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ABSTRACT

This study was an attempt at evaluating reaction
to spoken language as a technique for revealing private at=-
titudgs. Attitudes scores toward Armenians and Jews obtain=-
ed through direct rating were compared with those obtained
thfough-reactiun to ;poken language. Negative attitudes
toward Armenians were supposed to be more private and censor-
ed than attitudes toward Jews.

Less difference was expected between scores of
Armenians and Jews on reaction to voice than on direct rating.
Such difference was found only when male raters reacted to

two out of the four speakers used in the study,

VII



CHAPTER 1

-

INTRODUCTION

~ Since attitudes are important determinants of
human behavior, attitude measurement helps in understand-
ing and predicting such behavior.

An attitude is "an organized and consistent
manner of thinking, feeling, and reacting with regard to
peoples, groups,social issues, or more generally, any
event in one's environment." (15 p.50). Any attitude
consists of two elements, an object toward which the at-
titude is held, and a component which includes beliefs,
emotions, and reaction tendencies toward the object of
the attitude. The contents of the component can differ
in valence and multiplexity (12).

Under the topic of attitudes one can mention

stereotypes which are attitudes held by a majority of



people (5). They ére alsp defined as exaggerated beliefs
associated with a cateqory (4). Attitudes appear when
their holder starts internalizing social norms and devel-
oping stereotypes toward out groups. (28)

Attitudes determine important areas of human
behavior. Many studies show the effect of attitudes on
judgement and perception of others (19, 29, 10), and on
speed and efficiency of learning (9). Attitudes also
determine the group one associates with, the job one
cliasess apd Lhe FTepl sue asts C5 )

Attitude scales propose to meet important prob-
lems of attitude measurement like problems of reliability,
complexity, and validity (15). Meost of the familiar at-
titude scales do not suffer from problems of reliability
(12)., The semantic differential proposes toc meet problems
of complexity by tapping more than one dimension of at-
titudes (18). Validity remains the most crucial prob-
lem in attitude measurement. The problem is whether or
not the person is revealing his attitudes when asked to
do so, especially when the attitude violates group norms,
or if it is not acceptable oA cult coneept (12), The
importance of indirect or disguised technigues is rec-
ognized in order to meet this problem of validity.

The technigue to be evaluated in this paper is

classified under the indirect attitude scales. It consists



of  asking people to react to any spoken language by
describing the personality of its speaker. While doing
so, the persons are assumed to be revealing their at=
titudes toward the group that uses the specified language.

Studies on the relation of voice to personality
started in 1931 by Pear (}1) who examined impressions of
persons based on voice alone. He analyzed over 4000
reports from British radio listeners, and found that age
and sex could be judged correctly from voice. O0Other
characteristics like occupation showed consistently
between judges thus suggesting that some voices provideda
stereotype of certain Dccupatiohs.

Other studies and reviews of research in this
area (1, 21, 25, 11) repoerted results which suggested that
some perscnality characteristics were expressed 1n the
voice, and that listener- judges aqgreed better with one
another than they did with the true personality characteris-
tics of the person whose voice was judged. That is,some
volces conveyed a stereotype of some personality traits,

Reaction to voice, or to spoken lanquage by rating
the personality of its speaker was recently used as a meas-
ure of attitudes, Hlhen reaction to langquage was employed
as an attitude measurement technique, the voice of the

same speaker was used for recording the languages employed.



This was done in order to control for individual voice
characteristics that were not due to language.

In this chapter, a general idea about attitudes
and problems in their measurement was given, and the

technique to be evaluated in the present study was introduced.



CHAPTER 1I1I

THEORY AND RESEARCH

A. Theoretical Background

Research in the area of voice and personality
suggested that some voices elicited some stereotyped
personality characteristics. When reaction to language
was used as an attitude measurement technique, those
characteristics of voice that were not due to language
were controlled by using the same voice for recording the
lanquages used. So, most of the difference in reaction
to the same voice could be attributed to the lanquage
used.

When the person is faced with a voice énd asked
to describe the personality of its speaker, the situation
1s guite ambigquous, and the person tries to restructure
the situation by adding whatever cues he can add. The
language of the speaker is one of the most important cues.

‘ Spoken language is an identifying
feature of members of a national or
cultural group, and any listener's

attitude toward members of a partic-
ular group should generalize to the



language they use. From this view
point evaluational reactions to a
spoken language should be similar
to those prompted by interaction
with individuals who are perceived
as members of the group that uses
it, but because the use of the lan-
guage is one aspect of the behavior
common to a variety of individuals,
hearing the language is likely to
arouse mainly generalized or
stereotyped characteristics of the

group. (16 p.44)-.
This is the main assumption uderlying the technique.,
The assumption has its basis in two common principles. The
principle of projection, and the principle of generalization.

Projection

Projection works in this technique as well as in all
other indirect attitude measurement techniques, where the
individual is presented with a relatively unstructured
stimulus or situation in which the real purpose of the meas-
urement is not revealed to him (20). Such a situation is
provided when the person has to judge personality from voice.
The only cue is that of language, as one is keeping the
factor of voice constant in this situation. So, the judge
supposedly projects whatever attitudes he has 1in order to
structure the ambiquous situation.,

Generalization

The principle of projection is not enough to explain
the phenomenon. The person might project himself had the
situation been completly ambiguous. But the presence of

language limits this projection in such a way that language



as an identifying feature of members of a certain group
will cause the attitude of the listener toward that group
to generalize to language (2). In other words the lan-
guage will elicit in the person those attitudes elicited
while interacting with speakers of the lanquage, and since
the situation is relatively ambiguoué these attitude? will
act as anchoring cues, or will bé pro jected in the rating
process.

B. Previous Studies

Reaction to language as an attitude measurement
technique started in 1960 by Lambert and his associates (14)
who tried to eualhate the.technique on French and English
Canadians. The authars controlled for voice characteristics
that were not due to language by having bilingual speakers
read the passage in French and English. They also minimized
the effect of the message by having the same passage read
in both languages. With such control and in view of pre-
vious research that showed little reliability of personal-
ity evaluation based on voice, the authors predicted that
differences in evaluating fFrench and English speakers would
reflect ° - raters'attitude towards his group and the other
group rated. The authors obtained results that led  them
to suggest that the technique would 58 useful in revealing
stereotypes and in the evaluation of one's own group 1in

comparison to others.



The previous study was duplicated in 1964 (3) on
French-Canadian children. The results contradicted what
was found in the first study. French-Canadian children rat-
ed French speakers significantly more favorable on 14 out of
15 personality traits. While in the first study French-
Canadians rated English-Canadians higher, thus accepting.the
stereotypes imposed by the group. This was also found in
the second study. However, in relation to chiidren such
results were explained in terms of Allport's second stage
of attitude development which was feflected in total reject-
ion of all members of another group. Here the authors also
mentioned that rating reflected stereotypes in that they
exhibited a generalized negative reaction towards English
which showed itself in all traits. They concluded that the
technique is useful for examining stereotypes held by
children. It also would be useful in tracing the develop=
ment of prejudicbk or stereoctypes.

In 1962 another study was carried out (2), the
aim of which was to evaluate the technigue on Jewish speak-
ers who represent a different cudtural groﬂp that can be
distinguished by its style of speech, and about which many
stereotypes are held.

In this study the persons recording the voice

used either standard English, or English with a Hebrew



accent. The results showed that accented guises were
devaluated by gentile and Jewish college students. However,
gentile sub jects devaluated them more. Another interesting
finding in this study was the lack of relation between at-
titudes toward Jews and evaluation of the guises. The
awthors explained this discrepancy by saying that the
technique was sensitive to stereotypes rather than attitudes.
The most recent study (13) was carried in Israel
on Arab and Jemish high school students. In this study the
rating of persons who spoke Arabic and two different dialects
of Hebrew was compared with direct rating on seven out of -
the original 20 characteristics on which the speakers uwere
rated. Sharp differences were found between direct and
voice rating. Differences were explained in two ways:

1. Rating scales might have evoked stereotyped
labels, while mting of the speaker's
personality might have been affected more
by personal attitudes towards the speakers.,

2. This technique reflected stereotyped at-
titudes and perceptual reactions of a mors
private nature thabh did standard measures
of attitude.

It seems that the first explanation contradicts

what Lambert and his associates had mentioned previously.



10

In their first study they say that, "hearing the language
is likely to arouse mainly generalized or stereotyped
characteristics of the group.”" (14) These stereotypes
and generalized characteristics are supposed to be the
main determinants of ;ating voice.

This contradiction between the main assumption
and the explanation of results leaves us with the second
explanation, the evaluation of which will be the aim of
the present study.

The question is whether reaction to voice as an
indirect measurement technique will evoke some priﬁate at~
titudes or attitudes that are not admitted tET;elf concept.

This is the question the present study attempts to answer,



CHAPTER III

AIM AND HYPOTHESIS

The aim of the present study is to test the
hypothesis that reaction to spoken language reveals at-
titudes of a priuate nature. One way to test this hypoth-
esis would be to compare direct attitude scores with scores
obtained through reaction to spoken language for two groups;
one toward which attitudes are socially accepted, and another
toward which they are censored. The tmo.groups_chnsen are
Armenians and Jews.

After World War I, Armenians were driven from their
homeland where they had been treated cruelly by the Ottomans.
Thousands of them sought refuge in Syria, Lebanon, and
Palestine (22).

Prothro and Melikian (1952) mention that Armenians,
being in the country for almost half a century, "have besen
absorbed into the life and economy of the Arab States" (19 p.3).
Armenians are even excelling in some areas in the economy

of Lebanon. This success might itself create some antagonism

1}
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toward them. Lambert mentions (15) that sensitivity toward
immigrants would be more evident in those who risk loosing
their jobs to new competition. In the case of Armenlans

the competition is not new, but in a small country such as
Lebanon where many immigrants come constantly from neighbor-
ing countries, such feelings would be renewed.

However, such antagonistic feelings are suppressed
because Armenians have been living peacefully in the country
for a long perioﬂ of time, and because of. the call for a
national unity of all lebanese regardless of religion of
racial erigia.

Jews have been strongly associated with the
Palestine proglem. The antagonistic feelings might have
generalized to them as a religlous group on a nationalistic
ground. These feelings are less censored than in the case
of Armenlans.

Lebanese people do hold antagonistic attitudes
towards Armenians and Jews as shoun by rese&rch.studies (7:39).
One also has reason to believe that these attitudes are more
privaete in the case of Armenians than in the case of Jews.

Design of the Study

Reaction to the Armenian and Hebrew language 1is
to be compared with direct attitude rating of Armenians and

Jews on a list of 18 personality characteristics. Since
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antagonistic attitudes toward Jews are supposed to be
-less private than attitudes toward Armenians, the
expectation is that less difference will appear between
the two groups on indirect attitude measurement (reaction
to voice) than in the direct rating of groups. Private
antagonistic attitudes toward Armenians will appear in

the case of indirect measurement, thus pushing their score
nearer to that of Jews.

Hypothesis

The main hypothesis of this study reads as
follows:

Less difference is expected between attitude
scores toward Armenians and Jews in the case of indirect
than in the case of direct measurement.

Some checks are needed in order to test this
hypothesis:

A. Attitudes toward Armenians and Jews (Direct Measurement)

The hypothesis makes the assumption that negative
attitudes are directed toward both Armenians and Jews,
although they are more so in the case of Jews. To check
on this assumption attitudes towards both groups are to
be compared with attitudes toward three other groups:
Japanese, Irish, and Italians., Also attitudes toward both
groups will be compared together.

The reason for choosing Japanese, Irish, and



14

Italians in particulaf'is that these are groups toward
which Lebanese do not hold extreme attitudes, thus contrast
effect (6) will be minimized when Armenians and Jews are
rated along with these groups.

8. List of Traits as an Attitude Scale

Since the list of personality traits is to be used
in assessment of reaction toward voices and groups in direct
and indirect attitude measurement, a check is needed to see
ﬁhether reackion to personality traits is a valid attitude
scale. This will be checked by correlating scores on direct
reaction to the traits with scores on the social distance
scale. High correlation between the two scales for each of
the five groups is expected.

e Social Distance Scale:

Since the social distance scale is to be used to
check on the traits, check on the validity of the social
distance scale itself is needed. This will be done by
standardizing the scale on the subjects of the present study.

D. Additional Groups (Direct Rating)

The reasons why we add Japanese, Irish, and
Italians in direct attitude rating are:
l. To compare scores of Armenians and Jews
with scores of these groups on direct at-
titude measurement.,

2. To evaluate the list of traits by comparing
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scores obtained on it with those ebtained
on the social distance scale for as many
groups as possible.
3. To divert the attention of the subjects
from concentrating upon Armenians and Jesws
the

in order to lessen awareness ofacomparison

between reaction to voice and direct rating.

The following chapter describes the method for
testing the main hypothesis, as well as the tests for check-

ing on some of the assumptions it makes.



CHAPTER IV

METHBD OF THE STUDY

A. Sub jects

Twénty nine male and twenty two female Lebanese
A.U.B. students whose agesranged from 18 toIZ? years, with
a mean of 20.6 years, acted as subjects. Tuwenty nine of
these subjects were Christians, twenty Moslems, and two
were Druzes.

B. Material Preparation

1. Passages

An Armenian passage recorded by an Armenian boy;
and a Hebrew passage recorded by a girl mhd had been
studying Hebrew for three years, wWwere used in the experiment.
Each passage lasted for almost fourty five seconds.
These two passages were then taught to four Syrian
siblings, two males and two females. Each person learned
the two passages by listening to the original recordings,
and by reading an Arabic or fFrench transliteration of them.
It was felt that by using siblings, some voice

characteristics, central among which was accent, might be

16
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simialr for all gquises. This might minimize the individual
voice differences which were not due to language.

Although the recorded mssages might be far from
perfect imitations a% the original, the Armenian recordings
of the passage was judged satisfactory by an Armenian girl,
and the Hebrew recordings were judged by a man who had
lived in Israel up to 1958. This judge indicated that the
recordings sounded as Hebrew "should be read," and as it
was read before the immigration of European and American
Jews.,

The passages were transferred to a new tape, and
were arranged in two orders. Order I started with a boy
speaking Armenian, order II statted with a girl speaking
Hebrew. The two recordings of each speaker were arranged
the farthest possible apart on the tape. The eight ubices
were arranged in alternating male-female order. Approximate-
ly half of the subjects were assigned to order I and the
other half to order 1II.

2+« -List of Traiks

Fighteen out of 20 adjectives originally used by

| ambert et al.(14) were adopted (see appendix II). These

ad jectives described personality traits. One adjective was
omitted because it indicated a negative trait, namely nergousness,

and the other was given as an illustrative example, Beside
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each trait a seven-point scale was put., The subject had
to check one of these seven positions for each trait,
The pasitians ranged from (1) low to (7) high on any
particular trait.

This list of traits was used for two purposes:

l. To estimate the personality of the speaker in

each of the eight recordings.
2. To rate the five different ethnic groups.

D Social Distance Scale

A social distance scale recently standardized by
Triandis and Triandis (26). aghich L.cansiséed of 15 state=-
ments was adopted and used as a second measure of attitudes
towards the ethnic groups. The 15 statements (see appendix
VI) were first given to 12 A.U.B, students, in order to
afrange them in terms of favorability. From this prelim-
inary check 3 statements that showed a wide distribution
over the scale were omitted. Then the mean rank-order of
each statement was calculated, and again one more state-
ment was omitted. The reason for omitting this statement
was that its mean rank order did not coincide with its
position on the scale,

The remaining 11 statements were used. The value
of each of these statements was determined by standardiz-

ing the scale on the 51 sub jects used in the experiment.
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The test booklet consisted of 20 pages. The
first page (see appendix I) contained the instructions and
personal data sheet that included information about the
age, sex, religion and class of the subject. The eight
sheets following (see sample in appendix II) were used for
rating the eight speakers. The following 18 sheets were
used for rating each of five ethnic groups first on the
list of traits (see appendix III) theﬁ on the social dis=
tance scale (appendix IV). The last sheet contained the
eleven social distance items to be arranged in order of
favorability (appendix V).

C. Procedure

The experiment could be split into three parts:

Part One

This part censisted of the rating of the eight
guises. The written instructions were also explained
orally by the experimenter. This part of the experiment
was introduced to the sub jects as a test that measured
how well college students could estimate personality just
by listening to its owner's voice. They were told that
they were to hear recordings of eight persons each speaking
ocne of two languages. After listening to each the subject
indicated what language the speaker was using, then rated

the speaker on the 18 traits.
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Part Two

After rating each of the eight quises, the subject
had to rate five ethnic gtoups:

1. Bn the list of traits used befere to rate
speakers,

2. 0On the social distance scale by checking the
one statement that corresponded best to the
level at which the subject would accept a
person belonging to each of the five ehtnic
Qroups.

Part Three

This part consisted of asking the subject to rank-
order the social distance statements in order of favorabil-
ity, 1 representing the most favorable and 11 the most

unfavorable,

The whole experiment took almost 25 minutes. It
was given either in individual sessions, or in small group
sessions (2 to 5 members).

When the subjects inquired about using the two
particular languages, they were told that such languages
were used to make sure that no one understood what the
speaker said so as not to be affected by the content of

the passage in judgé#ng personality.,



CHAPTER V

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

A . Preliminaries

115 Social Distance Scale

Seven out of the 51 subjects misinterpreted the
instruétians of rank ordering the statements in order of
Fauorébility. So, the results of the remaining 44 sub jects
were used to determine the mean rank order of each state~
ment.

Figure 1 shows the distribution deach of
the 10 statements by forty four subjects on the ten
positions of the scale. Statement eleven as well as posi=-
tion eleven do not appear in the figure since the statement
was correctly placed all the time. Statements three and
four were the statements mostly misplaced.

Mean rank order for each statement was eal-
culated. The eleven stateménts were almost equidistantly
distributed on the scale. Table 1 shows the mean rank
order of each statement according to our standardization,

and the original value on a hundred-point scale given by

2
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Triandis and Triandis (26).

2. Correlation between Traits and Social Distance Scale

For each of the five ehtnic groups: Japanese,
Armenians, Irish, Jews, and Italians, a Pearson Product
Moment coefficient of correlation between the subjects scores
on thé‘sacial distance scale and the direct rating on the
traits was calculated. The score on the social distance
scale was determined by the value of the statement the subject
had checked. Scores on the direct rating was obtained by
summing the values of the checked positions in the sevem-
point scales for 18 traits. 0On the social distance scale 1.2
showed extreme acceptance, and 11 extreme rejection. O0On the
list of traits 126 was the most favorable score and 18 the
most unfavorable,

Table 2 shows the correlation between traits and
social distance scores for each of the five groups. Significant
but low negative correlations were obtained for both Jews and
Italians. No significant correlations were found for Japanese,
Armenians or Irish.

2. Attitudes toward Armenians and Jews (Direct

Measurement.

Attitudes toward Armenians and Jews were meas-
ured by two direct scales, the social distance and direct
rating on the list of traits. More rejection appeared
toward Armenians and Jews than toward Japanese, Irish or

Italians, as shown by the two direct attitude scales.,
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TABLE 2

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT COEFFICIENT of CORRELATION of
SOCIAL DISTANCE and DIRECT RATING for FIVE ETHNIC GROUPS

Group Correlation Significance Level
Japanese -.,08 . not significant
Armenians -e25 not significant
Irish -.,001 not significant
Jews -.43 .81
Italians -.31 .01

Table 3 shows the mean scdre of the sub jects
when rating the five groups on the social distance scale
and on the list of traits. .

Results of 51 subjects were used for the direct
rating on the traits, while for the social distance scale
one subject's results were neglected because he misunderstood

the directions.
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TRABLE 3

MEAN SCORES on the SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE and the
DIRECT RATING of the FIVE ETHNIC GROUPS

Group Mean for Social Distance Mean for Direct Rating
Japanese 4,15 | 86.9
Armenians 5.25 74.95
Irish 4.43 187
Jews 7.44 69.5
Italians 3.46 80.3

When attitudes towards Armenians and Jews were
compared, both of the direct scales showed more negative
attitudes towards Jews. In direct rating on the list of
traits 2 out of the 51 subjects showed no difference 1in
rating Jews and Armenians, 15 rated Jews higher, while all
the rest rated Armenians higher. O0On the social distance
scale 10 out of the 50 subjects showed no difference 1in
/accepting the two groups, 4 showed more rejection towards
Armenians, while all the rest showed more rejectian towards
Jews.

Table 4 shows the mean scoresof boys and girls

separately towards Armenians and Jews on the social distance

scale, and the direct rating on the traits.
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TABLE 4

MEAN SCORES OF MALES AND FEMALES RATING
ARMENIANS AND JEWS ON THE
SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE AKB BN THE LIST BF TRAITS

Social Distance Traits
Boys Girls Boys Girls
Armenians 5.295 Ba2b T3 ;43 78,24
Jews 7.48 7.38 635,10 1785

It can be noticed from Tabie 4 that bothemales
and females rated Armenians higher than Jews on the list of
traits, and showed less rejection toward the former on the
social distance scale. 0One exception was met when girls
ratedrjews on the traits, the rating was almost equal to
thét of Armenians by the same group.

Results of boys and girls were pooled and dif-
ferences in reaction to Armenians and Jews were tested
using the t - test for correlated samples. 0On trait rating,
Armenians were giueé scores higher than those of Jews. 0n

the social distance scale, Armenians were less re jected than

Jews. Both differences were significant at the .001 level.
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B, Main Hypothesis: Direct Versus Indirect Rating

To test the hypothesis that less difference was
expected in attitude scores toward Armenians and Jews in
the case of indirect measurement than in the case of direct
measurement, analysis of variance was applied on the data.

Reaction to voice for each speaker at a time was

necessary for three reasons:

l. In the analysis only results of those subjects
who correctly identified both languages of the
same speaker could be used. So, for each voice,
the results of different subjects were used,

2. Some voices might elicit different characteris-
tics ,due to the voice itself and not to the
language used, when speaking different lan-
guages. An Arabic speaker might sound more
emotionad when reading a passage in Arabic than
when reading it in English.

3., Differences might arise in relation to whether
a male or a female was doing the rating (5),
and whether a male or a female was being rated
(16).

Tables 5 to 12 show analyses of variance for the

four persons rated by male and female subjects.

According to the main hypothesis significant mean

differences were expected in the interaction between language
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and type of measurement (direct or indirect). The term
treatment in the tables referred to type of measurement.
Less difference in attitude scores toward Armenians and Jeuws
was expected in the case of indirect than in the case of
direct measurement.

Results in line with the hypothesis appeared three
times (Figufe 2). When male subjects rated one of the male
and one of the female speakers (voice 2 and 4). Mean dif-~
ferences were found to be significant at the .02 and .0l
levels respectively (Tables 6 and 8), also when female
sub jects rated one of the male’speakers (voice 2), but the
difference in this case was not significant (Table 10).

The results obtained in this section could be
summarized in the followings:

1. Differences inline with the main hypothesis
were significant two out of three times. Such
differences did not appear in five out of the
eight cases(Figqure 2).

2. Tests that checked some of the assumptions
behind the main hypothesis could be summarized
in the following points:

a, Social distance scale was rescaled on
forty four of the subjects.
b. Scores on the traits were correlated with

those on the social distance scaie as a
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check on the formersvalidity. Significant

but low correlations wevxe found only for

Jews and Italians. No correlation was

found for Japanese, Armenians, OT Irish.
c, Negative attitudes toward Armenians and

Jews appeared. Antagonism was more extreme

in the case of Jews.
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CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

In this chapter-results related to the main
hypothesis, and to tests that checked its assumptions will
be discussed,

Correlation between scores obtained on the social
distance scale and the list of traits was significant iﬁ
the case of Jews and Italians, and not significant for
Jaﬁanese, Armenians and Irish. This finding, which did
not follow expectafion all the time may be due to the nature
of the traits employed in the list,

Some groups may be rated high on some of the
chafacteristics not because of positive attitudes the rater
holds toward the pated group, but because of personal
characteristics the rater thinks members of the rated
group posess. A Lebanese person who has antagonistic at-
titudes toward Armenians may at the same time think that
Armenians are very rich. and very ambitious. This stereo-

type may not affect his rejection of Armenians on the

40
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“social distance scale, but it may positigely change his
rating of Armenians on the list of personality tréits.

The fact that correlations were found for some
groups and not for others may be due to the presence of
traits that create a conflict between negative attitudes
and positive stereotypes for some gr;ups and not for
others. However, one needs to study these traits before
drawing such a conclusion.

Projection might also explain why no currelatian
appeared in the case of some groups. Projection in the
process of rating might have played an important role,
especially when the rated group was not quite known by the
rater. This fact could explain the lack of correlation 1in
the case of Irish since most of the sub jects were not
fFamiliar with them. But projection in this context could
not explain absence of correlation for Japanese and Armenians.

However, when results obtained threugh direct
rating of Armenians and Jews were compared, significant dif=-
fFerences similar to those reflected by the saocial distance
scale were obtained.

Armenians and Jews were rated lower tham the three

other groups on both direct scales, thus supporting the

assumption that Lebaneseheld negative attitudes toward both
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Qroups.

When attitudes toward Armenians and Jews were
compared on two of the direct scales, difference was found
in both cases. The difference was in line of the assumption
that more negative attitudes were directed toward Jews than
toward Armenians,

To test the main hypothesis of this study, ?esults
obtained Frmﬁ rating voices ofljemiéh and Armenian quises
were compared with direct rating of these groups on the
same list of traits. MNMore difference was expected between
attitude scores toward Armenians and Jews in the case of
direct rating than in the case of indirect rating. This
was true only in the case of male rateérs. The analysis of"
variance showed only two such differences to be significant.
However the rating of females was in the Dppasife expected
direction for three speakers (Figure 2 p.39). Girls in
general rated both Jews and Armenians higher when the rating
was done for voices than when it was direct. 0One boy was
rated higher when he spoke Armenian than when he spoke
Hebrew. The other was réted lower when he spoke Armendan
than when he époke Hebrew. When girls rated female voices,
their rating was higher than direct rating for both Armenians

and Jews,although it was more so in the case of Armenians.
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The finding that girls rated female voices always
higher than they rated either Armenians or Jews as a group
could be explained according to two Factofs?

. l. Leniency effect: "tendency to rate others and
one self high in Faudrable and low in unfavorable traits”
(18a p.135). This tendency is thought to be more present
in the case of girls when they are rating inaividual per-
sons,because they are taught to be nice to people and to
supress negative attitudes when interacting with them,
especially on a personal level. That may be the cause for
girls rating other females higher than when rating the
group as a whole.

sUhn

Also, in an ambiguous situationAas that of
judging personality from listening to voice, girls might
have pro jected those characteristics they would like to
attribute to themselves. This would work more in the case
of rating female voices because of the similarity between
the rater and the .rated. This leads us to the second
factor.

2., Principle of assumed similarity. This pwinéﬂﬂt
has grown up from Roger's self concept and from research
by Fiedler (24@). It i..gs proposed that some pebple assume

that others are similar to them, and thus attribute to them
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those characteristics they would give to themselves. It
is patural that im the case of girls such assumed similar-
ity would play more when they judge females who are more
similar to them. Doing so, more positive characteristics
that one usually attributes to oneself changé the voice
rating toward a more positive direction than what is
usually attiibuted to either Armenians or Jeuws.

In summing up this discussion, one would say that
scores on the list of traits did not always correlate with
those obtained by the social distance scale. One could
not decide which of the two technigues was more valid
since the list of traits was compared with another direct
technique; the validity of which was already suspected.

However when comparing direct and indirect reac-
tions on the same list of traits some s@gnificant dif-
ferences in line with the main hypothesis were found only
when males were doing the ratings. Differences in the
opposite direction were found mostly in the case of female
raters.

In concluéimn one can say that the technique
might be useful in tapping private attitudes in the case
of male subjects. Howewer, these results hold true only if

the main assumption concerning negative attitudes toward
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Armenians present but repressed in direct rating. Ffor
future research, one would advice the testing of this
assumption in order to be sure that the present technique
is reflecting negative attitudes that are present but other-
wise censored in direct rating.

Results obtained in this studylsuggested that the
list of traits used may not be a valid attitude measure for
some groups. One would advise the use of a semantic dife~
ferential type of scale (20) instead of the list of traits.

The use of such a scale might help in two ways:

1. It may be more efficient in reflecting at-
titudes than the personality chatacteristics
used in this study.

2. It is possible to get scores on more than one
dimension of an attitude by using adjectiueé
hioh on the three dimensions of the semantic
diféerential.

Although the present technigue has the potential-

ities of a good indirect attitude scale, more research is
needed in order to determine what exactly is affecting

reaction to spoken language.
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SUMMARY

The present study attempted the investigation of

an hypothesis suggested by Lambert et al. (13) that reac-
tion to spoken language téps private or censored attitudes,
To test this hypothe#is comparison was made between at-
titude scores obtained thréugh_direct rating, with reac-
tion to voices speaking the languages of two groups
Armeniané and Jews.,

It was hypothesized that more difference would
appear between the two groups in the case of direct rating
than in the casé of voice or indirect ratings}assuming
that negative .attitudes are mofe censored or private in
the case of Armenians.

The results showed tendency to support the hypoth-
esis when male subjects were doing the rating, while
results in the opposite direction were found in the c ase
of ?emale raters, attempts were made to account for these
results in terms of leniency effect, proje€tion and assum-

ed similarity in the case of female raters.
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APPENDIX 1

I N & T R 8 L 1 1.8 0 5

The purpose of this study is to see how well one
can judge personality just by listening to its owner's
voice. According to studies done in the past pseople

differ in this ability, Here we will see how well college

students can do.

You will listen now to recordings of eight
persans. After listening to each you will rate the person

as explained below.

Beside each trait there is a seven point scale
ranging from the lowest (1) to the highest (7) you check

the point that corresponds to your idea about the person

E!g'

Height Toch e e Y if the person is very tall
g = - 2o if he 1s very short
1 - = =% =« = =7 if he is medium

I o's = - = E =7 if he ic.rather tall

Please give the needed information below:
Age

Sex

Class

Religion



APPENDIX Il

RATIKNG OF VYOICES¥

No.

What language 1s the speaker using?

= g

How do you rate on these characteristics:
l. Good looks ]
2. Leadership Toge 2 abas PRt i
3., Sense of humour l = = = = = = -7
4, Intelligence TS TR T R
5. Honesty Tl 2 = o a a w7
6, Self Confidence e ea s & S
7. Friendliness e = AR
8B. LGenerosity IR TR O
9. Entertainingness 1 s = e e 7
10, Good Heartedness s jEEE T ICS IS RS e e 7
11. Reliability l] = = = = = = = i
12. Ambition T = s e
13, Stability e
14, Good Character R e B e R
15, Likeability e o e D
16, UWealth T e e e
17, Cleverness T i =
18. Prestige | Peenior o owmloont g 9

¥ This sheet was used to rate each of the 8 guises.

3



APPENDIX III

DIRECT RATING OF GROUPS*

How do you rate on these characteristics:
l. Good looks l] = = = = = = =7
2. Leadership ) e e w s
3. Sense of humour i - = = = = = - ]
4, Intelligence l = = = = = = =7
5. Honesty les S a2 e =)
6. Self Confidence | he A s 7
7. Friendliness = = == = Ty
8. Generosity l1 - - = = = - - 7
9. Entertaiﬁingness T
10, Good Heartedness l - = = - = - =7
11, HBReliability l = = = = = = =7
12, Ambition ] &l e e e T 7
13, Stability ] = = = = = = =7
14, Good Character l - = = = = = =7
15. Likeability SRS e e
16. WWealth T G e -
17. Cleverness I o o= o= = & a7
18. Prestige El s wa e SRR

* The blank was filled by one of the five groups:
Japanese, Armenians, Irish, Jews and Italians.

49



APPENDIX

IV

SOCIAL DISTANCE SCALE

Check the statement that

at whcih you will accept a person

PErson.
person
person

person

person

person

ty from

as

as

as

as

as

applies best to the level

from the above mentioned

an intimate friend.
a close kin by marriage.

a room=mate, or I would

a neighbor.

one of my speaking

this person.

I would giﬁe asylum to this person, if he were a
refugee, but I would not grant him citizenship.

I would not permit this person to live in my neighbor-

I would exclude this person from my country.

Qroup.
I« I would marry this
2¢ I weuld accept this
3. I would accept this
4., I would accept this
date this person.
5. I would acecept this
6, &k wnulq accept this
companions.
7. 1 weuld rent. preper
8.
O
hood.
10.
11,

I would be willing to participate in the lynching of

this person.

S50



APPENDIX V

RANKING THE STATEMENTS

I would marry this person,
I would accept this person as an intimate friend.
I would accept this person as a close kin by marriage.

I would accept this person as a room-mate, or I would
date this person.

I would accept this person as a neighbour.
I would accept this person as one of my speaking companions.
I would rent property from this person.

I would give asylum to this person, if he were a refugee,
but I would not grant him citizenship.

I would not permit this person to live in my neighborhood.
I would exclude this person from my country,

I would be willing to participate in the lynching of this
person,



APPENDIX VI
SOCIAL DISTANCE STATEMENTS USED BY TRIANDIS AND TRIANDIS

AND THEIR VALUE ON A 100-POINT SCALE

Statement
Statement Value
1. I weuld marry this persan. - 0,00
2. I would accept this person as an intimate
friend. 11,11
3. I would accept this person as a close kin by
marriage. 21,50
4, I would accept this person as a room-mate, OT
I would date this person. 29,50
* 5. I would accept this person as a personal chum _
in my club,. 31.50
6., I weuld accept this persem as a ﬁeighbnur. 5870
® e 3 wduld accept this person as my husband's or
wife friend. 40,90
¥ B8, I would live in the same appartment house with
this person. - 49,40
9., I would accept this person as one of my speak-
ing acguaintances. 52,40
10. I would rent property from this person. 574,98
11, I would give asylum to this person if he wers
a refugee, but I would not grant him
citizenship. 53.16
12. I would not permit this person to live in my
neighborhood. | 69.70
¥*13, I would not permit this person's attendance
of our universities. 81.00
14, I would exclude this person from my country. 95.00
15. I would be willing to participate in the
lynching of this person. 97.20

¥ Statements not used in the present scale.,

= Z
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