with group B, 

did not show any evidence o f illusory correlation. The ratings of 

group B mem bers seemed to be accurate. It was speculated that 

this could be because they were more likely to pay attention to 

their group, or look for the desirable behaviors coming from  their 

group m ore so than undesirable behaviors. Shaller and M aass' 

work suggests tha t there may be some in-group m echanism  that 

can mediate the effects of the illusory correlation. W hile this may 

be explained in part by the In-G roup H eterogeneity/O ut-G roup 

Homogeneity effect to be discussed later, it does not address the 

kind of group m em bership that racial stereotypes provide. Racial 

stereotypes are well established, and may have deep personal 

meaning to individual mem bers of a stereotyped group. In the 

Shaller and M aass study, the partic ipan t's  personal investm ent in 

the group to which they were assigned is minimal.

S u b ty p in g

The Subtyping literature suggests that people, when 

confronted with an instance that is inconsistent with their 

stereotype, will c reate  a subtype for that instance that allow s
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their orig inal stereotype to rem ain intact while accom m odating 

the  inconsisten t inform ation.

D evine and Baker (1991), using current cultural buzzw ords 

as a guide, developed nine possible subtype labels, and a general 

category label, that were presented to participants (e.g. 

general=B lacks, Subtypes=B lack athlete; Black businessm an; getto 

Black; m ilitant Black; Uncle Tom; Oreo cookie; streetwise Black; and 

W elfare B lack). All of the participants who participated in the 

study w ere W hite, and they w ere shown only one subtype. 

Participants were given a packet o f m aterials that included two 

pages o f thought listing boxes. They were instructed to read the 

category label on the page and write down the characteristics that 

they believed were representative o f the cultural conception of 

the group (Devine & Baker, 1991). Each participant only saw one 

o f the subtypes, but they were all required to do a thought listing 

for the general category Blacks. Devine and Baker expected to 

find some overlap between the subcategories and the overall 

category o f  Blacks, but little overlap between the subcategories. 

Their findings were mixed on both of these points. There was 

som e evidence that subtypes could be useful, though, there did 

not seem  to be meaningful subtypes for “oreo cookie”, “ m ilitant 

B lack” , or “Uncle Tom ”, for this sample of participants. There was 

a considerable amount of overlap between the subtypes of 

“streetw ise”, “ghetto” , and “w elfare” with each other and with the 

overall category Black. Lastly, the categories of “A thletic” and 

“businessm an” had almost no overlap with the overall category.
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and no overlap with the other subtypes, but a significant amount 

o f  overlap with each other. The Athletic and Businessm an 

category results lead to the question of whether these are really 

subtypes at all, or if they are independent categories o f their own. 

This research suggests that if  people have a stereotype about a 

particu lar group, they can d ifferentially  apply the stereotypic 

characteristics to the m em bers o f that group such that not all 

m em bers o f that group are necessarily  bound by the 

characteristics o f the main (general category) stereotype.

W hether or not subtyping is used by members of m inority groups 

about the m ajority group has yet to be investigated.

Further research in the area o f subtyping was done by 

Johnston and Hewstone (1992). These researchers proposed a 

prototype m odel for subtyping, and suggested that subtyping 

occurs when instances are not viewed as being typical of a given 

category, typicality  being determ ined by com paring the instance 

to a prototype o f the category. Johnston and Hewstone were also 

interested in stereotype change, and suggested that subtyping was 

m ore likely to occur when disconfirm ing inform ation is 

concentrated in a few instances, as opposed to being dispersed 

across m any instances. They were also seeking to dem onstrate a 

problem  with the Bookkeeping model of stereotype change which 

suggests that m odification of a stereotype can occur by the 

additive influence of each piece o f disconfirm ing evidence. 

Participants w ere given the group names “physics students” and 

“dram a students” . They were then presented with inform ation
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about behaviors that were engaged in by an individual who was a 

m em ber o f  one o f  these two groups. The behaviors were either 

consisten t with the stereotype about that group, inconsistent with 

the stereotype about that g roup, or irrelevant. Stereotype 

inconsistent inform ation was e ith e r concentrated in few group 

m em bers, o r dispersed across m any group members. Participants 

estim ated there to be more inconsisten t inform ation presented in 

the dispersed than in the concentrated condition. Also, the 

num ber o f  typical group m em bers was overestim ated in the 

concentra ted  condition and underestim ated  in the d ispersed  

condition. These findings seem to suggest that it is easier to 

subtype if  you only have to subtype a few individuals, how ever 

when it seem s that practically everyone you are presented with is 

inconsistent with your stereotype, then changing the stereotype 

may be m ore practical than creating  subtypes for everybody.

These resu lts both show support for subtyping, and dem onstrate 

one possible avenue for stereotype change.

Contact H ypothesis

The Contact Hypothesis is the widely held belief that 

interaction between individuals belonging to different groups will 

reduce ethnic prejudice and intergroup tension. A thorough 

review  o f the literature on the Contact Hypothesis was done by 

Hewstone and Brown (1986). T heir review highlights A llpo rt’s 

(1954) discussion of the nature o f the contact between d ifferent 

groups, and how important the content and circum stances 

surrounding that contact are. All port felt that the follow ing were
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the necessary conditions for stereotype change to occur: (a) Equal 

status between m em bers o f the groups, (b) Higher status held by 

the m inority m em ber, (c) A social clim ate in favor o f  intergroup 

contact, (d) W hen the contact is intim ate rather than casual, (e) 

W hen the contact is pleasant or rew arding, and (f) W hen the 

m em bers of the contact groups are engaging in a superordinate 

goal that is of m ore importance than any goal of the individual 

groups. C onversely, A llport suggests that interaction betw een 

m em bers o f d ifferen t groups that does not meet the above criteria 

can have dam aging effects on intergroup relations. These are 

com pelling elem ents, but A llport seem s to clearly be talking about

stereotypes held by the m ajority group about the m inority group.

M any o f these conditions would not necessarily apply to 

stereotypes held by the m inority group about the m ajority  group.

However, A llport is not the only person to talk about contact

as being one im portant possible avenue to stereotype change.

There was classic work in this area conducted by Sherif et al.

(1961) and is com m only known as the Robbers Cave experim ent. 

This study was discussed previously in this paper. The Robbers 

Cave experim ent is often used as an exam ple of how groups can 

be brought together by having them  engage in obtaining 

supero rd ina te  goals.

Rothbart and John (1993) also discuss contact as a means for 

stereotype change. In their view, the key to change is whether a 

perceiver is able to generalize from  one individual who exhibits 

positive characteristics, to the entire group. This generalization to
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the group is more likely to occur if  the fit between the 

characteristics o f the m em ber and the characteristics of the 

category  is high, but the m em ber possesses som e characteristics 

disconfirm ing the category. R othbart and John 's  perspective 

im plies that an ideal ratio o f confirm ation to disconfirm ation 

needs to be achieved in order to make alteration o f the stereotype 

the m ost economical option. Again, this view applies very well to 

the majority group’s view of a m inority group, but its application 

to  a minority group’s view of the m ajority has yet to be 

in v e s tig a te d .

In -G roup  H eterogeneity/O ut-G roup Hom ogeneity

In-Group H eterogeneity /O ut-G roup H om ogeneity refers to 

the notion that individuals view the members o f the group to 

which they belong as having heterogeneous characteristics. In 

contrast, individuals view the m em bers of other groups as 

possessing homogeneous characteristics (they are all alike). Park, 

Ryan, and Judd (1992) looked at the com plexity of in-group and 

out-group representations using the num ber of subtypes a person 

can generate as one measure o f perceived variability. Park et al. 

used engineering majors and business majors as participants, and 

engineering and business as categories in their study. They found 

that the num ber o f subgroups generated was significantly  larger 

fo r the in-group than for the out-group. Furtherm ore, when they 

controlled for the difference in the num ber of subgroups, the out

group homogeneity effect went away. Based on their research.

Park, Ryan, and Judd suggest that members of a group may find it
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to be valuable to subtype instances that d isconfinn  their positive 

in-group stereotype as a m eans o f self protection. The opposite 

could potentially  be true w ith regard to subtyping members o f the 

out-group. I f  a person has a  somewhat negative stereotype of 

m em bers o f the out-group, then subtyping may take place for 

instances that disconfirm  their negative stereotype o f  the out 

group. This view o f the topic may provide some integration of the 

in -g roup /ou t-g roup  literature with the subtyping literature.

The Response o f  Black Psychology

L argely  ignored in m ainstream  social psychology has been 

the response o f B lack psychologists and the em erging field of 

Black Psychology. Research by Black psychologists has served to 

offer alternative explanations for a host of research findings about 

Blacks. Black researchers have taken on several of the concepts 

that have been investigated by traditional psychologists and have 

looked a t them  from  an Afrocentric perspective. Some examples 

of these include delay of gratification research, and the notion of 

self-hate. These are provided here in order to dem onstrate the 

possibility that looking at research from a minority group 

perspective may enhance our understanding of many topics in 

psychology, including stereotyping.

Substantial research on Blacks with regard to delay of 

gratification was conducted by W alter Mischel in the 1950’s and 

1960’s. Banks, McQuater, Ross, and Ward (1983) defined the 

concept o f  delay o f gratification as the ability to forego immediate 

opportunities to satisfy impulses in favor of alternative
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opportunities that may be o f greater value, but more tem porally  

rem ote. M ischel (1958) investigated delay  o f gratification 

behavior with T rinidadian B lack children. He concluded that 

B lacks had a tendency tow ard im m ediate gratification.

Subsequent research by M ischel also concluded that, in 

conjunction with a  tendency toward im m ediate gratification, there 

was also a relationship betw een this tendency and the lack o f 

father figures in the home. Black researchers (Ward, Banks & 

W ilson, 1991) conducted a m eta-analysis o f the Mischel studies 

(M ischel 1958, 1961a, I9 6 lb )  and sim ilar studies (Price-W illiam s 

&  Ramirez, 1974; Strickland, 1972) and they have concluded that 

the tendency for im m ediate gratification in Blacks is no g reater 

than the tendency for im m ediate gratification in W hites. 

Furtherm ore, they pointed out flaws in the m ethodology used that 

could have contributed to the en an t findings. Factors such as the 

race of the experim enter, and the socio-econom ic background o f 

the participants w ere determ ined to be im portant confounding 

variables that were not accounted for by the design of most of the 

studies in this area.

The literature on self-hate among Blacks has also been 

challenged by researchers who feel the research in the area has, 

by and large, failed to consider the unique circum stances and 

intervening variables that com prise the B lack experience in 

A m erica. The researchers investigating self-hate among Blacks 

w ere interested in the developm ent o f self-esteem  in Blacks. The 

standard research in this area consisted o f racial preference
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studies in which children would be presented with objects (i.e., 

racial dolls (dolls with light skin or dark skin), pictures of people) 

and asked to select particular ones (e.g.., “W hich one is like you?” ; 

“W hich one is the pretty one?”). Many o f  the studies conducted in 

this w ay found that B lack children tended to chose the W hite 

dolls/pictures as the pretty  one or the one like them (A sher & 

Asher, 1969; Clark & C lark, 1939,1950; Goodm an, 1952). These 

findings were used as evidence that Black children had very 

negative se lf concepts, in other words, that Blacks exhibited “self- 

hate” . The implication of a finding of self-hate among Blacks was 

that B lacks would have lower self-esteem than W hiles. The 

research on self-hate am ong Blacks was unable to explain the fact 

that when Black children were given m easures o f self-esteem , 

their scores would be reasonably high, much more so than would 

be predicted by the self-hate findings (A kbar, 1985, Nobles, 

19 7 3 ).

In response to the Black self-hate findings, researchers have 

argued that the psychologists who conducted studies on this 

phenom enon and found support for the hypothesis that Blacks 

exhib it self-hate failed to consider cultural d ifferences betw een 

Blacks and W hites in their research design. Spencer (1982) 

suggests that Blacks are able to com partm entalize their self- 

concept such that they are able to keep it separate, and thus 

buffered from , the overall attitudes in society about Blacks. In 

this way. Blacks are able to have positive self-concepts and self

esteem  while realizing that in society, blackness is not valued.
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Given this explanation, the Black children in the self-hate studies 

w ere using inform ation about social desirability  in m aking their 

selections. The im portant point here is that a consideration from 

the perspective of Blacks is important in explaining why on the 

one hand. Black children would show evidence of self-hate, and at 

the sam e time, they would score well on measures o f self-esteem .

S u m m a r y

One issue that has not been addressed by any of the 

stereotype research is ethnic m inority group status, and the 

im pact that ethnic m inority group status may have on any of 

these processes. The study by Shaller and Maass (1989) 

referenced earlier in this paper began to address group 

m em bership as an issue, but used artificial categories that are 

devoid of the richness of ethnic/racial group membership. These 

categories had no real m eaning to the participants. Devine and 

B aker (1991) used only W hite participants, and subtypes o f 

B lacks, and the list of experiments using a sim ilar com position of 

participants could go on and on. W hat history and current inquiry 

have dem onstrated is that stereotype research has failed to 

include m inority group m em bers as participants, thus leaving a 

g rea t m any questions about the generalizability of current 

theories o f stereotyping to m inority group m em bers, unansw ered.

Recent research by Colem an, Jussim , and Kelley (1995) 

suggests that the race of the perceiver may moderate the
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predictions o f several models o f  stereotyping. Coleman et al. were 

interested in investigating the applicability  o f the literature on 

E xtrem ity /C om plexity  theory to Black participants. 

Extrem ity/C om plexity  theory suggests that people will have a 

more com plex stereotype of their in-group than they do o f  the 

out-group. This theory also suggests that people will rate 

m em bers o f the out-group m ore extrem ely than they will rate 

m embers of the in-group (see Lin ville and Jones, 1980, for a 

discussion of this theory). Coleman et al. (1995) asked Black 

participants to rate  targets that were presented as job  candidates. 

Some characteristics o f the job  candidates were m anipulated, for 

exam ple, the race of the candidate and the use of standard English 

versus non-standard English. Participants rated the targets on 

intelligence, overall occupational com petence, and the likelihood of 

each applicant being hired. Results indicated that Blacks did not 

apply the same rules as W hites when rating targets. Blacks 

dem onstrated m ore com plexity in their stereotype of Blacks than 

they did in their stereotype of W hites, (consistent with In-G roup 

H eterogeneity /O ut-G roup  H om ogeneity  and E x trem ity /C om plex ity  

theory). How ever, when Blacks rated Black and W hite targets that 

e ither spoke standard or non-standard English, their ratings of the 

Black targets w ere ju s t as extreme as their ratings of the W hite 

targets (not consisten t with Extrem ity/C om plexity  theory).

Coleman et al. (1995) concluded that theories of stereotyping need 

to account for pow er differentials betw een in-groups and ou t

groups. Because W hites are the m ajority and have non
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stigm atized status, they may view out-groups d ifferently  than 

Blacks, who hold a stigm atized status.

K rueger (1996) investigated the stereotypes held by Blacks 

about W hites, and those held by W hites about Blacks. T heir 

investigation prim arily  involved using a list of 2 0  adjectives taken 

from several sources, including the Katz and Braly (1933) 

adjective checklist. C onsistent with our research hypothesis, 

K rueger’s research supported the existence of stereotypes of both 

Blacks and W hites among members o f the other race. However, 

Krueger did not investigate  stereotype knowledge with regard to 

the socially held stereotype about the group of which you are a 

member, or stereotype use by m em bers of both groups.

Research Overview

Our goal was to investigate the impact minority group 

status, e.g. being Black in the United States, has on knowledge of 

stereotypes, and use of stereotypes. Furtherm ore, we intended to 

begin to investigate  stereotype form ation, and the im pact 

knowledge of a stereotype has on intergroup perception. By doing 

so, we hoped to help to fill a gap in the cuiient stereotyping 

literature. We intended to provide a basis for future research that 

will investigate the application of specific theories o f stereotype 

m aintenance and change to m inority group members and their 

stereotypes about the m ajority  group.

Study 1 exam ined the existence of a stereotype about the 

m ajority (W hites) held by a minority group (Blacks). Beyond 

establishing the existence o f a stereotype, this study organized the
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content o f  the stereotype, and com pared it to the content of the 

stereo type proposed by Brigham  (1971). Study I also reported 

inform ation  about the know ledge o f  the stereotype of W hites that 

W hites have. So the question, “Do W hites know what the 

stereo type  that m inority group m em bers have about them is?” 

was addressed. Study 2 investigated the use of stereotypes in 

reacting to  ambiguous behaviors engaged in by a target who is a 

m em ber o f  either the m ajority group or the  m inority group 

(either W hite, or Black). Study 2 also began to gather information 

about stereotype formation and the im pact o f knowledge of the 

existence o f a stereotype on intergroup interactions for both 

m ajo rity  and m inority group m em bers.

Study 1: Stereotype Content

T his phase of the research was intended to collect 

inform ation  on the content o f the socially held stereotypes under 

investigation. M ost of the attention in stereotype research has 

focused on the stereotype o f Blacks, and other m inority groups 

held by W hites (Brigham, 1971; Devine, 1989). The stereotype of 

W hites held  by members o f m inority  groups has been neglected. 

O ur stereotype content investigation was intended to supply some 

baseline inform ation on the existence of a stereotype about 

W hites held  by Blacks, and to gather inform ation about the 

content o f that stereotype. Research by D evine suggests that 

m em bers o f  a society know the content o f socially held 

stereotypes, even if  they do not believe the content o f the
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stereotype is true. Based on these and other findings, we 

expected to show that both Blacks and W hites have knowledge o f 

the socially held stereotype of B lacks. The stereotype of W hites, 

however, is not necessarily a stereotype that is held in society in 

general, but may be a stereotype that is held by particular social 

groups. W e expected to show that there will be agreement am ong 

Blacks as to the content of the stereotype of W hites, but little 

agreem ent among W hites as to the stereotype of W hites. 

Conversely, we expected to show agreem ent among Blacks and 

W hites as to the content of the socially  held stereotype of Blacks.

M eth od

P a r tic ip a n ts

Participants w ere 36 W hite students and 30 Black students 

in various undergraduate psychology courses at a large 

southw estern university  who participated as one option of a 

research  fam ilia riza tion  requirem ent.

M a te r ia ls

The packet participants were asked to complete began with 

a page asking for general dem ographic inform ation, such as race 

and gender. Subsequent pages asked participants to generate a 

thought listing of the characteristics they felt were consistent w ith 

the socially held stereotype of e ither W hites or Blacks. They were 

also given an adjective checklist adapted from  the one used by 

Katz and Braly (1933), with some m odifications to modernize the 

words used (Appendix B). The adjective checklist followed the 

thought listing, and participants w ere instructed that once they
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com pleted a page o f the booklet, they were not to turn back to 

previous pages. This was intended to prevent the adjective 

checklist from  influencing the thought listing. Because both high 

and low  prejudice individuals are believed to have knowledge of 

the socially  held stereotypes (D evine, 1989), it was not deem ed 

necessary to collect racism inform ation.

P ro c e d u re

Participants w ere seated in a classroom  and given a packet 

o f inform ation by the experim enter. After instructing the 

participants to carefully read the instructions at the top of each 

page o f the packet, the experim enter verbally instructed the 

participants to report what they knew  about the socially held 

stereotype, not their own personal beliefs (See Appendix A), and 

to be honest in their report o f the inform ation. Participants were 

assured of the anonym ity of the data. Participants were also 

asked not to place any identifying m arks on the packets that 

would allow  the data to be linked directly  to them  in any way.

They were told that the data would be analyzed as a collective 

whole, not on an individual basis.

R e su lts

Com plete proportion inform ation can be found in A ppendix 

B. For ease of reporting, Table 1 and Table 2 have been provided 

to show the proportion information for only those traits to which 

at least 40% of the respondents in one of the groups indicated that 

it was a com ponent of the socially held stereotype they were 

asked to evaluate (see Katz & Braly, 1933; Brigham, 1971 for
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sim ilar m ethodology). These data seem  to indicate no real 

consensus am ong W hite participants about the stereotype o f their 

own group. F o r each o f the 89 traits, at least one White 

participant indicated that it was a com ponent of the socially held 

stereotype o f W hites. There was m ore consensus among Blacks 

about the socially held stereotype o f W hites. O f the 89 traits, only 

6 6  o f them w ere indicated by at least one Black person for the 

stereotype of W hites. There were 23 traits that were not 

indicated by any Blacks (ex. w itty, fighting, individualistic, 

passionate, conventional, practical, aggressive, artistic, sensitive, 

quarrelsom e, m usical, jovial). Because of the level o f agreem ent 

about the com ponents of the stereotype o f W hites reported by 

Blacks, the existence o f a socially held stereotype o f W hites was 

su p p o r te d .

There were 10 traits to which no one, W hite or Black, 

responded when asked about the stereotype of Blacks (ex. 

scientific, sophisticated , courteous, conventional, in trospective, 

nationalistic, practical, sensitive, neat, conservative). For both 

groups, at least one person indicated that 70 of the 89 traits 

described Blacks, m eaning that 19 o f them  were excluded (10 of 

which were the same for both groups, the other 9 differed).

A reasonable consensus about the content of the stereotype 

of Blacks was achieved in both the Black and W hite sam ple, which 

is consistent w ith previous research in establishing the existence 

of a socially held stereotype of Blacks. It is important to note that 

the agreem ent about the content of the stereotype of W hites
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am ong the B lack participants was reasonably good, however.

W hite participants viewed the stereotype about W hites as being 

m ore diverse. Because there is so much consistency in the 

stereotype of W hites reported by Blacks, it is reasonable to say 

that at som e level, a stereotype of W hites does exist. It seems 

from  these data that the W hite participants do not believe the 

content o f the stereotype held about them  is the same as the 

content that the Black participants report. This result would 

suggest that the W hite participants have a d ifferen t view of the 

stereotype about them  than do the members o f a m inority group. 

This is a critical difference between Blacks and W hites. Blacks 

have a very good idea about the content o f the stereotype that 

W hites m ay hold about Blacks, but W hites do not have a good 

grasp of the stereotype that Blacks m ay hold of W hites.

Discussion (Study 1)

Consistent w ith previous research (Katz & Braly, 1933;

D evine, 1989), there seems to be general agreem ent about the 

content o f the socially held stereotype o f Blacks held by W hites.

An interesting finding here is that not only do W hites know the 

content of the socially held stereotype of Blacks, but Blacks also 

know the content of the socially held stereotype about Blacks.

This adds an interesting dim ension to stereotype research, 

particularly when you look at the situation for W hites. Though 

there is consistency among Blacks as to the content o f the socially 

held stereotype of W hites, and that stereotype content is 

consistent with previous research done by Brigham  (1971),
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W hites still do not seem  to know about the content of that 

stereotype. W hether or not we may call the stereotype that 

m inority group m em bers have about W hites a culturally  held 

stereotype is a question that can not really  be answered by this 

data. The term ‘culturally  held stereotype’ im plies that all 

mem bers o f a given culture have been exposed to the stereotype.

It is clear that this is not the case for W hites in Am erican society. 

However, a stereotype about W hites does seem  to exist at some 

level, perhaps it can be considered a stereotype held by certain 

‘sub-cultures’. The idea that one group has knowledge o f the 

socially held stereotype about them, and another group does not 

has in teresting im plications that will be fu rther addressed in the 

general d iscussion.

Study 2 Stereotype Use

The purpose of study 2 was to investigate the d ifferent 

in terpretations o f am biguous behavior that may be dem onstrated  

when racial stereotypes are evoked. In addition, a second task 

was given to the participants that collected inform ation about 

stereotype form ation, and the effect that stereotype know ledge 

has on behavior. W hile this kind of research has been done using 

m inority m em bers, specifically  Blacks, as the target, little  has 

been done looking at the ways Blacks evaluate W hite targets. 

Devine, (1989), showed support for the notion that when a 

stereotype is primed, even non-consciously, it can cause an 

individual to rate am biguous behaviors in a way that is consistent 

with the stereotype. Our study was intended to investigate how
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individuals rate am biguous behaviors when Black participan ts are 

used and the target is White. We expect to show that when the 

stereotype of W hites is primed, B lack participants will rate the 

target in a way that is consistent with the socially held stereotype 

o f W hites, while W hite participants will not use stereotype 

inform ation in their ratings of W hite targets. When the target is 

B lack, we expect m embers of both racial groups to rate the target 

person consistently with the stereotype about Blacks.

For the second task (the stereotype formation and effect on 

behavior task), we expected to show that Blacks report being 

aw are of a socially held stereotype about their racial/ethnic group 

m ore frequently than W hites. We also expected to show  that 

B lacks report having become aware of the stereotype about 

them selves at an earlier age than W hites. In addition, we 

expected to show that Blacks feel their behavior is effected by 

their knowledge of the socially held stereotype about them  more 

frequently  than W hites. The purpose fo r collecting stereotype 

form ation and effect on behavior inform ation was two fold. First, 

it was intended to begin to answer the question of how much 

im pact knowledge o f the existence o f a socially held stereotype 

has on intergroup behavior. Inform ation about the effect 

know ledge of the stereotype about ones own group has on 

behavior, could serve to help explain any differences found in 

stereotype use. Secondly, it was intended to provide inform ation 

that may be used in future studies that exam ine the effect
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know ledge about the socially held stereotype o f an indiv idual's 

own group m ight have on behavior.

M eth o d

P a r tic ip a n ts

Participants were 30 Black and 30 W hite students at a 

private liberal arts college in the m id-w est. Participants 

volunteered to take part in the study, and received extra credit in 

various in troductory  level classes fo r their participation.

P ro c e d u re

Partic ipants were instructed that they would be taking part 

in two unrelated projects. They were then asked to read and sign 

an inform ed consent form (Appendix C). After they signed the 

consent form , they were told that they would be filling out several 

questionnaires. They were told that after they com plete the first 

task (the am biguous scenario) they were to turn it in to the 

experim enter, at which time they w ere given the second task (the 

stereo type know ledge  survey).

For the first task, they were presented with a packet 

consisting o f  a page requesting dem ographic inform ation 

(Appendix D) and a second page that contained the ambiguous 

scenario (A ppendix E). The scenario described a series of 

ambiguous behaviors engaged in by the target individual. Race of 

the target was m anipulated by using a name m anipulation from 

Rush (in press).

In Rush (in press), names were tested for the likelihood that 

they were associated with a person o f a particular racial/ethnic
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group. A list o f names was developed and the 70 participants 

were asked to rate the likelihood that a person with a particular

name was Black, and the likelihood that a person with the same

name was W hite. Only nam es for which ratings were high for one

race (90% likelihood and above) and low for the other race (10%

likelihood and lower) were used.

Participants were asked to rate the target person on a 

num ber o f scales. The am biguous behaviors were gleaned from 

the “D onald” paragraph created by Srull and W yer (1979), and 

used by D evine in her 1989 research on autom atic stereotype 

activation. Some additional behaviors were added in order to 

increase the num ber o f behaviors, and to add trustw orthiness 

am biguity (an im portant com ponent o f the stereotype of W hites) 

to the hostility  am biguity (an im portant com ponent o f the 

stereotype o f Blacks) (Appendix E).

At the bottom o f the page on which the scenario appeared, 

there was a series of scales designed to reflect aspects of the 

stereotypes o f W hites and Blacks. The scale was anchored on each 

end by trait words which were consistent either with the 

stereotype of W hites or the stereotype of Blacks (A ppendix E).

A fter the participants com pleted the dem ographic and 

am biguous scenario inform ation, they handed the pages to the 

experim enter. The experim enter then gave the participants the 

stereotype form ation and affect on behavior questionnaire  

(A ppendix F). The stereotype form ation questionnaire was 

designed to address possible differences between Blacks and
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W hites in when they became aware of stereotypes, and how the 

stereotypes affect their behavior. T he survey consisted o f 

questions they w ere asked to answ er about the form ation of 

knowledge of stereotypes (e.g. Do you believe there is a socially 

held stereotype about people of your racial/ethnic group?).

After all the participants w ere finished with the second task, 

the experim enter collected the survey and read a debriefing 

statem ent aloud. Participants were then given the opportunity  to 

ask questions.

R e s u l  ts

Target E valuation

The basic design included two factors (race o f participant 

and race of target). There were 10 dependent variables, one for 

each post-scenario scale. A MANOVA was performed for each 

factor and the interaction. All were significant. Following are the 

results o f those analyses:

Main effect for Race of Target; E( 1 0 .4 7 ,=5.45, ^< .01

Main effect for Race of Participant: 1 0 4̂ 7 ,=3.55, fL<.01

Interaction (Race o f  Target/Race o f Participant): £,,,,.4 7 ,=3.30, p.<.01.

In order to fu rther understand these results, univariate 

tests were perform ed for each dependent variable.

A g g r e s s iv e :  Univariate tests on the dependent variable

Aggressive show ed a significant race o f target effect (F ,, =

13.78, p.<.0l) such that the Black target was rated as more 

aggressive than the W hite target (see Table 3). There was no 

significant effect fo r race of participant and no interaction.
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D eceitfu l; U nivariate tests on the dependent variable 

D eceitful yielded no significant effects (see Table 4 for m eans).

G reedy: The results o f the univariate tests on the

dependent variable Greedy indicated a significant race of 

participant effect (E(i.5f.) = 9.63, c < . 0 1 ) such that W hite participants 

rated the targets as being m ore greedy than did the Black 

participants. There was not a significant race of target effect, and 

no interaction (for means see Table 5).

H o s ti le :  Univariate tests on the dependent variable Hostile

showed a significant race o f target effect (E<i..«ï6 ) = 8.07, p.<.01) such 

that Black targets were rated as more hostile than W hite targets 

(see Table 6 ). There was no significant effect for race o f 

partic ipan t and no interaction.

Intelligent: Univariate tests on the dependent variable

In telligen t y ielded two significant main effects and an interaction. 

The main effects were significant for both race of target (F^i .sf,, = 

20.41, p< .01) and race of participant (£(1 .5 5 , = 10.80, p.<.01). The 

interaction was also significant (Ed..<;6 } = 10.80, p.<.0 1 ).

One-way AN O V A 's were used to further dissect this 

interaction. The results indicated that the Black target was 

view ed as being less intelligent than the W hite target by W hite 

participants (F(i,2 8 ) = 41.43, p.<.01), but there was not a significant 

effect for Black participants (see Table 7).

L a z y : Univariate tests on the dependent variable Lazy

showed a significant main effect fo r race of target (F(|,56) = 7.00,
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p<.O I), a significant main effect for race of participant (F^j 5 5 , =

4.30, ^<.05), and a significant interaction = 6.01. p<.01).

One-way ANOVA’s were used to further dissect the 

interaction. The results indicated that the Black target was 

view ed as being more lazy than the W hite target by W hite 

participants (F(i,28)=13.720, p.<.01), but no significant d ifference 

betw een the two for Black participants (see Table 8 ).

S e lf is h : The results of the univariate tests on the

dependent variable Selfish indicated a significant race o f target 

effect (F(i.5 6 ) = 4.70, p.<.05) such that Black targets were rated as 

m ore selfish than W hite targets. There was no race of participant 

effect, and no interaction (for m eans see Table 9).

S ly : The results of the univariate tests on the dependent

variable Sly yielded no significant main effects or Interactions (for 

m eans see Table 10).

S o c ia b le :  The results o f the univariate tests on the

dependent variable Sociable indicated a significant main effect for 

race of target (F(i.5 6 ) = 4.35, p.<.05) such that the Black targets were 

rated as being more sociable than the W hite targets. There was 

no significant race of participant effect, and no interaction (for 

m eans see Table 11).

T r u s tw o r th y :  The results o f  the univariate tests on the

dependent variable Trustw orthy ind icated  a significant m ain 

effect for race of target (£<1 .5 6 ) = 4.17, ^< .05), a significant main 

effect for race of participant (£ ^ .5 6 , = 4.17, p.<-05), and a significant 

interaction (£(i,5 6 )=  14.88. p.<.Ol).
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One-way ANOVA’s w ere used to further dissect these 

results. The results of the one-w ay ANOVA’s indicated that the 

W hite  target was rated as being less trustworthy than the Black 

target by Black participants (F^i,28)=I4.787, n=<.01), and no 

sign ifican t difference between the two for W hite participants (see 

Table 12).

G eneral S tereotype Inform ation Survey

In o rder to assess the inform ation collected about stereotype 

form ation , and when people becam e aware o f a stereotype about 

their own group, a correlational analysis was conducted. In 

addition , non-param etric analyses were perform ed to look for 

possib le group differences in response to the survey questions.

R esults indicated that a ll participants reported believing 

there was a socially held stereotype about their own group, all 

partic ipan ts indicated that they believed there were socially  held 

stereotypes about m embers o f  o ther groups, and all participants 

reported that they felt they knew  what the components o f the 

socially  held stereotype about their ethnic/racial group were. For 

that reason, those questions w ere om itted from the analysis. The 

rem aining two questions were analyzed to determ ine if  there was 

a relationship  between race o f the participant, and their 

re s p o n se s .

A correlational analysis revealed a significant corre lation  

betw een race o f the participant and age at which the participant 

becam e aware of the stereotype about their own group (£ = -.5 2 5 , 

p.<.0 1 ), and a significant correlation for race of the participant and
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w hether or not knowledge o f the stereotype about your own 

group affects your behavior (£=-.439, p.<.OI). Because the data 

were categorica l in nature, non-param etric tests were conducted 

to look at the possibility o f significant differences between the 

two groups o f  participants fo r these two questions. The results 

indicated a significant d ifference betw een the two groups of 

partic ipan ts fo r stereotype know ledge age (M ann-W hitney 

U=80.00, p.=<-01), and a significant difference between the two 

groups for stereotype effect on behavior (M ann-W hitney U 

=68.00, pL=<-01). The results showed that Blacks reported having 

become aw are o f the stereotype at an earliei age than W hites (see 

Figure 2) and that Blacks reported that they felt knowledge of the 

stereotype affected  their behav io r m ore frequently  than W hites 

(see Figure 3).

Discussion (Study 2)

The resu lts dem onstrate partial support of the stated 

hypotheses. W hen the target was given the “W hite" name. Black 

participants rated  the target as less trustworthy than did W hite 

participants. Because untrustw orthiness is part o f the socially 

held stereotype o f W hites, this finding is consistent with the 

hypothesis. W hen the target is given the “Black” name, 

participants in  both groups rate  the target consistently  with the 

stereotype o f Blacks, though responses by W hite participants are 

more extrem e than responses by B lacks. Also consistent with the 

hypotheses w as the result that when W hites rated the Black 

target, they tended to do so in a m anner that is consistent with



Stereotype Knowledge 39

the socially held stereotype of Blacks. Blacks w ere rated as more 

lazy, and less in te lligen t than W hites. Interestingly, when Blacks 

rated the Black target, they responded in a way that was similar 

to the way W hites responded to the White target. This result may 

support the notion o f  in-group bias in making judgm ents. The fact 

that Blacks and W hites differed in their ratings (collapsing across 

race o f target) was unexpected, and will be addressed in the 

general d iscussion.

The survey d a ta  that w ere collected regard ing  stereotype 

knowledge also had m ixed results. The fact that all participants 

indicated that they believed there was a socially held stereotype 

about their group was not expected. It was expected that White 

participants would not know  there was a stereotype. However, 

the difference in age, and the difference in the effect that 

knowledge of stereotypes has on behavior supports the 

hypotheses, and has im plications for differences betw een Blacks 

and W hites in their subjective  experiences w ith stereotypes that 

will be further addressed in the general discussion.

General Discussion

The literature on stereotyping is replete with exam ples of 

stereotype use by W hites, and stereotype know ledge o f W hites 

about other groups, bu t little  inform ation can be found that 

investigates the im pact that being in a stereotyped group has on 

stereotype use. O ur study set out to demonstrate the im portance 

of group m em bership in stereotype use, and the possib le
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differential im pact that stereotypes may have based on group 

m e m b e rsh ip .

W hile ou r research hypotheses were based on looking for 

differences in stereotype use, we were also interested in 

investigating the sim ilarities am ong groups. Our view was that 

any differences m anifested in this study could be accounted for 

by differential experiences with stereotypes. Because Blacks are 

in a numerical m inority in the U nited States, it might be crucial 

for Blacks to be aware of the socially held stereotype o f  Blacks. 

W hites on the other hand, may not find themselves in situations 

in which know ledge o f the stereotype o f W hites is im portant.

Research by Krueger (1996) may offer an explanation for 

some of our research findings. Krueger asked participants (both 

B lack participants and W hite participants) to evaluate the socially 

held stereotype o f Blacks and W hites. Krueger also asked 

participants to indicate their personal beliefs based on attributes 

they associated with Blacks and W hites. Finally, Krueger asked 

participants to estim ate what attributes would be indicated by 

members of the other race (e.g.. B lack participants were asked to 

indicate what they thought W hite participants would say, and 

vice-versa). Based on the participant responses, K rueger 

concluded that know ledge of in-group and out-group boundaries 

may allow people to assume that mem bers of the out-group feel 

negatively about mem bers of the in-group. Krueger suggests that 

individuals are using projection, in other words, that individuals 

tend to believe that other people think the way they them selves
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do (Krueger, 1996). Based on projection, if  an individual has a 

negative stereotype about another group, the individual will 

believe the other group also has a negative stereotype about 

them. K rueger’s notion o f projection may serve to explain why 

W hites reported that they believed there was a stereotype about 

them, but the stereotype knowledge study was unable to 

determ ine that W hites actually knew what the content of the 

stereotype was. B elieving that the out group must think 

negatively about the in-group may allow people to interpret 

ambiguous behaviors as hostile, and allow people to rationalize 

“preem ptive aggression” in anticipation o f an “attack” by the out

group (K rueger, 1996). This conclusion is an interesting one given 

the findings presented in this research project that Blacks say that 

their behavior is affected by their knowledge of the socially held 

stereotype o f  Blacks. Blacks may be preem ptively deciding that 

W hites have stereotypes, and may purposely attem pt to 

counteract them , while W hites are not doing the same. It could be 

that the expectations o f members o f one group are affecting the 

behaviors o f the other group in a way that prevents any real 

change based on the actual interaction that takes place. Krueger’s 

interest in stereotyping from many angles is one exam ple of how 

recent research is beginning to investigate the interaction o f group 

m em bership and stereotyping. Further investigation o f the role of 

group m em bership is necessary in order to understand the 

com plexities of intergroup interaction.
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N elson, Acker, and M anis (1996) investigated the 

irrepressib le  nature o f stereotypes. Based on their research, they 

suggest that stereotypes, particu larly  gender stereotypes, are not 

contro lled  when a person is evaluating individuals, even when 

they have been told that reliance on stereotypes is pointless. It

seem s from  our research that the stereotypes of Blacks and

W hites are also irrepressible. Blacks seem  to be using some 

stereotype inform ation in their assessm ent o f Black targets as well 

as in their assessm ent o f W hite targets. If the In-Group 

H eterogeneity /O ut-G roup H om ogeneity theory is correct, one 

would not expect to find the results we found. Our results seem to 

be consistent with the Nelson et al. (1996) results in that one 

would expect Blacks to be aware that the stereotype of Blacks is 

not necessarily  accurate, how ever they continue to m ake their

ratings in a way that is consistent with the socially held

stereotype o f Blacks.

A nother im portant observation based on these data is the 

fact that, collapsing across target race. B lack participants tended to 

rate the targets as being less trustw orthy than did the W hite 

targets. It seems that the fact that Blacks rated the W hite target 

as significantly  less trustw orthy than the Black target is driv ing 

this effect, however it could be based that based on past 

experience. Blacks have a tendency to be wary of others in 

am biguous situations. W hite and Parham  (1990) address the 

issue of d istrust among Blacks from  an historical perspective.

Their argum ent is best summed up in the following quote:
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“The experiences of slavery, Jim Crow legislation, de 
facto and de ju re  segregation, institutional racism, and the 
on-going econom ic oppression in Am erica have taught 
Black folks to distrust W hite folk. Too many dream s have 
been deferred and prom issory notes unpaid by the banks 
o f justice fo r Blacks to be able to trust the W hite person’s 
word, laws, and institutions.” p.76.

This would be an interesting area for future investigation. The

question o f w hether Blacks have a d ifferent interactional style

than W hites, and where this difference may come from , have not

been addressed in the literature. It would be interesting to

attem pt to understand the extent to which the experiences stated

above contribute to an interactional style that may be likely to

distrust others, and if this distrust may be only applied to W hites,

only applied to people from other groups, or may apply to all

interactions w ith unfam iliar others. A nother possib ility  would be

to investigate the interactional style of other groups who have had

sim ilar negative experience with trust (N ative A m ericans). There

are many possible implications from  this line o f study. The

findings with regard to trust seem to support some of the

statements from  A llport (1954) in which he talks about the

im portance o f nature o f intergroup contact.

Lastly, the responses to the stereotype form ation 

questionnaire suggest a qualitatively  d ifferen t experience with 

stereotypes for Blacks and Whites. It seems that Blacks feel their 

behavior is affected by their knowledge o f the stereotype of 

Blacks, while W hites do not feel affected by knowledge of the 

stereotype of W hites. This supports the notion put forth by
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D uB ois (1903/1969) and by Gaines and Reed (1995) that Blacks 

have a d ifferent experience with stereotypes than W hites do. 

Further investigation into this phenom enon may begin to look at 

how stereotype know ledge affects behavior, and w hether the 

affect that knowledge of the stereotype has on behavior is a help 

o r a hindrance in intergroup interactions.

In sum m ary, there are many issues with regard to race in 

A m erica. Com m unication between people o f different races is 

crucial in understanding the sim ilarities, and the differences 

betw een groups. The fact that there are stereotypes, and that 

those stereotypes affect behavior is im portant, and needs to be 

understood and explained if stereotypes are to be prevented from  

being a barrier to achievem ent and com m unication. Future 

research  should seek to understand the ways that intergroup 

in teractions are affected by stereotypes. One possible avenue for 

fu ture  research could involve using o ther stereotypes that m ight 

show  sim ilar kinds of characteristics to the Black/W hite 

stereotypes. For exam ple, one could investigate regional 

s te reo ty p es (sou therners/no rtherners), o r socio-econom ic 

stereotypes (poor/m iddle-class). These kinds o f studies could 

help to further our understanding o f the kinds of 

social/env ironm ental factors that contributed  to the findings 

reported in our research.
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Table 1
Stereotype content inform ation for the stereotype about W hites. Percent 
of respondents indicating the listed word is a component of the socially 
held stereotype of W hites by race of the respondent. (Only traits for which at 
least 40% of one of the groups of participants indicated ttiat it was a component of the 
stereotype are reported here, see Appendix B for a complete listing.)

Trait W hite  Participants Black Participants
In telligent 77.8 100
Scientific 55.6 33.3
Sophisticated 50 40
N a iv e 33.3 46.7
Industrious 44.4 6.67
Deceitful 50 60
U ntrustw orthy 33.3 60
Cowardly 16.7 53.3
G enerous 50 13.3
Selfish 38.9 60
M aterialistic 61.1 46.7
Sportspersonlike 44.4 13.3
Stubborn 44.4 26.7
Suggestive 16.7 66.7
N ationalistic 77.8 20
Religious 61.1 20
Aggressive 50 0
Conceited 50 40
Boastful 55.6 53 3
A m bitious 66.7 40
R ude 27.8 40
A rrogant 61.1 40
N eat 33.3 46.7

Sly 33.3 53.3
C onservative 50 40
Greedy 50 60
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Table 2
Stereotype content information for the stereotype about Blacks Percent of 
respondents indicating the listed word is a com ponent of the socially held 
stereotype of Blacks by race of the respondent. (Only traits fur which at least 
40% of one of the groups of participants indicated that it was a component of the stereotype 
are reported here, see Appendix B for a complete listing.)

Trait W hite Participants Black Participants
Fighting 94.4 60
Stupid 50 47
Ignoran t 61.1 53
Lazy 88.9 47
Deceitful 44.4 40
U nreliable 55.6 53
Dirty 50 40
U ntrustw orthy 50 40
R evengeful 44.4 40
Sportspersonlike 77.8 60
A rgum entative 44.4 40
Stubborn 66.7 40
tem peram ental 66.7 47
Show y 66.7 13
Aggressive 94.4 60
Boastful 66.7 20
T alkative 50 40
loud 94.4 60
R ude 72.2 53
A rrogan t 61.1 33
M usical 44.4 47
Sly 33.3 53
Q uarrelsom e 55.6 47
Hostile 61.1 53
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Table 3

Means for the dependent variable Aggressive flower scores indicate more

aggressive, higher scpies indicate le?s aggressive)-

Race of Target p<.01

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.3 2.5

Participant W h ite 2.1 2.9

ns

Table 4

Means for the dependent variable D ece itfu l dower scores indicate more 

deceitful, higher scores indicate less deceitful!

Race of Target ns

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.7 2.5

Participant W hite 2 2.5

ns
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Table 5

Means for the dependent variable G reedy flower scores indicate more greedy,

higher scores. indicateJess_greedy).

Race of Target ns

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.9 2.7

Participant W h ite 2.3 2.5

p<.01

Table 6

Means for the dependent variable H ostile Hower scores indicate more hostile- 

higher scores indicate less hostile).

Race of Target p<.01

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.4 2.6

Participant W h ite 2.1 2.9

ns
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Table 7

Means depicting the Race of Target/Race of Participant interaction for the 

dependent variable Intelligent flower scores indicate more intelligent, higher 

scores-indLCflte less mteliigent)-

Race of Target

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.4 2.2 ns

Participant W h ite 3.47 2.2 p<.01

p<-01 ns

Table 8

Means depicting the Race of Target/Race of Participant interaction for the 

dependent variable Lazy Power scores indicate more lazy, higher scores indicate 

less lazy).

Race of Target

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.6 2.67 ns

Participant W hite 1.8 2.73 p<.01

p<.01 ns
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Table 9

Means for the dependent variable Selfish Hower scores indicate more selfish.

higher scores icdicate less selfish)-

Race of Target p<-05

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.5 2.6

Participant W hite 2.1 2.6

ns

Table 10

Means for the dependent variable Sly Hower scores indicate more sly, higher 

scores indicate less.sly).

Race of Target ns

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.4 2.5

Participant W hite 2.4 2.6

ns
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Table 11

Means for the dependent variable Sociable f l o w e r  s c o r e s  i n d i c a t e  m o r e

s o c i a b l e ,  h i g h e r . s c Q r e s  indicate l e s s  sociable).

Race of Target p<.05

Black W h ite

Race of Black Z8 3

Participant W h ite 2.7 3.1

ns

Table 12

Means depicting the Race of Target/Race of Participant interaction for the 

dependent variable Trustw orthy flower scores indicate more trustworthy, higher 

scores indicate less trustworthy!.

Race of Target

Black W hite

Race of Black 2.87 3.73 P<-01

Participant W h ite 3.13 2.87 ns

ns p<.01
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Figure 1. M ean ratings for the race of target by race of participant 

interaction for the traits: Intelligent, Trustworthy, and  Lazy.
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Figure 2, Frequency data for each age category (on the stereotype 

knowledge questionnaire) by race of participant.
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Figure 3. Frequency data for Question #5 on the  stereotype knowledge 

questionnaire (Do you believe you knowledge of the components of the 

socially held  stereotype about members of your ethnic/racial group effects 

your actions?) by race of partic ipan t



Frequency data for Question #5 (Does 
knowledge of the stereotype effect your 

actions?) by race of participant
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Appendix A

Instructions to participants for Study 1 (stereotype knowledge).

The purpose of this task is to illuminate the content o f stereotypes that are 
held about members of social groups. Using the list of traits below , please 
circle the traits that you perceive as being culturally associated w ith  
commonly held stereotypes for members of the social group W hite 
Americans. We would like to emphasize that these traits may n o t reflect 
your personal beliefs about W hite Americans. We are only interested in 
your perception of the culturally held stereotypes. Because your 
anonym ity is assured, you m ay feel free to respond in  an uninhibited 
manner. All of the associations, flattering or unflattering, are acceptable. 
W e encourage you to be honest and forthright.
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Appendix B
Proportion inform ation of the adjective checklist. Race of participant/Race 
of target.

Trait w/W b / b B/W Trait W/W W/B b / b b / w
intelligent "77.778 0 36.67 ■ ■' i"D'0 suave 33.353 22.22 '0 15.55
brilliant "TS'.SS? 0 13.3: i5.35 courteous '13.533 tl (I 53.53
scientific "■55.556 0 U 55.35 conventional 55.555 0 0 0
witty 1Ï.1ÏÏ 5.556 26.6? 0 argumentative 38.889 44.44 40 26.67
sophisticated 5t 0 t "4Ü straightforward 27.??8 16.67 55.35 26.67
alert 5.5556 16.6? 21 0 messy 11.111 16.6? 33.33 26.6?
shrewd 58.885 i 8.67 4( 53.55 suspiaous 22.222 35.55 46.67 2(1
fighting "31.232 94.44 6( Ô reserved 2I 222 8.886 15.33 15.55
thoughthil 53.555 0 15.55 6.667 quiet 16.66? 8.556 0 15.35
imaginative 55.555 11.11 46.6? 13.53 unemotional 22.222 11.11 6.667 20
stupid 16.667 5u 46.67 2o introspective i i . i i i 0 0 (I
ignorant 52.222 6 l . l l 55.33 53.55 stubborn 44.444 66.67 40 26.67
superstitious 16.662 l i . i l "  20 6.667 impulsive 22.222 44.44 26.67 6.66?
naive 55.355 5.586 20 46.6? temperamental 27.778 66.67 46.67 (I
industrious 44.444 " 5 3 5 6 {) 6.66? suggestive 16.66? 5386 20 66.67
lazy 16.66? 88.89 46.67 13.33 passionate 22.222 0 6.66? 0
honest 58.889 0 13.33 13.35 individualistic 44-444 16.67 53.53 0
deceitful 58 44.44 4(1 60 indulgent 38.889 16.6? 0 13.33
unreliable 22.211 55.56 53.55 0 nationalistic 77.778 0 0 20
evasive 5.5586 33.33 "20 ' 6.667 carefree l i . i i i 22.22 20 0
dirty 5.5556 ^0 40 33.35 religious 61.111 58.89 20 20
untrustworthy 55.555 50 40 60 traditional 61.111 22.22 15.33 83.35
cowardly 16.687 8.556 20 83.35 methodical 16.66? 0 0 13.33
cruel 22.222 27.78 40 20 showy 58.889 66.6? 13.33 33.33
king "38:835 5.556 2o 26.6? us 58.888 16.67 20 6.667
generous 80 l i . i i 0 13.55 them 16.66? 16.67 20 26.67
selfish 58.888 27.1» 55.33 60 frivolous 11.111 8.586 13.33 13.33
mercenary 11.111 Ü 13.33 0 sociable 50 16.6? 13.33 13.33
materialistic 61.111 33.33 55.53 46.6? practical 2?.7?8 0 0 0
revengeful 16.66? 44.44 40 20 progressive 22.22? 16.6? 13.53 0
sportspersonlike 44.444 77.78 60 15.55 0 (I
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Appendix B cont.

trait W/W w / b efe B/w
aggressive ' ■ K S14.44 60 0
conceited iù 44.44 26.67 40
boastful "35355 66.67 2o 55.33
ambitious 5.S56 15.33 4Ô
talkative 50 40 2(1
loud 2 l .ï i2 y4.44 60 13.35
rude 72.22 55.55 40
artistic i l l f i 5.556 26.67 (1
efficient ■ 53:355 Ü 6.667 15.53
arrogant 61.111 61 . i l 55.55 40
radical "53555 16.67 13.33 0
musical 16.667 44.44 46.67 0
humorless 11.111 0 6.667 0
jovial 11.i l l 11.11 2o 0
sensitive 22.2H () Ü 0
faithful 22.I22 5.556 Ù 2o
sensual 11.111 5.556 26.67 0
neat 33.335 0 0 46.67
persistent 2 i.22 i 5.556 13.33 13.53
sly 55.555 55.35 55.55 53.33
quarrelsome 16.667  ̂ 53:56 46.67 0
hostile 27.776 61 . i l 53.53 TO
loyal 44.444 16.67 13.53 53.33
imitative 22.255 5.556 0 0
familial 16.667 11.11 0 6.667
conservative So 0 0 40
spiteful niTT ■ 33:53 6.667 26.67
greedy 5tl 55.53 2o 60
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Appendix C 
Inform ed consent form

My name is Ladonna Rush and I am  a new faculty m em ber in the 
Psychology department. I am currently in  the process of collecting some 
inform ation for a research project, and I need the help of students on 
campus to complete the work. I  am gathering inform ation about forming 
impressions of people, and for another project, I am  gathering 
inform ation about know ledge formation.

This is a com pletely voluntary endeavor, and  I would appreciate 
your participation.

You will be presented with a dem ographic questionnaire, and an 
additional pages w ith instructions for completion at the top. You are to 
fill ou t the demographic information, and then complete pages two and 
three and return them  to the experimenter.

Please do not p u t your name on either of the survey pages, your 
name will not be attached to them in any way, so the inform ation is 
anonym ous.

Because this is a voluntary process, it is necessary to ask you to sign 
this form  acknowledging that you voluntarily participated in  this study, 
and that you understand w hat you are being asked to do. Remember, you 
m ay w ithdraw  you participation in this study at any time, w ithout 
prejudice.

By signing this form, I agree to voluntarily participate in this study, and I 
understand that there is No Penalty to me if I choose not to participate, or 
if I choose to withdraw  my participation.

N am e  _______________________________ D ate  ________
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Appendix D
D em ographic in fo rm ation  questionnaire

Impressions of People

The following materials are intended to collect information about forming 
impressions of people. Because we want to be certain that our data collection will be 
representative of the general population, we would like you to complete some general 
demographic information. Please remember, your anonymity will be protected, as we 
are only interested in looking at this information as a collective whole.

Please indicate your....
1.) Gender  Male  Female

2.) Age ____ 16-20yrs.  2I-25yrs. ____26-.30yrs
 31+yrs

3.) Ethnicity/Race
 White/European-American
 Black/African-American
 Hispanic-American
 Native-American

_Asian-American 
_Not a citizen of the United States 
Other

4.) Political Affiliation (if any) Check here to indicate none.
.Democrat Republican  Independent
Other

On the attached sheet is a questionnaire about stereotype knowledge. It is 
intended to gather information about stereotype formation. Please read the instructions, 
and then fill out the questionnaire, thanks for your participation!'.!!
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Appendix E
Target "Donald" paragraph and rating scales (added sentence appears here 
in bold^ the names used w ere Aundre, Lament, Brad, and  Matthew).

I ran into my old acquaintance Brad, the other day, and I decided to go over and 
visit him, since by coincidence we took our vacations at the same time. Soon after I 
arrived, a salesman knocked at the door, but Brad refused to let him in. He also told 
me that he was refusing to pay his rent until the landlord repaints his apartment

We talked for a while, had lunch, and then went out for a ride. We used my car 
since Brad’s car had broken down that morning, and he told the garage mechanic that 
he would have to go somewhere else if he couldn’t fix his car that same day. We 
went to the park  for about an hour and ran into a neighbor of Brad's. 
Brad asked him if  he could have the drill back that the had agreed to let 
the neighbor keep the day before. We then stopped at a hardware store. I was 
sort of preoccupied, but Brad bought some small gadget, and then I heard him demand 
his money back from the sales clerk. I couldn’t find what I was looking for, so we left 
and walked a few blocks to another store.

The Red Cross had set up a stand by the door and asked us to donate blood. 
Brad lied by saying he had diabetes and therefore could not give blood. It’s funny that 
I hadn’t noticed it before, but when we got to the store, we found that it had gone out 
of business. It was getting kind of late, so I took Brad to pick up his car and we agreed 
to meet again as soon as possible.

Please circle the number that corresponds most closely with your level of agreement 
with how well each of the following describes Brad. Circling 3 would indicate a 
neutral response.

Brad is....

Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 Unintelligent

Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 Dishonest

Lazy 1 2 3 4 5 Industrious

Sly 1 2 3 4 5 Open

Greedy I 2 3 4 5 Generous

Deceitful 1 2 3 4 5 Sincere

Selfish 1 2 3 4 5 Charitable

Sociable 1 2 3 4 5 Antagonistic

Aggressive I 2 3 4 5 Gentle

Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 Amiable
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Appendix F
Stereotype form ation Survey

General Information Collection
Stereotypes

This form is intended to collect some preliminary data Tor potential future 
studies on stereotype formation and use. We are interested in learning when people 
began learning about stereotypes. As always, anonymity will be protected as we are 
interested in looking at this information at die group level, not at the individual level. 
Please take a few minutes to fill in the requested information in the most complete way 
possible, as your answers will be used to provide a basis for future research.

Remember, these questions are asWng about socially held stereotypes, not 
about your own personal beliefs, so please respond freely about what you believe 
exists out in the world.
A Stereotype is a set of characteristics believed to be shared by the members of a 
particular group.

1.) Do you believe there is a socially held stereotype about members of your 
ethnic/racial group?  yes ____no

2.) If you believe there is a socially held stereotype about members of your ethnic/racial 
group, at what age do you think you became aware of the existence of the stereotype? 
Ove realize this is a difficult question, but do your best to estimate.)

 l-3yrs ____4-7yrs  8-llyrs  12-I5yrs
 16-20yrs ____21-25yrs ____25+yrs

3.) Do you believe there are socially held stereotypes about members of ethnic/racial 
groups other than your own?

 yes  no

4.) Do you feel you know what the components are of the socially held stereotype 
about your ethnic/racial group?( in other words, do you feel you know what the content 
of the stereotype is?)

 yes  no  I don’t believe there is one

5.) If you answered yes to question #4, do you believe your knowledge of the 
components of the socially held stereotype about members of your ethnic/racial group 
effects your actions?

 yes  no


