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In recent decades Anericans have made consi derabl e progress in
the area of race relations. Lynching, de jure segregation, and Jim
Crow | aws have been abolished. \Wites have becone nore supportive
of integration and racial equality (Smith and Sheatsley, 1984;
Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo, 1985; Jaynes and WIIlians, 1989; Smth,
1990). Governnents have instituted nunerous prograns to pronote
i ntegration and assist mnority groups (e.g. busing, affirmative
action, mnority contracting). Yet alnost totally mssing fromthe
ext ensi ve research that has been done on changes in raci al
tol erance, has been any study of changes in the stereotypes or, as
we shall refer to them imges that people have towards ethnic
gr oups.
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In this paper we want to explore two questions: 1) what are
the i mages that people have towards several, prom nent ethnic
groups on various dinensions or characteristics; and 2) do the
I mages peopl e have about ethnic groups influence other attitudes
and behaviors toward the groups.

Measuring Ethnic | mages

I n our exam nation of ethnic inmages, we use "ethnic" as a
general termto cover the six groups under exam nation (Wites,
Jews, Bl acks, Asian Anericans, H spanic Anmericans, and Sout hern
Whites) which are defined partly by race, religion, nationality,
and region. W utilize "images" rather than stereotypes or
prej udices since we wish to avoid sone of the baggage that is
frequently associated wwth one or both of these terns. For exanple,
stereotypes and prejudice are often assuned to contain a conponent
of irrationality, including such fallacies as causal
m sattribution, inproper generalization, excessive categorization,
and rejecting or ignoring counter-evidence (Al lport, 1953; Schuman
and Hardi ng, 1964; Jackman, 1973). These traits may well be part of
the i mages we neasure here, but we have no direct tests of that and
therefore can not assune that irrationality is a notable elenent in
our neasures. Furthernore, stereotypes are al so sonetines seen as
proj ecti ons of psychological states (e.g. as either id or superego
based) and we do not wi sh to adopt this fornulation (Bettel heimand
Janowi t z, 1950; Pettigrew, 1971). Thus, ethnic inmages are in
general beliefs that people have about cultural groups (and their
nmenbers) and in particular they are beliefs about group
characteristics and attri butes.

To nmeasure ethnic i mages we devel oped a question that: 1)
reduced the likelihood of giving offense, 2) facilitated the
reporting of group characterizations, 3) permtted the expression
of both positive and negative attributions, 4) allowed conparisons
across various groups, and 5) included both in- and out-group
eval uations of the reference groups. Both the general survey
literature on social desirability and self-presentation effects and
the specific literature on prejudi ce and stereotypes suggested that
special care had to be taken in devising questions on ethnic
I mages.

First, we avoi ded declarative statenents of negative
attributions as had often been done in the past (e.g. "The trouble
with Jew sh businessnen is that they are so shrewd and tricky that
ot her people don't have a fair chance in conpetition” and
"General |y speaking, Negroes are |lazy and don't like to work hard."
Mar x, 1967; Sel znick and Steinberg, 1969). The problemw th using
such statenents is partly that their offensive nature nay lead to
a loss of rapport or even a break-off. In addition, because of
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of f ensi veness such statenents were frequently not asked of the in-
group nenbers thensel ves, thus losing the ability to conpare in-
and out-group images.

Second, declarative statenents di scourage the reporting of
groups differences because of their violation of norns of
politeness and their often absolutist phrasing. Third, we wanted to
al l ow the conpari son of several groups on various inmage di nmensions.
Sone fornul ati ons have avoi ded the probl ens of offensive
decl arati ons by aski ng whet her Bl acks or Wiites were nore likely to
have sone attribute (Apostle, d ock, Piazza, and Suel zl e, 1983;

Matt hews and Prothro, 1966), but this approach does not readily
facilitate nmulti-group conparisons. Fourth, we wanted to all ow
people to express positive as well as negative feelings towards a
group. Because of their apparent repercussions (discrimnation,
mnority persecution, etc.), negative stereotypes have been given
nore attention than nore general group depictions covering
negative, neutral, and positive evaluations. This focus is clearly
unbal anced and ignores that fact that nmany groups are rated
positively on at |east sone di nensions.

To achi eve these goals, we devel oped an instrunent that asked
people to rate whether people in the designated group were nostly
cl oser to one or the other of two polar statenents (e.gq.

Ri ch/ Poor). (See Appendi x for the conplete wordings.) The opposi ng
i mges were fixed at points 1 and 7 with internediate points of 2,
3, 4, 5, and 6. Point 4 is defined as neaning "you think that the
group is not towards one end or another.” This allowed people to

pl ace a group at any point along the continuum It also allowed the
study of the conparative positioning of groups by studying where
peopl e rated one group vs. other groups.

We studied six ethnic groups that covered sone of the major
cultural groups in Anerican society: Wites, Jews, Blacks, Asian
Ameri cans, H spanic Anmericans, and Southern Wiites. Cearly it
woul d have been desirable to have both covered certain other groups
(e.g. Anerican Indians and other religions) and to have separated
sub-groups within our broad categories (e.g. Mexicans, Puerto
Ri cans, Cubans, etc. anpong H spanic Anericans), but tine
constraints necessitated selecting only a few, prom nent groups.

Simlarly, we would have liked to include nore than six
characteristics. There are many inportant general characteristics
(e.g. honesty, sexuality, frugality) that we m ght have added. In
addition, we mght have included specific characteristics that are
nostly (but not exclusively) associated with one group in the
public's mnd (e.g. Jews and business skills, Asians and Hi spanics
and famly, or Blacks and athletics). Still, we were able to cover
a nunber of inportant dinensions (Walth: Rich/Poor; Wrk Ethic:
Har d- Wor ki ng/ Lazy; Vi ol ence: Vi ol ence-Prone/ Not Viol ence Prone;
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Intelligence: Unintelligent/Intelligent; Dependency: Self-
Supporting/Live Of Welfare; and Patriotism Patriotic/Unpatriotic)
that touch upon comon-pl ace and vital inmages held about ethnic
groups in contenporary society. In selecting this list, we
primarily chose the factual, wealth dinension as our first

di rensi on because we thought that it would be relatively easy for
people to rate groups on this dinension and that by getting people
used to the idea of rating groups it would inprove response to the
ot her, nore personality-related characteristics. W chose work

et hic, dependency, violence, and intelligence because both
traditional and contenporary stereotypes of mnorities include
these as prom nent factors (Bettel heimand Janowitz, 1950; Apostle,
d ock, Piazza, and Suel zl e, 1983; Karlins, Coffman, and Wil ters,
1969; Devine, 1989; Pettigrew, 1971). Patriotismis a slight
reformul ati on of the traditional imge about the "foreignness" of
various ethnic groups and of the basic in-group/out-group

di chotom es that are central of all ethnic eval uations.

In our analysis of ethnic inmages, we took the ratings that
peopl e gave Wiites and subtracted fromit the score they gave each
of the other five groups. For exanple, if a person rated Wites as
3 on wealth and rated Jews as 2 and Blacks as 5, we calculated a
Jewi sh wealth difference score of +1 and a Bl ack score of -2.
Scores could range from+6 to -6 (although because Wites were
usual ly rated near the mddle, few nmaxi numdifference scores
actual ly occurred). For each characteristic, we coded the dinension
so that a positive score nmeant that a group was rated closer to the
positive inmage (Rich, Hard-Wrking, Not Violence-Prone,
Intelligent, Self-Supporting, and Patriotic) than Wites and a
negative score neant that a group was rated nore towards the
negative i mages than Wites.

We chose to use difference scores between the ratings of
Whites and the various other ethnic groups primarily because we
were interested in the conparative positioning and advantages t hat
groups were seen as having. In addition, while the difference
scores and absolute ratings were substantially correlated, with
correlations usually inthe .5 to .8 range, the difference scores
seened to perform sonmewhat better as predictors. Wen we correl ated
t he absolute and difference scores with nmeasures of racial
interactions, racial attitudes, and national imges, we found that
the difference scores generally had slightly higher correl ations
than the absol ute scores (higher in 63 of 95 correl ations).

Et hnic Images in Contenporary Anerica
The belief that Anericans are approaching a color and creed-
blind society is easily disabused by the ethnic i nrage data

coll ected on the 1990 General Social Survey (Table 1). First,
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t hese scores show that people are willing and able to rate group
nenbers on the basis of their ethnicity. Blacks seemto be the
easiest mnority group to evaluate with item non-response al nost
hal f as high as for other groups, while Asian Anericans receive
slightly higher non-response than other groups. W suspect this is
partly a function of the size and prom nence of these (and the

ot her) groups.

Second, with one exception, mnority groups are eval uated nore
negatively than Wiites in general. The one exception is Jews who
are rated nore favorably than Whites on each characteristic except
patriotism No other group scores above Wiites (i.e. has a positive
nmean) on any characteristic. Looking at how everyone rates groups
(including in-group nenbers), we see that Jews are rated nost
positively overall (first on wealth, industry, non-viol ence,
intelligence, and self-support and third on patriotism- second
anong mnorities). Asian Anericans and Wiite Southerners are
ranked next (second or third) on al nbst every dinension. Finally,

Bl acks and Hi spanic Anericans are ranked last or next to last on

al nost every characteristic. Looking at a scale that sunms up scores
on all itenms, except the nore factually grounded wealth di mension
(Table 2), we see that Jews are the only positively rated group
(+0.75). Southern Wiites (-2.32) and Asian Anericans (-2.65) are
rated i medi ately bel ow Whites and Hi spanic Anericans (-5.70) and
Bl acks (-6.29) were rated considerably lower. In fact, over 80% of
respondents rated H spanic Anericans and Bl acks | ower than Wites
on one or nore of the five characteristics.

If we | ook at only how out-groups rate the ethnic groups, the
general pattern is for the exclusion of the in-group to | ower the
overall rating (except for sone wealth ratings). For exanple, anpbng
everyone Bl acks where the nean rating of Blacks on being Hard-

Wor ki ng/ Lazy was -1.24. The nean rating was -1.35 by non-Bl acks and
-0.40 by Blacks. This does little to change the overall rankings
however .

Peopl e see the nost inter-group variation (differences in the
range of group neans) on the soci o-econom c variables of Self-
Support/ Wl fare, Rich/Poor, and Hard-Wrking/Lazy. Thus at |least in
ternms of this |limted range of variables, people see ethnic groups
differing the nost on class-related attri butes. They see Jews as
excelling on the status and achi evenent vari abl es and ot her
mnorities as falling well below the Wiite standards. Next, in
terms of inter-group variation cones violence and intelligence. On
t hese variables Jews still exceed the Wite standard and ot her
mnorities fall below but the spread is not as great. Finally, for
patriotismthe variation is the smallest. It is also the only
di nensi on on which Wites surpass all other groups.

In/Qut-Goup Dfferences
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One way of checking the validity of the image scale is to
conpare the ratings of in- and out-group nenbers. On the five
character dinmensions in-groups uniformy rate thensel ves higher
than they are rated by out-group nenbers. For Jews and Asi ans
however there are two few in-group nenbers (respectively 27 and 9)
for nmeani ngful anal ysis. Non-Bl acks however rate Bl acks
significantly | ower on each di nension except patriotismthan Bl acks
rate thenselves. Usually the difference is rather |arge. For
exanpl e, 56.7% of non-Blacks rate the intelligence of Blacks bel ow
that of Whites, while only 29.6% of Bl acks rated thensel ves | ower
than Wiites. For Hi spanic Anericans the in/out-group differences
are usually not significant, but the they are actually simlar in
di recti on and magni tude as the Bl ack/White conparisons. For
exanple, only 35.1% of H spanic Anericans rate thensel ves as | ess
intelligent than Whites, while 55.3% of non-Hi spanics rate Hi spanic
Anmericans as lower in intelligence than Wites. A simlar pattern
al so applies for Wite Southerners.

The I npact of | mages

The inpact of ethnic inmages can be quite notable, as the
followng six multiple regressions illustrate (Table 3). In each
case, we have selected one or nore inage itens concerning a group,
ot her rel evant independent variables, and a dependent variable with
a substantive tie to the group and characteristic on the ethnic
image iten(s). The first two regression use an i mage scal e that
conbi ned t he Hard-Wrking/ Lazy and Sel f-Supporting/ Wl fare
di mensi ons. Concerni ng both support for special treatnent of Bl acks
by the governnent ("affirmative action") (3.A) and support for nore
governnental spending for Blacks (3.B), inages about the work ethic
of Blacks are significantly related to the prograns net of the
ot her variables. A further analysis (not shown), indicated that
considering all imges about Blacks (i.e. adding patriotism
violence, and intelligence to the two work ethic itens) added
little or nothing to the predictive power of inages.

The next two regressions show the relationshi p between i mages
about the intelligence and viol ence proneness of Blacks on support
for spending a child to a school with froma fewto a majority of
the students of the opposite race (Bl acks are asked about Wites
and Non- Bl acks are asked about Bl acks) (3.C) and school busing
(3.D). Images about intelligence and viol ence were significant
predictors of willingness to send a child to an integrated school,
but were not predictive of support for school busing. This suggests
that support for school integration is partly shaped by racial
i mges, but that support for busing notably differs (note also the
change in the education coefficients) and does not appear to be
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based on racial inmages.

The final two regressions show the rel ati on between i nmages of
donestic, ethnic groups and foreign countries. In Table 3. E net of
other variables liking Israel is significantly related to seeing
Jewi sh Anericans as patriotic. Simlarly, 3.F indicates that |iking
Japan is significantly related to believing that Asian Anericans
are patriotic. Presumably if the ethnic image had focused on
Japanese Anericans, the association would have been stronger.

Ethnic images also are related to the social distance that
peopl e wi sh to naintain between thensel ves and ot her groups (Table
4). As the summary i mage scal e for each group noves from positive
to negative, people are less favorable towards living in a
nei ghbor hood where half of neighbors are from particul ar groups and
| ess favorable to having a close relative marry a group nenber.
Wiile all of the associations are significant, the relationships
bet ween i mages and soci al distance for Jews and White Sout herners
are nodest, while the association for Bl acks, Asian Anericans, and
Hi spani ¢ Anericans are nuch nore substantial .

Finally, at least in regards to Blacks (the only group for
which there is information), there is little relationship between
the i mages that non-Bl acks hold and their contacts with Bl acks
(Table 5). While nore positive attitudes are related to living near
Bl acks, having had a Black as a dinner quest, and having Bl acks
attend your church, none of the associations are significant. W
believe that this is primarily related to two factor: opportunity
and receptivity. In many cases not having contact wth Bl acks
nmerely reflects the absence of Blacks in the locality (e.g. many
Northern rural areas, sone suburban areas, etc.) and not any
intention to avoid Bl acks. Conversely, certainly on the integrated
nei ghbor hood question and to a | esser extent on di nner guests and
church integration, the proximty of Blacks m ght represent an
undesired contact, rather than a desired contact.

In sum inmages about ethnic groups are significant predictors
of support for racial integration prograns, attitudes toward
foreign countries, and desired social distance. The |ack of an
associ ation with school busing indicates however that racial inmges
do not necessarily play a significant role on all race-rel ated
i ssues. The | ack of association between ethnic imges and
Bl ack/ White contact al so shows that race relations is a conpl ex
topic to cover and sinple assunptions (e.g. inter-group contact
nmeans group tol erance and positive inages) nmay not be warranted.

Concl usi on
Despite the denonstrable progress in inter-group tolerance

over the | ast several decades, ethnic imges are still comon pl ace
in contenporary society. On the whole these inages are neither
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beni gn nor trivial. Most Anericans see nost mnority groups in a
deci dedly negative light on a nunber of inportant characteristics.
Only images of Jews are generally positive and even in their case
peopl e seemto question their patriotism Al other groups,
i ncluding the old stock, Wite Southerners, are seen nore
negatively than Wiites in general. In particular, H spanic
Americans and Bl acks receive very | ow rati ngs.

These negative ethnic inmages in turn help shape attitudes
towards civil rights and racial integration policies, social
di stance, ratings of countries, and presumably other group-rel ated
I ssues. However, as the busing exanple shows, not all group-related
i ssues are necessarily driven by ethnic imges.

Et hnic i mages remain i nportant determ nants of inter-group
attitudes. They are crucial conmponents of public opinion on such
i ssues as affirmative action, school desegregation, and many ot her
group-rel ated i ssues and contenporary inter-group relations can not
be understood w thout understanding the images that people have in
their m nds about the various ethnic groups that make up Aneri ca.

Table 1

| mmges of Groups Conpared to Witesa

Characteristic G oup Mean Di stributionb M ssi ng
- 0 +

Ri ch/ Poor Jews +0. 58 12.8 37.4 49.8 9.1

Bl acks -1.60 83.2 13.0 3.8 5.3

Asi ans -0.77 52.8 30.9 16.3 10. 6

Hi sps. -1.64 83.4 10.6 6.0 9.5

So. Wits. -0.56 46.6 41.2 12.2 9.0

Har d- Wor ki ng/

Lazy Jews +0. 38 12.5 47.6 39.9 9.0
Bl acks -1.24 62.2 31.9 5.9 5.8
Asi ans -0.19 34.2 35.8 30.3 11. 4
Hi sps. -0.99 54.1 37.2 8.7 10.0
So. Wits. -0.52 38.8 52.1 9.1 10.1
Vi ol ence- Prone/
Not Vi ol ence-
Prone Jews +0. 36 12.0 55.2 32.9 11.1
Bl acks -1.00 56.1 30.0 13.9 6.9
Asi ans -0. 15 29.8 45.0 25.1 13.3
Hi sps. -0.75 49.5 34.0 16.5 10.8
So. Whits. -0.23 28.3 56.0 15.7 11.6
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Unintelligent/

Intelligent Jews +0. 15 11.8 76.3 6.9 9.3
Bl acks -0.93 53.2 40.5 6.3 6.9
Asi ans -0. 36 36.3 44.6 19.1 12.3
Hi sps. -0. 96 53.5 40.1 6.4 10. 6
So. Wts. -0.54 38.4 55.4 6.2 10. 4
Sel f - Supporti ng/
Live-Of Wel -
fare Jews +0. 40 9.1 53.2 37.7 8.4
Bl acks -2.08 77.7 20.4 1.9 5.5
Asi ans -0.75 46.4 37.4 16.2 12.2
Hi sps. -1.72 72.4 23.7 3.9 10. 4
So.Wts. -0.71 44.5 49.1 6.5 11.2
Unpatriotic/
Patriotic Jews -0.57 34.4 60.3 5.4 11.3
Bl acks -1.03 50.6 46.6 2.7 9.6
Asi ans -1.16 55.2 38.6 6.2 14.5
Hi sps. -1. 34 60.4 35.6 4.0 12.9
So. Wits. -0.31 27.4 61.2 11.3 11.3
a The scores are based on subtracting the rate assigned to Jews,

Bl acks, Asian Anericans, Hi spanics Anmericans, and Sout hern
Wiites fromthe Wiite rate. Al scales are scored so that
negati ve nmeans closer to the unfavorabl e characterization
(poor, lazy, violence-prone, unintelligent, preferring to
live-off welfare, and unpatriotic). Thus, if Wites were
scored 4 on Rich/Poor and Blacks 5 the score on the Ri ch/ Poor
scal e for Bl acks above would be -1.0.

b These percentages are based on the exclusion of m ssing
responses. The % mssing is given in the [ast colum.

Tabl e 2

Summary Group Difference Scoresa

G oup Mean Di stribution

- 0 +
Jews +0. 75 25.4 50.4 35.1
Bl acks -6.29 84.7 11.4 4.0
Asi an Aneri cans -2.65 60.1 14.5 25.4
Hi spani c Anericans -5.70 83.0 12.6 4.4
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Sout hern Whites -2.32 61.2 25.7 13.1
a Sum of group difference on Hard-Wrking/Lazy, Violence,
Intelligence, Self-Supporting/Wlfare, and Patriotism
Table 3
Mul ti pl e Regressi on Anal yses of the |Inpact of Ethnic |Inmages

A. For Affirmative Action for Blacks (HELPBLK)

| ndependent Vari abl es (H gh Val ue) Bet a Pr ob.
Govt. Hel p Poor (Shoul d) . 243 . 0000
Race (Not Bl ack) -.226 . 0000
| mage about Bl ks. on Wrk & Wlfare (+) .192 . 0000
Political Ideol ogy (Liberal) . 162 . 0000
Education (Mdre Years of Schooling) 117 . 0002
Regi on (Not Sout h) . 075 . 0169
Party ldentification (Denocrat) . 046 . 1687
Age (A der) . 022 . 4790

r2=. 28 (783)

B. More Governnental Spending for Bl acks (NATRACE + NATRACEY)

Race (Not Bl ack) -.242 . 0000
| mage about Bl ks. on Wrk & Wlfare (+) .193 . 0000
Govt. Hel p Poor (Shoul d) . 185 . 0000
Education (Years of Schooling) . 138 . 0000
Regi on (Not Sout h) . 105 . 0018
Political 1deol ogy (Liberal) . 063 . 0712
Party ldentification (Denocrat) . 029 . 4263
Age (d der) . 025 . 4651

r2=.22  (740)

C. No Objection to Integrated School (RACFEWRACHAF+RACMOST)

Race (Not Bl ack) -. 169 . 0000
| mage about Bl ks. on Intelligence (+) . 102 . 0010
| mrage about Bl ks. on Violence (+) . 087 . 0044
Educati on (Years of Schooling) . 054 . 0660
Age (d der) -.048 . 0991
Party ldentification (Denocrat) . 035 . 2341
Regi on (Not Sout h) . 025 . 3823
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r2=. 07 (1183)
D. For Busing to Integrate School s (BUSI NG

Race (Not Bl ack) -.197 . 0000
Age (A d) -.125 . 0000
Party ldentification (Denocrat) -.112 . 0001
Regi on (Not Sout h) -. 066 . 0205
Education (Years of Schooling) . 021 L4775
| mages about Bl ks. on Violence (+) . 028 . 3540

| mmages about Bl ks. on Intelligence (+) . 011 . 7225
r2=.07 (1195)

Li king of Israel (I SRAEL)

Li ki ng of Egypt (+) . 515 . 0000
Rel i gi on (Not Jewi sh) . 161 . 0000
| mage about Jews on Patriotism(+) . 151 . 0000
Political Ideology (Liberal) . 085 . 0134
Age (Q der) . 061 . 0568
US World Activity (Active) -. 046 . 1590
Fundanent al i sm (Li beral) -. 045 . 1915
Regi on (Not Nort heast) . 023 . 4749
Educati on (Years of Schooling) -.021 . 5338
Party ldentification (Denocrat) . 014 . 6880
Foreign Aid Spending (More) -. 002 . 9616

r2=.35  (664)

Li ki ng of Japan (JAPAN)

Education (Years of Schooling) . 162 . 0000
Age (Qd der) -.128 . 0006
| mrage about Asians on Patriotism (+) . 118 . 0015
US World Activity (Active) . 078 . 0381
Party ldentification (Denocrat) . 073 . 0645
Foreign Aid Spending (More) . 053 . 1478
Regi on (Not Sout h) -.021 . 5742
Political Ideology (Liberal) . 009 . 8094

r2=. 07 (703)
Tabl e 4

Summary | mages and Soci al Di stancea
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(prob. / gamma)

G oups Marri age Nei ghbor s

Jews . 0000/ -. 051 . 0000/ -.114 (1152/ 1154)
Bl acks . 0000/ -. 374 . 0000/ -. 354 (1202/ 1208)
Asi an Anericans . 0000/ -. 247 . 0000/ - . 257 (1112/1111)
Hi spani ¢ Anericans .0000/-.340 . 0000/ -. 350 (1146/ 1151)
Sout hern Wi tes . 0000/ -. 069 . 0000/ -. 138 ( 762/ 764)Db
a Summary scal e of inages on Hard-Wrking/Lazy; Violence,

Intelligence, Self-Supporting/Wlfare, and Patriotism
associ ated with two social distance neasures |isted bel ow

b Only peopl e outside the South were asked about Southern
Wi t es.

Nei ghbors: Now | ' m goi ng to ask you about different types of
contact with various groups of people. In each situation would you
pl ease tell ne whether you would be very nuch in favor of it
happeni ng, sonewhat in favor, neither in favor nor opposed to it
happeni ng, sone what opposed, or very nuch opposed to it happeni ng?

Living in a nei ghborhood where half of your nei ghbors were
Jews/ Bl acks/ Asi an Aneri cans/ Hi spani ¢ Americans/Wites raised in the
(Nor t h/ Sout h) ?

Marri age: Wat about having a close relative or famly nenber marry
a Jewi sh person? Wuld you be very in favor of it happening,
somewhat in favor, neither in favor nor opposed to it happening,
sonewhat opposed, or very opposed to it happeni ng?

A Jewi sh person/ A Bl ack person/ An Asi an- Areri can person/ A Hi spani c-
Aneri can person/ A White raised in the (North/ South)?

Table 5
Wi te | mages About Bl acks and Contact with Bl acks
(Prob. / gamm)

Live Near Black D nner Blacks Attend

Bl acks Quest Church
Summary | mage Scal e . 071/ . 115 . 131/ . 147 .079/.126
(1019) ( 717) ( 585)
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Appendi x: Question Wrdi ng

Now | have sone questions about different groups in our
society. I'"'mgoing to show you a seven-point scale on which
the characteristics of people in a group can be rated. In the
first statenment a score of 1 neans that you think al nost al

of the people in that group are "rich." A score of 7 neans
that you think alnost all of the people in the group are
"“poor." A score of 4 neans you think that the group is not
towards one end or another, and of course you nay choose any
nunber in between that cones cl osest to where you think people
in the group stand.

A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Ri ch Poor
1. Were would you rate whites in general on this scal e?
2. Jews?
3. Bl acks?
4. Asian Anericans?
5. Hispanic Anericans?
6. Sout hern \Wites?
B. The second set of characteristics asks if people in the

group tend to be hard-working or if they tend to be |azy.

C. The next set asks if people in each group tend to be
vi ol ence prone or if they tend not to be violence prone.

D. Do people in these groups tend to be unintelligent or
tend to be intelligent?

E. Do people in these groups tend to prefer to be self-
supporting or do they tend to prefer to live off welfare?

F. Do people in these groups tend to be patriotic or do they
tend to be unpatriotic?
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