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HogReEE Ic B 5 —#F3E
—— (1) Stereotypes Zi# LT ﬁtﬁ{tgyg__

i - i

I M =

EREAREICY » THbW AN ERFHE RN T, BEAREIF TR
ERfOEEEM : HABEROEETHFOLT - TSP WIEH
Ei, HREMZ I TIRLAOELEI BFTH 5. FHCERENRRS
stereotype ft. 3 58, T b bLRERFNCEASN-BEKA - 3CLRZER
R LT, EEORRE L BEEXONLOBR,D, REED (HELT
YF L W) BEBINEZOTLNLE (EE, 1960), ZOHEET
HODT O AEIOF RS LSHBSCHET S L 508 IELAMAT
5VEM % 7 L (Allport, 1960), Zo&BfLizeE> BEEII, HRIFROD
EHLEZFOARRLT, Bt 57 5@ACHRKRER CBRIRL EBERY
EOH L Tw <,

Z ORBEN stereotypes B L THEICIh/=FEOE < (BFlxidh
S RFE & LT Katz & Braly, 1933 ; Edwards, 1940) i, %‘/Q“Cgﬁ.
RE(—EPOTE#RER) O£RMZERE L TV520, L&D stereo-
types DR O@ADHRNR T THENEET, RU<<—EFhFoL HER
BEOHRERCLERE D, EHIhRERAOEXN RN, BEDOH
BESERR O CTvb 2 EBRBEL T X, (Hara, 1961)

FiTT7 ) AFERETHRAZEZNRE L THEFTX v /- stereotypes
OWFEDIBRA L LT, FWFEIAFRMAERDOXK « FEEAFECHSRIE

* AKHEO—BRABAHSLHE¥LE2EASIERTEREINT,
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AY stereotypes ZFE L, HSEHE LB L TROLNWATATE L, PHE

IR D> stereotypes QAR 2, AR O BER O Ll
Lz X 5 LR AT,

I » &

WMER . EREBEAEEFEFRO AARAFES2E, KEAFAE25E,
BB ASEE270 3ES AV SR,

ORE BT 3 ov =Y MNEED HRAFA 103 %4, Wtz mA#KE A
H: 113 7D 2 §¥J: DB oo ERE (Hara, 1961) %tt@?ﬁ?%@?%k%’lﬁﬁ L
A

MEFZE: HEM36ES H, AXEEFECHE LGN -ENEZERA L.
BRI~ ORRBIIMETH 5,

ZHBREBAICNL, Table 1 izBiF 5 /7-60HE OEBROHBH?H,
H K - HEAOERENSIEL R TICHEY & Bbhs L OX A 10EE%
EUHIE, REOELVWHIOLLIFHIZ 1 »BH10¥ToBESZ M T S &
Foo TTITHEA L -BEASHSEEG0BE o B Hara (1961) -
y fal

BWAE: HERHBEOHARC, ARESME (H K -f) X
ZBWBRER (AUC<H X)) oBEX-FHEENOFHEEZRD, 141
CEIIN-BAFI0ON, 2H1% 9 A, HUTI04 1 RE TKRA BT A3
2E X EHOREERD, ThL2AZABEREFROAXREEERICEXS
stereotypes O HAFEH & L7-,

Hiz60EETHEEOH WO SIEKEE 2RBOH L, ZhoxEK
L BBREBROR - BEHEMICH L T Modal stereotypes = L TAHH
FTOEKEE L L7z,

#% modal stereotypes & L TEIZH /=20l HEH DM, fihd> modal stereo-
types & DOMizItd L -SSR ONFET LIRS, £ O K FHEB
O¥ &L - THEJFD modal stereotypes FJOB{LIELRT .
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Table 1. Stereotype terms used for describing personal characteristics.

BB
BF.LoHY
E Y
BxlL
[ RAN
AL,
b P RAN
BFH]
HiEo® 5
=AW:g!
ZLHEBO
w7169
BEL >
IREIHY
LY 3ELD
BEDHD
RED
237-2:0]
HEDDH D
FICHY
¥y
BIERY
KT
BHE R
KEDH B
FK3
5 AN
RS
NEA=RAY
> FIoRA

Aggressive
Ambitious
Artistic
Boisterous
Care-free
Cautious
Clean
Competitive
Confident
Consciencious
Contented
Cooperative
Courteous
Creative
Credulous
Cultured
Easy-going
Economical
Educated
Egoistic
Energetic
Enthusiastic
Family-tie
Freedom-loving
Friendly
Generous
Happy -go-lucky
Healthy
Honest
Humble

ERES Humorous
FAEFM)  Idealistic
7Y Independent
Bheais Industrious
HE#-H Intelligent
- RAIR AN Kindly

Fa g B7EH) Leader -following
BHIS Loyal

YIEH) Materialistic
wElL Neat

EEN Outspoken
DR Patient
FEE Patriotic
Y Progressive
BRE7S Polite

=115 44N Proud

(£ 7R AN Quiet
RN Religious
TEg Respectful
ESE=RAY Pushing
H.{®» 3%  Sincere

r 3wl 0} Social
TR Stoic

ARGERT Submissive
2 EOF 3 Thrifty

= i) Traditional
mES Truthful
ARERRTS Unhealthy
AERTL Untrustful

FlAA B 75 . Withdrawal
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m & X

HAREEDH « K« FEAFESRSELH - X - HEAC L TRl
modal stereotypes &, T Z &I HEEOWEEE »Table 2-(a)~(i)
i, RAEKD ARARUREASE S AR AL KEAC L < #4
modal stereotypes & BARERE %S Table 3-(a)~(d) iz RINL TS,

Fig. 1 ix Table 1-(a) ~ (i) @, X Fig. 2 ix Table 2-(a)~(d) M
OABHERFIC LD, ZWARREHLMAD modal stereotypes FIZFEI 7z
BLHEAZ2RR LD TH S,

Table 2-(a). Japanese modal ' Table 2-(b). Japanese modal
stereotypes as judged by stereotypes as judged by
Japanese. Americans.
Industrious : 5.30 Courteous 4.46
Traditional 4.69 Industrious 4.33
‘Withdrawal 4.21 Polite 3.50
- Family-tie 3.45 Artistic 3.37
Patient 3.37 Family - tie 2.83
Leader -following 2.98 Creative 2.21
Cautious ' 2.74 Educated 2.17
Courteous 2.18 Intelligent 2.08
Submissive 2.03 Respectful 2.08
Humble : 1.89 Honest 1.79
Egoistic 1.62 Clean 1.42
Educated 1.39 . Quiet 1.42
Artistic 1.32 Thrifty 1.42
Credulous 1.27 Friendly 1.33
Kindly - 1.26 Patient 1.33
Competitive 1.23 Loyal 1.25
Polite 1.07 Traditional 1.17
Clean 1.06 Generous 1. 08
Quiet 1.00 Cautious 1.04
Loyal .90 Consciencious 1.00
Sincere 1.00
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Table 2-(c). Japanese modal Table 2-(d). American modal
stereotypes as judged by stereotypes as judged by
Chinese. Japanese.
Enthusiastic 3.52 Social 5.30
Industrious 3.33 Care-free 4.39
Leader -following 3.14 Outspoken 3.92
Energetic 3.09 Confident 3.49
Artistic 2.57 Independent 3.4
Submissive 2.47 Happy -go-lucky 3.21
Patriotic 2.28 Energetic 2.52
Family -tie 2.23 Freedom-loving 2.48
Clean 2.09 Materialistic 2.34
Educated 2.09 Cooperative 2.08
Polite 1.91 Humorous 2.06
Friendly 1.86 Friendly 1.93
Courteous 1.85 Patriotic 1.84
Independent 1.48 Boisterous 1.39
Progressive 1.38 Healthy 1.29
Cooperative 1.33 . Enthusiastic 1.09
Confident 1.14 Ambitious 1.05
Humble 1.05 Easy-going .98
Cultured .95 Proud .82
Idealistic .95 Kindly .79
Contented .79
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Table 2-(e). American modal
stereotypes as judged by
Americans.

Friendly 4.52
Competitive 3.64
Ambitious 2.88
Outspoken 2.72
Freedom-loving 2.68
Confident 2.64
Social 2.48
Materialistic 2.37
Energetic 2.17
Independent 1.88
Generous 1.80
Clean 1.68
Patriotic 1.40
Egoistic 1.40
Educated 1.36
Aggressive 1.36
Humorous 1.20
Industrious - 1.12
Cooperative .1.08
Honest 1.08

Table 2-(f). American modal
stereotypes as judged by
Chinese.

Friendly 3.82
Easy-going 3.78
Social i 3.78
Freedom-loving 3.68
Independent _ 3.41
Energetic 3.37
Confident . 2.41
Outspoken 2.28
Progressive 2.18
Healthy 1.77
Proud 1.77
Enthusiastic 1.73
Creative . 1.64
Carefree _ 1.55
Humorous 1.46
Materialistic 1.45
Ambitious 1.36
Kindly 1.36
Competitive 1.18

Happy -go-lucky 1.09
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Table 2-(h). Chinese modal

stereotypes as judged by

Japanese.

Patient 3.80
Industrious 3.23
Energetic 2.98
Family-tie 2.84
Cautious 2.82
Competitive 2.36
Ambitious 2.32
Patriotic - 2.08
Economical 2.08
Egoistic 1.79
Traditional 1.60
Thrifty 1.60
Friendly 1.43
Confident 1.33
Cooprative 1.24
Aggressive 1.03
Proud 1.03
Easy-going .99
Care-free .94
Enthusiastic .93

Americans.

Intelligent 3.33
Ambitious 3.28
Friendly 3.12
Patient 2.78
Family -tie 2.67
Industrious 2.62
Proud 2.50
Artistic 2.17
Sincere 2.12
Educated 1.89
Enthusiastic 1. 89
Traditional 1.83
Consciencious 1.67
Energetic 1.50
Confident 1.45
Quiet 1.39
Polite 1.28
Courteous 1.22
Cultured 1.17
Idealistic 1.17
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Table 2-(i). Chinese modal

stereotypes as judged by

Chinese.

Family tie 5.78
Ambitious 3.45
Industrious 2.78
Cautious 2.62
Independent 2.62
Quiet 2.28
Proud 2.22
Egoistic 1.95
Contented 1.72
Generous 1.72
Traditional 1.72
Friendly 1.61
Economical 1.45
Idealistic 1.44
Competitive 1.39
Humorous 1.33
Courteous 1.33
Boisterous 1.28
Cultured 1.33
Humble 1.28
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Table 3-(a). Japanese modal Tadle 3-(b). Japanese modal
stereotypes as judged by stereotypes as judged by
Japanese-Americans in U.S.A. Americans in U. S, A.
Ambitious 3.74 Polite 3.17
Conscientious 3.26 Family-tie 3.14
Industrious 3.18 Courteous 3.00
Iutelligent 2.88 Quiet 2. 86
Clean 2.33 Industrious 2.51
Honest 2.07 Clean 2.46
Competitive 1.78 Neat 2.31
Family-tie 1.74 Conscientious 2.24
Respectful 1.72 Intelligent 2.15
Courteous 1.69 Traditional 2.02
Friendly 1.60 Artistic 1.97
Quiet 1.28 Humble 1.92
Cooperative 1.21 Respectful 1.88
Proud 1.18 Friendly 1.81
Educated 1.18 Patient 1.51
Materialistic 1.15 Creative 1.51
Neat 1.12 Leader-following 1.36
Independent 1.12 Cultured 1.17
Artistic 1.11 Proud 1.17
Social 1.10 Loyal 1.07
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Table 3-(c). American modal
stereotypes as judged by

Americans in U. S. A.

Table 3-(d). American modal
sterotypes as judged by
Americans in U. S. A.

Freedom-loving 4.00
Aggressive . 3.16
Competitive . 3.4
Friendly L 3.07
Social 2.97
Independent 2.93
Ambitious 2.38
Outspoken 2.28
Materialistic 1.92
Easy-going 1.85
Care-free 1.74
Educated 1.46
Cooperative 1.32
Progressive 1.24
Patriotic 1.18
Confident 1.15
Courteous 1.13
Industrious 1.10
Energetic 1.08
Humorous .97

Competitive 5.22
Freedom-loving 5.15
Independent 3.81
Ambitious _ 3.54
Materialistic 2.72
Aggressive 2.69
Educated 2.44
Proud 2.30
Iudustrious 2.17
Progressive 1.81
Confident 1.41
Social 1.41
Energetic 1.31
Egoistic 1.17
Patriotic 1.13
Clean 1.02
Friendly ' 1.02
Religious - 100
Rushing 1.00

Outspoken .98
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Similarity of ‘Japanese and American stereotypes.
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B ikAY stereotypes

Table 2 RO 3 iR ah /- ERE£LMICE 2 5% modal stereotypes
Z—RT5 L, FRFRCAVWONS SBOBEAEEM (HEAA, EHXE
ASEHREALCIERARA, KEEA) sit@c#E#RALTVWSHERZ#-S
PRETIENTES, TNOHRRLIEMORYE: & BbdticsfF LT3 4
DT, TOHEMKBIISITEE, o I HFFMIHHEEERM & BT 5
HWTBEBWIDTHAS 5, BERACH LTk M8k, TREB&ER], ML
B|ELV], [EmEy), TER%a), KEACH L T TEHBEN,
[MNZAY), T#HERM), TREO 5], EHE], Bo8), TEE
Ob5), THEMI, DEHN), FEACE LT TRERmSH ), (5
Dy, MTEfkl, TRBo»2), TEEREL, MEBEN] LuvoiERk
BRI TV 3,

RICEOCHBEZ LTV H MO TOEMABE]LBDHT V5 1 D
T, BEAZE TKEOH B, HXKHRAIZIT MEER], KEACE
> TRAELEARECHST (BRAx), [EEXl, TRFEOKREA
w TE®EAx ], REAR Nyl MEDN], T3EmML, TBEDS
51 v ERBETFLN TV,

E &3z, BEOBPREEEZ LR L TCLMBOERARLTIEZRDIL LD
2, BAARRE ST M5ALB ), TRICAYL, [EERL, UL,
ERRARACE - T MEDRY], THEMSY, N3], mEL IFHHm,
EREXEANCE T MEXEL [FHEA] KEEACL - T IRHE,
Mg |, mAEH IE®Rsl, TREL, PEACE - TR T,
ZeiBaB\8onl, MEXicl, (BrLuv], [EEl, [F%k] 3
H5,

Sterotype DBAGRE
Z I Xt stereotype FASEOEH/ICEIT L ML BAITED,
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K REERHAEOEOEFEMZHE Y, ERE DLV stereotype
& o T, AHEABRREROFEDO—RE L, HOBHDIFED LK
HEBELZRLIHE—DFEI THD, KRRV THZHATRRNOZX
HECBX 20KELZ D - TRIEZR L, ¥72AHH D modal stereotypes
HICFET S EREEHOREZ b » TEEZE L.

BB L _=0ZBRZTXEROBY T H 5. B LR modal
stereotypes L\ ) FDORFEEL, LAIrIRBHBICRKLAI0EBETH - C
Bk LIRKET D L, 147104, 1007 1 AOFLES S, HRI0EE
DIRMER I 5.5 ZAANI AT 21T TH D, REHCERITIZIZOR
HOFEGR L LB L LT, MEAOCBCFHERZH S [KEHFW]
M—EHEHPRHZINh5DHTHS5, —F 3 L modal stereotypes &\ 5
LONRELFELE WV ERETHIE, 60IHHIZEERICEIRINS Z &IT
%Y, FEBOBEEIXYEEME 55/60, Bib 917 L 55X THY, X
T/ SN/ EM20EE oK o2& LA o, —RU
THEZORRGABEDR T ANE HI 5, HIbESHCICiO R
ThofHmice X, RHEHEMic5 x5 stereotypes (X IC—HT 5 LIXR
57, LLAXDEWERBE I AHRIBEOH OFELFELIh TV
3, FRFICL 7RIS v 5 FEEAHZE, Hib stereotypes (3, TR D O
AUELZSTHRAMBOEERZ D, HRXBEOSCEELAREA L 2T
EHREOHVERHTH» LEXLNS,

Stereotype DO {LlE

RS R 2 7o AR 2 HGER S 172200 H o RERE MBS E
CRONGLBERAIT, WY IESTRAVEEREICS 2 5 stereotype
DRLHETH D, HXBEO.LENVER - BRcshs, BOEDHAER
wwoWT Fig. 1 Z#F#i iz Table 2 2 R5%5 &, ROHFEEIZTH <. H
AN« KBEABRCHECELE, HIL1003aHEY% 5%, H « X8

i 1EE L dbBAe R LTw iy, MEARSERCEARED
SO, KEATE - FRRICAR D By S, RIL20EEAI3E
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THBORHEZET TV 5.

EWMAERIH K 2 WO L 7= modal stereotypes 20lHE oficix, H
RAZDOWT 85512, REAIRDOWTIE 9 HEL0, KEAZIFILNS1T
LHFETHEVEOUERRHEINS, Lird 8N THEL TV AN
BAAORH I 7HE, MEAI6HEE, XEACIEBLEETh TS
B3, FRORKE stereotype I [EHEMESTR Y BV HAFUCEES
LTwWd. RLAEMS, HAMOELHESRIEWF, HHXEA»LR
7=H - FEEACETFEISEA &, ARARUCAREABIICKEAD
ek & LTEDAITHEBI, R ZOPICRRERGETHLEORIE L
SAMZER IV D, »x - TRELRICE X 3 Ko BBt o At
s LtEZLNS, MBELZONTHOESED, TORESLHN
BT 5 %2 % stereotypes iC DWW TIXEBHLBE S L FNB—SH#EATE
b, kit HBFEEZRHTZ L BHEBNDE 2B THL, TR
WD TERERRE L LT stereotypes OFBLI#: s REIC ShEB 5 bl
ThH5,

DYHERMOL{LER

o<, RESKMD modal stereotypes p5i41 L 4 Ll 7 ZAWEH
ORI X LnHE, KR stereotype 2R T LHROMREL, X
ZMELPT TR E HEIC I TRLTTH 5. £ T THPE
1, H - XAEAOHEFAER, MERTRKLASPERELMA LDHER
& O BBIr- N TWEEENRD, IO stereotype DT/ ER
LEAOERICXAERLILIEL, TONBEERE X 5 L&A,
Fig. 2 R OBFEERLADIOTH Y, T T TROBHEREAOIE
Arfagsh s,

HAABEERIY, BXCRIT5E - XKABAMCIGESRS 1HE L
s E RV KEAR 6 HEOLERE 2B T 5, TR T EKREI IR

W, ZEANH « kB 3EAotEFHFRHBL TS50 L, B
FASIEEZ BB I S L LTV ARIEHBRLTVWS, ZhErv#x
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T, BERIZRI 3 BERAOXKEACH L THOEBNEE XRIEL,
KK ET R 2 KBAO BARA~OERE, HicZEEXBAOBE AT
TEHRE, £ L TEXKHRAKEAEACT L T EREIRIENC &
ZFE - T\ 5, IZHISHERRERFODHR BRI N5 Bk
OREETHH, BHIMISHERMCERLL X 5, RRSHEFHREAD
B2 A0 3 DTHEBRR LT 5 L v )P HERHREOR—RH
e LTRITROR5. EEEBCRGTREO BRARERKREAL
& SN, b SERIC —BEETH AU, #E/IE< ¥ CTH¥E
RIIBBHFONUBTH2 WL, MIFITEEL LCHCENZELERD
b, ABENCAORBRAZEEII 2280 vEECX50TCRTVWRIEE
bbb, TOZ kAT, KEABRBEALKEARGRE Z2IFECL
Horobo, MIHL20EHAARI4ETHELRTVWSDOEL, HEFLLIX
HBEREE STHB R HHATLIH D, Fli=it 2 4 T LR 5BE=DHRK
HHBEIERIETVWE0TH S,

Pl kX stereotype DL X h RIHSBEOIMAERCEL, T
B D —Ex B LicicBE Y, S%EIC stereotype DFERIC B X
hCHBORBEAR L, ThOHLTEHSEBNRTFE2HRET S ExEEh
% € ()
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A Study of Social Attitude
—— (I) Acculturalization Observed in Racial Stereotypes——

Kazuo Hara
(English Résumé)
Problem

Racial prejudices have been considered as a chief obstruction for
our democratic education and international understanding. When
racial prejudices become stereotyped, not only certain unfavorable
conceptions are implanted into them, but also these exaggerated
ideas foster rationalization of any action realistically or unrealistically
relating to them. They, therefore, create a vicious circle between
a misperception or misinterpretation of social events and a facilita-
tion of maladjusted personality.
~ This dynamics of stereotypes upon personality development was
found to be quite similar for both majority and minority groups in
its motivational causality but diversely different in its social mani-
festation. (Hara, 1961) Thus, two objectives were sought in this
study: what kinds of terms people choose to describe racial stereo-
types for Americans and Chinese in Japan, and what sort of charac-
teristics these stereotypes manifest in their processes of accultur-
alization.

Method

This study employed three groups of subjects—82 Japanese, 25
American and 22 Chinese students in ICU. Each subject was tested,
using questionnaires in which 10 personality traits out of 60 in a
list were selected and ranked according to the degrees of characteri-
stics of an assigned group. Individual subjects responded altogether
three times, once for each of the three racial groups. Racial stereo-
types were then comprised of the 20 highest traits judged for a
certain group by either its own or another group. In addition to
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the above, data obtained from Americans and Niseis in the United
States were also used for comparison.

Conclusions

1. Modal personality for a certain racial group is recognized as
those personality traits which are judged for a group by all groups
including its own. (See Table 2- (a) ~ (i), 3- (a) ~ (d).)

2. Remarkably great conformity among subjects within all groups
indicates a high degree of reliability of the method. Distinctiveness
of stereotypes, in terms of high conformity scores, also suggests a
unique structure of modal personality for each racial group.

3. A number of traits common to two groups is taken as the
similarity of stereotypes or psychological distance between them.
(See Fig. 1.) Very often similarity is found to be greater between
two other groups than between ones own group and another. This
fact demonstrates that stereotypy is a product of over-generalization.

4. Similarity of stereotypes between sub-groups in one ethnic group
is always greater according to the view of subjects of a minority
group than it is of those of the majority. (See Fig.2.) The mecha-
nism of identification practiced among the members of minority
groups is thus witnessed.

5. Lastly, the necessity of a semantic analysis and a study of the
affective aspect of stereotypes were mentioned.



