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ABsmMz 

we analyze stereotypes, social distance feelings, and perceptions of 

discrimination concerning blacks, Hispanic-, ard Asian-mi- using 

data f r a n  the 1990 General Social Suney. White hold the m>st 

negative views of blacks and Hispanics. large prqxatians of whites rated 

these g r a p  as tending to possess fewer positive qualities than whites and 

as amposed largely of people with negative traits (i.e., lay, welfare 

dependent, viol- prone, etc.). Asians were rated lower than whites on 

m>st t rai ts ,  M w e l l  ahead of blacks ard Hispanics. D i s t a n c e  feel- 

correlated with s t e r w  for a l l  three -, with whites apressing 

the greatest distance f r m  blacks and abmt equal distance fran Hispanics 

and Asians. Blacks are perceived to face mare discrimination than other 

g r a p ,  Rrt discrimination generally is not perceived to be widespread. 

Across the three groups, steredyping, distmce feelings ard perceptions of 

discrimination are affected rmch the saw by socioemnanic variables, and 

relate to a set of t ra i ts  that may be called ttsmll-minded, m i c a n  

irdividualismw (i.e., whites high on irdividualism, lw on stmctuml 

0 .  thmkuq, high on authoritarianism, and who oppose free speech tend to 

believe that blacks, Hispanics, and Asian-micans alike are less hard- 

wrkhy, mre prone to violence than whites, etc). Stereutypes appear to  

reflect assrmptions W a s o c i o e d c  success. w c a l l y  

successful groups tend to be credited w i t h  positive t ra i ts  whereas 

unsuccessful groups are, in effect, credited with negative t ra i ts  ard 

blamed for their own cirarmstan=es. The results cast new light on Lnoader 

charqes in attitudes ard suggest that the positions grnups occupy in the 

social stmchre have mre p&te influenoes on interethnic attitudes 

than usually assumed in reseurch on prejudice. 
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It has typically been asnrmed that the beliefs ard atti- of majority 

-members abclltminarity~pcups a f f e c t s  andhow quickly 

mhmrity groups make pmqess tarard equality (Blalock 1965; Hirscfnnan 

1983; Myrdal 1944; Park 1950; Taylor and Pettigrad, f m ;  Seeman 

1981; Stone 1985; Y-er 1983). Surprishqly, however, the study of 

in- beliefs and attitudes in the U.S. has lagged behind -c 

r- in xmv- taJard a caaparative ethnic frameKajc (cf. Hindman ard 

W a q  1983; Jioh 1988; Lieberson and Wa- 1988; Neidert ard F'arley 1985; 

Massey ard Denton 1987 ard 1989; Tierda arxi Ldi 1987). With the mtewu&hy 

exceptions of work in the traditions established by the Katz-Braly 

checklist (Katz ard Braly 1933) and the Bogardus social distanoe 

scale (Bogadus 1933), this research has retained a p r d m h m t  focus on 

whites1 orientations tcxJards blacks. Indeed, there is nw a large body of 

acllmulated theory and research an whites1 attitudes and beliefs about 

blacks (Apostle et a1 1983; -11 1971; Camims and St- 1989; 

ammings 1980; Jackman 1976; Kinder and Sears 1981; Kluegel and Smith 1982; 

m l  1944; Pettigrew 1971; schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1988; Scfrwartz 1967; 

Taylor 1986; 'I\lch 1987; Smith 1981 and 1985; Williams 1964). 

TheL-e has been far less reseamh on white Amxican's beliefs and 

atti- about people of color other than blacks. Much of this reSeardl 

is limited in topical scope, sanple sizes, and carparability. If we are to 

develup a fuller understanding of the similarities and differences in the 

conditions of blacks, Hispanics and Asians, research and theory in this 

area rmst be expar&d to fully carparable analyses of how whites1 view the 

threemajorethnicgroupsofcolor. O u r p n p o s e i n t h i s ~ i s t o  

help fill this gap. We analyze data fmn the 1990 General Social Survey 
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(Davis and Smith 1990) w h i i  included a special m e  of questims on 

intergroup relations expressly designed to pennit M gauge, cenpaable, 

and more representative analysis of whites' beliefs and atti- about 
' 

people of color (Bob0 1988c) We present analyses of the social 

distrihtion and d&emk&s of whites beliefs ard attitudes abart 

African-, Hispanic-, and Asian-Axerim; ewminFng g a p  -, 
social distance feelings, ard perceptions of discrimination against eah  

group. We focus on these specific diwnsions of interethnic atti- 

because they have direct inplications for both interpersonal and laryer 

sociopolitical relations be- people of oolar and memkrs of the white 

majority. 

-AH)-ABtwr- 

on w h i t e s '  attitudes toward blacks provides a starting point 

for moving t amrd  a lrPdern rmltiethnic f-k on ethnic atti-. For 

mch of the past five decades, reseamh on white atti- toward blacks 

has focused on what is now often called %raditional prejudice," i.e. open 

bigotry h l v h q  support of legal and normative racial segregation, and 

belief in the innate inferiarity of blacks (Pettigrew 1982) . When baseline 

national sample sumeys were anducted in the 1940s majorities of w h i t e  

Americans openly segregation, discrimination, and believed that 

blacks w e r e  their innate inferiors (Hylaan ard -ley 1956). The better 

educated held more positive atti-. 'Ruse livirg artside the Sarth, 

where mae tolerant racial nonns prevailed and -e blacks were typically 

a smaller fraction of the pcpllatiar (Fossett and Kiecolt 1989), also held 

mre positive attitudes. Y q e r  people, especially the better educated 

among them, m i t e d  more tolerant outlooks. 
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'Ibis openly racist pattern of belief has yielded overtime to an 

increasingly equalitarian view (Smith and Sheatsley 1984). Most: whites now 

enaorSe integration in principle, and reject discrimination preferring 

instead equal tx-eatmmt m e s s  of race. Most wfiites also deny that 

blacks are innately inferior to whites (sdmnan, Steeh ard B o b  1988). T h e  

yauq, the better ducated, and those living ahside the sarth led the way 

an these changes. 

-11, this represents a large and rapid societal shift. It reflects 

both charqe at the individual level and continued oohort replacemnt 

effects (Firebam and Davis 1988) . Substantively, this positive trerd has 
been read as a major nonnative transfarmation (Schuman et a1 1988). As 

Blauner qlained: #*me belief in a right to dignity and fair m b n e n t  is 

now so wi- and deeply rooted, so self-evident that peaple of all 

colors vnuld vigarously resist any effort to reinstate formalized 

discrimination88 (1989, p. 317). These patterns suggest that we are 

witnessing the steady decline of racial prejudice as classically 

understood.2 

Less sanguine, however, has been the relatively lcrw and slowly changing 

levels of white support for any of a number of policies aimed at hinging 

abart greater hbgration and equality (Jackman 1978) . Surveys show 

wideqmad white o~position to school bing for desegregation (Sears, 

Hensler and Speer 1979), to open houshg laws (Schuman ard Bob0 1988), and 

to strong affirmative action plans (Jacatsan 1985; Kinder and Sanders 

1987; Klusgel and Smith 1983; Lipset and Schneider 1978). Black 

-dates for political off ice also frequently emumter prejdce 

( K b d e r  arrd Sears 1981; Pettigrew 1972; Citrin, Green, and Sears 1991). 
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TO these attitudinal results we may add wi- of racial discrimination 

inamesstohmsingand jobs tha ta lsocas tda&tonthemanhyof the  

decline in traditional prejudice (Jaynes ard Williaxs 1989). These 

negative trends question whether factars that have kaqht abwt c h q e  in 

traditional anti-black prejudice affect uther aspects of white atti- 

abwtblacksasstronglyarevenatal l .  nbeyalsoarggestthat factas 

beyard those identified in the study of traditional prejudice need to be 

considered. 

In this regard, W e s  of whites' stereotypes have consistently shown 

blacks to rank near the bottcm of an ethnic status hierarchy. Katz and 

Braly's (1933) original checklist pmcedum showed that a saaple 

of white oollege studerrts assigned largely negative traits to blacks. T h e  

traits they fmrd most camnonly assigned to blacks included 

superstiti-, laziness, a happy-go-lucky axtlodc, and igmrance. T h e  

overall favorableness of these rankings had blacks placing 9th art of the 

ten grcups carpared, with B@Ameria.nsw (pesumbly interpreted to mean white 

Americans) a n d a t h e r s o f N o r t h e r n ~ a n z s t r y r a n k e d a t t h e t c p .  

Sutsequent restar& using the Katz-Braly checklist shaJed a steady decline 

overtime in openly negative views of blacks, increasing mention of mcare 

positive traits (i. e. , rmsical ability) h t  that blacks m i n e d  am~ng the 

least favorable in overall evaluative ankinJ (Karlins, Coffman and 

Walters 1969). Recent assessnents enphasize the slowness of change in 

w h i t e s  stereotypes of blacks and the overall negative cast of these images 

(Devine 1989; 3ac)aMn and Senter 1983; Stephan and Rasenfield 1982) . 
In like fashion, examinations of social distance feelings have 1 9  

sham that whites tend to pla- blacks near the battaa of the ethnic status 
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hierarchy (8ogarchrs 1933). measuremnents w n t h  to show blacks 

ranked in the bottcm half of a thirty g r m p  hierarchy despite an overall 

decline in average levels of expmssd social distance (Owen, Ehner, and 

mul 1981). Other mearc31 (Dyer, Veld*, and Warctrel 1989; smith and 

~arpsey 1983) shms that whites express greater social distame from blacks 

than fmm Hispanics.3 

of themain reasons for white resistance to g a m m m t  -ions 

to help blacks has been a tendency to downplay racial discrimination as a 

sarce of black*- econanic inequality (Apcstle et a1 1983 ; Sniderman 

and Hagen 1985). Tb be sure, many whites perceive blacks as facing 

discrimination, far fewer than amrq blacks (Sigelman and Welch 

1991). T h e  pagdcminant explanation given by whites for blacks emnonic 

disadvantage is lack of effort on-the part of blacks themselves (Kluegel 

1990). Seeing limited discrimination and holding blacks responsible for 

their own cirr;wstances, many whites see no need for garerrmrent policies to 

help blacks get M. herd analyses show that there has been no increase 

in the extent to which whites attriRrte racial inquality to discrimination 

and only weak effects of education and age on such perceptions. As a 

result, there are few qads to a p e d  an increase amng wfiites in the 

perception of discrimination as a major inpediment to black advanaement 

(Kluegel 1990). 

Pa- of belief about racial inequality may reflect a rare general 

streak of Anrerican irrdividualism (Feldman 1984; Katz and Glass 1988; 

Kluegel and Smith 1986) . Americans' beliefs about the causes of eoonanic 
ineguality terrd to reflect highly individualistic assumptions. mnanic 

success or failure are carmonly believed to reflect individual effort and 
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ability as cpposed to the stmchxe of qparhmities.  A belief that 

factars such as l i m i t e d  job -ties ar lcrw wage rates cause erXrmric 

inequality do oollrr, M with less frequency. Homver, a c c q b m e  of such 

beliefs is be s t m q l y  dependent upom race and socioecaumic status. 

Blacks mre than &tes, and those with low inxlaes are mne likely to 

perceive struchnal barriers to e c  success (Klusgel and Smith 1986). 

mo6e who hold struchnal ~ l o d c s  an inequality are Imre likely to 

suFpcat efforts to help blacks get M whereas those who hold 

individualistic cutlooks terd to oppcse such policies (Bob0 1991; Klusgel 

and Smith 1986). 

~ A m ~ A B c I o I p ~ A m ~ ~ C  

Analyses of &test beliefs and atti- abuxt Asian-=icans and 

Hispanics typically assum that stereotypes and social distame feelings 

reflect beliefs about the ecOnanic starding and success of ethnic gmups. 

Thus, students of atti tWes taward Asian-Amricarrs propo6e that their 

portrayal as an econahic success story leads wfiites to assign markedly 

fewer negative a t t r i h b s  to Asian-Americans than to other ethnic grcups. 

T h e  prevailing view of Asian- Amricarrs has m e d  fran the extremly 

negative held before Warld W a r  I1 to the present ttswcess 

imagew and dmracterizaticn as 'Clllodel minmitiesw (Hurh Kim 1989; L e e  

1989) . Whites, it is c l a w ,  nrw see Asian-Ameri- as hard--, 

irrdustri~ls and intelligent. Hispanics, on the other hand, perhaps in 

large part because they are mt perceived to be as emnanically successful 

as Asian-Americans are thmght to be be nqatively viewed by ~ t e s  

(Fbmirez 1988). Hispanics are perceived to be t tp resen t~ ien tedw to have 

low levels of aspiration, and other like characteristics (Ramirez 1988). 
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mirical s q p &  for these c l a h  is limited. With few exceptions 

(Sigelman, Shockey and Sigelman f-) mDst M e s  are based on 

~ l l o ~  reqi-1 q l e s  (Dyer, Vedlitz, and Waxhe1 1989; Rnberts 1983; 

Starr and Roberts 1988), or on "canvenience qlesW--aften of college 

students (Karlins, Coffman, and Waiters 1969; Bykuvia 1971; Owen, Eisner, 

and mu 1981; Triardis et a1 1982). Evidence often is irriFrect ar 

conjectural, based cn media or &her poplar pc&rayals of Asian-Americans 

a d  Hispanics ( H u h  and Kim 1989; Lee 1989; Ramirez 1988). 'Ib the deFpee 

these M e s  may be generalized they provide for the claim that 

of Asian-Americans now are markedly mre pitive than for 

Hispanics and Blacks (Karlins et a1 1969; Marin 1984, Wykovich 1972). It 

is not clear, however, that the respective ~lsuccess" and "-'@ 
images inply that whites feel less socially distant frun Asian-Amricans 

than Hispanics. Tb the contrary, research employing the Bogardus social 

dishme scale &as that amorrg a sample of college students in 1977 

'Wcan-Ameriml@ and "J qamse-AmericansM are given nearly identical 

social distance ratings (Owen et a1 1981). Moreover, these rat- are 

substantially higher than that for white ethnic groups, and higher 

than tMt for Wqmesw (Wen et a1 1981: Table 6, p. 89). 

Extant resecch also is unclear abaxt perceived discrimination against 

Asian-Americans and Hispanics. The prevailing - image is thaqht to 
lead ~ t e s  to deny that Asian-Americans are the victims of discrimination 

(Hmh and Kim 1989; Lee 1989). Because the primary political and social 

discussion of discrimination in America focuses on blacks, one might we11 

argue that whites perceive mre discrimination against blacks than 

Hispanics or Asian-Americans. No -, hmwer, provides anpirical 
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subshntiatian fur this speculation. 

~ Q U T C X W R R A ~ C ~  

W patterns in whites' interFpeup attitudes, in their beliefs about 

discrimination, and in their beliefs inequality mre tuoadly, can be resd 

as confirmiry an assuption that many sociologists have made abaR such 

atti-: rramely, that intergroup attitrdes are heavily determFned by the 

stmchrd conditions of group l i fe  ( B l u m r  1958). Rzbb and Lipset (1962) 

argued that prejudiced attitudes grew out of and reinforced cqanized 

cumunity p c t i o e s  of discrimination, segregation and unequal status. 

W i l s o n  (1973) and Yhger (1983) have noted the degree to whicfi prejudia 

and racial ideologies f l w  fran urdergird-clot of themselves 

m- of racial inequality. Similarly, Myrdal (1944) e@asized 

a "vicicxls circle" of actual emnanic and social disadvarrtage that fed 

negative beliefs about blacks. The negative beliefs reinforce 

discrhhtory behaviors against blacks, makirrg in their 

econanic status harder to achieve. 

Once a pa- of group inequality has been institutionalized and 

w r t h g  belief systems have becaw part of the culture, such beliefs are 

likely to acquire a degree of autawmy (Wilson 1973, pp. 34-35) . As Yinger 
wlained: "Persistent discrimination against minority gmups b e m ~ ~ ~  

'justified' by a tradition of prejudice. Stereotypes 'explain1 why certain 

~ a r e i n ~ t a g e d p c s i t i o n s .  E v e n ~ p e r s a n s t h o i n n o w a y  

stand to gain emmnically or politically absorb the culture of prejudice 

and this helps to perptuate discriminatory ethnic patterns for othersw 

(1983, pp. 399-400). 
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'Ihese oonsideratiars q e s t  to us that gnq and social 

distanm feelings will reflect beliefs abaR the eoanzaic standing and 

success of ethnic group. Gmups w i v e d  as failing emmnically are 

likely to be peroeived as possessing traits that work against m c  

' P o t h e e x t e n t m i n o r i t y ~ a r e ~ i v e d a s ~ f u l a n d  

thus as la* in desirable qualities, the mare social distance majority 

group mnembers will prefer to maintain fmn mmbers of the minoOrity group. 

In addition, group perceived as possessing negative qualities are likely 

t o b e s e e n a s ~ ~ o f g a r e r r m r e n t ~ i a n t o ~ t h e i r  

c- in life. (M, to the extent adopts policies to 

aid minorities in the face of negative stemoQping, deep are 

likely to develop amcry members of the majority grape) 

Given previous m, these tendencies M d  be least pmKxnred 

a m q  better w t e d  and younger (Schumn et a1 1988). Highly 

&hated individuals shmld think in mne qhkticated ternrr abart rpaup 

differ- and, as a result of ~reater cumti- to values of 

individualism (Jackman and Muha 1984) , be mre likely to recqnize within 

group variation (i.e., individual differ-). T h e  young as carpared to 

older i.espandents M d  have been exposed to a mne tolerant racial 

climate and to a set of social caditions where high socioecmanic 

achievemnt for at least wne blacks (and other minorities) was a less 

exceptional m t a n e .  

In addition, previous on the effects of beliefs abart 

inequality suggest that those high in individualistic beliefs will be 

inclined to perceive blacks, and any other group regarded as ecmanically 

msucessful, as having that justify their -ged 
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pition. Those who do hold struchnal beliefs abaxt inequality shculd 

have less negative Stereotypes muse they are nuch less likely to view 

econanically -ed grmps as respmsible for their own 

cirarmstances (Katz and Glass 1988). 

W w 4  

W data for testing these ideas abaxt interethnic attitudes oam fran 

the 1990 General Social Survey (Davis and Smith 1990). The  GSS is a full 

probability q l e  of Wlish speaking adults living in households in the 

continental U.S. There were a total of 1372 respadents with a msponse 

rate of 73%. an analyses are based on data for the 1150 w h i t e  

respolderrts. Further details on sanple design can be obtained ham Davis 

and ath (1990). 

~ ~ ~ C ~ A H ) ~  

GmuD Rat*: StereuQpes were masured by six bipolar 1 to 7 trait 

ratingscales. ~ w e r e a s k e d t o r a n k h o w e a c h g r e r u p s t D o d w h e r e  

a 1 want "virtually all of the peoplew in a group had a given positive 

(negative) trait, a score of 7 meant 'Virtually all of the people" in a 

~poup had a given negative (positive trait) and a score of 4 want a group 

@%as nut nut me erd or The trait dimensions rated for 

whites, blacks, Asian-mi- and Hispanic-mi- were rich/- 

(-) , hardworkhq/lazy (= HAIID) , violence -/not violence prone 

(VIOLZNI?), unintelligent/intelligent (IIWELUGENT), prefer to be self- 

supporting/prefer to live off of welfare (-) , and 

patriotic/unpatriotic (PATRIOTIC). T h i s  set of traits was chosen because 

it cavers critical social, political, and e d c  achievemnt related 

characteristics. 
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We used trait rating scales because it is now widely accepted that 

measurenwt pmcdmes that call far sinple catqorical juLgnents likely 

o b a r e  the nature of stereotypes (Ashme and Del Boca 1981; J a m  and 

senter 1983) . Sinple statenmts and the ~ a t z - m y  type 

checklist approaches force respondents to maks cawical and blunt 

generalizations. Tb the extent many people hold mre qualified views, such 

pmcdmes will uxkmstimate the level of -ing. Sime the trait 

rating questions were part of a natiaral sanple survey we to use the 

generic labels of and "Asian" rather than nms specific g r a p  

labels. Tb be sure, doing so absaPes what might be inpcotant differences 

in perceptions of Mexican-Amerim as ocnpared to -Amerim and to 

Puerto Rican Americans and similarly be- Chinese, Japanese, Korean and 

v i e w  Amricans and so an. Hwever, pre-test results suggest& that 

the labels 81Hiqanic" and "Asian" - well understood by -. 
Since these specific subgroups terd to be m t r a t e d  in different regions 

of the camtry and often differ in eoononic status, recency of imnigratian, 

and citizenship status we pay close attention to possible regional 

differences in trait ratings. 

In b-ent analyses we use difference scores, fond by subtracting 

ratings on each trait for blacks, Hispanics, and Asian-Americans from the 

respective rating for whites (hait Ratings Dif femme) . WEAUIH, WIGWARD, 

WELFARE, and PATRImC ratings were reverse wded so that overall a 

positive score indiates that a white respoldent perceives that a given 

trait is f d  more often amng blacks, Hispanics or Asian-Americans than 

amrg whites, and a negative smre that it is found less often. We thus 

have a meaase of both whether or not whites evaluate people of =lor as 
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inferior to -1ves, and of hov big the gap be- gmups is penmived 

to be (cf. Jackman and Senter 1983). 

istance: Respaderrtswereaskedtwlosetsofsocialdisbnce Social D 

questions. Ihe f i r s t  asked if the respcndent 'Wry nu& favored1@, 

"sanewhat favoredw, "neither favor& nar qposdw, "surewhat oppo6edw ar 

"sh-angly -@@ living in a nei- where half of their neighbors 

were, variously, blacks, Asian A m e r i m ,  ar Hispanic Americans. Using the 

same resporw format the secand set of questions asked abart reactions to 

"a close relative or family mwber many- a" black, Asian m i c a n ,  or 

Hispanic m i c a n .  Both questions - close, sustained interperscoral 

forms of interaction rather than the o m  remote f- of contact 

arphasized in many social dktance questions (e. g. , "admit to my camtry") . 
D i s c r u l u n a t i  

. * an: Respordents answwed two sets of questions on 

discrimination. The f i r s t  asked 'Wad mch discrimination is there that 

hurts the chances of (Hispanic Amerim/Blacks/Asian Awricans) to get 

good paying jobs? Warld you say there is a lot, saae, only a l i t t l e ,  or 

none a t  all?" The seand set used the same response fonnat but asked abaut 

War How discrimination there is that mkes it h a .  for (Hispanic 

Ameriams/Blacks/ Asian mi-) to Wy or rent housing whemver they 

want?". 

1Preiudim: weusefar item-suppartforabanon 

racial intermarriage, support far racial segregation in housing, and 

willingness to vote far a qualified black presidential d d a t e ,  ard 

attribution of b l a c k d t e  differences in socioeoormdc status to lesser 

innate ability-nly used in previous analyses of racial prejudice 

(Schumn, e t  al. , 1988; Kluagel, 1990) , 
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AmIxsIsAH)- 

QMUPTRArrRA!nNGs 

Most analyses of ethnic beliefs and atti- assunre that whites 

w i v e  differenms in socioeaDncmic s ta tus  themselves as a g r m p  

and peqle of wlor. T h e  top panel of Table 1 wpports this assupt ian,  

miq clear differences in  how whites rated themselves on the rich/- 

diwrrsiocls as oarpared to blacks, Asian-, and Hispanic Americans. A l l  of 

the minority gmups are more l ikely to be rated taJard the @@poar8@ erxi of 

the cuntinuum, especially so for  blacks ard Hispanics. Only 6.7% rated 

whites as a gmup as t e r d i r q  to be poor (scares 5 thraqh 7). Yet, ful ly  

75.5% of whites rated blacks as terriing to be poar. Zhe -la figures 

fo r  whites1 ratings of Hispanic Americarrs was 77.6% but anly 39.2% f a r  

Asian-lhw5cans. Overall, whites do w i v e  substantial ethnic 

differences in socio~conanic status, with blacks and Hispanics seen to have 

equal status, markedly below whites. Asian-Ameriems are perceived to be 

of lowr s t a t u s  on average than whites, occupying a position r a q h l y  half- 

way between blacks and Hispanics, on the one hard, and whites on the 

uther. 

- Table 1 here - 
Do the perceived status differences GLIZY- into &her mre 

specific dispositional trait r a t i m ?  To ans\lner this question w e  

examine tm measures: The f i r s t  is the difference in means between whites 

and each other gmup, c m p t d  such that a negative value indicates that 

a graxp of wlor is pemeived to possess less of a positive trait on 

average (Mean Tra i t  Ratings Difference). Values of this - are given 

in Table 1 (the r o w  labeled Differenceu in Bach panel) . 'Ihe secand 
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is a measure of the balance of positive to negative trait ratings, 

subtract- the total percent of ratings below the midpoint of the scale 

fran the total percent above. A positive scure indicates that  the 

majarity of a g r a ~ ~ ~  are seen to hold a favorable trait, ard a negative 

soore Ma- the wite. Values of this measure also are given in 

Table 1 (the r a ~  labeled "Balancew in each panel) , and in Figure 1. 

-F igu re lhe re -  

'Ihe mean differ- in Table 1 duw a general pattern of pecple of 

colar, in particular blacks ard Hispnics, receivirq negative trait rat- 

in oarparison to whites' ratings of their awn -. These negative 

ratings are most evident in the atse of the traits related to  wcrk ard 

socioeumunic success. The mean differences are greatest far  the r a m  

of -/lazy ard prefer to be selfsuppcatiry/ prefer to live off 

welfare - in the la t ter  case it is greater than W far  the perceived 

black-white difference. Thmgh a l l  graps receive less positive ratings 

than whites, the perceived gap between Asian-micans ard whites on the 

whole is markedly snaller than the perceived gaps between blacks or 

Hispanics ard whites. 'Ihe difference scores for blacks and Hispanics are 

nearly equal on average far a l l  six traits. 

W e  see fran Figure 1, hmever, that thaqh Asian-Americans receive 

sanewhat less positive ratings than whites, their -lute ratings far  the 

five dispositimal t r a i t s  are favorable. Whites perceive that the majority 

of Asian-Americans are hard-wdciq, self-reliant, intelligent, now 

violent, ard patriotic. With the exception of patriotism (where a l l  g r w p  

are rated "patriotic" on balance) these positive characteristics are 

perceived present only in the minarity of blacks ard Hispanics. Again, 
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this Fpaph i l lustrates the sharp differences peroeived between whites, and 

blacks and Hispanics. w y  57 and 73 peraerrt of whites, respectively, 

are rated above the midpoint an -k and self-sqpart. In stark 

contra&, 47 and 37 percent of Blacks and Hispanics respectively are rated 

below the midpoint on hardwork, and 61 and 46 percent respectively below 

the midpoint on  self^. 

- F i g u r e 2 h e r e -  

Tb examine features of their distrihrtiars, difference scores 

are grouped into six categories in Figure 2. T h e  "Don't c a w o r y  in 

this figure includes small numbers of who refused or m i s e  

did not provide a rating in  addition to those choosing the @ldcPllt kmdl  

resparse. Four major characteristics of the trait difference scares may 

be noted. F i r s t ,  the percent "Ddntt KrmP reqanse is appmxhately 

twice as high for ratings of Hispanics and Asian-micans than for blacks. 

lhis may reflect the longer M r y  of social and poli t ical  attention to 

blacks in this wuntry, or may result fran the greater wncentration of 

Asian-Americans and Hispanics i n  several large urban areas. Second, on 

five of the six traits (patriotism is the exception) substantial fractions 

- fmm 15 to 25 peroent - of white respondents rate Asian-Americans m e  

positively than whites; that is, see Asian m i c a n s  as superior to whites. 

For blacks and Hispanics there are only negligible percents of positive 

difference scores. Third, w h i t e  respordents are sutstantially mre likely 

to give exh-enre negative relative ratings to blacks or Hispanics than to 

Asian-mi-, especially so for the bm wmk related evaluations of 

hard- vs. lazy, and self-supprtiq vs. l ive off welfare. 

F a P t h ,  with the -ion of W e l f a r e  pmnmessw (where it is "-3 or  
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xmre" for blacks and Hispanics), the modal category for the evaluative 

ratings is i.e. "4ualW (chosen by apprdmately 30 to 40 m 
depMdinsuponthetraitandgraq), andthemajorityofwhites (fran50 

to 60 m) have d i f f m  soores of "Ow or "-1." Aooordingly, are 

might -1- that mDst d te s  see n, ar l i t t l e  differ- between gwp. 

However, as can be seen fran Figures 4 and 5 belw evm a w i v e d  are 

unit negative differmce between whites and peaple of color is 

-id. 

v F i g u r e 3 h e r e -  

T h e  1990 GSS includes a question mmemiq government asskhme to 

hpmve the liviry standards of blacks because of discrimination against 

them. were asked to plaoe themselves on a five point scale 

where "1" indicates stmng agmenmt w i t h  the statement that govermmt is 

obligated to help blacks, "5" indicates strong agreement with the statenmt 

that the gaverrpnent shouldn't give special trea= to blacks, and "3" 

indicates aqeemmt w i t h  both statexw~ts.~ Figure 3 gives the mean score 

for this question by categories of the t r a i t  difference scores (whites - 
blacks)-frrm whites who see blacks and whites as equal to those W see 

whites as 3 ar mre units superior to blacks. It quite clearly shows that 

opposition to gavwrment policy to equalize black*- e c o d c  standinJ 

inreaSea with an increase in the perceived trait superiority of whites, 

and that abaR one half of the change over the entire raqe of negative 

trait ratings occurs w i t h  a shift  fran an equal rating to a-1.117 

- Figure 4 - 
Figure 4 graphs the percents who qpose h a v w  a close relative marry 

an Hispanic and an Asian-Anerican by the perceived t r a i t  differ- 
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between each g r a p  ard wfiites; again in categories fran equality to 

p r m a m c d  fib superiority. lhere also is a clear, sutstantial inmeme 

in opposition to a close relative marrying either an Hispanic or ard 

Asian-mican as one mves fran an lmequalw rating to perceived 

t ra i t  superiority amarg wfiites--with a 30 to 40 point 

difference be- the end points. As for the relationship of trait 

rating diff- to stqport for g w e n m m t  assistame, abart orra half of 

the m e  over the entire r a q e  of negative trait ratings - with a 

shift frun an equal rating to w-l.n Finiings mmemhq the -1- of 

perceived t ra i t  inferiority of people of color be dismissed sinply 

-use many whites see people of color as only "a l i t t l e  inferior. Our 

data &inn Jackman and Senterms (1983) claim that even the peroeption of 

small graxp differences m t e d  to saying "different, thereiore unequalw. 

-Figure5here- 

A t  least in the areas of residential prefer- and marriage, whites 

express the same degree of social distance sentinrent tawards Asian- 

Amricans and Hispanics. Figure 5 shows that whites on average express 

equal social distmoe towards blacks, Hispanics and Asian--icans in 

residential preferexe. Whites equally qpose havirq a close relative 

marry an Hispanic or an Asian-Amrican, and are markedly mre cpposed to 

marriage to a black than to either an Hispanic or an Asian-Amxican. 

-Figure6here- 

Thagh the sum-inrage of Asian-micans does not act in their famr 

in prumting less social disbnce relative to the image of 

Hispanics, it does appear to affect the perceived a m m t  of discrimination 

(Figure 6) .  Asian-Americans are seen to be less often the target of 
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discrimination in jabs than are blacks or WCS. Whites w i v e  "a 

lotw of discrimination against blacks and Hispanics (26 and 20 percent) 

raqhly twice as often as they perceive it against Asian-Anericans, and 

mre often choose the "a little" or 9mneN responses to characterize the 

amxlnt of job discrimination aperienced by Asian-Aneri-. 0x1 the &her 

hard, blacks are seen to be mre often the victim of housiq 

discrimination than either Asian-Amricans ar Hispanics who are m to be 

its targets equally often. 

AGE, AND -ON DIFFERENCES: 

As noted above msearch has underscored the facts that traditional 

anti-black prejudice decreases with years of farma1 education and 

ixmases with age. T h u @  it is not passible to rule-art an affect of 

agiq per set the sterady decline of traditional prejudice ow the past 

few decades and evideme regardingmbrtchange (cf. Firebaqhand 

Davis, 1988) suggests that y q e r  age grmpe lead the way in hmader 

societal dmqe in racial beliefs and attitudes. Uhder the asslmption 

that similar processes affect racial beliefs and attitudes in general, we 

also apct to find that y a q e r  age and higher educated whites lead the 

way in ctmqircJ demdypiq of people of color. 

- F i g u r e 7 h e r e -  

T h e  education level and age g r a ~ ~  differenoes faud in prim research 

are replicated in the 1990 GSS (Figure 7). It is W a t h y  that amng 

the yourqest and mmt highly educated whites, traditional anti-black 

prejudice is apmssed by a very -11 minority. meed, amng whites 

with 17 or more years of education one might characterize the expression 

of anti-black prejudice as virtually absent. Are the sane patterns evident 
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in the white trait rat- differences? 

-Figure8here- 

To answer this question, we array the percent of whites who give people 

of color an %nferiar" rating for three evaluate ratings (pa- far the 

re~inircJ two are the same) - i.e. have trait difference ratings far 
blacks, Hispanics, or Asian-Amrim that are ane unit ur mxre 1- than 

the relevant white rat- - by education and age. Since we have seen 

that even a one unit lower rating is highly mmecpntial, whites who have 

trait difference soores of "-1" or lower may be validly characterized as 

having negative evaluations of blacks. We may thusly whites who 

express anti-black prejudice to those idm express a negative relative 

evaluation of a g r a q  of color. 

The averall pattern for traditional prejudice is replicated in 

Figure 8. As education increases, the percent rating ethnic g m q s  

inferior to whites with regard to hard work, self-supprt, and blligenae 

declines. Likewise paralleling findings on traditional prejudice, the 

s a m  ratings irrclrease with imreasiq age. 'Ihere is one marked difference, 

however, between patterns for traditional prejudice and -ing. Here 

we cal; attention to the nuch higher level of willingness on the part of 

whites to rate people of color, especially blacks and Hispanics, as 

inferior to whites on inpartant traits than to erdorse prejudiced reqmmes 

on oarmonly used indicators. nEe mrkdly higher willingness to rate 

blacks and Hispanics as inferior holds even among the most highly a t e d  

(17+ years) and y q e s t  (18-29 years) age g r a p ,  prejudiced 

responses are nearly absent. For exanple, whereas only about three and 

eight percent of whites with 17 or mre years of education wmld ban 
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racial hhmamiage or the right to residential segregation by 

, appmdmtely 55 percent of such &tes rate blacks as less hard- 

worm, ard fully 71 percent as xmre prone to live off welfare. Ihe same 

contrast holds far the relative rat- of intelligence versus errdarsaaent 

of the traditional prejdoe iten attriM- blackdte socioemna& 

differences to innate ability. Approxhtely one half of white respcndents 

with 16 years of education rate blacks and Hispanics as less intelligent 

than&tes,butfewerthanlOpercentofthesewhitesendorsed 

attrihrtion to lesser innate ability on the part of blacks. 

As also m y  be seen in Figure 8, the =re favorable trait rat- far 

Asian-Americans hold amng all education and age groups. A m q  the 

youngest ard most highly educated g r w p  whites characterize Asian- 

Americans in terns essentially equal on average to other whites. Indeed, 

mean trait difference ratings (nut given here) show that the most highly 

m t e d  whites (16 or mre years) rate Asian-Americans as essentially 

equal in intelligence and self-reliane, more hard-working, and less 

violence-prone than whites in general. In addition, the order- of 

"inferiority ratingsw for Asian-Americans, Hispanics, and blacks, is 

virtually the same at all ducation ard age levels. At the youngest and 

oldest ages, and among the least and most h t e d  blacks ard Hispanics 

receive rat- that on average are quite cloee, and raqhly the sam 

m t  mare negative than ratings of Asian-=i-. 

- Figure 9 here - 
Social distance sentiment tclkmrds all peaple of color declines uniformly 

with increasing education (Figure 9). It ixreses with age, but as shown 

in Figure 9, nut uniformly. Instead, it follows a pattern such that 
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whites under 50 express nearly equal average social distanoe sentiment, and 

those 50 or older express substantially higher average distarroe feelings 

abart a l l  people of color. 

- Figure 10 here - 
Figure 10 shws that  the perceived anwnt of discrimination against 

people of color in general varies l i t t le by age ar education. There 

essentially are no differences in the mean perceived of job or 

housing discrimination by age group. T h e  most highly educated whites only 

perceive a sanewhat higher of job discrimination against blacks, 

ard they perceive a similarly small anumt mre housing discrimination 

against blacks and Hispanics. 

SWWiRY: Our results m n f h  w i t h  nationally mpmsenbtive data 

findings fran prior research based on small, non-representative sanples 

ard the non-enpirically based assertions of scholars that  whites hold a 

mre positive view of the personal traits of Asian-Americans than of either 

blacks ar W c s .  Consistent with the hypothesis that  the mre positive 

view of Asian-Amricans derives from the perception tha t  they are mre 

emnanically successful, whites rate Asian-Americans as nearly their 

equals in the d i s t r i h t i o n  of wealth, and sane see thexn as better off. 

Though winfinnation of the me positive view of Asian-Americans perhaps is 

not surprising, the markedly negative evaluations of Hispanics ard blacks 

per hap^ are so. Wjorit ies of whites rate blacks ard Hispanics inferior 

t o  whites on a l l  five dispositional traits-and a t  the ex-, fully 

three-fmrths of w h i t e  mqordents rate blacks and Hispanics as inferior 

to whites on self-support (WELFARE). 

our resul ts  also shed light on areas not addressed in p i o r  enpirical 
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study. Whites express nearly equal social distance fran Asian-Americans 

and Hispanics, ard saaewhat more social distance fran blacks, especially 

as regards wrriage. In general white Americans are equally divided in ' 

their -ion of social distame sent--fran 40 to 65 percent of 

whites express opposition to clase cumtact with are of the three in 

one of the W social distance areas we meamred. We have seen that in 

general whites see people of color as the w e t s  of wsaae" discrimination, 

k u t  in general do nut appear to chncterize discrimination against people 

of color as widespread. With the exception of perceived housing 

discrimination against blacks, mare whites specify that there is little or 

no discrimination against people of color than say that there is "a lot. 

mis holds especially for perceptions of discrimination against Asian- 

Americans where only 10 percent of whites on average in both the job ard 

hausing areas say "a lotw ard nearly 40 percent say "a little" or "none." 

What factors shape these views of people of color? The age and 

-tion level differexes pmsentd above suggest that factors we kmw 

fmn prior research affect (or in the case of perceived discrimination we 

knw do not affect) beliefs and attitudes about blacks influeme views of 

people of color in general. However, the contrast between the relatively 

l w  level of anti-black prejudice eqmssed and the high levels of inferior 

ratings of blacks and Hispanics suggests that additional factors play a 

role. Ihe remaining analyses presented in this paper concern the 

de-ts of whites views of people of color. 



Factms 

As a preliminary step to estimating regression -1s far the 

detemhnts  of a t e s t  views of people of color, we fa- amlyzed the 

correlations amry nine items, seprately in each of the three grnups. * 
Far each g r m p  the sam three fa- strulcturewas abtained, with the 

factarloadhqsgiveninTable2. F ' a c t o r s m r e s f o r e a c h o f t h e ~  

factors wmemiq each of the three gmups were ccnpiled under estimates 

fmm the best f ittirg mdels. W correlations amnrg these f actoars are 

given in Table 2. 

Three inportant observati- abaR them are in arder. F i r s t ,  the 

PerceiV8d Discrimination factor far each group is essentially momrelated 

with the Trait Difference and Social Distance factors (Kluqel and Bobo 

forthcdq). Thus the ind- of ptxceived discrimination 

perceptions fran other dimensions of beliefs and atti- abaR blacks 

holds more generally for pecgle of color. Second, the correlation be- 

the trait difference factor far rat- of Asian-Americans and the Asian- 

American social distance factar is s~ller than the two correlations - 
ao- factors for blacks ard Hispanics. T h i s  is cunsistent with 

our piar observation that the mare positive trait evaluations of Asian- 

Americans by a t e s  does not lead to aorrespondingly lower social distanoe 

sent-. Ihird, the three correlations a m g  social distanz factors are 

essentially equal to one arrather as are the three correlations am~ng 

perceived discrimination factors. Overall, the pattern of carrelations 

anmy trait-evaluation, social distance d disaiminatiasr factors wests 

that md~ the same factors shape social distance sentkt taward- and 
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perceived discriminatian against all people of color. 

Soci-c Variables 

In addition to age and education, we the partial effects of fan 

soci-c variables orten axlsidered in researrfi on 

traditional prejulice - sex, family inccme, urban-rural locatian, and 

region - on factor scures for the hait Difference, Social Distance, and 
Perceived Discrimination factors (Wle 3). For prpoes of ccnparisan, we 

present parallel analyses for the partial effects of these variables cn 

traditional prejudice.lo 

-Table3here-- 

T h e  bivariate relationships age, education and beliefs and 

atti- abart people of color dkussed abuve hold when controls for 

one amther and other soci-c variables are intmduced. There 

are no statistically signifimt effects of gerder on any of the Trait 

Difference, Social Distance, or Perceived Discrimination factors. There 

is one statistically significant effect of inoome, and two st& effects 

of urbwrural residenoe, RR they are weak and essentially neither 

variable meaningNly affects beliefs or attitudes about pecple of color. 

'Ihe lack of an inxrne effect argues against a sinple self-interest 

interpretation such that higher inxme people view people of color more 

negatively than lower inxw whites out of a desire to justify their 

relative privilege. 

Holding the effects of &her sociodemographic variables canstant, 

Sartherners endorse the most consistently negative view of peaple of oolor, 

relative to whites fran other regions. They express mre negative trait 

evaluations of blacks and higher social distance fran all grarps of oolor 
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than whites fmm the non-South. Sautherners perceive less discrimination 

against blacks than whites frun the other three regions, and whites fran 

the sakh w i v e  an amxlnt of discriminatian against Hbpmics ard Asian- 

Ameriamsequaltowesterners, ardlessthantheanmmtperceivedby 

whitesfmmtheNcatheastortheMidwest. W e s t e r n e r s m a m r e  

pitive view of Hispanics than wfiites fran other regions far both trait 

evaluations ard social d i m .  Peroeived discrimination against pecple 

of color is largely unaffected by soci-c variables - apart f m  

tendencies for more highly m t e d  and higher inoame whites to perceive 

more discrimination against blacks, and the just noted regional 

differences in perceived discrimination against people of wlar. 

Traditional prejudice is affected by socicderographic variables in ways 

expect& fran prior research. Hadever, the cunbined influence of all 

soci-c variables (as reflected in the R2's for the respective 

regression equations), and of age and education in particular, is 

substantially strorger on traditional prejudice than on other belief and 

attitude dbmsions. 'Ihis suggests that the factors pralucing change 

over-time and sizeable education level differences in traditional anti- 

black prejudice have wre weakly influenced other dimensions of whites1 

racial and ethnic beliefs and attitudes. 

Social-Psychological Traits 

There is a laqe body of research that has a a m h e d  the roots of 

traditional prejudice in mre general aspects of intolerance in Amrican 

society (Oarbett, 1982). We are able to call on two sets of fmn 

the General Social Survey to construct mrposites that tap aspects of 

intoleranoe. 'Itro items relate to the concept of Authoritarianism often 
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parpcsed to urderlie negative stereotyping and hostility blacks, 

and taward minorities in general.11 iteas anaern tolerance for 

political minorities (Political Tblerance), in particular freedan of spee& 

fa mnnolists.12 'Ihere is arpirical evidence of links geneai 

intolerance and anti-black traditional prejudice (Carbett, 1982). As 

noted above howwer, it is an open question of the affect of fa- 

shaping traditional prejudice on ather dhmsims of beliefs and atti-. 

In addition, to as knowledge no study has ewmined such links for beliefs 

and atti- abaut &her minorities. 

As also noted above, mre recent writings and research argue for the 

bprtmce of American socioemnanic ideology. It is not the sinple fact 

of pemeivd ecawmic differenms be- whites and minority g r m p  

alone that drives the way whites view them, M the ideological filters 

t h raqh  which they a .  seen. Included in the 1990 General Social Survey 

are five questions that allow us to wnstmct measures of Stmchmlism 

and Individualism, respectively. 'ItJo questions each wmern structuralist 

and individualist causes of poverty, ami the fifth question concerns 

equality of -ty.13 

=ies to view the social world in rigid terns - i.e. as 

involving "sinple right or wrc~lg" with regard to children's actions or as 

rmp06Bd of the 'W and the -" (40% to 50%) - and to deny freedan 

or apression to those who hold minority political beliefs (30% to 40%) 

are present am~ng a sizeable proportion of white Americans. In addition, 

individualist views of poverty are mre prevalent than Structuralist ones. 

Whereas raqhly thirty percent of whib Americans rate strulctural cause of 

poverty as "very inpo-,N nearly forty and fifty p e m t  respectively so 
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rate the respective individualist causes of "1- nnralsw and "lack of 

effort. " 
-Table4here- 

T h e  tendencies toward authoritarianism and intoleranoe fGnd in the 

w h i t e  public have clear negative -. l4 Regression coefficients 

for the Mlumce of social psydmlogical traits, net of the affects of 

soci-c variables and ea& other, are in the hrble 4. 

'Ihey show that authoritarianism and political intolerance parate negative 

trait evaluations of- and greater social distance sent- from all 

people of color. These two factors, hcwever, do not have statistically 

significant partial effects on perceived discrimination. 

Net of the influence of soci-c variables, authoritarianism 

and political intolerance, structuralism and individualism also 

significantly shape trait evaluations, and social distame sentiment 

towards all three g r m p  of color. In wntrast to the lack of effects of 

authoritarianism and political intolerance, structuralism and individualism 

have statistically significant effects on perceived discrimination against 

all group. 

Zhe lack of effects of authcaitarianism and political intolerance, 

-led w i t h  the very weak influenoa of soci-c variables on 

perceived discrimination underscmes that this is a dimension of beliefs 

and attitudes about people of mlar independent f m  others. Being non- 

authoritarian or be- politically tolerant are not sufficient in d of 

themselves to engMder beliefs that people of mlor are the victims of 

discrimination. Whites nust also tend to see inequality in general as 

theproduct of stmdxml factors. 



Finally, whereas autharitarianism ard political intolerance have raqhly 

equal affects on traditional prejudice and other dFmensiars of whitesw 

beliefs ard attitrdes, sbvchnalism ard individualism have substmtially 

stronger affects on other dimensions than on traditional prejudice. 'JMS 

in part m y  accaart for the seemiry ~reater resistance of negative trait 

evaluations and social distance feelings than of traditional prejudice to 

c k q e  with education ard over time. T h e  tendency of Americans to "blame 

the victimtw (Ryan 1971) for a perceived lack of emmdc arrmss plays a 

role in shaping the forwr dimensions of beliefs and attitub abaR pecple 

of color that it does not play in shaping traditional prejudice. Put 

another way, it seaas that white Americans have easily come to accept 

that blacks (and pmsmably all peaple of color) should have equal rights, 

than to a- that peaple of color are not personally responsible for 

their poorer erxKmic relative to wfiites. 

C n c X m I O K S  

~egative hges of people of color, blacks and Hispanics in particular, 

remain fairly wide-. Blacks, Hispanics ard Asians were rated as less 

intelligent, mre violence prone, lazier, less patriotic and mre likely to 

prefer living off welfare than whites. Whitesw views of Asian-Americans 

typically plaoe them laver than whites M also a not&rorthy distance ahead 

of blacks and Hispanics. Not only were whites rated mre favorably than 

were pecple of color, M on four of the five personality traits ewmined 

many whites' rated the majority of blacks arrl Hispanics as possessing 

negative qualities and the maiority of whites as possessing pcsitive 

qualities. T h e  me acception to this pattern concerns patriotism where, on 

balance, all received positive rat-. 
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In and of themelves these data fill a critical lacunae. No previous 

natiaral q l e  survey has doc;umented such patterns with a cclrprehsnsive 

set of parallel measures. These pa- have impcntant theoretical 

inplicatiars as well. T h e  trait rathqs of people of wlor appear to be 

linked to asnmptions abart a graqs relative emnanic sucrmss. G r a p  

that are viewed as having made greater emnanic strides are credited w i t h  

mre desirable qualities. lagging behimi emmnically are, in 

essence, faulted for their own cirosmtanms whi& are seen as the product 

of a n u m b r  of behavioral deficiencies ( e  , lazy, diligent, 
violence prme etc. ) . 

A critical question is whether the measures tap an 

expression of prejudice or merely descriptive statamts abmt actual 

average group differences in levels of certain traits. Allport drew a 

distinction be- that reflected well or "earned 

repltationw based on realistic experiences with a grarp, ard those 

that merely w i n e d  a '%ernel of truthu' (1954) . There are 
several r m  to ass~rme that mst of the s t e r e -  we have fumd 

imrolves at best a kernel of t ruth.  First, given the high levels of ethnic 

residential segregation, in particular between blacks ard whites, it is 

unlikely that a wide army  of direct personal a p e r i m  provided the 

basis far an individual's stereotyped judgwnts. Semnd and mre 

inportant, the worn of several of the trait rating questions explicitly 
calls for a judgment about group personality traits rather than reports on 

dry social facts. For ewnple, the WELFARE question expressly discmraged 

thinkingintennsofobjectivegroupratesbyaskingwhethergroupmaabers 

"tend to prefer to be self-supprting or do they tend to prefer to live off 
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welfare?" (-is added). Results for this question show the largest 

s a p s b e t w e e n r a t i n g s o f w h i t e s a n d t h o s e f ~ b l a c k s a n d f o r ~ ~ ~ .  Any 

interpretationofthenmaniqoftheseresparsesmustbearinmindthat 

other zesecch has fand no hprtant differemes between blacks and whites 

in work values or the desire to be self-ing (Jaynes and Williams 

1989, pp. 540-5414); and that lmst d te s  greatly exaggerate bath the 

pmportion of blacks who are poor and the proportion of welfare recipients 

who are black (Gilens 1991). It thus seems likely that most respcrdents 

who rated blacks and Hispanics as rmre likely to prefer to live off welfare 

than w h i t e s  were makirrg an erronea~s attrihrtion to an urderlyirq 

personality trait, not merely describing a well urderstood social fact. 

This Qpe of erronecus attrihrtion, according to Seernan (1981, pp. 379- 

380) , is precisely what separates- rn judice fran other types of social 
attitudes. 

~anth, althmgh not as s t r o q  as the associations with traditional 

antiblack prejudice, the trait ratings for all three grcups have the 

expecbd negative associations with level of education, positive 

associations with age, and positive associations with authoritarianism and 

other Mcators of intolerance. Traditional measures of antiblack 

prejace also omrelate with the trait rating measures. In addition, the 

group trait ratings are plainly filtered thruugh a set of ideological 

beliefs about the causes of earrmic inequality. Individualistic beliefs 

abmt the smrces of emncunic inequality lead to the perception of larger 

trait differences between whites and peaple of color whereas structural 

beliefs work in the opposite direction. Moreover ,  it is not the case that 

authmitarianism and intolerance omrelate across the board with 
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W t h n i c  atti-. The -ion between ethnic atti- and 

autharitarianisa and intoleranoe does not hold far perceptions of 

discrimination. Talcen all together, we believe that the trait rat- 

given by & - e i t u t e  - in the negative sense of 
overpeneralizations based on little direct infarmation. A priority for 

f u h n a ~ w i l l b e t o p r o b e ~ t s a s a m p t i a r s a b o u t t h e s a n c e s  

of g r m p  trait differences (e.g., social causes ar cultural causes) and to 

test the malleability of these stereotypes in the face of new or 

omtradicbry information. 

Negative Stereotypes matter. Even the m i o n  of only mall group 

differenms the individual whites' desire for social 

distame fmnmwbers of minority gmups. It also reduced suFpast for 

govenment intervention to help minority group members get ahead in life. 

Ihestereotypingardsocialdistanmresultsaddtoourunderstandingof 

why emnanic ard residential mbility for people of color has been 

difficult to obtain. To be sure, the connection between attitudes and 

behavior is often tenuous. But the weight of a rnrmber of careful 

investigations suggests that attitudes usually bear an inpostant wnnection 

to &vim even thmgh nut always the only or most influential inpt  to 

behavior (Schumn ard Jdmson 1976). Even if we assume only a weak 

association be- the W, ax  results are consistent with researd.r 

pointing to omping discrimination against minorities in the labor market 

and in the housing market. 

Perceptions of discrimination differ in nature fmn &ereuQping and 

distance feelings. These perceptions are neither closely carrelated with 

the ather dimerrsians of ethnic attitudes nor are they connected to 
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autharitarianipm and intolerance. Indeed, only in the case of perceived 

discrimination against blacks a education, one of the traditional 

chqqhic variables to influenoe prejudice, increase perceptiom of 

discrimination. Althaqh not a dimerrsion of prejudice, we have shown 

e- that perceptims of discrimination are patent determinants of 

support for goverrnwrt interverRion to help minorities to get ahead in life 

(Bobo and Kluegel 1991). Such perceptions are a key elePent in mDdern 

interlpcup relations and politics. 

'Ihe full sweep of these results help to resolve the xu& discussed 

paradox of modern racial attitudes or the principle-inplanentation gap 

( B o b  198833; Jac)oaan 1978; Kirder and Sears 1981; Kluqel 1990; Schuman, 

Steeh, and Bob0 1988) and place in mre waningiul the racial 

resen- armsed by affirmative action policies and &her govemmnt 

efforts to ameliorate ethnic inequality. T h e  categorical and expressly 

biological racism characteristic of the Jim C r m  era Amrican saRh has 

fallen into disrgute. Surveys show a steady decline in segregationist 

pref- and in the belief in innate differences in intelligence between 

the races (Firebaugh and Davis 1988; Schuman et a1 1988; Steeh and Schuman 

1991). However, policies aimed at directly increasing the level of 

integration ( e .  school hasing) or at directly inproving the econanic 

status of minorities such as affirmative action have long been 

oontroversial . 
These cunplex patterns may have c a m m  roots. Declining traditional 

prejudice, steadfast policy mition, and an current finding of mxe 

qualified but widespread negative sterwiq in white racial attitudes 

may all share a oonnection to basic realities in American social structme 
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and culture. Jim (Iw racism w e n t  into decline, in part, because of a 

direct ard patent assault m it by the civil rights mvemmt (Bloam 1987; 

Mmris 1984). Jim Crow practices and ideolqy were made vulnerable by an 

interlodcing series of social charges-declining i.mpontanCe of cottcn to 

the American ecaymy, limited imnigratim frun w, black migration in 
reqonse to the plll of urban and Ncathern joboppcatunities durirg MI, 

-ion of black colleges ard civil rights cqanizatiars, etc-that 

in\-aared blacks' emnanic standing, their political freedan, and thereby 

greatly &myUmed black camunity instihxtiars (McMam 1982). T h e  

ecOnanic basis for Jim (Iw racism had been weakened and its political 

mimbqs,  in response to increasing black political mobilization ard 

suFpcative white allies, were authoritatively mhkd by the 1954 Brown 

decision, the Civil Rights A c t  of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965 

(Wilson 1978). If ethnic atti- ccme to reflect stmchml oanditians 

of group life, then it is no surprise that traditional prejudice, or nure 

precisely, Jim Crow racism, has Canthued to gradually wane in war 

a-. Jim (row racism no longer has the in emnanic or 

political imtitutiars that it ome did and mDst of its ideological tenets 

are n a ~  regarded as b i s t m t  with m i c a n  values (bbo 198833). 

Howwer, blacks and other minorities remained ecmmically -ged 

despite tbse maumerrtal social -. Even y a q  ard well-dwated 

blacks w n t h  to face an earnings gap relative to caparable whites 

(Farley 1984) and there is gmwhq evidence of q o i n g  discrimination in 

the labor market (Feagin 1990; and Neckernw 1991; Pettigrew 

and Taylor, f-) . Far many urban, inner city residents, both black 

ard Kispanic, job pmspe&s and liv- @tiom went  into sharp decline 
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in reqome to changes in the earrcmy (Wilsan 1987). T h e  black-te gap 

in undereaployed-that is, the inpact of race on the likelihood of nonlabor 

fanz participation-greatly hcmased during this period (Lichter 1988). 

Ihus, despite the decline of Jim C r m  institutions and of the attitudes 

that suFpcated them, the disadvantaged emmnic status of blacks and 

Hispanics arxi to a degree Asians, mrtirues to provide a basis far the 

develcpnent of negative stereotypes of these groups. Basic cognitive ar 

perceptual pmcesses facilitate this pattern of stereotyping, as do 

American dtural values of individualism which reinforce the tendency to 

attrihrte a lack of e d c  success to personal failings (Katz and Hass 

1989; K1-1 and Smith 1986). 

V i m  in this light, the gap between increasingly equalitarian racial 

principles (the decline of Jim Qow racism) and r e s m  to policies such 

as affirmative action are no paradox at all. Both are pmducts of charqes 

in Americ2an social structure and politics that successfully deposed Jim 

crow institutions but left large numbers of pecple of color in ecmanically 

disadvantaged and segregated oamunities. The level of negative 

&ere&yping suggests that far many white Americans, blacks, Hispanics, ard 

Asians are viewed as m i n g  of special t r eahmt  from garernaent. To 

the extent pressme fmn civil rights grclups and white liberals have p t  

such policies into effect they would, perforce, breed and 

resistanz. Absent a m e  in the urderlying social m t i o n s  that 

breathe life into ethnic stereotypes, ar a substmtial- in the 

w a n  by whites that discrimination prevents minorities fmn getting 

ahead emnmially, the political stalemate aver policy interventions to 

help minorities is likely to continue. 
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M results caution against a view of stereotypes and prejudice as 

involvbq largely self-contained peychological and 

-itions that bear only a distal -ion to social structure (cf. 

Allport 1954 and 1962; Sears 1988). Ethnic atti- appear to have 

proximate ties to the positions  pau ups occupy in the social stmctme (or 

at least to perceptions of g r a ~ ~  status). 

A range of questions must nuw be anmered in arder to specify the 

~apaesses that link social strudure, individual perceptions of group 

statuses, and the resulting beliefs about ethnic minorities. Ihe relative 

hprtame of perceptual tendencies and basic ethmcatric or -lor biases 

(~tephan and Rosenfield 1982) , traditional ideology and values (Kluegel and 

Smith 1986), and grarp cutpetition ard conflict (Bobo 1988a; Fossett and 

Kiecolt 1989) in shspirq interethnic atti- nust be sounined. It will 

be essential to specify haJ class ard gender d f y  or condition 

perceptions. Class plays a part in social distance feelings 

(Schumn and B o b  1988). Ob6enntional studies (Anderson 1990) and 

interviews with enplayers (Khsckmm and N e c k e m a n  1991) suggest that 

the most negative stereotypes may be held about y q  blade males fran 

pverty backgmuds. It will be of value to whether increasing class 

differentiation within minority camunities 1- to mre class depndent 

images of lnwbers of ethnic minority group. We cannot here resolve these 

ccnplex questions. Yet, the langstanding sociological asscmption that 

struchnred corditions of group exbteme pcwerfully mld interethnic 

attitudes s h a d  play a mre central role in theoxy and reseamh than it 

has heretofore. 



1. This mdule was designed by a -ttee of the GSS of 

Overseers. The first a- of this paper chaired the camittee and the 

author was a member of the camittee. Other mmbem of the 

cad -  were: Mary R. Jackman, John Sheltcn Reed, Hanrd Schuman, A. 

Wade Smith, and m W. Smith. 

2. It is essential to note that this great shift in racial atti- can 

only be in historical context (Blauner 1989; Schuman et al. , 
1988). Unaerlyirg these attitudinal m e s  were major s-l charqes 

involving a trewrrbus black Out-migration from rural to u r h n  areas and 

from the sarth to the north. T h e  chamjing social location of blacks 

W t  a grat atpansion of black ecancmic qprbmities, status, and 

political oqadzation and influence (Bloan 1987; McAdam 1982; Morris 

1984) . This i n n  web of m e s ,  in all likelw, set the 

stage for positive m e s  in racial attitudes. 

3. ~haqh this r m  suggests that stereotypes and social distance 

feelings have not m e d  apaoe with traditional prejudice, it does not 

support strollg mnclusiars. With RR two -ions (Jackman and Senter 

1983; Snith 1990), these u e s  have enplayed sanples of college m t s  

or a regimally limited sanple (Dyer et a1 1989). In addition, this 

research provides only description, plrsuing little, or no analysis of the 

determinants of ster- and social distanz. 

4. Suh a process is also consistent with prevailing theories in mgnitive 

psychology (Ashnnre and Del 1981) w h i c h  eapbsize the biasing effects 

of social categories such as race (Stepkin and Rosenfield 1982) aMl 

pmcesses (Hamilton 1981) on perception of gmup traits. These models 
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assme that individual perceivers try to m z e  and mke sense of 

information in their social emrbmmmts. Where ethnic group atqories 

exist arxi groups clearly differ along dhmsims such as 

socioemnanic status, the result of basic Cognitive tendencies in 

informtion processing is likely to be an exawtian of between group 

differemes and of within gmup similarities an traits central to those 

( S q h n  and Roeenfield 1982). In particular, there is likely to 

be an exaggerated correlation made between minority group wmbership and 

mksirable social characteristics (Hamilton 1981). Given the linkage 

be- actual ~pcrup circlmstances and the content of stereotyping that 

develops, one eminent wgnitive psychologist was pmrpted to observe that: 

"if we wish to change our of female and black inferiarity, we 

warld do well to change fm their inferior social and emncmic status" 

(Rathbart 1981, p. 177, -is in original). 

5 .  'Ibis pmedure is consistent with the danFMnt view of stereotypes in 

cognitive psychology which now regards stereotypes as any trait belief 

about xmbers of an ethnic ~poup (Ashmre and Del Boca 1981; Stepbn 1985). 

In an inpartant modification of traditimal conceptions of stereotypes this 

appraich a not regard as intrinsically ca~orical, 

inaccurate, or a sarce of prejudice. These qualities may often attach to 

ethnic trait beliefs. But whether ethnic trait beliefs have these 

qualities in any given irrstance is a matter for enpirical verification. 

6. T h e  specific wordirq is, "Same people think that blacks have been dis- 

criminated against for so long that the gaverrmwt has a special obligation 

to help inprow their living stardards. Others believe that the govefinnent 

&mild not be giving special treamt to blacksel@ See Davis ard Smith 
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(1990) far other details. 

7 .  T h e  respective effects of trait ratings an far gwenrment -- and =ial distaKE Sentilmlt hold after cartrolling f- 

effects of saciodarPgraphic variables (Table 3) ard s o c i a l ~ l a g i m l  

traits (Table 4)  . 
8. Confirmatory factor analysis ms enplayed to test hypothe6es abmt the 

fa- sbucture -lying these items. Tb save space we do not 

them here. They are available upan request fmn the authors. 

9. These and subsequently erployed fa- scares were calahted by a 

method described in Joreskog and Sorban (1989: 131) . T h i s  is one of 

several possible laethods to Carprte factor scares (Bollen, 1989). To check 

the rotustness of aa estimates we have also run the models presented here 

using different pmcdmes for wnstmcting factors scures - w i t h  results 

thatarethesameinallinportantrespects. 

10. Because of the split ballot rotation used on the GSS, only abmt  are- 

third of the respolldents were asked all fan traditional prejudice 

questions. Excluding the question wncemiq willingness to vote for a 

qualified black presidential -date immases this total to abmt 

threefourths. Thus, we enploy a capsite scale based on three of the 

traditional prejudice items only: support for a ban on racial 

inkmamiage, suFpaut for racial segregation in housing, and attrihtion 

of black-te differenoes in socioemnanic status to lesser innate 

ability. 

11. These are (1) "A child &add never be allowed to talk back to his 

parents, or else he will lose respect for them," and (2) "People can be 

divided into two classes-the weak and the strory.@@ 
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12. These items are (1) %uppose this admitted cummist wanted to make a 

spec& in your oamunity. Sharld he be all- to speak or nut?" (2) 

Suppose he is teaching in a aollege. Sharld he be fired or not?" and (3) 

Suppoee he w m t e  a book w h i c h  is in y a r  p b l i c  library. sanebody in y a a  

~ t y s u g g e s t s t h a t t h e b o d c s h c r u l d b e r e p D v e d f m m t h e l i t o a r y .  Would 

you fawar ream* it or not?" There are several other items om f m  

spee& in the 1990 General Social Survey. W i t h  the -ion of the set of 

i t e m s  on free speech for racists, the uther stbets a d  be u s d  

-eably with the three cmcemiq -. 
13. were asked, 'Wow I w i l l  give a list of reasons to explain 

why the are poar people in this w. Please tell me whether you feel 

each of these is very inpaatant, -t inpOatant, or not inpartant in  

wplainiry why there are poar peuple in this m. " "Failure of society 

to provide good schools for many Americans,@@ and "failure of industry to 

provide ern@ jobs" are Stmctmalisn itexm "Lrx>se mrals and 

ctiunkenness, and "lack of effort by the poar themselves" are Individualism 

im. on a fax pint scale with the i t e m  "One of 

the big problems in this oamtry is that w e  don't give everyone an equal 

chamem' also is us& as an indicator of Stmctmalism. 

14. ~ s a v s s p a c e w d o n o t ~ h e r e t h e f a ~ r a ~ l y s i s ~ t s a n  

w h i c h  the f a n  ocmposite measures - Authmitarianism, Political 

Intolerance, Individualism, and Structuralian - used in these regressions 

are based. Procedures for the oon&m&ion of the Individualism and 

Struchnalisn scales are in Bob0 and Kluegel (1991). Pmcedures 

for the cmstmction of a l l  f a r  -ites are available from the authors. 



Allpart, W. 1954. The Nature of FVejudice. Ileading, Mass. : 
-ley* 

AndeMn, Elijah. 1990. Streetwise: Race, Class, ard Change in an 
m-ty. Chicago: UniversityofQlicag0h.e~~. 

Apostle, Richard, Charles Y. Glock, T h a n a s  Piazza, Md Phrijean Suzele. 
1983. The  Anatany of Racial Atti-. Berkeley: University of 
califda . 

-, R.D. and F. K. Del Boca. 1981. "- m- to 
and SkreoQpby." Pp. 1-35 in in 

-ing and Iluman Behavia, edited by D. L. Hamiltm. 
Hillsdale, NJ. : ErIbaum. 

Blalock, Xubert M. 1967. Tbward a 'Ihecay of Minority G r a p  Relations. 
New York: Wiley & Sons. 

Blauner, Bob. 1989. Black Lives, White Lives: Three Decades of Race 
Relations in America. Berkeley and b e  Angeles: University of 
California Press. 

Bloan, Jack M. 1987. Class, Race; and the civil Rights MDvanent. 
Blocmirrgton, ID.: University of Indiana Press. 

Bluner, Herbert. 1958. '%cia1 Prejudice as a sense of group position. 
Pacific Sociological Review 1:l-7. 

Babo, La-. 1988a. "Attitudes Toward the Black Political Movemnt: 
herds, M8aning, and Effects on Racial Policy Attitudes. " Social 
Social Psychology Qmrterly 51: 287-302. 

Bob, Lawrence. 1988b. "Qoup conflict, prejudice, and the paradox of 
amtenporary racial attitudes." Fp. 85-116 in Eliminating Racism, 
P. Katz and D. Taylor (eds. ) New York: Plernnn. 

Bobo, lawrmce. 1988~. "AModule Pmposal on Intergrcup Tblerance." 
Unpblished mnuscript, Department of Sociology, University of 
Calif d a .  

Bobo, Lawrence. 1991. "Social responsibility, individualism, and 
redistrihtive policies." Sociological Forum 6:71-92. 

Bobo, Lawrence and James R. Kluagel. 1991. "Ecancmic Versus Ra-eted 
Policy: Public Opinion on the New Liberal Welfare Agenda." Paper 
presented at the 46th Annual Canference of the American Association 
for Public Opinion Resemh, Phoenix, Arizona, May 16-19, 1991. 

Bogardus, Bmry S. 1933. "A Social Distance Scale. Sociology and Social 
Research 17: 265-271. 



Bollen, Kenneth A. 1989. Quatiom with Latent Variables. 
New Yo&: Wiley 61 Sons. 

Carmines, Mward G. and James A. Sthwn. 1989. Issue Evr>lutian: Race 
and the Transfamation of American Politics. Princeton, W. : 
Prinoetar University Press. 

citrin, Jack, and Donald M l i p  Green, and David 0. Sears. 1990. 'White 
reactims to black -dates: wrhen does race matter?" Public 
Opinion Quarterly 54:74-96. 

m t t ,  Michael. 1982. Political Toleranoe in America: Freedom and 
EQaality in American Public Attitudes. New Yark: Imgmn. 

aaamings, Soott. 1980. 'White ethnics, racial prejudioe, and 
market segmntation," American Jamxi1 of Sociology. 85:938-50. 

Daniels, R. and H. H. L. Kitano. 1970. American Rach:~laration of 
the Nature of Prejudioe. Englewod Cliffs, NI: Prentice-Hall. 

Davis, Jams A. and 'Ihn W. Smith. 1990. T h e  General Social Survey: 
Cumdative CMebodc and Data File. Qricago: National Opinion - enter. 

Devine, Patricia G. 1989. w- and Prejudice: Their autanatic 
and oontrolled oarponent~.'~ Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology 56:5-18. 

Dyer, James, Arnold Vedlitz, and Stephen -1. 1989."Social dbbnce 
among racial and ethnic graqs  in Tbcas :  sane demgraphic 

Social Science Quarterly 70:607-616. 

-ley, Reynolds. 1984. Blacks and Whites: Narrowing the Gap? Qm)aidge: 
Hamard University Press. 

Feagin, Joe R. 1991. '*lhe oantinuing significance of race: antiblack 
discrimination in public places. American Sociological Review. 56: 
101-116. 

Feldnran, Stanley. 1984. " W c  Individualism and Mass Belief 
systems. American Politics Quarterly 11: 3-29. 

Firebaugh, Glenn and Kenneth E. Davis. 1988. "Trends in Antiblack 
Prejudice, 1972-1984: Region and Cohort Effects." American J m l  
of Sociology 94: 251-272. 

Fossett, Mark A. and K. Jill fiecolt. 1989. 'The relative size of 
minority populations and white Racial Attitudes." Social Science 
Quarterly. 70:820-835. 

Gilens, Martin I. 1991. '%cia1 Attitudes and Opposition to the American 



Welfare State." Paper prreserrted at the 46th Annual Qolference of 
the American Association for FUblic Opinion Research, Pbedx, 
Arizana, May 16-19, 1991. 

Hamilton, David L. 1981. nIllusory Camelation as a Basis far 
Stereotyping. @' Pp. 115-144 in W t i v e  Pmceses in w i n g  
and m v i a r ,  edited by D. L. Hamilton. Hillsdale, W . :  
mlbaum. 

H k d m a n ,  Charles. 1983. @%mricams melting pot reconsidered." Annual 
Review of Sociology 9:397-423. 

Hir&man, Charles and Mnrriscn G. Wcng. 1984. wSocioeooncmic gains of 
Asian Americans, Blacks and Hispanics: 1960-1976." m i c a n  J-1 
of Sociology 90:584-607. 

m, b n  lbo and Ktrang Q.1- Kim, 1989. The '-' image of Asian 
Americans: its validity, and its practical and thearetical 
inplications," Ethnic and Racial Shdies. 12:512-538. 

Hyman, Herbert H. and Paul B. Shsatsley. 1956. "Atti- Taward 
-tionow Scientific American 195: 302-324. 

Jackman, Mary R. 1977. "Prejudice, Tbleranz and Attitudes Taward 
Ekhnic Group6. Social Science Research 6: 145-169. 

Jackman, Mary R. 1978. "General and Applied Tblerance: Does Mucation 
Inrease m t n m t  to Racial Integration?@1 American Jarrnal of 
Political Science 22: 302-324. 

Jackman, Mary R. and Mary Sdheuer Senter. 1983. "Different therefaore 
unequal: beliefs abaR trait differences be- grmpe of unequal 
status." Reseuxh in Social Stratification and Mobility. 2:309-336 

Jackman, Mary R. and Michael J. Muha. 1984. %ducation and bteqraq 
atti-: nmal enlightmment, superficial -tic cmdbnent 
or ideological refinement?n American Sociological Review 49: 751- 
769. 

Jacobson, Cardell K. 1985. "Res- to Aff h t i v e  Action: Self - 
Interest or Rach?" Journal of W l i c t  resolution. 29: 306-329. 

Jaynes, Gerald David and Win M. Williams, Jr. (eds.) 1989. A Caanar 
Destiny: Blacks and American Society. Washirrgton, D. C. : National 

Jiobu, Robert M. 1988. Ethnicity and Assimilation: Blacks, Chinese, 
Filipb, Japanese, Koreans, Macicans, Vietnamese, and Whites. 
New York: State University of New York Press. 

Joreskog, Karl G. and Dag Sorban. 1989. LISREL 7 User's Ref- Guide. 
Mmresville, IN.: Scientific Soflxare. 



~ a r l h ,  P h m h ,  'Ihomas Coffhw, and Gary Waiters, 1969. "On the fadirq 
of social stereatypes: in three generations of college 
studerb. Journal of Persanality and Social FSychology. 13 : 1-16. 

Katz, Daniel and K. Braly. 1933. '%acial stereotypes of 100 college 
students. Jburnal of Atnormal and Social -logy 28: 280-290. 

Katz, Irwin and R. Glenn Hass. 1988. "Racial ambivalence ard Anrerim 
W w  conflict: cprrelatiaral and pimhq studies of dual cognitive 
stm&um~.'~ Jcurnal of Personality and Social Psychology 55:893- 
905. 

Kinder, Dorrald R. and Lynn M. Sanders. 1987. "Pluralistic m t i m s  of 
American Opinion on Race." Paper at Annual Meethqs of 
the American Politicla1 Scienm Association, Chicago, Illinois, 

3-6, 1987. 

Kinder, Donald R. and David 0. Sears. 1981. "mjudice and politics: 
symbolic racism versus racial threats to the good life.'' Jannal of 
-1ity and Social Psychology 40:414-431. 

Khsckmm, J o l m  and Kathryn M. Neckerman. 1991. 'We'd Ime to H i r e  
'Ihen, But...': ' X h  Meaning of Raa f a  hplqer~." 9. 203-232 in 
The Urhn  Uhderclass, edited by C. Jencks and P. E. Feterscn. 
Wshhybn ,  D.C. : T h e  Bmdchys Institution. 

Kluegel, James R. 1990. ~~ in Whites1 Explanations of the Gap 
in Black-White Socioemnanic Status, 1977-1989." American 
Sociological Review 55: 512-525. 

Kluegel, James R. and Lawrence Bobo. forthadq. l'Dimensions of Whites' 
Beliefs About the Black-te Socioecamic Gap." In Race and 
Politics in American Society, edim by P.M. Snidermn, P. Tetlock, 
and E. Carmines. Stanfard, CA.: Stanford University Press. 

Kluegel, James R. and Eliot R., Smith. 1982. 'Whites1 Beliefs about 
Blacks' -ty. American Sociological Review 47: 518-532. 

Kluegel, James R. and Eliot R. Smith. 1983. "Affhmtive Action Attitudes: 
Effects of Self-Interest, Racial Affect, and Stratification Beliefs 
on Whites1 Views.'t Social F o m e s  61: 797-824. 

Kluegel, James R. and Eliot R. Smith. 1986. Beliefs About Inequality: 
American's Beliefs About what is and what Ought to be. New Yak: 
Aldine de Gmyter. 

Lee, Sharar M., 1989. "Asian inmigration and American race-relations: 
fran exclusion to aCCeptanm?" Ethnic and Racial u e s .  12: 368- 
390. 

Lichter, Daniel T. 1988. '@Racial Dif ferenms in Umkmnploynmt in 



American Cities." American J a m  of Sociology 93: 771-792. 

Liebersan, W e y  and Mary C. W a t e r s ,  1988. Fkan  Many Shands. New 
York: Russell Sage Faarhtim. 

Lipset, ~eyman Martin and William sdyleider. 1978. 'Ihe Bakka case: 
HaJ W d  it Be Decided at the Bar of M l i c  Opinion." Public 
Opinion mrch/April: 38-48. 

Marin, Cmrardo. 1984. Hispanics: the dif ferenthl effect 
of mseam2l ll3ethod, label, and degree of amtact." Irbrnatimal 
J-1 of lhhrailtural Relations. 8 : 17-27. 

Bhssey, Douglas S. and Nancy A. IkntoPI. 1987. 'Wends in residential 
segregation of bladcs, Hispanics and A s i a ~ ~ :  1970-1980. American 
Sociological Review 52:802-825. 

Massey, Dcuglas S. ard Nancy A. Dentcn. 1989. '-tion in U.S. 
metropolitan areas: black and Hispanic segregation alarg five 
diwnsiolls." Ikmgmghy 26: 373-391. 

Maykovich, Minako m w a ,  1971. @%ciprocity in racial Stareotypes: 
white, black, and yell~w,~ American Jannal of Sociology. 77:876- 
897. 

McAdams, Douglas. 1982. Political Process and the Developrmt of Bladc 
Insuqency, 1930-1970. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Morris, Aldon D. 1984. The Origins of the Civil Rights Movemnt: Black 
Camunities Organizing for Change. New Yak: Free Press. 

-1, Gunnar. 1944. An American Dilema: The Negro Problem and Modern 
De!mcmcy. New York: - )bause. 

Neidert, Lisa J. and Reymlds Farley. 1985. @@Assimilation in the United 
States: An analysis of ethnic and generation differences in status 
and acfiiewnent." American Sociological Review 50:840-850 

Park, Rrobert E. 1950. Race and Culture. Glenwe, IL. : Fkee Press. 

Petti-, RMaas F. 1971. Racially Separate or wether? New York: 
Maraw Hill. 

Pettigrew, T h a r a s  F. 1972. 'When a Black -date Runs far Mayor: Race 
and Voting Behavior." Fp. 95-118 in People ard Politics in Urban 
Society, Urban M f a h  Annual review, edited by H. Hahn. Beverly 
Hills, CA. : Sage Publications. 

Pettigrew, Thawis F., and -lee C. Taylor. f-. 
In the Encyclopedia of Sociology, edited by E.F. Boqatta, ard M. 
L. Boqatta. New York: Madlillan. 



Rabb, -1 and Seymaa Martin Lipeet. 1962. '@The Prejdced Society.w Pp. 
29-55 in =ican Raoe IWlations m y ,  edited by E. Rabb. New 
Ydc: Doubleday. 

Ramirez, Albert, 1988. ' W c h  tamzds Hispanics: the culturally 
m~nolithic society. Pp. 137-157 in Phyllis A. Katz, and DalnuLs A. 
Taylor ( ) , Elhbatiq Racism. New York: Plenum. 

Roberts, Aldm E. 1988. '%ch sent and receivd: Ameriems and 
Vidmamese viewane another." Reseamh inRaoe and Ethnic 
Relations, 5: 75-97. 

m, ~yron. 1981. Mape0.Y am3 Social Beliefs.@@ Pp. 145-182 
in -ti- Processes in -ing and Intergmup Behavior, 
edited by D. L. Hamilton. Hilldale, W :  Erlbaum. 

Ryan, W. 1971. Blamhq the Victim. New Yo&: Vintage. 

Schuman, Howard and Lawrence Bobo. 1988. wSurvey-bsed exper- an 
&te racial atti- tammi residential hbgration.w American 
Jamml of Sociology 94: 273-299. 

Schuman, HaJard and Michael P. Johrruxr. 1976. "Attitudes and Behavior." 
Annual Review of Sociology 2:161-207. 

Schuman, Howard, Charlotte G. S b e h ,  and Lawrmce Bobo. 1988. Racial 
atti- in America: trends and interpretatims. CambriMe: 
Harvarcl University Press. 

Sdmutz ,  Mildred A. 1967. Trerds in Whites Attitudes Toward Negroes. 
Chicago: National Opinion Resear& Center. 

Sears, David 0. 1988. %ymbolic Rach." Pp. 53-84 in Eliminating 
Racisn: Profiles in -, edited by P.A. Katz and D. A. 
Taylor. New Yo&: Plernrm. 

Sears, David O., Carl P. Hensler, and Leslie K. Speer. 1979. Whites1 
opposition to Busing: Self-Interest or Symbolic  politic^?^ American 
Political Science Review 73: 369-384. 

Seeman, Melvin. 1981. "Irrtergrcup Relations." Pp. 378-410 in Social 
Psychology: Sociological Perspectives, edited by Morris Rmenberg 
and Wlph H. New York: Basic Books. 

Sigelmn, Lee and Susan Welch. 1991. Black Amerim' Views of Racial 
Inequality. New York: Qmbridge University Press. 

Sigelman, IAe, James W. Shadcey, and Carol K. Sigelman. 1990. ltEthnic 
sbreuQping: a black4te ccnparison." Unpblished manuscript. 

Smith, A. Wade. 1981. '%cia1 tolerancs as a function of g r w p  
position. American Sociological Review 46 : 558-573. 



Smith, A. Wade. 1985. "Oohoats, Ekhcation, and the Evolutiom of 
Toleran~e." Social Scien~e 14: 202-225. 

Smith, lbn W. 1990. "Ethnic -.@' General Social Survey T e d d &  
Repc&. NOB(C, University of Chicago. 

Smith, Tcm W. and Glenn R. Denpey. 1983. 'The polls: ethnic social 
dbbme and prejudice. Public Opinion Quarterly. 47: 584-600. 

Smith, lbn W. and Paul B. Sheatsley . 1984. "American Attitudes T b a r d  
Race Relations. Public Opinion October/November: 14-15,50-53. 

Sniderman, Paul M. and Michael Gray Hagen. 1985. Race and Inequality. 
Chatham, New Jersey: Chatham Huu3e. 

Starr, Paul D. and Alden E. R n b r b .  1982. "Attitudes trrward new 
Americans: -ions of in nine cities." Resear& in 
Race and Ethnic Relations, 3:165-186. 

Steeh, Charlotte and Howard schumn. 1991. @Tharyes in racial 
attitudes amrrg yanrg w h i t e  adults, 1984-1989. urpublished 
manuscript, D e p r b m t  of sociology, University of Michigan. 

Stephan, Walter G. 1985. Relations." Pp. 599-658 in Handbodc 
of Social ~ l o g y ,  Vol 11, 3rd ed, edited by G. Lhbey and E. 
Arcmson. NewYork: RanlbomMause. 

stepbin, Walter G. and David M i e l d .  1982. @%cia1 and Ethnic 
Stereotypes.w Pp. 92-136 in In the Eye of the Beholder: 
-rary Issues in Stereotyping. New York: Prager. 

Stone, John. 1985. Racial Conflict in BntenpOrarY Society. Camkidge, MA: 
Hanmd University Press. 

Sue, S. and H. fitam. 1973. "Stereotypes as a measure of success." 
Journal of Social Issues, 29:83-98. 

Taylar, D. Garth. 1986. Rblic Opinion and Collective Action: T h e  
Bostan Scfiool Desegregation Corrtraversy. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Taylor, -lee C. and 'IhaMs F. Pettigrw. forthcahg. @tPrejudice. In 
the wclcpedia of Sociology. edited by E.F. B o q a t t a  and Ma L. 
Ebiqatta,New York: Maallan. 

Tierda, Marta and Ding- Lii. 1987. ~ ~ i t y  Concentration and 
Earnings Inequality: Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians Ccnpared." 
=imn Journal of Sociology 93: 141-165. 

hiandis, Harry C., Judith Lisansky, Bernadette Setiadi, Bei-Huq Chang, 
Gerard0 Marin, Hector Betamat. 1982. "Stem&yping among 



Hispanics and Anglos: Ihe uniformity, intensity, dixecti.061, and 
quality of auto- and Journal of cmss-cultural 
psrchology 13 : 409-426. 

, Stevw. 1987. Wrbanbm, regian ard Tbleranoe revisitedmtfi 
American Sociological Review 52: 504-510. 

Wellman, David T. 1977. Far t ra i t s  of White Racism. New Y d :  Camhri* 
University Press. 

Wilsan, William J. 1973. Fwer, Rach,a nd Privilege: Race Relations 
in Theoretical and Socichistorical Perspectives. New Yc&: Free 
Press. 

Wilson, William J. 1978. The Decl- Significan=e of Race. Chicago: 
Ihiversity of Chiago Press. 

Wilsan, William J. 1987. The h u l y  Disadwmbged. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Williams, Robin M. Jr. 1964. Strangers N a k  Door. hglewood Cliffs, 
NJ.: Prerrtice-Hall. 

Yinger, J. Mil-. 1983. t%thn.icity and Social m e :  The -don 
of Shructural, C u l M ,  and Fersmality Factors." Ethnic and 
Racial Studies 6: 395-409. 



'BALANCE' SCORES 
By Trait and Group 

so! I I 1 I I 

WEALTH WELFARE VIOLENT 
WORK HARD INTELLIGENT PATRlOTlC 

WHITES BLACKS 0 HISPANICS ASIAN-AM'S 

Figure 1. Balance Scores 



Figure 2. Trait Ratings Differences in Categories 
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Table 1. Whites' Trait Ratinas of Whites. Blacks. Hispanics, and Asian-Americans 

Whites Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's 
WEALTH 

1. Rich 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. Poor 
N 
Balance 
Mean 
Mean Difference 

WORK HARD 
1. Hard-working 8.3 2.0 3.1 10.5 
2. 18.5 3.8 5.5 16.4 
3. 30.0 11.8 17.7 25.5 
4. 38.0 35.7 37.0 30.8 
5. 3.9 25.5 21.8 11.0 
6. 0.9 15.1 12.2 4.1 
7. Lazy 0.3 6.0 2.8 1.6 
N 1,102 1,094 1,047 1,034 
Balance 51.7 -29.0 -1 0.5 35.7 
Mean 3.1 4 4.48 4.1 7 3.38 
Mean Difference -1.34 -1.02 -0.1 9 

WELFARE 
1. Prefer to be 

7. Prefer to live 
off of welfare 
N 
Balance 
Mean 
Mean Difference 



Table 1. continued 

INTELLIGENT 
1. Unintelligent 0.8 2.0 1.5 1 .I 
2. 1.8 7.5 9.1 4.5 
3. 3.8 21 .I 21.7 9.3 
4. 35.1 48.8 47.3 42.9 
5. 27.6 13.8 13.5 21.5 
6. 21.4 5.2 4.9 13.7 
7. Intelligent 9.4 2.3 2.0 7.0 
N 1,090 1,079 1,037 1,018 
Balance 52.0 -9.3 -1 1.9 27.3 
Mean 4.89 3.89 4.48 3.85 
Mean Difference -1 .OO -0.37 -1.02 

VIOLENT 
1. Violence Prone 0.6 8.5 4.1 1.2 
2. 3.6 17.7 14 3.9 
3. 12.4 27.5 24.5 14.5 
4. 44.7 30.1 37.7 46.8 
5. 17.4 9.3 21.8 18.9 
6. 16.6 5.1 12.2 10.4 
7. Not Violence 4.8 1.8 2.8 4.4 
Prone 
N 1,087 1,082 1,011 1,037 
Balance 22.2 -38.5 -23.2 14.1 
Mean 4.44 3.36 3.64 4.27 
Mean Difference -1.07 -0.79 -0.1 6 

PATRIOTIC 
1. Patriotic 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. Unpatriotic 
N 
Balance 
Mean 
Mean Difference 



Table 2. Factor Loadings and Correlations 

FACTOR LOADINGS 
FACTORS 

Trait Social Perceived 

Item 
WORK HARD 
WELFARE 
INTELLIGENT 
VIOLENT 
PATRIOTIC 
LIVE CLOSE 
MARRY 
JOBS 
HOUSING 

Difference Distance Discrimination 
B H A  B H A  B H A  

.72 .60 .65 .OO .OO .00 .OO .OO .OO 

FACTOR 

1. Trait Difference - Blacks 
2. Trait Difference - Hispanics 
3. Trait Difference - Asian-Am's 

4. Social Distance - Blacks 
5. Social Distance - Hispanics 
6. Social Distance - Asian-Am' 

7. Discrimination - Blacks 
8. Discrimination - Hispanics 
9. Discrimination - Asian-Am's 



Table 3. Standardized Partial Regression Coefficients for the Effects of Sociodemographic 
Variables on Ethnic Beliefs and Attitude Factors 

Age 
Education 
Sex (1 =female) 
Income 
Small City 
Rural 
Northeast 
South 
West 

R square 

Age 
Education 
Sex (1 =female) 
Income 
Small City 
Rural 
Northeast 
South 
West 

R square 

TRAIT DIFFERENCE SOCIAL DISTANCE 
Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's 

.20* .08* .05 
-.20* -. 1 8" -.26* 
.oo .02 .O1 
.04 .08* .03 
.OO .03 .07* 

-.01 -. 02 .O1 
.05 .07 -.04 
.09* .03 .04 
.05 -.09* -.05 

DISCRIMINATION 
Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's 

Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's 

TRADITIONAL 
PREJUDICE 

Notes: City is the reference group (excluded category) for the Urban-Rural variable. 
Midwest is the reference group (exlcuded category) for the Region variable. 



Table 4. Standardized Partial Regression Coefficients for the Effects of Social-Psychological 
Traits on Ethnic Beliefs and Attitude Factors (Net of sociodemographic variables) 

TRAIT DIFFERENCE SOCIAL DISTANCE 
Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's 

Structuralism -.I 5* -.I 2* .02 -.20* -.I 5* -. 1 4* 
Individualism .24* .21* 1 3 *  .20* .I 7 .20* 

Authoritarianism 1 0* 15 "  1 0* .05 .05 .OO 
Political Intolerance 18 "  l o *  .21* .20* .08* .I 7* 

R square .22 .I 5 .I 8 .25 .I 2 .I 4 

DISCRIMINATION TRADITIONAL 
Blacks Hispanics Asian-Am's PREJUDICE 

Structuralism .23* .22* .21* -.09* 
Individualism -. 1 4* -.07* -.07 .08* 

Authoritarianism -.03 -.05 .O1 
Political Intolerance -.04 -.02 .02 

R square .I 0 .07 .06 .36 


