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AND ATTITUDE CHANGE AFTER REMINDING PEOPLE OF
HISTORICAL EVENTS
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ABSTRACT

This study investigated whether reminding people of centuries-old historical events modifies
their ethnic stereotypes and attitudes. Ninety-two Romanian participants completed Romanian
history tests describing four types of historical events: (a) Hungarians cooperating with
Romanians to overcome common enemies, (b) Romanians being military or territorially
aggressed by Hungarians, (c) Romanians defeating non-Hungarian aggressors, (d) Romanians
being military or territorially aggressed by non-Hungarian enemies, and a geography test
unrelated to Romania or Hungary (control group). After the manipulation phase, participants
responded to questions about their affective state, self-esteem, and their attitude and stereotype
dimensions of Romanians and Hungarians. Statistical analysis revealed important gender x test
conditions interactions and that the experimental manipulation had a significant effect on the
ethnic stereotypes of participants, but not on their ethnic attitudes.

INTRODUCTION

Although social psychologists unanimously agree that people’s perception and evaluation of
others depend heavily on their pre-existing social knowledge base (Macrae and Bodenhausen
2000, 2001), they have paid little attention to the role of historical knowledge and beliefs in the
process of intergroup perception and evaluation. However, what people know or think they know
about historical events, personalities, or symbols has a significant impact on theirs thoughts,
feelings, and behaviors (Rudmin 1997), or, more specifically, on their ethnic stereotypes and
attitudes (Mungiu-Pippidi 1999).

History and Ethnic Conflicts: Romanians and Hungarians
The first ethnic conflict in post-communist Europe involved the Romanian and Hungarian



communities of Targu-Mures, a town situated in the Transylvanian region of Romania. A content
analysis of the two local Romanian and Hungarian language newspapers published in that period
revealed a high frequency of articles on national history. As a common feature, both newspapers
focused on the historical events, personalities, or symbols of the in-group providing a biased
presentation of the historical information. However, in the Romanian newspaper the most
frequent historical topics involved the territorial integrity and the Hungarian oppressions in the
past (Bodo, Cosmeanu, Matéffy, and Marginean 1995).

The importance of historical beliefs in this ethnic conflict was not fortuitous. While most people
all around the world see Transylvania as synonymous with the legend of Dracula, Romanians
and Hungarians have other chronically accessible concepts associated with this word.
Throughout history, this territory has been disputed between Romanians and Hungarians, who
embrace conflicting theories of its history. Although the content of ethnic stereotypes depend on
realistic differences between groups on economic, political, cultural, or relational aspects
(Peabody 1985, Pope and Linssen 1999), the manner Romanians and Hungarians perceive each
other also seem to depend on their beliefs about the history of Transylvania. Many Romanians
believe that Hungarians conquered this land from their ancestors and perceive them as aggressors
who oppressed Romanians for centuries, whereas many Hungarians believe that Romanians
came in Transylvania as shepherds and found here a civilization built by Hungarians, viewing
them as uncivilized (see Mungiu-Pippidi 1999, for a detailed account).

Problem and Goal of the Present Study

Many of the historical episodes evoked by the Romanian and Hungarian language newspapers
took place hundreds of years ago. Because these newspapers provided a biased view of the
historical events, they were often accused that their conduct had an instigating effect.
Nevertheless, a question seems justified: is it possible to alter people’s ethnic stereotypes and
attitudes by simply reminding them of national historical events that happened hundreds of years
ago?

Because stereotypes and attitudes are commonly perceived as strongly associated to the current
relations between groups, it seems unlikely that intergroup perception and evaluation could be
altered by reminding people of events that happened centuries ago. After all, intergroup
perception and evaluation change with time. For example, a recent replication of Princenton
trilogy revealed that almost all stereotypes of 10 ethnic and national groups changed in content
over a period of 60 years (Madon, Guyll, Aboufadel, Montiel, Smith, Palumbo, and Jussim, in
press). This result would be improbable if people would construe their ethnic and national
stereotypes based on what they believe that an ethnic or national group did many years ago.
However such findings do not imply that stereotypes or attitudes are not associated with
historical beliefs, or that they could not be affected by historical beliefs. Moreover, many
researches have revealed that even subtle stimuli can significantly alter people’s perception and
evaluation of the social world (see Bargh 1994; Macrae and Bodenhausen 2001) or people’s
behaviors (Steele and Aronson 1995; Shih, Pittinsky, and Ambady 1999; Stone, Lynch,
Sjomeling, and Darley 1999). For example, subjects exposed to pictures of admired Black and
disliked White Americans expressed less automatic preference for White over African



Americans compared with subjects exposed to pictures of admired White and disliked Black
individuals or to non-racial exemplars (Dasgupta and Greenwald, in press). Similarly, subjects
that received a "miss-addressed" e-mail were friendlier in their replies when the sender had the
same name as a well-known positive exemplar than the sender had the same name as a well-
known negative exemplar (Castelli, Zogmaister and Arcuri 2001). Consequently, although it
seems unlikely that reminding people of events that happened hundreds of years ago would alter
their intergroup perception and evaluation, the results of such contemporary researches on the
"sensitive™ side of social information processing suggest the opposite.

The present study investigated if short-term changes of ethnic stereotypes and attitudes occur
after reminding people of national historical events, some of them similar to the type of events
evoked by the Romanian newspaper during the ethnic conflict, others providing counter-
stereotypical information (by showing Hungarians cooperating with Romanians), or attenuating
information (by reminding participants of more negative historical events related to non-
Hungarian groups).

METHOD

Participants and Design

Ninety-two Romanian students at Electromures Highscool of Targu-Mures voluntarily
participated in this experiment. The data from four subjects were discarded because they failed to
complete all measures or clearly misunderstood the instructions; the final sample consisted of 88
subjects (59 males and 29 females). The study was of a between-subjects design, with the type of
exposure information used as the independent variable, and the subsequent scores on
Affectometer 2, Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem, as well as on attitude and stereotype dimensions as
the dependent variables. Positive and negative attitudes were evaluated as well as sociability,
efficiency, aggression, and extremism stereotype dimensions. Sociability and efficiency were
selected because they seem to be the most important dimensions of intergroup perception (Pope
and Linssen 1999), whereas aggressivity and extremism were selected because they are
particularly relevant for the manner Romanians perceive and evaluate the Hungarians (Mungiu-
Pippidi 1999, Stoltz 1999). Affective state and self-esteem were also measured, numerous
researches and theories emphasizing their important mediational role in intergroup perception
and evaluation (Tajfel 1981; Tajfel and Turner 1986; Greenwald, Banaji, Rudman, Farnham,
Nosek, and Mellott, in press; Bodenhausen, Mussweiler, Gabriel, and Moreno, in press).

Materials

History and geography tests, each of them containing five items selected from secondary school
textbooks, represented the exposure material. All items of the history tests, except two, described
events that happened more than 60 years ago (M = 450 years). The items consisted of a sentence
describing an historical event, followed by four letter choices, representing possible years of the
events, historical figures involved etc., and participants had to chose the option representing the
correct answer. Stereotypes dimensions were assessed using the percentage of shared attribute
method, and positive and negative attitudes using 7-point scales that ranged from1-to a small
extent to7- to a large extent (see the Appendix). Affectometer 2 (Robinson, Shaver, and



Wrightsman 1991, pp. 98-100) and Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem scales (Robinson, Shaver, and
Wrightsman 1991, pp. 127-131) have also been used with 7-point scales.

Procedure

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the five conditions: a) positive Hungarian
(Romanians and Hungarians fighting together against a common enemy); b) positive non-
Hungarian (military successes of Romanians over Turks and Germans); c) negative Hungarian
(Hungarian military aggressions against Romanians, losses of territory to Hungarians etc.); d)
negative non-Hungarian (Turk and Russian military aggressions against Romanians, losses of
territory to these groups etc.); e) geography (control group). Participants were assured they will
not receive any grades for their test performance and that their answers will remain anonymous.
After participants completed the "knowledge tests" they had to respond to Affectometer 2 and
Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem scales and to complete the items that assessed their stereotypes of
Romanians and Hungarians and their attitudes toward these two ethnic groups. Finally,
participants provided information about their age and gender.

RESULTS

Gender
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Although no previous research on how Romanians perceive or evaluate Hungarians revealed
important gender differences (Mungiu-Pippidi 1999, Stoltz 1999), the results showed that gender
significantly moderated the test conditions effects on some dependent variables. Consequently,
the measured variables were submitted to a 2 (gender) 2@ 5 (test conditions) multivariate
General Linear Model analysis of variance.

The test conditions had important main effects on two stereotype dimensions: Romanian’s
sociability (F(4,86) = 2.46, p = .052) and Hungarian’s efficiency (F(4,86) = 2.25, p=.071).
Tukey’s Honestly Significant Differences (HSD) revealed that in the negative Hungarian
condition participants perceived Hungarians as more efficient and Romanians as more sociable
than in the positive Hungarian condition (p = .040 and .005, respectively). The mean scores are
shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Participants mean scores and standard deviations for the measured variables by test conditions.

Hungarian Hungarian Non- Non-
9al gar Hungarian Hungarian Control
Positive Negative Positive Neqative (N = 16) Total
(N = 19) (N =17) g -

(N = 19) (N=17)



Test

;:r(])gdltlons Mean | S.D. |Mean | S.D. |Mean | S.D. |Mean | S.D. |Mean | S.D. |Mean | S.D
Variables

Sociability 300.4 382.5 333.6 325.0 | 63.0 | 336.7 | 49.8 | 334.8 | 73.7
Romanians | 2 |89 | g |6L79 |75 17660 T " T 6 | 3 | a4
Sociability 190.6 63.92 195.3 97 36 191.2 | 108.8 | 176.0 | 95.4 | 187.0 | 81.7 | 188.2 | 88.9
Hungarians 3 ' 5 ' 6 9 6 6 0 8 0 6
Efficiency 197.2 236.5 262.3 206.0 | 72.2 | 218.7 | 76,5 | 224.4 | 80.2
Romanians 1 81.94 3 86.06 2 74.10 0 3 5 3 8 0
Efficiency 162.8 91.46 250.2 97 42 174.0 | 101.1 | 201.1 |89.5 | 203.4 | 89.5 | 196.9 | 96.8
Hungarians 4 ' 0 ' 5 9 2 3 4 9 1 8
Aggression | 169.2 157.6 165.5 182.7 | 81.0 | 152.2 | 69.6 | 165.7 | 73.4
Romanians 1 69.85 5 76.00 8 75.32 6 3 5 5 3 5
Aggression | 220.5 | 104.7 | 248.8 | 101.8 | 178.2 95.83 232.0 | 70.4 | 246.8 | 98.2 | 223.9 | 96.6
Hungarians 8 5 8 2 6 ' 5 4 8 0 1 5
Extremism | 102.5 117.2 109.4 | 80.2 49.6 | 101.3 | 59.4
Romanians 3 50.18 | 83.82 | 42.90 9 67.18 1 4 92.00 6 2 4
Extremism | 157.8 185.2 121.8 125.4 | 47.6 | 160.2 | 68.1 | 149.5 | 69.5
Hungarians 9 69.71 4 66.07 4 77.66 1 2 5 6 5 7
Positive

evaluation 28.05 | 470 |28.65 | 6.09 |29.84 | 799 |29.76 |3.67 |29.31 |6.31 |29.11 | 5.87
Romanians

Positive
evaluation | 16.98 | 8.65 |15.01 | 6.96 |14.03 | 5.00 |16.68 | 7.65 | 15.13 |558 | 1557 | 6.86
Hungarians

Negative
evaluation | 16.68 | 756 | 1535 | 570 | 1521 | 9.87 | 1565 |7.39 | 1431 | 7.09 |1548 | 7.57
Romanians

Negative 104

evaluation | 23.37 | 7.86 |24.41 |10.13 | 24.00 | 11.57 | 2759 | 9.57 | 25.56 4' 24.92 | 9.86
Hungarians

Affectomet | 192.8 206.3 200.7 190.0 | 35.1 | 200.6 | 27.4 |198.0 | 29.1
or 4 32.14 5 18.28 8 29.56 0 9 3 1 0 5
Self-Esteem | 49.42 | 731 |51.94 | 8.01 |51.05 | 879 |48.82 1(;'0 51.63 | 9.17 | 50.55 | 8.57

The gender of participants (Table 2) had significant main effects on three dependent variables.
Female participants perceived Hungarians as more sociable than male subjects (F(1,86) = 5.11, p



=.027), reported that more Hungarians are characterized by efficiency than male participants
(F(1,86) =5.07, p =.027), and expressed less negative evaluations of Hungarians than males

(F(1,86) = 10.96, p = .001). That is, male participants reported more negative stereotypes and
attitudes toward Hungarians than female participants.

Table 2. Male and female participants mean scores by test conditions.

Hungarian Hungarian Non- Non-
gal gar Hungarian Hungarian Control
positive negative s . 16 Total
(n=19) (n=17) positive negative (n=16)
(n=19) (n=17)
Test
Conditions M F M F M F M F M F M F
and Variable
Sociability
. 263.09 | 351.75 || 377.43 | 406.67 | 335.07 | 329.60 | 318.42 | 341.00 || 332.00 | 341.50 | 327.90 | 348.93
Romanians
Sociability
. 180.73 || 204.25 | 192.43 | 209.00 | 157.64 | 285.40 | 174.58 || 179.60 | 155.25 | 218.75 | 173.32 | 218.48
Hungarians
Efficiency
. 184.91 | 214.13 | 246.21 | 191.33 | 264.93 || 255.00 | 201.17 || 217.60 | 177.63 || 259.88 | 220.76 | 232.03
Romanians
Efficiency
. 137.00 || 198.38 | 237.03 | 311.67 | 151.43 | 237.40 | 203.25 || 196.00 | 188.38 | 218.50 | 184.60 | 221.97
Hungarians
Aggression |l 4aq 19 | 16925 | 17221 | 89.67 | 171.93 | 147.80 | 178.58 | 192.80 | 132.63 | 171.88 | 167.51 | 162.10
Romanians
Aggression |l 41 09 | 206.13 | 256.21 | 214.67 | 165.50 | 214.00 | 206.99 | 292.20 | 236.50 | 257.25 | 217.32 | 237.31
Hungarians
Extremism 96.55 | 110.75 | 87.07 | 68.67 | 127.15 | 91.40 | 102.50 | 126.00 | 80.25 || 103.75 | 100.10 | 103.76
Romanians
Extremism | 419 5 | 180.00 | 197.64 | 127.33 | 136.00 | 82.20 | 11758 | 144.20 | 134.38 | 186.13 | 147.75 | 153.21
Hungarians
Positive
evaluation 27.00 | 2950 | 29.86 | 23.00 | 29.71 | 30.20 | 30.08 | 29.00 | 30.38 | 2825 | 29.41 | 2852
Romanians
Positive
evaluation 15.05 | 19.63 | 15.22 | 12.00 | 12.68 | 17.80 | 17.46 | 14.80 | 14.00 | 16.25 | 14.88 | 16.97
Hungarians




Negative
evaluation 17.82 | 15.13 | 16.07 | 12.00 | 14.79 | 16.40 || 16.00 | 14.80 | 14.75 | 13.38 | 15.90 | 14.62
Romanians
Negative
evaluation 23.36 || 23.38 || 26.71 || 13.67 | 28.07 | 12.60 | 28.75 || 24.80 | 28.38 || 22.75 | 27.05 | 20.59
Hungarians
Affectometer || 184.73 || 204.00 | 207.07 || 203.00 || 211.46 || 173.00 || 196.33 || 174.80 || 201.00 || 200.25 || 200.76 | 192.48
Self-Esteem 48.82 || 50.25 || 51.29 || 55.00 | 54.29 | 42.00 | 51.00 | 43.60 | 52.88 | 50.38 || 51.69 || 48.21

The analysis revealed a significant gender 2@ test conditions interaction effect on Affectometer
2 scores (F(4,86) = 2.54, p = .046). Female participants Affectometer 2 scores were affected only

by the presence or the absence of Hungarians, whereas male participants Affectometer 2 scores
were affected both by Hungarian’s presence and by the nature of the historical events (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Male and female participants scores for Affectometer 2
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The analysis also revealed a weaker (F(4,86) = 2.27, p = .069) but quite similar gender by test
conditions interaction effect on self-esteem (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Male and female participants scores for Rosenberg Self Esteem
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Gender and test conditions also interacted significantly on Hungarian’s extremism (F(4,86) =
2.84, p = .030). Male participants rated Hungarians as more extremist in the negative Hungarian
condition than in the positive Hungarian condition, whereas female participants did the opposite.
Furthermore, male participants perceived Hungarians as more extremist in the positive non-
Hungarian condition than in the negative non-Hungarian condition, but female participants did
the reverse (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Male and female participants scores for Hungarian’s extremism

200
180
160
HMses
i HFemdes

120 4

100 4

80 A
Hungarian Hungarian MNon- Mon- Control
positive negdive  Hungarian Hungarian

positive negaive



When affective state was used as a covariate, the analysis revealed significant effects on
Romanian’s positive evaluation (F(1,86) = 9.56, p = .003), negative evaluation (F(1,86) = 7.86, p
=.006), aggressivity (F(1,86) = 4.61, p = .035), efficiency (F(1,86) = 4.55, p = .036), and
sociability (F(1,86) = 9.97, p = .002). If self-esteem was entered as a covariate, the analysis
found significant effects on Romanian’s positive evaluation (F(1,86) =4.52, p=.037) and
sociability (F(1,86) = 4.15, p = .045). With no exception, greater affective state or self-esteem
were associated with a more positive perception or evaluation of the Romanians.

ANOVA of Male Participants' Results

The test conditions did not have a significant effect on male participants' attitudes. However,
their stereotype dimensions were significantly altered: Hungarian’s efficiency (F(4, 57) = 2.67, p
=.042), extremism (F(4, 57) = 2.60, p = .046), aggressivity (F(4, 57) = 2.50, p = .054), and
Romanian’s sociability (F(4, 57) = 3.79, p = .008), and efficiency (F(4, 57) = 3.36, p =.016).
Tukey’s HSD was used to determine where actual significant differences lied when the overall
comparison was significant. The following significant differences emerged (Table 3):

a. Male participants perceived Hungarians as more efficient in the negative Hungarian
condition (M = 237.03) than in the positive Hungarian condition (M = 137.00);

b. Male participants perceived Hungarians as more aggressive in the negative Hungarian
condition (M = 256.21) than in the positive non-Hungarian condition (M = 165.50);

c. Male participants perceived Hungarians as more extremist in the negative Hungarian
condition (M = 197.64) than in the negative non-Hungarian condition (M = 117.58);

d. Male participants perceived Romanians as more efficient in the positive non-Hungarian
condition (M = 264.93) than in the positive Hungarian condition (M = 184.91,

e. Male participants perceived Romanians as more sociable in the negative Hungarian
condition (M = 377.43) than in the positive Hungarian condition (M = 263.09).

Table 3. Multiple comparisons of means of overall significantly altered dimensions (Tukey’s HSD).

. Mean
Test Conditions Differences

Dependent Std. .
Variable (@) (0) (@) - (b) Error | °'9
Efficiency Hun. Negative Hun Positive Hun 100.03 35.14 |.048
Aggressivity Negative Hun, | ' ositive non- 107.46 36.01 |.034
Hun. Hun.

Extremism Hun. | Negative Hun Nega:'l:;ﬁ hon- 80.06 26.51 ||.031
Efficiency Rom. pos'ﬂ:j’f] ON- 1l positive Hun. 91.84 32.26 ||.047
Sociability Rom. | Negative Hun. Positive Hun. 114.34 29.67 |[.003




Although the overall comparison of means for the affective state of participants was not
significant, Tukey’s HSD revealed that the difference between positive non-Hungarian (M =
211.46) and positive Hungarian (M = 184.73) conditions was important (p = .067).

ANOVA of Female Participants Results

Test conditions had almost no effect on female’s attitudes and stereotypes of Romanians and
Hungarians, the only measure significantly affected being Hungarian’s extremism (F(4, 24) =
3.42, p = .020). Female participants rated Hungarians as significantly more extremist in the
positive Hungarian condition (M = 180.00) and control condition (M = 186.13) than in the
positive non-Hungarian condition (M = 82.21).

In-Group Favoritism

Measures of in-group favoritism were computed by subtracting the scores of the out-group from
the scores of the in-group. Gender was responsible for one significant difference in this regard:
male’s negative evaluation differentiation (M = 11.44) was greater compared with female’s
negative evaluation differentiation (M = 4.99), F(1,86) = 6.04, p = .016. Test conditions affected
significantly only male participants in-group favoritism on efficiency (F(4,57) = 2.84, p =.033).
They seemed to favor the in-group the most in the positive non-Hungarian condition, as post-hoc
tests revealed (all Tukey’s HSD had p < .08, except the comparison with the positive Hungarian
condition).

In-group favoritism depended more on the affective state of the participants. When affective state
was entered as a covariate the analysis revealed significant effects on in-group favoritism on
positive evaluation (F(1,86) = 4.18, p = .044), negative evaluation (F(1,86) = 5.290, p = .024)
and sociability (F(1,86) = 10.11, p = .002). Self-esteem had significant effects on in-group
favoritism on negative evaluation (F(1,86) = 4.40, p = .039) and aggressivity (F(1,86) =4.57,p =
.036).

DISCUSSION

The present study explored the effects of exposure to information about centuries-old national
historical events on ethnic stereotypes and attitudes. The results failed to reveal any significant
impact of test conditions on the ethnic attitudes expressed by the participants, but showed
significant effects of test conditions on their ethnic stereotypes. More specifically, participants
rated Romanians as more sociable and Hungarians as more efficient when reminded of
Hungarian aggressions in the past than when reminded of Hungarians cooperating with
Romanians. Furthermore, test conditions significantly affected how female participants
stereotyped Hungarians on extremism, but they significantly altered how male participants
stereotyped Hungarians on efficiency, aggressivity, extremism, and Romanians on efficiency and
sociability.

One reason results did not reveal a significant impact of the test conditions on participant’s
ethnic attitudes could be that recent events, with a potentially more powerful affective impact,



were not included in test conditions. The history tests described events that happened centuries
ago (M = 450 years) and none of them mentioned Hungarian or non-Hungarian atrocities against
Romanians. That the reminded information was "cold" is also revealed by the fact that test
conditions did not have significant main effects on the reported affective state of participants.
However, it may also be speculated that modifications of ethnic attitudes occurred but have not
been detected. A limit of the present study is that it used only explicit measures, which are
unable to detect changes at the implicit level of attitudes.

Male participants expressed more negative evaluations toward Hungarians than female
participants. They also reported more negative stereotypes of Hungarians than female
participants, a result that is consistent with the finding that high-prejudiced persons hold more
powerful stereotypes compared with low-prejudiced persons (Lepore and Brown 1997). That
female participants expressed significantly less negative attitudes toward Hungarians than male
participants could explain why their stereotypes were less affected compared with male
participants stereotypes, because category related stimuli affect to a greater degree the social
information processing of high-prejudiced persons than the social information processing of low-
prejudiced persons (Wittenbrink, Judd, and Park 1997). However, additional factors may be
involved. The significant interaction of gender with test conditions on affective state and self-
esteem, which showed that females were less affected by the nature (positive or negative) of
historical events than males, suggest that the reminded episodes (most of them about military
actions) might had distinct meanings for male and female participants.

In the positive Hungarian condition, participants perceived Romanians as significantly less
sociable and Hungarians as significantly less efficient than in the negative Hungarian condition.
Pope and Linssen (1999) have shown that higher economic status and size of the out-group is
associated with decreased in-group favoritism on the status related dimension of competence
(efficiency) and with increased in-group favoritism on the alternative dimension of morality
(sociability). In the negative Hungarian condition, participants were reminded of historical
events describing Hungarian military and territorially aggressions. However, these events also
reminded participants of the Hungarian dominance of the in-group in the past. The finding that
they perceived the out-group as more efficient, while rating the in-group as more sociable than in
the positive Hungarian condition suggests that participants were more sensitive to the
information about the status of the out-group than to the nature (aggressive or cooperative) of its
behavior. Although the present study failed to reveal significant effects of the test conditions on
in-group favoritism, these results agree with the findings of Pope and Linssen (1999).
Nevertheless, why participants judged Hungarians as less efficient and Romanians as less
sociable in the positive Hungarian condition, which made salient the behavior of the out-group
rather than its status? One plausible answer may be that the information provided to participants
in this condition (Hungarians cooperating with Romanians) contradicted their negative
stereotypes and attitudes toward Hungarians and constrained negatively how they stereotyped the
in-group on sociability, whereas out-group’s efficiency was altered as an alternative dimension.

That the information about the status of the out-groups was most important is also revealed by
the finding that male subjects judged Romanians as most efficient when reminded of military



victories of Romanians against non-Hungarian aggressors, that is, against powerful groups
(Turks and Germans). However, the type of behavior performed by the out-group altered male
participants stereotypes. Specifically, Hungarians were more negatively stereotyped on
aggression and extremism in the negative Hungarian condition than in the conditions unrelated to
Hungarians. That is, when reminded of Hungarian aggressions against their national group they
perceived them as more aggressive and extremist.

Although test conditions had no significant effects on in-group favoritism, participants with high
affective state favored to a greater degree the in-group than participants with low affective state,
a result that is consistent with the general findings on the effects of happy and depressive moods
on social information processing strategies (see Bodenhausen, Mussweiler, Gabriel, and Moreno,
in press). The same pattern was found for participants with high and low self-esteem, except that
in this case the differences were less significant. Moreover, results shown that the affective state
and self-esteem of participants altered significantly how they rated and evaluated the in-group on
several dimensions, but not how they perceived or evaluated the out-group. Interestingly, test
conditions altered significantly in-group favoritism only when it also affected almost
significantly the affective state of participants. Specifically, male participants favored more the
in-group on efficiency in the positive non-Hungarian condition, that is, when they also expressed
the greatest affective state.

In conclusion, the results of this study imply that reminding people of events that happened
hundreds of years ago may alter their ethnic stereotypes, especially if they are highly prejudiced
against the target group. The modifications of ethnic stereotypes seem to depend on the
information about the status and the nature of interaction with the out-group. However, it is
possible that such centuries-old events are not "hot" enough to alter people’s attitudes and in-
group favoritism.
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APPENDIX

Table 4. The pattern matrix of a principal component factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation of stereotype items
used in the experiment.

Items Sociability||Aggressivity||Efficiency | Extremism
Communicative| .428 -.456
Tough 129
Efficient 229 -.629
Extremist .745
Angry 176
Enterprising -.586 .280
Manipulator .630
Organized -.230 -.848
Dangerous 719
Persevering .282 -.525
Convivial 784
Friendly .756 -.216
Sociable 174
Chauvinist .788
Aggressive 722

Conscientious -723




Amusing 750

Table 5. The pattern matrix of a principal component factor analysis with direct oblimin rotation of attitude items
used in the experiment.

Items Negativ_e Positive_
evaluation evaluation
Admiration .819
Anger .940
Pleasure .836
Respect 469 480
Rejection .789
Appreciation .322 .629
Attraction .964
Hate .869
Joy .807
Disgust 124 210
Despise .790
Annoyance 770
[28]
T

Table 6. Alpha coefficients of stereotype and attitude scales

Scales Alpha coefficients
Sociability .825
Efficiency 746
Aggression .768
Extremism .637
Positive evaluation 914
Negative evaluation 915
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