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ABSTRACT. Citizens of 9 different English-speaking countries (N = 619) evaluated the
average, or typical, citizen of 5 English-speaking countnes (Great Britain, Canada, Nige-
ria, United States, Australia) on 9 pairs of bipolar adjectives. Participants were drawn from
Australia, Botswana, Canada, Kenya, Nigeria, South Africa, the United States, Zambia,
and Zimbabwe. There were statistically significant similarities in the rankings of the 5
stimulus countries on 8 of the 9 adjective dimensions and a strong convergence of
autostereotypes and heterostereotypes on many traits. The results relate to previous stereo-
typing research and traditional methods of assessing the accuracy of national stereotypes.
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RECENTLY, THERE HAS BEEN RENEWED INTEREST in the accuracy and
the validity of widely held stereotypes. Although stereotypes are often dismissed
as illogical and factually incorrect—and as gross exaggerations of trivial group
differences—the data do not support those assessments (Jussim, McCauley, &
Lee, 1996; McCauley, 1996). Consequently, it has become more acceptable to
believe (a) that at least some stereotypes accurately reflect objectively measur-
able group differences (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996; Iwao & Triandis, 1993; Lee
& Duenas, 1996; McCauley, Jussim, & Lee, 1996; Peabody, 1985) and (b) that it
may be useful to think of stereotypes as hypotheses about the nature of social cat-
egories that may be tested for accuracy (Judd & Park, 1993).

In the present research, we were specifically concerned with stereotyping
based on cultural or national origin. Assessing the accuracy of national or ethnic
stereotypes is not simple, especially for stereotypes based upon personality traits
(McCauley et al., 1996). Previous researchers have shown that some cultural
groups bring perceptual biases to stereotyping situations: They are more predis-
posed than other groups to see people in general, regardless of ethnic or nation-
al background, as having more or fewer of certain traits (e.g., some groups may
be predisposed toward seeing other people as friendly; McAndrew, 1990;
Nichols & McAndrew, 1984).

Stereotype accuracy has usually been assessed in one of three ways. If con-
vergent agreement exists among several groups concerning the typical character-
istics of a target group, there is greater confidence that the stereotype reflects the
actual characteristics of that target group. Similarly, if heterostereotypes of a
group (what outgroup members believe to be true) match the autostereotype of a
group (beliefs about one’s own group), the stereotype is believed to be more
accurate. Occasionally, it is even possible to test stereotypes against some exter-
nal objective standard. Thus, stereotypes held about people in Britain and the
United States correlated with differences actually found between the two groups
on personality scales (Jamison, 1971). Judd and Park (1993) described the prob-
lems inherent in each of the foregoing approaches and developed a model called
the full-accuracy design. That model may be more useful when researchers have
access to participant groups and target groups that clearly complement each other
in terms of the traits considered stereotypic and counterstereotypic for each.

Iwao and Triandis (1993) have suggested that similarities in the ways in
which two societies (i.e., collectivist vs. individualist societies) view social sit-
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uations lead to more valid heterostereotypes of each other, because people can
use their own culture as a guide for predicting the behavior of people in the
other society. The limited amount of research bearing on this issue to date has
been inconclusive.

In addition to the similarity of the societies involved, many other variables
may influence the nature of stereotypes and the strength with which they are
held. National stereotypes are probably colored by the historical—political rela-
tionships between the groups in question (Brown, 1986), and researchers have
consistently found more agreement on stereotypes for some traits than for others
(Linssen & Hagendoorn, 1994). In addition, some researchers (LeVine & Camp-
bell, 1972; Marin & Salazar, 1985) have noted a bias toward admiring wealthier
and more economically developed groups.

The characteristics associated with high-status, socially dominant groups
within a nation are perceived as the defining national characteristics, or stereo-
type, by outsiders (Eagly & Kite, 1987; Eagly & Steffen, 1984; LeVine & Camp-
bell, 1972), but, at least in the case of national stereotyping, no evidence supports
this contention. Members of socially dominant U.S. groups (men and European
Americans) did not perceive themselves as being more similar to the national
stereotype than did women or ethnic minorities (Kosmitzki, Cheng, & Chik,
1994). Similarly, when McAndrew and Akande (1995) asked almost 300 citizens
of six African nations for their impressions of European Americans and African
Americans, U.S. citizenship was a more powerful determinant of stereotypes
than was racial background.

Another variable related to the stereotyping process is the familiarity of the
target group. Researchers (O’ Driscoll, Haque, & Oshako, 1983; Ray, 1983) have
demonstrated that informal contact alone does not produce positive heterostereo-
types, and some (LeVine & Campbell, 1972; McAndrew, 1990; Schneider &
Lesko, 1978) have even suggested that geographical proximity, increased con-
tact, or both are associated with confident, extreme, and negative stereotypes.
The results of several studies have indicated that an important mediator in the
contact-stereotype relationship is whether the contact occurs in one’s home
country or the country of the other group (Everett & Stening, 1987; McAndrew;
Nichols & McAndrew, 1984).

Although some researchers have found that autostereotypes are more posi-
tive (Triandis et al., 1982) and uniform (Marin & Salazar, 1983) than
heterostereotypes, this finding has been increasingly called into question. Beliefs
about one’s own group are sometimes even more subject to change following
exposure to other groups than are beliefs about those other groups (McGrady &
McGrady, 1976; Triandis & Vassiliou, 1967). Salvatore (1986) examined hetero-
and autostereotypes among college students in Ireland, Italy, and the United
States and found that the consistency of autostereotypes varied widely from cul-
ture to culture: The Italians showed a very high degree of intragroup agreement
in describing themselves, whereas the Irish showed very little intragroup agree-
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ment. To add further to the confusion, Everett and Stening (1990) found that the
autostereotypes of U.S. managers stationed overseas differed from country to
country even though they worked for the same company. McAndrew (1990) and
Nichols and McAndrew (1984) found that the autostereotype of U.S. students
studying abroad was dramatically different (and more positive) than the
autostereotype of U.S. students who had never lived or studied abroad. This evi-
dence contradicts common sense, which suggests that, because people know their
own group better than they know other groups, their autostereotypes are less apt
to change than their heterostereotypes. The stability of autostereotypes is an
important issue, because agreement between autostereotypes and heterostereo-
types is one of the key means for assessing stereotype accuracy.

In the present study, we had a number of different goals, all related to one or
more of the preceding stereotyping issues. First, we attempted to add to the avail-
able data base and to extend knowledge of cross-cultural stereotyping by build-
ing on earlier studies (McAndrew, 1990; Nichols & McAndrew, 1984). By ask-
ing participants from nine English-speaking countries to evaluate the “average or
typical” citizen of five English-speaking countries, we hoped to make progress
toward understanding the relationship between autostereotypes and heterostereo-
types. The participants were drawn from six African nations, Australia, Canada,
and the United States. The five stimulus countries included four that are cultural-
ly very similar and have strong historical ties (Great Britain, Australia, Canada,
and the U.S.) and one (Nigeria) that is an African nation with a very different cul-
tural heritage and a different historical-colonial relationship to Great Britain.

Virtually all the U.S., Australian, and Canadian participants spoke English
as their first language. All participants in the African nations had an African lan-
guage as their mother tongue but lived in countries in which English was the lan-
guage used in education and business and, hence, the lingua franca.

The foregoing combination of stimulus countries and research participants
allowed an exploration of hypotheses suggested by other researchers:

Hypothesis 1: A stereotype is more accurate to the extent that there is a con-
vergent agreement of heterostereotypes and a match between that convergent
heterostereotype and the autostereotype held by the participants from each coun-
try. We assessed the validity of the national stereotypes obtained in the present
study by the traditional methods.

Hypothesis 2: Autostereotypes are more positive than heterostereotypes—
that is, people perceive their own group more favorably than they perceive other
groups (Triandis et al., 1982).

Hypothesis 3: If similarities in social outlook lead to similar standards for
judging others, there is greater agreement among the African countries and
among Australia, Canada, and the United States than across the foregoing group-
ings (Iwao & Triandis, 1993).

Hypothesis 4: If geographic proximity is associated with negative stereo-
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types, then the stereotypes that Americans and Canadians hold about each other
are quite negative (McAndrew, 1990; Schneider & Lesko, 1978).

Hypothesis 5: Wealthier and more economically developed nations are
admired more than less developed countries. Consequently, the more developed
stimulus countries (e.g., the United States) have more positive stereotypes than
Nigeria (LeVine & Campbell, 1972; Marin & Salazar, 1985).

Method
Participants

The participants were 641 people from nine different countries. Of the total,
22 were not citizens of any one of the nine countries; therefore, we did not
include their responses in the analyses. There remained a total of 619 partici-
pants: 112 from the United States (46 men, 66 women), 130 from Canada (65
men, 65 women), 88 from Australia (31 men, 57 women), 44 from Zambia (7
men, 37 women), 54 from Zimbabwe (39 men, 15 women), 49 from Botswana
(25 men, 24 women), 41 from Kenya (1 man, 40 women), 35 from Nigeria (16
men, 19 women), and a racially mixed group of 66 from South Africa (5 men, 61
women). The U.S., Canadian, and Australian participants were all college or uni-
versity students (drawn from Western Illinois University, Knox College, McMas-
ter University, and the University of Queensland). Most of the African partici-
pants were students, but the sample also included some professionals and
embassy staff members. In the African nations, we made every attempt to reflect
the ethnic and religious mix of each country’s population, but, as a group, the
African participants were probably more highly educated and more widely trav-
eled than the typical residents of their countries.

At the outset of the study, we expected that Nigeria would be the only
African nation sampled. It was only after we had completed the data collection
in the non-African countries that the opportunity to obtain more African samples
presented itself. At this point, it was too late to change the stimulus countries that
were being presented. Because of the opportunistic nature of these samples, a
disparity in the sample size and gender composition was unavoidable.

All participants signed consent forms and received written instructions along
with questionnaires (all in English). The participants were unpaid volunteers,
although some of the university students received course credit for participation.

Data collection took place in late 1995 and throughout the year in 1996.

Questionnaires

All participants received the same six-page questionnaire in English. The
first page consisted of a brief introduction encouraging participation and describ-
ing the study, as well as specific instructions for filling out the questionnaire; it
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also contained the request that each participant indicate his or her gender and
country of citizenship.

The next five pages were designed to measure impressions of people from
the five different stimulus countries (Great Britain, Canada, Nigeria, the United
States, and Australia). The initial statements on each page were (a) “The adjec-
tives on this page refer to the average or typical citizen of ;" and (b)
“ are generally (circle only one X between each pair of adjec-
tives).” The blanks in the foregoing statements represent the name and people,
respectively, of each stimulus country (e.g., “Canada” in the first blank, “Cana-
dians” in the second blank). The second statement was followed by nine pairs of
bipolar adjectives presented in random order within and across pairs. The adjec-
tive dimensions were selected either because of their proven usefulness in previ-
ous studies of national stereotyping or because of their salience (as suggested by
colleagues from the participating countries) to the participants. The adjective
pairs were unfriendly/friendly, traditional/modern, impolite/polite, close-
minded/open-minded, not religious/religious, selfish/generous, not patriotic/
patriotic, aggressive/passive, and superstitious/not superstitious.

We evaluated the adjectives on a 5-point semantic differential scale repre-
sented by five Xs spaced evenly between the members of each pair. In the analy-
sis, the points of the scale were assigned the numbers 1 through 5; 1 was paired
with the adjectives listed first in the descriptions in the preceding paragraph.

Five of the adjective pairs (traditional/modern, not religious/religious, not
patriotic/patriotic, aggressive/passive, superstitious/not superstitious) were
arguably ambiguous and culture dependent: It was unclear which trait was posi-
tive and which trait was negative. The remaining pairs more clearly represented
good and bad alternatives.

Results

Comparison of Stereotypes Within Each Participant Group

For the participants in each country, we conducted a repeated measures anal-
ysis of variance (ANOVA) for each adjective dimension with the five stimulus
countries as the independent variables. We evaluated the specific nature of signif-
icant F values with Tukey’s HSD (honestly significant difference). In the interest
of readability and because of the large number of comparisons, we did not report
the means and actual HSD values from these a posteriori analyses. All differ-
ences mentioned in the discussion refer to differences between means that were
large enough to exceed the HSD and, thus, to be statistically significant (p < .05).

The United States. The U.S. participants perceived a difference among the stim-
ulus nations on all nine adjective pairs; in each case, the difference was signifi-
cant at a level of p < .0001. The F values and degrees of freedom (dfs) from each
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analysis were F(4, 436) = 22.14 for unfriendly/friendly, F(4, 440) = 73.33 for
traditional/modern, F(4, 432) = 24.98 for selfish/generous, F(4, 436) = 34.13 for
not religious/religious, F(4, 440) = 15.48 for close-minded/open-minded, F(4,
440) = 15.70 for impolite/polite, F(4, 436) = 14.35 for not patriotic/patriotic,
F(4, 436) = 24.45 for aggressive/passive, and F(4. 440) = 20.73 for supersti-
tious/not superstitious.

The U.S. participants perceived Canadians as significantly more friendly
than they perceived Nigerians, the British, and themselves; they perceived Aus-
tralians as significantly more friendly than everyone, including Canadians. The
U.S. participants perceived themselves as significantly more modern than every-
one else, and they perceived Canadians and Australians as more modern and less
traditional than Nigerians and the British. The U.S. participants perceived Cana-
dians, Nigerians, and Australians as more generous than they perceived them-
selves or the British.

The U.S. participants perceived Nigerians as more religious than the British;
they perceived the British, in turn, as significantly more religious than Canadians,
themselves, and Australians. They perceived Canadians, themselves, and Aus-
tralians as significantly more open-minded than the British and Nigerians; they
perceived Australians as significantly more polite than all of the other groups.

The U.S. participants perceived the British as significantly more patriotic
than the citizens of all the other stimulus countries; they perceived themselves as
significantly more aggressive than all the other groups. They also perceived
Nigerians as more aggressive than Canadians and Australians. They viewed Aus-
tralians and Nigerians as more superstitious than themselves, Canadians, or the
British. Although they thought of themselves as open-minded and modern, the
U.S. participants had a fairly negative autostereotype, perceiving themselves as
relatively unfriendly, selfish, impolite, and aggressive.

Australia. The Australian participants perceived a significant difference among
the stimulus nations on all nine adjective pairs; in each case, the difference was
significant at a level of p < .0001. The F values and dfs for each analysis were
F(4, 340) = 21.19 for unfriendly/friendly, F(4, 340) = 79.42 for traditional/
modern, F(4, 336) = 24.65 for selfish/generous, (4, 336) = 21.57 for not reli-
gious/religious, F(4, 340) = 8.91 for close-minded/open-minded, F(4, 340) =
32.00 for impolite/polite, F(4, 340) = 35.09 for not patriotic/patriotic, F(4, 340)
= 26.77 for aggressive/passive, and F(4, 340) = 27.56 for superstitious/not
superstitious.

The Australian participants perceived the British and Americans as signifi-
cantly less friendly than Nigerians, themselves, and Canadians. They perceived
the Nigerians as more traditional and less modern than the British; they per-
ceived the British, in turn, as more traditional and less modern than Canadians
and Australians. They perceived Americans as significantly more modern than
all the other groups, but they also considered Americans more selfish than any of
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the other groups. They perceived the British as more selfish than Nigerians,
Canadians, and Australians. They perceived Nigerians as more religious than any
other group and the British as more religious than Australians and Canadians.

The Australian participants perceived the British as more close-minded than
all groups except the Nigerians. The Australian participants also perceived Amer-
icans and Nigerians as more close-minded than Canadians. They judged Ameri-
cans as significantly less polite than all of the other groups. The Australians also
perceived themselves as less polite than Nigerians. They clearly saw Americans
as the most aggressive and patriotic of all the groups; they perceived Canadians
and the British as more patriotic than Nigerians or themselves. The Australian
participants perceived Nigerians as more superstitious than all other groups; they
perceived themselves as less superstitious than Americans and the British as well.

The Australian autostereotype was mixed. On the one hand, the Australian
participants perceived themselves as less religious, less polite, and more aggres-
sive than everyone except Americans. On the other hand, they saw themselves as
second only to the Canadians in friendliness, open-mindedness, and generosity;
none of the foregoing differences were significant. In fact, the Australian partic-
ipants apparently perceived themselves as highly similar to Canadians, whom
they judged as being significantly different from themselves only in the degree
of their patriotism.

Canada. The Canadian participants perceived a significant difference between
the stimulus countries on all nine adjective pairs; in each case, the difference was
significant at p < .0001. The F values and dfs for each analysis were F(4, 508) =
59.95 for unfriendly/friendly, F(4, 508) = 100.16 for traditional/modern, F(4,
508) = 50.22 for selfish/generous, F(4, 508) = 50.48 for not religious/religious,
F(4, 508) = 38.64 for close-minded/open-minded, F(4, 508) = 72.72 for impo-
lite/polite, F(4, 508) = 110.22 for not patriotic/patriotic, F(4, 508) = 82.57 for
aggressive/passive, and F(4, 504) = 12.23 for superstitious/not superstitious.

The Canadian participants made many distinctions among the groups on the
friendliness dimension. They perceived Americans as significantly less friendly,
whereas they perceived Australians as significantly more friendly than all of the
other groups. The Canadian participants perceived themselves as friendlier than
the British and Nigerians. They saw themselves and Americans as more modern
than people from the other three countries; they also perceived that Australians
were more modern and iess traditional than the British; in turn, they perceived
the British as more modern and less traditional than Nigerians.

The Canadians perceived Americans as significantly more selfish than all
other groups, followed by the British. They did not perceive themselves as sig-
nificantly different in generosity from Australians or Nigerians. They perceived
Nigerians as more religious than the other groups. In addition, they viewed the
British as more religious than Americans.

The Canadian participants perceived Americans as the most close-minded
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culture and themselves and Australians as the most open-minded; they consid-
ered the British and Nigerians as intermediate and significantly different from
Americans as well as from Australians and themselves. They perceived Ameri-
cans as less polite than all the other groups. They also perceived the British and
Australians as more polite than Nigerians.

The Canadian participants thought of themselves as the least patriotic
group and of Americans as the most patriotic group. They viewed the British as
more patriotic than Australians and Nigerians but as significantly less patriotic
than Americans. They perceived Americans as significantly more aggressive
than all other groups; they also perceived the British as more aggressive than
Canadians. They perceived the Nigerians as significantly more superstitious
than any other group.

The Canadian participants had a fairly positive autostereotype, perceiving
themselves as the least aggressive, most open-minded, and second most friendly
(behind Australians) of the stimulus countries. They also had an extremely neg-
ative heterostereotype of Americans, whom they perceived as the most aggres-
sive, most close-minded, most selfish, most patriotic, least religious, least friend-
ly, and least polite of all of the stimulus countries.

Nigeria. The Nigerian participants did not make a significant distinction (p > .05)
among the stimulus nations on the dimensions traditional/modern, F(4, 124) =
2.20; selfish/generous, F(4, 128) = .52; or close-minded/open-minded, F(4, 128) =
.62. They did, however, perceive differences on the dimensions unfriendly/friend-
ly, F(4, 128) = 5.73, p < .0003; not religious/religious, F(4, 128) = 8.11, p <.0001;
impolite/polite, F(4, 128) = 3.18, p < .02; not patriotic/patriotic, F(4, 128) = 2.72,
p < .03; aggressive/passive, F(4, 128) = 4.26, p < .003: and superstitious/not super-
stitious, F(4, 124) = 4.43, p < .003.

The Nigerian participants perceived themselves as significantly more friend-
ly than all of the other groups; they did not make a distinction among those
groups on friendliness. They perceived themseives as more polite than the
British, Canadians, and Americans and as more religious than Americans, Aus-
tralians, and Canadians. They also perceived the British as more religious and
more patriotic than Canadians. They believed themselves to be more aggressive
than Canadians and the British and more superstitious than the British, Canadi-
ans, and Australians.

Overall, the Nigerians had a very positive autostereotype, ranking them-
selves as the most friendly and polite people. They also gave themselves high
marks on generosity and open-mindedness. On the other hand, they perceived
themselves as traditional (rather than modern) and aggressive. In terms of simi-
larity to other groups, the Nigerians perceived themselves as most like Ameri-
cans: They made no significant distinctions between themselves and Americans
on seven of the nine adjective pairs. (They perceived themselves as more friend-
ly and religious than Americans.)
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Zambia. The Zambian participants made no significant distinction (p > .05)
among the stimulus countries on the dimensions of unfriendly/friendly, F(4,
164) = 1.70; impolite/polite, F(4, 156) = 1.18; close-minded/open-minded,
F(4, 160) = 0.65; not patriotic/patriotic, F(4, 160) = 0.32; and aggressive/pas-
sive, F(4, 160) = 1.41.

The Zambian participants perceived Nigerians as significantly more tradi-
tional, (4, 164) = 8.65, p < .0001, and superstitious, F(4, 164) = 4.74, p < .001,
than any of the other stimulus countries. They also perceived Nigerians as sig-
nificantly more religious than Americans, F(4, 164) = 2.65, p < .04. They saw the
British as significantly less generous than Australians, F(4, 160) = 2.62, p < .04.

South Africa. The South African participants perceived no significant differences
(p > .05) among the stimulus nations on the traits of impolite/polite, F(4, 252) =
0.75; selfish/generous, F(4, 260) = 0.16; and aggressive/passive, F(4, 260) = 0.63.

The ANOVAs for close-minded/open-minded, F(4, 260) = 2.69, p < .03, and
for not religious/religious, F(4, 260) = 3.39, p < .01, were statistically significant,
but the Tukey test (a very conservative test) did not reveal the specific nature of
the differences.

On the other traits, the South African participants perceived many differ-
ences: They saw the British as less friendly than Australians and Canadians, F(4,
256) = 3.15, p < .02. They perceived Nigerians as more traditional and less mod-
ern than all of the other groups and Australians as more traditional and less mod-
ern than Americans, F(4, 256) = 8.06, p < .0001.

The South African participants perceived Nigerians as less patriotic than
Americans and perceived Australians as less patriotic than Americans or the
British, F(4, 256) = 4.62, p < .001. They perceived Nigerians as more supersti-
tious than Americans and the British, F(4, 260) = 6.05, p < .0001.

Zimbabwe. The Zimbabwean participants made no significant distinctions (p >
.05) on the dimensions of unfriendly/friendly, F(4, 192) = 1.61, and selfish/
generous, F(4, 192) = 1.69. They perceived Nigerians as more traditional and less
modern than Canadians and Americans, F(4, 196) = 4.09, p < .003; they per-
ceived Canadians as more polite than Americans, Nigerians, and the British, (4,
196) = 5.92, p < .0002. The Zimbabwean participants perceived Nigerians as
marginally less open-minded than Americans, F(4, 192) = 2.34, p < .06; as more
religious than Americans, Australians, or Canadians, F(4, 184) = 5.97, p < .0002;
as less patriotic than Americans, F(4, 188) = 2.42, p < .05; and as more supersti-
tious than any of the other stimulus countries, F(4, 192) = 20.90, p < .0001.

Botswana. The Botswanan participants did not distinguish among the stimulus
nations (p > .05) on the dimensions of unfriendly/friendly, F(4, 184) = 0.39;
impolite/polite, F(4, 180) = 1.45; selfish/generous, F(4, 184) = 1.97; or aggres-
sive/passive, F(4, 184) = 1.05. They perceived Nigerians as significantly more
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traditional and less modern than Australians and Canadians; in turn, they saw
Canadians as more traditional and less modern than Americans, F(4, 152) =
33.28, p < .0001. They also perceived Canadians and Nigerians as less open-
minded than Americans, F(4, 184) = 5.40, p < .0004.

The Botswanan participants perceived Nigerians as more religious than
Americans, F(4, 188) = 3.13, p < .02, and as more patriotic than Australians, F(4,
180) = 3.12, p < .02. They also perceived Nigerians as more superstitious than
Americans, Australians, and the British, F(4, 184) = 9.99, p < .0001, and Cana-
dians as more superstitious than Americans.

Kenya. The Kenyan participants made no distinction among the stimulus coun-
tries (p > .05) on the dimensions of unfriendly/friendly, F(4, 156) = 1 .41, close-
minded/open-minded, F(4, 156) = 0.49; not religious/religious, F(4, 152) = 1.65;
selfish/generous, F(4, 156) = 0.65; not patriotic/patriotic, F(4, 152) = 0.74; and
aggressive/passive, F(4, 156) = 1.38.

The Kenyan participants perceived Nigerians as more traditional and less
modern than all of the other stimulus groups, and they perceived Canadians as
more traditional than Americans, F(4, 152) = 33.28, p < .0001. They perceived
Americans as less polite than Australians, F(4, 156) = 5.01, p <.0008, and Niger-
ians as more superstitious than the British, F(4, 156) = 2.79, p < .03.

Comparison of Stereotypes Between Participant Groups

We computed the mean score on each adjective pair across the five stimulus
countries for each participant. We used single factor ANOVAs to compare the
nine participating groups for different response biases or predispositions that
each group might have for evaluating people, regardless of national origin, in a
particular fashion. The analyses revealed a large number of significant differ-
ences among the stimulus countries on all nine of the adjective pairs, indicating
that, overall, some groups of participants consistently gave generally higher or
lower ratings than others on each of the adjective pairs.

To overcome the problems associated with the generally higher or lower rat-
ings assigned by some groups, we determined a ranking of the stimulus countries
within each participant group on the basis of the mean of the ratings given by the
participants to each stimulus country. Thus, we converted the means to ordinal-
level data in the form of ranks. These ranks served as the units of analysis for this
portion of the study, in which the essential question was the degree of agreement
among the nine participating cultures regarding the stereotypes of the five stim-
ulus countries. A significant agreement in the rankings of the stimulus countries
on the adjective dimensions would reflect convergent agreement as to the relative
stereotypes of the groups on these traits.

Our technique for assessing agreement among a set of judges (i.e., the partic-
ipants from the nine countries where we gathered the data) who ranked or ordered
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the same set of stimuli (i.e., the five stimulus countries) was Kendall’s coefficient
of concordance, W (Lehman, 1991; Lindeman, Merenda, & Gold, 1980; Marascui-
lo & McSweeney, 1977; McNemar, 1969). This statistic describes the amount of
the maximum possible variance that can be accounted for by agreement among the
judges, and it provides a valid measure of the extent of judges’ agreement based on
ordinal-level data. If all the judges agree exactly on all rankings, Kendall’s coeffi-
cient W would be equal to 1. (In this sense, W can be interpreted like a correlation
coefficient.) The test of significance for W was based on the chi-square distribution.

The Kendall’s coefficient obtained for the ranking of the stimulus countries
was not significant for the selfish/generous adjective pair, W = .16, x%(4) = 5.83,
ns. This finding indicated that for that trait, the agreement on the rankings by the
nine participating countries was not significantly better than chance.

The agreement among the participants on the ranks assigned to the stimulus
countries on the other eight adjective dimensions was significantly above chance,
an indication of substantial agreement on how the stimulus countries were ordered
along each dimension. The statistical values associated with these analyses are as
follows: for unfriendly/friendly, W = .33, ¥%(4) = 11.84, p < .02; for traditional/
modern, W = .78, ¥%(4) = 28.01, p < .0001; for impolite/polite, W = 41, x(4) =
14.72, p < .01; for close-minded/open-minded: W = .30, x2(4) = 10.69, p < .02; for
not religious/religious, W = .72, y¥4) = 26.06, p < .0001; for not pa-
triotic/patriotic, W = .29, x%(4) = 10.30, p < .05; for aggressive/passive, W = .32,
X%4) = 11.66, p < .03; and for superstitious/not superstitious, W = .50, y%(4) =
18.07, p < .01.

Examination of A Priori Hypotheses

Validity of national stereotypes. We presumed that stereotypes would be more
accurate to the extent of a convergence between the heterostereotypes held by a
variety of different nations regarding a target nation. This would be especially
true if there was a match between this heterostereotype and the autostereotype of
individuals from the target country. According to the foregoing criteria, several
stereotypes in the present study appeared to have at least some validity, and
Hypothesis 1 was partially supported.

There was very strong agreement that Nigerians are the most superstitious,
most traditional, and most religious of the five stimulus countries. Similarly,
Americans were considered the most modern, patriotic, and aggressive, as well
as the least friendly, polite, and religious, of the stimulus countries. Canadians,
Australians, and Americans themselves also perceived Americans as selfish, but
this opinion was not strongly shared by the African nations. Australians were
judged to be the most friendly people, and Canadians, the least aggressive.

Autostereotypes versus heterostereotypes. For the four stimulus countries from
which data were available, the answer to the question of whether autostereotypes
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are more positive than heterostereotypes is mixed. Nigerians had a very positive
autostereotype and consistently evaluated themselves more favorably than did
others. On the other hand, Americans had a very negative autostereotype, one
that was shared to some extent by many of the other groups. Canadians and
Australians did not have extreme autostereotypes in either direction; they gener-
ally perceived themselves about the same as others did. Overall, however, it was
clear that autostereotypes were not always more positive than heterostereotypes.
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.

Similar social outlooks and similar stereotypes. To the extent that the African
nations are more similar to each other than to the United States, Australia, and
Canada, we expected to find greater consensus on heterostereotypes among the
African participants and among the U.S., Australian, and Canadian participants
than we would find across those categories. There was, however, no evidence
either from the within-group ANOVA results or from the ranks assigned to the
stimulus countries that this expectation was true, with one exception: The African
participants did not endorse the generally strong negative American stereotype
on several traits. In general, the African participants also made fewer and less
extreme distinctions among the stimulus countries than did the U.S., Australian,
and Canadian participants. Hypothesis 3 was partially supported.

Geographical proximity and negative stereotyping. If it is true that geographical
proximity is associated with negative stereotypes, one would expect more nega-
tive stereotyping of Nigerians by other African nations and strong mutual negative
stereotyping between Americans and Canadians. The African participants’ stereo-
types of Nigerians and the U.S. participants’ stereotypes of Canadians were not
especially negative. In contrast, the Canadian participants’ stereotypes of Amer-
icans were easily the most negative of any stereotypes measured in the present
study. The Canadian participants consistently gave Americans dramatically more
negative ratings on most traits and ranked them as the least polite, least friendly,
least religious, most selfish, and most aggressive of the five stimulus countries.
Thus, the evidence on this question is also mixed. At least in the case of Canadians
judging Americans, Hypothesis 4 was supported, but the lack of the effect for
other groups indicates that other variables must have been operating as well.

Admiration of wealthier and more economically developed countries. Given the
strong negative stereotype of Americans (who, arguably, are the most wealthy
and developed people), Hypothesis 5 was not supported in the present study.

Discussion

Clearly, there are limitations in the present study, especially because the
samples were not completely representative of the societies from which they
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were drawn: Most of the participants were either students or university educated.
Nevertheless, within these limits, one can draw some conclusions about the
nature of national stereotyping.

Although cross-cultural agreement regarding the stereotypes among partici-
pants from the five English-speaking nations was far from perfect, there was a sta-
tistically significant similarity in the ranks assigned to the stimulus countries on
eight of the nine adjective pairs. It is also clear that some dimensions (e.g., tradi-
tional/modern, not religious/religious, superstitious/not superstitious) produced
greater consensus than others (e.g., selfish/generous, not patriotic/patriotic). The
U.S., Australian, and Canadian participants made more distinctions (and more
extreme distinctions) among the stimulus nations than did the participants from
the African countries. To the extent that agreement between autostereotypes and
heterostereotypes and the convergence of heterostereotypes among separate
judges indicate an accurate stereotype, this study produced strong evidence for the
stereotypes of Nigerians as traditional, superstitious, and religious; of Australians
as friendly; of Canadians as nonaggressive; and of Americans as patriotic, aggres-
sive, impolite, and nonreligious.

The strong negative U.S. autostereotype replicated a finding from earlier
studies (McAndrew, 1990; Nichols & McAndrew, 1984) that Americans who had
not lived abroad were more likely to hold negative autostereotypes, but it was not
clear from these earlier studies whether autostereotypes became more positive
following an overseas experience or whether self-selection for people who
already had positive autostereotypes accounted for the effect. We also replicated
the extremely negative feelings expressed by Canadians toward Americans
(Schneider & Lesko, 1978). In the study just cited, Canadians in Windsor,
Ontario, had strong negative stereotypes of Americans, estimating that more than
half of Canadians felt the same way and that only 30% of their compatriots felt
positively about Americans. The Americans (Schneider & Lesko) had less well-
defined and more positive attitudes toward Canadians and estimated that more
than 80% of Americans felt positively toward Canadians.

This consistent asymmetry in Canadian—-American attitudes was virtually
identical in two different studies conducted 20 years apart with quite different sam-
ples. Schneider and Lesko (1978) provided data showing that the Canadians in their
study visited the United States about four times more often than the Americans in
their study visited Canada. Moreover, the Canadians reported personally knowing
five times as many Americans compared with the number of Canadians personally
known by the Americans. As in other earlier studies (LeVine & Campbell, 1972;
McAndrew, 1990), it may be the higher degree of contact with the other country
that enabled Canadians to feel confident in expressing negative attitudes. Undoubt-
edly, the political and cultural consequences of living in the shadow of a larger, eco-
nomically dominant neighbor also play a part. On the other hand, given the agree-
ment of Americans with the Canadian stereotype, we cannot rule out the possibility
that Americans, as a group, are simply more unpleasant people than Canadians.
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