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Frequency of Contact and Stereotyping

Harry C, Triandis Vasso Vassiliou
University of Illinois Athenian Institute of Anthropos
ABSTRACT
Six samples of Ss were tested with instrument which utilized a

semantic dlfferential format, The ''concepts” v: -2 "Americans in general
tend to be" and ''Greeks in general tend to be. The scales were charac-
teristics obtained from unstructured interviews of Americans and Greeks

wor ~ing together in jobs requiring face-to-face social relations, The six
samples varied in the degree of contact., Maximum contact groups consisted
of Americans and Greeks working together; medium contact groups consisted
of Americans living in Athens taking a univefsity course, and Greek uni-
versity students studying in Illinois; minimﬁm contact groups consisted of
American students in Illinois and Greek students at the University of
Athens, The autosterecotypes and heterostereotypes of the six samples

were investiguted., It was found that the autostereotype of the American
samples having contact with Greeks is more favorable than the autostereotype
of the Americans having no contact; the autostereotypes of the three Greek
samples show no differences. The heterostereotype of Americans concerning
Greeks is lggg favorsble for the maximum than the minimum contact groups;
the heterostereotype of Greeks concerning Americans is more favorable for
the maximum than for the minimum contact groups. A theoretical integration

of these results is offered.
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Frequency of Contact and Stereotyping

Harry C. Triancis Vasso Vassiliou
University of Illinois Athenian Institute of Anthropos

Stereotypes are beli€fs about the characteristics of groups cf people,
The present study explores the effects of intercultural contact on the
(a) favorableness of stereotypes and (b) within sample agreement concerning
the stereotypes, Two kinds of stereotypes are examined: autostercotypes
(members of cullure A thinking about mcmbers of culture A) and heterc-
stereotypes {(members of culture A thinking about members of culture B),.
Thus, favorableness is examined both with respect to autostereotypes and to
heierostereotypes, Within sample agreement is considered as a measure of
"elarity'" of the stereotype, for when most members of a group agree, this
indicates they have no doubts about the particular stereotype. Such
agreement, however, can occur simply when adequate communilcation exists
within a given group., Thue, agreemenct in itself is not necessarily an

index of the ''validity" of the stereotype, Or the cther kend, when 2

"clear' autostereotype agrees with a ''clear’ heterostereotype, and there

is no substantial amount of communication between the two groups, this
condition may be thought of as providing presumtive evidence that the particu-
lar stereotype has validity. The validation of such stereotypes, however,
requires experiments in which §§ fron. the various cultures behave as pre-

dicted frem the stereotypes. Such experiments were beyond the purpose of

the present stud:,

1Some of the cata for this study were collected while Triandis was
a Ford Foundation Faculty Fellow in 1964-65., Some of the data were col-
lected under contract NR 177-472, Nonr 1834(36) with the Advanced Research
Projects Agency and the Office of Naval Research to study'hommunication,
Cooperation and Negotiation in Culturally Heterogeneous Groups (Fred E.
Fiedler, Lawrence M. Stolurow, and Harry C. Triandis, Principal Investiga-
tors). E. E, Davis, Uriel Foa, C, E, Osgood, and D, Summers made valuable
comments on an earlier version of this paper.
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A great deal of rescarch has been completed sbout stereotypes since
the early Katz and Braly (1933) study., This rescarch suggests that. stereo-
types are learned primarily through interaction with family, friends,
teachers, etc., so that they constitute ''cognitive norms’ for ¢thinking
about a group of people, but they may also develop through interaction with
the persons being stercotyped. It appears rcasonable to expect certr.in
stercotypes to develop primarily as a result of interaction with members of
one's in-group, and other stereotypes to develop as & result of interaction
with the persons being stereotyped, Fcr example, if an American hears
about ~»rtain atrocitics committed by members of group X, he might attribut<
the churacteristic "cruel” to them without any interaction with this group.
But, he may have no stercotype concerning the characteristic tendency ''to
pry into personal affairs' and might not acquire such a stereotype unless
he has personal contact with members of group X.

The basic hypotheses of the study werc based on the view that the
greater the degree of contact between two groups the greater will be the
emount of information that one group will have about the other, so that
the heterostereotypes shouid be more diiferentiated or "clearer.” At the
same time, siuce each group would have a chance to compare its own self-
image with that of another cy.tural group, greater contact should result in
more differentiation in ihe autostereotypes as well es in the heterosterco-
types.

On the matter of favorability of the stereotypes, the present view
woulu suggest that the more group A succeeds in reaching goals that are
admired by group B, the more will the heterostereotype of B concerning A be
favorable, Conversely, the less group 4 reaches grcup goals admired by
group B, the leas favorable will be the heterostereotype of B concerning A,

Finally, it group A reaches i desirable goal, whkich group B does not reach,




3.
then group A will develop a positive autostereotype. Conversely, if group A
fails to reach a desired goal which is reachel by group B, then group A will
develop an unfavorable autostereotype.

Our Kknuwledge of American and Greex cultures suggests that in nany
important respects the two cultures have the same goals, i.e., material
success, a high standard of living, progress,and at the same time being
able to lead 'the good life," Since there is a clear difference in the
degree to which these goals have been reached by the two cultures, it
folliows that if we test Americans and Greeks we should be able to support
the following specific hypotheses:

1, The greater the degree of contact, the clearer will ke both the
autostercotypes and the heterostereotypes.

2. The greater the degree of contact, the more will the Greek stereo-
type of Aan:ricans be favorable,

3. The greater the degree of contact, the more unfavorable will be
the stereotype of Greeks held by Auericans,

4, The greater the degree of contact, the more favorable will be the
American autostereotype,

5. The greater the degree of contaci, the less favorable will be the
Greek autostereotype.

These hypotheses rcilect or view that stereotypes develop, in part,
as attempts by the organism to understand its social environm nt (e.g.,
"how come you are so rich and I am so poor’’) and in part reflect frequently
occurring traits found in the particutar groups. Thus, though stereotypes
sre ''infertor judgmental processes’ (Fishman, 195G), they are not neces-
sarily contrary to fact, 1In fact they are thought-saving ways of analyzing

the social environment and reflect some 'kernel of truth” (Allport, 1954),




The "kernel of truth" hypothesis appears to find -7me support in a
variety of studies. For example, Prothro and Melikian (1954) found con-
slderable gimilarity in the stereotypes held by Arab and American students
with reference to Germans, Negroues and Jews, Moreover, Prothro and Melikian
(1955) found shifts in the stereotypes of Americans held by Arab students
as a result of a visit of the Seventh Fleet in Lehanese waters., Sinha
and Upadhyaya (1960) observed changes in the stereotypes of the Chinese among
Indian students, as a result of the Sino-Indian dispute, Yet, agreement
among Arabs and Americans may be simply duae to exposure to the same kind
»f information (e.g., books written by the same authors, since the Arab
students were attending an American institution), and the change in the
stercotype of the Chinese may be due to Indian 'propaganda’ and may not
reflect personal exposure to reality.

One way to investigate the "kernel of truth" hypothesis is to examine
the extent to which the sutostereotype of groum A coincides vith ithe hetero-
stereotype of other groups with respect to group A. Fischer and Trier (1962)
tested German- and French-speaking Swiss. With impressive consistency the
autostereotype agreed with the heterostereotype. However, it is necessary
to study such agreement among culturzl groups where it is unlikely that
one group learned the stereotypes of the other., In the case of the Swiss
this condition was no* met, 1In the present study our samples allowed a

somewhat better test,

Method
Most studies of stereotypes provide liets of adj.ctives to the Ss who
are asked to check the adjectives that apply to a particular group. With
such an approach there is no reason to believe that the truits that are

most relevant to the particular group will be represented in the adjective
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lists and will thus appear in the resulis of the study. In the present study
this difficulty was met by the use of open~cnded interviews,

As part of a study examining interpersonal relations in international
organizations, Triandis (1967) interviewcd samples of Americans working in
business, military, philanthropic or governmental institutions in Greece,
In a completely open-ended interview, he elic’ =d the ''impressions’ of
these Americans concerning Greeks. He them interviewsd the Greek counter-
parts of these Americans and asked them to characterize the Americans, A
list of ahout 100 characteristics which were attributed to cthe "typical
American" or "typical Greek' was thus obtained. After editing, this list
was reduced to 41 charscteristics that did not appear to overlap to a
significant degree,

Questionnaire: The 41 characteristics were then organized in a question-

naire utilizing the following Semantic Differential (Osgood, et al,, 1957)
format:

In general Greeks tend to be

efficient ' ! C G ! ' inefficient

In general Americans tend to be

efficient ' ! ' ! ! ' inefficient

In addition, a number of other ’tems forcing the S to compare the two
groups directly were utilized. For example, one item was:

Greeks are more likely than Americans to tell you what
you want to hear rather than the truth,

Agree
Do not know (please check one)

Disagree

Translation: The questionnaire was first constructed in English, It
was then translated into Greek A sample of 12 billinguals was asked to

take the questionnaire in both languages about a week apart., The matched
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responses of the bilirguals were examined for discrepancies, For almost
all characteristics,2 there were no significant differences in the responees
to the two questionnaires.

Samples: The English version of the questicnnaire was administered to
three samples cf Americans: 3C Americans having doy-to-day contact with
Greek counterparts; 45 Americans taking a University of Maryland course in
Athens,Greece; 28 University of Illinois students who indicated in a ques-
tionnaire that they had no personal contact or knowledge of Greeks or
acquaintances among Greeks, Thus, the first sample is a maximum contact sam-
ple.

The Greek version was administered to three samples of Greeks. As many
as possible of the Greek counterparts of the 30 Americans in the maximun
contact sample were asked to respond to the Greek version of the questionnaire.
Sixteen agreed to do so, A& medium contact sampie was obtained by testing
12 Greek students studying at the University of Illinois who had s—-2nt no
more than two years in the USA, Finally, : no contact Greek sample
consisting of 52 Grecks at the University of Athens wus also tested,

Thus, the study is based on the responses of 102 Americans and 80
Greeks, All Ss were male,

Analysis: The basic comparisons of the responses of any two s: .ples
were made by chi-square. In order to 2ccomplish this, the responses of the

"

S¢ to the "high" (positive) or "iow" (negative) side of each Semantic Dif-

ferential scale were grouped. The neuiral point of the scale was always

2In the case of the characteristics rude and naive, there was a
tendency for the Greek and English responses of the bilinguals to differ
by more than 2 scale units on a seven-point scale. It appears that rude
has a more negative connotation in English than in Greek; Americans were
Jjudged as being naive on the Greek questionnaire, but neither naive nor sly
on the English version of the questionnaire, There was also a tendency for
the word efficient to produce differentresponses in the two langunges.
Greeks were seen as efficient in the Greek version and as inefficient in the
English version of the questinnnaire,

e et e




7,

grouped with tihe "bad" (socially undisirable from the American point of view)

end of the scale. Thus, the expectea value in any cell of the chi-square
table was greater than 5, even when the smallest sample was considered.

Since a large number of comparisons was made, it was decided to examine
the data after a factor analysis of the characteristics. Thus, the statis-
tical comparisons would not be considered to be made on "independent'
characteristics, and the interpretation of the obtained results would be made
by factor rather than by characteristic,

The factor analysis was based on the combined Greek and American samples,
so that maximum stability could be obtained and a "common factor space”
could be utilized. All items having the format "In general, Greeks tend

to be..." were foctored in onc analysis, and all items with the format "In

general, Americans tend to he... were factored in a different analysis.

Results

Since there wexe iwo cultures in this study, there are two autostereo-
types and two heterostereotypes which can assume either a "positive" or a
"negative' value. Therefore, there are 2x2x2x2 possible combinztions of
outcomes, Of the 16 possidle combinations, 12 were observed in the present
study. These analyses are based on the total Greek and American camples,
though the six samples were also examined analytically, and discrepancies
between the analytic results and the total sample results will be mentioned
when appropriate,

By examining the pattern of correlations »f the traits, we were able to
determine which characteristics are coi sidered ''good" (or high) in both
cultures, which are considered "bad' (low) in both, and which characteristics
produce disagreement. On 30 out of 37 characteristics. the two cultures
agreed. Thus, they both considered systematic, modest, honest, sly, etc,

to be desirable traits, while hoth agreed that uusystematic, arrogant,

——— —— = — - e T ] e ym— -_—
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dishonest, naive, etc, were undesirable traits. On the other hand, Greeks

consicered that being an empire builder was a "vad' trait, whiie Americans

considered it rather "good." Similarly, Greeks indicated that considering

one's individual career more than the public good was undesirable, while

Americans considered it somewhat desirable, Jonversely, the Greeks considered

it "good" to be lackadaisical, to like to bargnin, to be obliging and to

follow procedures approximately, while Americars considered these characteri: -

tics as ''bad,"”
& description of the 12 combinations of outcome now follows:

Type I: Positive Stereotypes. This is the situation where both auto-

stercotypes and both heterostereotypes are positive, Four characteristics
fell in this category. All samples agree that both Americans and Greeks

are intelligent, oroud, honest, and after fast momey.

Type II: §ggative Stereotypes. This is the situation where both the

heterostereotypes and autostereotypes are negative, Four charzcteristics
fell into this category. All samples agreed that both Americans and Greeks

tend to blame others, to display passive resistance, to make snap judgments,

and to be egotistic,

Type III: Mutual Contempt. This is the situation where the autostereo-

types are positive and the heterostereotypes are negative, The Americans
think of the Greeks and the ‘ixeeke think of the Americans as inflexible,
haughty, and unhelpful to their --~ighbors, while they think of themselves

as flexible, oblipging, and helpful,

Type IV: Mutual Admiration, It is theoretically possible that the

autostereotypes might be negative, while the heterostereoftypes might be poai-~
tive. There were no such casee in the present study.

Type V: Culture A Generally Accepted Superiority. This isf the situation

in which both cultures agree that Americans have the poeitive characteristic,




and both agree that Grecks have the negative characteristic.

most frequent type ol stcreotype patterning with 13 characteristics,

both cultures agreed that
Greeks tend to be:

unsystemrtic

lazy

theoretical

suspicious

competitive

erotionally uncontrolled

rigid

tend not to meet their contract
obligations to the letter

follow procedures approximately

not concerned about the time to
do a job

inaccurate in estimatiny delivery
of a zompleted job
pry into personal affairs
glve partially accurute information
give partial answers to a question
resist change in working
conditions very stiffly

Type VI: Culture B Generelly Accepted Superiority.

9,
This was the

Thus,

Americans tend to be:

systematic

hardworking

practical

trusting

cooperativea

emotionally controlled

flexible

tend tc meet their contract
obligations ro the letter

follow procedures exactly

concerned with the time it takes to
do a job

accurate in estimating delivery of
a completed job
do not pry into personal affairs
give precise information
give complete answers to a queztion
accept change in working
conditions very readily

This is the same as

Type V7, but the "superior” culture is different.

being naive (which correlates highly with unintelligent).

Being sly is better than

We find both

Americans and Greeks ind: :ating they consider Greeks sly and Americans

naive, so that the "superior” culture for this trait is Greece.

Type VII: Culture A Auto-Stereotype Posiiive; the other Three Stereo-

types Negative,

This is the situation where the Americans see themselves

as having a positive characteristic, while the Greeks have a negative

¢ aracteristic; and the Greeks see both cultures as having the negative

characteristic,

Three clhiaracteristics manifested this patter~: rude-politle

in their public manners, arrogant-modest, and dogmatic-open-minded.

Type VIII: Cuiture /i Heterostereotype Positive; the other Three

Sterectypes Negative,

This i8 a case of 'unrealistic admiration’’ of one

culture for the other, in the sense that one culture grants the other a

e en  coa
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*

good characteristic reflected in neither autostercotype. One characteristic

showed this property. The Greeks indicated that Americans tend to do as

much as possible, while they (the Grevks) tend to do as little as possible.

The Americans indicated that both Greeks and Americans tend to do as little

as possible,

Type IX: Culture A Heterostereotype Negative; the other Three Stereo-

types Positive, This is a condition where CGreeks consider Americans as

having the bad characteristic, while they consider themselves as having the
Jood characteristic, On the other hand, Amrvicans consider both Americans
and Greeks as having the good characteristic. Two characteristics showed

this pattern., They were dull-witty and regimen‘ed-individualistic.

Type X: Culture B Heterostereotype Negative; the other Three Positive.

This is the condition where the Americans consider that the Greeks have a
bad characteristic, but the Greeks see both cultures as having the good

characteristic, Two characteristics fell into this pattern: inefficient-

cefficient, iudecisive about making plans-decisive about making plans,

Type XI: Culture B considers both ~roups as having negstive characteristic:

Culture A considers both groups as having positive characteristic. Tais type

arises because on one characteristic Greek and Americans disagree ~n what
1s the "gnod" end of the scale. Greeks consider it good for a person to

consider the public good more than his individualized career. The maximum

contact Americane agree with the Greeks, but the other Americans disagree

and consider it good for a person to consider his  ndividualized career

more than the public good, Since the medium and minimum contact Americans

are in the majority, we in:st assume thai from the noint ol view of broad
American culture there is disagreement wi*%: the point of view ~f Greek
culture. Now, looking at the stereotypes, we find that both the hetero-

stercotypes and the autostereotypes agrce that both Greeks and Americans
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consider their individualized careers more than the pubtlic good. Thus, from

a Greek viewpoint, both cultural groups are "bad,” and from an American point
of view both are '"gooi."

Type XII: Culture B considers Loth groups as having negative character s-

tic; Culture A has a negative heterostereotype and a positive autostereotype.

This type invclves the characteristic ; empire building which Americans con-

sider slightly ''g "~9"; Greeks consider it "bau.," Americans consider being
in a hurry 'good," Greeks consdier i* "bad." All stereotypes, except the

American stereotype of the Greeks, are high on the empire builder and in

a_hurry dimensions, Therefors the Greeks consider both cultures as "bad,"

in the sensc that both are empire builders, in a hurry, whiie the Americans

consider themselves as ''good” and the Greeks as "bad,' since they see

themselves as empire builders, in a huyrry, and the Greeks ac lackadaisical

non-empire builders,

The Factor Analytic Results

Greek Characteristics: The factor analysis of the ''In general, Grecks

"

tend tHo,,, 1items revealed a common factor space with nine factors, Table
1 shows the items that ara grouped together by the factor analysis and the
percentages of the responses from the six sample:,

Factor I may be considered as reflecting Work Effectiveness, Greeks

coasider themselves as low on this factor and Americans agree with then,

The only difference appears ¢ . the characteristic etficient where the Greeks

tend to see themselves as efficient, while the Americans see them as inef-
ficient, However, the translation of this word was poor. The bilingual

Greeks saw the Greeks as efficient when responding to the Grzek question-~
naire and as inefficient when they responded to the English questionnaire,

it is unclear if when they responded to the English questionnaire the
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compariscu with Americans became more salient and thus produced a contrast
effect, or whether the (ranslation of this term is in fact impossible.

We also note that tle miniasum contiact Americans have a more positive
stercotype of Greeks on chis factor than the samples having first-hand
knowledge of Greece. Qualitative observations suggest that American worl
effectiveness is superior to Greek work effectiveness, so that it is con-
ceivable that the percepiions reflected in the judgments of the Americans
with contact are veridical. The no contact Americans simply did not know
about the work ineffectiveness of Greekso.

Factor IY may be called Qutgroup Competitiveness. Qualitative observa-

tions suggest thut Greel:s tend to be very competitive in outgroup situations
(e.g., they push most rudely when getting into a bus) and very polite and
cooperative in ingroup situations (e.g., they arc likely to spend a tenth
of their monthly salary entertaining a guest; they tend to help friends at
great inconvenience to ti:emselves), They are suspicious of ocutgroup members

(Vassilioua) and bargain hard with them, But there is no bargaining with

an ingroup member (e.g., a guest who coiments about 3omething possessed
by a host may find himself receiving it as a gift).

Factor III may be called Dogmatic Intelligence. Greeks tend to be

sophisticated in interpersonal relations (some people would call this 8ly;
Odesseus 1s a modern culture-hero just as much as he was the culture hero
of Homeric Greece).

However, they are also dogmatic, Their way of doing things is
"obviously” the best way, and they will defend this proposition with great

intellectual vigor, \t\hile the Greek saiples admit to the slyness, they do

3
George Vassiliou, Athens psychiatrist, perscaal communication, 196G,
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not admit to the cogmatism, except for the medium contact group who are
college studenis living in the USA. On this factor, as in Factors I and 11,
the minimum contact Americans show that tﬁey are uninformed about Greece by
Jdeviating from the judgments of the other i:ve samples,

Factor IV may e called Traditional Agrarian Work Habits. 1In most

traditional agricuitural work environments it is unnecessary to be very
careful and precise. A farmer may throv some seed here or there and it
will make a small difference on his yield, since most of the variance 1n
yield is controlled by factors over which he has no control, Greeks tend
to have traditional worlk habits which Americans find objectionable and the
Greeks themselves tend to deplore,

Factor V is Flexibility., Here the Americans see Gruoeks as inflexible
and rigid and the Greeks see themselves as £l2§1§lﬁ’ Cortainly, from the
perspective of & culture in which social change 1s an established way of
life, such as the USA, Greece may appear inflexible; but in the context of
most other cultures in the world, it is a relatively flexible culture,

Thus, hoth points of view may be justified,

Factor VI is Selfishness., There is much agreement that Greels are
selfish, but the autostereotypes of botli cultures are the same,

Factor VII, gzlgg, suggests major uisagreements among the samples. all
agreo that Greeks are preud, but the Americans also consider them EEE§EEZ)
while the Greeks see themselves as oblifiing. Furthermore, the Americans see
the Greeks as indevcisive while the Greelks see themselves as decisive,

Factor VIII, Witty Self-Centeredness, shows an interesting effect oi

contact, The more the contact between Americans and Greeks, the more likely

it is that the Americans will see the Greeks as witty and concerned with

their individualized carcers rather than the public good.
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Factor IX suggests Vell-Organized Planning. An empire builder might

unemotionally plan his empire, The Greelt's are seen as €noticnal enpire

builders, hence poorly organized plauners,

All samples agree, in Table 1, thai Greeks are theoretical rather than
practical with the ¢xXcepiion of the maxiuum contact Greeks. It is likely
that the maximum contact Greeks, because of their jobs, receive many
American suggestions for ir rovements in their own operations which may
appear 'wild" to them; as a result, they obtain the impression that, in
contrast to Anericans, Greeks are rather practicel, There is also general
agreement that Greeks arc arrogant, but the maximum coatact Greeks again

disagree., Finally, there is good agreement that Greeks do not care about

the time it takes tn complete a job,

American Characteristics: Table > presents the American characteristics.

The first factor may be called Openness., Bcth cultural groups agree thac

Americans are honest, meet their coniract obligations to tne letter and do

not like bargaining. A few deviations {rom the general pattern may be noted,

The minimum contact Greeiis turned out to be rather hostile to Americans, In
open-~ended items, which they comrleted when they responded to the question=~
naire, they indicated a good deal of a ''Yankee, go home' pattern of atti-
tudes., Thus, their statistically significant deviation from the other

Greek samples should be viewed as reflecting this general hostility toward
Americans. Nevertheless, on t.e other two items of th ~actor ihey agree
with the Greek samples, The other deviation is shown by the no contact
Americaas. Thoir responses appesr to break ahout evenly; in other words,
they do not have the clearly formed view of themselves that is suggested by
the autostercotype of the maximum contact Americamns, Undoubtedly, contact

with another culture sl.arpens the autostereotype.
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