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How an individual perceives the world depends upon two important
factors — the nature of his abilities and his social environment# Of
course, these two factors are related and interact with each other.

The person becomes aware of his abilities (physical and psychological)
by comparing himself to others. By doing this he learns to distinguish
himself from other people and from objects. By developing language, he
is able to coanunlcate and understand not only what makes him feel as
he does, but also what makes others feel as they do. By having such
relationships, sooner or later he will realise that there are also
differences between his wishes and wants and the wishes and wants of
others. Year by year, this kind of knowledge is continuously accumu-
lated and becomes the data which we call his past experiences.

On the basis of past experiences, the individual develops his con-
ception of who and what he is in relation to others. Wecall this his
"self concept™. This concept of self is established over a long period
of time and it is the individual's identification of himself. Hé makes
a great effort to maintain it. The individual strives to be himself
(as he sees himself), to live in accordance with his concept and attitudes
regarding himself, whether these be true or false as seen by others. As
a result, the individual will accept and incorporate that which agrees
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With his "self concept™ as already established and he w ill seek to reject
or avoid experiences, or the meaning of experiences, which are not con-
gruent with it in order to maintain his self concept* Thus, how one
perceives, interprétes, accepts, resists or rejects the infornrtion con-
cerning oneself win he determined to a great extent by his "self concept"*
We nay call this "self concept” the cognitive categories that individuals
use to judge themselves.

The categories developed to judge others are vary often the sane as
those with which we judge ourselves* The Information upon which judgments
are based is the same, that is, our post experiences* W often judge
others by the similarity or dissimilarity to our own self-image* |f
Individual perforas certain actions with which we agree, and which we
also perform or would like to perform, we will judge him favourably* It
may be that with more experience, an individual's perceptions of others
is bated on more "objective" standards, but this is usually only to the
extent to which an individual has integrated these standards and either
follows them or would like to follow them*

Let us taka two examples* Anindividual dislikes the killing of
human beings and he judges himself to be a very peaceful person who has
faith in human beings and a great love for human life*  Assuming that
this is not a distorted self concept, the individual will than judge
other people who have killed or who are concerned with killing others
in a very negative light*
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A second example would o a friendship. Webecome very close friends
with another parson and suddenly * find out that he lltes a certain person
«boave dlelite» What happens? We feel disturbed and attempt to convince
the friend that be has nude a aistake. Usually, if the object of our like
or dlsllto is Inportent, either ve v Il change or our friend will change.
Why Is this so? Uhls happens because ve feel that our friend is similar
to ourselves. That Is, ve Judge our friend by the seme categories with
which ve Judge ourselves sad ve are disturbed when he differs from US. (12)

Therefore, when ve Judge other people, ve do so on the basis of
categories which ve have developed over the years. The categories enable
us to identify a new person and to know vhet to «pact from Ma. Some-
times the catégorisa may be composed of blend of knowledgs as veil as
false ideals and «motional tone. Whenthe « information conflicts with
the existing categories, it may be distorted through selective accentua-
tion or interpretations so as to ante the evidence seem to conform to the
previous categories.

These categories axe the means by which we form impressions of others.
In this sense, ve can say that each of US has his own selective organiza-
tion which forms impressions of another's personality. These will in-
fluence the course of interpersonal relationships.

We would expect then, that when individual enters a new situation
and meets a stranger, he will use his set of categories to Judge the new
person. Asvas stated along, ve use our categories to Judge ourselves
and the world around US. Since each person has had different post ex-
periences and relates to others differently, he should also form first
impressions differently.
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Also, first impressions are based on very little information. We
would expect then, that when more and more information la presented to
an Individual, there will he changea In the original impression. We
would also expect that Individuals with différait pest experiences (a
different sat of categories) would change differently. It aMy also he
expected that certain individualB might not change their first impression
at all, even though more Information la presented*

In luahin'a (1l) study on primary-recency In laprasalon information
of person, he reports that whan a person la presented with a piece of
information for the first time and another new piece of information later,
the first pelce of Information w ill Influence the individual more in
determining the impressions of an object or person than the second, Ods
shows that the individual Is the "passive victim™ of primacy in the
formation of impressions of others and that first impressions tend to
resist change*

Also, a study dona by Baire and Qxunes (10) on collage students’
perceptions of factory workers shows that when a place of information
la presented which la inconsistent with the individual's Image of
factory workers, he w ill manage to owereone this Inconsistency in order
to preserve his original impression of factory workers. Some deny the
quality, sons modify, some deny that they are factory workers, and some
recognise the incongruity but maintain the original perception.

Another study done by Qollin (s) Shows a similar result. Whan a
new piece of information is presented which contradicts the individual's
impression, he found that some people unify the impression, end attempt
to integrate the contradictory elements, some sim plify the impression
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flood retain only ths first one and SOBS retain both qualities vithout
attempting to unify them* Ibis show that an individual has ifficulty
in achieving an organized impression that intsgratss the two sets of
contradictory information*

These studies show how impressions flam formed and how individuals
react differently to the presentation of new information.

She question this research raises is: do people with different
parsons Ities change their perceptions differently? As stated before,
the reesons fox such differences should be in the differences between
the pest experiences (categories) of the individuals concerned* Also,
the reesons should be in the shinties of individuals to permit changes
in their categories (impressions) as new in formation is presented*
Frenk”--Brunswick (7 ),J& dealing with such an ability* She refers to
an individual's |nto1erance of az&lpﬁ_ty ]éltatmg that an individual
who la intolerant of ambiguity is a person Who is unable to corps with
ambiguity or unclear objects or events*

R Ll Rl SRR
to ora S|mpe arly orgamsed cognmve system”

Accordmg to th|s study, different individuals consistently differ
in their capacity to tolerate or cope with ambiguous objecta and
unstructured events. So we would expect that when an individual who
is relatively intolerant of ambiguity is faced with new information
which is contrary to his original impression, he win attempt to distent
or resist this information so that it will agree with his original set
more than w ill an individual who is relatively tolerant of ambiguity*
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Om of the moot eomaa. form of perceptual distortion occurs in
individuals ut» hold negative iraages of a group of people — shat is
often called a stereotype.* Weusually associate a stereotype as being
a set of categories maintained hy individuals Who are prejudiced against
a group of people. Aquestion to be raised is hov these negative sets
of categories (images) develop?

One may in vhlch negative stereotypes can develop Is as a result
of inner conflict in the personality of an individual. ads individual
sill use an ethnic group or another group aa a scapegoat on vhich he
projects Ms frustrated feelings. Psychodynamically, this is similar
to shat Frenk.et*Brunsiilfc has called intolerance of ambiguity.

A study done by Bettelhala and Janovitz (3) on prejudice stated
that ethnic intolerance is a function of anxiety, frustration and
depri vations, share the intolerant person's accusations are says to
justify his agression, la the other cases, ths stereotype develops
as a result of acceptable standards of social behavior. A negative
image is held by a groat  box of people of a group and is considered
one of the standards of behavior of that group. In both these cases,
individuals sill distort information about or experience with members
of the group against which he holds a negative image so that ths
characteristics of the individual fit the image. In other words, a
person's impression of an individual who la a ab ber of another group
w ill be negative on the basic of a set of categories developed either
from personality conflicts or group standards.

* can be both positive and negative.
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Pettigrew (13) recently reported an Investigation of the personality
and saoio-cultural factors which lead to prejudice In the lon of South
Africa and the southern United States. Be stated that the white people
In the Union of South Africa "ore unusually prejudiced against Africans.”
Continuing he states:

"This raises the mtngum? question as to whether
th|s Increased hostility Fepresents:

sore externahsmg personallty potential for
P ejufjtjegtgm(??gdlﬁurentrclm{]usral norms and
(e) JMties®." (13, P.31)

In investigating these questions, Pettigrew used the following dif-
ferent measures:

1* For "the personality potential far prejudice™, he used the F
scale which is a test for measuring authoritarianism (what has been called
the prejudiced personality). This test is said to measure a general
personality type which is characterized by prejudice towards minority
groups in general es Hell as an intolerance of anfciguity.

2. For the effects of different "cultural norme", the author used
a special test of social conformity developed for the research.

3. For the attitudes towards Africans, he used a special attitude
questionnaire developed for the research.

Us general conclusions are:

Sxfcernah%]atlon factors such as aut ortanamsm

re assoctated with pre dce In hot e South
%fn(ian ana sout ern ﬂne totﬁs sam les a{
evels er areas, fata

% ly. compara ewﬂﬂ ot

from Sou frica stt#dents |Qt however, that
susceP ility o conform may be'on unusua
Impor antp sychological com Pnent of prej[u Ice
In re?mns ere the cultural norms positive
sanction intolerance. In addition, there 1S no
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indication in e|ther of these sam les that t{tere IS
any rare external |3|n% personalit r] tear
8¥ tlhjgléfotl)re] these artas than In re tolerant ports

The extenswe raC|aI pregudme of the sout
African and %E rou 5S e{nshdwect I|n
-with the ant|« a cta es of the two ¢ tures
Sociocn|tttral factors whic refect the acres con-
S|stenty relate to prejudice _HO ace o bir h
g%ltlca arty pref rence upward H |tg a
t nMBgro Buoa ersd in the SOl]l African t
reh atan nce, socigl nobility, poli
|ca party identif |cat|on arme servwe and
flucanom the. sout outﬁai\a hepatter

clear:. conformit icap or so H
mores is assomateyd ?<|th ramallr toPrance’UT’ ?13 p.ko)
Taken together with other published work, these limited results
suggest a broad, cross-national hypothesis

"In ar%as with historically i tlbedded trad|t|ons of

raclal intolerance, e terna 1ZIng. personalit
tors un erlymgg |ce remain”jmportant, bu
soclocu tural to S are unusua cruc|a1 an

account for the heightened racial ost|I|ty élB p.fco)

Interpreting these conclusions, we can state that an individual's
perception of another in a discriminatory manner is not only related
to personality factors, but is also directly related to the standards
of the group (or culture) to which he belongs*  ®would also say
that if an individual develops Us image of another group mainly as
a result of Ms acceptance of group standards, he would not necess-
arily rwdrrtat a similar negative image towards another group. On
the other hand, a person who develops his negative image towards a
group as a result of personality conflict would hold similar attitudes
towards many other groupe.
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The Chinese in Thailand have been reported (14) to be discrimi-
nated against, especially in the last two or three decades. Some of
the 'reasons* given for this discrimination are that the Chinese
control the economy of the country and are taking the money from the Thai,
Coughlin states that some Thai people have attributed a whole host of
negative characteristics to the Chinese which are said to be a result of
Chinese up-bringing.

"The Chinese are uncout eca S hgg are often
Ioud and raucous |n %a ca Se W"?

o0 bt ot e, WL? {hearé
KE e&””‘i%ea”%h %fe a&%as i i e
teF rjalistic, an interestag o hly n" maki né
money. (g

He also states that in splte of prejudices and latent discontents
against each other, face-to-face relationships between the Thai and the
Chinese are outwardly good. They mingle easily and freely in all public
aspects of life. (5#p.96)

Whatever the causes of the prejudice against the Chinese, those
categories which are used to judge the Chinese maintain the prejudice
and discrimination. The question of maintaining the image (categories)
of the Chinese as negative must be traced back to the nature of it's
development,/ Following Pettigrew's analysis, we would look for two
possible psychological reasons: 1) the individual acceptance of the
standard of a group which is prejudicial towards Chinese, or (2) an
individual's internal psychological conflict which leads him or her
to discriminate against. a minority group in order to relieve some of
the internal conflict J(l/vhat Pettigrew has called externalisation factors
or what others have referred to as ego-defenses).
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Following Pettigrew’» analysis of prejudice# this author feel» that
the major cause® of the negative iURga of the Chinese In lied land le a
result of the standards of certain aspects of Thai society end the
general tendency of people to accept the standards of the group to which
they belong» It le probable that Individuals Who have a greater tendency
to conform would hold the standards of their peer groups more strongly
than those who tend not to conform. Bence# individuals who are leercbers
of peer groups which have a negative image of the Chinese w ill thsiwalwoii
be negative towards the Chinese.
Following this# a nuntoer of questions can he raised:
A. What is the iaage of the subjects under study towards the
Chinese?
B. Is there any differences between sexes and tati-Cfcdnese
fueling?
c. Is there any differences between education levels and Aati-
(hinaao feeling?
D. Whet are the reasons for this Image of the Chinese?
The following hypotheses are specifically formulated:
1» Individuals who score high on the confornity scale# and whose
friends are negative towards the Chinese# w ill have a tendency to have
a negative image of the Chinese (as measured lay the Anti-Chinese Male)#
regardless of their score an the F scale.
2» Individuals who score high on the F scale w ill have a tendency
to hove a negative image of the Chinese# regardless of their score on
the Conformity scale.
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3. In the previous discussion of intolerance of ambiguity, mention
vas made of the authoritarian personality, vMch is characterised by a
low tolerance of ambiguity.

In general, whereas the high F. scale people will tend to rartntE3n
the original ingressions, the low F. Scale people will tend to change their
impressions.
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