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Abstract

Guided by the intergroup contact hypothesis, this study examined the 

relationships among three sets of variables: Japanese sojourners’ (N  = 103) 

communication experiences, relational solidarity with their most frequent American 

contact, and attitude toward Americans in general. Regression analysis results 

indicated that communication accommodation and social support were positive 

predictors of relational solidarity, thus Hypothesis 1 was supported. Partially 

supporting Hypothesis 2, social support, relational solidarity, and communication 

accommodation were positive predictors of the affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

attitudes respectively. The third hypothesis predicting that typicality of the American 

individuals: and perceived group salience would moderate the relationship between 

relational solidarity and the three dimensions of attitude was not supported. In 

addition, this study revealed that the participants’ linguistic comfort was a positive 

predictor of the cognitive and behavioral dimensions of attitude. Results were 

discussed in light of the contact hypothesis and prior literature in intergroup and 

intercultural communication.
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Intergroup communication research has gained attention since the 1990s 

greatly due to a growing interest in understanding how contact with specific group 

members is associated with attitudes and perceptions about groups in general 

(Harwood, Giles, & Palomares, 2005; Wilder & Simon, 1998). Guided by the 

intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954), scholars have identified various 

facilitating factors and critical situational conditions (e.g., equal status, social norms, 

institutional support, and quality of contact) for intercultural contact to reduce 

prejudice (Gudykunst, 1979; Ting-Toomey, 1986). In general, findings from previous 

research have demonstrated that contact frequency and quality are positively 

associated with intergroup relations as measured by perceptions and attitudes (Tropp 

& Pettigrew, 2005a). That said, the majority of the contact research has focused on 

contact outcomes for members of dominant and majority groups (e.g., European 

Americans) with minimal attention devoted to members of minority groups (Tropp, 

2003). In addition, the majority of the intergroup research has also focused on 

different ethnic groups within the same culture (e.g., European Americans and 

African Americans as different social groups) and fewer studies have given attention 

to intercultural/intergroup relations (e.g., Greenland & Brown, 1999).

Examining contact outcomes for minority groups is especially critical in 

intercultural contact because minority group members may perceive and define 

intergroup relations differently from the majority due to their lower status and more

1

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



sensitivity to their group status (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005b). Extending research in 

intergroup communication, the current study considers outcomes for Japanese 

sojourners from their intercultural contact with Americans. Specifically, this study 

examines the relationships among Japanese sojourners’ specific communication 

experiences, perceived relational solidarity with their most frequent American contact, 

and the cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions of attitude toward Americans 

in general.

The intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954) has been used as a major 

theoretical framework in intergroup and intercultural communication research 

(Hewstone & Brown, 1986). Allport’s (1954) initial contact hypothesis focused on 

identifying conditions and situations for positive intergroup contact (e.g., status, 

frequency, and quality of contact). Brewer and Miller (1996) argue that if ignorance 

and unfamiliarity promote stereotypes and negative perceptions of outgroups, mutual 

knowledge about groups and connections with outgroup members should reduce 

those biased and negative perceptions of outgroups. In intergroup and intercultural 

contexts, the contact hypothesis concerns experiences of individuals from different 

social categories and influences of those experiences on perceptions and attitudes 

toward those groups (e.g., Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005a; Pettigrew, 1998; Rose, 1981).

In examining the intergroup contact hypothesis in intercultural contexts, previous 

studies have shown that frequency and quality of contact are significant factors which 

contribute to intergroup attitude change (Greenland & Brown, 1999; Tropp & 

Pettigrew, 2005a). In a similar vein, Tropp (2003) found that even a single
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communication experience with an outgroup member has implications for intergroup 

relations (see also Harwood, Hewstone, Paolini, &Voci, 2005; Soliz & Harwood, 

2003). Tropp’s (2003) study shows that after a single negative contact with an Asian 

or a Latino American, European American participants became more hostile toward 

Asians and Latino Americans as a whole. In addition, American participants were 

more apprehensive about future intergroup interactions with Asian and Latino 

Americans. Similar to Tropp’s (2003) findings, Rose (1981) illustrates that an 

intimate relationship disconfirms stereotypes and thus improves intergroup relations.

While the majority of intergroup contact research has examined the contact 

conditions (e.g., frequency and quality of contact), recent studies have also examined 

communication variables in intergroup contact situations. Previous studies have 

demonstrated that communication variables such as communication accommodation 

and social support are proxies or communicative manifestations of relational quality 

to enhance attitudes toward outgroup members (Soliz & Harwood, 2006). Specifically, 

Soliz and Harwood’s (2003) study of intergenerational communication found that 

grandchildren’s communication accommodation in conversations with grandparents 

was positively associated with attitudes toward older adults.

From an intergroup communication perspective, the current study examines 

intercultural communication between Japanese and Americans by considering 

communication dimensions (e.g., communication accommodation and social support), 

relational solidarity, and intergroup outcomes (i.e., the affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral dimensions of attitude). In line with prior contact literature, which has

3
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focused on the consequences of the most frequent intergroup contact (e.g., Soliz & 

Harwood, 2006), the current study considers the Japanese participants’ most frequent 

American contact (i.e., the American person with whom the Japanese participants 

have had the most frequent communication). In general, the development of the 

hypotheses is informed by the intergroup contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954), the 

communication accommodation theory (Giles, Coupland, & Coupland, 1991), and 

prior literature on intergroup communication and relations (Brislin, 1986; Ensari & 

Miller, 2002; Pettigrew, 1998; Rothbart & John, 1985; Soliz & Harwood, 2006).

4
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CHPATER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Specific Inter group Contact and Attitude toward Groups

Research on intergroup contact has focused on reducing intergroup bias and 

conflict for the past fifty years (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). Intergroup biases include 

stereotypical perceptions associated with different social groups (Allport, 1954;

Brislin, 1986; Brown, 1965). Stereotypes are person-perception schemas about groups, 

which serve as an important knowledge basis that guides individuals’ communication 

behaviors (Hummert, 1999). Stereotypes are generated when information about 

particular groups is accumulated and integrated (Wittenbrink, Park, & Judd, 1998). 

Gudykunst and Nishida (1994) specify that integrated information about groups 

become stereotypes when individuals overgeneralize relationships between group 

memberships and psychological characteristics about group members. From the 

intergroup communication perspective, however, stereotypical views of outgroup 

members can be more problematic than pragmatic. Hewstone and Giles (1986) argue 

that individuals tend to apply their stereotypical views of groups to interpersonal 

interactions, even though predictions based on stereotypes are not always applicable 

to individual members of the group (Berger, 1986). If not treated appropriately, 

stereotypes create self-fulfilling prophecies and the activation of stereotypes can 

create negative feedback cycles in interpersonal communication (Hewstone & Brown, 

1986; Hewstone & Giles, 1986; Hummert, 1994; Hummert, Garstka, Ryan, & 

Bonnesen, 2004). Furthermore, stereotypes can lead to inappropriate communication

5
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behaviors, negative attitudes, misunderstanding, prejudice, discrimination, and 

conflict in personal relationships (e.g., Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994; Schaller, Rosell, 

& Asp, 1998; Hummert, Shaner, Garstka, & Henry, 1998; Williams & Giles, 1996). 

William and Giles (1996) explain that negative evaluations, misunderstandings, and 

conflict often occur when people treat individuals based on their group membership 

and global perceptions associated with the group.

Considering the negative consequences brought by stereotypes and the 

influences of stereotypes on communication behaviors, intergroup communication 

research has focused on identifying ways of reducing intergroup bias and ways of 

enhancing intergroup relations. Research has shown that interpersonal communication 

between people from different social or cultural groups reduces intergroup bias and 

improves intergroup attitudes. For example, recent research examining attitudes 

toward Muslims after the September 11th indicates that American high school 

students who had Muslim friends were more positive about Muslims as a group than 

those who had no contact with Muslim individuals (Christian & Lapinski, 2003).

Some studies have also shown that prominent group categorization during contact has 

strong implications for intergroup attitudes. Greenland and Brown’s study (1999) 

examined the effects of categorization and contact quality (i.e., friends versus 

acquaintances or competitive versus cooperative relations) on intergroup bias. They 

found that interpersonal categorization leads to better intergroup contact quality. 

However, their findings also support the claim that high intergroup categorization (i.e., 

group salience) demonstrates a stronger negative association between contact and

6
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intergroup attitude. Bridging the arguments on interpersonal and intergroup 

categorizations during contact, Ting-Toomey (1986) claims positive interpersonal 

encounters improve intergroup attitudes when culture is considered as an intergroup 

marker.

In differentiating intergroup from interpersonal communication, Harwood et al. 

(2005a) emphasize the importance of group salience (i.e., group membership and its 

cognitive associations). They argue that intergroup communication occurs when 

group membership (e.g., Japanese) and its cognitive associations (e.g., Japanese are 

reserved) are prominent in social interactions. That is to say, group salience functions 

psychologically to increase the influence of one’s group membership on perceptions 

and behaviors (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetcherell, 1987). Social 

categorization also explains the importance of group salience in intergroup contact 

and its contribution to attitude change. Brewer and Miller (1996) state that group 

salience is context-specific. That said, categorization may be highly meaningful in 

one situation and irrelevant in others. Brewer and Miller (1996) further explain that 

high group salience in a given situation accentuates group membership rather than 

personal identities and that individuals interact in accord with their social identities 

(see also Brewer et al., 1995).

Intergroup contact research has discussed the importance of group salience 

and the typicality of outgroup members as major aspects in determining the 

relationship between intergroup contact and its outcome (Miller, 2002; see also Ensari 

& Miller, 2002; Rothbart & John, 1985). Ensari and Miller (2002) state that “a

7
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person is perceived as a typical group member if he or she looks, speaks, or acts in the 

ways that the perceiver stereotypically assumes to be characteristic of the group” (p. 

314). Hewstone and Lord (1998) explain that perceived goodness-of-fit to the group 

membership contributes to attitude change. Pettigrew (1998) points out that positive 

contact with a typical member of an outgroup improves intergroup relationships and 

thus can change attitudes toward outgroup members as a whole. Supporting the 

important role of typicality in intergroup contact and bias reduction, Wolsko, Park, 

Judd, and Bachelor (2003) found that typicality moderates the relationship between 

intergroup contact and contact outcomes. Specifically, a pleasant contact with a 

typical member of an outgroup leads to a positive evaluation of that outgroup as a 

whole (Wolsko et al., 2003; see also Wilder, 1984). Furthermore, Wilder, Simon, and 

Faith (1996) found that a single counter-stereotypic example in intergroup contact can 

modify stereotypes if the behavior is perceived to be dispositional and the 

disconfirming member is seen as typical of that group. That said, prior intergroup 

contact literature on the roles of typicality and salience to intergroup encounters has 

focused on the majority group members’ perspectives (e.g., Miller, 2002).

Intergroup contact hypothesis and the literature on typicality and salience have 

enhanced our understanding of how intergroup contact contributes to the formation and 

transformation of attitudes toward outgroups. Attitudes are “judgments of an object or 

event which aid individuals in structuring their complex social environments” (Zanna 

& Rempel, 1988, p. 315). Zanna and Rempel (1988) further identify attitudes as social 

knowledge based on experiences, beliefs, and emotions towards objects. Attitudes have

8
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been viewed as a point on an evaluative continuum ranging from positive to negative 

(Ostrom, Skowronski, & Nowak, 1994). Although the theoretical assumption equally 

values all the derivations of attitudes (i.e., experiences, beliefs, and emotions), Zanna 

and Rempel (1988) argue that the direct experience is the predominant contributing 

factor of shaping attitudes. Their claim supports the current study that the most 

frequent direct experience with the attitude object (i.e. an American individual) 

contributes to shaping positive perceptions and attitudes toward the object group (i.e. 

Americans).

The word “attitude” summarizes all the complex dimensions such as 

prejudice, stereotype, beliefs, judgments, and emotions. Multidimensionality of 

attitude has been adopted by most researchers for the past seventy-five years (Crites, 

Fabrigar, & Petty, 1994). Structure of attitude is tripartite and can be classified into 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral dimensions (e.g., Katz & Stotland, 1959; Tropp & 

Pettigrew, 2005a; Zanna & Rempel, 1988). The affective dimension refers to how we 

feel and relates to emotions and warmth, the cognitive dimension refers to what we 

think and includes perceptions (e.g., tolerant-intolerant and cooperative-competitive), 

and the behavioral dimension refers to what we are inclined to do about an attitude 

object and directly relates to the likelihood of behaviors (e.g., willingness to engage 

in interactions) (Zanna & Rempel, 1988).

In relation to intergroup contact and bias reduction, Pettigrew (1986) criticizes 

the applications of the original contact hypothesis (Allport, 1954), which has focused 

on cognitive attitude and ignored affective attitude, although there is a strong

9
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association between the cognitive and affective attitudes (Hamilton, 1981). Recently, 

Tropp and Pettigrew (2005a) examined the contact hypothesis by focusing on both of 

the dimensions (i.e., the affective and cognitive) and found that the intergroup contact 

effects vary depending on the way attitude is assessed. Their findings indicate that 

quality of contact (i.e., friendship and intergroup closeness) has significant 

contribution to the affective dimension of attitude. Although Tropp and Pettigrew’s 

(2005a) study found that the contact effects on cognitive and affective attitudes vary 

according to the intergroup relations, both affective and cognitive attitudes are 

indispensable when investigating intergroup contact and contact outcomes. In fact, 

the literature on intergroup contact focusing on perceptions and communication 

indicates a strong association between the cognitive dimension of attitude and 

communication accommodation (e.g., Soliz & Harwood, 2003).

While previous research has already found a strong link between intergroup 

contact and attitude change, Brewer and Miller (1996) argue that contact cannot, by 

itself, change attitude. Recent research examining the intergroup contact hypothesis 

has introduced various factors influencing the relationship between contact and 

attitude change. Informed by the major findings in intergroup contact research 

examining the roles of relational solidarity (e.g., Chen & King, 2002; Hecht, Larkey, 

& Johnson, 1992; Soliz & Harwood, 2003) and communication aspects (e.g., Hornsey 

& Gallois, 1998; Ye, 2006), the current study considers communication aspects as 

well as relational solidarity.

10
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Relational Solidarity

The nature of solidarity implies various relations connecting one person with 

another person (Brown, 1965). The solidarity of a relationship depends primarily on 

the degree of psychological, social, and physical closeness (Wheelee, 1978). Prior 

research in intergroup communication has used several major items to gauge the 

concept of relational solidarity, such as relational satisfaction and closeness, liking, 

commonality, and trust (Harwood, 2000; Wheelee, 1978). Intergroup contact provides 

an opportunity to establish a closer relationship (e.g., Pettigrew, 1997). In intergroup 

situations, relational intimacy can break down barriers between ingroup and outgroup 

members (Brislin, 1986). Therefore, intimate relationships with outgroup members 

have high potentials to disconfirm the stereotypes about that outgroup and to change 

attitudes toward that group (Rose, 1981). Rose (1981) explains that cooperative 

interdependent relationships can promote favorability of outgroup members and can 

lessen bias. Furthermore, relational satisfaction is a significant communication 

outcome which influences future communication behaviors (Hecht, 1978). Previous 

intergenerational communication research has examined the relationship among 

stereotypes, communication, and relational satisfaction (e.g., Chen & King, 2002; 

Harwood, 2000, Hummert, 1994). For example, Chen and King (2002) examined the 

association between positive age stereotypes and intergenerational communication 

satisfaction and found a significant association between the stereotypes and 

satisfaction. Specifically, they found that higher levels of satisfaction were associated 

with more positive intergroup perceptions and attitudes. In a similar example, Soliz
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Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



and Harwood (2003) found that communication satisfaction was positively associated 

with intergroup attitudes.

Expanding the literature on relational solidarity and intergroup attitude, the 

current study examines the three dimensions of attitudes as contact outcomes. In 

addition, this study incorporates communication aspects as well as relational 

solidarity in relation to the three dimensions of attitude. Informed by previous 

research (e.g., Hornsey & Gallois 1998; Ye, 2006), the current study examines the 

influences of two communication variables (i.e., social support and communication 

accommodation) on relational solidarity and intergroup attitude.

Social Support

Social support includes tangible assistance, informational support, and 

emotional support (Salem, Boglat, & Reid, 1997). Cohen and Wills (1985) explain 

that social support can operate through providing resources to cope with stressors or 

to reduce stress. Providing available resources or even simply showing concern for 

recipients’ conditions has a great impact on interpersonal relationships. Specifically, 

supportive communication plays a significant role in interpersonal relationship 

development and maintenance (e.g., Burleson, 1990). Perceived supportive behaviors 

result in a greater sense of security and less interpersonal conflict (Pierce, Sarason, & 

Sarason, 1991). Thus, social support promotes solid personal relationships by 

increasing intimacy and satisfaction (see also Soliz & Harwood, 2006). The current 

study emphasizes the role of social support (provided by American individuals to the 

Japanese sojourners) in intergroup relations.

12
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In general, Japanese sojourners experience the course of acculturation (see 

also Rogler, Cortes, & Malgadi, 1991) when adjusting and adapting to the American 

culture. While undergoing acculturation, Japanese sojourners are in need of various 

kinds of social support ranging from language assistance to emotional and 

instrumental support. Social support provided by the host nationals becomes the key 

for most of the Japanese sojourners in adapting to the new country. Furthermore, in 

intergroup contact situations, supportive messages are interpreted as acceptance, 

whereas unsupportive messages are interpreted as rejection (Goldsmith, 1994). Ye 

(2006) investigated interpersonal support between Chinese and American individuals 

and found that there was a negative association between the perceived interpersonal 

support and discrimination. Lack of supportive messages results in maintaining or 

increasing discrimination against outgroup members. In addition to supportive 

personal communication, the current study also considers the influences of intergroup 

communication (i.e., communication accommodation) to intergroup relations. 

Communication Accommodation

Communication accommodation is another communication element that 

influences not only relational solidarity but also attitudes towards outgroup members. 

Communication accommodation theory (CAT; Giles et al., 1991) explains how 

people modify their speech patterns according to cognitive, situational, and 

interactional variables. That is to say, interactants shift their speech patterns based on 

what they perceive to be the cognitive, emotional and conversational needs of their 

conversation partners and situational cues such as intergroup settings (e.g.,

13
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stereotypical views of their partners’ group). However, communication 

accommodation could be inappropriate and dissatisfying if it is in excess of what is 

needed or fails to adapt to the situation (Giles et al., 1991). Inappropriate 

accommodation could lead to negative evaluations because it is frequently motivated 

by general group stereotypes without considering the specific needs of the 

conversation partners (Hummert, 1994).

Communication accommodation becomes more critical in intergroup contact 

situations than in interpersonal communication (see also Hornsey & Gallois, 1998). 

Harwood and Giles (2005) suggest that CAT provides another theoretical framework 

for intergroup and intercultural communication. In intergroup and intercultural 

situations, CAT views stereotypes as factors that influence speech modifications 

(Beebe & Giles, 1984). Interactants are likely to apply their stereotypical views of the 

other party to interpersonal communication hoping to facilitate conversations and to 

enhance understanding. For example, in the context of intergenerational 

communication, Hummert et al. (1998) found that both positive and negative age 

stereotypes are capable of inducing patronizing talk to older adults depending on the 

physical context where interaction takes place (see also ASI; Hummert., 1994). Thus, 

both positive and negative stereotypes of outgroup members could activate 

unfavorable speech patterns and result in inappropriate communication.

Inappropriate accommodation is frequently induced by stereotypes, 

misreading of the communication situation or insensitivity of the conversation 

partner’s needs, and thus results in stronger intergroup boundaries (Soliz & Harwood,

14
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2006). The more non-accommodative the interactants are to each other, the more 

salient the intergroup aspect becomes in conversations. Specifically, Hornsey and 

Gallois (1998) conducted a study on intergroup communication accommodation of 

Australian students toward Chinese students and found that Australians tend to 

modify their speech patterns in interactions when they identify a stronger intergroup 

marker than an interpersonal aspect. That said, intergroup communication situations 

motivate the interactants to try to accommodate their speech patterns depending on 

the target.

Current Study and Hypotheses

The rapid acceleration of globalization in recent years has increased the 

opportunities for intergroup and intercultural encounters. Abrams and Hogg (2004) 

note that communication is no longer restricted to the cultural, ethnic, and geographic 

ingroup social networks due to communication technology and transportation 

advancement. In fact, an increasing number of sojouners (e.g., students and temporary 

workers) and immigrants are coming to the United States every year. For example, 

institutions in the United States accepted over 60,000 students from China, 50,000 

from Korea, and 40,000 from Japan in the accademic year of 2005/06 (Institute of 

International Education, 2006). As the minority population in the United States grows, 

broader application of the contact hypothesis to multiethnic/multicultural contexts 

becomes more significant (Levin, Laar, & Sidanius, 2003). Studying communication 

between Japanese and Americans is especially meaningful not only because of the 

large number of people coming to the United States from Japan but also because of

15
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dissimilarity in value orientations of the two cultures (e.g., Individualistic versus 

Collectivistic value orientations).

Cultural differences and value orientaions are frequently assessed by the 

Individualism-Collectivism (I-C) cultural framework. I-C orientation has been 

regarded as the most important dimension guiding social behaviors (Kim, 2002; 

Triandis, 1988) and provides information about cultural beliefs, values, thoughts and 

feelings, acts, and communication styles (Adams & Blieszner, 1994). Specifically, the 

I-C cultural framework embraces culturally specific relational structures (e.g., 

harmony versus independence) and communication modes (e.g., high-low context) 

(e.g., Gudykunst & Kim, 2003). Collectivistic cultures, such as the Japanese culture, 

emphasize stable and harmonious interdependent relationships more than 

individualistic cultures, such the American culture, where independence and 

individuality are more valued (e.g., Kim, 2002).

Hecht et al. (1992) say that “communication is problematic because there are 

few ‘taken-for-granteds’” (p. 210). The conspicuous differences in relational structure 

and communication modes between the Japanese and American cultures might 

influence the Japanese participants’ perceptions of social support and communication 

accommodation in intergroup contact with Americans. Specifically, relational 

harmony and security can be achieved through the use of indirect communication, 

reciprocal care or social support (see also Kim, 2002). How much support the 

Japanese sojourners have received or can expect to receive from host nationals should 

determine their perceptions of the quality of the relationships with Americans. In

16
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addition, Japanese individuals rarely express their needs explicitly and thus American 

individuals’ sensitivity to the Japanese sojourners’ needs may also play a vital role in 

developing relational solidarity and establishing attitudes toward Americans. Coming 

from a culture where taciturnity, high context, and implicit messages are widely 

accepted, there is a high potential of the Japanese sojourners to feel that some of the 

communication practices of Americans are inappropriate (non-accommodative).

When Japanese perceive Americans using excessively direct messages or exaggerated 

tones in conversations with an attempt to enhance understanding, they may perceive 

that these communicative cues are non-accommodative.

Considering the previous findings on the intergroup contact hypothesis that 

the frequency of contact is a significant factor in determining intergroup relations 

(Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005a), and that a single negative communication experience 

with the attitude object can affect intergroup attitude change (e.g., Tropp, 2003), the 

current study focuses on the Japanese sojourners’ most frequent American contact. 

Based on the basic tenets of the intergroup contact hypothesis (Pettigrew, 1986), the 

literature on intergroup attitude, communication accommodation theory (Giles, et al. 

1991), the following research hypotheses are investigated:

H I. Japanese participants’ perceived social support and communication 

accommodation from their most frequent American contact will be positively 

associated with their perceptions of relational solidarity with that individual.

H2. Their relational solidarity with their most frequent American contact 

will be positively associated with their cognitive, affective, and behavioral attitude

17
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toward Americans in general when social support and communication 

accommodation are controlled.

H3. The perceived typicality of their most frequent American contact and 

group salience will moderate the relationship between relational solidarity and the 

contact outcomes (i.e., the three dimensions of attitude).

18
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHOD

Participants

One hundred and three Japanese participants (.M  age = 27.08, SD = 6.76, range 

= 17 - 46) were recruited from a medium-sized mid-Western university in the United 

States. Three subjects were removed from the original sample due to a large number 

of missing responses. Among the participants included in this study (N= 103), 60.2% 

were female. One participant did not specify his/her gender. Respondents had lived in 

the United States for 3.92 years on average (SD = 3.74, range = 3 months -  21 years). 

They reported their linguistic comfort by answering how comfortable they were in 

using the four language skills (i.e., speaking, listening comprehension, reading, and 

writing) on 7-point scales (1 = not comfortable at all and 7 = extremely comfortable). 

The average comfort level with using English of the Japanese participants was 4.5 

(SD = 1.34, a = .91), which was significantly above the mid-point of the scale (i.e., 4), 

t (102) = 3.34, p <  .001, indicating that the Japanese participants were moderately 

comfortable with using English, but were not extremely comfortable.

Procedure

The questionnaire had three parts (see Appendix A). In the first part, 

participants were asked to answer questions regarding their demographics, overseas 

experience, and linguistic comfort. After completing their demographic information 

and individual characteristics, participants were asked to answer questions regarding 

their specific intergroup communication experiences with their most frequent
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American contact. The participants reported basic traits of their most frequent 

American contact (e.g., sex, nature of their relationship, length of the relationship, 

frequency of contact), social support they have received from, communication 

accommodation of, relational solidarity with the American individual. Typicality of 

the American individual and perceived group salience were also assessed. After 

completing the first part of questionnaire, participants answered unrelated questions 

on peer conflict in order to avoid any association of the single frequent 

communication with intergroup outcome variables. In the third part of questionnaire, 

participants answered questions regarding their cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

attitudes toward Americans in general.

Materials

Contact. Participants identified their most frequent American contact and 

provided information on this American individual (e.g., ethnicity, native language, 

other acquired East Asian languages, percentage of English used in their 

conversations, nature of their relationship to this individual, and length of the 

relationship). The types of their relationships with the American individuals included 

friend (61.4%), classmate (4%), spouse (5%), romantic partner (9.9%), teacher (3%), 

student (1%), host family member (1%), and other (14.9%). After answering those 

questions, four items were used (a = .83; M =  4.91, SD = 1.33) to measure the 

frequency of contact with this individual (e.g., I interact with this person much more 

than with most people I know; I spend leisure time with this person daily.) on 7-point
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scales (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). The items were adopted from 

Wheeless (1978) and Harwood et al. (2005b).

Social Support. Ten items were used to measure social support (a = .94; M  = 

5.2, SD=  1.19). Participants indicated how much support they received from the 

American individual when they faced problems (e.g., this person showed me that 

he/she accepts me; this person expressed concern about my situation.) on 7-point 

scales (1 = almost never true and 7 = almost always true). The items were based on 

Pierce et al., (1991).

Communication Accommodation. Fifteen items were used to measure the 

participants’ perceptions of communication accommodation of the American 

individual (a = .88; M =  5.46, SD = .94). These items were developed from a focus 

group interview with eight East Asian international students. The focus group 

interview focused on Americans’ accommodative and non-accommodative 

communication behaviors experienced by East Asian students (e.g., this person is 

overly direct; this person is condescending in conversations with me; this person is a 

good listener). In the current study, participants reported how strongly they agree or 

disagree with each of the 15 statements on 7-point scales. The negatively phrased 

items were recoded so that high means indicate more appropriate communication.

Relational Solidarity. Six items were used to measure relational solidarity (a 

= .73; M =  5.53, SD = .83). Participants reported their perceptions of commonality, 

closeness, liking, trust, and satisfaction with the American individual (e.g., we feel 

very different about most things; in general, I am very satisfied with my relationship
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with this person) on 7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree). The 

items were adopted from Wheeless’ (1978) measurement of interpersonal solidarity 

and Hendrick’s (1988) measurement of relationship satisfaction. Items that described 

negative perceptions of relational solidarity were recoded.

Typicality. Four items were used to measure typicality of the American 

individual (a = .91; M =  4.1, SI) = 1.37). Participants reported their perceptions of 

how representative the American individual was (e.g., to what extent is this person 

typical of other American individuals?; is this person representative of American 

individuals?) on 7-point scales (1 = not at all and 7 = a great deal). Items were 

developed based on Harwood et al. (2005b).

Salience. Two items were used to measure the participants’ perceptions of 

group salience (a = .70; M  = 4.36, SD = 1.26). Participants reported their awareness 

of cultural differences with the American individual (e.g., in general, how aware are 

you of the racial/ethnic difference between yourself and this person.) on 7-point 

scales (1 = not at all and 7 = a great deal). Items were modified based on Harwood et 

al. (2005b) measurement of age group salience in an investigation of attitudes towards 

older adults.

The Cognitive Dimension o f Attitude. Nine items were used to measure the 

cognitive dimension of attitude (a = .76; M =  4.71, SD = .77). Each item had a pair of 

adjectives to describe general perceptions about Americans (e.g., intelligent-stupid, 

sincere-insincere) on 7-point scales. Items were adopted from Tropp and Pettigrew’s 

(2005a) investigation of intergroup contact and affective and cognitive dimensions of
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prejudice. Each item was recoded and thus high means indicate more positive 

perceptions.

The Affective Dimension o f Attitude. To assess the general feelings toward 

Americans, participants indicated how warm they felt toward Americans in general 

on a thermostat scale ranging from 0° (cold or unfavorable) to 99° (warm or 

favorable) (M= 66.7, SD = 18.85). The thermometer scale was adopted from 

Hummert, O’Brian, Mellott, and Greenwald (2002).

The Behavioral Dimension o f Attitude. Eight items were used to measure the 

participants’ behavioral attitude toward Americans (a = .87; M =  5.36, SD = 1.06). 

Participants reported how much they were willing to engage in behaviors and 

activities if given situations (e.g., develop more than just speaking acquaintances with 

Americans; choose to marry an American.) on 7-point scales (1 = not at all willing 

and 7 = extremely willing). Items were adopted from Cooke’s (1978) attitudes scale 

and Tropp’s (2003) investigation on the psychological impact of prejudice.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS

Regression analysis was conducted to examine the three hypotheses in this 

study. Analysis was performed for relational solidarity, the affective, cognitive, and 

behavioral dimensions of attitude respectively. Correlations among the 

communication variables (i.e., social support and communication accommodation) 

and linguistic comfort (i.e., English) were significant, either small or moderate. 

Relational solidarity had moderate correlations with the communication variables. 

The correlations among the three dimensions of attitude were moderate. Typicality 

had small, positive but significant correlations with the cognitive and affective 

dimensions of attitude. Group salience was significantly negatively correlated with 

relational solidarity (see Table 1).
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Table 1

Correlations among variables

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. English 4.50 1.34

2. Social Support 5.20 1.19 .26**

3. CAT 5.40 .94 .26** .38**

4. Solidarity 5.35 .83 o * * .51**

5. Behavioral 5.36 1.06 .28** .26** .31** .29**

6. Cognitive 4.71 .77 .31** .16 .16 .35** 4g**

7. Affective 66.7 18.85 .15 .28** .15 .21* .42** .60**

8. Typicality 4.10 1.37 .03 -.10 -.06 .01 .07 .29** .25**

9. Salience 4.36 1.26 -.05 -.13 -.13 - .23* .01 -.16 -.04 .09

*p < .05, **/?<.01
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Hypothesis 1: Communication and relational solidarity

Hypothesis 1 predicted that communication accommodation and social 

support would be positive predictors of relational solidarity. To examine this 

hypothesis, hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted on relational 

solidarity. Demographic variables (i.e., age, sex, length of stay in the U.S.) and 

perceived linguistic comfort were entered in the first model, followed by the 

communication variables (i.e., social support and communication accommodation) in 

the second model. Results indicated that the group of demographic variables 

significantly predicted relational solidarity, F  (4, 89) = 3.78, adjusted R2 = . 1 l ,p  < .01. 

Perceived linguistic comfort (Jl = .17, t = 2.65, pr2 = .07,p  < .01) and age (fi -  .03, t = 

2.51, pr2 = .06, p  < .05) were significant individual predictors of relational solidarity. 

When the demographic variables and perceived linguistic comfort were controlled, 

the communication variables significantly predicted relational solidarity, F  (2, 87) = 

20.01, adjusted R2 = .37, R2 Change = .27, p  < .001. Communication accommodation 

(fi = .29, t = 3.46,pr2 = .11 ,p <  .001) and social support (fi= .26, t = 4.13, pr2 = .08,p  

< .001) were significant individual predictors of relational solidarity. The results are 

reported in Table 2.
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Table 2

Regression for relational solidarity

Relational Solidarity

R2 change fi pr2

1. Demographics and English .15**

Age .03* .06

Sex -.23 .02

Length of Stay -.00 .00

English Proficiency ^7* * .07

2. Communication Elements 27* * *

CAT .11

Social Support .26*** .08

Overall R2 = . 41, F  (6, 87) = 10.27, p  < . 001 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***£> < .001

Hypothesis 2: Communication, relational solidarity, and attitude dimensions

Hypothesis 2 predicted that relational solidarity would be a positive predictor 

of the three dimensions of attitude when the communication variables were controlled. 

To examine the hypothesis, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted 

on the cognitive, affective, and behavioral dimensions of attitude. Demographic 

variables and perceived linguistic comfort were entered in the first model and social 

support and communication accommodation were entered in the second model,
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followed by relational solidarity in the third model. All the results are reported in 

Table 3.

The Affective Dimension o f Attitude. Results indicated that the group of 

demographic variables and perceived linguistic comfort did not significantly predict 

the affective dimension, F  {4, 89) = 2.28, adjusted R2 = .05, p  = .07. However, 

perceived linguistic comfort was a significant individual predictor, ft = 3.7, t = 2.42, 

pr2 = .06,p  < .05. When the demographics and perceived linguistic comfort were 

controlled, the communication variables significantly predicted the affective 

dimension of attitude, F  (2, 87) = 3.77, adjusted R2 = . 11, R2 change = .07, p  < .05. 

Social support was a significant individual predictor, = 4.21, t = 2.52, pr2 = .06, p  

< .05. When the demographics, perceived linguistic comfort, and the communication 

variables were controlled, relational solidarity did not predict a significant variance in 

the affective dimension of attitude (F  (1, 86) = .26, adjusted R2 -  . 1, R2 change = .00, 

p  = .61), but social support remained to be a significant individual predictor, /? = 3.83, 

t = 2.09, pr2 = .04, p  < .05.

The Cognitive Dimension o f Attitude. Results indicated that the group of 

demographic variables and perceived linguistic comfort significantly predicted the 

cognitive dimension of attitude (F (4, 89) = 2.99, adjusted R2 = .08,p  < .05) and 

perceived linguistic comfort was a significant individual predictor, /? = . 19, t  = 3.1,pr2 

= .09, p  < .01. When the demographics and perceived linguistic comfort were 

controlled, the communication variables did not significantly predict the cognitive 

dimension of attitude, F  (2, 87) = .02, adjusted R2 = .06, A2 change = .00 ,p  = .98.
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However, perceived linguistic comfort remained to be a significant individual 

predictor, fi = . 19, t = 2.9, pr2 = .09, p  < .01. When the demographics, perceived 

linguistic comfort, and the communication variables were controlled, relational 

solidarity significantly predicted the cognitive dimension of attitude, F  (1, 86) = 5.09, 

adjusted R2 = . 1, R2 change = .05, p  < .05. Perceived linguistic comfort remained as a 

significant individual predictor (fi = .17, t = 2.6,pr2 = .07,p <  .05) and relational 

solidarity was also a significant individual predictor of the cognitive dimension of 

attitude (fi = .27, t = 2.26, pr2 = .05, p  < .05).

The Behavioral Dimension o f Attitude. Results indicated that the group of 

demographic variables and perceived linguistic comfort significantly predicted the 

behavioral dimension of attitude, F  (4, 89) = 3.0, adjusted R2 = .08, p  < .05. Perceived 

linguistic comfort was a significant individual predictor, fi = .25, t = 2.9, pr2 = .08, p  

< .01. When the demographics and perceived linguistic comfort were controlled, the 

communication variables significantly predicted the behavioral dimension of attitude, 

F  (2, 87) = 3.8, adjusted R2= .13, R2 change = .03, p  < .05. Perceived linguistic 

comfort remained to be a significant individual predictor (fi = . 18, t = 2.14, pr2 = .04, 

p  < .05) and communication accommodation was also a significant individual 

predictor of the behavioral dimension of attitude (fi = .28, t = 2.24, pr2 = .05, p  < .05). 

When the demographics, perceived linguistic comfort, and the communication 

variables were controlled, relational solidarity did not predict a significant variance in 

the behavioral dimension of attitude (F (1, 86) = .94, adjusted R2 = . 13, R2 change 

= 0 1 , =  .34).
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Table 3

Regressions for the affective, cognitive, and behavioral dimensions of attitude

Affective Dimension" Cognitive Dimensionb Behavioral Dimension0

R2 change fi pr2 R2 change fi pr2 R2 change fi pr2

1. Demographics/English .09 .12* .02*

Age .03 .00 .01 .01 -.01 .01

Sex -6.04 .02 -.16 .01 -.30 .02

Length of Stay -.08 .03 -.00 .00 -.00 .01

English Proficiency 3.70* .06 .19** .09 25** .08

2. Communication .07* .00 .03*

CAT .79 .00 .02 .00 .28* .05

Social Support 4.21* .06 .00 .00 .09 .00

3. Relational Solidarity .00 .05* .01

Relational Solidarity 1.50 .00 .27* .05 .16 .01

"Overall R2 = .17, F  (7, 86) = 2.48, p  < .05 bOverall R2 = .17, F(7, 86) = 2.48, p  < .05

cOverall R2 = .20, F  (7, 86) = 3.04, p  < .05 *p < .05, **p < .01
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Hypothesis 3: Typicality and Salience

Hypothesis 3 predicted that typicality and salience would moderate the 

relationship between relational solidarity and the three dimensions of attitude. Results 

for Hypothesis 2 indicated that relational solidarity was not a significant predictor of 

the affective or the behavioral dimensions of attitude, thus multiple hierarchical 

regression analysis was conducted only on the cognitive dimension of attitude. 

Interaction scores (i.e., relational solidarity x typicality and relational solidarity x 

salience) were created using centered means of each variable. Means of relational 

solidarity and typicality (uncentered) were entered in the first model, followed by the 

interaction between centered solidarity and centered typicality in the second model.

Results indicated that typicality did not moderate the relationship between 

relational solidarity and the cognitive dimension of attitude (see Table 4). The set of 

predictor variables (i.e., relational solidarity and typicality) significantly predicted the 

cognitive dimension of attitude, F  (2, 100) = 13.03, adjusted R2 = . 19, p  < .001. 

Relational solidarity (fi = .33, t = 3.89,p r2 = . 12,p <  .001) and typicality (fi = . 17, t = 

321,pr2 = .09 p <  .001) were both significant individual predictors. Although the 

interaction between relational solidarity and typicality did not significantly predict the 

cognitive dimension of attitude (F (I, 99) = .00, adjusted R2 = .18, R2 change = .00, p  

= .95), relational solidarity (fi = .33, t = 3.85,pr2 = . 12,p  < .001) and typicality (fi 

= .17, t  = 3.25,pr2 = .08,p <  .01) remained as significant individual predictors.

31

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table 4

Moderation of typicality

Cognitive Dimension 

R2 change ft pr2

1. Solidarity and Typicality 22***

Relational Solidarity .33*** .12

Typicality 2 7 * * *  Q 9

2. Interaction . 0 0

SolidarityxTypicality . 0 0  . 0 0

Overall R2 = .21, F ( 3, 99) = 8.60,/? < .001 

*/? < .05, **/? < .01, ***/? < .001

Results for salience are reported in Table 5. The set of predictor variables (i.e., 

relational solidarity and salience) significantly predicted the cognitive dimension of 

attitude, F  (2, 100) = 7.34, adjusted R2 = . 11, p  < .001. Relational solidarity was a 

significant individual predictor, ft = .32, t=  3.44, pr2 = .10,/? < .001. When relational 

solidarity and salience were controlled, interaction between relational solidarity and 

salience did not significant predict the cognitive dimension of attitude, F  (1, 99) = .51, 

adjusted R2 = . 11, R2 change = .01,/? = .48. However, relational solidarity remained as 

a significant individual predictor, ft = .30, t = 3 .ll,p r2 = .09,/? < .01.
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Table 5

Moderation of salience

Cognitive Dimension 

R2 change fi pr2

1. Solidarity and Salience

Relational Solidarity .32*** .10

Salience .05 .01

2. Interaction .01

Solidarityx Salience .05 .00

Overall R2 = .13, F  (3, 99) = 5.04, p  < .01 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION

Summary o f Findings

The current study investigated the relationships among Japanese sojourners’ 

communication experiences, relational solidarity with their most frequent American 

contact, and their attitude toward American in general. In addition, this study also 

examined whether the typicality of the American individual and the perceived group 

salience moderated the relationship between relational solidarity and intergroup 

attitude. Results of this study supported the prior literature on CAT, social support, 

and relational solidarity (e.g., Soliz & Harwood, 2006) in that communication 

accommodation and social support were positively associated with relational 

solidarity. The findings have reconfirmed the strong links from communication 

accommodation and social support to relational solidarity in intercultural 

communication settings despite the prominent differences in communication practices 

in the Japanese and American cultures (e.g., Kim, 2002).

In investigating the contributions of intercultural communication and 

perceived relational solidarity to intergroup attitude, this study has three major 

findings. First, the Japanese participants’ perceived social support provided by the 

American individuals was found to have a significant positive contribution to the 

affective dimension of attitude. Second, consistent with the literature on the 

intergroup contact hypothesis, relational solidarity was positively associated with the 

cognitive dimension of attitude. Third, the communication accommodation of the
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American individuals was a significant predictor of the behavioral dimension of 

attitude. In addition to the major findings, results also showed that the perceived 

linguistic comfort of the Japanese participants (i.e., comfort with using English) was a 

positive significant predictor of the cognitive and behavioral dimensions of attitude. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, typicality and group salience (one of the most frequently 

argued concepts in the intergroup contact hypothesis) did not moderate the 

relationship between relational solidarity and intergroup attitude.

Implications

The major findings of this study have revealed several themes that contribute 

to the growing body of the literature on the intergroup contact hypothesis. First, 

supportive communication, communication accommodation, and relational solidarity 

enhance the Japanese-American intergroup relations. Second, different 

communication variables affect different dimensions of intergroup attitude. Third, 

group salience and typicality may function differently in intergroup/intercultural 

communication for minority groups. Finally, this study has demonstrated that 

communication competence which directly relates to perceived linguistic comfort of 

the Japanese participants is important in studying intergroup/intercultural relations.

Supportive communication has the potential to lower intergroup boundaries 

and to shape favorable-unfavorable feelings toward outgroup members by mitigating 

intergroup communication apprehension. Consistent with Goldsmith’s (1994) 

argument and Ye’s (2006) findings, social support provided by American individuals 

may have lowered the boundaries of ingroup and outgroup memberships by

35

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



decreasing the Japanese sojourners’ intercultural/intergroup communication anxieties. 

Generally, it is a natural human behavior to identify ourselves in terms of group 

memberships and those categorizations often depend on cultural classification in 

intercultural encounters (Gudykunst & Kim, 1984). Especially for Japanese 

sojourners, ingroup-outgroup boundaries are even more distinct than those who are in 

individualistic cultures (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994).

Members of collectivistic cultures draw a sharper distinction between ingroup 

and outgroup memberships than those of individualistic cultures and the ties in 

ingroup membership in collectivistic cultures have a large influence on social 

behaviors (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994). Emphases on conformity, security, and 

values shared within the ingroup have influences on Japanese people’s comfort and 

confidence in ingroup interactions (e.g., Schwartz, 1990). However, Japanese people 

may experience more anxieties and less comfortable feelings in intergroup 

interactions because of some of the unpredictable communication behaviors from the 

outgroup members. As social support induces harmony and security in interpersonal 

relationships, the Japanese participants’ perceived conformity and security in 

interactions with the most frequent contact American may have reduced intergroup 

communication apprehension and influenced their feelings toward Americans as a 

social group from which they can always expect supportive interactions.

Whereas social support emphasizes the personal dimension in interactions, 

communication accommodation stresses intergroup perception. Appropriate 

communication accommodation of American individuals was a positive predictor of
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the behavioral dimension of attitude which includes the participants’ inclinations of 

future interactions with Americans. It is reasonable to assume that appropriate 

communication accommodation allayed concerns of the Japanese sojourners over 

intercultural/intergroup communication and resulted in motivating them to engage in 

future interactions more actively. Lukens (1978) gives a clear explanation of this 

strong link between appropriate/inappropriate communication and intentions of future 

interaction with outgroup members. Non-accommodative communication creates 

communicative distance which include the distance of indifference (i.e., insensitivity 

to cultural differences), the distance of avoidance (i.e., purposeful avoidance of the 

amount of interaction with outgroups), and the distance of disparagement (i.e., 

feelings of hostility towards outgroup members) (Lukens, 1978). Especially pointing 

out the distance of avoidance, Gudykunst and Kim (1984) explain that the distance of 

avoidance results in minimizing future intergroup contact. On the contrary, 

communication accommodation should increase a sense of cultural sensitivity and a 

potential for future interactions.

Hofstede (1980) claims that people in collectivistic cultures, especially the 

Japanese culture, have high uncertainty avoidance. People from cultures of high 

uncertainty avoidance have strict rules and norms to protect themselves from 

encountering unpredictable situations (Gudykunst & Nishida, 1994). Violations of 

norms and expectations of the message recipients resulting from inappropriate 

communication (non-accommodation) (see also Ball, Giles, Byrne, & Berechree, 

1984) may disturb the anticipated harmonious relationships. In contrast, however,
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cultural sensitivity of American individuals and their abilities to realize the needs of 

the Japanese participants’ in conversations should maintain harmony and establish a 

positive impact. In fact, the Japanese participants in the current study experienced 

appropriate communication accommodation from their most frequent American 

contact (M= 5.46), indicating that their intergroup communication experiences are 

positive and personal. When conversations flowed within expectations, Japanese 

people would develop satisfying communication experiences which may have 

induced more future interactions.

The current study indicated that intercultural communication has an impact on 

intergroup relations. In addition, the cognitive dimension of attitude was predicted 

significantly by relational solidarity. This finding revealed that perceived closeness, 

satisfaction, liking, trust, and commonality of the Japanese participants with particular 

American individuals contributed to general positive perceptions of Americans. For 

example, the Japanese participants who had close and satisfying relationships with 

Americans identified Americans as being more confident, good-natured, competent, 

intelligent, or tolerant. Considering the fact that establishing solid relationships with 

sojourners generally requires the host nationals to have patience due to language 

barriers and cultural differences (e.g., Gareis, 1995; Kudo & Simkin, 2003), it is very 

likely that American individuals who offered opportunities for the Japanese 

participants to develop intimate, satisfying, and trustworthy relationships were 

tolerant and good-natured. Thus, it might be inferred that the Japanese participants 

generalized traits of their most frequent American contact to Americans as a whole.
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As discussed earlier, the two communication variables and perceived 

relational solidarity made distinctive contributions to the three dimensions of attitude. 

The majority of prior research has been devoted to exploring attitudes generally by 

combining all the dimensions of attitude or focusing only on the affective and 

cognitive dimensions. In particular, Tropp and Pettigrew’s (2005a) study showed the 

importance of the inclusion of the affective and cognitive dimensions of attitude in 

intergroup contact. This study measured the three dimensions of intergroup attitude 

and has revealed that all the three dimensions of attitude are equally important as each 

one of them is related to a particular aspect of communication. For instance, social 

support, communication accommodation, and relational solidarity significantly 

predicted the affective, behavioral, and cognitive dimensions of attitude respectively, 

indicating the importance of including all three dimensions of attitude in intergroup 

contact research.

Previous research has demonstrated that typicality of an outgroup member and 

perceived group salience moderate the relationship between intergroup contact and 

contact outcomes. However, the current study did not support this proposition.

Results indicated that the participants had a more positive cognitive attitude when 

they perceived their most frequent American contact as more typical of that cultural 

group. Goodness-of-fit of the individuals to the general attributes of the group in 

terms of appearance and behaviors activated the participants’ positive perceptions of 

Americans in general. The correlation between typicality and the affective dimension 

of attitude also showed significant positive association (see Table 1). The correlation
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analysis also indicated that the more typical the participants perceived their most 

frequent American contact was, the more positive feelings about Americans they had. 

However, the mean of typicality (M= 4.10) was not significantly higher than the mid 

point on the scale (i.e., 4), t = 1.3, p  = .2, indicating that the Japanese participants in 

this study did not perceive their most frequent contact Americans as highly typical of 

that cultural group. Gudykunst, Gao, Sudweeks, Ting-Toomey, and Nishida (1991) 

found that perceptions of the typicality of an outgroup member depend on 

interpersonal relationships. They found that Japanese participants perceived 

acquaintances as typical Americans while they perceived friends and romantic 

partners as atypical Americans. Essentially, their findings explain the findings of the 

current study that the participants’ relationship with their most frequent American 

contact was based primarily on friendship (61.4%) and thus they did not perceive the 

American individuals as typical members of that cultural group. When the 

participants’ relationships with the Americans are interpersonal (e.g., friends), it is 

reasonable to assume that their interpersonal relationships induced more positive 

cognitive and affective attitudes toward Americans in general.

The nature of the participants’ relationships (e.g., 61.4% friends) with their 

most frequent American contact also explains the results of group salience. Brewer 

and Miller (1988) explains that the frequent exposure to an outgroup member reduces 

the group boundaries when the relationships are interpersonal. In fact, means of 

relational solidarity (M= 5.53, SD = .83), communication accommodation (M = 5.46, 

SD = .94), and social support (M= 5.2, SI) = 1.19) illustrate a stronger interpersonal
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schema than intergroup perception of the Japanese participants. High average scores 

in relational solidarity, communication accommodation, and social support 

demonstrate that the Japanese participants categorized their relationships with the 

American individuals as interpersonal. Furthermore, a negative correlation between 

salience and relational solidarity (see Table 1) confirms that the more solid a 

relationship the Japanese participants had with their most frequent American contact, 

the less group salience they perceived.

Unlike other intergroup contact situations (e.g., European Americans versus 

African Americans) when both groups share the same language, the Japanese 

participants’ comfort with using English became a significant factor that influenced 

intergroup relations. Specifically, perceived linguistic comfort was found to have 

significant associations with the cognitive and behavioral dimensions of attitude. The 

results indicated that the higher levels of comfort with English led to more positive 

perceptions of Americans in general and motivated Japanese people to engage in 

more activities and establish more in-depth relationships with Americans.

It is probably a natural phenomenon that Japanese participants with higher 

linguistic competence and comfort experience more pleasant interactions with 

Americans and are capable of carrying intellectual conversations. Kim (1991) argued 

that linguistic competence and comfort enable the non-native to engage in more 

varied and in-depth conversations with native speakers. On the same note, Kudo and 

Simkin’s (2003) study of intercultural friendship formation found that competence 

and comfort with the English of Japanese students influence the quality of message
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exchange with the host nationals. As a result, the Japanese participants’ in-depth and 

varied conversations with the American individuals enabled them to establish solid 

interpersonal relationships, which may well have led to more positive cognitive 

evaluations of Americans in general. In fact, Kim (2002) identifies talking as a vital 

component in interpersonal communication and interpersonal relationship 

development across cultures. When interactants are challenged by linguistic ability to 

engage in communication, relationship development becomes more difficult, 

especially in American culture where verbal message exchange is highly valued (Kim, 

2002).

Needless to say, perceived linguistic comfort of the Japanese participants may 

have reduced anxiety and uncertainty of future communication and thus created a 

higher inclination to engage in more conversations or develop relationships. Gareis’ 

(1995) argues that communication competence, especially linguistic performance, is 

tied to interaction process and thus influences sociocultural adjustment. The Japanese 

participants’ comfort with the English language appears to be a determinant for 

cultural adjustment and an influential factor of the future interactions with Americans. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The major concern for this study was the sample size. The current study 

included 103 Japanese participants who have been attending a medium-sized mid- 

Western university in the United States. Although all the participants were Japanese, 

they were solicited from this institution because of the accessibility and because of 

geographical reasons. More responses could have been collected if sampled in Japan,
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but the number of people who would be qualified in terms of direct contact with 

Americans would be limited. Japanese sojourners attending institutions in the United 

States were the best source for this study. Considering the number of variables 

examined in this study, however, a larger sample size would increase the statistical 

power.

Another constraint of this study was the potential deviation of the 

characteristics of the current sample from the traits of the majority of Japanese living 

in Japan. It is likely that those who come to study in the United States are willing to 

communicate with Americans and to establish relationships with Americans. By 

coming to a new culture, the Japanese participants chose to engage in intergroup 

communication and relationships. These intrinsic positive attitudes of the Japanese 

participants may have influenced their overall attitudes toward Americans. In order to 

measure the pure communication effects in intergroup contact hypothesis, it will be 

crucial to consider prior contact experiences and variability of contact of each 

participant in addition to the frequency of contact with a particular American 

individual. Future research should also consider longitudinal studies in which both 

attitude formation and attitude change can be investigated. The current study was not 

aiming to evaluate intergroup attitude change per se. This study rather focused on the 

current perceptions of the Japanese participants. It would be ideal to measure 

newcomers’ attitudes and perceptions toward Americans and reevaluate them after a 

certain time interval. Supporting the possibilities of longitudinal design in intergroup 

contact research, Eller and Abrams (2004) claim that longitudinal research allows us
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to examine the intergroup contact in the context of real-world and historical 

intergroup contexts.

Conclusion

Supporting and expanding the intergroup contact hypothesis, findings in the 

current study have confirmed the relationship among communication experiences, 

perceived relational solidarity with the most frequent intergroup contact, and positive 

attitude toward outgroup members. Highlighting the central function of 

communication as well as perceived relational solidarity in intergroup relations, the 

current study has revealed that the three communication elements (i.e., social support, 

communication accommodation, and linguistic competence) carry important roles in 

intergroup attitude. By focusing on the minority’s perspectives, communication was 

found to have a considerable impact on intergroup relations. Furthermore, another 

major contribution of this study to the growing body of the intergroup contact 

literature includes focuses on the three dimensions of intergroup attitude. Each 

dimension of attitude was influenced by different communication variables, 

suggesting the importance of including the affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

dimensions of attitude for a broader understanding of the intergroup contact 

hypothesis. This study has opened up possibilities for other communicative elements 

to be involved in studying the relationship between intergroup contact and the three 

dimensions of attitude. In an age of globalization that promotes ethnic and cultural 

diversity there will be a growing need to understand intergroup communication and 

relations. As the world becomes more diverse, scholarly attention should be devoted
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to promote appreciation of multiethnic/multicultural interactions. Gudykunst and 

Nishida (1994) state that one of the reasons for humans to communicate is to change 

another person’s attitudes or behaviors and that inevitable activity of humans, 

communication, may change our perceptions of the world.
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Appendix A

Demographics and English Proficiency of Japanese Participants

[Instructions: Please answer the following questions by checking applicable boxes 
and/or by filling in the blanks.]

Your Sex
[ ] 1. Female 
[ ] 2. Male

Your Age
_______years old (2 digits, e.g., 21)

How long have you been here at KU?
_______years
(2 digits, e.g., 02 for 2 years) 

months

Is this your first visit to the U.S.?
[ ] 1. Yes 
[ ] 2. No

If No, please explain your previous 
visit(s) in terms of when, length of 
each stay, and purpose(s) of your 
visit(s).

How comfortable are you in speaking 
English?

Not comfortable Extremely
at all comfortable

How comfortable are you in 
understanding spoken English?

Not comfortable Extremely
at all comfortable

How comfortable are you in reading 
English?

Not comfortable Extremely
at all comfortable

llililiililllBiliSillllllillllilllSlliilil
How comfortable are you in writing 
English?

Not comfortable Extremely
at all comfortable

How long have you studied English?

_______ years
(2 digits, e.g., 02 for 2 years)
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Basic Information about the American Individual

[Instructions: For the following questions, please consider one American individual 
you have had the most frequent contact with in your daily life.]

Does this American person speak 
Japanese?
[ ]Yes []No

Please indicated how much 
communication with this person in 
general is in English and/or in other 
language(s)?

1. English:_______ % (e.g., 100%)
2. Other language(s):

Please specify_______ (e.g., Chinese)

What is your relationship to this 
person?
This person is my
[ ]1. Friend [ ]2. Classmate
[ ]3. Spouse [ ]4. Romantic Partner
[ ]5. Teacher [ ]6. Student
[ ]7. Host Family Member
[ ]8. Other: Please specify_____________

How old is this American person?

<For the next sets o f  questions and statements, consider the same 
American individual as you reported above. >

58

This American person is
[]1 . Female [ ] 2. Male

What is this person’s ethnic 
background?
[ ] 1. European American 
[ ] 2. African American 
[ ] 3. Asian American 
[ ] 4. Latino American 
[ ] 5. Other

How long have you known this person?

______y ears________ months

Is this American a native English 
speaker?
[ ] 1. Yes [ ] 2. No

Please briefly describe how you met this 
person.
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Frequency of Contact

[Instructions: Please answer the following questions by circling corresponding 
numbers (1 =Strongly Disagree, 4 = Moderate, and 7 = Strongly Agree).]

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

I mteidU with this person much more than with
most people J know (including im own fellow 1 2  1 4 5 6 7

I communicate with this person daily in _ 0
, 1 Z J 4 5 6 7general.

I spend lei sin e time with this pei son daih 1 2  1 4 5 6 7

I do non-leisure activities with this person 1 _ - .1*1 1 Zi J T J O /daily.

Relational Solidarity

[Instructions: Consider your relationship and communication in general with this 
person. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement 
by circling a corresponding number (1 = Strongly Disagree, 4 = Moderate, and 7 = 
Strongly Agree).]

We ate not \ e i \  close at all 

1 disti ust this pei son 

I dislike this pei son

1 have little m common with this pei son

In genetal, 1 am \ e r \  satisfied with the wa\ 
this person behaves

In general, I am very satisfied with my 
relationship with this person.

Strongly
Disagree

4

4

4

4

3 4

Strongly
Agree

6 7
iMwaiHMpB!
6 7

■ ■ I
6 7
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Social Support

[Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements by circling a corresponding number (1 = Strongly Disagree, 4 
= Moderate, and 7 = Strongly Agree).]

“When I have faced a problem, ”

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

This person showed me that he she accepts i l l ! iiggjijgm i i l l ! ! | | | | | j 6 l i l i i

This person was there when T needed him'her i 4 5 6 7

This person comforted me when I was feeling
I j l l j o jlliil i l l i 5 i f 1 IH H

This person took care of many things for me. i 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 his pei son made me feel \alued and
l i l l i l |S j|! 1 1 1 I#®! 6 | P

This person expressed concern about my 
situation. i 2 3 4 5 6 7

This person assuied me that I can iel\ o j l l ||| n
completek on him her 4 o lllllljli

This person helped me find something l 2 3 4 5 6 7
positive in my situation.

This person encouiaged me not to gi\e up llll |l |l SiillP i l l i l l 5 l i i l lllllllliliiiffli iiiitfti
This person took care of things I could not l 2 3 4 5 6 7
manage on my own.
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Communication Accommodation

[Instructions: Consider your conversations with this person in general. Please indicate 
the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement by circling a 
corresponding number (1 = Strongly Disagree, 4 = Moderate, and 7 = Strongly 
Agree).]

This person stereot\pcs me as a foicignei who 
cannot speak Lnglish well

This person gives me unwanted advice.

This person is impolite and rude

I Ins person is controlling.

I his pei son is o \e i l \  direct 

This person is self-centered in conversation. 

This pei soil shows piejudice against me 

This poison is a good listenei 

I his pei son is loud

I his poison i s o \ e i l \  e \p ie s s i \e

' I  I l l s  p c l s i ' l l  l l t l | l l t l l | U  l i s t s  v. \ | j _ u  h  n_

This poison is condescending in com ei sations 
with mo

His her remaihs m com cisa tions with me aie 
appropiiate

This person interrupts me in conversations.

I I l l s  | U s  >11 I t  s p e c  Is  l i l t

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

| »

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

iii 111|||j 5 ill! !|i||
i 2 3 4 5 6 7

ill l i i i 111!l« !«i 111
piijijiiif
111

i 2 3 4 5 6 7

111 i i i IjlBjjlllll 111
'fpitFS l'i l WIII

i > 4 5 6 7

111 ! | I i i i m u iltlp!111
i 3 4 s 6 n

ill *> i l l | | 1 iill I I i l l
i 4 5 6 7

■ I I ii Ilia llli 11 111
i 2 3 4 5 6 7

III 2 111iliii!!III# 6 sill
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Typicality

[Instructions: Please answer each of the following questions by circling a 
corresponding number (1 = Not At All, 4 = Moderate, and 7 = A Great Deal).]

Not at all A great deal

How similai is this peison to olhci \meiican
MMijBM || |j | l l | j B ! | I | | | j l| jjplllilllS111
To what extent is this person typical of 
Americans?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Is this peison iepicsenta1i\e of \menccin 
mdis idu iK in LLin.i il

|j||j|ji§!gljltm i liiilt £ iilii 111
To what extent is this person like other 
Americans? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Salience

[Instructions: Please answer each of the following questions by circling a 
corresponding number (1 = Not At All, 4 = Moderate, and 7 = A Great Deal).]

Not at all A great deal

In geneial, how avvaie a i c \ o u  ol cultuial  ̂ ,, ^
d t tu o ik c s  I x f ' c e i i 1 . iiiw 'll and tliK p u ^ ' i i

How much do you think about this person’s 1 2  3
culture when you communicate with him/her?

How much does culture mallei w h e n \o u   ̂ ,
communicate with this po ison }
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<For the next sets, please consider Americans in seneral. >

The Behavioral Dimension of Attitude

[Instructions: If given the opportunity, which does not conflict with any ethical or 
legal concerns, to engage in the following behaviors, please indicate the extent to 
which you will engage in such behaviors. Please indicate your willingness to do so by 
circling a corresponding number (1 = Strongly Disagree, 4 = Moderate, and 7 = 
Strongly Agree).]

Not at all Extremely
willing willing

Accept Ameiicans as citizens of mv country m m lljlll 4 5 lili 7

Have a number of American families move 
into my neighborhood. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Dc\ clop moie than |iist speaking 
acquaintances with \mciicans IllSII>§jt SlMIii||m
Accept Americans as a neighbor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 i
Accept Ameiicans as nn close lilends iiiiiifill|||1 111(Si
Choose to marry Americans. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Work directly with Americans in the same lisill| l | itiii111!! ip
Enjoy interacting with most Americans. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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The Cognitive Dimension of Attitude

[Instructions: Please make a mark on the scale below indicating how you feel about 
Americans in general.]

“In general, Americans are...”

\\ a i m 1811 ifjllpjjf l l l f i 5 6 m m

Tolerant i 2 3 4 5 6 i Intolerant

Good-natured I B 1 ( 1 '■ 111P :1 ]|§ |1 I p i \iU _ili\l-il lilll IJ

Sincere i 2 3 4 5 6 7 Insincere

C ompetent Illsftlililif l j l 5 i i i s p I B Incompetent

Confident i 2 3 4 5 6 7 Not confident

Independent I I I t tm m p i | H | I M I n > l i l s Dipukkni

Competitive i 2 3 4 5 6 7 Non competitive

Intelligent i f p i l 2 ifigjig l i j i j H I liSflS Stupid
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The Affective Dimension of Attitude

[Instructions: Please mark on the scale below indicating how you feel about 
Americans in general. If you mark somewhere between l°and 49°, that indicates you 
feel cold, or unfavorable, towards Americans, marking 50°means that you feel neutral 
and marking between 51°and 99°means that you feel warm, or favorable, towards 
Americans.]

9® Hama* 02: f a v o r a b l e

SfO

80

70

-  ;«0

50 Neutral

40

30
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