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Dissertation Abstract 

 

People who migrate from their home countries to their countries of destination experience a 

life changing event. In the process of acculturating to their host countries, migrants learn about 

elements of host cultures, which add to the already known elements of their home cultures. 

Literature has shown associations between this process and changes in migrants’ affect, 

behaviors and cognition. Whereas research on the former two prevail in the literature, evidence 

on the latter is insufficient to date. The research approach has been to examine changes in 

stereotypes that migrants have about the ethnicity of members of their host countries. However, 

the stream of psychological research on cognition of individuals explores a spectrum of 

stereotypes that is broader than ethnic stereotypes. Therefore, the present dissertation proposes 

an alternative approach for the examination of migrants’ cognitive adaptation. This dissertation 

addresses the topic of (potential) changes in the wider spectrum of stereotypes in a Culture 

Learning framework (Wilson, Ward, & Fischer, 2013). The proposition is that migrants learn 

about cultural stereotypes in their host societies. The core thesis is that an inconsistency 

between stereotype-relevant knowledge in the host culture and existing stereotype-knowledge 

held by migrants triggers the process of stereotype accommodation–a process whereby 

migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information learned in the host country into their 

existing stereotypes. This dissertation reports on both empirical and theoretical endeavors as 

initial efforts to understand this phenomenon. The empirical endeavor is a set of cross-sectional 

studies on samples of populations from three specific countries, namely Romania, Germany 

and France. The first empirical study explores the culturally relevant stereotypes in the 

migrants’ home country–Romania. A second empirical study addresses the similarities and 

differences between cultural stereotypes in migrants’ home and host countries. Finally, a third 

empirical study examines whether stereotypes of migrants accommodate to cultural stereotypes 
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in their host countries. The theoretical endeavor is an integrative work of literature from 

varying streams of social sciences towards the introduction of the Integrative Model of 

Stereotype Accommodation (tIMoSA), intended as one framework for research on the above-

mentioned phenomenon. Subsequent to these main goals, the dissertation reports on an 

unexpected finding with regards to the Stereotype Content Model (SCM). Relying on advanced 

statistical analyses, like Multi Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis, I present initial evidence 

that the two-dimensional structure of stereotypes theorized in the SCM might be further 

conceptualized as a four sub-dimensional structure. Upon acknowledging some limitations, 

such as not assessing causality, there are three main contributions of the dissertation. First, it 

introduces the concept of stereotype accommodation, and it presents initial empirical evidence 

for it, as one way to address the influence of the acculturation process on (potential) changes 

in the wider spectrum of stereotypes held by migrants. The findings are particularly informative 

with regards to the cognitive adaptation of migrants. Second, it shows empirical evidence that 

the dimensions of warmth and competence of the SCM might be further disentangled into sub-

dimensions of friendliness-trustworthiness and efficacy-conscientiousness respectively. Third, 

it contributes to improving the representation of research from the Romanian context in the 

scientific literature. Suggestions on how the present work may be linked with intercultural 

competence programs and city-housing planning are also presented.  

 Keywords: migration, Romania, adaptation, stereotype accommodation, tIMoSA 

	



 

Chapter 1: General Introduction 

 

1.1.  Introduction 

  

 This dissertation contributes to improving our understanding of migration by focusing 

on one psychological process that is insufficiently addressed in the scientific literature, namely 

the cognitive adaptation of migrants. To date, the majority of research has looked at whether 

and how migrants’ negative stereotypes about the ethnicity of the local population are 

influenced by contact with this population during the process of acculturation. In the 

dissertation, however, I argue for a research approach that addresses the wider spectrum of 

stereotypes held by migrants. My proposition builds on existing evidence that migrants and 

locals are socialized in the values of their home cultures and are guided by societal norms that 

are relevant in their home countries. In other words, aspects of life that appear obvious in one 

society can be entirely different in another. I suggest that stereotypes held by individuals are to 

a large extent shaped by the stereotype knowledge that is culturally consistent in their home 

countries. When migrants become aware of differences between their existing stereotypes and 

the stereotype knowledge that is culturally consistent in their host cultures, then, I argue, a 

learning process is triggered which can result in stereotype accommodation–a process whereby 

migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information learned in the host culture into their 

existing stereotypes. In the following sections of the introduction, I first provide examples of 

how the phenomenon of cognitive adaptation might manifest itself in the real world after which 

I progressively introduce the main concepts of the thesis. Finally, I provide an overview of the 

empirical and theoretical chapters of this thesis. 
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1.1.1.  Examples of Manifestations of the Cognitive Adaptation of Migrants 

 Any congregation of more than two individuals that share at least one common 

characteristic can lead to the formation of a social group (Brewer, 1979). World Values Survey 

(WVS), which is a collaborative research project across almost 100 countries, periodically 

examines how specific groups are perceived by local populations across societies. The results 

of the WVS show that indeed there is some variation across societies as to how groups are 

perceived; e.g., in some societies homosexual people are more likely to be accepted as 

neighbors than in others. Such findings provide an indication that should people migrate 

between societies they might experience a process of cognitive adaptation whereby their 

perceptions of some social groups could change to accommodate the locals’ perceptions. In the 

following paragraphs, I provide three illustrations of this process.  

 For example, European migrants in Japan might notice differences in how elderly are 

perceived in the local society compared to their home countries. In Japan, there is a culturally 

defined norm that the elderly should be respected, and this norm is strongly reinforced in daily 

life situations (cf., Koyano, 1989). This tatemae (culturally expected) perception of the group 

often has corresponding displayed behaviors, like offering one’s seat in public transportation. 

One way migrants in Japan might cognitively adapt to the local culture could be by learning the 

culturally consistent norm of showing respect to elderly people.   

 Another manifestation of migrants’ cognitive adaptation could be with regards to 

politicians. For example, Romania has a recent history of “cheating” as a widely-tolerated norm 

in both public and private spheres–corruption indices for Romania are among the highest in 

Europe (Transparency International, 2011). The local population distrusts local politicians 

overall (e.g., “Romania’s war on corruption,” 2015). Individuals from, say, New Zealand, one 

of the least corrupt countries in the world (Transparency International, 2011), might migrate to 

Romania with the aim of establishing enterprises. At first, migrants may trust politicians’ 

agendas on facilitating opportunities for entrepreneurs, but would soon experience the local 
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reality. One way migrants in Romania might cognitively adapt to the local culture might be by 

learning the culturally consistent norm of not trusting politicians.  

 The cognitive adaptation of migrants could also be with regards to homosexual people. 

For example, the Netherlands is generally considered a country with high rates of accepting 

homosexuality as a justifiable human condition (World Values Survey, 2014). Dutch locals are 

therefore exposed to a cultural norm of positive perceptions towards the group. Migrants from 

countries where homophobic norms prevail might notice differences between their existing 

beliefs and the locally culturally consistent beliefs about the group. One way migrants in the 

Netherlands might cognitively adapt to the local culture might be by learning the culturally 

consistent norm of accepting homosexuality.  

 These examples illustrate instances of how migrating individuals might adapt their 

perceptions of social groups by learning about the culturally consistent norms in their host 

societies. The main argument of the dissertation is that a process of learning triggers the 

cognitive adaptation of migrants. The thesis focuses on one manifestation of it, namely on 

(potential) changes in personal stereotypes held by migrants. The goal of the dissertation is 

therefore to examine whether and how migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information 

learned in the host culture into their existing stereotypes. In the subsequent sections, I provide 

a theoretical account of psychological concepts that can be used to study this claim.    

1.2.  Stereotypes and the Content of Stereotypes 

1.2.1. Definition 

Stereotypes are beliefs about characteristics, such as attitudes and behaviors, of 

members in certain social groups (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). Etymologically, the word 

stereotypes stems from the Ancient-Greek word stereotypos, which is a combination of the 

words: stereos, which translates into “solid,” and typos, which translates into “impressions” 

(Stereos, 1940; Typos, 1940). After it was first introduced in 1921 in the social psychological 

literature by Walter Lippmann (2004), the concept has been a key variable in explaining a wide 
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variety of social phenomena, from romantic relationships (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2003) to 

discrimination (Major & O’Brien, 2005).  

The key role of stereotypes is that they act as a linking factor between perception and 

behavior (Bargh, Chen, & Burrows, 1996). In other words, stereotypes represent cognitive 

devices that allow individuals to simplify large amounts of information from social interactions 

(Macrae, Milne, & Bodenhausen, 1994). Once formed and stored as part of an individuals’ 

memory (Katz, 1976), stereotypes are activated depending on relevancy to contexts of 

interaction (Casper, Rothermund, & Wentura, 2010). Their application is, however, dependent 

on individuals’ attributes. For example, prejudiced people are more likely to rely on stereotypes 

than non-prejudiced people (Devine, 1989). In brief, stereotypes are beliefs about social groups 

that are activated because of contextual factors and they are applied when individuals tend to 

rely on them.  

1.2.2. Stereotype Formation–Personal and Cultural Stereotypes	

In the literature, there are four main theories, which are empirically corroborated, about 

the formation of stereotypes (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). First, stereotypes can emerge from 

self-fulfilling prophecies, which represent an initially inaccurate description of a situation or 

behavior, that gradually becomes true because it is altered to match the expectation (Merton, 

1948). In brief, if it is expected for people to behave in a specific manner, then it is likely that 

people will act accordingly (Jussim, Eccles, & Madon, 1996). Second, stereotypes emerge as a 

nonconscious detection of covariation, whereby people over-generalize the personality traits 

and behaviors of single individuals as being common to a larger number of members of a social 

group (Hewstone, Hopkins, & Routh, 1992). In other words, people use their own past 

experiences to guide their interactions with others (Hill, Lewicki, Czyzewska, & Schuller, 

1990). Third, stereotypes can be a consequence of an illusory correlation, which suggests that 

people use different mechanisms when memorizing events, particularly if the events are 

attributed to members of a majority group compared to a minority group (Hamilton, Dugan, & 
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Trolier, 1985). In brief, people tend to falsely attribute members of a minority group (a group 

whose members are less noticeable in terms of frequency) to behaviors or personality traits that 

are less frequent (Hamilton & Gifford, 1976). Lastly, stereotypes can represent a bias that there 

is homogeneity among members of out-groups and variation among members of in-groups 

(Park & Hastie, 1987). These descriptions refer to personal stereotypes – the subjective beliefs 

that individuals have with regard to other individuals or social groups (Devine, 1989).  

In addition to personal stereotypes, there are also cultural stereotypes – beliefs which 

are common knowledge to all members of a society/culture (Devine, 1989). Cultural stereotypes 

emerge as a result of a long-lasting and societal-wide process, whereby individuals 

communicate among themselves any stereotype-relevant information (Kashima, 2008, 2014). 

Cultural stereotypes are maintained because people tend to communicate stereotype-relevant 

information that is consistent rather than inconsistent (Kashima, 2000). In other words, all 

individuals who share a common ground, for example, speaking the same language, are likely 

to contribute to the development/reproduction of cultural stereotypes. Although people may 

hold varying personal stereotypes, all individuals are aware (Devine, 1989) and can reproduce 

cultural stereotypes in their societies as a belief that is distinct from their personal stereotypes 

(Krueger, 1996).  

 Cultural Stereotypes Shape Individuals’ Personal Stereotypes. 

	 According to Bigler and Liben (2006), personal stereotypes first develop during early 

childhood. In this life stage, children learn about the environment via categorization, which 

simplifies their later interactions with objects or people. Children also acquire new 

psychological mechanisms that cause them to stereotype others in later stages of life. Bigler 

and Liber suggest that children learn from their parents what to consider a relevant basis for 

categorization. As a result, children not only learn mechanisms of stereotyping, but also learn 

beliefs that their parents hold about other individuals or groups. After childhood, personal 

stereotypes go through an actualization process. Each individual’s new experience cumulates 
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towards maintaining, re-enforcing or modifying existing stereotypes (e.g., Hewstone et al., 

1992; Weber & Crocker, 1983). In other words, individuals during childhood develop their 

personal stereotypes as a result of learning from their parents. Subsequently, they learn from 

other social actors such as peers and teachers, about cultural stereotypes that are relevant in 

their society (referred to as enculturation or socialization period) (Ehrlich, 1973; Katz, 1976). 

Moreover, events in later life can modify (or not) these personal stereotypes that individuals 

developed during their childhood.  

1.2.3. The Content of Stereotypes 

Although there were some attempts in the past (e.g., Katz & Braly, 1933), work by Fiske 

and colleagues on the Stereotype Content Model (SCM) was the first to show that content of 

stereotypes can be examined systematically (Fiske et al., 2002). They argued that in social 

interactions people need to establish: (1) whether the other individual or social group poses a 

threat and (2) whether the other individual or social group can carry out an action. The content 

of stereotypes forms from these two needs. The need to distinguish threating from non-threating 

situations is encoded into the evaluative dimension of warmth (also communion or sociability, 

Abele & Wojciszke, 2013). The need to identify whether someone possesses capabilities for 

action is encoded into the evaluative dimension of competence (also agency or power, Abele & 

Wojciszke, 2013).  

The simplicity of this research is that stereotypes about virtually any social group can 

be described in terms of warmth-competence. There are groups who are stereotyped as high in 

warmth and high in competence (HW-HC), such as athletes in the German context (Asbrock, 

2010) and educated people in the U.S. context (Fiske et al., 2002). Most commonly, the 

emotions that are associated with these groups are admiration and pride. Furthermore, there are 

groups who are stereotyped as high in warmth and low in competence (HW-LC), such as 

housewives in the German context (Asbrock, 2010) and the middle class in the Japanese context 

(Cuddy et al., 2009). Pity and sympathy are the usual emotions that are elicited by these social 
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groups. There are also groups who are stereotyped as low in warmth and high in competence 

(LW-HC), such as professionals in the context of Hong Kong (Cuddy et al., 2009) and Asians 

in the Canadian context (cf., Fiske, 2012a). These groups are likely to elicit emotions like envy 

and jealousy. Finally, there are groups who are stereotyped as low in warmth and low in 

competence (LW-LC), such as Aboriginal Australians in the Australian context (Durante, 

Capozza, & Fiske, 2010) and politicians in the Romanian context (see present thesis, Chapter 

2). Contempt, disgust, anger, and resentment are typical emotions associated with these groups. 

Novel to this approach is that social structures–in terms of status and competition among 

individuals and social groups–shape the content of stereotypes; this assumption has been 

subsequently confirmed by experimental research (Caprariello et al., 2009; Russell & Fiske, 

2008). People perceive others who have positions of power and high status as being more 

competent than others who have low status and not in positions of power. Furthermore, people 

perceive others who are not competitive as being more warm and nice compared to others who 

compete with others. This link between social structure and the content of stereotypes has led 

to the establishment of warmth and competence as two universally relevant dimensions of SCM 

(Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). Not only are these dimensions successful in describing 

stereotypes about social groups in varying social contexts (de Paula Couto & Koller, 2012; 

Fiske, 2012b), but are also relevant in detecting differences in stereotypes cross-culturally 

(Cuddy et al., 2009; Durante et al., 2013). In other words, the stereotype dimensions of warmth 

and competence represent a research-validated tool that can be used to study personal and 

cultural stereotypes about any group cross-culturally. 

1.3.  Acculturation and Adaptation of Migrants 

	 I have argued how differences between migrants’ home and host countries are associated 

with varying cultural stereotypes. In the following sections, I briefly outline how these 

differences might trigger the process of stereotype accommodation. In the next sections, I 
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introduce the key concepts that allow for this examination, namely culture, acculturation 

process, and acculturation orientation and adaptation.  

1.3.1. Key Terms 

 Culture. 

Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary indicates that, as a noun, culture refers to “a) the 

beliefs, customs, arts, etc., of a particular society, group, place, or time, b) a particular society 

that has its own beliefs, ways of life, art, etc., and c) a way of thinking, behaving, or working 

that exists in a place of organization (such as a business)” (Culture, n.d.).  

As the word itself has several meanings, researchers have provided a multitude of 

directions in defining the concept of culture (Faulkner, Baldwin, Lindsley, & Hecht, 2006). 

Two of the most frequently proposed themes are: (1) culture as a system of meanings and 

behavioral tendencies that is socially shared (Baldwin, Faulkner, Hecht, & Lindsley, 2006) and 

(2) culture as influencing psychological processes related to cognition and behavior (e.g., 

Gelfand, 2012; Kitayama & Uskul, 2011; Lehman, Chiu, & Schaller, 2004; Schwartz, 2012). 

A culture is not a palpable physical object per se, rather, it is represented in people’s mind. 

Maintained and developed through communication (Kashima, 2008), it can be identified as an 

external system of rituals and symbols (Schwartz, 2014). A culture is known to all its members, 

an outcome that is the result of a learning process (Lehman et al., 2004). In other words, a 

culture represents the “ideas and behavior patterns that are obviously valid for members of the 

culture and that need not be debated” (Triandis, 1994, emphasis in original; cf., Baldwin et al., 

2006, p. 218).  

 Acculturation Process and Acculturation Orientations. 

	 Migration is a global-wide phenomenon whereby people relocate from their society of 

origin (also referred to as home society or home country) to another society (also referred to as 

host society or host country) for varying reasons such as education and family reunion. As 

individuals migrate, they carry with them the culture of their home country (home culture) and, 
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at the same time, are exposed to the culture of their host country (host culture). In other words, 

migrants experience a process of acculturation, wherein, in addition to their home culture, they 

have firsthand contact with their host culture. Consequently, migrants go through a process of 

change in all aspects of life that includes among others language, food, and societal norms (Sam, 

2006).  

 Researchers have proposed two main approaches to the conceptualization of 

acculturation. First, migrants gradually discard their home culture to incorporate their host 

culture (Gordon, 1964). This unidimensional approach is normative in nature because it 

(falsely) assumes that migrants are either not interested or not able to maintain their home 

culture. Second, John W. Berry was of the opinion that migrants need to find answers to two 

inter-related questions, namely: a) whether they want to maintain their home culture and b) 

whether they want to have contact with their host culture (Berry, 1992). According to him, the 

answers to these questions lead to the formation of four distinct acculturation orientations. 

When migrants desire to maintain their home culture but, at the same time, are interested in 

having contact with their host culture, migrants may adopt the integration orientation. 

Furthermore, when migrants discard their home culture at the cost of adopting their host culture, 

migrants may adopt the assimilation orientation. A third orientation is called separation, 

whereby migrants choose to maintain their home culture, but do not want to have contact with 

their host culture. According to Berry, the last orientation that migrants can adopt is 

marginalization, which describes individuals who are neither interested in contact with their 

host culture nor maintenance of their home culture. Research shows that migrants with an 

integrationist orientation are most successful in adapting to their new host culture, while those 

with marginalization orientation are the least successful (Sam & Berry, 2006); however, this 

view is under debate because of the larger role ecological context might play (Ward & Geeraert, 

2016). In other words, depending on their interests in maintaining old and adopting new 

cultures, variation exists among migrants in how they deal with acculturation.   
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1.3.2. The AB & C of Adaptation of Migrants 

While acculturating to host cultures, migrants need to change a great deal in their life to 

successfully live with two cultures. In other words, migrants need to adapt to their host culture 

(Berry, 1997). Successfully living with two cultures means that migrants do not experience 

symptoms of depression or alienation that arise due to living in the host society, i.e., 

psychological adaptation (Searle & Ward, 1990). It also means that migrants can navigate daily 

life routines by learning behavioral patterns of the host society, including learning the local 

language and becoming fluent in dealing with bureaucratic requirements, i.e., sociocultural 

adaptation (Searle & Ward, 1990). Migrants with an integration orientation seem more likely 

to achieve these goals (for a review see Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001).  

 In addition, there are also cognitive responses which involve migrants’ stereotypes 

(Ward, 2001). To date, research on the cognitive adaptation of migrants is scarce (for reviews 

see Sam & Berry, 2006; Ward et al., 2001). The majority of work applies the contact hypothesis, 

which states that interactions among individuals or groups can decrease negative stereotyping 

and prejudice (Pettigrew, 1998). This approach examines how the acculturation process 

influences migrants’ ethnic stereotypes about locals and vice versa–ethnic stereotypes are 

stereotypes about an individuals’ ethnicity (also regarding nationality or cultural group) (Ward, 

2001). While essential, this line of reasoning fails to address the possibility that migrants might 

cognitively adapt with regards to the wider spectrum of groups culturally consistent in local 

societies. My contention is that the current paradigm provides a limited account of migrants’ 

cognitive adaptation. The dissertation addresses this gap in the literature from a culture learning 

perspective. 

1.3.3. Culture Learning and Stereotype Accommodation 

 The Culture Learning framework assumes that migrants are unaware of what is 

culturally consistent behavior in the host culture, which serves to explain intergroup mis-

understandings during the process of acculturation (Furnham & Bochner, 1982). Distinct 
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strands of research have considered this perspective. For example, research on the sociocultural 

adaptation of migrants seeks to identify causes and situations under which cultural differences 

could be overcome (Searle & Ward, 1990). There is also research that focuses on individual 

cultural competencies and training required for individuals to become culturally competent 

(Bhawuk, 1998). Both strands of research agree on the notion that migrants adapt by learning 

the culturally consistent behaviors in the new culture (Wilson et al., 2013). Moreover, some 

studies suggest that, rather than limited to behavioral learning, migrants might learn and adapt 

to patterns of emotions (De Leersnyder, Mesquita, & Kim, 2011) or values of locals (Güngör, 

Bornstein, & Phalet, 2012). 

 With regards to stereotypes, any discernable differences in cultural stereotypes between 

migrants’ home and host cultures would trigger a process of culture learning, which will be 

associated with migrants incorporating the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in 

the host country into their existing stereotypes over time and under specific conditions.	 	

1.4.  Research Questions 

 

	 The main research questions of the dissertation are: (1) whether migrants incorporate 

the stereotype-relevant information learned in the host societies into their existing stereotypes 

(Central RQ1) and what factors contribute to this process (Central RQ2). The dissertation 

proposes from a culture learning approach that how individuals deal with the acculturation 

process influences the way they experience this process. A set of interrelated studies conducted 

on Romanian migrants in Europe helps in finding answers to these core questions. Below the 

case of Romanian migrants in Europe is described after which the studies of the dissertation are 

described in detail.  
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1.4.1. The Case of Romanian Migrants in Europe 

	 A Brief Account of Romania. 

 A country in the South-East of Europe, Romania is home to approximately 20 million 

people (see Figure 1) (Institutul Național de Statistică, 2011a). In terms of cultural heritage, 

Romania aligns with Western European countries (e.g., Romanian is the only Latin-based 

language in Eastern Europe). Historically, it aligns with Eastern European countries (politically 

under the Communist regime during the period 1945 and 1989). For Romanians, the rise of the 

Communist party meant a period of repressive policies (Tismăneanu, 2003). For example, the 

Secret Police (Securitatea)–the executive body that enforced the communist laws (Deletant, 

1995)–was responsible for the largest scale of persecutions of humans in the Soviet area (Judt, 

2005). The Secret Police caused a systematic degradation of public and private domains of life. 

As a result, Romanians lived with constant feelings of fear. Basic human rights, such as access 

to food and comfort, became a privilege. 

 According to Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkow, 2010), 

the culture of post-communist Romania can be described as: accepting of hierarchical order, 

highly uncertain avoidant, collectivistic, highly cynical, favors caring for others and quality of 

life values, and endorsing mixed impressions about the past and future. Compared to most other 

former communist countries, Romania is on the right pole of the political continuum, and highly 

endorses religiosity (Voicu & Voicu, 2007) and authoritarianism (Gavreliuc, 2011). Moreover, 

values seem to have remained unchanged in post-communist Romania compared to communist 

Romania (Friedlmeier & Gavreliuc, 2013; Gavreliuc, 2012); the younger generations (i.e., born 

after 1989) endorse values and attitudes similar to the older generation (i.e., born during the 

communist period; Gavreliuc, 2012). 

The history of psychological research in Romania further reflects the country’s dual 

Western-Eastern heritage. According to Daniel David, the author of a recent monograph on the 

psychological profile of Romanians, psychology was first introduced in Romania by students 
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of Wilhelm Wundt, who is considered to be the founder of experimental psychology (David, 

2015). As David argues, the international perspective of psychological research in Romania 

was gradually restricted by communist policies. Whereas initially the communist party 

demanded that psychologists contribute towards spreading the communist ideology among 

students and lay people, upon a failure to achieve this goal, the party progressively banned and 

closed all psychology organizations in the country, e.g., in 1977 the departments of psychology 

at all universities were closed and in 1982 the Institute of Psychology at the Romanian Academy 

of Science was closed (cf., David, 2015). All these departments were reinstated after the 

Communist Revolution in 1989. 

An Overview of Research on Romanian migrants in Europe. 

 In the current context of migration, the mass-media (general term referring to outlets 

such as newspapers, television, the internet, etc.) depict Romanian migrants in Europe in an 

overall negative manner. For example, the work restrictions within the European Union were 

officially lifted for Romanians in January 2014 (“Romania and Bulgaria EU restrictions lifted,” 

2014), which caused the British and German media to fear for an exodus of these two ethnic 

groups (“EU tries to calm fears,” 2014; Hewitt, 2014). On the one hand, the opening of the 

European job market has allowed Romanian migrants to seek better economic opportunities in 

more economically developed societies. On the other hand, the event fostered a climate of 

prejudice and potential discrimination that may have repercussions in migrants’ life. There is a 

danger that misinformation may further develop negative views about this migrant group. In 

other words, the literature needs systematic evidence about the experience of this group of 

migrants in European countries. 
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Figure 1. Geographical Map Depicting Romania in European and Global Contexts 
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However, perhaps because of the history of psychological research in Romania, the literature 

on Romanian migrants in Europe is scarce. The vast majority of research informs about the 

psychological and sociocultural adaptation of this ethnic group in Spain and Italy (Baldwin-

Edwards, 2007; Fernández, Silván-Ferrero, Molero, Gaviria, & García-Ael, 2015; González-

Castro & Ubillos, 2011; Moreh, 2014; Rojas Tejada, Navas, Sayans, & Cuadrado, 2014; 

Tarricone et al., 2009); additionally, there are few studies conducted on Romanian migrants in 

the UK (Pantiru & Barley, 2014) and in France (Badea, Jetten, Iyer, & Er-Rafiy, 2011). In brief, 

there is a need for researchers to return to the phenomenon of migration (Rudmin, 2010) and 

examine groups of people other than the ones typically studied, e.g., from Western Educated 

Industrialized Rich Developed countries (WEIRD samples) (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 

2010). This dissertation contributes to this gap in the literature by looking at samples of 

Romanian migrants in Europe. 

1.5.  Dissertation Outline 

 

 Including the present introduction, this dissertation has eight chapters (for an overview 

see Table 1). Chapter 2 examines cultural stereotypes in Romania. The chapter builds on the 

theoretical considerations that individuals develop personal stereotypes by learning about 

cultural stereotypes in their home countries. Although there is some heterogeneity, all 

individuals are knowledgeable about and can reproduce the stereotypes that are culturally 

consistent in their home countries (Devine, 1989; Fiske et al., 2002). The core question of 

Chapter 2 is what cultural stereotypes are in Romania (RQ1). In addition, the chapter examines 

whether cultural stereotypes in Romania vary across four different regions of the country 

(RQ2). The chapter represents the first systematic study that applies the SCM theory in 

Romania and seeks to identify relevant stereotypes in this culture. This is one prerequisite in 

testing the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation. 
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 Chapter 3 formally examines stereotype accommodation of Romanian migrants in 

Germany and in France. The chapter builds on previous work on cognitive adaptation of 

migrants. The thesis of the chapter is that, in addition to the period of enculturation, wherein 

migrants learn about stereotypes that are culturally consistent in their home countries, migrants 

cognitively adapt during the process of acculturation, wherein their personal stereotypes go 

through a process of change as a result of learning about stereotypes that are culturally 

consistent in their host countries. The research questions of Chapter 3 are: (1) whether migrants 

incorporate the stereotype-relevant information learned in their host societies into their existing 

stereotypes (RQ3) and (2) whether this is predicted by duration of stay in host country (RQ4) 

and acculturation orientation (RQ5). Pertinent to these primary questions, the chapter also 

investigates whether there are discernable differences with regard to cultural stereotypes 

between migrants’ home and host societies (RQ6). The research in this chapter is the first 

empirical test of the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation.  

 Chapter 4 provides in detail the measurement and structural equivalence of cultural 

stereotypes across samples of Romanian, German and French locals. The main research is 

whether mean comparisons on cultural stereotypes across the three samples are reliable (RQ7). 

The chapter provides empirical support for one prerequisite in testing the hypothesis of 

stereotype accommodation, i.e., culture differences. 

 During the stage of analyses in Chapter 2, it became clear that in the data there is 

evidence for a structure of stereotypes other than warmth-competence. Therefore, Chapter 5 

systematically examines this possibility by re-analyzing that data of Chapter 2 using advanced 

statistical techniques such as Multi-Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis (MG CFA). The 

central research question of Chapter 5 is whether both the stereotype dimensions of warmth and 

competence can be disentangled into sub-dimensions (RQ8). This research is among the first to 

show that the stereotype dimension of warmth incorporates the sub-dimensions of friendliness 

and trustworthiness, and that the stereotype dimension of competence incorporates the sub-
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dimensions of conscientiousness and efficacy, i.e., the four sub-dimensional structure of 

stereotypes.  

 The research in Chapter 6 applies the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes and 

provides a more elaborate analysis of the data in Chapter 3. The main research question is 

whether the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation can be successfully tested when 

stereotypes are measured on the sub-dimensions of friendliness, trustworthiness, 

conscientiousness, and efficacy (RQ9). Subsequently, the chapter provides a set of MG CFAs 

that tests: (a) whether the four sub-dimensional structure has measurement equivalence across 

samples of participants in Romania, Germany and France (RQ10) and (b) whether the structure 

has measurement equivalence across three distinct samples of Romanians (RQ11). The research 

further examines the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation and is among the first to show 

cross-cultural support for the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes. 

 In Chapter 7, I introduce the Integrative Model of Stereotype Accommodation (tIMoSA) 

as one possible theoretical framework that can be used to examine stereotype accommodation. 

The framework can explain how cultural differences, learning opportunities, cognitive 

processes, and individual differences determine stereotype accommodation. Evidence is drawn 

from varying literature to support this claim, including, but not limited to, research on situated 

cognition, stereotype content, acculturation, and adaptation, as well as the present empirical 

evidence. The main contribution is that it provides a theoretical framework that can be applied 

across cultures and contexts in the study of stereotype accommodation. 

 Chapter 8 represents the general discussion of the dissertation findings. The chapter first 

provides an overview of the present findings and subsequently indicates whether and how these 

contribute to answering the central research questions of the thesis. Theoretical implications of 

the present work as well as limitations and future research directions are discussed here. 
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Table 1. Dissertation Overview 

Chapter Type of 
Chapter 

Concepts and Theories Research Questions 
Addressed 

Main Contribution Data (Population, 
Sample Size) 

Country of Data 
Collection 

1: General 
Introduction 

Theoretical Stereotypes; Social 
Groups; Acculturation 
and Adaptation; 
Cognitive Adaptation 

- Provides a detailed 
introduction to the 
present dissertation 

- - 

2: Within-Culture 
Variation of 
Stereotype 
Content 

Empirical Stereotype Content; 
Regional Differences; 
Within-Culture 
Variation 

RQ1; RQ2  Provides evidence for 
pertinent cultural 
stereotypes in 
Romania; 
First empirical study 
to show within-culture 
variation in the 
content of stereotypes  

Study1 & 2: 
Romanian locals (N = 
409) 
 

Study 1 & 2: Romania 

3: Stereotype 
Accommodation 

Empirical Prerequisite of 
Cultural Differences; 
Stereotype 
Accommodation; 
Stereotypes; Cognitive 
Adaptation 

RQ3; RQ4; RQ5; RQ6 First empirical study 
to test the hypothesis 
of stereotype 
accommodation 

Study 1: Romanian 
locals (N = 188), 
German locals (N = 
209), and French 
locals (N 135);  
Study 2: Romanian 
migrants in Germany 
(N = 171) and in 
France (N = 54) 

Study 1: Romania, 
Germany, and France 
Study 2: Germany and 
France 
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Table 1. (continuation) 

Chapter Type of 
Chapter 

Concepts and Theories Research Questions 
Addressed 

Main Contribution Data (Population, 
Sample Size) 

Country of Data 
Collection 

4: Metric 
Equivalence of 
Cultural 
Stereotypes  

Empirical Metric Equivalence; 
Cultural Stereotypes 

RQ7 Shows evidence for 
the reliability of 
testing mean 
differences in cultural 
stereotypes across 
countries 

Data set from Chapter 
3, Study 1 

Romania, Germany 
and France 

5: Four 
Dimensions of 
Stereotype 
Content 

Empirical Four Sub-dimensions; 
Stereotypes 

RQ8 First empirical 
evidence that both the 
warmth and 
competence 
dimensions of 
stereotypes have two 
sub-dimensions 

Data set from Chapter 
2 

Romania 

6: Stereotype 
Accommodation 
on the Four Sub-
dimensional 
Structure 

Empirical Stereotype 
Accommodation; 
Stereotype Sub-
dimensions; 
Stereotypes about 
Politicians 

RQ9; RQ10; RQ11 Applies the four sub-
dimensional structure 
of stereotypes to study 
the hypothesis of 
stereotype 
accommodation 

Data set from Chapter 
3, Studies 1& 2 

Romania, Germany 
and France 

 
 
 
 
 



GENERAL INTRODUCTION	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 29 

Table 1. (end) 

Chapter Type of 
Chapter 

Concepts and Theories Research Questions 
Addressed 

Main Contribution Data (Population, 
Sample Size) 

Country of Data 
Collection 

7: The Integrative 
Model of 
Stereotype 
Accommodation 

Theoretical tIMoSA; Stereotype 
Accommodation, 
Theoretical 
Framework 

C.RQ1; C.RQ2 Introduces a 
theoretical framework 
that can be used in the 
study of stereotype 
accommodation 

- - 

8: General 
Discussion 

Theoretical Within-Culture 
Variation; Culture 
Differences in 
Stereotypes; 
Stereotype 
Accommodation; Four 
Sub-dimensions; 
tIMoSA 

- Provides a detailed 
discussion of the 
thesis findings by 
situating the results in 
the larger context of 
research on 
stereotypes and 
acculturation 

- - 

 
	



 

Chapter 2: Within-Culture Variation in the Content of 

Stereotypes: Application and Development of the Stereotype 

Content Model in an Eastern European Culture1 

	

2.1. Introduction 

  

The content of stereotypes refers to beliefs about affiliation and competition-related 

characteristics of members of social groups (for a review see Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2008). 

The content of stereotypes is usually shared among people (Thompson & Fine, 1999). While 

there is increasing evidence for similarities and differences in the content of stereotypes across 

cultures, there is comparably little and unsystematic investigations about whether the content 

of stereotype is homogeneous within a culture. In the present chapter I propose a theoretical 

development in considering within-culture as opposed to between-culture differences (and 

similarities) in the content of stereotypes. I expect that, while in general the content of 

stereotypes is relevant throughout a culture, there can be important regional variation. 

While the majority of empirical evidence about the content of stereotypes is from 

Western and East-Asian cultures, there is little information from former communist countries 

(Cuddy et al., 2009). Due to the proposed universal structure of the content of stereotypes, I 

propose that perceptions of warmth and competence are also relevant for stereotypes in 

Romania.  

																																								 																					
1 A slightly modified version of this chapter was published as: Stanciu, Cohrs, Hanke, & 
Gavreliuc. (2016). Within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes: Application and 
development of the Stereotype Content Model in an eastern European culture. The Journal of 
Social Psychology, (on-line first). doi:10.1080/00224545.2016.1262812 
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2.2.  Culture and Stereotype Content 

 

Culture represents “ideas and behavior patterns that are obviously valid for members of 

the culture and that need not be debated” (Triandis, 1994, emphasis in original; cf., Baldwin, 

Faulkner, Hecht, & Lindsley, 2006, p. 218). It is knowledge that members of any given group 

develop, maintain, and perpetuate by means of social interaction (Kashima, 2008). It transcends 

the sole individual representing a characteristic of the group itself (Schwartz, 2014), and often 

emerges within a country’s boundaries. Culture has been shown to influence various 

psychological processes related to cognition and behavior (Kitayama & Uskul, 2011; Schwartz, 

2012). 

Stereotypes are “beliefs about characteristics, attributes, and behaviors of members of 

certain groups” (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996, p. 240). While generally speaking certain 

characteristics, attributes or behaviors can be relevant across cultures, the beliefs regarding 

them and the groups that are associated with them can be culture-specific. For instance, 

hardworking or friendliness are two attributes that can be relevant both in, say, the U.S. and 

China. However, which groups are considered hardworking and friendly can be different in the 

U.S. compared to China. In fact this is the core assumption of the Stereotype Content Model 

(SCM; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002). The SCM proposes that stereotypes derive from two 

human motivational factors–social relatedness and individual striving (see Abele & Wojciszke, 

2013)–and that these form the structure of the content of stereotypes. While the former 

encompasses the affiliating nature of individuals, thus informing about the warmth attributes 

of individuals, the latter encompasses the competitive nature of individuals, thus informing 

about the competence attributes of individuals (Fiske et al., 2007).  

The structure of the content of stereotypes appears to be stable across cultures. With 

samples from ten distinct cultures, Cuddy and colleagues (2009) were able to confirm that 
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warmth and competence consistently distinguish between stereotyped groups. Successful usage 

of the stereotypes as a two-dimensional construct was also reported in studies using Brazilian 

(de Paula Couto & Koller, 2012), Chinese (Cheng, Guan, & Wang, 2012), German (Asbrock, 

2010; Eckes, 2002), Italian (Vaes & Paladino, 2009), Swiss (Binggeli, Krings, & Sczesny, 

2014), and New Zealand participants (Sibley et al., 2011). 

2.3.  Within-Culture Variation in the Content of Stereotypes 

 

 There are studies arguing for the necessity to explore potential within-culture 

differences. Stemming from the cultural psychology tradition, distinct geographical locations 

can correspond to specific regional cultures (Vandello, Hettinger, & Michniewicz, 2014). In 

an attempt to examine personality across different cultures, Leung and Cohen (2011) argued 

that beyond between-culture differences there is substantial within-culture variation. They 

indicated that a three-way interaction among culture, situation, and person would be most 

advisable for studying personality. In a study on the uniqueness of the self, Causse and 

Felonneau (2014) indicated that the notion of self is different not only across cultures but also 

within-cultures. They argued that this is related to life contexts and societal structures such as 

social status. Yamawaki (2011) had a similar finding in a study set to examine the notion of 

collectivism in separate districts across Japan. Thus, psychological aspects can vary within a 

culture, not only between individuals but also between situations, life contexts, regions, and so 

on. 

 Within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes does not imply a different 

structure, but that the content of stereotypes can vary within regions of the culture. 

Unfortunately, empirical evidence is brief and unsystematic. In the original study, Fiske and 

colleagues (2002) alluded to this possibility when they used samples from distinct regions in 

the U.S. (Study 3, p. 893). Since their goal was to rule out potential sampling biases, the 
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empirical evidence is not sufficient for arguing for the hypothesis of within-culture variation. 

Nevertheless, one particular finding stands out–whereas in this study housewives were situated 

in the high warmth-low competence cluster, a later study by Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick (2007) 

reported that the social group was in the high warmth-high competence cluster. The shift of 

1.04 units on the 5-point competence scale was interpreted as a contextualization bias of the 

study procedure. Rather than using samples of students, the study used a sample of non-

students in a nationwide telephone survey which might have activated contextualized meaning 

of stereotypes (e.g., child rearing) rather than typical stereotypes (e.g., paid work)  (cf., Cuddy 

et al., 2007). Beyond this, I am aware of the existence of empirical evidence for the within-

culture variation in the content of stereotypes only from Germany. In this culture, two separate 

studies that were carried out some years apart, one in Eastern Germany (Eckes, 2002) and the 

other in Western Germany (Asbrock, 2010), had 64% agreement between the two data sets 

(c.f., Asbrock, 2010).  

2.4. The Content of Stereotypes in Romania 

 

 Following Rudmin's (2010) suggestion to expand the focus of research to other cultural 

contexts than the Western or East Asian cultures, I investigated the content of stereotypes in a 

culture emergent from the former Eastern European Communist bloc. Although the communist 

ideology has disappeared from the European context, the values that are often associated with 

it appear to have remained unchanged (Swadler, 2011; Comșa & Rusu, 2011). 

Romanian culture is one exemplar of this culture set. While in terms of cultural heritage 

it aligns with Western European countries (e.g., Romanian is the only Latin language in Eastern 

Europe), in terms of historical aspects it aligns with Eastern European countries (e.g., 

politically under Communist regime during the period 1945 and 1989). Ironically, despite a 

fertile cultural climate for stereotypes and prejudices, research that investigates stereotypes in 
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Romania is scarce. The majority of local studies report on ethnic stereotypes such as the 

animosity between Romanians and Romanian-Hungarians (Cernat, 2001) or between 

Romanians and the Roma people (Cernat, 2011). To the best of my knowledge there is no 

published empirical evidence regarding the content of stereotypes in Romania. 

To explore the content of stereotypes in Romania and to investigate whether there is 

within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes, I conducted two studies applying a 

combined emic-etic reasoning (Cheung, van de Vijver, & Leong, 2011), which is common 

practice in SCM research (e.g., Asbrock, 2010; Sibley et al., 2011). This approach recommends 

complementing universally developed constructs (etic) with culture-specific information 

(emic). Based on etic reasoning I assumed that the structure of stereotype content is relevant in 

the Romanian culture, and based on emic reasoning I expected that the content of stereotypes 

in Romania would reveal culture-specific aspects.  

Primarily, I considered regional differences as potential sources of within-culture 

variation in the content of stereotypes. I focused on four distinct regions: Center-South 

(Bucharest), West (Timișoara), North-East (Iași) and Center-North (Tîrgu Mureș). These 

regions are not only farthest apart from each other geographically, but they are also prototypes 

for distinct economic and ethnic diversity contexts (Institutul Național de Statistică, 2011a). In 

terms of ethnic diversity, the Western and Center-North regions have the highest density of 

ethnic minorities, compared to the other two regions. In terms of economic development, the 

North-Easter region is the least developed compared to the other three.  

Study 1 sought to determine reliable measurement scales for warmth and competence 

in this culture and, additionally, aimed at finding relevant social groups in Romania. These 

findings were used in Study 2, in which I constructed the stereotype map of Romania and, 

subsequently, systematically investigated whether there are within-culture differences in the 

content of stereotypes. 
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2.5.  Study 1   

 

2.5.1. Method 

 Participants and procedure.  

The sample consisted of 100 Romanian participants: 53 were students, 37 nonstudents, 

and 10 did not specify. The participants were recruited from cities situated in four geographical 

regions in Romania, namely Bucharest, Timișoara, Iași, and Tîrgu-Mureș; 10 did not specify 

their place of residence (for a detailed description of study samples see Table 2). The student 

sample consisted of undergraduate students enrolled at one of the four regional universities. 

The non-student participants were, at the time of the study, not enrolled in a higher education 

program. All participants were eligible to participate in a lottery for a monetary reward (20 

Euros). The data collection procedure was the same in all four regions. For the student sample, 

student assistants advertised the study within classrooms. For the non-student sample, a 

snowball technique was employed where student participants recruited at least one non-student 

participant (for a similar procedure see Fiske et al., 2002). Both the student participants and the 

non-student participants completed a self-administred questionnaire that was available on an 

online research platform (EFS Survey version 10.4, Unipark). The questionnaire contained a 

question about social groups as well as measures for the scale adaptation.2 

																																								 																					
2 For an English version of the questionnaire see Appendix B. 
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Table 2. Description of Samples, Study 1 and Study 2 

 Study 1  Study 2	 Total N	

 n Mage SDage 
% 

 females 
% non-
students 

 
n Mage SDage 

% 
females 

% non-
students  

Bucharest 19 25.58 3.72 47.37 52.63  61 23.87 4.50 62.30 36.07 80 
Iași 14 25.79 12.82 57.14 35.71  57 22.35 3.60 70.18 27.88 71 
Timișoara 34 21.94 4.91 58.82 32.35  165 24.41 8.38 60.00 12.50 199 
Tîrgu-Mureș 23 22.39 6.76 52.17 47.83  23 23.35 6.07 56.52 30.43 46 
N 90 23.42 7.07 49.00 41.11  306 23.91 6.98 61.90 27.10 396 

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Bucharest = located in the Center-South region, is the capital and largest city in Romania; Iași = 

largest city in the East region; Timișoara = largest city in the West region; Tîrgu-Mureș = middle size city in the Center-North region, has 

Hungarian ethnicity as the second largest ethnic group after Romanians (44.9%); table is reproduced with permission from Stanciu (2015). 
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Measures. 

Item selection. Similar to Leach and colleagues (2008) I conducted a literature search 

to identify studies in which warmth- and competence-related items were reported. From 

fourteen studies I selected the twenty-two most frequently used items. For the warmth 

dimension I decided on the following: likeable, warm, trustworthy, cold, friendly, good-

natured, sincere, well-intentioned, honest, amusing, and sociable, and for the competence 

dimension I chose the following: intelligent, skillful, competent, lazy, capable, confident, 

efficient, competitive, independent, conscientious, and organized. 3  

Adaptation of items and study instruction. All items and the study instruction were 

adapted using back-translation into Romanian (Hambleton & Zenisky, 2010). Disagreement 

was resolved by discussions among research assistants and the principal investigator.4  

Instruction for identifying social groups. Participants were asked to give between eight 

and twenty answers to the following question (adapted from Fiske et al., 2002): “off the top of 

your head, what various types of people do you think today’s Romanian society categorizes 

into groups?” 5 

Warmth and competence dimensions. Rather than personal stereotypes, I assessed 

cultural stereotypes (Devine, 1989). Participants were asked to use the twenty-two items to 

evaluate two arbitrarily selected social groups, namely elderly people and Romanians, on a 5-

																																								 																					
3 Translated as: simpatic, amiabil, de încredere, insensibil, prietenos, cu caracter bun, sincer, 
cu intenții bune, onest, amuzant, and sociabil, and inteligent, îndemnatic, competent, leneș, 
capabil, confident, eficient, competitiv, independent, conștiincios, and organizat. 
4 Initial disagreement regarding the word “to categorize” (translated as “a categorisi” to 
categorize), “a discuta ca fiind grupuri” to talk as being groups, and “a clasifica” to classify) 
was solved by agreeing on the term “to classify”.  
5 Translated as: Care sunt diversele tipuri de oameni pe care consideri că societatea 
Românească de astăzi le clasifică în grupuri? 
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point Likert scale (1 - not at all agree, 5 - completely agree). An example item is “as viewed 

by today’s Romanian society, elderly people are warm.” 6  

2.5.2. Results	

Pertinent Social Groups in Romania.  

In total, 309 social groups were mentioned by at least one participant. In order to 

identify social groups that were culturally salient and consensually shared among participants 

(cf., Eckes, 2002), three criteria informed the decision of group selection: a) a social group was 

mentioned by at least 10% of total participants, a) a social group was mentioned by at least 

10% of participants in at least two distinct regional samples, and c) a social group was 

mentioned by at least 10% of the student or the non-student participants (preferably in both). 

Thus, the following 15 social groups were considered relevant in Romania: students (32% of 

the general sample), politicians (31%), Roma people (28%), ethnic minorities (20%), family 

(17%), workers (17%), elderly people (16%), Maghiari (16%), rich people (16%), poor people 

(13%), delinquents (13%), unemployed people (13%), religious minorities (12%), pensioners 

(11%), and rockers (11%). 7, 8 

Variation among Regions in the Relevance of Social Groups.  

A systematic analysis showed some variation among regions with regard to the 

frequency of listed social groups. Given the small sizes of regional samples, a more 

conservative approach–threshold of n = 4 (a social group was mentioned by at least 4 

																																								 																					
6 Translated as: Așa cum sunt văzuți de societatea Românească de astăzi, bătrânii sunt 
amiabili (1 - dezacord total; 5 - acord total) 
7	Due to similarities, some social groups were combined as follows: politicians, political 
groups, parliamentarian, political parties, belonging to politics, Government, part members, 
and USL-iști into politicians; ethnic minorities, Jews, Turks, Aromâni, Germans, and Serbs 
into ethnic minorities; thieves, delinquents, mobsters, bad people, criminals into delinquents; 
religious groups, Greco-Catholics, repentant Christian, sectarians, Muslims, and Protestants 
into religious minorities  	
8	School pupils (26% of total participants) and Adolescents (11%) were excluded from the list 
of social groups relevant in Romania due to conceptual similarities with Students.	
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participants in a sample) (cf., Eckes, 2002)–, revealed two social groups that were equally 

salient and highly consensual among regions: politicians and Roma people (although the 

frequency for students was just below the threshold in Iași) (for a detailed list of frequencies 

see Table 3). In addition, there were some social groups that appeared as salient and highly 

consensual in two distinct regions: ethnic minorities (Bucharest, Tîrgu-Mureș), family 

(Timișoara, Tîrgu-Mureș), workers (Timișoara, Tîrgu-Mureș), religious minorities (Timișoara, 

Tîrgu-Mureș), rich people (Timișoara, Iași), Maghiari (Timișoara, Tîrgu-Mureș), and 

unemployed people (Bucharest, Iași). As can be seen in Table 3, there were region-specific 

social groups.     

Item Selection for Warmth and Competence. 

Eleven participants (and nineteen respectively) dropped out (or had missing values) 

prior to filling in the measures relating to the SCM, and as such were discarded from further 

analyses. To identify reliable items to measure the warmth and competence stereotype 

dimensions, a cross-validation–combination of a principal component analysis (PCA) on all 

items evaluating elderly people and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on confirming the 

structure on items evaluating Romanians–was conducted (Cooil, Winer, & Rados, 1987).9  

First, the PCA with oblique rotation (Promax) was conducted. The results of a parallel 

analysis – which compares variance accounted for by the factor solution to a solution based on 

a randomly generated data set (O’Connor, 2000)–indicated that the set of items was most 

appropriately summarized by a two-factor solution. Thus, six items with factor loadings above 

F = .60 were retained for further analyses, namely: good-natured, well-intentioned, and honest 

(warmth dimension), and competent, efficient, and independent (competence dimension). 

																																								 																					
9 These analyses were also conducted by splitting the overall sample into two sub-samples, 
one was intended for the PCA (n = 44) and one for the CFA (n = 45). The results are identical 
to those of the in-text reported approach.	
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Table 3. Frequency of Listed Social Groups per Regional Samples, and Associated Chi-Square Test Results 

Social group Bucharest Iași Timișoara Tîrgu-Mureș χ2 (3, N = 90) p 

 n %  n %  n %  n %    

Adults 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Anarchists 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Ardeleni 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Artists 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Băsiști 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Children 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Cocalari 0 0.00 0 0.00 9 26.47 0 0.00 2973.40 <.01 
Colleagues 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 8 34.78 813.71 <.01 
Corporatists 5 26.32 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 9.94 .02 
Delinquents 0 0.00 3 21.43 5 14.71 0 0.00 1058.71 <.01 
Drug addicts 0 0.00 2 14.29 0 0.00 0 0.00 57.93 <.01 
Elderly people 0 0.00 0 0.00 5 14.71 0 0.00 1651.89 <.01 
Ethnic minorities 5 26.32 2 14.29 0 0.00 10 43.48 592.22 <.01 
Family 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 11.76 10 43.48 1094.49 <.01 
Football fans 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Friends 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 9 39.13 915.42 <.01 
Gamers 0 0.00 2 14.29 0 0.00 0 0.00 57.93 <.01 
Hipsters 2 10.53 0 0.00 4 11.76 0 0.00 877.85 <.01 
Homosexual people 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Idlers 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Maghiari 2 10.53 0 0.00 4 11.76 8 34.78 829.66 <.01 
Medics 0 0.00 2 14.29 0 0.00 0 0.00 57.93 <.01 
Migrants 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
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Table 3. (continuation). 

Social group Bucharest Iași Timișoara Tîrgu-Mureș χ2 (3, N = 90) p 

 n %  n %  n %  n %    

Misogins 2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Moldavians  2 10.53 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3.98 .26 
Olteni 3 15.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 5.96 .11 
Optimists  0 0.00 2 14.29 0 0.00 0 0.00 57.93 <.01 
Peasants 0 0.00 2 14.29 0 0.00 0 0.00 57.93 <.01 
Pensioners 3 15.79 0 0.00 5 14.71 0 0.00 1028.36 <.01 
Pessimists  0 0.00 2 14.29 0 0.00 0 0.00 57.93 <.01 
Pițipoance 0 0.00 0 0.00 6 17.65 0 0.00 1982.26 <.01 
Politicians 6 31.58 5 35.71 9 26.47 9 39.13 1198.46 <.01 
Poor people 3 15.79 3 21.43 4 11.76 0 0.00 545.36 <.01 
Professors 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 13.04 305.14 <.01 
Protestants 4 21.05 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 7.95 .05 
Relatives 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 13.04 305.14 <.01 
Religious 
minorities 2 10.53 0 0.00 4 11.76 4 17.39 681.37 <.01 
Rich people 2 10.53 4 28.57 6 17.65 0 0.00 1018.08 <.01 
Rockers 3 15.79 0 0.00 6 17.65 0 0.00 1316.77 <.01 
Roma people 4 21.05 4 28.57 10 29.41 9 39.13 1514.95 <.01 
Romanians 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 7 30.43 711.99 <.01 
Sași 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 13.04 305.14 <.01 
Secui 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 3 13.04 305.14 <.01 
Socialists 3 15.79 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 5.96 .11 
Stars 0 0.00 0 0.00 5 14.71 0 0.00 1651.89 <.01 
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Table 3. (end). 

Social group Bucharest Iași Timișoara Tîrgu-Mureș χ2 (3, N = 90) p 

 n %  n %  n %  n %    

Students 8 42.11 3 21.43 9 26.47 7 30.43 1157.32 <.01 
Unemployed 6 31.58 4 28.57 0 0.00 0 0.00 45.43 <.01 
Workers 2 10.53 0 0.00 9 26.47 6 26.09 1773.39 <.01 
Youngsters 4 21.05 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 7.95 .05 
Sub-sample N 19  14  34  23    

Note. Listed are social groups mentioned by at least 10% of the participants in the respective sample; n = count of participants from sub-sample 

that listed a social group; % = percentage of participants from sub-sample that listed a social group; N = sample size; p = significance level; bold 

emphasized: rule of n = 4 applies to all 4 regions; underlined: rule of n = 4 applies to at least 2 distinct regions; Ardeleni = Romanian locals in 

Ardeal, a North-Western region in Romania; Băsiști = people who supported the former Romanian president T. Băsescu; Cocalari = a male 

social group described as guided by superficial and materialistic values; Maghiari = Romanian citizens with a double Romanian-Hungarian 

cultural heritage; Moldavians = Romanian locals in Moldova, an Eastern region in Romania; Olteni = Romanian locals in Oltenia, a Southern 

region in Romania; Pițipoance = a female social group described as guided by superficial and materialistic values; Sași = Romanian citizens with 

a double Romanian-Germanic cultural heritage; Secui = Romanian citizens with a double Romanian-Hungarian cultural heritage, of Szekely 

ethnicity, mostly residing in Tîrgu-Mureș, a Center-North region in Romania. 
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Second, the CFA was conducted. The statistical package AMOS v.22 (Arbuckle, 2013) 

was used, and for evaluating the overall goodness-of-fit of the model the following indices 

were consulted: χ2 and p value, χ2/df, comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Good model 

fit was evaluated against the following thresholds, χ2 with insignificant p value, χ2/df ≤ 2.00, 

CFI ≥ .95, RMSEA ≤ .07, and SRMR ≤ .08 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). 

Items were allowed to load only on the factor they theoretically belonged to. The two 

stereotype content factors were allowed to correlate. The estimated model using maximum 

likelihood estimation had good fit, χ2(8) = 8.02, p = .43, χ2/df = 1.00, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = 

.00, and SRMR = .04. The standardized item loadings confirmed that both factors were well 

defined by their respective items. The majority of item loadings exceeded .60, and all differed 

reliably from zero (p < .05). Moreover, the scale reliabilities were all above a = .77 (see Table 

4).10  

2.5.3. Discussion	

Social Groups and Variation of their Relevance across Regions in Romania. 

This study allowed the identification of relevant social groups in Romanian culture. The 

present findings suggest that universally stereotyped groups, such as rich people and women, 

are also relevant in Romania. Noteworthy is the finding of one social group that is culture-

specific, namely “Maghiari”. The Maghiari represent the second largest ethnic group after 

Romanians (6.5% of the total population) and generally reside in the Center-West and North-

West regions (Institutul Național de Statistică, 2011b). Members of this group can be best 

described as Romanian born with Hungarian ancestry. Since the World War 1 events, this 

social group has been considered the main symbolic enemy for the modernization of Romania 

(Boia, 2001).  

																																								 																					
10 A systematic analysis of all items is reported in Chapter 5.	
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In addition to the social groups that seem relevant in general in Romania, the findings 

revealed some regional specifics. For example, although Bucharest and Iași are at opposite 

ends of unemployment rate in the country–Bucharest = 1,89% and Iași = 4,42% (Agenția 

Națională pentru Ocuparea Forței de Muncă, 2015)–, unemployed people are highly and 

equally salient in the minds of participants from both regions. This may be evidence that while 

there can be homogeneity in the salience of a social group, there can be diverging motives for 

this. 

Furthermore, two social groups that are identified based on ethnic motives – the general 

category of ethnic minorities and the specific category of Maghiari – are highly salient in 

regions where minorities represent a high percentage of the local population. For instance, in 

Iași only 8% of the local population has a different ethnicity than Romanian, contrasting 

Bucharest (14,05%), Timișoara (19,40%), and Tîrgu-Mureș (49,65%) (Institutul Național de 

Statistică, 2011b). A similar pattern emerges with regard to religious minorities. Whereas 

Orthodoxy is the major religion in Iași (85,91%) and in Bucharest (84,31%), in both Timișoara 

(74,25%) and Tîrgu-Mureș (51,03%) there exists a wider variety of religious affiliations 

(Institutul Național de Statistică, 2011c). Overall, these findings suggest that there is a link 

between demographic distributions of a regional population and the degree of salience of a 

social group. The salience of a social group is inherently neither positive nor negative, it simply 

specifies the degree of relevance of a social category in a specific context (Blanz & 

Aufderheide, 1999).  
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Table 4. Descriptives, Scale Reliabilities, and Correlations 

 Elderly people Romanians 

Dimension M (SD) 1 2 M (SD) 1 2 

1 Warmth 3.29(.92) (.82)  3.01(.91) (.86)  

2 Competence 2.44(.88) .49 (.77) 3.20(.93) .73 (.80) 
Note. All correlations are significant at p < .05; scale reliabilities are on diagnoals; scale anchors are 1 - not at all agree and 5 - completely agree.	
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Warmth and Competence Measurement. 

 While I assummed that the warmth and competence stereotype dimensions are 

meaningful in this culture, I sought to identify items that most reliably measure the two 

dimensions in this culture. Stable across evaluation of two groups, the findings indicated that 

the warmth dimension is reliably measured by three items: good-natured, well-intentioned, and 

honest; and the competence dimension by three items: competent, efficient, and independent. 

 One limitation needs to be acknowledged with respect to the analysis strategy. Scale 

validation is ideally achieved by conducting EFAs and CFAs on separate samples 

(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Whereas the goal of the EFA is to ‘explore’ structures of a 

given set of study-items, the goal of the CFA is to ‘confirm’ whether a given set of study-items 

structure the way the theory proposes. The use of both approaches in the same sample of 

participants would go against the purpose of the cross-validation strategy. However, the present 

study was not intended to develop an entirely new scale. Rather its goal was to apply an existing 

scale to a new cultural context. Because the present findings corroborate the vast literature from 

other cultural contexts, the decision was to interpret them as sufficiently reliable. It remains a 

challenge for future research to address this issue in a systematic manner.  

2.6. Study 2 

 

In Study 2 I sought to identify a stereotype map for Romania and to systematically 

examine whether the content of stereotypes varies across the four regions. In addition to the 

list of groups identified in Study 1, seven social groups were included. Based on previous SCM 

literature (Cuddy et al., 2009; Fiske et al., 2002), six groups were considered for purposes of 

comparability with other cultural contexts. These were: “people with HIV/AIDS”, 

“homosexual people”, “people with disabilities”, “drug addicts”, “men”, and “women”. Due to 

historical and cultural reasons, one additional social group was considered, namely 
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“Bessarabians”. Bessarabians are citizens of Republic of Moldova, with the same historical 

and cultural background as Romanians in Romania (Petrescu, 2001). Thus, Study 2 examined 

Romanian participants’ stereotypes of twenty-two social groups. 

2.6.1. Method 

 Participants and Procedure.  

The final sample consisted of 306 participants: 190 were females (116 males), and 214 

listed high school as the most recent level of education finalized. A detailed sample description 

is presented in Table 2. The definitions for students and non-students and the data collection 

procedure were the same as in Study 1. All participants were eligible to participate in a lottery 

for a monetary reward (30 Euros). After the demographics section, the following questions 

were presented in a randomized order across participants.11, 12 

Measures. 

 Based on Study 1 findings, three items were used for assessing the warmth dimension 

(good-natured, well-intentioned, and honest) and three items were used for assessing the 

competence dimension (independent, conscientious, and organized). Participants were asked 

to evaluate all twenty-two social groups on these items. The instruction and answer options 

were the same as in Study 1.  

2.6.2. Results 

To examine whether the items identified in Study 1 reliably measured the warmth and 

competence dimensions, separate CFAs were conducted on the evaluation of each of the 

twenty-two groups. The analysis procedure and decision criteria for model fit were the same 

as in Study 1. Across the 22 groups, the hypothesized factor structure had good model fit 

																																								 																					
11 From the initial sample of 551 Romanians, information from 224 participants had to be 
discarded due to a) extreme values on a variable measuring study completion duration (the 
mean duration time was approximately 20 minutes) and b) missing information on the study 
questions: drop out after answering demographics. Listwise deletion was used.	
12 For an English version of the questionnaire see Appendix C. 
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indices, with values ranging between evaluations of people with disabilities, χ2(8) = 27.36, p ≤ 

.001, χ2/df = 3.42, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .09, and SRMR = .06, and evaluations of students, 

χ2(8) = 7.63, p = .47, χ2/df = 0.95, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00, SRMR = .02. Thus, separate for 

each social group the warmth and competence items were averaged across participants. Scale 

reliabilities ranged between aunemployed = .79 and aethnic minorities = .93 for warmth, and between 

apoliticians = .80 and ahomosexuals = .94 for competence.  

Content of Stereotypes in Romania.  

To identify a stereotype map for Romania, the warmth and competence scores for each 

social group were plotted on a scatter diagram (Figure 2) (Fiske et al., 2002). To determine the 

number of clusters that best summarized the present data, a hierarchical cluster analysis (Ward 

method) was performed (Everitt, Landau, Leese, & Stahl, 2011). The consultation of 

dendograms and agglomeration schedule coefficients (ɳ2) revealed a four-cluster solution. To 

identify the allocation of groups into clusters, a k-means cluster analysis was performed. 

Cluster A (high warmth, high competence) included the following groups: family, 

students, women, workers, men, and Bessarabians. Cluster B (low warmth, high competence) 

included: rockers, religious minorities, homosexual people, ethnic minorities, Maghiari, and 

rich people. Cluster C (high warmth, low competence) included: elderly people, pensioners, 

people with disabilities, poor people, unemployed people, and people with HIV/AIDS. Finally, 

cluster D (low warmth, low competence) included: drug addicts, Roma people, politicians, and 

delinquents. The clusters differed significantly on both warmth, F(3, 18) = 49.05, p < .001, and 

competence, F(3, 18) = 39.91, p < .001. With regard to warmth, post-hoc tests with Bonferroni 

correction revealed that social groups in cluster A were evaluated more positively than social 

groups in cluster B, Mdifference = .70, p < .001, 95% CI [.26; 1.15], and in cluster D, Mdifference = 

1.80, p < .001, 95% CI [1.30; 2.29]; no difference was between cluster A and cluster C, 

Mdifference = .02, p = n.s. Social groups in cluster B were evaluated less positively than social 
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groups in cluster C, Mdifference = - .68, p = .001, 95% CI [-1.13; -.24], and more positively than 

social groups in cluster D, Mdifference = 1.09, p < .001, 95% CI [.60; 1.59]. Social groups in 

cluster C were evaluated more positively compared to social groups in cluster D, Mdifference = 

1.78, p < .001, 95% CI [1.28; 2.27]. 

With regard to competence, post-hoc tests with Bonferroni correction revealed that 

social groups in cluster A were evaluated more positively compared to social groups in cluster 

C, Mdifference = .89, p < .001, 95% CI [.52; 1.22], and in cluster D, Mdifference = 1.37, p < .001, 

95% CI [.96; 1.78]; there was no difference between cluster A and B, Mdifference = .31, p = .11. 

Social groups in cluster B were evaluated more positively compared to social groups in cluster 

C, Mdifference = 1.37, p < .001, 95% CI [.96; 1.78], and in cluster D, Mdifference = 1.05, p < .001, 

95% CI [.64; 1.46]. Social groups in cluster C were evaluated more positively compared to 

social groups in cluster D, Mdifference = .48, p = .02, 95% CI [.07; .89]. 
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Figure 2. The Stereotype Map that is Relevant in Romania, Four Cluster Solution 

Note. Cluster centers are in capital letters. 
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Regional Differences in the Content of Stereotypes. 

To examine whether there was within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes, 

separate cluster analyses (hierarchical and k-means) were conducted on the regional 

subsamples. The same procedure as in the previous section was employed. Results revealed a 

four-cluster solution in Bucharest, Timișoara and Iași, and a three-cluster solution in Tîrgu-

Mureș (see Figure 3). 

As can be seen in Table 5, only cluster D (low warmth, low competence) had stable 

memberships across regions. Some social groups changed cluster memberships between 

regions. These were: Bessarabians (cluster A to cluster B in Iași), students (cluster A to cluster 

C in Tîrgu-Mureș), rockers and religious minorities (cluster B to cluster A in Bucharest, and to 

cluster C in Tîrgu-Mureș), Maghiari and ethnic minorities (cluster B to cluster A in Tîrgu-

Mureș), homosexual people and rich people (cluster B to cluster C in Tîrgu-Mureș). 

To examine whether the change in cluster membership was qualified by significant 

differences in absolute values, multivariate ANOVAs with planned comparisons were 

conducted (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2013). For each of the above cases, one-factorial (region: 

Bucharest vs. Timișoara vs. Iași vs. Tîrgu-Mureș) MANOVAs with warmth and competence 

as dependent variables were estimated. Using Pillai’s trace, there were significant findings for 

two of the social groups. 
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Figure 3. Content of Stereotypes across Regions in Romania, i) Bucharest, ii) Timișoara, iii) Iași, and iv) Tîrgu-Mureș 
	

Note. Cluster centers are in capital letter. 
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Table 5. Cluster Membership and Cluster Centers across Regions 

 
Note. W = warmth; C = competence; in italics are social groups that share cluster membership across regions

 Bucharest Timișoara Iași Tîrgu Mureș 

Cluster A  W = 3.43, C = 3.43 W = 3.49, C = 3.53 W = 3.74, C = 3.81 W = 3.66, C = 3.68 

High warmth,  
High competence 

Family, Women, Men, Workers,  
Students, Bessarabians, Rockers, 

Religious minorities 

Family, Women, Men, Workers,  
Students, Bessarabians 

Family, Women, Men, Workers,  
Students 

Family, Women, Men, Workers, 
Bessarabians, Maghiari, Ethnic 

minorities 
Cluster B W = 2.62, C = 3.19 W = 2.86, C = 3.24 W = 2.91, C = 3.23 - 

Low warmth,  
High competence 

Homosexual people, Ethnic 
minorities, Maghiari, Rich people 

Homosexual people, Ethnic 
minorities, Maghiari, Rich 

people, Religious minorities, 
Rockers 

Homosexual people, Ethnic 
minorities, Maghiari, Rich 

people, Religious minorities, 
Rockers, Bessarabians 

- 
 

Cluster C W = 3.45, C = 2.54 W = 3.53, C = 2.62 W = 3.73, C = 2.87 W = 3.33, C = 2.98 

High warmth,  
Low competence 

Disabled people, Elderly, 
Pensioners, Poor people, 

Unemployed people, HIV/AIDS 
people 

Disabled people, Elderly, 
Pensioners, Poor people, 

Unemployed people, HIV/AIDS 
people 

Disabled people, Elderly, 
Pensioners, Poor people, 

Unemployed people, HIV/AIDS 
people 

Disabled people, Elderly 
people, Pensioners, Poor 

people, Unemployed people, 
HIV/AIDS people, Religious 

minorities, Rockers, 
Homosexual people, Rich 

people, Students 
Cluster D W = 1.83, C = 2.33 W = 1.73, C = 2.14 W = 1.79, C = 2.19 W = 1.87, C = 2.08 

Low warmth,  
Low competence 

Drug addicts, Roma people, 
Delinquents, Politicians 

Drug addicts, Roma people, 
Delinquents, Politicians 

Drug addicts, Roma people,  
Delinquents, Politicians 

Drug addicts, Roma people, 
Delinquents,  Politicians 
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First, there were significant differences among regions on measures of warmth and 

competence for Maghiari, V = .08, F(6, 596) = 4.14, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .04, which was reflected in 

univariate effects on warmth, F(3, 298) = 6.60, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .06, and on competence, F(3, 

298) = 4.15, p = .007, ɳ2
p = .04. Planned comparisons revealead that Maghiari were more 

positively evaluated on warmth in Tîrgu-Mureș compared to Bucharest, Mdifference = .98, p < 

.001, 95% CI [.52; 1.44], to Timișoara, Mdifference = .62, p = .004, 95% CI [.20; 1.04], and to 

Iași, Mdifference = .84, p < .001, 95% CI [.38; 1.31]. With regard to the competence measure, 

Maghiari were more positively evaluated in Tîrgu-Mureș compared to Bucharest, Mdifference = 

.55, p = .02, 95% CI [.08; 1.02], and to Iași, Mdifference = .65, p = .007, 95% CI [.18; 1.13].  

Second, a multivariate effect of region was found for evaluation of ethnic minorities, V 

= .05, F(6, 594) = 2.32, p = .03, ɳ2
p = .02, which was reflected in an univariate effect on warmth, 

F(3, 297) = 4.19, p = .006, ɳ2
p = .04 (but not competence). Planned comparisons showed that 

ethnic minorities were more positively evaluated in Tîrgu-Mureș compared to Bucharest, 

Mdifference = .75, p = .001, 95% CI [.31; 1.18], to Timișoara, Mdifference = .46, p = .005, 95% CI 

[.17; .95], and to Iași, Mdifference = .68, p = .002, 95% CI [.25; 1.11]. In all other cases there were 

no significant differences between regions.13 

																																								 																					
13 For each of these cases, independent t-tests were conducted to examine whether within 
each region there were differences between the evaluations made by students and non-
students. The results revealed that in the Timișoara sample, Maghiari were evaluated more 
positively by non-students compared to students on warmth, Mdifference = -.36, t(163) = -2.20, p 
= .03, 95% [-.67; -.03], and on competence, Mdifference = -.51, t(163) = -3.24, p < .001, 95% [-
.83; -.20]. In the samples from Timișoara and Tîrgu-Mureș, ethnic minorities were also 
evaluated as more positive by non-students compared to students. To examine whether this 
difference was systematic, independent t-tests were conducted. With regard to the evaluations 
made by students, there were no differences between the two regions on either warmth or 
competence measures. With regard to the evaluations made by non-students, the findings 
showed a significant difference on warmth, Mdifference = -.99, t(51) = -4.05, p < .001, 95% CI [-
1.48; -.50] and on competence, Mdifference = -.67, t(51) = -2.81, p = .008, 95% CI [-1.17; -.18]. 
I can think of two possible explanations for these findings. First, the age of the participants 
might be confounded with the amount of personal experience that the study participants had 
with regard to these social groups. Whereas the student samples were virtually identical 
across regions with regard to age, Bucharest, M =21.41, SD = 1.76, Timișoara, M = 21.23, SD 
= 3.01, Iași, M = 22.04, SD = 3.62, and Tîrgu-Mureș, M = 21.00, SD = 1.21, the non-student 
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	 A Strong Positive-negative Evaluative Dimension. 

 Both sets of analyses revealed a systematic finding which was not predicted. Although, 

as I previously indicated, the stereotype map in Romania had a composition wherein there were 

ambivalent stereotypes, there was a high correlation between the stereotype dimensions of 

warmth and competence, r(22) = .53, p = .01. Moreover, the results of the analyses on the 

regional differences further revealed that in three regions of the country there was a strong 

correlation between the two dimensions, Timișoara, r(22) = .51, p = .01, Iași, r(22) = .64, p = 

.001, and Tîrgu-Mureș, r(22) = .76, p < .001. Bucharest was the only region where warmth and 

competence were not correlated, r(22) = .38, p = .08. 

2.6.3. Discussion 

Content of Stereotypes in Romania: A Strong One-dimensional Structure. 

Contrasting findings in other cultures where there is little overlap between warmth and 

competence (e.g., Asbrock, 2010; Cuddy et al., 2009; Fiske et al., 2002), in Romania there is a 

strong positive-negative evaluative dimension. Research has shown that a country’s degree of 

income inequality (Gini index) is associated with ambivalent stereotypes (Durante et al., 2013). 

The more income inequality there is in a country, the smaller the warmth-competence 

correlation. Although Romania was not included in that research, the present finding fits the 

																																								 																					
samples were more heterogeneous, Bucharest, M = 28.23, SD = 4.61, Timișoara, M = 32.63, 
SD = 11.67, Iași, M =24.71, SD = 2.98, and Tîrgu-Mureș, M = 28.71, SD = 9.12. The non-
student samples in Timișoara and in Tîrgu-Mureș have the highest age heterogeneity (SD) 
among all sub-samples. Because of this high variance it is difficult to tell whether the 
regional differences in terms of stereotypes about Maghiari and Ethnic minorities are indeed 
due to regional specifics between students and non-students or because of individuals’ 
personal experiences. The second possible explanation to why there were regional differences 
with regard to stereotypes about Maghiari and Ethnic minorities may also be related to the 
participants’ own ethnicity. Unfortunately, at the time of data collection I did not ask for 
participants’ ethnicity; I implicitly assumed that all participants would identify themselves as 
Romanians. However, should ethnicity play a role with regard to which social groups are 
relevant in a society and how they are stereotyped, the argument would serve to further 
recommend that future studies consider the within-culture variation of stereotypes. Future 
research should consider both criteria in sample selection. 
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expected pattern. In 2012 Romania had an estimated Gini Index of 27.3, which qualifies the 

country as having low income inequality (high income equality) (The World Bank, 2016). This 

pattern could be driven by the warmth dimension which often explains most of the variance in 

data sets, and, compared to the competence dimension, is more salient and more important 

during social interactions (e.g., Cohrs, Asbrock, & Sibley, 2011). This is usually interpreted by 

its function, namely that of distinguishing threat from non-threat in social interactions. With 

respect to this, there is a clear separation in the present data set between drug addicts, 

delinquents, politicians, and Roma people and the rest of social groups. Whereas drug addicts 

and delinquents have intuitive negative connotations (i.e., drug usage and criminal activities) 

that can explain their evaluation, the evaluation of politicians and Roma people seem to have 

negative connotations that are culture-specific. With respect to politicians, this may be an 

outcome of the lack of efficacy and integrity of the post-Communist Romanian political 

spectrum (Mungiu, 1995). With respect to Roma people, the present findings are in line with 

local research in showing that the Romanian majority sees this group as a rejected otherness, 

which may be a consequence of perceptions of violation of rules of good cohabitation 

(Gavreliuc & Gavreliuc, 2014).  

 The distinction made by Romanian participants between strongly negatively connoted 

groups and positively connoted groups may have to do with the country’s climate of social 

cynicism (Leung & Bond, 2008). From a social evolutionary stance, social cynicism represents 

a way to deal with deception in social interactions, which influences negative views with regard 

to some human behavior (cf., Bond, 2004). For Romanians, social cynicism is associated with 

anger and aggression towards others (Dincă & Iliescu, 2008; Gavreliuc & Gavreliuc, 2012). At 

the culture leval, Romania is characterized by high societal cynicism, which is among the 

highest in the European context (Bond, 2004), and is corroborated with a low tolerance for 
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deviant behavior (score on cultural tightness is 3.90, on a self-reported 7-point scale) (Stanciu, 

2017b). 

Apart from the groups that fit the profile of deviants, all other groups are generally seen 

by Romanians in a positive manner. The relative homogeneity in evaluating social groups may 

have to do with a lack of social complexity, which is a belief that human behavior is variable 

across situations (Bond, 2004). Instead, in Romania there is a strong sense of maintaining good 

relations with others (Guan, Bond, Dinca, & Iliescu, 2010). In fact, our findings corroborate 

past research that shows that Romanians tend to have excessive positive self-images 

(Gavreliuc, 2012). 

According to recent evidence it seems that, in Romania, sub-dimensions of warmth and 

competence can be more reliable in detecting differences among social groups (see Chapter 5). 

In an attempt to provide a more rigorous analysis of the current procedure of item adaptation, 

I used the present data set to explore whether the structure of the available items matched 

indeed the theorized structure of warmth-competence. I argued that the assumption based on 

which these items were selected from existing literature–that each item belonged to either the 

stereotype dimension of warmth or competence–restricted the emic exploration of whether the 

items pertain to a different structure of stereotypes. The results confirmed this expectation. In 

other words, I was able to show that the items used in the present studies pertain to a sub-

dimensional structure of stereotypes wherein the sub-dimensions of friendliness-

trustworthiness belong to the dimension of warmth and the sub-dimensions of 

conscientiousness-efficacy belong to the dimension of competence. I argued that these 

stereotype sub-dimensions could provide a more sensitive differentiation among social groups 

because it can help identify more accurately deviant behavior. For example, some individuals 

can be friendly without necessarily being trustworthy (e.g., Casanovas) and other individuals 

can be unconscientious but highly efficacious (e.g., Actionists) (cf., chapter 5).  
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Within-Culture Variation in the Content of Stereotypes. 

The stereotype map of Romania shows similarities and some differences compared to 

stereotype maps in other cultures. A more systematic investigation reveals that, although a clear 

segregation of negatively connoted social groups is present across different regions in the 

country, there are a number of noteworthy regional specifics. The findings indicate that the 

strong one-dimensional evaluative structure is specific only to three regions in the data set, 

namely Timișoara, Iași and Tîrgu-Mureș. The findings in Bucharest are similar to findings in 

other cultures–there is evidence against a one-dimensional evaluative structure. Considering 

that Bucharest is the capital and the city most developed in terms of economic and social 

aspects (Institutul National de Statistică, 2011a), perhaps the complexity of social life might 

facilitate a more heterogeneous evaluative structure (Bond, 2004).  

The findings reveal two social groups based on ethnic motives that show systematic 

variation between regions with regard to stereotype content, namely Maghiari and the general 

category of ethnic minorities. Both are more positively stereotyped in Tîrgu-Mureș compared 

to all other regions, an aspect that is indicated by both a change in cluster membership and a 

significant difference on warmth and competence scales. Specific to this region, there is a high 

inclusion of ethnic minorities in the general evaluative in-group (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & 

Flament, 1971). Consequently, the in-group favouritism appears to have promoted a regional 

culture where the content of stereotypes about ethnic groups is more positive than in other 

regions where ethnic groups are less well represented (Dasgupta, 2004). The present results are 

in line with previous findings on inter-ethnic relations in this region (e.g., Gavreliuc, 2011). 

2.7. General Discussion 

 

The present paper presents evidence for within-culture variation in the content of 

stereotypes. Although a total of seven social groups showed regional specificity with regard to 
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degree of salience, only two of these groups showed regional specificity with regard to 

stereotype content. One possible interpretation is that, whereas they are highly meaningful 

(high normative fit) (Oakes, Turner, & Haslam, 1991), there are no region-specific factors that 

shape differently the content of stereotypes about them. Noteworthy is the homogeneous 

evaluation of religious minorities across the regions, despite a considerably higher proportion 

in Tîrgu-Mureș (~ 49%). In Romania, religiosity plays a central role to people’s sense of 

identity, and at the same time people in Romania are tolerant towards other religious affiliations 

(cf., David, 2015). Indeed, participants across the four regions seem to be neutral with regard 

to religious minorities.  

Two social groups formed on ethnic motives, Maghiari and the general category of 

ethnic minorities, are both highly salient (see Study 1) and most positively evaluated in the 

region in Romania with highest percentage of ethnic minorities (see Study 2). This finding 

supports the contact hypothesis, which states that frequent contact with a social group is 

associated with favorable evaluations towards that group (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). 

Moreover, this result broadens the consideration that stereotype content is socially 

contextualized (Alexander, Brewer, & Livingston, 2005; cf., Fiske et al., 2007) by showing 

that stereotype content is also regionally contextualized. The systematic regional specificity of 

these groups on salience (Study 1) and evaluation (Study 2) is in line with evidence from the 

German inter-ethnic context (Christ, Asbrock, Dhont, Pettigrew, & Wagner, 2013; Wagner, 

Christ, Pettigrew, Stellmacher, & Wolf, 2006; Wagner & van Dick, 2001). For instance, 

Wagner and colleagues (2006) showed on the basis of a German representative sample that a 

high proportion of foreigners in a region was associated with more favorable evaluations of 

foreigners. The authors also showed that the degree of contact can explain the link between a 

region’s ethnic composition and evaluation. A high proportion of foreigners creates 

opportunities for contact, which in turn is associated with less prejudice towards foreigners.  
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The quintessence of the findings is that the contextualization of stereotype content in a 

country’s region can determine varying content of stereotypes within a culture. Apart from 

ethnic distribution, there can be a number of other regional specific factors that can influence 

how social groups are stereotyped, like regional value climate (Voicu & Voicu, 2007). Contrary 

to my expectation that economic disparities between regions will nurture distinct stereotypes, 

there was no systematic variation in the content of stereotypes about social groups based on 

economic motives, namely unemployed, rich, and poor people. Unemployed people emerged 

as highly salient in Bucharest and in Iași, two regions opposite in terms of unemployment rate. 

As I pointed out in the discussion of Study 1, for a similar level of salience of a group across 

regions, in each region there may be different reasons that are not necessarily associated with 

content of stereotypes. However, an equally plausible interpretation may be that the difference 

in rate of unemployment between the two regions (1.89% in Bucharest vs. 4.42% in Iași) is not 

sufficiently large to provide the grounds for varying content of stereotypes. 

The finding that there can be within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes 

introduces an intriguing point in the assessment and comparison of stereotypes across cultures. 

Whereas the prevalent approach has been to collect data from samples in one region of a 

country and then argue about cultural stereotypes of the country (Cuddy et al., 2009; Durante 

et al., 2013), the present studies suggest that the approach may be an over estimation. Two 

solutions seem in place. One solution might be to conduct this type of research using country-

representative samples. Another solution might be to examine into greater depths the specifics 

of the regions from which the samples are drawn.  

2.8. Study Limitations 

  

 Some limitations restrict the generalizability of the present findings. The first limitation 

is that, although the four regions included in the study are prototypical for economic and social 
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development in Romania, these regions represent only few of the total regions in the country. 

In total, Romania is divided into nine historical regions, and each has particularities that might 

shape differently the content of stereotypes. Follow-up studies can use country-representative 

samples and examine a) whether in each of these regions there are social groups that are 

regional specific and b) what other regional specifics influence variation in the content of 

stereotypes. A second limitation is that in the present studies the link between social structure 

and content of stereotypes was not addressed. Whereas there is universal evidence showing 

that competition and status predicts how a social group is stereotyped in terms of warmth and 

competence (e.g., Caprariello et al., 2009; Cuddy et al., 2009), there remains to be discovered 

whether this is the case also in Romania. The associated limitation is that it is yet unclear 

whether there are regional specifics with regard to the social structure of stereotypes 

(competition and status).  

 The sample sizes used in the present analyses are disproportionate between regions 

(varies between 165 in Timișoara to 23 in Tîrgu-Mureș). Whereas these samples are 

sufficiently balanced in terms of gender and type of participants, the unequal sample sizes can 

be a motive for interpreting with caution the comparisons between the Tîrgu-Mureș region and 

the rest of regions. Considering the implications of the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) in 

statistical analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), each variable measured with the sample in 

Tîrgu-Mureș was checked against departure from normal distribution. This investigation 

revealed no systematic departure from normality. Nevertheless, I recommend that future 

research tests the hypothesis of within-culture variation with regional samples that are, as much 

as possible, equal in size. 
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2.9. Conclusion 

 

The present chapter suggests that the content of stereotypes can vary within a culture. I 

do not consider this as a criticism of the existent research on the SCM. On the contrary, I 

believe this to be its complement. I argue that, although the content of stereotypes can be 

relevant throughout a culture in general, there can be regional particularities that can provide 

the grounds for variation in the content of stereotypes. Aspects like a region’s distribution of 

ethnic groups seem to determine within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes. 



 

Chapter 3: Stereotype Accommodation: Do Migrants Incorporate 

the Stereotype-Relevant Information that They Learn in Host 

Countries into Their Existing Stereotypes?14 

	

3.1. Introduction 

 

Stereotypes are beliefs that are part of each culture, a socially shared system of 

meanings such as ideas and values and a set of situated behavioral tendencies such as practices 

and rituals (Kitayama & Uskul, 2011). In each society there is a set of cultural stereotypes–

beliefs that are common to all members of a culture–that shape the personal stereotypes of 

individual members of that society (Devine, 1989). This process occurs predominantly during 

enculturation (in the chapter, interchangeably used with socialization) when children develop 

personal stereotypes as a consequence of learning about cultural stereotypes (Ehrlich, 1973; 

Katz, 1976) and subsequently as a result of (different types of) interactions with social groups 

(Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). Although there can be differences among people regarding their 

personal stereotypes, members of each society are knowledgeable about their culture’s 

stereotypes (Devine & Elliot, 1995). 

If personal stereotypes are shaped by cultural stereotypes, their content must contain 

beliefs that are shared by members of a culture, and that are about social groups relevant in that 

culture (Fiske et al., 2002). If cultural stereotypes change this should provide a basis for 

personal stereotype change (Kashima, 2008, 2014). Although cultural stereotypes hardly 

																																								 																					
14	A modified version of this chapter is in the form of a manuscript intended for publication: 
Stanciu, Vauclair, & Rodda. (2017). Stereotype accommodation: Do migrants incorporate the 
stereotype-relevant information that they learn in host countries into their existing 
stereotypes? Unpublished manuscript. 
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change, or do so very slowly (Lippmann, 2004), transitions across cultures in the form of 

migration and acculturation should have an effect on individual’s personal stereotypes. People 

undergo an acculturation process when they migrate to other countries, i.e. they learn and adopt 

the culture of the host country (Berry, 2005). The challenge to successfully live in two different 

cultures requires migrants to adapt to a new system of meanings and behavioral tendencies 

(Searle & Ward, 1990). Adaptation is associated with migrants’ interest to adapt to the host 

culture (e.g., De Leersnyder et al., 2011; Yagmur & van de Vijver, 2011) and duration of time 

spent in the host culture (Demes & Geeraert, 2015b). Moreover, inherent to the host culture 

are the culture’s stereotypes. Migration also means that migrants learn about different cultural 

stereotypes, which they may then adopt. What is unclear to date is whether migrants 

incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in the host culture into their 

existing stereotypes–the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation. 

3.2. The Content of Stereotypes 

 

A widely accepted theoretical framework that can be used to study both personal and 

cultural stereotypes is the Stereotype Content Model (SCM) (Fiske et al., 2002). The SCM 

proposes that stereotypes about any social group can be described in attributes of warmth and 

competence. Warmth attributes refer to individuals’ desire to relate to others, and competence 

attributes refer to individuals’ skills and competencies. Together, they identify distinct 

stereotypes, and their associated emotions: high warmth and high competence (admiration), 

high warmth and low competence (pity), low warmth and high competence (envy), and low 

warmth and low competence (disgust). These attributes universally indicate the content of 

stereotypes (Cuddy et al., 2009). Within the SCM, personal stereotypes are conceptualized as 

how one subjectively evaluates a set of social groups according to these attributes (Cuddy et 

al., 2008). In contrast, cultural stereotypes are conceptualized as how one perceives that a set 
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of social groups is evaluated in one’s society according to the two dimensions of attributes. In 

this framework, personal and cultural stereotypes are related to each other (Fiske et al., 2002).  

This systematic distinction allows for the examination of the hypothesis of stereotype 

accommodation. Research has suggested that individuals’ personal stereotypes are adaptive to 

contextual characteristics (e.g., Caprariello et al., 2009; Garcia-Marques, Santos, & Mackie, 

2006; Smith & Semin, 2007). After all, stereotypes are mental representations (Stangor & 

Lange, 1994) that are formed as a result of learning processes, socialization or personal 

interactions. If contextual characteristics are stable, then personal stereotypes should be stable. 

However, if contextual characteristics change, then personal stereotypes should require 

adaptation in order to fit the new circumstances.  

3.3. Acculturation–Adaptation to New Cultures 

 

 International mobility is associated with a process of acculturation wherein migrants 

experience challenges to successfully live in two cultures (Berry, 2005). The acculturation 

process entails adaptation in three life domains: affect (psychological), behavior 

(sociocultural), and cognition (cultural identity) (Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001). Whereas 

psychological adaptation refers to emotional wellbeing of migrants and is studied in the 

framework of stress and coping (Berry, 2005), sociocultural adaptation refers to migrants’ 

learning about the host culture and is best understood through the framework of culture learning 

(Searle & Ward, 1990). Adaptation of cultural identity refers to abilities of migrants to redefine 

their selves as a consequence of exposure to the host culture. It is best understood from a social 

identity perspective (Triandis, 1989). In-group favoritism and out-group stereotyping are two 

factors that can define individuals’ cultural identity (e.g., Triandis, Kashima, Shimada, & 

Villareal, 1986).  

 Whether migrants achieve adaptation depends (among other) on their acculturation 
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orientation (Berry, 1997), which refers to the adoption of the host culture and/or the 

maintenance of the home culture, in both private and public life domains (Galchenko & van de 

Vijver, 2007). Generally speaking, individuals who actively seek to learn about norms in their 

host culture are better off in terms of both well-being and know-how, compared to individuals 

who actively avoid learning about the norms in their host culture (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999). 

Furthermore, adaptation also depends on the duration in the host culture (Ward, Okura, 

Kennedy, & Kojima, 1998). Although there might be differences with regards to how migrants 

adapt over time, the tendency is that longer time spent in the host culture is associated with a 

more nuanced adaptation (Demes & Geeraert, 2015b).   

3.4. The Content of Stereotypes in the Process of Acculturation 

 

Previous acculturation research has mainly examined stereotypes from a social identity 

perspective, and the way migrants and locals in the countries of reception perceive ethnic 

membership of others (e.g., Georgas & Papastylianou, 1994; Lönnqvist et al., 2013b; Triandis 

& Vassiliou, 1967). Essentially, these studies show that, as a consequence of time and contact 

with members of the dominant ethnic group, hetero-stereotypes of migrants (stereotypes that 

migrants have about the prevalent ethnic group in the host society) become similar to the auto-

stereotypes of locals (stereotypes that individuals have with regard to their own ethnic group). 

In the stereotype literature, however, there is growing interest in examining stereotypes more 

broadly, beyond stereotypes about ethnic groups, with regard to other groups that are relevant 

in a society (Fiske et al., 2002). The latter approach allows for an examination of 

accommodation of personal stereotypes to cultural stereotypes.  

Stereotype accommodation can be studied within the framework of culture learning, 

which holds similarities with the sociocultural adaptation of migrants. When Furnham and 

Bochner (1982) initiated research on migrants’ sociocultural adaptation, they made 
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comparisons of “socially inadequate” individuals–what I later refer to as miss-understandings 

between migrants and locals in migrants’ host societies. Furnham and Bochner referred to 

migrants as being socially inadequate as a consequence of their lack of knowledge on what is 

appropriate behavior in the new society. In the present chapter, I extend this comparison and 

propose that migrants can be socially inadequate as a consequence of their lack of knowledge 

on stereotype content in the host culture. For example, a person with homophobic and sexist 

beliefs learns that their beliefs are socially inadequate in a liberal society characterized by 

gender equality. Whereas sociocultural adaptation refers to individuals’ adaptation of skills 

that are required to navigate the everyday circumstances in the host society, stereotype 

accommodation refers to migrants’ cognitive adaptation of stereotypes they hold with regards 

to the social groups which are relevant in the host society. Stereotype accommodation can be 

a consequence of learning via different channels, for instance, mimicry (Chartrand & Lakin, 

2011), inter-personal communication (Gudykunst & Shapiro, 1996) or mass-media exposure 

(Moscovici, 1988).   

3.5. The Present Research 

 

 In the present research, the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation is tested in three 

studies conducted with Romanian migrants in Germany and France. Romanian culture is 

unique in the context of East-European cultures: while it has a Latin heritage (Romanian 

language is the only Latin language in East Europe), it has a recent Communist political history 

(Romania was part of the East-European Communist bloc until 1989). The most recent 

estimation is that there are more than two million Romanians living abroad (Institutul Național 

de Statistică, 2013). Germany and France are two of the highly preferred destinations of 

Romanian migrants (Fundația pentru o Societate Deschisă, 2006). Compared to Romanian 

culture, both German and French cultures are individualistic (Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkow, 
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2010) and post-materialistic (World Value Survey, 2008).15, 16 

 Study 1 examines similarities and differences in cultural stereotypes across the three 

countries. Study 2 formally tests the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation in two distinct 

samples of migrants–Romanians in Germany (Study 2a) and Romanians in France (Study 

2b).  

3.6. Study 1 

 
	

Stereotype accommodation has two prerequisites, namely, prior existence of a 

stereotype and differences between cultural stereotypes (i.e., culture difference). First, 

stereotype accommodation requires that social groups, and the associated beliefs, are known to 

migrants prior to the acculturation experience (Blanz & Aufderheide, 1999; Oakes, Turner, & 

Haslam, 1991; also see Chapter 6). In other words, stereotype accommodation can only occur 

on existing stereotypes. To ensure this in the present research, I examined the hypotheses on 

five cultural stereotypes that were previously identified as relevant in the Romanian culture 

(see Chapter 2). In line with the SCM, four social groups were selected as prototypes of 

stereotypes: women (high warmth, high competence), unemployed people (high warmth, low 

competence), rich people (low warmth, high competence), and politicians (low warmth, low 

competence). One additional group was selected–homosexual people (high warmth, low 

competence), who represent one of the most discriminated social groups in Romania (CNCD, 

2013).  

Second, stereotype accommodation requires that there are discernible differences in 

																																								 																					
15 Hofstede and colleagues describes Individualism as the cultural framework within which 
people allocate higher importance to their individual and close-others well-being, contrasting 
Collectivism which is the cultural framework within which people allocate higher importance 
to the well-being of the groups they are part of. 
16 Post-materialism is defined as the transformation of values of individuals from 
materialistic (e.g., money) to spiritualistic/metaphysical (e.g., autonomy, art) (Inglehart, 
1981).  
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cultural stereotypes between migrants’ host and home cultures. This prerequisite is in line with 

the literature that shows that only disconfirming information is associated with stereotype 

change (e.g., Hewstone, Johnston, & Aird, 1992; Richards & Hewstone, 2001). In other words, 

stereotype accommodation occurs only for stereotypes whose content differs from one culture 

to another. To ensure this in the present research, Study 1 examined differences and similarities 

in cultural stereotypes of migrants’ home culture (Romania) and two host cultures (German 

and French).   

3.6.1. Method 

	 Participants and Procedure. 

Local natives in Romania (N = 188; age, M = 20.14, SD = 2.26; % female = 85; % non-

students = 3), Germany (N = 209; age, M = 24.22, SD = 5.17; % female = 65; % non-students 

= 9) and France (N = 135; age, M = 26.78, SD = 6.61; % female = 78; % non-students = 14) 

participated in exchange for a chance to win 10 Euros (for a detailed overview of samples see 

Appendix A). Students were enrolled at one of the local universities. Non-students were either 

un-employed or employed at the time of data collection. All participants were recruited via 

classrooms or advertising in social networks. The survey contained questions about 

participants’ demographic characteristics and stereotypes. The questions about stereotypes 

were presented across all participants in a randomized fashion. The study questionnaire was 

self-administered via an online research platform (EFS Survey version 10.4, Unipark).17, 18  

	 Measures – cultural stereotypes.  

Back-translation was used to adapt all study materials to the participants’ mother tongue 

(Hambleton & Zenisky, 2010). Cultural stereotypes were assessed via measures of warmth and 

competence on a 5-point Likert scale (1 - strongly disagree, 5 - strongly agree). Warmth was 

																																								 																					
17 Participants were defines as ‘locals’ based on their self-reported nationality. 
18 For an English version of the questionnaire see Appendix D. 



STEREOTYPE ACCOMMODATION  70 

measured with the following adjectives: likeable, warm, amusing, good-natured, well-

intended, and honest. Competence was measured with: conscientious, organized, diligent, 

competent, efficient, and independent. All participants were asked to use these adjectives to 

express how they thought their society evaluates the following social groups: homosexual 

people, politicians, rich people, unemployed people, and women. An example of item is: “as 

viewed by today’s Romanian society, how likeable are homosexual people?” As seen in Table 

6, across the three samples the scale reliabilities were satisfactory, ranging from α = .74 to α = 

.92. 

3.6.2. Results and Discussion 

Preliminary analysis.  

A preliminary analysis revealed differences among Romanian, German, and French 

samples in terms of age, F(2, 458) = 67.82, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .23; gender, χ2(2, N = 461) = 19.18, 

p < .001; and type of sample, χ2(2, N = 460) = 12.83, p = 002. To rule out potential biases, in 

the main analysis these factors were as covariates.  

Metric and scalar equivalence.  

Prior to testing whether there were cross-cultural differences in cultural stereotypes, I 

examined whether the theorized factor structure of stereotype content (warmth and 

competence) was equivalent across the samples (Matsumoto & Van de Vijver, 2010). Although 

some caution was required (e.g., partial scalar invariance), there was sufficient evidence that 

cultural stereotypes can be compared among the samples of Romanians, Germans, and French 

(for a detailed analysis see Chapter 4). 

Main analysis. 

	 To avoid loss of valuable data, the main analyses were calculated on pair-wise valid 

cases (see Appendix A). To examine whether there were differences in cultural stereotypes 

between a migrant’s home and host culture, the following comparisons were evaluated: 
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Romania & Germany and Romania & France. A MANCOVA with simple planned 

comparisons was conducted. Dependent variables were measures of warmth and competence 

of the five target groups; the independent variable was culture. Age, gender (0 = female, 1 = 

male) and type of sample (0 = non-student, 1 = student) were used as covariates. 

 Results indicated that there was an overall multivariate effect of culture, λPillai = .52, 

F(20, 860) = 15.19, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .26. This effect was reflected in significant univariate 

effects, and the values ranged as follows, FWomen_W(2, 438) = 2.65, p = .07, ɳ2
p

 = .01 to 

FPoliticians_C(2, 438) = 60.88, p < .001, ɳ2
p

 = .22. As can be seen in Figure 4a, results of the simple 

contrasts revealed that, compared to German cultural stereotypes, Romanian cultural 

stereotypes were significantly more positive for unemployed people on warmth and 

competence, more positive for women on competence, less positive for homosexual people on 

warmth, and less positive for politicians on warmth and competence. Furthermore, as can be 

seen in Figure 4b, results of the simple contrasts showed that, compared to French cultural 

stereotypes, Romanian cultural stereotypes were significantly more positive for unemployed 

people, women, and rich people on warmth and competence, and significantly less positive for 

homosexual people and politicians on warmth and competence. 

 With some exceptions, cultural stereotypes about unemployed people, women, 

homosexual people, politicians and rich people were significantly different in the migrants’ 

host countries (Germany and France) compared to migrants’ home country (Romania). 

However, considering the effect size coefficients, not all differences were necessarily 

meaningful (see Table 6). Across the two comparisons, only differences in cultural stereotypes 

about politicians had large effect sizes. Since the assumption is that stereotype accommodation 

would require migrants to recognize differences in cultural stereotypes between their home and 

host countries, it may be more reliable to expect that accommodation occurs in cases where 

this difference is indeed discernable (i.e., for politicians). 
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics and Effect Sizes for Mean Differences in Cultural Stereotypes 

    Romanian locals German locals 
French locals     

Social group Dimension M SD α M SD 
α M SD α d1 d2 

Unemployed W 3.07 .68 .86 2.80 .55 .83 2.73 .80 .90 0.43 0.45 
 C 2.54 .60 .84 2.31 .62 .87 2.36 .78 .89 0.37 0.25 
Women W 3.77 .56 .84 3.69 .53 .84 3.52 .64 .88 0.14 0.41 
 C 3.85 .60 .82 3.52 .49 .78 3.61 .67 .86 0.60 0.38 
Homosexual people W 3.10 .86 .89 3.57 .51 .81 3.49 .70 .90 0.66 0.49 
 C 3.13 .67 .88 3.19 .46 .80 3.37 .65 .92 0.10 0.36 
Politicians W 1.77 .68 .83 2.39 .56 .76 2.24 .60 .78 0.99 0.73 
 C 1.86 .80 .88 2.87 .69 .81 2.54 .72 .77 1.35 0.89 
Rich people W 2.58 .68 .85 2.55 .53 .82 2.32 .62 .82 0.05 0.40 
  C 3.54 .65 .89 3.62 .51 .74 3.32 .67 .80 0.13 0.33 
Note. W = Warmth; C = Competence; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; response range for all 

variables = 1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree; α = scale reliability; d1 = Cohen's d for 

Romanian vs. German locals, d2 = Cohen's d for Romanian vs. French locals. 
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Figure 4. Mean Comparisons between Cultural Stereotypes in Romania and in Germany (a) and in France (b)
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3.7. Study 2 

 

In line with acculturation research, I expect that stereotype accommodation is 

associated with two core factors: duration of stay in the host country and acculturation 

orientation. Longer stay in the host country provides migrants with the opportunity to learn 

about the host culture’s stereotypes. Formally, I hypothesized that a longer stay in the host 

society would be associated with migrants’ personal stereotypes being more similar to the 

cultural stereotypes of their host culture (Hypothesis 1). Whereas stereotype accommodation 

may be a consequence of migrants’ desire to learn about the host culture, a lack of stereotype 

accommodation may be an outcome of migrants’ interest to maintain the home culture. The 

two are not mutually exclusive; migrants can have both the desire to learn about the host culture 

and the interest to maintain the home culture. As such, I hypothesized that a desire to learn 

about the host culture would be associated with migrants’ personal stereotypes being more 

similar to cultural stereotypes of their host culture (Hypothesis 2a). Conversely, I expected that 

interest to maintain the home culture would be associated with migrants’ personal stereotypes 

being more similar to the cultural stereotypes in their home culture (Hypothesis 2b). I sought 

to provide support for these hypotheses across two distinct samples of migrants. Study 2a tested 

these hypotheses with a sample of Romanians in Germany and Study 2b examined the 

hypotheses with a sample of Romanians in France. The studies are identical in every aspect 

and because of this the method section applies to both. To ease the interpretability of findings, 

I present the results separately for the two studies and then provide an inclusive discussion of 

the overall results. 

3.7.1. Method 

Participants and Procedure.  

Romanian migrants in Germany (Study 2a; N = 171; age, M = 33.03, SD = 8.96; % 
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females = 66; % non-students = 90) and in France (Study 2b; N = 54; age, M = 31.98, SD = 

7.98; % females = 69; % non-students = 83) participated in exchange for a chance to win 30 

Euro. The student and non-student sample definitions were the same as in Study 1. The 

participants were recruited via advertising in social networks and a collaborative effort with 

the League of Romanian Students Abroad (a non-profit and non-governmental student 

organization). The questionnaire contained demographic questions and questions related to 

their acculturation experience and their personal stereotypes. The questionnaire was 

administered via the same online platform as in Study 1.19 

Measures.  

All study materials were back-translated in Romanian (Hambleton & Zenisky, 2010). 

A total of four bi-lingual Romanian-English academics (including myself) independently 

translated the study materials from English. Then, I reviewed the translated materials, and, 

upon full agreement, I confirmed a successful translation. The translated materials that were in 

disagreement were then submitted to a session of discussions wherein each translator explained 

their choice of translation. The materials that are reported here achieved unanimous agreement. 

Descriptive statistics for all study variables are presented in Table 7, and inter-correlations are 

presented in Table 8.  

Personal stereotypes. Personal stereotypes were assessed using the same answer 

options and items as in Study 1 (1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree). Participants were 

asked to indicate their personal opinion about the same social groups as in Study 1. An item 

example is: “in your opinion, homosexual people are likeable.” Scale reliabilities were 

satisfactory in all cases (values ranged α = .68, α = .96). 

																																								 																					
19 For an English version of the questionnaire see Appendix E. 



STEREOTYPE ACCOMMODATION  76 

Length of stay in host country. Length of stay in host country was assessed as the 

number of years and months since one has moved to the host country. Due to a slightly right-

skewed distribution, for the main analyses I used a natural logarithm transformation. 

Acculturation orientations. Acculturation orientations were assessed on a 7-point 

Likert scale (1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree) (Suanet & van de Vijver, 2009). Eleven 

items were used to measure individuals’ interest in the host culture (e.g., “I like German food” 

and “I like French food”) and eleven items were used to measure their desire to maintain the 

home culture (e.g., “I like having Romanian friends”). Scale reliabilities were satisfactory in 

all cases (values ranged α = .73, α = .84). 

3.7.2. Results and Discussion - Stereotype Accommodation 

	 To avoid loss of valuable data, the main analyses were calculated on the pair-wise valid 

cases (see Appendix A). To test the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation, the 

similarities/differences between personal stereotypes and cultural stereotypes in home and host 

cultures were examined. I interpreted similarities of personal stereotypes to cultural stereotypes 

in host culture as evidence for stereotype accommodation. In line with the prerequisite of 

culture differences (Study 1), the hypotheses were tested on only those stereotypes that were 

significantly different between the home and host cultures. Data from Study 1 (cultural 

stereotypes) was combined with data from Study 2 (personal stereotypes), wherein the answers 

of locals and migrants were merged into a single file. The new data set had variables such as 

the acculturation orientations, length of stay, and stereotype-relevant items, and as a grouping 

variable, the type of stereotype, namely, local participants = cultural stereotypes and migrant 

participants = personal stereotypes.  
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Table 7. Means and Scale Reliabilities for All Study Variables 

  
  Romanians in Germany  Romanians in France    

Variable 
Dimension M SD α M SD α d 

Age - 33.03 8.96  31.98 7.98  0.12 
Length of stay - 3.51 3.20  5.97 4.66  0.61 
Interest in the host C. - 5.09 0.56 .80 5.48 0.78 .84 0.57 
Maintain the home C. - 4.98 0.95 .81 5.51 0.74 .73 0.62 
Unemployed W 2.96 0.45 .92 3.00 0.32 .87 0.10 
 C 2.73 0.56 .91 3.07 0.40 .80 0.70 
Women W 3.64 0.58 .88 3.61 0.67 .93 0.05 
 C 3.82 0.64 .89 3.79 0.55 .86 0.05 
Homosexual people W 3.37 0.70 .94 3.25 0.64 .96 0.18 
 C 3.24 0.51 .91 3.18 0.42 .94 0.13 
Politicians W 2.12 0.81 .88 2.27 0.80 .89 0.18 
 C 2.31 0.88 .89 2.22 0.75 .79 0.11 
Rich people W 2.85 0.43 .87 2.93 0.42 .89 0.19 
  C 3.58 0.57 .88 3.44 0.45 .68 0.27 
Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; response range for length of stay = in years; response 

range for interest in the host culture and maintain the home culture = 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – 

strongly agree; response range for dimensions of stereotypes = 1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly 

agree; W = warmth; C = competence; α = scale reliability; d = Cohen's d (effect size) for mean 

differences between Romanians in Germany vs. Romanians in France. 
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Table 8. Inter-Correlations between Study Variables 

 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 Age  -.01 -.51** .59** .21 .20 .06 -.20 
2 Male -.12  .01 .06 .17 -.18 .05 .14 
3 Student -.33** -.08  -.61** -.15 -.13 -.01 .28t 
4 Length of stay (ln) .46** -.11 .02  .15 .12 -.13 -.42** 
5 Maintain the home C. -.09 -.07 -.07 -.17*  .19 .03 .03 
6 Interest in the host C. .15* -.15t -.03 .08 .26**  .28t .03 

7 D.S. Romanian cultural stereotypes .01 -.19* .07 .13 .01 .18*  .30* 
8 D.S. host cultural stereotypes -.16t -.01 -.05 -.18* -.01 -.06 -.23*  

Note. ln = natural logarithm transformation; response range for length of stay = ln transformation of years stayed in the host society; response 

range for interest in the host culture and maintain the home culture = 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree; response range for dimensions of 

stereotypes = 1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree; coefficients for Romanians in Germany = below main diagonal; coefficients for 

Romanians in France = above main diagonal; D.S. = distance score for politicians, the only social group that showed discernable differences 

between cultural stereotypes in the home and host cultures; male = dummy coded, 1 – male, 0 - female; student = dummy coded, 1 – student, 0 – 

non-student; t p ≤ .10;* p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01. 
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Thus, analyses were conducted on warmth (unemployed, homosexual people, and 

politicians) and competence (unemployed, women, and politicians). For each sample of 

migrants, independent MANOVAs with repeated contrasts were conducted. The dependent 

variables were the measures of stereotypes. The factoring variable was the type of stereotype. 

For Study 2a this factor had the following levels: Romanian cultural stereotype vs. Romanian 

migrants’ personal stereotype vs. German cultural stereotype. For Study 2b the factor had the 

following levels: Romanian cultural stereotype vs. Romanian migrants’ personal stereotype vs. 

French cultural stereotype.  

Study 2a. 

The results revealed a significant multivariate difference between personal stereotypes 

and cultural stereotypes, λPillai = .50, F(12, 880) = 24.41, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .25. This effect was 

reflected in univariate effects across all measures of stereotypes, and the values ranged as 

follows, FUnemployed_W(2, 444) = 13.81, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .06, to, FPoliticians_W(2, 444) = 37.05, p < 

.001, ɳ2
p = .14. As depicted in Figure 5a, the results of repeated contrasts revealed that there 

were differences between personal stereotypes and Romanian cultural stereotypes for 

homosexual people (warmth), M = .24, SE  = .09, p = .006, 95 % CI [.07; .41], politicians 

(warmth), M = .42, SE  = .09, p < .001, 95 % CI [.25; .59], and politicians (competence), M = 

.54, SE  = .10, p < .001, 95 % CI [.34; .74], and between personal stereotypes and German 

cultural stereotypes for all measures, and the values ranged as follows, politicians (warmth), M 

= .18, SE  = .09, p = .03, 95 % CI [.02; .35], to unemployed (competence), M = .59, SE  = .08, 

p < .001, 95 % CI [.43; .76]. This indicated that personal stereotypes of migrants were either 

dissimilar to Romanian cultural stereotypes or they were somewhere in-between the cultural 

stereotypes in Romania and Germany situated. This was interpreted as initial evidence for the 

accommodating tendency of personal stereotypes. 
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Study 2b. 

	 The analysis procedure was identical to the one in Study 2. The analyses were 

conducted on all social groups for warmth and competence. The results indicated a multivariate 

difference between personal stereotypes and cultural stereotypes, λPillai = .49, F(20, 568) = 9.23, 

p < .001, ɳ2
p = .25. This effect was reflected in univariate effects across all measures, and the 

values ranged as follows, FRich_C(2, 292) = 3.45, p = .03, ɳ2
p = .02, to FPoliticians_C(2, 292) = 

22.51, p < .001, ɳ2
p

 = .13. As shown in Figure 5b, the results of repeated contrasts showed that 

there were differences between personal stereotypes and Romanian cultural stereotypes for 

women (warmth), M = .33, SE  = .12, p = .004, 95 % CI [.11; .57], politicians (warmth), M = 

.43, SE  = .13, p ≤ .001, 95 % CI [.17; .69], unemployed (competence), M = .38, SE  = .14, p = 

.008, 95 % CI [.09; .66], and politicians (competence), M = .32, SE  = .15, p = .04, 95 % CI 

[.02; .61], and between personal stereotypes and French cultural stereotypes for homosexual 

people (warmth), M = .49, SE  = .14, p = .001, 95 % CI [.22; .78], rich (warmth), M = .54, SE  

= .12, p < .001, 95 % CI [.30; .77], unemployed (competence), M = .38, SE  = .15, p < .001, 95 

% CI [.30; .88], homosexual people (competence), M = .31, SE  = .13, p = .02, 95 % CI [.06; 

.57], and politicians (competence), M = .31, SE  = .16, p = .04, 95 % CI [.01; .62]. These 

analyses indicated that personal stereotypes of migrants were either dissimilar to Romanian 

cultural stereotypes or they were somewhere in-between the cultural stereotypes in Romania 

and France situated. This was interpreted as evidence for the accommodating nature of personal 

stereotypes. 
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Figure 5. Detailed Mean Comparisons between Personal Stereotypes of Romanian Migrants and Cultural Stereotypes in Romania and Germany 

(a) and Cultural Stereotypes in Romania and France (b) 
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3.7.3. Results and Discussion – Predicting Stereotype Accommodation 

Next, two hypotheses were tested: that length of stay (Hypothesis 1) and acculturation 

orientations (Hypothesis 2) predicted similarities between migrants’ personal stereotypes and 

cultural stereotypes. I reasoned that personal stereotypes of participants were scores in the 

warmth-competence space, and that cultural stereotypes of home and host countries were 

constants in the same space (averaged across participants). For each participant, Euclidean 

distances were calculated from the participants’ scores on warmth-competence to the constant 

scores of their home and host cultures. Participants had a value on two distinct measures: a) 

distance to cultural stereotypes in home culture and b) distance to cultural stereotypes in host 

culture. The present hypotheses were formally tested solely with regards to stereotypes about 

politicians because only in this instance there were discernable differences in the cultural 

stereotypes between migrant’s host and home countries. Independent multivariate regression 

analyses were conducted separately for Romanians in Germany and Romanians in France. 

Distance scores regarding stereotypes of politicians were the dependent variables. Length of 

stay, interest host and maintain home were the predictors. As can be seen in Table 9, the results 

showed evidence for Hypotheses 1 and partial evidence for Hypothesis 2.20 

Study 2a. 

Length of stay predicted Romanians’ personal stereotypes as being similar to cultural 

stereotypes in Germany, b = -.12, p = .03. Interest to adopt the host culture predicted 

Romanians’ personal stereotypes as being dissimilar to cultural stereotypes in Romania, b = 

.11, p = .03. Overall the study provides evidence that, in the case of discernable differences in 

																																								 																					
20 Euclidean distance was calculated using the formula:  
d(i, XC) = √((Wi – XC

W)2 + (Ci – XC
C)2); where d = distance score; i = personal score; Xc = 

culture constant; Wi = personal score on warmth; Ci = personal score on competence; Xc
W = 

culture constant on warmth; Xc
C = culture constant on competence; subscript Xc = replace 

with home and host; low values of d = small distance (high similarity between personal 
stereotypes and cultural stereotypes); high values of d = large distance (low similarity 
between personal stereotypes and cultural stereotypes). 
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cultural stereotypes between home and host cultures, length of stay and interest to adopt the 

host culture are indicators of stereotype accommodation.  

Study 2b. 

The findings are identical to the ones in Study 2a. Length of stay predicted Romanians’ 

personal stereotypes being more similar to French cultural stereotypes, b = -.17, p = .01. Interest 

to adopt the host culture predicted Romanians’ personal stereotypes being more dissimilar to 

Romanian cultural stereotypes, b = .32, p = .01. Overall, Study 3 provides replication validity 

for the finding that, in the case of discernable differences in cultural stereotypes between home 

and host cultures, length of stay in the host society and interest to adopt the host culture are 

indicators of stereotype accommodation. 
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Table 9. Results of Testing the Hypothesis of Stereotype Accommodation for the Evaluations of Politicians 

Sample Distance scores to Predictor b SE b 

t  

(one-tailed) p ɳ2 1-β 

Hyp. 

confirmed? 

Romanians 
in Germany Romanian C.S.         
  Length of stay .06 .05 1.26 .11 .01 .24 no 
  Interest in the host C. .11 .06 1.89 .03 .03 .47 yes 
  Maintain the home C. -.01 .06 -.24 .41 .01 .06 no 
 German C.S.         
  Length of stay -.12 .06 -2.01 .03 .03 .52 yes 
  Interest in the host C. -.03 .07 -.41 .34 .01 .07 no 
    Maintain the home C. -.03 .07 -.36 .64 .01 .06 no 
Romanians 
in France Romanian C.S.         
  Length of stay -.09 .07 -1.32 .90 .04 .25 no 
  Interest the host C. .32 .11 2.88 .01 .17 .80 yes 
  Maintain the home C. .17 .12 1.41 .91 .05 .28 no 
 French C.S.         
  Length of stay -.17 .06 -2.99 .01 .18 .83 yes 
  Interest in the host C. .04 .10 .38 .64 .01 .07 no 
    Maintain the home C. .04 .10 .43 .34 .01 .07 no 

Note. Romanian C.S. = Romanian cultural stereotypes; German C.S. = German cultural stereotypes; French C.S. = French cultural stereotypes; 

response range for length of stay = ln transformation of years stayed in the host society ; response range for interest in the home culture and 

maintain the host culture = 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree; response range for dimensions of stereotypes = 1 – strongly disagree, 5 – 
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strongly agree; b = regression coefficient; SE b = standard error for regression coefficient; ɳ2 = effect size; Hyp. = hypothesis; 1-β = observed 

power of statistical test; tests are calculated at α = .05; b = personal stereotypes are similar to cultural stereotypes (small Euclidean distance); 

positive b = personal stereotypes are dissimilar to cultural stereotypes (large Euclidean distance). 
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3.8. General Discussion 

 
3.8.1. One Manifestation of the Cognitive Adaptation of Migrants 

 Literature indicates that personal stereotypes are developed during enculturation (early 

socialization) when children learn about cultural stereotypes in their home country (e.g., 

Ehrlich, 1973; Katz, 1976). The present research provides initial evidence that personal 

stereotypes go through a process of adaptation in the context of acculturation, whereby 

migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in the host country into 

their existing stereotypes. These findings are in line with research on the cognitive adaptation 

of migrants that suggests that inaccurate hetero-stereotypes that are held by migrants can 

gradually become similar to the auto-stereotypes of locals as a result of inter-ethnic contact 

between migrants and locals (Crisp & Turner, 2011; Ward, 2001). The present findings 

suggest, however, that there might be a wider process of migrants’ cognitive adaptation, which 

includes a range of stereotypes that goes beyond ethnic stereotypes.    

 The present evidence expands on the argument that stereotypes are a form of situated 

cognition (Smith & Semin, 2007). In this line of research, stereotypes are considered as 

dynamic constructs that are sensitive to individuals’ goals in social interactions. In the process 

of acculturation, in cases where it is evident that a personal stereotype does not fit with the 

pattern of social relations in the host country, stereotype accommodation might be a tool that 

migrants apply for achieving a common ground with the locals (Peters & Kashima, 2007). As 

past research on value fit (Schiefer, Möllering, & Daniel, 2012) and emotional fit (De 

Leersnyder et al., 2011) would suggest, a common ground in terms of stereotypes–migrants 

and locals having similar personal stereotypes–may be associated with the integration of 

migrants in the host societies.  

 I show evidence that stereotype accommodation happens in an identical manner in 

samples of Romanians in Germany and France. Cultural stereotypes about politicians were 
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different between migrants’ home and host countries, however, these differences seem 

identical across two distinct host countries of migrants (see Study 1, Figure 4). Although the 

German and French societies are indeed distinct from the migrants’ home society (Romania), 

there is evidence that migrants perceive their home culture as more dissimilar to the German 

culture than to the French culture (Stanciu, 2017c). The studies’ findings are therefore at odds 

with research that indicates that high cultural distance between migrants’ host and home 

cultures hinders the adaptation of migrants in host societies; and that short cultural distance 

facilitates migrants’ adaptation (e.g., Suanet & van de Vijver, 2009). It appears that cultural 

distance between migrants’ host and home societies play a small role to stereotype 

accommodation. Nevertheless, future research should address this issue more systematically 

because the social and economic contexts in the two host societies that are included here are 

virtually the same in context of the migrants’ home society, e.g., all three societies are members 

of the European Union. Other contexts that are more distant in terms of, say, geographical 

location and geo-political climate may reveal other relations between societal contexts and 

stereotype accommodation.   

3.8.2. Both Optimistic and Pessimistic Outcomes?  

The results are in line with findings that show that interventions can gradually modify 

stereotypes from negative to positive (e.g., Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). However, in the present 

data set, there is un-systematic evidence that migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant 

information that they learn in their host culture into their existing stereotypes, which is both 

less positive and more positive when compared to cultural stereotypes in the home culture (see 

Study 2, Figure 5). These findings point to similarities with the interpretations provided by 

vicarious contact hypothesis, i.e., indirect contact with a social group, such as through mass-

media exposure or having a distant friend from the stereotyped group, can reduce prejudice 

(Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 2011), as well as increase it. In this sense, acculturation 



STEREOTYPE ACCOMMODATION  88 

can be seen as the context in which vicarious contact occurs. Migrants might learn about the 

host country’s cultural stereotypes via different channels. In situations in which their personal 

stereotypes are inconsistent with the societal norm they might modify their personal stereotypes 

accordingly. This remains an aspect that future research could address. 

3.9. Limitations and Future Research 

 

These results should be interpreted with caution. The first limitation is that the findings 

arise from a cross-sectional design. The results provide initial evidence about co-variation 

among the study variables. Although the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation is replicated 

in two different samples of participants, there is at least one concern with this design. It is 

unclear whether, prior to migration, personal stereotypes of migrants were consistent with 

cultural stereotypes in their home culture. Indeed, as I initially assumed, literature suggests that 

people can be aware about their society’s cultural stereotypes (e.g., Devine, 1989; Kashima, 

2000). Nevertheless, to reinforce the notion of accommodation of personal stereotypes, this 

assumption requires a systematic examination. As a suggestion, future studies can investigate 

causality through a longitudinal design (e.g., Lönnqvist, Jasinskaja-Lahti, & Verkasalo, 2013a; 

Varjonen, Arnold, & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2013). This will allow for a “real life” examination of 

whether accommodation of personal stereotypes occurs.  

An underlying assumption of these studies was that migrants had opportunities to learn 

about cultural stereotypes in the host society. Although this assumption is implicitly validated 

by the measures of length of stay and acculturation interest, there remains a suspicion as to 

whether this was sufficiently satisfied. Future research can address this concern by examining 

to what degree mimicry (Chartrand & Lakin, 2011), inter-personal communication (Gudykunst 

& Shapiro, 1996) or mass-media exposure (Moscovici, 1988) are associated with 

accommodation of personal stereotypes (for a theoretical framework on how learning 
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opportunities might influence the stereotype accommodation see chapter 7).  

3.10. Summary and Conclusion 

 

The chapter presents initial empirical evidence for the hypothesis of stereotype 

accommodation, which states that migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information 

that they learn in their host societies into their existing stereotypes. These findings indicate that 

a longer stay in the host society and acculturation orientations predict levels of stereotype 

accommodation. I believe that the present findings can be informative in the actual context of 

migration. Migrants seem to adapt their ways of thinking about social group depending on the 

societal context in which they live. In conclusion, I believe the way some migrants experience 

social interactions in a new society is influenced by personal stereotypes. As a result, we should 

be better able to understand events wherein there is an apparent discrepancy between migrants’ 

behavioral tendencies and what is considered as acceptable in their host societies. 

 



 

Chapter 4: Test of Measurement Equivalence of Cultural 

Stereotype across Samples of Romanian, German and French 

Locals 

 

4.1. Introduction 

 

Chapter 3 presented research on Romanian migrants that live in Germany and in France. 

In that research, I used the framework of SCM (Fiske et al., 2002) to measure stereotypes on 

the dimensions of warmth and competence. Based on the findings in Chapter 2, I focused on 

cultural stereotypes about five social groups, i.e., unemployed people, women, rich people, 

homosexual people, and politicians. In Chapter 3, I sought to provide initial evidence for the 

hypothesis of stereotype accommodation, i.e., migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant 

information that they learn in the host cultures into their existing stereotypes. However, prior 

to formally examining this hypothesis, I have argued about the prerequisite of culture 

differences, i.e., that stereotype accommodation occurs only on stereotypes for which there are 

discernable differences in cultural stereotypes between migrants’ host and home countries. This 

chapter seeks to gain systematic support to allow for the comparison of cultural stereotypes 

between the present samples of participants in Romania, Germany and France.  

The chapter examines whether the samples of participants across the three countries 

have measurement equivalence of these cultural stereotypes. Comparing populations with 

distinct cultural background necessitates that the measurement has construct validity that is 

equivalent across the populations. In other words, they should measure the same construct in 

all target populations (Matsumoto & van de Vijver, 2010). In practice, this is achieved by 

examining whether across the compared samples of participants there is measurement and 

structural equivalence (equivalence and invariance are used here interchangeably) (Vandenberg 
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& Lance, 2000). In statistical terms, performing MG CFA is one way to examine this 

assumption. 

4.2. Method  

 

Essentially, MG CFA tests whether four nested models, that progressively impose 

equality constraints on different aspects of the measurement instrument, are invariant across the 

evaluated groups; i.e., a measurement instrument has equivalence if the most restricted model 

is invariant across groups (Milfont & Fischer, 2010). By imposing no equality constraints, the 

first model examines, whether across groups, participants conceptualize the study variables in 

an identical manner, i.e., configural equivalence. By constraining factor loadings to be equal, 

the second model examines, whether across groups, individuals respond to the study 

questionnaire in an identical way, i.e., metric equivalence. By constraining intercepts to be 

equal, the third model examines, whether across groups, participants who have similar scores 

on one observed variable have the same scores on an un-observed variable, i.e., scalar 

equivalence. Lastly, by constraining co-variances to be equal, the fourth model examines, 

whether regardless of the group membership of participants, two un-observed variables are 

associated in an identical manner, i.e., structural equivalence. 

To assess the overall goodness-of-fit of models, the following indices and minimal cut-

points are consulted: chi-square χ2, (p > .05); χ2/df ≤ 2.00; comparative fit index (CFI) ≥ .90; 

Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) ≥ .90; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .08; and 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) ≤ .10 (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Formally, 

metric, scalar, and structural equivalence are indicated by the following incremental fit 

coefficients, the chi-square change (Δχ2), p > .05, and changes in CFI (ΔCFI) ≤ .01 (Cheung & 

Rensvold, 2009); a ΔCFI ≤ .02 may also be evidence for equivalence, provided that the potential 

limitations are acknowledged (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Metric equivalence is achieved 

when the metric model shows no significant difference compared to the configural model. 



MEASUREMENT EQUIVALENCE TESTS  92 

Scalar equivalence is obtained when the scalar model shows no significant difference compared 

to the metric model. However, scalar invariance is hardly achieved in practice. As such, partial 

scalar invariance is more common, and it is often accepted as evidence that means between 

different populations can be compared (e.g., Guan et al., 2015; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). One 

rule of thumb in assessing partial scalar invariance is that a factor should have at least one item 

that is equivalent across samples in addition to the item that is used for standardizing the latent 

factor (cf., Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989; Milfont & Fischer, 2010). Structural 

equivalence is achieved when the structural model has no significant differences compared to 

the scalar model. 

Using AMOS v.22 (Arbuckle, 2013) and MG CFA as the statistical technique, five sets 

of analyses were conducted, one per target group. Previous research has indicated that the items 

used in the present study pertain to a structure of stereotypes wherein warmth and competence 

can be disentangled into sub-dimensions (see Chapter 5). In line with this evidence the 

following inter-correlations between residual variances were allowed: likeable, warm, and 

amusing as the friendliness sub-dimensions; good-natured, well-intended, and honest as the 

trustworthiness sub-dimensions; competent, efficient, and independent as the efficacy sub-

dimensions; conscientious, diligent and organized as the conscientiousness sub-dimensions. 

4.3. Results and Discussion 

 

 Main Analysis. 

As can be seen in Table 10, across the five target groups, configural and metric models 

had satisfactory overall model fit. Furthermore, all metric models had good incremental fit 

indices when compared to configural models, indicating that there was equivalence in the factor 

loadings across the three samples. The only specification is with regards to the evaluations of 

politicians; the incremental fit index advised caution in interpretation. However, because this 
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finding was within the acceptable thresholds and it was non-systematic across groups in the 

data set, I interpreted it as being purely coincidental.  

As expected, full scalar invariance was not achieved. As an alternative, I examined 

partial scalar equivalence for measures of each target group. Across all target groups, the 

equality constraints for the following seven items were relaxed: likeable, well-intended and 

honest (warmth), and competent, efficient, diligent and organized (competence) (baseline). In 

the case of unemployed people, this procedure led to good overall model fit and acceptable 

incremental fit when compared to the metric model. In the case of rich people, compared to the 

baseline, an additional constraint for the item good-natured was relaxed (baseline v.2). In the 

case of politicians, compared to baseline v.2, an additional constraint for the item conscientious 

was relaxed (baseline v.3). Finally, in the case of women and homosexual people, compared to 

baseline v.3, an additional constraint for the item warm was relaxed. In all these instances, the 

respective procedures led to good overall model fit and satisfactory incremental fit when 

compared to the metric models.  

Furthermore, across all target groups the results showed evidence for structural 

equivalence, however, with some specifications in the case of homosexual people and rich 

people. In both cases two indices of overall model fit had values outside the accepted limits 

(TLI < .90, and SRMR > .10). Moreover, in these cases the incremental fit indices (ΔCFI) were 

above the minimum accepted. Across the samples of Romanians, Germans, and French, the 

majority of correlation coefficients between the two latent constructs were above r = .67, p < 

.05. The exception was in the case of rich people; across the three samples the correlations 

coefficients were all below r = .45, p < .05.       
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Table 10. Results for Tests of Measurement Equivalence across Samples of Romanian, German and French Locals 

Model 
Target group 

χ2  
(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 
(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 1:             

configural    -  -    -  

 
Unemployed 
people 

292.41 
(123) 2.377  .946  .913 .053 .055  accept 

 Women 
252.09 
(123) 2.050  .948  .916 .047 .043  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

255.56 
(123) 2.078  .959  .934 .047 .033  accept 

 Politicians 
219.12 
(123) 1.781  .964  .942 .024 .040  accept 

  Rich people 
260.59 
(123) 2.119  .939  .903 .048 .053  accept 

Model 2:          M.1 vs. M.2  
metric 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

323.18 
(143) 2.260 

30.77 
(20) .943 .003 .921 .051 .063  accept 

 Women 
293.76 
(143) 2.054 

41.67 
(20) .939 .009 .916 .047 .054  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

294.59 
(143) 2.060 

39.03 
(20) .953 .006 .935 .047 .036  accept 

 Politicians 
283.38 
(143) 1.982 

64.26 
(20) .947 .017 .927 .064 .045  

interpret with 
caution 

  Rich people 
293.59 
(143) 2.053 

32.99 
(20) .934 .005 .908 .047 .055  accept 
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Table 10. (continuation). 

Model 
Target group 

χ2  
(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 
(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 3a:           M.2 vs. M.3a  
full scalar 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

452.64 
(167) 2.710 

129.46 
(24) .909 .034 .892 .059 .066  reject 

 Women 
463.64 
(167) 2.776 

169.87 
(24) .881 .058 .858 .061 .059  reject 

 
Homosexual 
peopl 

432.47 
(167) 2.590  

137.87 
(24) .917 .036 .902 .058 .039  reject 

 Politicians 
652.59 
(167) 3.908 

369.21 
(24) .818 .099 .784 .077 .100  reject 

  Rich people 
435.93 
(167) 2.610 

142.34 
(24) .882 .053 .860 .058 .056  reject 

Model 3b:          M.2 vs. M.3b  
partial scalar 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

362.83 
(153) 2.371 

39.65 
(10) .933 .010 .914 .053 .065  accept 

 Womenc 
327.47 
(147) 2.228 

33.70 
(4) .927 .012 .902 .051 .053  

interpret with 
caution 

 
Homosexual 
peoplec 

322.00 
(147) 2.191 

27.41 
(4) .946 .007 .927 .050 .036  

interpret with 
caution 

 Politiciansb 
319.09 
(149) 2.142 

35.71 
(6) .936 .011 .915 .048 .061  

interpret with 
caution 

  Rich peoplea 
333.01 
(151) 2.205 

39.41 
(8) .920 .014 .895 .054 .055  accept 
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Table 10. (end). 

Model Target group 
χ2  

(df) χ2/df 
Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 
Model 4:          M.3b vs. M.4  
structural 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

387.30 
(155) 2.499 

24.46 
(2) .926 .007 .906 .056 .063  accept 

 Women 
344.94 
(149) 2.315 

17.46 
(2) .921 .006 .895 .053 .070  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

404.03 
(149) 2.712 

82.02 
(2) .921 .025 .895 .060 .118  

interpret with 
caution 

 Politicians 
336.07 
(151) 2.226 

16.98 
(2) .930 .006 .909 .050 .097  accept 

  Rich people 
373.60 
(153) 2.442 

40.65 
(2) .903 .017 .874 .055 .148   

interpret with 
caution 

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 

Standardized Square Error of Approximation; M. = Model; superscript a = additional freed intercepts for W - good-natured; superscript 

b = identical to superscript a, with an additional freed intercept for C - conscientiousness; superscript c = identical to superscript b, with 

an additional freed intercept for W - warm. 
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 A Subsequent Analysis. 

In the case of politicians, homosexual people, and women, the tests of scalar equivalence 

revealed that the measurements of stereotype dimensions warmth and competence had only one 

invariant item across samples (the exception was for the evaluation of politicians on the 

dimension of warmth; there were two invariant items–amusing and warm). Noteworthy is the 

finding that this pattern was not systematic across all groups. As a result, I examined whether 

there were significant differences between the index scores based on all items compared to the 

index scores based on only the invariant items. In each sample of participants and separately 

for the target groups, I computed the stereotype dimensions of warmth and competence, first 

on all available items, and second on only the invariant items. I argued that should the effect 

sizes between the two scores be large (Cohen’s d = .80), there would be evidence against 

comparing means based on indices constructed of all items. In other words, I reasoned that 

small and medium effect sizes were an indication that the above issue of partial invariance on 

single items was not systematic. The result of this analysis indicated that only in the German 

sample there was a large effect size, d = .71, with regards to the stereotype dimension of warmth 

that was used to evaluate women. All other effect sizes were below d = .45. I interpreted this 

finding as evidence that would allow comparing means in cultural stereotypes between the three 

samples of participants. 

 Alternative Rationales in the Examination of Measurement Equivalence. 

 In the samples of Romanians, Germans, and French there was some imbalances with 

regards to age and student proportion (see Chapter 3, Appendix A). Consequently, I explored 

the possibility that this imbalance might have influenced the main test of scalar equivalence. 

One possible interpretation as to why the equality constraints of some items had to be 

systematically relaxed across samples and for all target groups may have to do with these 

demographic variations. If this was the case, I reasoned that the greatest demographic imbalance 

should be associated with the weakest evidence for measurement equivalence. As a result, I 
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performed an alternative test of measurement equivalence solely on the samples of Romanian 

and French participants, i.e., the samples with the greatest demographic imbalance. The 

analytical procedure, fit indices, and incremental fit indices were identical to the ones in the 

main analysis. The results are summarized in Table 11. Contrary to expectations, this analytical 

approach revealed that the requirements for scalar equivalence (full or partial) were met in all 

instances, except for politicians. 

 Second, I explored the possibility that the cultural distance between the home country 

of migrants (Romania) and their host countries (Germany or France) may explain why the 

equality constraints of some items had to be systematically relaxed for all target groups across 

samples. In brief, the concept of cultural distance represents the degree of similarities and 

differences between two cultures on a variety of indicators, such as climate and societal norms 

(Bar-Yosef, 1968). Cross-cultural literature suggests that these similarities and differences 

pertain to varying psychological constructs across countries (e.g., Bond, 2004; Triandis, 2001). 

For example, research by Markus and Kitayama (1991) has revealed that the manner in which 

individuals construe their self-perceptions (as either individualistic or interdependent) is 

associated with the norms that prevail in their home cultures (individualism vs. collectivism). 

Furthermore, according to Stanciu (2017c), Romanian migrants perceive that Romanian culture 

(their home country) is like France, but culturally distant to Germany. This may also explain 

why there was substantial evidence for measurement equivalence in samples of Romanians and 

French locals, except for politicians where there was evidence against scalar invariance.  
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Table 11. Results for Tests of Measurement Equivalence across Samples of Romanian and French Locals-Alternative 1 

Model Target group 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 1:             
configural    -  -    -  

 
Unemployed 
people 

184.67 
(82) 2.252  .948  .916 .066 .055  accept 

 Women 
151.87 

(82) 1.705  .957  .942 .055 .043  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

147.58 
(82) 1.800  .972  .955 .053 .033  accept 

 Politicians 
153.94 

(82) 1.877  .958  .932 .055 .038  accept 

  Rich people 
152.14 

(82) 1.855  .954  .926 .055 .053  accept 
Model 2:          M.1 vs. M.2  
metric 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

205.69 
(92) 2.236 

21.02 
(10) .942 .006 .917 .065 .061  accept 

 Women 
156.87 

(92) 1.705 
5.03 
(10) .960 .003 .942 .055 .044  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

163.65 
(92) 1.779 

16.07 
(10) .970 .002 .956 .052 .035  accept 

 Politicians 
170.21 

(92) 1.850 
16.27 
(10) .954 .004 .934 .054 .038  accept 

  Rich people 
160.52 

(92) 1.745 
8.38 
(10) .955 .001 .935 .051 .050  accept 
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Table 11. (continuation). 

Model Target group 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 3a:           M.2 vs. M.3a  
full scalar 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

280.99 
(104) 2.702 

75.29 
(12) .910 .032 .886 .077 .061  reject 

 Women 
252.11 
(104) 2.424 

95.24 
(12) .908 .052 .884 .071 .045  reject 

 
Homosexual 
people 

219.36 
(104) 2.109 

55.71 
(12) .951 .019 .938 .062 .036  accept 

 Politicians 
284.35 
(104) 2.734 

114.14 
(12) .894 .060 .865 .077 .052  reject 

  Rich people 
192.01 
(104) 1.846 

31.48 
(12) .942 .013 .927 .054 .051  accept 

Model 3b:          M.2 vs. M.3b  
partial scalar 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

255.33 
(102) 2.503 

49.64 
(10) .922 .020 .899 .072 .061  accept 

 Womena 
196.18 
(101) 1.942 

39.31 
(9) .941 .019 .923 .058 .044  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people          n.s. 

 Politiciansb 
219.04 

(96) 2.282 
48.83 

(4) .927 .027 .900 .066 .043  reject 
  Rich people          n.s. 
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Table 11. (end). 

Model Target group 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 4:          M.3b vs. M.4  
structural 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

260.53 
(103) 2.529 

5.19 
(1) .920 .002 .898 .073 .078  accept 

 Women 
196.92 
(102) 1.931 

0.73 
(1) .941 .000 .924 .057 .048  accept 

 
Homosexual 
peoplet 

223.44 
(105) 2.128 

4.07 
(1) .950 .001 .937 .063 .042  accept 

 Politicians          n.s. 

  Rich peoplet 
196.47 
(105) 1.871 

4.46 
(1) .942 .002 .924 .055 .062   accept 

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 

Standardized Square Error of Approximation; M. = Model; superscript t = incremental fit is against the full scalar model; superscript a 

= additional freed intercepts for W - good-natured; superscript b = identical to superscript a, with additional freed intercepts for W – 

well-intended, honest, and good-natured, and for C – efficient, diligent, and organized. 
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	 Therefore, I propose that the equality constraints of the respective items had to be 

systematically relaxed in the original test of measurement equivalence, but only for the 

German sample, as the items had varying meanings in Germany compared to Romania and 

France. In other words, I propose that cultural distance between the home and host countries 

of migrants might have affected the results of the scalar equivalence tests. If this was the case, 

I reasoned that between the samples of Romanians and Germans there would be no scalar 

equivalence of the available items. As a result, I performed an alternative test of measurement 

equivalence solely on the samples of Romanians and Germans. The analytical procedure, fit 

indices, and incremental fit indices were identical to the ones in the main analysis. The results 

are summarized in Table 12. As suggested, this analytical approach revealed that, in order to 

achieve partial scalar invariance, the equality constraints had to be systematically relaxed 

across the majority of groups for the same items as in the original tests: likeable, well-

intended, and honest (warmth) and competent, efficient, and diligent (competence). The only 

exception was for politicians, for which the requirements of partial equivalence were not met.   

4.4. General Discussion 

 

 As assessed on the stereotype dimensions of warmth and competence, the chapter 

provides a series of tests of the measurement equivalence of cultural stereotypes across samples 

of Romanian, German and French participants. Overall, the findings suggest that mean 

comparisons may be performed with regards to cultural stereotypes between these samples. 

However, some caution is advised in interpreting any potential differences. Across the main 

analysis and two alternative analysis approaches, it is important to note the findings with 

regards to politicians: scalar equivalence for the warmth- and competence-related items was not 

achieved. 
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Table 12. Results for Tests of Measurement Equivalence across Samples of Romanian and German Locals-Alternative 2 

Model Target group 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 1:             
configural    -  -    -  

 
Unemployed 
people 

213.93 
(82) 2.609  .937  .899 .067 .055  accept 

 Women 
165.97 

(92) 2.132  .951  .921 .054 .043  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

180.34 
(82) 2.199  .954  .927 .058 .033  accept 

 Politicians 
150.65 

(82) 1.837  .969  .950 .048 .034  accept 

  Rich people 
180.64 

(82) 2.203  .945  .911 .058 .053  accept 
Model 2:          M.1 vs. M.2  
(partial) 
metric 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

227.37 
(92) 2.471 

13.44 
(10) .936 .001 .908 .064 .061  accept 

 Women 
196.15 

(92) 2.132 
30.18 
(10) .939 .012 .912 .046 .066  accept 

 
Homosexual 
people 

198.15 
(92) 2.154 

17.80 
(10) .951 .003 .929 .057 .039  accept 

 Politiciansa 
198.01 

(89) 2.225 
47.35 

(7) .951 .018 .927 .057 .059  accept 

  Rich people 
200.686 

(92) 2.181 
20.04 
(10) .939 .005 .913 .057 .061  accept 
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Table 12. (continuation). 

Model Target group 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 3a:           M.2 vs. M.3a  
full scalar 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

293.00 
(104) 2.817 

65.62 
(12) .910 .026 .886 .071 .067  reject 

 Women 
298.25 

(10) 2.868 
102.09 

(12) .886 .053 .855 .073 .069  reject 

 
Homosexual 
people 

271.42 
(104) 2.610 

73.27 
(12) .922 .029 .902 .067 .044  reject 

 Politicians          n.s. 

  Rich people 
291.73 
(104) 2.805 

91.04 
(12) .895 .036 .867 .071 .063  reject 

Model 3b:          M.2 vs. M.3b  
partial scalar 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
peoplec 

254.87 
(96) 2.655 

27.49 
(4) .924 .008 .896 .068 .061  

accept, 
marginal 

 Womenc 
255.47 

(96) 2.661 
59.32 

(4) .906 .032 .871 .069 .065  reject 

 
Homosexual 
peoplec 

240.49 
(96) 2.505 

42.34 
(4) .933 .018 .908 .065 .044  accept 

 Politiciansc 
297.84 

(93) 3.203 
99.83 

(4) .907 .044 .869 .077 .062  reject 

  Rich peopleb 
221.51 

(98) 2.260 
20.82 

(6) .931 .008 .907 .059 .063  accept 
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Table 12. (end). 

Model Target group 
χ2  

(df) χ2/df 
Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 
Model 4:          M.3b vs. M.4  
structural 
invariance            

 
Unemployed 
people 

263.24 
(97) 2.714 

8.36 
(1) .921 .003 .892 .068 .076  accept 

 Women          n.s. 

 
Homosexual 
peoplet 

316.70 
(97) 3.265 

76.20 
(1) .898 .035 .862 .079 .124  reject 

 Politicians          n.s. 

  Rich peoplet 
256.28 

(99) 2.589 
34.76 

(1) .912 .019 .883 .066 .178   reject 
Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 

Standardized Square Error of Approximation; M. = Model; superscript t = incremental fit is against the full scalar model; superscript a 

= metric equivalence with relaxed constraints for regression coefficients for W – likeable, well-intended, honest, and for C – efficient; 

superscript b = relaxed constraints for intercepts for W – likeable, well-intended, and honest, and for C – competent, efficient, and 

diligent; superscript c is identical to superscript b, with additional freed intercepts for W – good-natured and for C – organized. 
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It seems that neither the demographic imbalance of the samples nor the cultural distance 

between the participants’ countries can provide conclusive explanations as to why the equality 

constraints of some items had to be relaxed across samples. For instance, cultural dissimilarities 

between participants’ home countries might influence the results of measurement equivalence 

tests. However, to the best of my knowledge, there is currently no systematic examination as to 

whether the stereotype dimensions of warmth-competence have measurement equivalence 

across countries. Although there are studies that employ cross-cultural samples (e.g., Cuddy et 

al., 2009; Durante et al., 2013), none report on the respective tests. In fact, in the present 

dissertation (see Chapter 2) I present evidence that in Romania there is a strong one-dimensional 

structure of stereotypes, which is at odds with the findings in cultures like the U.S. where there 

is a clear bi-dimensional structure (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002). Moreover, the chapter suggests that 

in samples of Romanians, Germans, and French there is a strong one-dimensional structure for 

stereotypes of women, unemployed people, homosexual people, and politicians. Nevertheless, 

the analyses were exploratory and not testing hypotheses. The evidence is thus insufficient 

towards discarding the validity of a warmth-competence structure of stereotypes.  

There is an opportunity for future studies to examine in greater depth the cross-cultural 

validity of stereotype dimensions of warmth-competence. Of the construct, method, and 

administration biases in cross-cultural research (van de Vijver & Tanzer, 1997), the present 

results seem to suggest that the construct bias–the measured construct is not same across the 

studied populations–of warmth-competence may be further examined. Future studies should 

thus provide evidence of its measurement equivalence. If this is not the case, the logic of emic-

etic research could provide an alternative (Cheung et al., 2011). An example can be drawn from 

personality research. A study by Valchev and colleagues (2012) shows that should the 

ecological context be strictly accounted for, then the widely applied Big Five personality 

structure is not applicable in South Africa entirely. The result of Valchev and colleagues point 

to an emically (locally) informed structure of personality in South Africa. Likewise, an emically 
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informed approach to identifying measurement items for warmth-competence could be 

beneficial (Boehnke et al., 2014). In this approach, the requirement of identical wording of an 

item is loosened and, instead, items are generated freely within each culture included in the 

cross-cultural comparison.  

One other possible cause of the findings is that when asked to evaluate politicians, 

participants might have employed a structure of evaluation other than warmth-competence. A 

recent study proposes that as an alternative to warmth-competence, individuals are more likely 

to evaluate social groups based on agency/socioeconomic success and conservative/progressive 

beliefs (Koch, Imhoff, Dotsch, Unkelbach, & Alves, 2016). Furthermore, the study by Koch 

and colleagues (2016) showed that the dimension of warmth (communion in their terms) is not 

an evaluative dimension per se, but it is rather a dimension that emerges from the combination 

of the previous two.      

4.5. Conclusion 

 

 Overall, the chapter provides evidence that cultural stereotypes about women, 

unemployed people, rich people, homosexual people, and politicians can be compared between 

the present samples of participants from Romania, Germany and France. However, the chapter 

advises caution in the cross-cultural comparison of cultural stereotypes about politicians 

because in this case the results of MG CFAs were against measurement equivalence. I argued 

that this was the case because participants might have employed a more prevalent dimension of 

stereotypes, one that evaluates politicians based on their conservative-progressive traits (Koch 

et al., 2016). Furthermore, the chapter hints that cultural distance might influence the validity 

of cross-culturally comparing stereotypes assessed in terms of warmth-competence. I suggest 

that more research should apply the logic of measurement equivalence across cultures in 

studying stereotypes as measured on the dimensions of warmth-competence.    



	

Chapter 5: Four Sub-Dimensions of Stereotype Content: 

Exploratory Evidence from Romania21 

  

5.1. Introduction  

 

There are two generally accepted dimensions of stereotype content: warmth and 

competence (Fiske et al., 2002). However, recent research has suggested that the structure of 

stereotype content may be more intricate. One possibility is an additional and separate 

evaluative dimension, such as the morality dimension, loosely understood as what it means to 

be human (Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007; Vaes & Paladino, 2009). Another promising 

possibility is the existence of sub-dimensions within warmth and/or competence (Szymkow, 

Chandler, Ijzerman, Parzuchowski, & Wojciszke, 2013). For example, while terming warmth 

as communion and competence as agency, findings of Szymkow and colleagues (2013) suggest 

that the former dimension may contain sociability and morality sub-dimensions, and the later 

dimension may contain competence and dynamism sub-dimensions. However, these efforts 

have been largely theoretical. I address this limitation using a data driven approach to explore 

whether warmth and competence dimensions can be broken down into distinct sub-dimensions 

in a combined emic-etic study design where indigenous in-depth information complements 

cross-culturally assessed information.  

To explore the existence of sub-dimensions in the content of stereotypes, I conducted 

analyses on data sets collected for the goals set out in Chapter 2. In the following sections I 

																																								 																					
21	A slightly modified version of this chapter was published as: Stanciu. (2015). Four sub-
dimensions of stereotype content: Explanatory evidence from Romania. International 
Psychology Bulletin, 19, 14-20. 
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provide a brief theoretical background for the two-dimensional (warmth and competence) 

stereotype structure, evidence for three and four dimensions, and details about the studies. 

Finally, I describe the findings in terms of theoretical contributions to the field of stereotype 

content.  

5.2. Warmth and Competence–A Brief Theoretical Background 

 

Stereotypes represent beliefs about characteristics of members of social groups (Hilton 

& von Hippel, 1996). Stereotypes about certain groups are based on two evaluative factors–

social relatedness and individual motivations (Abele & Wojciszke, 2013). According to the 

Stereotype Content Model (SCM), the evaluation of a group’s social relatedness constitutes the 

warmth dimension of the stereotype, while the evaluations of individual group member’s 

achievements form the competence dimension (Fiske et al., 2002). A social group is positively 

stereotyped when it is perceived to have both warmth and competence attributes (e.g., women, 

Fiske et al., 2002). A social group is negatively stereotyped when it is perceived to lack both 

warmth and competence attributes (e.g., welfare recipients, Fiske et al., 2002). Furthermore, 

the understanding of stereotypes in terms of warmth and competence has allowed for an 

explanation of less straightforward stereotypes–ambivalent stereotypes, which are 

simultaneously positive and negative. A group is ambivalently stereotyped when it is perceived 

to have warmth attributes but to lack competence attributes (e.g., elderly people, Fiske et al., 

2002) or vice versa (e.g., rich people, Fiske et al., 2002).  

5.3. Beyond Warmth and Competence - A Combined Emic-Etic Exploration 

 

 Recent research has suggested that the content of stereotypes may, in fact, have a more 

complex structure than the two dimensional model. For instance, Leach and colleagues (2007) 

suggested morality as a separate evaluative dimension of in-group stereotypes. Additionally, 
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Brambilla, Rusconi, Sacchi and Cherubini (2011) have proposed morality as a sub-domain 

within the warmth dimension, along with sociability. Notably, Szymkow and colleagues (2013) 

have used experimental approaches to suggest that both warmth and competence stereotype 

dimensions may have sub-dimensions. Specifically, they describe sociability and morality 

attributes as sub-dimensions of warmth, and competence and dynamism (i.e., being active and 

persistent) as sub-dimensions of agency (the terms they use for competence). 

 Together, these studies have suggested that the content of stereotypes is structurally 

more intricate than previously thought. To the best of my knowledge, no study has empirically 

tested this hypothesis from a combined emic-etic approach (Cheung, van de Vijver, & Leong, 

2011). Essentially, an emic-etic study is particularly valuable because it combines information 

from within the culture (emic) and scientific information validated in other culture (etic). 

5.4. The Present Research 

 

Social psychological research has been criticized for over relying on Western, 

Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Developed samples (WEIRD, Henrich, Heine, & 

Norenzayan, 2010). To address this limitation and contribute to diverse research on the content 

of stereotypes, I focused on Romania, a South-East European country with a population of 

approximately 20 million (Institutul Național de Statistică, 2011). As a former communist state, 

Romania is at the right pole of the left-right political continuum, highly endorses religiosity 

(Voicu & Voicu, 2007) and authoritarianism (Gavreliuc, 2011) making the country a 

particularly interesting context to study stereotypes. To the best of my knowledge there is no 

published research on the content of stereotypes in Romania (for an exception see Chapter 2). 

 In the present studies, I applied the logic of combined emic-etic research within 

Romanian samples to explore whether warmth and competence stereotype dimensions contain 

sub-dimensions. In Study 1, I explore whether four a sub-dimension structure fits the data better 
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than the currently accepted two-dimensional stereotype structure for two selected social 

groups. In Study 2, I replicate the Study 1 by extending it to twenty-three different social 

groups.  

The studies I report here used data sets that were collected for the purpose of 

investigating whether there can be within-culture variation in the content of stereotypes in 

Romania (see Chapter 2). The approach and the study design have facilitated the present 

exploration without overlapping with the goal of the studies conducted in Chapter 2. For 

simplification purposes, in the remaining sections I will refer to the studies in Chapter 2 as the 

“initial” or “original” study.  

5.5. Study 1 

	

Originally, the present data was collected for the purpose of adapting scales to measure 

stereotype content (two dimensions) in Romania. To achieve this goal, I selected the most 

frequently occurring warmth- and competence-related items from fourteen different studies. 

However, in the item selection stage, I identified patterns of item loadings that were consistent 

with three and four dimension models of stereotype content. Therefore, I decided to 

systematically explore the possibility of a four sub-dimensional structure of stereotype content. 

Using a series of Multi-Group Confirmatory Factor Analyses (MG CFA) (Schreiber, Stage, 

King, Nora, & Barlow, 2006), I tested whether a four sub-dimensional structure describes the 

variance in the data set better than a two dimensional structure.  

5.5.1. Method 

Participants and Procedure.  

Participants were 90 Romanian students and nonstudents from four cities (49% women) 

with an average age of Mage = 23.42 years (SD = 7.07) (see Table 11). Research assistants 

recruited the student participants within classrooms. The nonstudent participants were recruited 
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either by student assistants or via a snow ball technique using students as the starting point. All 

participants were eligible for a chance to win a monetary reward of 20 Euro.  

	 Measurement.  

Prior to statistical analyses I translated the items and study instructions from English 

into Romanian by a) having two independent English-Romanian bilinguals making the 

translation from English into Romanian and b) having the principal investigator and a third 

bilingual referee back-translating from Romanian into English (Hambleton & Zeniski, 2010). 

Discrepancies between the forth- and back-translation were resolved by common agreement 

among translators. Using CFA, I identified eleven items that reliably measured the warmth and 

competence stereotype dimensions in Romania. Therefore, in the present study, the warmth-

related items were: likeable, warm, amusing, good-natured, well-intended, and honest. The 

competence-related items were: competent, efficient, independent, conscientious, and 

organized.	Participants were asked to use these items to evaluate two randomly selected social 

groups (Romanians and elderly people) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 – strongly disagree, 5 – 

strongly agree). For example, “as viewed by today’s Romanian society, Romanians are 

friendly.” 

5.5.2. Results and Discussion 

To examine whether warmth-related items and competence-related items pertained to 

distinct sub-dimensions, I performed a series of CFAs. The items were allowed to load as 

follows: good-natured, well-intended, and honest on the sub-dimension of trustworthiness; 

likeable, warm, and amusing on friendliness; competent, efficient, and independent on 

efficacy; and, conscientious and organized on conscientiousness. I allowed for all possible 

correlations among latent constructs and I considered improvement in the goodness-of-fit 

indices of the four-dimension model relative to the two-component model as evidence for the 

former. To assess the overall model goodness-of-fit the following criteria were examined: Chi-
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Square (χ2), χ2/df, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). I considered the following 

cut-points as evidence for satisfactory model fit: χ2, p > .05; χ2/df ≤ 2.00; CFI ≥ .95; RMSEA 

≤ .07; SRMR ≤ .08 (Hooper et al., 2008). To assess whether the four dimensional theoretical 

structure better fitted the data compared to the two dimensional structure, a model comparison 

was conducted based on the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) (Schreiber et al., 2006). The 

rule of thumb is that the model with the smaller AIC value has a preferable trade-off value 

between model complexity and model fit. 

For “elderly people”, the four components model showed satisfactory overall model fit, 

χ2 (38) = 50.73, p = .08; χ2/df  = 1.33; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .06; SRMR = .07; and had a better 

AIC coefficient, AIC4components = 106.73 < AIC2components = 125.77. Similar patterns emerged for 

the evaluations of Romanians: the four latent construct had marginally satisfactory fit, χ2 (38) 

= 66.74, p < .05; χ2/df  = 1.76; CFI = .91; RMSEA = .10; SRMR = .05, and a better AIC 

coefficient, AIC4components = 122.74 < AIC2components = 141.21.  
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Table 13. Detailed Sample Descriptions, Study 1 and Study 2 

  Study 1 Study 2   

Total N   n Mage SDage % females % nonstudents n Mage SDage % females % nonstudents 

Bucharest 19 25.58 3.72 47.37 52.63 61 23.87 4.50 62.30 36.07 80 
Iași 14 25.79 12.82 57.14 35.71 57 22.35 3.60 70.18 27.88 71 
Timișoara 34 21.94 4.91 58.82 32.35 165 24.41 8.38 60.00 12.50 199 
Tîrgu-Mureș 23 22.39 6.76 52.17 47.83 23 23.35 6.07 56.52 30.43 46 
N 90 23.42 7.07 49.00 41.11 306 23.91 6.98 61.90 27.10 396 

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Bucharest = located in the Center-South region, is the capital and largest city in Romania; Iași = 

largest city in the East region; Timișoara = largest city in the West region; Tîrgu-Mureș = middle size city in the Center-North region, has 

Hungarian ethnicity as the second largest ethnic group after Romanians (44.9 %).  
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 To test the stability of the four sub-dimension structure across the two evaluated social 

groups, I examined its measurement equivalence (e.g., van de Schoot, Lugtig, & Hox, 2012). I 

considered that participants would employ the same evaluative structure when evaluating both 

elderly people and Romanians. Therefore, I created a new data set in which the original data 

were transformed from long-format to short format. That is, the variables that related to 

evaluations of elderly people and Romanians were brought together to form eleven new 

variables (six warmth related, and five competence related); a new grouping variable was 

included, which indicated for which target group the scores were. As a result, the number of 

participants was artificially doubled. In other words, the evaluations of elderly people and 

Romanians were treated as being given by different groups of participants. Because my final 

goal was not to compare means, but rather to assess structure reliability, I reasoned that metric 

invariance between the evaluations of elderly people and Romanians would be sufficient 

evidence for the stability of the four dimensional structure of stereotypes (Milfont & Fischer, 

2010). Formally, I examined the model with no equality constrains (configural model). Next, 

I constrained the factor loadings to be equal across the two evaluated groups (metric model). I 

examined the Chi-Square change (Dχ2) as evidence for incremental fit of the nested model; a 

non-significant Dχ2 would be evidence for invariance (Kline, 2011). The configural model 

showed satisfactory fit indices, χ2(76) = 117.48, p < .05; CFI = .94;  RMSEA = .06. The metric 

model had good statistical fit, χ2(87) = 122.20, p < .05; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .05 and a good 

incremental fit coefficient, Dχ2(11) = 4.72, p = .94.  

Finally, and as can be seen in Table 14, the scale reliabilities were satisfactory (value 

ranged as, aEfficacy = .69 to aWarmth = .81). Unsurprisingly, there were high correlations between 

each original stereotype dimension and its sub-dimensions. The correlations among the sub-

dimensions were acceptable (e.g., friendliness–trustworthiness: r = .52). 
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Table 14. Descriptives for Stereotype Dimensions and Sub-Dimensions, Study 1 and Study 2 

Target 

group 

Dimension M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 

St
ud

y 
1 

1 Warmth 3.16 (.76) .81      
2 Friendliness 3.22 (.88) .87** .73     
3 Trustworthiness 3.09 (.87) .87** .52** .79    
4 Competence 2.78 (.76) .59** .51** .53** .76   
5 Conscientiousness 2.88 (.90) .55** .38** .59** .77** .75  
6 Efficacy 2.71 (.89) .47** .47** .35** .90** .43** .69 

St
ud

y 
2 

 

1 Warmth 3.03 (.03) .93      
2 Friendliness 3.05 (1.02) .94** .86     
3 Trustworthiness 3.01 (1.06) .95** .79** .92    
4 Competence 2.98 (.93) .74** .71** .69** .89   
5 Conscientiousness 3.00 (1.00) .74** .69** .71** .94** .85  
6 Efficacy 2.95 (.99) .64** .64** .57** .94** .75** .80 

Note. All values are based on pooled data sets: Study 1 = pooled after two social groups, N = 170;  

Study 2 = pooled after 23 social groups, N = 6941; correlations = based on two-tailed tests; Scale reliabilities are on the main diagonals in 

italics; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; Warmth items = likeable, warm, amusing, good-natured, well-intended, and honest; Friendliness 

items = likeable, warm, and amusing; Trustworthiness items = good-natured, well-intended, and honest; Competence items = competent, 

efficient, independent, conscientious, and organized; Conscientiousness items = conscientious and organized; Efficacy items = competent, 

efficient, and independent; scale anchors are 1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree, ** p < .05. 
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5.6. Study 2 

 

 In Study 2, I sought to rule out the possibility that the Study 1 finding was incidental 

and specific to elderly people and Romanians (for a recommendation towards reproducibility 

of social psychological research see Nosek, Spies, & Motyl, 2012). To this end, I tested the 

validity of the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes with a different sample of 

participants, and by extending the number of social groups to twenty-three. As in Study 1, the 

evaluated social groups were relevant in the Romanian culture (see Chapter 2), and were 

students, politicians, Roma people, ethnic minorities, family, workers, elderly people, 

Maghiari, rich people, poor people, delinquents, unemployed people, religious minorities, 

pensioners, rockers, maneliști, people with HIV/AIDS, people with disabilities, drug addicts, 

homosexual people, men, Bessarabians, and women (see Table 15).22  

5.6.1. Method 

Participants and Procedure.  

Participants were 306 Romanian students and nonstudents in four cities (61.90 % 

women) with an average age of Mage = 23.91 (SD = 6.99) (see Table 13). The study procedure 

from Study 1 was used. All participants were eligible to enter a lottery for a monetary reward 

(30 Euros).  

																																								 																					
22 Maneliști = Romanian cultural specific social group characterized by social marginality and 
a preference for Oriental music; Maghiari = Romanian cultural specific social group 
characterized as Romanian born with Hungarian ancestry; Bessarabians = Term used by 
Romanians to refer to citizens of Republic of Moldova, formerly part of Romania. For more 
detailed descriptions see Chapter 2.  
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Table 15. Model Fit Indices for Two and Four Factor Models, Across All Evaluated Groups 

Target group 2 Factor Model 4 Factor Model ΔAIC 

(2F-4F)  χ2/df CFI RMSEA SRMR χ2/df CFI RMSEA SRMR 

Students 3.35 .92 .09 .06 2.19 .96 .06 .05 62.30 
Politicians 3.47 .93 .09 .05 2.41 .96 .07 .04 58.26 
Roma people 5.03 .91 .11 .05 3.92 .94 .10 .05 68.32 
Ethnic minorities 2.92 .97 .08 .03 2.38 .98 .07 .02 30.35 
Family 2.32 .94 .09 .04 2.91 .96 .08 .04 21.61 
Workers 3.17 .94 .08 .05 2.33 .97 .07 .04 46.24 
Elderly people 4.86 .89 .11 .07 2.46 .96 .07 .04 134.26 
Maghiari 2.99 .97 .08 .03 2.69 .97 .07 .03 19.57 
Rich people 2.89 .97 .08 .03 2.71 .97 .07 .05 13.26 
Poor people 4.56 .91 .11 .06 2.99 .96 .08 .04 88.32 
Delinquents 4.33 .90 .10 .06 3.39 .93 .09 .05 56.73 
Unemployed people 4.03 .90 .10 .06 3.29 .93 .09 .06 45.81 
Religious minorities 4.28 .91 .14 .06 2.97 .95 .08 .05 74.62 
Pensioners 3.65 .92 .03 .06 2.68 .95 .07 .04 55.28 
Rockers 2.89 .96 .08 .04 2.67 .96 .07 .03 15.57 
Maneliști 2.42 .97 .07 .03 2.38 .97 .07 .03 6.00 
People with HIV/AIDS 4.11 .94 .10 .05 3.36 .96 .09 .04 46.85 
People with disabilities 6.28 .85 .13 .08 3.51 .94 .09 .04 54.36 
Drug addicts 3.85 .93 .10 .04 3.04 .95 .08 .04 48.08 
Homosexual people 3.55 .96 .09 .03 3.41 .96 .09 .03 14.33 
Men 5.97 .85 .13 .07 2.69 .95 .07 .05 177.24 
Bessarabians 4.35 .93 .10 .05 3.32 .95 .09 .04 61.11 
Women 4.62 .89 .11 .06 3.18 .94 .08 .05 82.10 
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Note. Estimation = Maximum Likelihood; 2 Factor Model = warmth and competence; 4 Factor Model: Friendliness, 

Trustworthiness, Conscientiousness, and Efficacy; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error 

of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; ΔAIC = AIC coefficients of the 2 factor 

models minus the AIC coefficients of the 4 factor models, positive coefficients indicate support in favor of the 4 factor 

model, negative coefficients indicate support in favor of the 2 factor model; Maghiari = Romanian born with 

Hungarian ancestry; Maneliști = Group characterized by social marginality and preference for Oriental music; 

Bessarabians = Term used by Romanians to refer to citizens of Republic of Moldova. 
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Measures.  

The same measures, answer options, and study instruction were used as in Study 1. To 

have three items measuring each sub-dimension, we included the item diligent to the measure 

of competence (and conscientiousness). The participants were asked to use these twelve items 

to evaluate the twenty-three social groups.  

5.6.2. Results and Discussion 

A series of CFAs were performed on the twelve items to examine how well they fit the 

theoretical model of the SCM (i.e., warmth and competence) and whether the four sub-

dimension structure found in Study 1 (i.e., friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and 

conscientiousness) could be replicated separately for each evaluated social group. The same 

statistical package, guidelines, and goodness-of-fit indices were used as in Study 1. First, I 

estimated the SCM with the warmth-related and competence-related items allowed to load on 

the theorized construct. Second, I estimated the four sub-dimensional structure. Each item was 

allowed to load on the latent construct that was found in Study 1. All latent constructs were 

allowed to correlate across estimated models. As seen in Table 15, in the majority of cases, the 

models with two latent constructs showed good model fit indices. However, relative to these 

models, the AIC coefficients showed that the four latent construct models showed 

improvement in model fit. Whereas in some cases, the improvement was towards a sound 

goodness-of-fit (e.g., “elderly people:” ∆CFI = .08, ∆RMSEA = .05, ∆SRMR = .03), in others, 

it was negligible (e.g., “Maghiari:” ∆CFI = .01, ∆RMSEA = .01, ∆SRMR < .01).  

5.7. General Discussion 

 

Using data sets that were collected in a combined emic-etic study in Romania, and 

based on a data driven approach, I examined a four sub-dimensional structure of stereotype 

content. Results from Study 1 indicated that, for evaluations of two randomly selected social 
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groups (elderly people and Romanians), a four sub-dimensional structure fits the data better 

than a two-dimensional structure. In Study 2, I was able to replicate this finding using a 

different sample and with an extended selection of social groups. Together, results from the 

two studies provide evidence that the warmth stereotype dimension has friendliness and 

trustworthiness as sub-dimensions, and that the competence stereotype dimension has efficacy 

and conscientiousness as sub-dimensions. 

5.7.1. Four Sub-Dimensions are Not Two Dimensions 

 Similar to past research, I suggest that both of the two traditional SCM dimensions can 

be further disentangled (Leach et al., 2007; Szymkow et al., 2013). The present approach 

differs from other similar efforts by the fact that the conclusions about sub-dimensions are 

data-driven as opposed to theory-driven. The assumption that warmth and competence are 

universal constructs assisted the item selection procedure (see Study 1). As such, based on 

existent literature, I selected items used in studies across cultures and contexts (e.g., mental 

illness patients and age groups). For example, in a study conducted in the U.S., Fiske and 

colleagues (2002) assessed the warmth dimension using the following items: friendly, well-

intentioned, trustworthy, warm, good-natured, and sincere. Conversely, in a study conducted 

in Germany, the same dimension was measured via likeability, warmth and good-naturedness 

(Asbrock, 2010). The overlap in the stereotype content across these studies is evident: both 

contain aspects of being warm and good-natured. Although both items are informative for the 

warmth stereotype dimension, the present set of studies goes a step beyond, suggesting that 

each of these pertains to a more intricate stereotype structure. Thus, I argue that results from 

previous studies cannot be compared if they use measures that tap into distinct sub-dimensions. 

5.7.2. Four Sub-Dimensions are Important in Intergroup Relations 

 Fiske (2012) exemplified the importance of warmth and competence with the dark alley 

scenario. In that scenario, a woman who walks home during the night in a dark alley sees a 
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stranger approaching her. First, the woman needs to identify whether the stranger possess a 

threat. Second, she needs to assess whether the stranger can enact his/her intentions. Imagine, 

however, that the stranger approaches the woman in a friendly manner but with untrustworthy 

intentions.  

The present findings reveal that the warmth dimension encompasses two sub-

dimensions: friendliness and trustworthiness. This distinction is important in intergroup 

relations because it allows for a more sensitive evaluation of one’s sociability. While the 

warmth dimension indicates whether one is sociable, the two sub-dimensions give 

clarifications about the motives of one’s sociability. For example, someone can be friendly but 

untrustworthy (e.g., a Casanova), and someone could be unfriendly but trustworthy (e.g., 

Puritans; Szymkow et al., 2013). In the above scenario, the woman has to identify whether the 

stranger poses a threat. However, she has to evaluate two contrasting attributes – friendliness 

but untrustworthiness. Whether the woman is successful in fleeing the potential threat depends 

on her ability to identify the untrustworthy intentions of the stranger.  

Furthermore, the findings indicate that the competence stereotype dimension 

encompasses two sub-dimensions: conscientiousness and efficacy. This distinction is 

important in intergroup relations because it provides a more accurate evaluation of one’s 

competence. Someone can be conscientious but inefficacious (e.g., a disabled person), and 

someone could be unconscientious but efficacious (e.g., actionists). Imagine that the stranger 

in the dark alley scenario has a visible handicap. In this scenario, the woman has to decide 

whether the visible handicap is a clear sign of inefficaciousness and whether there are signs 

that the stranger has conscientiously planned his/her action (e.g., timing, signs of weapons, 

etc.).  

Conscientiousness is associated with efficacy, however, contextual cues can impede 

one’s efficacy (Chen, Casper, & Cortina, 2001). Consider, for instance, a scenario where 
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members of a Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) seek to gain freedom of speech in a 

totalitarian regime. First, members of the NGO have to prepare a set of actions, second, to 

successfully implement them. However, due to the strict political climate, their goal may never 

be attained. In this case, while they are conscientious, they are not efficacious.  

5.7.3. Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 I examined data from a combined emic-etic research approach conducted in Romania 

(see Chapter 2). Whereas the findings are in line with other studies (e.g., Brambilla et al., 2011) 

in suggesting extensions to the warmth and competence structure, the results should be 

generalized to other cultures or context with caution. The present results provide strong support 

for a four sub-dimensional content of stereotypes in Romania only. The findings are also based 

on samples with undergraduates and nonstudents. Whereas the majority of social psychological 

research relies on undergraduate samples, recent critics suggest that this may be an over 

reliance on WEIRD samples (Henrich et al., 2010). The findings partially respond to this critic 

by examining both student and nonstudent samples from Romania, a country that is outside of 

Western societies. The problem of using undergraduate samples, however, remains. Part of the 

present nonstudent sample was mostly from a snow ball techqnique that had at its starting point 

students. Since this approach may have resulted in a biased sample (e.g., WEIRD participants), 

for a better examination whether this structure is valid in other contexts and samples, I 

suggested that future research adopts a theoretically driven approach. One possible direction 

could be to use an item-generation procedure similar to that in the original study  (see Chapter 

2) but examining whether the four stereotype sub-dimensions can be found within previously 

reported data. Another possible direction could be conducting a cross-cultural replication of 

this structure. Similar to works by Cuddy and colleagues (2009), one could draw samples of 

participants from different cultures both within and across continents. In this case, as I argued 
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in Chapter 4, future researchers should also examine the measurement equivalence of their 

instruments. 

 The exploratory nature of this finding becames evident also in the consultation of scale 

internal validity. For example, in Study 1 the scale reliability of Efficacy is just below the 

widely accepted threshold of .70. Yet, the threshold seems to be wrongly used as a standard 

(Lance, Butts, & Michels, 2006). Nunally (1978)–the auhtor to which this threshold is 

attributed – proposed that a satisfactory level of scale internal validity is dependent on its 

purpose. It is important to have good scale internal conistency (α > .80) in basic research, where 

the goal is to examine correlations and mean comparisons. Furthermore, it is of highest 

importance to have sound scale validity (α > .90) in applied research, where the goal is to 

exactly target a specific problem. However, in the early stages of developing a scale one may 

rely on modest scale consistencies (α =.70). Since the goal of the research was exploratory, the 

scale reliability scores should not be a concern in and of itself. Rather, this should be interpreted 

as an indication that additional work is needed (e.g., scale construction logic) in order to arrive 

at satisfactory measurement instruments that can be then used by basic and applied researchers.  

 The present findings are based on cross-sectional data. Social psychological theories 

suggest that drastic changes in the status quo of societies can affect the psychological aspects 

of individuals (Moscovici, 1988). Likewise, it is unclear whether the presently identified 

structure of stereotype content remains relevant in time, or whether it is specific to Romanian 

culture at this moment. Future research could test longitudinal replication studies in a large 

surveys, such as the World Values Survey to draw samples of participants at a specific time 

points and measurements (e.g., World Values Survey, 2014).  
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5.8. Conclusion 

 

The chapter shows that both warmth and competence dimensions of stereotype content 

encompass more intricate stereotype structures. For example, the warmth dimension may be 

comprised of friendliness and trustworthiness sub-dimensions. The competence dimension can 

be comprised of conscientiousness and efficacy sub-dimensions. Although this theory is still 

in its incipient stage, it might provide a more comprehensive understanding of how people 

evaluate others, and, more specifically, what criteria determine people’s social interactions 

with others. From an applied point of view, knowing which of the four sub-dimensions of 

stereotypes a social group is most associated with could prove useful for more systematic 

interventions aimed at alleviating societal conflicts. For example, for a group that is generally 

perceived as untrustworthy, programs could focus on interventions to highlight their 

trustworthiness.   



	

Chapter 6: Testing the Hypothesis of Stereotype Accommodation 

on the Four Sub-Dimensions of Stereotypes 

 

6.1. Introduction 

 

In Chapter 5, I presented initial systematic evidence for the claim that the stereotype 

dimensions of warmth and competence can both be disentangled into two sub-dimensions. The 

analyses indicated that the data fit the theoretical model of four sub-dimensions (warmth was 

disentangled into friendliness and trustworthiness and competence into efficacy and 

conscientiousness) to a higher extent when compared to the widely accepted model of two 

dimensions of stereotypes (warmth and competence). As a conclusion, I have argued that these 

sub-dimensions may provide a more accurate description of individuals and social groups 

during social interactions, including, but not limited to, their trustworthy and conscientious 

tendencies. In this chapter, I apply this novel structure of stereotypes to further examine the 

finding that Romanian migrants in Germany and France have shown evidence for stereotype 

accommodation with regard to politicians, i.e., migrants incorporating the stereotype-relevant 

information about politicians that they had learned in the host culture into their existing 

stereotypes (see Chapter 3; also see Chapter 7).  

Subsequently, to further empirical evidence on the four sub-dimensional structure of 

stereotypes, I test whether this structure can be used as an alternative to the initial two-

dimensional structure. Specifically, I test whether the construct validity of the four sub-

dimensional structure is: a) identical across three cultures, i.e., Romania, Germany, and France 

and b) identical across three different samples of Romanians, i.e., Romanian locals, Romanian 

migrants in Germany, and Romanian migrants in France. In doing so, by means of confirmatory 

factor analyses tested in a multi-group comparison fashion (MG CFA), I contrast two possible 
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theoretical models–one model whereby friendliness, trustworthiness, conscientiousness, and 

efficacy are single order latent constructs and another model whereby the four sub-dimensions 

are second order latent constructs.23   

6.2. Study 1 

 

 In this dissertation, I argue that stereotype accommodation requires that cultural 

stereotypes are different between migrants’ home and host countries. In Chapter 3, I indicate 

initial support for the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation and provide evidence for this 

prerequisite with regards to the evaluations of politicians that are made on the two-dimensional 

structure of stereotypes. In this study, I examine whether the prerequisite also applies to the 

four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes. Thus, Study 1 examines similarities and 

differences in cultural stereotypes about politicians between migrants’ home and host societies, 

when considering friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness as sub-

dimensions of stereotypes.  

 Study 1 also seeks to provide additional support for the four sub-dimensional structure 

of stereotypes. In Chapter 5 I argued that the stereotype dimensions of warmth and competence 

are two overarching sub-dimensions, i.e., friendliness and trustworthiness, and efficacy and 

conscientiousness. Whereas it is expected that this conceptual assumption is examined in a 

second order confirmatory factor analysis (warmth and competence as the higher order factors, 

and friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy and conscientiousness as lower order factors), in that 

chapter I treated friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness as single order 

																																								 																					
23 A manuscript is in preparation in which we show evidence for the statistical reliability of 
the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes across seven nations (Stanciu, Vauclair, 
Koc, Miconi, Farcas, Kislioglu, & Rodda. (2016). Four dimensions of stereotypes: Evidence 
from Romania and a seven-culture test of structure reliability. Unpublished manuscript 
presented at the 2016 Congress of the International Association of Cross Cultural 
Psychology, IACCP 2016, Nagoya, Japan). 
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factors. Thus, a subsequent goal of the present study is to examine in parallel how the single 

and higher order analytical procedures hold with respect to the conceptual claims. Furthermore, 

I aim to provide additional evidence for the validity of the four sub-dimensional structure by 

showing that this structure is reliable across participants in three different countries (Romania, 

Germany and France). 

6.2.1. Method 

	 Participants and Procedure.  

The present analyses were conducted on the data set reported in Chapter 3. The 

participants were locals in Romania (N = 188; age M = 20.14, SD = 2.26; female = 85%; non-

students = 3%), Germany (N = 209; age M = 24.22, SD = 5.17; female = 65%; non-students = 

9%) and France (N = 135; age M = 26.78, SD = 6.61; female = 78%; non-students = 14%) who 

participated in exchange for a chance to win 10 Euros. Details about the study procedure are 

provided in Chapter 3 of the dissertation (see Study 1). 

	 Measures – cultural stereotypes.  

All measures were administered in the mother tongue of the study participants (for more 

details about the translation procedure see Chapter 3). Participants had to express how they 

thought their society evaluated politicians, and, in doing so, they were asked to indicate their 

agreement on twelve items, which were measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 – strongly 

disagree, 5 – strongly agree). An item example is: “as viewed by today’s Romanian society, 

how likeable are politicians?” Each item belonged to one dimension and one sub-dimension of 

stereotypes as follows: 

Warmth and competence. Warmth was measured with the following six items: 

likeable, warm, amusing, good-natured, well-intentioned, and honest. Competence was 

measured with the following six items: conscientious, organized, diligent, competent, efficient, 

and independent.   
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Warmth sub-dimensions: friendliness and trustworthiness. Friendliness was 

measured with the following three items: likeable, warm, amusing. Trustworthiness was 

measured using the following three items: good-natured, well-intentioned, and honest. 

Competence sub-dimensions: conscientiousness and efficacy. Conscientiousness was 

measured with the following items: conscientious, organized and diligent. Efficacy was 

measured with the following items: competent, efficient, and independent. 

6.2.2. Results and Discussion 

Prior to examining similarities and differences in cultural stereotypes about politicians 

across samples in Romania, Germany and France, a test of measurement equivalence of the 

theorized structure of stereotypes (friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and 

conscientiousness) was performed. Separate theoretical structures were tested, one in which 

friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness were treated as single order latent 

constructs (4 components structure), and another wherein the four theorized factors were 

treated as first order latent constructs, measuring the higher order latent constructs warmth and 

competence (4 sub-components structure). In the former, inter-correlations between all latent 

constructs were allowed. In the latter, warmth and competence were allowed to correlate.  

The analysis procedure and statistical software were identical to the ones reported in 

Chapter 4. Here, the tests and their thresholds for good overall model fit are briefly reiterated, 

namely chi-square χ2, (p > .05); χ2/df ≤ 2.00; CFI ≥ .90; TLI ≥ .90; RMSEA ≤ .08; and SRMR 

≤ .10. Metric, scalar (full and partial), and structural invariance were evaluated against two 

incremental fit indices, namely Δχ2, p > .05, and ΔCFI ≤ .02 (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000).   

	 (Some) cross-cultural evidence for the four sub-dimensional structure of 

stereotypes. 

 As Table 16 shows, the results (i.e., configural) provided additional support for Chapter 

4’s finding that both the stereotype dimensions of warmth and competence can be disentangled 
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into sub-dimensions. To the best of my knowledge, these analyses are among the first to show 

evidence for this claim across samples of participants from different countries. To assess which 

of the two theoretical structures better fit the data, a model comparison was conducted based 

on the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) (Schreiber et al., 2006). The rule of thumb is that 

the model with the smaller AIC value has a preferable trade-off value between model 

complexity and model fit. The comparison between the configural models in the samples of 

Romanians, Germans and French locals revealed that the 4 sub-components model (AIC = 

512.07) had a slightly better trade-off between model complexity and model fit when compared 

to the 4 component model (AIC = 550.48), thus providing evidence in support of the former 

theoretical structure of stereotype content. A visual depiction of the four sub-dimensional 

structure of stereotypes is depicted in Figure 6.  

The evidence based on model fit indices is, however, inconclusive regarding the four 

sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes. The inspection of standardized coefficients suggest 

that the dimension of warmth is identical to the sub-dimension of trustworthiness (b = 1.01), 

and the dimension of competence is identical to both the sub-dimension of efficacy (b = .97) 

and conscientiousness (b = .99). This might mean that the result is highly specific to the data 

set or that the latent constructs are too narrowly defined (Distefano & Hess, 2005). 

Nevertheless, since the finding is exploratory, the contradicting statistics speak of a necessity 

to examine whether the sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes is validated in a hypothesis 

testing approach. I have provided some potential directions in the previous chapter. 

	  Test of equivalence across samples of Romanian, German and French locals.  

As can be seen in Table 14, the results indicated no evidence for scalar and structural 

equivalence across samples of Romanian, German, and French locals – neither for the 4 

components structure nor for the 4 sub-components structure. With regard to the former, there 
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was no support for metric invariance, and consequence scalar and structural invariance were 

invalidated as well. 

 With regard to the latter, the results indicated no evidence for full scalar equivalence. 

Partial scalar equivalence was examined (also see Chapter 4). The equivalence constraints were 

relaxed for the following intercepts: likeable and warm (friendliness), good-natured and honest 

(trustworthiness), competent and efficacious (efficacy), and organized and diligent 

(conscientiousness). Although this was considered the best possible solution, there was no 

evidence for partial scalar equivalence and because of this the structural invariance was also 

invalidated. As a consequence, mean comparisons on cultural stereotypes could not be 

performed. In other words, any comparisons between cultural stereotypes in Romania, 

Germany and France would not be valid, should the sub-dimensions of friendliness, 

trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness be measured with the present items. Thus, the 

prerequisite of culture difference cannot be tested on the four sub-dimensions of stereotypes as 

they are assessed here. 

 It seems likely that the items are reliable in measuring the four sub-dimensions of 

stereotypes only in Romania (also see Chapter 4). Another possible interpretation may be that 

the item translation from Romanian into German and French were not successful in capturing 

the conceptual meaning of the four sub-dimensions in a manner that is equivalent across these 

languages. One direction for future research could be a theoretical driven approach whereby 

researchers generate in an emic (indigenous) manner items that measure friendliness, 

trustworthiness, conscientiousness, and efficacy (Boehnke et al., 2014). 
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Figure 6. Measurement Structure of the Four Sub-Dimensions of Stereotypes (estimated across samples of Romanian, German and French 

locals; N = 490) 

Note. Regression coefficients and covariates shown for the configural model (on the pooled data set), wherein warmth and competence are 

second order latent constructs that predict the first order constructs of friendliness and trustworthiness, and efficacy and conscientiousness; error 
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variances are not depicted; depicted are standardized coefficients; model fit indices are: Chi sq. = 176.51, df = 46, CFI = .959, TLI = .941, 

RMSEA = .076, SRMR = .037 
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Table 16. Results of the Measurement Equivalence Tests 

Model Tested structure 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 1:             
configural    -  -    -  

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 
components 

298.47 
(144) 2.073  .942  .920 .047 .039  accept 

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 sub-
components 

248.07 
(138) 1.798  .959  .941 .039 .040  accept 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
components 

287.24 
(144) 1.995  .947  .928 .055 .039  accept 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
sub-components 

274.39 
(138) 1.988  .950  .928 .054 .037  accept 

Model 2:          M.1 vs. M.2  
metric 
invariance            

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 
components 

390.00 
(160) 2.438 

91.52 
(16) .914 .028 .893 .054 .067  reject 

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 sub-
components 

306.99 
(154) 1.993 

58.19 
(16) .943 .011 .926 .045 .064  accept 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
components 

327.91 
(160) 2.049 

40.67 
(16) .938 .009 .924 .056 .051  accept 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
sub-components 

304.35 
(154) 1.976 

29.95 
(16) .945 .005 .929 .054 .051  accept 
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Table 16. (continuation).  

Model Tested structure 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 3a:             
full scalar 
invariance          M.2 vs. M.3a  

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 
components          n.a. 

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 sub-
components 

678.12 
(178) 3.810 

371.13 
(24) .812 .131 .791 .076 .084  reject 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
components 

401.37 
(184) 2.181 

73.45 
(24) .920 .018 .914 .060 .057  accept 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
sub-components 

373.69 
(178) 2.099 

69.34 
(24) .928 .017 .920 .057 .056  accept 

Model 3b:          M.2 vs. M.3b  
partial scalar 
invariance            

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 
components          n.a. 

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 sub-
components 

442.14 
(162) 2.729 

135.15 
(8) .895 .048 .871 .060 .074  reject 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
components          n.a. 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
sub-components          n.a. 
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Table 16. (end). 

Model Tested structure 

χ2  

(df) χ2/df 

Δχ2 

(Δdf) CFI ΔCFI TLI RMSEA SRMR Comparison Decision 

Model 4:             

structural 
invariance          M.3 vs. M.4  

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 
components          n.a. 

 
RO, DE, FR = 4 sub-
components          n.a. 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
components *** 

428.36 
(196) 2.186 

26.99 
(12) .915 .005 .914 .060 .077  accept 

 
RO, ro in DE, ro in FR = 4 
sub-components *** 

380.70 
(180) 2.115 

7.01 
(2) .926 .002 .919 .058 .068  accept 

Note. RO = Romanian locals; DE = German locals; FR = French locals; ro in DE = Romanian migrants in Germany; ro in FR = Romanian 

migrants in France; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = 

Standardized Square Error of Approximation; M. = Model; n.a. = not applicable; *** = model comparison is against the full scalar model 

(M.3a). 
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6.3. Study 2 

 

 Study 1 revealed that the prerequisite of differences in terms of cultural stereotypes 

cannot be empirically tested on the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes. Thus, the 

hypothesis that migrants accommodate their existing stereotypes to cultural stereotypes in host 

societies could not be tested on this structure using the approach that I have proposed in Chapter 

3. As an alternative, in Study 2 I sought to examine whether personal stereotypes about 

politicians held by Romanian migrants in Germany and France are distinct from Romanian 

cultural stereotypes in terms of friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness.   

  A subsequent goal of Study 2 was to further evidence that the present items are reliable 

in measuring the four sub-dimensions of stereotypes in Romania. In doing so, I examined the 

structural and measurement equivalence of the four sub-dimensions of stereotypes across three 

distinct samples of Romanians, namely Romanian locals and Romanian migrants in Germany 

and in France. Moreover, in following up on the results of Study 1, I tested whether across 

these samples the second order factor structure of stereotypes (4 sub-components structure) 

was a better fit for the data compared to the single order factor structure (4 components 

structure).    

6.3.1. Method 

	 Participants and Procedure.  

The Romanian locals were identical with the ones in Study 1. The migrant 

participants were Romanian migrants in Germany (N = 171; age M = 33.03, SD = 8.96; 

female = 66%; non-students = 90%) and in France (N = 54; age M = 31.98, SD = 7.98; 

female = 69%; non-students = 83%) who participated in exchange for a chance to win 30 

Euros. Details about the study procedure are provided in Chapter 3 of the dissertation (see 

Study 2). 
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	 Measures. 

	 Measures of acculturation (eleven items measuring interest in the host culture, eleven 

items measuring desire to maintain home culture; scale anchors, 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – 

strongly agree) and length of stay were identical to the ones in Chapter 3. The measurement of 

personal stereotypes was similar to the measurement of cultural stereotypes. The only 

exception was that all participants were asked to use the twelve items to express their personal 

opinions with regard to politicians. An item example is “in your opinion politicians are 

likeable.”  

6.3.2. Results and Discussion 

 The present analyses were conducted on the combined data set that I report in Chapter 

3, wherein the answers of local participants and migrant participants were merged into a single 

file. The new data set had variables on acculturation orientation, length of stay, and stereotype-

relevant items, and as a grouping variable the type of stereotype (i.e., local participants = 

cultural stereotypes, migrant participants = personal stereotypes). 

	 Measurement Reliability of the Four Sub-Dimensions in Romania.  

The analytic procedure, statistical software, model fit indices, and assessment of 

measurement equivalence were identical to the ones in Study 1. Similar to Study 1, I tested 

whether the 4 components and 4 sub-components structures were equivalent across samples of 

Romanian locals, Romanian migrants in Germany, and Romanian migrants in France. As can 

be seen in Table 16, for both types of theoretical structures the results indicated evidence for 

full measurement invariance across the three samples. Noteworthy is the finding that in both 

cases the analyses showed strong support for full scalar equivalence, a finding that is hardly 

achieved in practice. To assess which of the two theoretical structures fit the data better, a 

model comparison was conducted using the same approach as in Study 1. The comparison 

between the models with highest equivalence restrictions (i.e., structural invariance models) 
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revealed that the 4 sub-component model (AIC = 562.80) had a slightly better trade-off 

between model complexity and model fit when compared to the 4 component model (AIC = 

576.37), providing evidence in favor of the former. Overall, these results support the claim that 

the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes is reliably captured by the present items in 

the Romanian context.  

Migrants’ Personal vs. Romanian Cultural Stereotypes.  

The analytic procedure was identical to the one in Chapter 3 of the dissertation (Study 

2). In brief, to examine whether there were similarities/differences between Romanian 

migrants’ personal stereotypes about politicians (in Germany and in France) and Romanian 

cultural stereotypes on the four sub-dimensions of stereotypes, a MANOVA with repeated 

contrasts was conducted (descriptive statistics are presented in Table 15). The dependent 

variables were friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness. The grouping 

variable was type of stereotype (Romanian cultural stereotype vs. personal stereotypes of 

Romanians in Germany vs. personal stereotypes of Romanians in France).  

The results revealed a significant multivariate difference between personal stereotypes 

of Romanian migrants and Romanian cultural stereotypes, λPillai = .13, F(8, 690) = 6.15, p < 

.001, ɳ2
p = .07. This effect was reflected in univariate effects across all measures of stereotypes, 

and the values ranged as follows: Fefficacy(2, 347) = 5.42, p = .005, ɳ2
p = .03 to Fconscientiousness(2, 

347) = 16.45, p < .001, ɳ2
p = .09.  
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Table 17. Descriptive Statistics and Effect Sizes of Mean Differences for Cultural Stereotypes and Personal Stereotypes 

   
  

Romanian  
locals 

Romanians in 
Germany 

Romanians in 
France     

 

Variables 

Social 

group 
Sub-Dimension M SD α M SD α M SD α d1 d2 

 
 
 

d3 
Age   20.14 2.26  33.03 8.96  31.98 7.98  1.97 2.01 .12 
Length of stay (ln)      3.54 1.15  3.81 1.23    .22 
Interest host      4.98 .95 .81 5.50 .74 .80   .61 
Maintain home      5.09 .94 .72 5.47 .78 .84   .43 
 Politicians Friendliness 1.94 .80 .64 2.22 .90 .79 2.40 .85 .75 .32 .55 .20 
  Trustworthiness 1.59 .70 .86 2.02 .86 .88 2.13 .84 .85 .54 .69 .43 
  Efficacy 1.92 .86 .73 2.24 .88 .76 2.17 .74 .45 .36 .31 .08 
  Conscientiousness 1.80 .85 .83 2.38 .98 .84 2.27 .85 .70 .63 .55 .12 

Note. W = Warmth; C = Competence; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; α = scale reliability; d1 = Cohen's d for Romanian locals vs. 

Romanian migrants in Germany; d2 = Cohen's d for Romanian locals vs. Romanian migrants in France; d3 = Cohen's d for Romanian migrants 

in Germany vs. Romanian migrants in France; ln = natural logarithm transformation due to a slight left skewness; Values for Romanian locals 

are cultural stereotypes; Values for Romanian migrants are personal stereotypes; anchors for sub-dimensions of stereotypes are 1 – strongly 

disagree, 5 – strongly agree; anchors for acculturation orientations are 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree.
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As depicted in Figure 7, the results of repeated contrasts revealed that there were 

differences between Romanian cultural stereotypes and personal stereotypes held by 

Romanians in Germany on all measures: friendliness, M = -.28, SE = .10, p = .005, 95 % CI [-

.47; -.09]; trustworthiness, M = -.47, SE = .09, p < .001, 95 % CI [-.62; -.26]; efficacy, M = -

.31, SE = .10, p = .002, 95 % CI [-.51; -.12]; and conscientiousness, M = -.57, SE = .10, p < 

.001, 95 % CI [-.78; -.37]. This indicated that personal stereotypes of Romanian migrants in 

Germany were dissimilar to Romanian cultural stereotypes on all measures. Furthermore, the 

results of the repeated contrasts revealed that there were differences between Romanian 

cultural stereotypes and personal stereotypes held by Romanians in France on three measures: 

friendliness, M = -.46, SE = .14, p = .001, 95 % CI [-.74; -.19]; trustworthiness, M = -.54, SE 

= .13, p < .001, 95 % CI [-.79; -.28]; and conscientiousness, M = -.46, SE = .15, p = .001, 95 

% CI [-.76; -.17]. There were no significant differences on the measure of efficacy, M = -.25, 

p = .08. This indicated that personal stereotypes of Romanian migrants in France were 

dissimilar to Romanian cultural stereotypes on all measures, except the measure of efficacy. 

There were no differences between the samples of Romanians in Germany compared to 

Romanians in France on all measures of stereotypes: friendliness, M = -.18, p = .21; 

trustworthiness, M = -.10, p = .44; efficacy, M = .06, p = .66; and conscientiousness, M = .11, 

p = .47. 

Predicting Dissimilarities of Personal Stereotypes to Romanian Cultural 

Stereotypes.   

 Following the approach in Chapter 3, I tested the hypotheses that length of stay 

(Hypothesis 1) and acculturation orientations (Hypothesis 2) predicted dissimilar personal 

stereotypes about politicians when compared to Romanian cultural stereotypes about 

politicians.
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Figure 7. Visual Representation of Mean Comparisons on the Evaluations of Politicians between Romanian Cultural Stereotypes, Personal 

Stereotypes held by Romanians in Germany and Romanians in France

Note. Error bars are shown. 
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Data preparation. I reasoned that personal stereotypes of participants were values in 

the friendliness-trustworthiness-efficacy-conscientiousness space (4 sub-dimensional space), 

and that Romanian cultural stereotypes were constants in the same space (averaged across 

participants). For each participant, I calculated Euclidean distances from the participant’s 

scores to the constant scores of home culture. Participants had one score on the newly formed 

variable: Euclidean distance to cultural stereotypes in Romania. The inter-correlations between 

study variables are presented in Table 18.24 

 Results of multivariate regressions. Regression analyses were conducted separately for 

Romanians in Germany and Romanians in France. In both analyses, the dependent variables 

were distance scores regarding stereotypes of politicians. The predictors were length of stay, 

interest host, and maintain home. As can be seen in Table 19, there was evidence to support 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 in both samples of Romanian migrants. In the case of Romanians in 

Germany, length of stay predicted personal stereotypes as being dissimilar to cultural 

stereotypes in Romania, b = .10, p = .035. Moreover, although the statistical significance was 

above the accepted minimum (p < .05), the results indicated a trend towards significance for 

the prediction that interest to adopt the host culture predicted personal stereotypes of migrants 

as being dissimilar to Romanian cultural stereotypes, b = .11, p = .07. In the case of Romanians 

in France, the results showed that interest to adopt the host culture predicted personal 

stereotypes of migrants as being dissimilar to Romanian cultural stereotypes, b = .39, p = .006. 

The overall results corroborate the findings of Chapter 3 in showing that length of stay and 

																																								 																					
24 Euclidean distance was calculated using the following formula:  
d(i, XC) = √((Fri – XC

Fr)2 + (Tri – XC
Fr)2+(Efi – XC

Ef)2 + (Csi – XC
Cs)2); where d = distance 

score; i = personal score; Xc = culture constant; Fri = personal score on friendliness; Tri = 
personal score on trustworthiness; Efi = personal score on efficacy; Csi = personal score on 
conscientiousness; Xc

Fr = culture constant on friendliness; Xc
Tr = culture constant on 

trustworthiness; Xc
Ef = culture constant on efficacy; Xc

Cs = culture constant on 
conscientiousness; low values of d = small distance (high similarity between personal 
stereotypes and cultural stereotypes); high values of d = large distance (low similarity 
between personal stereotypes and cultural stereotypes). 
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interest to adopt the host culture can explain differences between personal stereotypes of 

Romanian migrants and Romanian cultural stereotypes. The novelty is that this was found on 

the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes. 

6.4. General Discussion 

 

6.4.1. Four Sub-Dimensions of Stereotypes: First Cross-Cultural Evidence 

 In two studies that used secondary data sets, I show further empirical support for 

Chapter 5’s finding that both warmth and competence can be disentangled into sub-dimensions 

(friendliness and trustworthiness, and efficacy and conscientiousness). In Study 1, I provide 

initial evidence for the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes across samples of 

participants in Romania, Germany and France. According to the literature (Milfont & Fischer, 

2010), it suffices to show that a factorial structure is equal across groups, i.e., configural 

invariance in terms of MG CFA, in order to claim that people from different groups (in our 

case distinct countries) conceptualize a theorized construct in the same way. Moreover, the 

tests of measurement equivalence in Study 1 provide evidence that participants in Romania, 

Germany and France had interpreted the items in the same way (i.e., metric invariance). 

Considering that this structure was initially found as a result of incorporating a wide range of 

warmth- and competence-related items from several articles (see Chapter 5), the present 

finding has potential to be valid across cultures and contexts. However, there was no evidence 

that participants who had the same scores on a latent factor would have answered identically 

on the measured variables regardless of country membership (i.e., no scalar invariance). The 

implication of this finding is that the items that were used to measure the four sub-dimensions 

of stereotypes were not reliable across the three countries. The tests of measurement 

equivalence in Study 2 provide a strong case for reliability of these items in three different 

samples of Romanians. 
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Table 18. Inter-Correlations between Study Variables for Romanians in Germany and in France 

Nr. Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 Age  -.01 -.51** .59** .21 .20 .04 
2 Male -.09  .01 .06 .17 -.18 .13 
3 Student -.36** -.06  -.61** -.15 -.13 .01 
4 Length of stay (ln) .48** -.07 -.16*  .15 .11 -.08 
5 Maintain home -.04 -.02 -.07 -.09  .19 .23 
6 Interest host .14* -.16* -.03 .11 .28**  .39** 
7 D.S. Romanian cultural stereotypes .06 -.08 .02 .09 .03 .17*  

Note. ln = natural logarithm transformation; D.S. = distance score; Male = dummy coded, 1 – male, 0 - female; Student = dummy coded, 1 – 

student, 0 – non-student; values for Romanians in Germany are below main diagonal; values for Romanians in France are above main diagonal; ; 

response range for length of stay = ln transformation of years stayed in the host society; response range for interest home and maintain host = 1 – 

strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree; response range for sub-dimensions of stereotypes = 1 – strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree; * p < .05,** 

p < .01.
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Table 19. Results of Testing the Hypothesis of Stereotype Accommodation Based on the Four Sub-Dimensions of Stereotypes 

Sample 
Distance scores to Predictor b SE b 

t  
(one-tailed) p ɳ2 1-β 

H0 
confirmed? 

Romanians 
in Germany Romanian C.S.         
  Length of stay .10 .06 1.83 .04 .03 .44 yes 
  Interest host .11 .07 1.52 .07 .02 .32 not 

  Maintain home -.01 .07 -.12 .45 <.001 .05 no 
Romanians 
in France Romanian C.S.         
  Length of stay -.08 .09 -.92 .82 .02 .15 no 
  Interest host .39 .15 2.62 .01 .14 .73 yes 
   Maintain home .21 .16 1.37 .91 .04 .27 no 

Note. Romanian C.S. = Romanian cultural stereotypes; b = regression coefficient; SE b = standard error for regression coefficient; ɳ2 = effect 

size; H0 = hypothesis; t = indicates a trend towards significance; 1-β = observed power of statistical test; tests are calculated at α = .05; negative 

b = personal stereotypes are similar to cultural stereotypes (small squared Euclidean distance); positive b = personal stereotypes are dissimilar to 

cultural stereotypes (large squared Euclidean distance); response range for length of stay = ln transformation of years stayed in the host society ; 

response range for interest home and maintain host = 1 – strongly disagree, 7 – strongly agree; response range for dimensions of stereotypes = 1 

– strongly disagree, 5 – strongly agree; b = regression coefficient.
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  Overall, the results suggest that the four sub-dimensions of stereotypes may be a 

universally valid structure of stereotypes and not specific to Romania. However, the available 

items seem to be reliable in measuring the sub-dimensions of friendliness, trustworthiness, 

conscientiousness, and efficacy only in Romania. Future research could benefit from more 

theoretically driven approaches whereby the reliability of this structure is tested in additional 

cultures in experimental settings. Likewise, future research should address the issue of item 

reliability. One assumption to consider in this attempt is that the stereotype dimensions of 

warmth and competence are predicted by a society’s social structure, i.e., competition among 

social groups can predict perceptions of warmth, and legitimacy of a group’s status can predict 

perceptions of competence (for causal test of this assumption see Caprariello, Cuddy, & Fiske, 

2009). The links between the social structure and stereotypes can be interpreted from an 

evolutionary perspective, wherein warmth and competence are the result of two distinct 

evolutionary motives – to identify individuals’ intentions and to evaluate individuals’ ability 

to enact an action (Fiske et al., 2002). The sub-dimensions of friendliness-trustworthiness and 

of conscientiousness-efficacy, although intuitively parts of warmth and competence, might 

provide a more nuanced description of the cognitive mechanisms that allow people to detect 

cheating in social situations (in its different instances like deviance from societal norms and 

immoral behaviors) (Krebs, 2015). Essentially, this emphasizes that social relations are 

maintained/developed through empathetic (friendliness sub-dimension) and fair 

(trustworthiness sub-dimension) interactions. The distinction friendliness-trustworthiness is 

conceptually similar to the so-called “evolved morality,” which is a set of communion traits 

that can be found also among primates (de Waal, 2006). The distinction conscientiousness-

efficacy is conceptually similar to competencies required in two types of social relations: 

equality matching and authority ranking (Fiske, 1992). In brief, this indicates that people who 

prefer equality follow the norm of reciprocity, and those who prefer authority follow the norm 
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of hierarchy. In this sense, cheating can be nuanced in the first instance as a lack/presence of 

conscientious traits, and in the second instance as a lack/presence of efficacy traits, depending 

on the context of social interaction.  

6.4.2. Stereotype Accommodation on the Four Sub-Dimensions of Stereotypes 

In the dissertation, I argue that stereotype accommodation is possible only in situations 

in which cultural stereotypes are different between migrants’ home and host societies (see 

Chapters 3 and 7). In this chapter, I was unable to examine the validity of this prerequisite with 

regard to evaluations of politicians in terms of friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and 

conscientiousness. Although there was evidence that participants in Romania, Germany and 

France conceptualized in a similar way the four sub-dimensions of stereotypes, there was a 

restriction to testing the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation as in Chapter 3. I was unable 

to examine whether migrants’ personal stereotypes were similar/dissimilar to cultural 

stereotypes in host societies.  

Nevertheless, the findings provide partial support for the hypothesis of stereotype 

accommodation in two distinct samples of Romanian migrants. Length of stay in the host 

society and an interest in the host culture predicted greater dissimilarity between Romanian 

migrants’ personal stereotypes and Romanian cultural stereotypes. Although the studies do not 

provide full evidence to support the study hypothesis, existing empirical data is suggestive for 

this claim, at least with regard to the sub-dimension of efficacy. A study that was conducted in 

Germany showed that their culture’s stereotype about politicians is that they are highly 

competent (a value above 4 on a 5-point Likert scale) (Eckes, 2002; Study 2). A closer look at 

the items that were used to measure the stereotype dimension of competence reveals that these 

items are essentially identical with the items that I used to assess the sub-dimension of efficacy, 

namely competent, competitive, and independent (Eckes, 2002). Should this be considered as 

a basis of comparison between cultural stereotypes in Romania and in Germany, then these 
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differences could be interpreted as evidence that politicians are stereotyped as having a higher 

efficacy in Germany than in Romania. Thus, the present finding that personal stereotypes held 

by Romanians in Germany are more positive when compared to Romanian cultural stereotypes 

may in fact represent evidence for the accommodating nature of stereotypes.   

6.5. Limitations and Future Research 

 

All the limitations specified in Chapter 3 apply to the present research as well, which 

concern the usage of cross-sectional data, uncertainty of whether prior to migration migrants’ 

personal stereotypes were similar to Romanian cultural stereotypes and lack of evidence for 

the social functions of stereotype accommodation.  

For the present studies, one additional limitation is pertinent, which relates to the 

finding that both warmth and competence can be disentangled into sub-dimensions of 

friendliness, trustworthiness, efficacy, and conscientiousness. The support for this claim was 

provided by a test of measurement equivalence in which cultural stereotypes and personal 

stereotypes were examined together. Although both types of stereotypes can be summarized 

using an identical operationalization (by measuring warmth-competence) (Fiske et al., 2007), 

making a test of structure equivalence possible, the conceptual differences between cultural 

and personal stereotypes requires that participants recall different sets of knowledge (Devine, 

1989). For cultural stereotypes, participants indicate a meta-stereotype as to how they believe 

a social group is evaluated in their society, whereas for personal stereotypes participants 

indicate their own opinions with regard to the social group. Since the proposed structure of 

stereotype content is still in its infancy, additional research is necessary in order to assess 

whether the four sub-dimensions can be interchangeably used for testing personal and cultural 

stereotypes.   
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6.6. Summary and Conclusion 

 

 The present chapter attempted to more closely examine the findings in Chapter 3 that 

Romanian migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn about this 

social group in their host country into their existing stereotypes about politicians, i.e., the 

hypothesis of stereotype accommodation. As a result of disentangling the stereotype 

dimensions of warmth and competence into sub-dimensions of friendliness-trustworthiness and 

conscientiousness-efficacy, Chapter 3’s finding is partially supported. Moreover, the chapter 

provides initial cross-cultural evidence for the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes. 

	

	

 

 

 

 

 



 

Chapter 7: The Integrative Model of Stereotype Accommodation 

(tIMoSA): A Theoretical Framework about Accommodation of 

Personal Stereotypes to Cultural Stereotypes in Host Countries25 

 

7.1. Introduction 

 

The three main domains of psychological research–Affect (A), Behavior (B), and 

Cognition (C)–are acknowledged in research on adaptation of migrants in their host countries. 

However, the majority of research has been on either: a) examining how migrants cope with 

novel aspects of life in the new country or b) how they acquire behavioral skills necessary to 

navigate social life in the new country (Ward et al., 2001), thus, insufficiently addressing the 

cognitive domain. To date, the cognitive adaptation of migrants has been predominantly studied 

in the framework of Contact Hypothesis. It concerns whether migrants’ negative stereotypes 

about populations in their host countries are reduced because of contact with members of the 

host country population. Nevertheless, my argument is that there is more to the cognitive 

adaptation of migrants. Stereotypes are about any culturally meaningful groups. Thus, I propose 

that migrants can be unware of cultural stereotypes in their host cultures at the beginning of 

their stay, which may cause misunderstandings during interactions with the local population. 

The reduction of these misunderstandings can be achieved through a cognitive process that 

results in stereotype accommodation–a process whereby migrants incorporate the stereotype-

relevant information that they learn in their host cultures into their existing stereotypes. In the 

chapter, I indicate how cognitive adaptation is distinct from affective and behavioral adaptation, 

																																								 																					
25 A slightly modified version of this chapter is currently under review: Stanciu & Vauclair. 
(2017). The Integrative Model of Stereotype Accommodation (tIMoSA): a theoretical 
framework about accommodation of personal stereotypes to cultural stereotypes in host 
countries. Manuscript under review. 
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and, moreover, I argue how the proposed concept of stereotype accommodation is distinct from 

existing work on cognitive adaptation of migrants (e.g., Crisp & Turner, 2011). By the end of 

the chapter, I will clarify the distinction between the concepts of stereotype accommodation 

and stereotype change because of inter-ethnic contact.  

Furthermore, I introduce tIMoSA as a framework that can explain how stereotype 

accommodation occurs. My central postulate is that in addition to the process of enculturation, 

wherein migrants learn about cultural stereotypes in their home culture, migrants experience 

the process of acculturation, wherein they learn about cultural stereotypes in their host cultures. 

When there is a discrepancy between the content of stereotypes learned in the two cultures, this 

sets in motion a process in which the personal stereotypes held by migrants can be modified to 

accommodate the newly learned content. I further propose that this accommodating process is 

dependent on opportunities to learn about host society’s cultural stereotypes and, among others, 

the interest in the host culture, as a motivation to incorporate the content. In introducing 

tIMoSA, I focus my review on five different domains in psychology: situated social cognition 

(Smith & Semin, 2004), stereotype content (Fiske et al., 2002), inter-group contact (Pettigrew, 

1998), acculturation (Berry, 2005), and adaptation (Searle & Ward, 1990). The conclusion of 

this review is that a systematic understanding of social interactions as governed by stereotypes, 

is needed, and, furthermore, that personal stereotypes are largely shaped by culturally specific 

stereotypes. The review is divided into five sections: the first section summarizes literature on 

stereotypes, acculturation, and adaptation; second, the concept of stereotype accommodation is 

introduced; third, tIMoSA’s core postulates are presented in detail; fourth, the potential 

scientific and practical benefits of this framework are reviewed; and finally, limitations, future 

research directions, and overall conclusions are presented.  

 

 



tIMoSA  153 

7.2. Section I: Theoretical Background 

 

7.2.1. Stereotypes 

In early stages of life, people learn about the world that surrounds them, and gradually 

gain abilities that allow them to communicate their feelings and beliefs. Concurrently, they 

learn about the appropriate and accepted norms in their societies. Regarding social interactions, 

wherein people encounter varying social groups and their members, the way people approach 

them is largely dictated by pre-existing beliefs, i.e., stereotypes. Stereotypes, or the beliefs 

about attributes of social groups (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996), are in fact both personal and 

cultural. They are personal in the sense that they indicate people’s personal opinions, and are 

cultural in the sense that they represent beliefs that are shared by and known to all members of 

a culture (Devine, 1989; Krueger, 1996). In other words, cultural stereotypes can be seen as 

norms of a society which provide guidelines for individuals in expressing their personal 

stereotypes. 

Culture and Stereotypes. 

Although there are various ways to define a culture, there are two recurring notions: 

culture as a system of meanings and behavioral tendencies that is socially shared (Baldwin et 

al., 2006), and influences to various psychological processes related to cognition and behavior 

(e.g., Gelfand, 2012; Jetten, Postmes, & McAuliffe, 2002; Kitayama & Uskul, 2011; Lehman, 

Chiu, & Schaller, 2004; Schwartz, 2012; Sorrentino & Roney, 1990). A culture is not a palpable 

physical object, rather, it is represented in the minds of people, maintained and developed 

through communication (Kashima, 2008), and can be identified as an external system of rituals 

and symbols (Schwartz, 2014). A culture is known to all its members, an outcome that is 

evidently the result of a learning process (Lehman et al., 2004).    

Culture represents the milieu in which stereotypes are expressed. Since stereotypes are 

extensively defined as beliefs, they are thus inherent to a culture. In fact, cultural stereotypes 
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are those beliefs that are culturally embedded and are often transmitted across generations 

(Kashima, 2000). Stereotypes develop as a result of a process of enculturation/early 

socialization in which individuals learn about their society’s cultural stereotypes (Bigler & 

Liben, 2006; Ehrlich, 1973; Katz, 1976). Personal stereotypes can be subjective to each 

individual, activated and developed due to specific factors in social interactions (Quadflieg & 

Macrae, 2011) or being extensively shaped by individuals’ own experiences (Hilton & von 

Hippel, 1996). Both types of stereotypes are nevertheless related. There is empirical evidence 

indicating that, while people may differ in their personal stereotypes, they are all knowledgeable 

of cultural stereotypes in their culture (Devine & Elliot, 1995).  

Cultural Differences in the Content of Stereotypes. 

Each stereotype has specific content (Katz & Braly, 1933) which can be summarized as 

a combination of dimensions of warmth and competence (Fiske et al., 2002); with some recent 

evidence suggesting a more complex structure (e.g., Koch, Imhoff, Dotsch, Unkelbach, & 

Alves, 2016; Leach, Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007; also see Chapter 5). Whereas warmth specifies 

the degree of social relatedness among social groups, competence indicates each group’s degree 

of agency (Bruckmüller & Abele, 2013). There can be four combinations of warmth-

competence (Fiske et al., 2002): high warmth & high competence (HW-HC, e.g. family), high 

warmth & low competence (HW-LC, e.g. rich people), low warmth & high competence (LW-

HC, e.g. elderly people), and low warmth & low competence (LW-LC, e.g. poor people). The 

stereotype dimensions of warmth-competence can be used to systematically examine personal 

and cultural stereotypes. Literature shows that this bi-dimensional structure of stereotypes is 

universally valid (e.g., Asbrock, 2010; Binggeli et al., 2014; Cuddy et al., 2009; de Paula Couto 

& Koller, 2012; Guan, Deng, et al., 2010; also see Chapter 2).  

The way social groups are stereotyped varies across cultures, i.e., the content of cultural 

stereotypes varies across cultures. A visual inspection of Cuddy and colleagues’s (2009, Study 

2) findings (Figure 4, p. 20) provides first evidence for this notion. For instance, elderly people 
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were similarly evaluated on the warmth dimension by Hong Kong, Japanese, and South Korean 

participants, but received higher competence ratings by the Japanese participants compared to 

the Hong Kong and South Korean participants. Furthermore, literature indicates two factors 

(among others) that are typically associated with cultural differences are also associated with 

differences in content of stereotypes. The first is the social structure of a society. In a vignette 

study, Caprariello, Cuddy, and Fiske (2009) had participants reading about a scenario in which 

an alleged group of migrants were planning to move in the participants’ country. The 

description of this group was then varied in terms of its tendency to steal or share power and 

resources from other people (competition), and in terms of its education and economic success 

(status). Participants had to evaluate this group along the warmth and competence dimensions 

of stereotypes. Their findings showed that when the group was depicted as highly competitive, 

this was associated with less warm evaluations as compared to the opposite scenario. The 

authors also showed that when the group was depicted as having high status, this was associated 

with higher competent evaluations compared to the opposite scenario. These results corroborate 

research on multiculturalism (cultural diversity), which states that migrants are less prejudiced 

and discriminated against in societies where they are not depicted as a threat (e.g., stealing 

resources) (e.g., Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, & Senecal, 1997). The second factor that is 

associated with societal level cultural differences in content of stereotypes is income inequality. 

A study by Durante et al. (2013) conducted in thirty-seven different countries showed that the 

more equal a society is in terms of wage distribution the more competitive groups are disliked 

and disrespected. In other words, the study reveals that the degree of income inequality in a 

society can correlate with content of cultural stereotypes that are more likely to be ambivalent 

in terms of the warmth-competence evaluation.  

Overall, this evidence converges to suggest that content of stereotypes is culturally 

situated. This line of reasoning comes extensively from research that considers stereotypes as a 

form of situated cognition, which is argued to be “an adaptive process that emerges from the 
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interaction between an agent and the world, both physical and social” (Smith & Semin, 2004, 

p.55). In other words, the content of stereotypes is not an abstract construct that is universally 

applicable across contexts. Rather, due to the very purpose that it serves–that of evaluating the 

nature of interactions with social groups–stereotypes are sensitive to contextual variations 

(Smith & Semin, 2007). Contextual variations, or distinct social structures, as I have previously 

proposed, can thus shape the content of stereotypes about a social group in a manner that is 

different in one culture compared to another.  

 Stereotype Change as a Result of Inter-Ethnic Contact. 

	 Previously I stated that, in addition to the process of learning about cultural stereotypes, 

personal stereotypes can be shaped by an individuals’ own experience with a social group. 

Whereas a negative experience should be associated with negative stereotypes, a positive 

experience should be associated with positive stereotypes. In fact, this is the core postulate of 

the contact hypothesis, which states that sustained positive contact with a prejudiced group can 

modify negative stereotypes into becoming more favorable (for a recent meta-analysis see 

Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 2011). In contexts that involve social interactions between 

people from different cultures, and people’s stereotypes about members of the opposite culture 

(inter-ethnic stereotypes), there is recurring evidence that supports the contact hypothesis (for 

a meta-analysis see Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). For example, a study that was conducted in 

Germany revealed that the size of an ethnic group was associated with locals having less 

prejudice towards the group; noteworthy here was the mediating effect of contact frequency 

between locals and foreigners on the level of prejudice (Wagner et al., 2006). In Chapter 2 I 

showed that in regions of the country where Romanian-Hungarians (Maghiari) represented a 

sizable minority group, Romanians’ stereotype about this social group was more favorable 

compared to other regions in the country where the number of Romanian-Hungarians was 

substantially smaller.  
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  Contact between individuals with different cultural background is also associated with 

a specific form of stereotype change–reduction of inaccurate beliefs about social groups 

(inaccurate stereotype contents). For example, in a study comparing the auto-stereotypes 

(stereotypes about the own cultural group) and hetero-stereotypes (stereotypes about another 

cultural group) of U.S. Americans living in Greece and Greek locals, Triandis and Vassiliou 

(1967) showed that frequent contact between the two ethnic groups was associated with 

increased fit between the two types of stereotypes. The more contact U.S. Americans had with 

Greek locals the more their hetero-stereotype about Greeks was similar to the Greek auto-

stereotype, and vice versa. A more recent study reproduced this pattern of findings with samples 

of Ingrian-Finns who emigrated from Russia to Finland (Lönnqvist et al., 2013b). Lönnqvist 

and colleagues (2013b) showed that, as a result of contact frequency, in a period of four years 

the hetero-stereotypes held by Ingrian-Finns about Finnish locals slowly became similar to the 

auto-stereotypes held by Finnish locals.  

7.2.2. Acculturation and Adaptation to Host Cultures 

Individuals who migrate to other countries experience a process of acculturation 

(interchangeably used with cross-cultural transitions), wherein they learn about the host 

country’s culture in addition to their home culture. Acculturation is thus a period in people’s 

lives where experiencing two cultures is associated with internal changes (Schwartz, Unger, 

Zamboanga, & Szapocznik, 2010). As part of this event, individuals gradually become aware 

of any potential cultural differences between their host and home countries. The manner in 

which people experience the acculturation process can take both the form of ignoring any 

potential cultural differences by maintaining the way of living that they had in the home country 

and, adapting to the new culture by incorporating any potential cultural differences into the 

existing ways of living. Previously, I argued that cultural stereotypes can be considered a social 

norm in a society within which people express their personal stereotypes. Consequently, 

cultural stereotypes can vary across cultures. Thus, adaptation is not only relevant in terms of 
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psychological reactions to the experience of acculturation and behavioral changes required to 

navigate daily life situations (Searle & Ward, 1990), but also in terms of learning and 

incorporating knowledge about what stereotypes are relevant and appropriate. This culminates 

in the process of stereotype accommodation.  

The ABC of Adaptation. 

When migrants acculturate to a new culture, the acculturation process can be defined at 

the affective, behavioral, and/or cognitive level (ABC). Previous research has proposed distinct 

approaches to the study of each type of response (for a review see Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 

2001). Affective reactions are examined in the framework of stress and coping, in which the 

acculturation process is considered as a disruptive life experience that causes pathological 

symptoms to migrants (Berry, 1992). Cultural shock is another concept that is often associated 

with this approach (Oberg, 1969). Shock stands for the notion that potential cultural differences 

can be emotionally overwhelming for migrants, which can trigger depression and reduction in 

overall well-being (for reviews of literature see Berry, 2006; Ward et al., 2001; Ward, 2001). 

The way migrants cope with these tendencies is often related with their personality and social 

support (e.g., Podsiadlowski, Vauclair, Spiess, & Stroppa, 2013; Searle & Ward, 1990); for 

example extroverts and recipients of social support are considered to have less troubles in 

adapting to new cultures.  

Behavioral reactions are studied in the framework of culture learning, in which the 

acculturation experience is thought of as the context in which migrants learn about the host 

society’s relevant skills and knowledge that are required to navigate successfully in daily life 

situations (Ward et al., 2001). The framework assumes that migrants are unaware of what is 

appropriate behavior in the host culture, which can cause intergroup conflicts (Furnham & 

Bochner, 1982). Migrants may adapt by learning the appropriate behaviors in the new culture 

(Wilson et al., 2013). Adaptation to the sociocultural reality in the host society (sociocultural 

adaptation) is predicted by culture knowledge and contact with locals (Searle & Ward, 1990), 
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and is empirically assessed via measures of language skills, familiarity with social norms or 

school adjustment (e.g., Dimitrova, Bender, Chasiotis, & van de Vijver, 2013; Sam, Vedder, 

Ward, & Horenczyk, 2006). Moreover, some studies suggest that, rather than being limited to 

behavior learning, the transition to a new culture represents a context for migrants to learn and 

adapt to, patterns of emotions (De Leersnyder et al., 2011), types of personality (Güngör et al., 

2013), or values of locals (Georgas & Kalantzi-Azizi, 1992; Güngör et al., 2012).  

Lastly, cognitive responses are studied in the framework of ethnic and cultural identity, 

wherein the acculturation process is thought to trigger processes of emphasizing people’s self-

definition in relation to their own cultural group, and questioning how their cultural group 

relates to other cultural groups, i.e., inter-ethnic relations (Ward et al., 2001). Initially, 

researchers assumed that migrants modify their self-definitions as members of their home 

cultural group by gradually assimilating attitudes, behaviors, and/or values held by members of 

the host cultural group (e.g., Gordon, 1964). The assimilationist perspective has been extended, 

and now the bi-culturalism perspective holds that migrants develop a self-definition that is 

equally rooted in their home and host cultural groups (Benet-Martínez & Haritatos, 2005). The 

widely accepted view is, however, the one proposed by Berry (1992) whereby he suggests that 

there can be four distinct types of acculturation orientations, as per combinations of migrant’s 

desire to maintain identification with home cultural group and desire to identify with host 

cultural group, i.e., integration, separation, assimilation, and marginalization. Recent 

developments have concluded that migrants can have varying acculturation orientations in 

public and private domains of life (e.g., Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2004).  

There is yet another approach to the study of cognitive responses during acculturation, 

which is captured by the Categorization-Processing-Adaptation-Generalization model of 

cognitive adaptation (CPAG) (Crisp & Turner, 2011). The model proposes that inter-ethnic 

relations represent a source of information that can potentially be inconsistent with migrants’ 

hetero-stereotypes about the local cultural group. Building upon the contact hypothesis, the 
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CPAG holds that any stereotype inconsistency is scrutinized, and, as a result of migrants’ 

motivations and abilities, their hetero-stereotypes about the local cultural group can become 

accurate upon sustained contact with members of this group. Whereas the acculturating process 

presuppose social interactions among migrants and locals, the adaptive outcomes of this event 

should not be restricted only to inter-ethnic stereotypes. Rather, this experience can also be 

considered to trigger a wider process of cognitive adaptation, in which personal stereotypes 

held by migrants accommodate to cultural stereotypes in host society.  

 Predictors of Adaptation. 

 A wide range of factors can influence migrants’ adaptation (Berry, 1997), and three of 

the most frequently addressed ones are: acculturation orientations (Berry, 2005), length of stay 

in host society (Demes & Geeraert, 2015b), and perceived cultural differences between host 

and home societies (Suanet & van de Vijver, 2009). Regarding acculturation orientations, the 

degree to which migrants construct their identities based on combinations of host and home 

cultural elements impacts on the manner in which they adapt to the new society. Research has 

provided vast evidence for the notion that acculturation orientations are predictors of both 

psychological and sociocultural adaptation (for extensive reviews see Matsumoto, 2001; Sam 

& Berry, 2006; Ward et al., 2001). In brief, the evidence posits that migrants’ desire to acquire 

elements of their host culture is associated with a stronger acquisition of sociocultural skills 

that are relevant in the culture, and migrants’ desire to maintain elements of their home culture 

is associated with increased well-being. Empirical evidence suggests that an integrationist 

orientation, i.e., when migrants incorporate into their self-definition elements of both host and 

home cultures, is associated with highest levels of psychological and sociocultural adaptation 

(e.g., Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999). Recent theoretical developments, however, indicate that the 

acculturation process is much more complex because (among others) it occurs in the ecological 

contexts of migrants (Ward & Geeraert, 2016), such as within one’s family and in institutional 
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situations, and because it presupposes a mutual exchange of information between migrants and 

locals (Horenczyk, Jasinskaja-Lahti, Sam, & Vedder, 2013).  

An objective predictor for adaptation is length of stay in the host society (Triandis et al., 

1986). Initially, researchers assumed that adaptation followed an inversed U shape, where 

migrants initially experience high levels of psychological distress, followed by a relative 

adaptation and eventually by a return to higher levels of distress (Lysgaard, 1955). Another 

pattern of adaptation is the reversed J curve, where migrants initially experience increased 

psychological distress, and incrementally they adapt (psychologically and socioculturally) 

during the acculturating events (e.g., Michel, Titzmann, & Silbereisen, 2011; Miller, Wang, 

Szalacha, & Sorokin, 2009; Ward et al., 1998). In fact, a recent study shows that the two patterns 

of adaptation are not in contradiction, rather they vary as a function of personality type (Demes 

& Geeraert, 2015b). If I am to summarize all these studies, one key finding is that the longer 

migrants stay in the host society, the greater their adaptation.  

 One possibility to assess the degree of similarity between cultures is given by the 

measure of culture distance (Babiker, Cox, & Miller, 1980). It is assumed that between 

migrants’ home and host cultures there can be differences on a multitude of life domains, 

including but not exclusive to: climate, food and family life (Demes & Geeraert, 2015a). More 

dissimilarity between two cultures would be associated with greater culture distance between 

them. Empirical evidence corroborates culture distance with the amount of information that 

migrants are required to learn in order to become socially competent in the host society (Searle 

& Ward, 1990; Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999). A greater culture distance usually implies a vast 

amount of information to be processed, a process that has been shown to curb the adaptation of 

migrants (e.g., Galchenko & van de Vijver, 2007; Suanet & van de Vijver, 2009). 
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7.3. Section II: The Concept of Stereotype Accommodation 

 

Personal stereotypes held by migrants are beliefs that are first developed during the 

period of enculturation/early socialization, when migrants learn about cultural stereotypes in 

their home countries. Subsequently, during cross-cultural transitions, migrants gradually learn 

about cultural stereotypes in their host countries, and, consequently, their personal stereotypes 

may progressively accommodate newly relevant content. Drawing from postulates of culture 

learning theory, I argue that the driving motivation behind stereotype accommodation is 

migrants’ desire to avoid social situations in which they appear inadequate, i.e., expressing any 

personal stereotype that is in contradiction with cultural stereotypes in the host society. In fact, 

research shows that sharing consistent stereotype information, rather than inconsistent 

information, is associated with an increased sense of communion among individuals (Clark & 

Kashima, 2007). As much as inaccurate hetero-stereotypes held by migrants become accurate 

due to contact with members of local cultural group, stereotype accommodation represents a 

process by which any inaccurate content of stereotypes that migrants personally endorse is 

reduced to fit the relevant cultural stereotypes in their host society.  

I believe that it is necessary to establish the conceptual boundaries between stereotype 

accommodation and stereotype acquisition in the process of acculturation. In contrast to 

stereotype accommodation, stereotype acquisition entails that migrants have no previous 

knowledge about a social group that is relevant in the host society, and, thus, they hold no 

previous stereotypes about the social group. As a result, migrants learn about novel social 

groups, and how locals stereotype these groups. The process resembles the one occurring during 

the period of early socialization. In each society there can be specific social groups, such as 

Romanian-Hungarians (Maghiari) in Romania (see Chapter 2) and Pãkehã in New Zealand 

(Sibley et al., 2011). Migrants in these societies may have no previous knowledge about these 

social groups; hence they will acquire the cultural stereotypes about these social groups.  
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 Stereotype accommodation is a manifestation of migrants’ cognitive adaptation during 

the process of acculturation. Literature informs that outcomes of migrants’ affective and 

behavioral adaptation may be of essentially three types, namely preservation of home culture, 

incorporation of host culture, and change towards a ‘neutral’ culture, which may have elements 

from both home and host cultures of migrants as well as elements of other cultures (Ward et al., 

2001). Like these, I argue for three potential outcomes of stereotype accommodation. First, 

existing stereotypes of migrants are ‘preserved’–the stereotype-relevant information learned in 

the host culture is not incorporated into existing stereotypes. In this instance, differences 

between migrants’ personal stereotypes and cultural stereotypes in their home culture are 

minimal. Second, existing stereotypes of migrants are ‘adapted’ to the host culture–the relevant 

stereotype information learned in the host culture is incorporated into existing stereotypes. In 

this instance, differences between migrants’ personal stereotypes and cultural stereotypes in 

their host culture are minimal. Third, existing stereotypes of migrants are ‘modified’ in such a 

way that there is no clear correspondence to cultural stereotypes in either their home or host 

cultures. The following section describes the circumstances which lead to these potential 

outcomes.  

7.4. Section III: The Integrative Model of Stereotype Accommodation  

 

Drawing from literature on stereotypes and acculturation, I propose the Integrative 

Model of Stereotype Accommodation (tIMoSA in short) as a framework to explain how cultural 

differences, learning opportunities, cognitive processes, and individual differences determine 

stereotype accommodation. In the next sections I introduce mechanisms that are at play, and 

indicate theoretical and empirical evidence for how the different factors are associated with 

stereotype accommodation.  
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7.4.1. Mechanisms of Stereotype Accommodation 

Cognitive adaptation requires that inter-ethnic relations should be experienced in a way 

that challenges existing stereotypes (Crisp & Turner, 2011). In a similar vein, tIMoSA proposes 

that stereotype accommodation requires that migrants learn about information that is 

inconsistent (disconfirming) with their existing personal stereotypes. In an acculturating 

context, there can potentially be distinct cultural stereotypes in the host society compared to 

home society; discrepancies that could be interpreted as disconfirming information. Depending 

on the amount (whether a small or large part of the local population shares this information) 

and dispersion of this information (whether the elements that make up the inconsistent 

stereotype information is dispersed across varying channels of communication or is all 

concentrated in one channel, e.g., mass-media, friendship networks, and work environment), 

there are three mechanisms that can be associated with stereotype accommodation: 

bookkeeping, conversion, and subtyping (Hewstone, Hopkins, et al., 1992; Hewstone, Johnston, 

et al., 1992; Johnston & Hewstone, 1992; Weber & Crocker, 1983).   

Bookkeeping is a mechanism in which inconsistent information gradually changes 

personal stereotypes held by migrants. In this instance, regardless of amount and dispersion, 

any slight inconsistency with existing personal stereotype can determined as stereotype 

accommodation. Stereotype accommodation is a lengthy process because of sustained exposure 

to novel information. Conversion is a mechanism in which major inconsistencies trigger radical 

changes in personal stereotypes held by migrants. In this instance, any inconsistent information 

that is concentrated in a communication channel which migrants are frequently exposed to can 

predict a drastic accommodation of stereotypes. Finally, subtyping is a mechanism in which 

inconsistent information that is dispersed across communication channels fine-tune migrants’ 

personal stereotypes. Migrants learn that their personal stereotypes are not applicable to all 

members of a social group, and, as a result, incorporate the novel information by creating sub-

categories of the social group.  
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For example, consider that cultural stereotypes about politicians, unemployed people, 

and elderly people are distinct in migrants’ host and home cultures. Inconsistent information is 

any information that migrants can learn and that disconfirms their existing personal stereotypes. 

In the case of politicians, because of reading newspapers and talking to locals, migrants may 

learn about the political climate and political representatives in the host country. Although there 

might be heterogeneous beliefs, they all could inform migrants that politicians are less corrupt 

in the host society compared to their home society. As a result, migrants gradually incorporate 

this information such that their personal stereotypes accommodate to the local beliefs that 

politicians can be trusted (e.g., Chapters 3, 6). In the case of unemployed people, migrants may 

learn via interacting with co-workers that unemployment status is undesirable and is entirely 

dependent on a person’s competencies; a situation that can be entirely opposite to what one was 

familiar with in one’s home culture. Migrants might incorporate this information such that their 

personal stereotypes about unemployed people accommodate to the local belief that 

unemployed people are incompetent. Finally, in the case of elderly people, because of reading 

newspapers, talking to locals and having elderly people as neighbors, migrants may learn that 

their existing beliefs are not applicable to all elderly people. Instead, migrants may integrate 

the newly learnt information, and as a consequence they will be able to distinguish among a 

wider variety of elderly people (e.g., Vauclair et al., 2014).  

7.4.2. Core Factors that Influence Stereotype Accommodation 

Cultural Differences as a Source of Disconfirming Information. 

I propose that the degree of disconfirming information that migrants experience in host 

societies can be traced back to two core dimensions of cultural variation, i.e., individualism-

collectivism and tightness-looseness (Triandis, 1989). Acknowledging debates on whether 

culture-level heterogeneity is evident at the level of the individual (Fischer & Poortinga, 2012), 

I argue that these dimensions can be templates that migrants use to assimilate information on 

how to relate to societal groups (Lehman et al., 2004). The dimension of individualism-



tIMoSA  166 

collectivism differentiates cultures on the degree to which people prioritize self-interests over 

the well-being of groups. In individualist cultures people tend to construct themselves in an 

egocentric fashion, whereas in collectivistic cultures people emphasize their interdependence 

to various social groups (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The more people identify with their 

culture, the greater chance that they endorse the respective behavioral tendencies in the culture 

(Jetten et al., 2002). The implication of this is that people in collectivistic cultures seem more 

likely to conform to their group norms in general (cf., Triandis, 2001). The dimension of 

tightness-looseness captures cultural differences in terms of conformity to norms and penalizing 

of deviant behavior (Pelto, 1968). Tight cultures are cultures in which norms are followed 

strictly and any deviant behavior is drastically discouraged, on the contrary, loose cultures have 

norms that are less strictly adhered to and deviant behavior is relatively tolerated. A number of 

social, historical and socio-political factors have been shown to determine whether a culture is 

at the tight or loose end of this continuum (Gelfand et al., 2011). Although there are conceptual 

similarities, the notion of cultural tightness is not be confused with cultural collectivism 

(Carpenter, 2000). Whereas the latter indicates individuals’ interdependence to their social 

groups, the former portrays the likelihood that individuals are sanctioned should they decide to 

deviate from societal norms. The strictness of daily social situations has a direct implication for 

individuals, with those in tight cultures showing an increased frequency of prevention behaviors 

and a higher need for structure relative to individuals in looser cultures (cf., Gelfand, 2012).   

A variation on the two indicators between migrants’ home and host cultures is relevant 

to stereotype accommodation. For example, migrants from individualistic cultures may be 

exposed to and endorse the societal norm that social groups with agentic traits are desirable, 

which can contrast the norm in a collectivistic culture that social groups with sociable traits are 

desirable (for a study on how individualism-collectivism can be associated with a preference 

for groups with a specific trait see Schröder, Rogers, Ike, Mell, & Scholl, 2013). Furthermore, 

in cases in which the home culture of migrants is loose and collectivistic, individuals who 
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deviate from the norm of sociability are tolerated by the community (cf., Gelfand et al., 2011). 

Should migrants from these types of societies maintain their home culture, it can cause an 

impediment in social situations if their host culture happens to be tight, and collectivistic (cf., 

Gelfand et al., 2011). Thus, information that disconfirms migrants’ existing stereotypes can 

arise when there is a discrepancy between what migrants are accustomed to (in terms of social 

relations and deviant behavior) and the cultural norms in their host society. In line with literature 

on cultural distance I argue that the more pronounced the discrepancy between migrants’ home 

and host cultures, the higher the chances that stereotype accommodation occurs.  

Furthermore, I propose that stereotype accommodation occurs only in situations in 

which there are discernable differences in cultural stereotypes in migrants’ host and home 

cultures. In other words, the process of stereotype accommodation is triggered when there are 

distinct typologies of stereotypes in migrants’ host culture compared to the home culture, i.e., 

a distinct combination of warmth-competence. As I previously indicated, there is evidence that 

a social group can be associated with varying typologies of stereotypes in two different cultures. 

For instance, in Japan the cultural stereotype about students matches the typology LW-HC, 

compared to South Korea where the cultural stereotype matches the typology of HW-LC 

(Cuddy et al., 2009, Study 2). Furthermore, in a sample of European participants, cultural 

stereotypes about homosexual people match the typology of HW-HC, whereas Mexican 

participants reported cultural stereotypes that matches the typology of LW-LC (Durante et al., 

2013). From a statistical stance, in Chapter 3 I have argued that significant tests are not 

sufficient to detecting discernable differences in cultural stereotypes. In addition to significant 

tests, I recommend that researchers examine the size of the mean differences. Replicated in two 

distinct samples, I showed that, although statistical tests revealed differences in five cultural 

stereotypes between migrants’ home and host cultures, stereotype accommodation was 

confirmed only for the stereotype whose mean differences had a very large effect size (Cohen’s 

d = 0.73, d = 0.99) (see Chapter 3).   
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 Opportunities to Learn about Disconfirming Information. 

Migrants need to have opportunities for learning about prevailing stereotypes in their 

host culture. Whereas in situations in which opportunities are scarce, the likelihood of 

stereotype accommodation is low, in situations in which opportunities are abundant, the 

likelihood of stereotype accommodation is high. Although access to mass-media is one core 

factor that can influence the learning opportunity, following research on assessing acculturation 

orientations, I recommend that this factor should be treated as a motivation variable, rather than 

an opportunity one (more details in the next sections) (Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2004, 

2007). Migrants who inform themselves about the local culture through media outlets create 

their own opportunities for learning about cultural stereotypes. The more mass-media migrants 

consume, the greater opportunities they have to learn about the prevailing stereotypes in their 

host culture, and therefore the more chances that their existing stereotypes are disconfirmed. I 

propose that opportunities belong to the set of contextual factors that might foster (or 

undermine) migrants’ chances and likelihood to learn about stereotype-relevant information, 

which may disconfirm their existing stereotypes.  

One contextual factor that may determine the degree of learning opportunities is the size 

of an ethnic group. A sociological perspective to the study of acculturation proposes that the 

size of migrants’ ethnic groups can determine their likelihood of integration in the host society 

(Esser, 2010). According to this perspective, migrants living in small ethnic communities have 

plenty of opportunities for developing contact with locals. One outcome is that migrants have 

regular interactions with members of the host society which implies that they learn about the 

host cultural stereotypes by mere exposure (Zajonc, 1968). Indeed, mere exposure, or contact 

quantity, has been shown to modify individuals’ perceptions about stereotyped groups (e.g., 

Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998; Wagner et al., 2006). As previously indicated, more frequent 

inter-ethnic contact between migrants and locals should be related to migrants’ adjustments of 

their hetero-stereotypes about locals. Similarly, I propose that the relative size of migrants’ 
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ethnic group is associated with stereotype accommodation; the probability of stereotype 

accommodation for migrants living in small ethnic communities should be higher than for 

migrants living in large ethnic communities.  

In addition to the size of the ethnic group, the group’s vitality can also influence 

migrants’ integration into the host society (Giles, Bourhis, & Taylor, 1977). Briefly defined as 

the ability of a group to act as a distinctive and collective entity, a group’s ethnic vitality is 

determined by the amount of home resources that are available to migrants in the host society 

(Esser, 2010; Gordon, 1964). In other words, the better developed a migrant’s community is 

within the main society, the more plausible it is that migrants have access to an ad-hoc job 

market, shops, and other relevant services that in essence could emulate migrants’ life in the 

home society (home domains). Research shows that ethnic vitality has the role of facilitating 

social support in acculturation contexts (e.g., Ait Ouarasse & van de Vijver, 2004). Migrants’ 

perceptions that their home domains are well represented in the host society alleviates their 

feelings of anxiety caused by cultural differences, and, at the same time, provides them with 

support toward sociocultural adaptation (Galchenko & van de Vijver, 2007). For instance, there 

can be ethnic associations that provide members of the migrant community administrative and 

legal support to facilitate their integration in the host society. Despite these effects on migrants’ 

integration processes, it is still unclear what influence ethnic vitality may have on migrants’ 

stereotypes. If indeed the vitality of an ethnic community plays such a vital role in integration 

and in stereotype accommodation, members of the ethnic community would then be expected 

to communicate among them stereotype-disconfirming information. This should happen if there 

are indeed differences in cultural stereotypes between migrants’ home and host societies. Where 

this may be the case in some instances, ethnic vitality may also act as an opportunity to maintain 

and perpetuate home cultural stereotypes. In this instance, I propose that there is a higher 

likelihood for stereotype accommodation to occur for migrants whose ethnic community is less 
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vital in the host society and have use of home resources compared to migrants whose ethnic 

community is vital and do not have the use of home resources. 

In addition to ethnic size and vitality, I argue that migrants’ length of stay in a host 

society is also associated with opportunities to learn about stereotype-inconsistent information. 

As I previously indicated, in general, adaptation of migrants follows a pattern wherein during 

the start of the acculturation process migrants experience so-called culture shock and gradually 

they adapt both psychologically and socioculturally. In a similar manner, I propose that a longer 

stay in the host society provides migrants increased chances to learn about information that is 

inconsistent with their existing stereotypes. The more migrants remain in the host country the 

more likely the chances for stereotype accommodation. In Chapter 3 of the dissertation I show 

initial empirical support for this claim. In a cross-sectional design, I examined similarities and 

differences between personal stereotypes held by Romanian migrants in Germany and France 

and cultural stereotypes in their home (Romania) and host societies (Germany and France). The 

findings revealed that cultural stereotypes about politicians were more favorable in migrants 

host societies compared to their home society. Furthermore, the results indicated that length of 

stay predicted migrants’ personal stereotypes as being more similar to the cultural stereotypes 

of their host societies. Subsequently, I propose that for each stereotype target (e.g., unemployed 

people and elderly people) there can be different patterns of adaptation over time (Demes & 

Geeraert, 2015b). As I later show, the trend of stereotype accommodation can depend on 

cognitive processes and individual differences.  

 Cognitive Processes for the Incorporation of the Disconfirming Information. 

Following the predictions of cognitive adaptation of migrants (see CPAG, Crisp & 

Turner, 2011; and for a cognitive model of stereotype change in general see Elaboration 

Likelihood Model, ELM, Petty & Cacioppo, 1986), I find two core postulates pertinent to 

stereotype accommodation. The first is that people desire to hold contextually consistent beliefs 

about objects or other individuals. Although there is variation in motives for being consistent 
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(e.g., social acceptance and materialistic benefits), people use social comparison as a means to 

constantly evaluate themselves (Festinger, 1954). Inconsistencies that arise when discordant 

information is encountered are reduced via an elaboration process (the message is scrutinized). 

As I previously stated, migrants seek to reduce any inconsistencies between their existing 

stereotypes and cultural stereotypes in the host society to avoid situations wherein they might 

be misunderstood. The second postulate is that there is heterogeneity in the degree of processing 

inconsistent information depending on whether elaboration is high or low, i.e., thorough vs. 

superficial scrutiny. Compared to low elaboration, high elaboration is more likely to be 

associated with reducing any discrepant information in an adaptive manner, so that resolution 

is expected to persist over time (Petty & Wegener, 1999). Whether elaboration is high or low 

depends on individuals’ motivation and ability to resolve the discrepant information (Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1986). 

The motivation to resolve information-inconsistencies is influenced (among others) by 

personal relevance (for a review see Johnson & Eagly, 1989; Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman, 

1981) and functional matching of the information content (Petty & Wegener, 1998; for a review 

see Wood, 2000). In a study on persuasion effectiveness, Petty and colleagues (1981) showed 

that, in a personally relevant scenario, students were more motivated to engage in cognitive 

processing of the received message, which elicited favorable attitudes towards an otherwise 

undesirable policy. Another study revealed that, compared to a mismatching text, a message 

that matched the functional base of an attitude was more likely to engage participants in 

cognitive processing, thus more effective in changing the respective attitude (Petty & Wegener, 

1998). For migrants, the motivation to resolve inconsistencies between their existing 

stereotypes and cultural stereotypes in their host cultures is, I propose, determined by their 

acculturation orientation. That is, acculturation orientation can provide the motivation for 

engaging in a cognitive process that is required to reduce these inconsistencies. Past research 

has shown that acculturation orientation can determine migrants’ psychological and 
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sociocultural adaptation to their host culture (e.g., De Leersnyder et al., 2011; Güngör et al., 

2013, 2012; Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999). Acculturating migrants may find it personally 

relevant to hold stereotypes that are in ‘tune’ with cultural stereotypes in the host society. I 

suggest that an interest to adopt the host culture will be positively associated with 

accommodation of personal stereotypes. In contrast, a desire to maintain the home culture will 

be negatively associated with accommodation of personal stereotypes. The studies presented in 

Chapters 3 and 6 provide initial support for these claims. Those results indicate that 

acculturation orientation predicts migrants’ personal stereotypes as being more like cultural 

stereotypes in host societies. 

Constraints can limit individuals’ ability to process any stereotype-relevant information 

that disconfirms their existing stereotypes. For example, time inhibition elicits anxiety, which 

in turn disrupts cognitive processing (Eysenck & Calvo, 1992). Ratneshwar and Chaiken (1991) 

indicated that persuasion – or change of an attitude – is more likely under fewer time constraints. 

Constraints often trigger reactive responses – active efforts to resolve the threatened state 

(Miron & Brehm, 2006). Regarding stereotype accommodation, I propose migrants incorporate 

any information that disconfirms their existing stereotypes if they are ‘free’ to resolve these 

inconsistencies in their own terms. Otherwise, they might react to constraints by discarding the 

information. Life in the acculturation process is challenging in and of itself, and the ecological 

context in which it happens can either add or remove constraints to migrants’ adaptation (Ward 

& Geeraert, 2016). For example, perceptions of strong assimilationist pressures in schools, as 

well as in other institutional and organizational contexts, can predict migrants rejecting the host 

culture. Thus, the weaker the perceived constraints to acquire the host culture, the more 

probable the stereotype accommodation.  

 Individual Differences to Stereotype Accommodation.  

Not all individuals experience the process of stereotype accommodation in an identical 

manner. Apart from the aspects discussed thus far, I distinguish three domains of individual-
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related differences that are relevant to stereotype accommodation. First, individuals differ in 

their reliance on stereotypes in general. For example, individuals’ personal need for structure 

(PNS) (desire to mentally structure elements of the external environment into categories) seems 

to be responsible for stereotyping others (Schaller, Boyd, Yohannes, & O’Brien, 1995). 

Individuals with high levels of PNS are more likely to apply stereotypes during social 

interactions, compared to individuals with low levels of PNS. There is also evidence showing 

that highly prejudiced people are more likely to endorse racial cultural stereotypes in their home 

societies (Devine, 1989) which may indicate that, in general, prejudiced people are more likely 

to make use of stereotypes (Crandall, Bahns, Warner, & Schaller, 2011). There is evidence, 

nonetheless, that higher levels of education can disrupt the reliance on stereotypes; however, 

this seems to be explained by several moderators, such as social status and group deprivation 

(Wagner & Zick, 1995). I propose that stereotype accommodation is more likely among 

individuals with lower levels of education, increased levels of PNS, and among prejudiced 

people overall, because they tend to rely on stereotype information in daily situations more 

frequently.  

Second, individuals differ with respect to their predisposition to incorporate novel 

stereotype-relevant information. One socio-demographic factor is highly relevant here, i.e., the 

age of individuals. Research in the area of Developmental Psychology suggests that young age 

is associated with a steep learning curve, whereas older age is associated with a comparably 

flatter learning curve (e.g., Meeus, van de Schoot, Keijsers, & Branje, 2012; Roberts, Caspi, & 

Moffitt, 2001; Roberts & Del Vecchio, 2000; Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 2006; Soto, 

John, Gosling, & Potter, 2011). At a young age, individuals develop personalities and identities, 

and, at the same time, they cultivate guiding principles in life. During adolescence, individuals 

usually experience major progress in psychological development. Compared to previous life 

stages, in this stage people experience conflicting life events, and feel pressure, internal or 

external, coming from parents and peers, to achieve a stable identity and personality. In 
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subsequent periods of life, the learning curve stabilizes, and it even declines in some cases. 

These major stages of life are often associated with distinct patterns of adaptation to host 

societies. Children and young adolescent migrants experience higher levels of adaptation 

compared to older adolescents or adults (Beiser et al., 1988), which can even make them 

indistinguishable from locals (Abu-Rayya, 2013). Regarding stereotypes, young migrants 

acquire cultural stereotypes of host cultures, rather than accommodating newly learned 

information into their existing stereotypes (Oppedal, 2006; Sam & Oppedal, 2002). I propose 

that age influences the degree of stereotype accommodation in a manner that resembles a 

decreasing concave-down slope, i.e., apart from the early stage of life when migrants acquire 

the cultural stereotypes of their host cultures, in early adolescence migrants experience strong 

stereotype accommodation, a process that is less pronounced for adults, and even less so for 

elderly migrants.  

In addition to age, openness to experience can also be associated with the learning of 

new stereotype-relevant information (Flynn, 2005). It is widely known that individuals with 

this personality type are ‘open’ to engage in and to learn from new life experiences. 

Furthermore, affluence in the language of the host society is a necessary condition for the 

learning of cultural stereotypes in the host culture. Language, in the sense indicated above, 

provides migrants a common ground with locals to communicate and understand the host 

culture’s stereotypes (Kashima, 2000). The better the command of the local language, the better 

one’s understanding of cultural stereotype in the host culture. 

Third, degree of identification with the target of a stereotype can provide biases to what 

information is incorporated into one’s existing stereotypes. Numerous studies show a direct link 

between group identification and categorization processes, which lead people to see the groups 

they belong to in a more favorable manner than groups they do not belong to (e.g., Demoulin 

& Teixeira, 2010; Oakes et al., 1991; Postmes, Haslam, & Swaab, 2005; Stangor, Lynch, Duan, 

Glas, & Glass, 1992; van Knippenberg & Dijksterhuis, 2000). Regarding stereotype 
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accommodation, I argue that migrants would be more likely to maintain a favorable image of 

their groups compared to groups they do not belong to (e.g., young-adults, students, rich people, 

etc.). In other words, if the stereotype-relevant information learned in the host culture is 

unfavorable regarding their groups, migrants would maintain (and articulate even more 

pronouncedly) their existing stereotypes. The reciprocal should also be valid. If the stereotype-

relevant information learned in the host culture is favorable regarding their groups, migrants 

would incorporate the information into their existing stereotypes.  

7.5. Section IV: Theoretical and Practical Implications of tIMoSA 

 

Rooted in literature on stereotyping and acculturation, I have coined the concept of 

stereotype accommodation as a process whereby personal stereotypes held by migrants 

progressively accommodate to incorporate the relevant stereotype-relevant information in their 

host societies. I have argued that stereotype accommodation represents a cognitive process by 

which migrants seek to avoid social situations wherein they may appear socially inadequate 

because of a mismatch between their existing stereotypes and cultural stereotypes in the host 

country. Furthermore, I have introduced The Integrative Model of Stereotype Accommodation 

(tIMoSA) as an account of how cultural differences, learning opportunities, cognitive process, 

and individual differences can influence the stereotype accommodation. In the following 

sections I list a number of theoretical and practical implications of this work. 

7.5.1. Theoretical Implications 

 One implication of tIMoSA is that it can further the understanding of stereotypes as a 

socially situated cognition, i.e., stereotypes fit the contextual necessities of individuals, rather 

than being abstract and universal (Smith & Semin, 2004, 2007). The situating of stereotypes in 

the context of migrants’ host countries corroborates research that show distinct inter-group 

relations eliciting varying stereotypes about a constant target group (Alexander et al., 2005). 

Equipped with stereotypes as a tool for making sense of the large amount of information in 
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social situations, individuals are able to evaluate the costs and benefits of any social interaction 

(Russell & Fiske, 2008), and, as a result, navigate any accustomed social situations with ease. 

In contrast, if social situations are modified, as in the process of acculturation, then individuals 

face the decision whether to adapt to the new reality. Thus, my content is that stereotypes are 

sensitive to individuals’ present living cultural context. 

 This approach also helps to further develop the cognitive models of stereotype change 

(Hewstone, Hopkins, et al., 1992) by proposing that stereotype inconsistent information can 

arise due to differences in cultural stereotypes across societies. Whereas work on models of 

stereotype change have shown evidence that intervention programs can be associated with 

stereotype change, to the best of my knowledge, the present effort is among the first to apply 

these predictions to a societal widespread phenomenon – the international migration.    

 Extending earlier theoretical (Crisp & Turner, 2011) and empirical efforts (e.g., 

Lönnqvist et al., 2013a; Mahonen, Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, & Finell, 2010), I have argued 

that the cognitive adaptation of migrants is not restricted to changes in inter-ethnic stereotypes. 

Whereas existing literature have shown accounts of how hetero-stereotypes held by migrants 

become accurate as a result of learning about locals’ auto-stereotypes, to the best of my 

knowledge, the present work is among the first to argue for a wider process of stereotype change 

in the context of acculturation. My proposition is that migrants’ personal stereotypes can modify 

as a result of learning about cultural stereotypes in host societies. 

 In the domain of cross-cultural psychology, the behavioral and cognitive adaptation of 

migrants are studied in separate theoretical frameworks, i.e., culture learning and cultural 

identity (Ward et al., 2001). I show, however, that elements of the two frameworks can be 

combined in order to gain a more substantial understanding of migrants’ cognitive adaptation. 

I have argued that culture learning is not restricted to behavioral adaptation; rather that it can 

be extended to include learning about information that, under specific circumstances, can be 

associated with cognitive adaptation. When migrants learn about information that disconfirms 
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their existing stereotypes, a cognitive process is triggered whereby migrants incorporate the 

inconsistent information into their existing stereotypes. This cognitive process can then trigger 

an adaptation process of behavioral tendencies that are associated to each social group. 

 Although existing theories have focused separately on either cognitive (Crisp & Turner, 

2011) or behavioral adaptation (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999), the linkage between the two are 

yet to be explored. The reliance of tIMoSA on the predictive validity of the Stereotype Content 

Model (SCM) (Fiske et al., 2002) can be extended to incorporate elements of the BIAS Map 

(Cuddy et al., 2007). The BIAS Map postulates that stereotypes and discrimination are closely 

inter-connected, and that stereotypes coincide with specific behavioral tendencies. Cuddy and 

colleagues (2007) have argued that the warmth dimension of stereotypes corresponds with 

active behaviors (harm and facilitation), while the competence dimension correlates with 

passive behaviors (harm and facilitation).   

7.5.2. Practical Implication 

There is also one practical implication of the present work. In multicultural contexts, 

individuals of varying cultural upbringings need to find middle ways towards a successful 

coexistence. Often, however, prejudice and discrimination based on cultural backgrounds are 

challenges to overcome; an aspect addressed in intercultural training programs (Brislin, Landis, 

& Brandt, 1983). Among its six major approaches, the facto-oriented method is most relevant 

to stereotype accommodation. In this method, the concept of stereotypes is introduced as an 

individual thought process which describes how people make judgments about their own and 

others’ behaviors. The method focuses on changing any inaccurate (negative mostly) inter-

ethnic stereotypes that individuals from a specific culture may have about people from a 

different culture. Yet, the chapter suggests that addressing negative inter-ethnic stereotypes 

alone may be too restrictive. The chapter reviews evidence that stereotypes, in general, held by 

individuals are to a large extent shaped by cultural stereotypes which are contextually consistent 

in their immediate environments–the home or the host cultures. Thus, a systematic 
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understanding that social interactions are governed by stereotypes, which are largely shaped by 

culture, may prove useful to programs dedicated to deconstructing prejudice, especially in 

multicultural contexts, e.g., at work or at school.  

In other words, to deconstruct prejudice about a specific target group in a multicultural 

context, addressing any negative stereotypes about ones’ overarching ethnic category may not 

suffice. Rather, I suggest, prejudice deconstruction programs should first unfold the 

overarching ethnic category (cultural group) into social categories (groups), and then aim to 

reduce any negative stereotypes about the specific groups. For example, rather than addressing 

solely any negative stereotypes about Romanians in general, a firm in Germany, that wants to 

hire Romanian employees, might better benefit from programs that address any negative 

stereotypes about Romanian employees held by its workers. Or, at a multicultural university, 

say, in the US, rather than addressing solely any prejudice about students of immigrants in 

general, the university might have a higher success rate if they address in a systematic manner 

the social categories to which students with a migration background belong to. Students of rich 

Western-European descent would perhaps be differently seen when compared to students of 

rich African or poor Western-European descents. The three-step procedure described by Hill 

and Augoustinos (2001) could be a starting point in developing this training method. First, 

provide the participants a brief historical account from the group’s perspective for which the 

reduction of stereotypes is sought. Second, present the participants with research findings on 

(negative) stereotypes and discrimination on this group, and encourage them to think about how 

prejudices are formed. Third, use example incidents in role-playing to encourage debates and 

interactions among participants and the trainer.  
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7.6. Closing Remarks 

 

7.6.1. Limitations 

 Although this work is unprecedented in many ways, my claims have a number of 

limitations. One critique can be that tIMoSA does not allow for predictions on whether 

migrants’ personal stereotypes can modify the cultural stereotypes in host societies over time. 

Some literature suggests that there is a dynamic exchange and accumulation of culture-relevant 

information among locals and migrants (Horenczyk et al., 2013). As research on cultural 

development would suggest, this may have the result of modifying cultural stereotypes of host 

societies such that the content of stereotypes held by migrants is gradually incorporated into the 

content of stereotypes held by locals (e.g., Kashima, 2008). Whereas I consider this as a 

potential outcome, it goes beyond the scope of the present review. 

Recent evidence shows that cultural stereotypes that are relevant in a society may vary 

across regions of the country (Chapter 2). That is to say that, there can be regional specifics, 

like ethnic density, that can be associated with a pattern of stereotypes that is unique when 

compared to other regions in the country. With this in mind, tIMoSA does not specify to what 

degree such within-culture variation of stereotypes influences stereotype accommodation. One 

possible outcome may be that migrants with the same cultural background who live in different 

regions of one host country will show varying patterns of stereotype accommodation. 

Nevertheless, I argue that the predictions of tIMoSA could be useful in studying the 

phenomenon of stereotype accommodation at the level of internal migration and it may also be 

applied in examining migration contexts between specific regions in migrants’ home and host 

societies.   

Research in the area of acculturation has shown that migrants can have distinct patterns 

of adaptation in public and private domains of life (Arends-Tóth & van de Vijver, 2004). The 

implication of this may be that migrants show varying degrees of stereotype accommodation in 
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these two domains. Whereas this is a pertinent hypothesis, tIMoSA would require incorporating 

predictions with regard to normative and informative levels of information internalization 

(Deutsch & Gerard, 1955), which I consider would add digressive complexity to the 

understanding of the concept of stereotype accommodation. In brief, the overall prediction 

would be that more normative pressures in the public domain of life (e.g., tight cultures) should 

be associated with more stereotype accommodation. Furthermore, whether this normative 

pressure from the public domains of life carries over in the private domains of life, to indicate 

an internalization of stereotype accommodation, is another question that remains to be 

addressed. 

 The predictions of tIMoSA focus on first generation migrants. Postulating that second 

and later generations of migrants accommodate their existing stereotypes to cultural stereotypes 

in their host society would contradict the basic assumption of enculturation. I consider that 

migrants from these categories are in fact individuals who are socialized in two distinct cultures 

(Nguyen & Benet-Martínez, 2013). For instance, children of migrants have access to the culture 

of their parents, and in other domains they are exposed to the culture of the host society. The 

dual cultural exposure facilitates development of an integrative identity wherein elements of 

both cultures are incorporated (Tadmor & Tetlock, 2006). With regard to stereotypes, there can 

be a balance among cultural stereotypes of home and host cultures, such that bi-cultural 

individuals do not experience stereotype accommodation – they acquire knowledge about 

cultural stereotypes from both their cultures. For bi-cultural individuals it is possible that one 

or the other cultural stereotype is activated depending on the context, i.e., interacting with 

members of the home culture or the migrant culture (Luna, Ringberg, & Peracchio, 2008).  

7.6.2. Suggestions for Empirical Research 

The theoretical propositions in this chapter can be complemented by future empirical 

research, and I suggest directions that can apply cross-sectional and longitudinal designs. In 

situations where pragmatic arguments are against a causal test of stereotype accommodation, 
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tIMoSA can be studied in a cross-sectional design. Rather than focusing on causality, future 

studies could examine whether the predictions of tIMoSA apply in a universal manner, and 

whether they evoke different outcomes within sub-groups of a migrant group. Research could 

address whether there are socio-demographic factors, like education level, as well as type of 

migrant group (e.g., sojourners, work migrants, and refugees) that can differentiate among 

groups of migrants in their levels of stereotype accommodation.  

The operationalization of stereotype accommodation in a cross-sectional design requires 

that data is available both with regard to cultural stereotypes in migrants’ home and host 

societies, and personal stereotypes held by migrants. In a first attempt to test tIMoSA’s 

predictions in Chapter 3 (also see Chapter 6), I argued that a proxy measure for stereotype 

accommodation could be computed by using the Euclidean Distance (ED). Considering 

warmth-competence as a bi-modal space in which stereotypes are measured, I evaluated relative 

distances between personal stereotypes held by Romanian migrants to cultural stereotypes in 

their host countries (Germany and France) and home country (Romania). Whereas personal 

stereotypes were depicted as variables, cultural stereotypes were assumed as constants – one 

constant per type of culture and target of stereotype. Then, using EDs I calculated two indices, 

i.e., distances from a personal stereotype to constant scores of home culture and host culture. 

In a final step, I used the newly created indices as dependent variables to regress the length of 

stay and acculturation orientation across five different social groups. In the chapter I provide a 

detailed account of how to compute, apply and interpret this equation.  

Since the overarching hypothesis of tIMoSA is that personal stereotypes accommodate 

as a result of learning about cultural stereotypes in the host society over time, a reliable tool to 

test this hypothesis would be a longitudinal design. The literature shows a number of studies 

that are exemplar in this regard (e.g., Matsunaga, Hecht, Elek, & Ndiaye, 2010; Miller et al., 

2009; Varjonen et al., 2013; Ward et al., 1998). For assessing causality, an ideal procedure 

would require a) that a migrant group is surveyed before entering the host country until a 
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specific period after, and b) that two control groups are compared against the migrant group, 

one with members of the host society, and one with members who remained in the home society. 

In doing so, future researchers can ensure that any change in personal stereotypes of migrants 

is a consequence of the acculturating experience, instead of a change in cultural stereotypes in 

general. It can be expected that migrants will progressively endorse stereotypes similar to 

members of the host culture, and less similar to members of their home culture.  

Overall, I recommend that future research employs techniques for measuring stereotype 

accommodation at both the implicit and explicit level (Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 1995). 

Findings could show a discrepancy between the two levels, and in doing so, they can reveal that 

stereotype accommodation serves as either the function of social connectivity (i.e., explicit 

stereotype accommodation) (e.g., Clark & Kashima, 2007) or the function of resolving any 

inaccurate content of stereotypes (i.e., implicit-explicit stereotype accommodation) (e.g., Crisp 

& Turner, 2011).  

Because stereotypes usually have negative connotations, individuals may have social 

desirability in answering to a study’s questionnaire, i.e., individual’s tendency to respond what 

they think a researcher expects of them (Fisher & Katz, 1993). One way to avoid this bias is to 

apply the qualitative methodology of biographical interviewing, which has been proven useful 

in gaining access to people’s beliefs and assumptions that guide their behavior (Frese, 1982). 

The goal of this approach is to examine in great detail the whole life of a few individuals and, 

in doing so, a researcher can have a detailed account of individuals’ long-term process of 

development (Howe, 1982). With regards to stereotype accommodation, asking migrants to 

recollect their life in their home societies as well as their early periods of living in their host 

societies may prove beneficial in determining how the acculturation process has influenced 

their personal stereotypes. Because this strategy is explorative and not confirmative, novel 

insights could be discovered about the phenomenon of cognitive adaptation of migrants.  
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7.6.3. Conclusion 

 I have coined the term of stereotype accommodation, and have argued that it represents 

a cognitive process whereby any inaccurate content of stereotypes that migrants personally 

endorse with respect to a variety of social groups is reduced in order to fit the relevant cultural 

stereotypes in their host societies. This review has culminated with the introduction of the 

Integrative Model of Stereotype Accommodation (tIMoSA) as one possible research 

framework of the cultural differences, learning opportunities, cognitive processes, and 

individual differences that can influence stereotype accommodation. I have shown how the 

present work is useful to further developing intercultural training programs.



	

General Discussion 

 

8.1. Summary of Findings 

  

	 I have argued that individuals first develop personal stereotypes during enculturation, 

wherein people learn about the cultural stereotypes relevant in their home societies. 

Furthermore, I proposed that personal stereotypes of migrants go through a process of change 

as a result of a learning process about the cultural stereotypes relevant in their host societies. 

Therefore, the present thesis has built upon literature on stereotypes and acculturation to coin 

the concept of stereotype accommodation as the cognitive process whereby migrants 

incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in their host societies into their 

existing stereotypes. I have argued that stereotype accommodation requires the prior existence 

of stereotypes and culture differences in stereotypes. In what follows I provide a summary of 

the findings on the series of studies within Chapters 2 through 6. 

 Chapter 2 of the dissertation was designed with the first prerequisite in mind. In brief, 

the chapter presented two studies that were among the first to apply SCM in Romania (Fiske 

et al., 2002), which is the home country of the group of migrants the present studies focused 

on. Two different studies were conducted to identify what cultural stereotypes are relevant in 

Romania. A subsequent goal of these studies was to examine whether there was regional 

variation in terms of stereotype content. An initial study was conducted (N = 100) to explore 

which social groups were salient in the minds of Romanians and to identify measurement items 

for the stereotype dimensions of warmth and competence. The results of this study revealed 

twenty-two social groups that were relevant for Romanian participants across four regions of 

the country. These findings also showed that three items were most reliable in measuring the 

stereotype dimension of warmth (good-natured, well-intentioned, and honest) and in measuring 
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the stereotype dimension of competence (competent, efficient, and independent). A second 

study was conducted (N = 306) to examine how the twenty-two social groups were evaluated 

based on the six items. The results of this study confirmed that the SCM could be successfully 

applied to reveal culture specific stereotypes as well as regional variation with regard to how 

social groups are stereotyped. The main contribution of the two studies was the identification 

of a stereotype map, i.e., cultural stereotypes measured along the warmth-competence 

dimensions of stereotypes – for Romania. The subsequent contribution of these studies was to 

show that cultural stereotypes could vary within a culture depending on regional specifics in 

terms of ethnic density. 

 Chapter 3 of the dissertation represented an initial empirical test of the hypothesis of 

stereotype accommodation in two samples of Romanian migrants in Germany and in France, 

which were the host cultures of the group of migrants on which the present studies focused on. 

Based on findings of Chapter 2, research in this chapter focused on examining the present 

hypothesis on four stereotypes that were prototypical in the Romanian culture: HW-HC 

(women), HW-LC (unemployed people), LW-HC (rich people), and LW-LC (politicians), as 

well as on the stereotypes about one social group that was theoretically included – LW-HC 

(homosexual people). The chapter presented two sets of surveys. A first set aimed to address 

the prerequisite of culture differences. Three surveys that were conducted in the participants’ 

mother tongue with native locals in Romania (N = 188), Germany (N = 209), and France (N = 

135) revealed that there were relevant differences between migrants’ home and host cultural 

stereotypes only with regard to politicians. A second set of surveys tested the hypotheses that 

a longer period of stay in the host society (Hyp.1) and acculturation orientation (Hyp.2) 

predicted stereotype accommodation. Two surveys that were conducted with Romanian 

migrants in Germany (N = 171) and in France (N = 54) showed that in both groups of migrants 

Hyp.1 and Hyp.2 were confirmed. A longer period of stay in the host society was associated 
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with migrants’ personal stereotypes about politicians becoming similar to the host cultural 

stereotypes. An interest to adopt the host culture was associated with migrants’ personal 

stereotypes about politicians becoming less similar to the home cultural stereotypes. The 

overall results of this chapter provided initial empirical support for the hypothesis of stereotype 

accommodation. The main contribution of this research was to show that the findings were 

replicated across two distinct samples of participants.  

 Chapter 4 provided a detailed analysis of the measurement equivalence in cultural 

stereotypes across migrants’ home and host societies. Mean comparisons between different 

groups of participants required measurements to be identical across the groups. The results 

showed that participants in Romania, Germany and France interpreted and applied the 

measurement-items in an identical manner, with some specifications, such as partial scalar 

invariance. The main contribution of these analyses was to confirm that cultural stereotypes, 

as they were measured here, could be compared across migrants’ home and host societies. 

 During the analyses conducted for Study 1 of Chapter 2 it became clear that the 

available warmth- and competence-related items could pertain to a structure of stereotypes that 

is more complex than what the SCM suggests. Because of this, Chapter 5 provided a systematic 

exploration of this possibility. Chapter 5 had an emic approach in re-analyzing the data sets 

that were reported in the second chapter of the dissertation (e.g., Cheung, van de Vijver, & 

Leong, 2011). In this chapter I showed that the assumption based on the warmth- and 

competence-related items selected from existing literature, i.e., that each item belonged to 

either the stereotype dimension of warmth or competence – restricted the exploration of 

whether the items pertained to a different structure of stereotypes. By means of MG CFA I was 

able to show that the items used in the two studies pertained to a sub-dimensional structure of 

stereotypes wherein the sub-dimensions of friendliness and trustworthiness belonged to the 

dimension of warmth and the sub-dimensions of conscientiousness and efficacy belonged to 
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the dimension of competence. The main contribution of this research was to show that the four 

sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes can be used to complement the bi-dimensional 

structure.  

 Chapter 6 provided further confirmation for the hypothesis of stereotype 

accommodation by testing this using the newly found structure of stereotypes. The research in 

this chapter represented an insightful re-analysis of the data sets reported in Chapter 3. By 

applying the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes, I first examined the prerequisite of 

culture differences, therefore I also tested for measurement equivalence across migrants’ home 

and host societies, and then tested whether longer periods of stay (Hyp.1) and acculturation 

orientation (Hyp.2) predicted stereotype accommodation. The results indicated evidence 

against measurement equivalence across samples of Romanians, Germans and French 

participants when the four sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes was considered. There was 

however evidence in support of measurement equivalence across samples of Romanian locals, 

Romanian migrants in Germany and Romanian migrants in France. Because of the issue of 

measurement equivalence, the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation could be partially 

tested. The findings revealed that longer periods of stay (Hyp.1) and an interest to adopt the 

host culture (Hyp.2) were associated with personal stereotypes of migrants becoming less 

similar to the cultural stereotypes in their home society. The main contribution of this research 

was to show that stereotype accommodation could also be examined when the four sub-

dimensional structure of stereotypes is considered. A subsequent contribution of this chapter 

was to show that, although the equivalence of the measurement structure of the four sub-

dimensions of stereotypes was supported across participants in different cultures, the 

participants did not interpret the measurement items in an identical manner across the three 

samples. Instead, the findings suggested that the items measuring friendliness, trustworthiness, 

conscientiousness, and efficacy were reliable only in the Romanian context. 
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 Chapter 7 was a theoretical effort to incorporate evidence from five different domains 

in psychology (situated social cognition, stereotype content, inter-group contact, acculturation 

and adaptation) toward introducing tIMoSA. In the chapter, I argued how cultural differences, 

opportunities, cognitive resources and individual differences could influence stereotype 

accommodation. The first section provided a detailed account of what elements in the 

stereotype literature were suggestive of stereotype change, and which considerations in the 

acculturation literature were relevant to the notion of cognitive adaptation of migrants. A 

second section was dedicated to the concept of stereotype accommodation, which is distinct 

from stereotype acquisition. A third section represented the systematic incorporation of 

empirical and theoretical evidence toward the introduction of tIMoSA. In this section, I have 

provided detailed accounts of what mechanisms are involved in the process of stereotype 

accommodation as well as what core factors influence this process. A fourth and final section 

proposed a discussion of the theoretical and practical implications of tIMoSA, indicating a 

number of potential future directions in applying this framework, as well as a number of 

shortcomings of the model. The main contribution of this chapter was the introduction of 

tIMoSA as one theoretical framework that could be used in explaining the stereotype 

accommodation. 

8.2. Theoretical Contributions and Implications of the Dissertation 

 

	 In addition to the specific contributions of each chapter, the present dissertation has 

three core theoretical contributions. A first contribution is to suggest that it is possible that 

migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in their host cultures 

into their existing stereotypes – the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation. A second 

contribution is to indicate that the stereotype dimension of warmth can be disentangled into the 

sub-dimensions of friendliness and trustworthiness, and the stereotype dimension of 
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competence can be disentangled into the sub-dimensions of conscientiousness and efficacy. A 

third contribution is to provide empirical evidence about psychological factors that are 

pertinent in a culture, and therefore its members, which has not been sufficiently examined to 

date, i.e., Romanian culture and Romanians.  

8.2.1. Stereotype Accommodation 

	 One of the main implications of this dissertation is that it further contributes to our 

understanding of the cognitive adaptation of migrants from a culture learning perspective. At 

the onset of the dissertation I have argued that literature has mainly focused on examining how 

the acculturation process influences changes in the ethnic-stereotypes that migrants and locals 

have about each other. In brief, this literature proposes that contact between locals and migrants 

leads to a reduction of negative ethnic-stereotypes and, at the same time, it reduces any 

inaccuracies that might exist between individuals’ auto-stereotypes and hetero-stereotypes. 

Whereas I do consider this aspect to be one manifestation of the cognitive adaptation of 

migrants, I have argued for a wider process of stereotype change – a process that covers the 

whole spectrum of stereotypes held by individuals. I call this process stereotype 

accommodation and define it as a process whereby migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant 

information that they learn in their host societies into their existing stereotypes. In other words, 

I propose that, after the period of enculturation when people learn about the mechanisms of 

stereotyping, what social groups are relevant in their home society, and the beliefs associated 

with these social groups, migrants go through a process of accommodating their existing 

stereotypes to the cultural stereotypes in their host society. The research in Chapter 2 of the 

dissertation uncovers what cultural stereotypes are relevant in migrants’ home society. 

Furthermore, I propose that the process of stereotype accommodation is triggered when there 

are discrepancies between the cultural stereotypes in migrants’ home and host societies. 

Chapter 7 presents three possible mechanisms through which these discrepancies can lead to 
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the accommodation of existing stereotypes. Accommodation of stereotypes may occur 

gradually because of any slight stereotype-disconfirming information. Accommodation of 

stereotypes may also occur in a drastic manner because of radical stereotype-disconfirming 

information. Likewise, accommodation of stereotypes may occur as a fine-tuning of existing 

stereotypes because of stereotype-disconfirming information that is relevant to only a sub-

category of the social group in question. Study 1 in Chapter 3 showed which social group had 

differences in cultural stereotypes between migrants’ home and host societies. In Chapter 7, I 

further developed this idea and indicated how cultural differences can determine the amount of 

stereotype-disconfirming information. I also suggest that under the right circumstances 

migrants should incorporate any stereotype-disconfirming information into their existing 

personal stereotypes. Study 2 in Chapter 3 and Study 2 in Chapter 6 indicated that longer 

periods of stay in the host society and acculturation orientation predict migrants’ personal 

stereotypes becoming similar to the cultural stereotypes in their host societies. Furthermore, in 

Chapter 7 I argued that access to stereotype-disconfirming information is paramount for 

stereotype accommodation. For example, situational factors, like the vitality of migrants’ 

ethnic community within the larger host society, may influence the likelihood that migrants 

learn about cultural stereotypes in their host societies. Once these stereotype-discrepancies are 

learned, I propose that migrants may have varying motivation and ability to incorporate them 

into their existing stereotypes. For example, migrants’ desire to adopt the host culture may be 

explained by a strong motivation behind stereotype accommodation. However, there can be 

individual differences with respect to how pertinent stereotypes are when interacting with 

others. I suggest that people who make use of stereotypes will be more determined to 

accommodate their existing stereotypes.  

 I propose that stereotype accommodation is a psychological phenomenon that may 

manifest itself both in international migration (between country relocation) and in internal 
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migration (within country relocation) of people. Chapter 3 provides initial empirical evidence 

for stereotype accommodation that takes place in an international migration context. Research 

in Chapter 2 provides initial systematic evidence that cultural stereotypes that are relevant in a 

country can vary between regions of the country. The demographic composition of a country’s 

region can nurture more favorable stereotypes about social groups who represent a high 

proportion of the local population. For example, cultural stereotypes about ethnic minorities 

are more favorable in the region of Romania with the highest density of ethnic minorities. 

Because of this regional difference, local individuals migrating from other regions of the 

country to this region may also experience the phenomenon of stereotype accommodation. 

Furthermore, internationals migrating to Romania may have varying patterns of stereotype 

accommodation in this region of the country compared to other regions.    

8.2.2. Four Sub-Dimensional Structure of Stereotypes 

 Another main contribution of this dissertation is that it provides initial and systematic 

support for the notion that both the stereotype dimensions of warmth and competence can be 

disentangled into two sub-dimensions. Whereas recent developments of the SCM have taken a 

theoretical approach in suggesting a more intricate structure of stereotypes (e.g., Leach, 

Ellemers, & Barreto, 2007), Chapter 5 provides a data driven approach in suggesting that items 

that have been used so far by SCM research pertain to a sub-dimensional structure of 

stereotypes. Moreover, Chapter 6 provides initial evidence that supports the cross-cultural 

applicability of this structure. While it was unexpected, the finding of a sub-dimensional 

structure of stereotypes points to some inconsistencies in the literature with regard to which 

aspect of evaluation is in fact responsible for variations in stereotypes across cultures and 

societal contexts. For example, in some studies the stereotype dimension of warmth is 

measured mostly with items that pertain to the sub-dimension of friendliness (e.g., Asbrock, 

2010) compared to other studies in which the items pertain to the sub-dimension of 
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trustworthiness (e.g., Study 2, Fiske et al., 2002). Although these inconsistencies may not 

necessarily pose an issue for the comparison of stereotypes across cultures, they may blur the 

understanding of whether in a specific society one stereotype sub-dimension or another is more 

relevant to intergroup relations. Because I speculate that there might be a social evolutionary 

process behind this sub-dimensional structure of stereotypes, I suggest that each sub-dimension 

may be encoded differently in the minds of people across cultures. For instance, in tight cultures 

(Pelto, 1968), where deviant behavior is not tolerated and the societal norms are highly 

reinforced in daily routines, the sub-dimensions of stereotypes that can detect this type of 

behavior might be more pertinent. I have proposed that the sub-dimension of trustworthiness 

can inform individuals whether others can be trusted or not and that the sub-dimension of 

efficacy can inform individuals whether others are equipped with the skills and aptitudes to 

carry out action. Likewise, in loose cultures, where deviant behavior is tolerated to a higher 

degree than in tight cultures and the societal norms are not strictly reinforced in daily routines, 

the sub-dimensions of stereotypes that can detect this type of behavior may be less pertinent. 

Instead, if a loose culture happens to also be collectivistic then the sub-dimensions of 

stereotypes that can detect sociable behavior may be more pertinent. I have proposed that the 

sub-dimension of friendliness can inform individuals whether others are sociable and that the 

sub-dimension of conscientiousness can inform individuals whether others have the skills and 

ability to organize action.     

8.2.3. Cultures and Ethnic Groups in Psychological Research 

	 A third main contribution of this dissertation is that its empirical research was focused 

on a culture and its members that have been insufficiently studied in the literature: Romanian 

culture and Romanians. Recently, the way in which psychological research is conducted has 

been criticized because researchers tend to employ samples of participants from Western 

Educated Industrialized Rich and Developed countries (WEIRD) and then generalize the 
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findings to the psychological reality of humankind (Henrich et al., 2010). One implication of 

this state of psychological research is that the bulk of evidence in human psychology does not 

sufficiently address the applicability of the so-called “universal concepts” across varying 

cultures in an equal manner. This issue is systematically addressed by the psychological sub-

discipline of cross-cultural psychology. Varying journals (e.g., The Journal of Cross Cultural 

Psychology and The International Journal of Intercultural Research) and research 

communities (e.g., International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology and International 

Academy for Intercultural Research) are dedicated to expanding our knowledge on the 

psychological aspects of people from different cultures. However, even within this sub-

discipline, some cultures are the subject of research more so than others. Moreover, there are 

voices in the cross-cultural community who have called for scientists to use their personal 

experiences to develop and test theories of human psychology (Rudmin, 2010). 	

 Some of the most frequently studied cases are the Western and the East-Asian cultures 

because of the goal to further confirm theories of the self and behavior that have been construed 

with evidence from these contexts, e.g., Individualism and Collectivism (Triandis, 2001). 

Although there are many studies that seek to test the universality assumption of human 

psychology with samples from varying countries – e.g., tight-loose concept (Gelfand et al., 

2011a), contextualization effects for individualism-collectivism (Owe et al., 2012), social 

axioms (Bond, 2004), and dimensions of stereotypes (Cuddy et al., 2009) – there are still some 

cultural contexts that are underrepresented in psychological research. One exemplar of these 

underrepresented contexts is Romania. One can notice a rough representation of this state of 

research in Romania, or of research that employs participants from Romania, by performing a 

quick search using the keywords “Psychology” and “Romania” on Google Scholar, i.e., an 

online platform where academic articles are indexed. The results reveal only 77,800 articles. 

As a comparison, the keywords “Psychology” in combination with the cultural contexts that 
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are usually the focus of research are much better represented. For example, there are 2,740,000 

entries for the U.S.A., 2,280,000 entries for Germany, 857,000 for the U.K., 2,070,000 for 

Japan, and 1,800,000 for China. The empirical sections of this dissertation contribute to 

improving the representation of research in Romania and with Romanians in the literature. 

Chapter 2 represents a first systematic application of the SCM in the Romanian culture and 

reveals a finding that has the potential to be valid in other cultures as well, i.e., the within-

culture variation of stereotypes. Chapter 3 represents an initial empirical attempt to examine 

the hypothesis of stereotype accommodation by employing Romanian migrants in Germany 

and in France. 

8.3. Practical Contributions and Implications of the Dissertation 

 

	 Overall, the dissertation addresses one psychological process that is part of the 

migration phenomenon which has been insufficiently looked at in the literature, i.e., whether 

personal stereotypes of migrants change in the context of acculturation. The findings of Chapter 

3 showed that longer periods of stay in the host society and acculturation orientation predicted 

stereotypes of migrants becoming similar to the cultural stereotypes in host societies represents 

an initial empirical step towards testing this hypothesis. In addition, the theoretical framework 

proposed in Chapter 7 indicates a number of factors that could help explain this phenomenon. 

These empirical and theoretical findings converge to suggest two potential means of action that 

policy makers can apply. As I argue in Chapter 7, one way is to systematically incorporate the 

wider spectrum of stereotypes as a core component into intercultural training.  

 The second way becomes evident when considering the role that duration of stay in the 

host culture and learning opportunities have for stereotype accommodation. The longer 

migrants live in the host society and the more opportunities to learn about any discrepancies 

that might existing between their home and host cultures, the more likely it is that migrants 
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will feel included in the larger society (on how stereotypes help people connect with others in 

their community see Clark & Kashima, 2007). In a way, time and opportunities are inter-

connected – longer periods of stay in the host society would facilitate more opportunities for 

learning. Furthermore, in Chapter 7 I argued that group size and vitality of their community 

may restrict migrants’ opportunities to learn about the differences between their home and host 

cultures. Practitioners may find these arguments relevant where the urban planning and housing 

policies of cities are concerned. For example, a study conducted in the Netherlands showed 

that there are neighborhood effects on the degree of adaptation of migrants (Gijsberts & 

Dagevos, 2007). In brief, the study argues that migrants in neighborhoods with a high density 

of their ethnic group are less likely to have contact with members of the host society and 

because of this they experience increased difficulties in learning the Dutch language. Whereas 

these ethnically populated neighborhoods may mirror individuals’ preferences, another aspect 

of this reality is that there is a top down approach in restricting the participation of migrants in 

the overall society. For instance, a study in China indicates that governmental policies are 

paramount in creating harmonious communities wherein migrants and locals have equal access 

to finding housing in all sectors of a city (Xu, 2008). Furthermore, there are examples of actors 

on the housing market that are motivated to contribute to a reorganization of housing planning 

in cities with the aim to further facilitate the integration of migrants (GEWOBA, 2016). 

Therefore, while based on mostly theoretical evidence, the suggestion is that policy makers 

take into consideration the role that urban and housing planning has in the integration of 

migrants and their cognitive adaptation.  

8.4. Overall Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research  

  

 In addition to the limitations that are specific to the individual chapters, the present 

dissertation has four overall limitations: the research methodology, population generalizability 
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of study findings, generalizability of the concept of stereotype accommodation, and the 

heterogeneity of stereotypes across individuals and situations. Due to pragmatic reasons, the 

research methodology employed throughout the empirical chapters of the dissertation was 

correlational and as a consequence I was unable to argue about the causality of our findings. 

Although finding a correlation between two study variables would imply association between 

them, there can be hidden factors that may be responsible for the reason why a change in the 

levels of one variable is associated with a change in the levels of the other variable (for a 

detailed discussion of these issues see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Especially in the context of 

this research, a more fitting methodology to test for causality of the studies’ findings would be 

the longitudinal approach. In brief, this approach examines causality of study findings because 

of the temporal aspect. The same individuals repeatedly participate in a study and because of 

this a researcher can examine whether changes in the levels of a specific variable at a later point 

in time is a consequence of the levels of another variable of interest at an earlier point in time 

(see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). In fact, the literature shows a number of examples in which 

this research approach was employed successfully (e.g., Lönnqvist, Jasinskaja-Lahti, & 

Verkasalo, 2011; Lönnqvist et al., 2013a; Roberts et al., 2006). Therefore, I suggest that one 

direction for future research is to employ longitudinal research methodology to test the 

hypothesis of stereotype accommodation. 

 A second overall limitation of the present dissertation is that the participants in the 

empirical sections are samples of convenience, i.e., the data collection considers any available 

individuals from the larger population. While there are advantages in using this sampling 

strategy (e.g., efficiency and homogeneity of participants), the findings of research based on 

these samples are often criticized for a lack of generalizability to the overall population of 

interest (Highhouse & Gillespie, 2009). In brief, the criticism is that by sampling only the 

individuals that are readily available to participate provides a narrow insight into the 
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psychological factors studied. For example, although Chapter 2 of the dissertation uses samples 

of students and non-students in four different regions of a country, the sampling strategy 

included those individuals who were available at the time of research. This could inhibit the 

argumentation that the study participants are representative either of the Romanian population 

in general or of the respective regions in Romania in particular. One needs to be cautious in 

arguing that what we report as a relevant stereotype map in Romania, and its regional variation, 

is a representative finding for Romania. Likewise, the findings of Chapter 3 are also based on 

a convenience sample which suggests that the generalizability of these results to the population 

of Romanian migrants in Europe should be interpreted with caution. One possible solution 

would be employing in future research a representative sampling strategy which takes into 

consideration the demographic characteristics of the population of interest. An example of this 

kind of sampling approach is provided by national population censuses (Institutul Național de 

Statistică, 2011).   

 A third overall limitation is that neither the empirical nor the theoretical sections of the 

dissertation address the cultural mutuality of stereotypes. In brief, mutuality in acculturation 

indicates a process whereby both locals and migrants go through processes of change as a result 

of exposure to each other’s cultures (for a review see Horenczyk, Jasinskaja-Lahti, Sam, & 

Vedder, 2013). In other words, as migrants would learn about the stereotype differences 

between their home and host societies so should locals learn about these differences. One 

possible outcome of this mutuality is that the cultural stereotypes in migrants’ home society go 

through a process of change over time (e.g., Kashima, 2008). The presence of a migrant group 

in the host society should enlarge the social capital based on which the migrants’ culture-

relevant information is shared (Kashima, 2014). In other words, migrant groups with a high 

density in a host society will contribute to modifying the cultural stereotypes in the host society 

more so than those who are less represented. As I argue in Chapter 7, one reason as to why the 
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present dissertation did not address the issue of mutual stereotype accommodation has to do 

with the lengthy time frame that is required for a change in cultural stereotypes to occur. 

Nevertheless, future research applying this consideration may help us gain further valuable 

insights into the dynamic nature of stereotypes and how large societal events like the current 

refugee crisis helps in modifying how people perceive social groups. One possible direction is 

to conduct a large scale longitudinal study in which researchers examine whether and how such 

events are associated with changes in locals’ perceptions of what social groups are relevant in 

their home society and how they are stereotyped. 

 A fourth overall limitation is that the heterogeneity aspect of stereotypes (personal and 

cultural) is insufficiently addressed, i.e., there might be variation in stereotypes across 

individuals, situations, as well as within cultures. I first referred to these drawbacks in Chapter 

7 where I suggested how within-culture variation of cultural stereotypes (also see Chapter 2) 

and different domains of life might impact the process of stereotype accommodation. 

Furthermore, whereas tIMoSA specifies that individual differences might contribute to a 

variation in stereotype accommodation, this possibility was not examined in the empirical 

chapters of the dissertation. For instance, not all members of a culture hold stereotypes that are 

in line with cultural stereotypes in their home countries, e.g., only highly prejudiced individuals 

endorse the racist cultural stereotypes in their home societies (cf., Devine, 1989). As I indicated 

in Chapter 3, future research could acknowledge this limitation in longitudinal study designs. 

In other words, the heterogeneity aspect of stereotypes restricts the generalization of stereotype 

accommodation, as it is presented here, because: a) stereotypes might serve different functions 

for different people (e.g., Clark & Kashima, 2007; Crandall et al., 2011) and b) people might 

express different stereotypes in distinct social situations (e.g., Smith & Semin, 2007). Whereas 

the inclusion of these two (among others) limitations into tIMoSA’s predictions will further 

contribute to the understanding of the process of stereotype accommodation, I believe that such 
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an effort requires hypotheses that are specifically designed for all social groups that are the 

target of stereotypes and for all types of migrant groups that are under scrutiny. For example, 

because stereotypes help people connect with other members of their community (Clark & 

Kashima, 2007), across migrant communities there might be varying social groups that are 

more prevalent than others. In one community, unemployed people may represent a salient 

topic of discussion, and, therefore, the stereotypes about this group would be more salient as 

well. In another community, the social group of business people may represent a salient topic 

of discussion, and, therefore, the stereotypes about this group would prevail. Members of both 

communities will likely experience the process of stereotype accommodation. However, it may 

be in a manner that is specific to their community type. Therefore, I suggest that tIMoSA, and 

the overall hypothesis of stereotype accommodation represent the ground work onto which 

more complex and specific hypotheses can be construed.    

8.5. Final Conclusion 

 

	 The empirical and theoretical sections of the dissertation represent a first attempt to 

describe and identify the associated circumstances of the phenomenon of stereotype 

accommodation as one possible manifestation of cognitive adaptation of migrants. In brief, I 

suggest that stereotype accommodation represents a cognitive process whereby, under the right 

circumstances, migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in their 

host societies into their existing stereotypes. The potential value of this concept is that it 

provides one possible explanation for cases in which differences in cultural stereotypes 

between migrants’ home and host societies is responsible for societal misunderstandings 

between migrants and locals in migrants’ host societies. The findings of this dissertation are 

useful to practitioners as well because they recommend the further development of the 

cognitive dimension in programs of intercultural training by incorporating the wider spectrum 
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of cultural stereotypes as opposed to solely the ethnic-stereotypes. Furthermore, based on 

theoretical argumentations, I recommend that urban planning provides increased opportunities 

for migrants to participate in the local society. Likewise, this project represents an attempt to 

further contribute to increasing awareness among the general population of what the experience 

of migration entails.   

 The empirical sections of the dissertation also contribute to providing evidence about 

stereotypes and the acculturation experience of members of a culture that have been 

insufficiently examined in the literature – Romanian culture. As a result, the dissertation not 

only improves the visibility of research findings from this culture (and its members), but it also 

contributes to expanding the knowledge on human psychology with evidence from a culture 

that is different from the cultures usually under scrutiny. Considering that Romanian culture is 

unique in the European context (e.g., Latin and Communist historical influences), the findings 

of the dissertation are useful to both researchers and practitioners because they provide novel 

insights with regards to how individuals of this culture experience the migration process.  

 Finally, the dissertation reveals the unexpected result that the bi-dimensional structure 

of stereotype content contains substructures. Because also other researchers have recently 

proposed alternatives to the evaluative dimensions of warmth-competence, this finding is 

potentially informative with regard to our understandings of the antecedents and consequences 

of inter-group relations. I propose one future direction toward developing this finding – to 

examine the evolutionary motives that have facilitated the encoding of aspects such as 

friendliness, trustworthiness, conscientiousness, and efficacy into individuals’ evaluative 

structure. Likewise, this finding may prove useful to practitioners as well. The substructure 

could help in developing more focused intervention strategies that cater to specific demands in 

contexts of inter-group relations. 
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Appendix A. Detailed Overview of Studies 1 and 2 Samples, Chapter 2. 

      Study 1    Study 2a   Study 2b 
  Measure   RO DE FR   Ro in DE   Ro in FR 
Mage   20.14 24.22 26.78  33.03  31.98 
SDage   2.26 5.17 6.61  8.96  7.98 
% female   85 65 78  66  69 
% non-students    3 9 14  90  83 
          
n Competence         
 unemployed people  180 201 130  114  41 
 women  174 195 122  118  43 
 homosexual people  170 197 127  112  42 
 politicians  180 202 121  125  45 
 rich people  169 201 121  117  43 
n Warmth         
 unemployed people  180 201 130  111  36 
 women  174 195 122  119  43 
 homosexual people  177 197 128  119  43 
 politicians  180 202 120  125  45 
 rich people  179 201 123  112  40 
Listwise N    154 187 111  83  30 
          
n Interest host  -  -  -   168  54 
n Maintain home  -  -  -   170  53 
n Length of stay  -  -  -   171  54 
Listwise N    -  -  -   168  53 
Total N     188 209 135   171   54 

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation; n = valid pair-wise sample size for each separate 

measure; RO = Romanian locals; DE = German locals; FR = French locals; Ro in DE = 

Romanian migrants in Germany; Ro in FR = Romanian migrants in France; means, SDs, 

female and non-student proportions are calculated based on total N; in Study 1 the measures 

of competence and warmth refer to cultural stereotypes; in Study 2 the measures of 

competence and warmth refer to personal stereotypes.  
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Appendix B. English Version of the Questionnaire for Study 1, Chapter 2. 

What are the different types of people that the Romanian society today classify into groups? 

Please use the following spaces to enumarate between eight (8) and twenty (20) groups. 

 

Group 01.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 02.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 03.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 04.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 05.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 06.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 07.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 08.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 09.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 10.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 11.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 12.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 13.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 14.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 15.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 16.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 17.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 18.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 19.____________________________________________________________________ 

Group 20.____________________________________________________________________  
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 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, elderly people are… 

Likeable 1             2            3            4            5    

Intelligent 1             2            3            4            5    

Warm 1             2            3            4            5    

Skilful 1             2            3            4            5    

Trustworthy 1             2            3            4            5    

Competent 1             2            3            4            5 

Cold 1             2            3            4            5 

Lazy 1             2            3            4            5 

Friendly 1             2            3            4            5 

Capable 1             2            3            4            5 

Good-natured 1             2            3            4            5 

Confident 1             2            3            4            5 

Sincere 1             2            3            4            5 

Efficient 1             2            3            4            5 

Well-intentioned 1             2            3            4            5 

Competitive 1             2            3            4            5 

Honest 1             2            3            4            5    

Independent 1             2            3            4            5    

Amusing 1             2            3            4            5    

Conscientious 1             2            3            4            5    

Sociable 1             2            3            4            5    

Organized 1             2            3            4            5    
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 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, Romanians are… 

Likeable 1             2            3            4            5    

Intelligent 1             2            3            4            5    

Warm 1             2            3            4            5    

Skilful 1             2            3            4            5    

Trustworthy 1             2            3            4            5    

Competent 1             2            3            4            5 

Cold 1             2            3            4            5 

Lazy 1             2            3            4            5 

Friendly 1             2            3            4            5 

Capable 1             2            3            4            5 

Good-natured 1             2            3            4            5 

Confident 1             2            3            4            5 

Sincere 1             2            3            4            5 

Efficient 1             2            3            4            5 

Well-intentioned 1             2            3            4            5 

Competitive 1             2            3            4            5 

Honest 1             2            3            4            5    

Independent 1             2            3            4            5    

Amusing 1             2            3            4            5    

Conscientious 1             2            3            4            5    

Sociable 1             2            3            4            5    

Organized 1             2            3            4            5    
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 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Generally speaking, to Romanians it is important the…  

Warmth of people 1                  2                   3                     4                  5                   6 

Competence of people 1                  2                   3                     4                  5                   6 

Please order these attributes according to their importance to Romanians in general. 

The upper rank denotes a higher importance. 

Warmth Rank 

 __________________________________ 

Competence Rank 

 __________________________________ 

 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Somewhat 
disagree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Generally speaking, to Germans it is important the…  

Warmth of people 1                  2                   3                     4                  5                   6 

Competence of people 1                  2                   3                     4                  5                   6 

Please order these attributes according to their importance to Germans in general. 

The upper rank denotes a higher importance. 

Warmth Rank 

 __________________________________ 

Competence Rank 

 __________________________________ 
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The following statements refer to Romania as a whole. Using the following scale, please 
indicate if you agree or disagree with the next statements. 

Please keep in mind that some of these statements refer to „social norms”, that are usually 
implied and that represent behavioral standards. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Totally 
disagree 

Moderately 
disagree 

Somehow 
disagree 

Somehow 
agree 

Moderately 
agree 

Totally 
agree 

 

1. There are a lot of social norms that people have to follow in this 
country. 

1    2    3     4     5     6 

2. In this country there are very clear rules of conduct that people 
have to follow in most situations. 

1    2    3     4     5     6 

3. In this country people agree with what are appropriate and 
inappropriate conducts in most situations. 

1    2    3     4     5     6 

4. In this country  people have a high degree of freedom in deciding 
how to behave in most situations. 

1    2    3     4     5     6 

5. In this country if someone behaves in an inappropriate way, the 
others will not accept this. 

1    2    3     4     5     6 

6. People in this country behave in almost all circumstances 
according to the social norms.  

1    2    3     4     5     6 

 
Occupation:   c Student 
    c Employed 
    c Student and employed 
    c Unemployed 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
Education:   c Vocational school 
    c High-school 
    c Bachelor studies 
    c Master studies 

c Doctoral studies 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
City of residence:   c Bucharest 
    c Iași 
    c Timișoara 
    c Tîrgu-Mureș 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
 

Age:     ______ years old 
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Gender:   c female c male 

 

To participate in the raffle for the 20 Euro, please write down your current e-mail address. 
Should you be one of the winners of the prize, we will use this address to contact you. 

 

E-mail:   ______________________________________________ 

 

We would now like to ask for your help to further expand the reach of our study. We would 
like to ask you to recommend up to two non-students who we can invite to participate in the 
study.  

Non-students = Those who at the time of the study are not registered at a university in Romania or abroad 
and who are at least 35 years old. 

 

Name Person 1:_________________________________________________ 

E-mail Person 1:________________________________________________ 

Name Person 2:_________________________________________________ 

E-mail Person 2:________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C. English Version of the Questionnaire for Study 2, Chapter 2. 
  

Age:     ______ years old 

 

Gender:   c female c male 

 
Occupation:   c Student 
    c Employed 
    c Student and employed 
    c Unemployed 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
Education:   c Vocational school 
    c High-school 
    c Bachelor studies 
    c Master studies 

c Doctoral studies 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
Country of residence:  c Romania 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
City of residence:   c Bucharest 
    c Iași 
    c Timișoara 
    c Tîrgu-Mureș 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
 

 

Now will follow a series of questions which may appear identical. We would like to ask 
you to read carefully each question because each looks at different opinions that you might 
have. Please give your spontaneous answers.  
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, students are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, politicians are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, Roma people are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, ethnic minorities are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, members of the family are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, workers are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, elderly people are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, the Maghiari are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, rich people are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, poor people are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, delinquents are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, unemployed people are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, religious minorities are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, pensioners are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, rockers are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, maneliști are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, people with HIV/AIDS are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, people with disabilities are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, drug addicts are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, homosexual people are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, men are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, Bessarabians are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s Romanian society, women are… 
Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

 

For all the following categories, please specify whether you were aware of their existence 
prior to filling in this questionnaire. 

Yes, I was aware                  No, I was not aware 

Students 1																																																								2																	

Politicians  1																																																								2	

Roma people 1																																																								2	

Ethnic minorities 1																																																								2	

Family members 1																																																								2	

Workers 1																																																								2	

Elderly people 1																																																								2	

Maghiari 1																																																								2	

Rich people 1																																																								2	

Poor people 1																																																								2	

Delinquents 1																																																								2	
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Unemployed people 1																																																								2	

Religious minorities 1																																																								2	

Pensioners 1																																																								2	

Rockers 1																																																								2	

Maneliști 1																																																								2	

People with HIV/AIDS 1																																																								2	

People with disabilities 1																																																								2	

Drug addicts 1																																																								2	

Homosexual people 1																																																								2	

Men 1																																																								2	

Women 1																																																								2	

Bessarabians 1																																																								2	

	

	

To participate in the raffle for the 30 Euro, please write down your current e-mail address. 
Should you be one of the winners of the prize, we will use this address to contact you. 

 

E-mail:   ______________________________________________ 
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Appendix D. English Version of the Questionnaire for Study 1, Chapter 3. 
	

Dear participant,                                                                            	 
 
Welcome to this study.  
 
I am Adrian Stanciu, a doctoral student at Bremen International Graduate School of Social 
Sciences (BIGSSS), Bremen, Germany. 
 
This study is part of my doctoral thesis. With it I aim to explore Europeans’ perceptions of 
distinct social groups. The study will be conducted simultaneously in England, Germany, the 
Netherlands, France, Spain, Italy and Portugal.  
 
It will take approximately 10 minutes to finish the study. Throughout the study you will be 
asked about your agreement with various statements. 
 
This study is considered an "easy study", where there are no right or wrong answers. You are 
asked to give your own and spontaneous opinion about the statements.  
 
This study is confidential and anonymous.  
 
At the end of it, you will have the possibility to win one of the 7 participant prizes that is 
worth 10 euros each (or the equivalent in Pounds). This is optional. Only those participants 
who agree to leave us their e-mail address will be eligible for the draw.  
 
I thank you for your interest and for your help. 
 
Success, 
Adrian 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, unemployed people are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, to what degree the following 
emotions apply to unemployed people? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and unemployed 
people (Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, women are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, to what degree the following 
emotions apply to women? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and women 
(Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, homosexual people are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, to what degree the following 
emotions apply to homosexual people? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and homosexual 
people (Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, politicians are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, to what degree the following 
emotions apply to politicians? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and politicians 
(Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 



LIST OF APPENDICES  263 

	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, rich people are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

As viewed by today’s German[French;Romanian] society, to what degree the following 
emotions apply to rich people? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and  
rich people (Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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Gender:   c female c male 

 

Age:     ______ years old 

 

How many years of education have you already completed? 

    _____________________years 

 

Occupation:   c Student 
    c Employed 
    c Student and employed 
    c Unemployed 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
Nationality:    c German[French;Romanian] 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
 

In which city do you live now: ___________________________________ 

 

Do you wish to participate in the draw for one of the 10 euro prizes? 

    c Yes, and this is my email address: _____________ 

 c No, thank you 

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	



LIST OF APPENDICES  265 

Appendix E. English Version of the Questionnaire for Study 2, Chapter 3. 
	

Dear participant,  
 
Thank you for your decision to participate in this study. 
 
To answer our study questions, please circle the digit that best describes your opinions. 
 
This study is considered an ‘easy study’ and there are not ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answers. We are 
interested in your spontaneous answers. 
 
At the end of the study you will have the opportunity to register for a raffle for a prize worth 
of 30 euros each. This is optional. However, only those participants who agree to provide us 
their current e-mail address will be automatically included in the raffle. 
 
 
With greetings, 
Adrian Stanciu 
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Age:     ______ years old 

 

Gender:   c female c male 

 
Education:   c Vocational school 
    c High-school 
    c Bachelor studies 
    c Master studies 

c Doctoral studies 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
Occupation:   c Student 
    c Employed 
    c Student and employed 
    c Unemployed 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
Religious denomination: c Orthodox 
    c Catholic 
    c Protestant 
    c Muslim 
    c No religion 
    c Other, namely ______________________ 
 
In which city in Germany[France] do you currently live? _______________________                                             

 

Since when do you live in Germany[France]? 

                                               __________ years and ________ months. 

In which city in Romania did you leave prior to moving to Germany[France]? 

_________________________________________________________ 
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Please use the following scale and select the response that best represents you. To what extent 
do you agree with the following statements relative to your current stay in Germany[France]? 	

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Undecided Slightly 
agree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

       

1. I like German[French]food.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I like food from Romanian. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I like to speak German[French] language. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I like to speak Romanian language. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I like to have German[French] friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I like to have Romanian friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. I like to have good relationships with German[French] 
students/colleagues. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I like to have good relationships with Romanian 
students/colleagues. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I like to spend my free time as Germans[French] do.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. I like to spend my free time as Romanians do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. I like to wear the same type of clothes as Germans[French]. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12. I like to wear the same type of clothes as Romanians. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
13. I like German[French] politics. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
14. I like Romanian politics. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
15. I like to receive news about what is happening in 
Germany[France]. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. I like to receive news about what is happening in Romania. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
17. I like to have close German[French] friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. I like to have close Romanian friends. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
19. I like to listen to German[French] music. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
20. I like to listen to Romanian music. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Think about living in Germany[France]. In the last 2 weeks, how often have you felt… 
	

Never Rarely 
(in less 

than 10% 
of the 

chances I 
could have) 

Occasionally 
(in about 30% 
of the chances 
when I could 

have) 

Sometimes 
(in about 

50% of the 
chances 
when I 

could have) 

Frequently 
(in about 

70% of the 
chances 
when I 

could have) 

Usually 
(in about 

90% of the 
chances I 

could have) 

Always 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
	

1. Excited about being in Germany[France].                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Out of place, like you don’t fit into Germany[France] 
(Reverse). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Sad to be away from Romania (Reverse). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Nervous about how to behave in certain situation (Reverse). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Lonely without your Romanian family and friends around you 
(Reverse). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Homesick when you think of Romania (Reverse). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7. Frustrated by difficulties adapting to Germany[France] 
(Reverse). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Happy with your day-to-day life in Germany[France]. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Think about living in Germany[France]. How easy or difficult is it for you to adapt to… 
 
 

Very 
difficult 

Difficult Rather 
difficult 

Somewhat 
difficult, 

Somewhat 
easy 

Rather 
easy 

Easy Very easy 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
1. Climate (temperature, rainfall, humidity)                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. Natural environment (plants and animals, pollution, scenery) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Social environment (size of the community, pace of life, noise) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. Living (hygiene, sleeping practices, how safe you feel) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. Practicalities (getting around, using public transport, shopping)      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. Food and eating (what food is eaten, how food is eaten, time of 
meals) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Family life (how close family members are, how much time 
family spend together) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. Social norms (how to behave in public, style of clothes, what 
people think is funny) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Values and beliefs (what people think about religion and 
politics, what people think is right or wrong) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. People (how friendly people are, how stressed or relaxed 
people are, attitudes toward foreigners) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Friends (making friends, amount of social interaction, what 
people do to have fun and relax) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Language (learning the language, understanding people, 
making yourself understood) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Estimate on a seven-point scale how similar or different Germany[France] and Romania are on 
a number of characteristics. 
 
 

Very 
different 

Different Rather  
different 

Somewhat 
different, 
Somewhat 

similar 

Rather 
similar 

Similar Very 
similar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

 
1. How similar or different do you find the relation to 
family in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. How similar or different do you find the social 
contacts in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. How similar or different do you find the celebration in 
Germany[France] and Romania?                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. How similar or different do you find the food in 
Germany[France] and Romania?                     

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. How similar or different do you find the way to spend  
free time in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. How similar or different do you find the clothes in 
Germany[France] and Romania?                                                                   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. How similar or different do you find the public 
manners in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                    

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. How similar or different do you find the education in 
[insert country] and Romania?                                                         

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. How similar or different do you find the amount of 
criminality in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. How similar or different do you find the mentality in 
Germany[France] and Romania?                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. How similar or different do you find the freedom in 
Germany[France] and Romania?                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. How similar or different do you find the way people 
talk to each other in Germany[France] and Romania?           

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. How similar or different do you find the 
discrimination in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                          

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. How similar or different do you find the health 
services in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. How similar or different do you find the male-female 
differences in Germany[France] and Romania?                                                    

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please use the following scale and select the response that best represents you. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Undecided Slightly 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

   

1. People from Romania work well together as 
a group. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. In the place where I live, there are Romanian 
shops where specific Romanian products are 
sold. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. In the place where I live, there are 
Romanian restaurants. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. In the place where I live, there is a club for 
people from Romania. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Within the Romanian community 
information circulates rapidly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. People of Romanian community have 
institutions to take care of affairs of the 
community. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. People of Romanian community have 
information services providing all types of 
information about the community. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. It is easy for Romanian people to find the 
information s/he needs about Romania. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. Associations of Romanian people have 
played an important role in facilitating their 
lives in Germany[France]. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. Associations of Romanian people have 
helped enrich their lives in Germany[France]. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. The Romanian community in 
Germany[France] is disorganised. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I think that Romanian people do not want 
to have institutions to represent them in the 
Germany[France]. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I think that Romanian people do not feel 
any need for collective activities in 
Germany[France]. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. In the place where I live there is a doctor 
from Romania to whom community members 
go for medical care. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. In the place where I live there is a social 
worker from Romania to whom members of 
the community go for assistance. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please use the following scale and select the response that best represents you. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Slightly 
disagree 

Undecided Slightly 
Agree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
  

1. I learned valuable information from Romanian 
people about German[French] society. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Romanian people are keen on having young 
members of its community play a good 
representative role in German[French] society. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. The Romanian community shows its members 
the opportunities they have in German[French] 
society. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. The Romanian community warns its members 
against the dangers of German[French]society. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. The Romanian community is ignorant about 
what is happening in German[French] society. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. The Romanian community does not know what 
is good and what is bad in German[French] society. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. The Romanian community is very critical about 
the German[French] way of life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

In your opinion, unemployed people are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

In your opinion, to what degree the following emotions apply to unemployed people? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and unemployed 
people (Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

In your opinion, women are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

In your opinion, to what degree the following emotions apply to women? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and women 
(Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

In your opinion, homosexual people are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

In your opinion, to what degree the following emotions apply to homosexual people? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and homosexual 
people (Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

In your opinion, politicians are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly  

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

In your opinion, to what degree the following emotions apply to politicians? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and politicians 
(Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly 
disagree  

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
agree 

In your opinion, rich people are… 

Conscientious 1													2												3												4												5				

Organized 1													2												3												4												5	

Diligent 1													2												3												4												5	

Competent 1													2												3												4												5	

Efficient 1													2												3												4												5	

Independent 1													2												3												4												5	

Likeable 1													2												3												4												5	

Warm 1													2												3												4												5	

Amusing 1													2												3												4												5	

Good-natured 1													2												3												4												5	

Well-intended 1													2												3												4												5	

Honest 1													2												3												4												5	

	 Very 
slightly 

A little Moderately Quite 
a bit 

Extremely 

In your opinion, to what degree the following emotions apply to rich people? 

Disgust 1													2												3												4												5				

Sympathy 1													2												3												4												5	

Envy 1													2												3												4												5	

Admiration 1													2												3												4												5	

How do you evaluate the similarities and differences between yourself (E) and rich people 
(Gr)? Select the graphical representation that best describe these  

similarities and differences. 
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	 Strongly	
disagree	

Strongly	agree	

Below are five statements that you may agree or disagree with. Using the 1 - 7 scale 
below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number on 
the line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 

In most ways my life is close to my ideal. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

The conditions of my life are excellent. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

I am satisfied with my life. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7 
So far I have gotten the important things I want in 
life. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

If I could live my life over, I would change almost 
nothing. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7 

	 Strongly	
disbelieve	

Strongly	
believe	

Below are some statements that you may believe or disbelieve. Using the 1 - 5 scale 
below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number on 
the line preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 

1. Opportunities for people to get wealthy promote 
dishonesty 

1 2 3 4 5 

2. Kind-hearted people usually suffer losses 1 2 3 4 5 
3. People who become rich and successful 
forget the people who helped them along the 
way 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. People create hurdles to prevent others from 
succeeding 

1 2 3 4 5 

5. People dislike others who succeed in life 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Kind-hearted people are easily bullied 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Powerful people tend to exploit others 1 2 3 4 5 
8. The only way to get ahead is to take advantage 
of others 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Endurance and determination are key to 
achieving goals 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. Difficult problems can be overcome by hard 
work and persistence 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. Hard working people will achieve more in the 
end 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Success requires strong will power 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Hard-working people are well rewarded 1 2 3 4 5 
14. One will succeed if he/she really tries 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Adversity can be overcome by effort 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Building the way step by step leads to success 1 2 3 4 5 
17. People may have opposite behaviours on 
different occasions 

1 2 3 4 5 
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18. A person’s behavior is influenced by many 
factors 

1 2 3 4 5 

19. One has to deal with matters according to the 
specific circumstances 

1 2 3 4 5 

20. People with different opinions can all be correct 1 2 3 4 5 
21. A bad situation can suddenly change for the 
better 

1 2 3 4 5 

22. There is usually more than one good way to 
handle a situation 

1 2 3 4 5 

23. Many issues appear far more complicated than 
they really are 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. People can suddenly lose everything they have 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Fate determines one’s successes and failures 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Fate determines a person’s success in life 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Matters of life and death are determined by fate 1 2 3 4 5 
28. The people whom a person will love in his or 
her life are determined by fate 

1 2 3 4 5 

29. Luck can be enhanced by certain tactics 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Individual characteristics, such as appearance 
and birthday, can reveal one’s fate 

1 2 3 4 5 

31. There are ways for people to find out about 
their fate 

1 2 3 4 5 

32. There are certain ways for people to improve 
their destiny 

1 2 3 4 5 

33. Belief in a religion helps one understand the 
meaning of life 

1 2 3 4 5 

34. Religion helps people make good choices for 
their lives 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. Religious faith contributes to good mental 
health 

1 2 3 4 5 

36. Religion slows down human progress (Revers) 1 2 3 4 5 
37. There is a supreme being controlling the 
universe 

1 2 3 4 5 

38. Religion makes people healthier 1 2 3 4 5 
39. Religion makes people happier 1 2 3 4 5 
40. Belief in a religion makes people good citizens 1 2 3 4 5 
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	 Not	at	all	
like	me	

Very	much	like	
me	

Below are some information with regards to some people. Please specify to what degree this 
person is like your or not. 

A Thinking up new ideas and being creative is 
important to him. He likes to do things in his own 
original way. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

B It is important to him to be rich. He wants to have 
a lot of money and expensive things. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

C He thinks it is important that every person in the 
world should be treated equally. He believes 
everyone should have equal opportunities in life. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

D It's important to him to show his abilities. He 
wants people to admire what he does. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

E It is important to him to live in secure5 
surroundings. He avoids anything that might 
endanger his safety. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

F He likes surprises and is always looking for new 
things to do. He thinks it is important to do lots of 
different things in life. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

G He believes that people should do what they're 
told. He thinks people should follow rules at all 
times, even when no-one is watching. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

H It is important to him to listen to people who are 
different from him. Even when he disagrees with 
them, he still wants to understand them. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

I It is important to him to be humble and modest. He 
tries not to draw attention to himself. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

J Having a good time is important to him. He likes to 
“spoil” himself. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

K It is important to him to make his own decisions 
about what he does. He likes to be free and not 
depend on others. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

L It's very important to him to help the people 
around him. He wants to care for their well-being. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

M Being very successful is important to him. He 
hopes people will recognise his achievements. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

N It is important to him that the government ensures 
his safety against all threats. He wants the state to be 
strong so it can defend its citizens. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

O He looks for adventures and likes to take risks. He 
wants to have an exciting14 life. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 
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P It is important to him always to behave properly. 
He wants to avoid doing anything people would say 
is wrong. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

Q It is important to him to get respect from others. 
He wants people to do what he says. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

R It is important to him to be loyal to his friends. He 
wants to devote himself to people close to him. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

S He strongly believes that people should care for 
nature. Looking after the environment is important to 
him. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

T Tradition is important to him. He tries to follow 
the customs handed down by his religion or his 
family. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

U He seeks every chance he can to have fun. It is 
important to him to do things that give him pleasure. 

1     2     3     4     5     6 

	

	
Now	you	have	the	possibility	to	register	in	the	raffle	for	one	of	the	7	prizes	of	30	euros	
(in	RON).		

	
In	order	to	register	to	this	raffle,	we	would	like	to	ask	you	that	you	write	down	your	
current	e-mail	address.	We	will	use	it	to	contact	you	in	case	you	are	one	of	the	winners.	

Participation	in	this	raffle	is	voluntary.	Should	you	not	be	interested	to	participate,	thus	
you	do	not	agree	with	you	e-mail	being	saved,	then	we	cannot	contact	you	again	in	the	
future.	
	

Please	specify	if	you	want	to	participate	in	the	raffle	for	one	of	the	7	prizes	of	30	euros.	

	 c	Yes							 c		No	

	

In	the	future	I	intend	to	conduct	a	follow-up	study	to	examine	the	dynamics	of	living	
abroad.	

Please	specify	if	you	agree	to	be	contacted	again	in	the	future	for	this	purpose.	

	 c	Yes							 c	No	

	

Please	write	down	your	current	e-mail	address.	

	 __________________________________________________________	
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List of Key Concepts 

 

Concept Definition 

Acculturation process 

A process where in addition to their home culture, migrants have firsthand contact with their host culture and 
because of this they go through a period of change in all aspects of life that includes, but is not limited to, 
language, food, societal norms, etc. 

Adaptation The outcome of a process of change. 

Auto-stereotypes Stereotypes that individuals have with regard to their own ethnic groups (national or cultural). 

Content of stereotypes The way a social group is described along the dimensions of warmth and competence. 

Cultural stereotypes Beliefs that are common knowledge to all members of a society/culture. 

Ethnic-stereotypes Stereotypes based on ethnicity. 

Hetero-stereotypes Stereotypes that individuals have with regard to another ethnic (national or cultural group). 

Locals Individuals who live in their countries of birth.  

Migrants 
Individuals who re-locate from their country of birth to another country either because of personal preferences or 
because of socio-economic threats. 

Personal stereotypes Subjective beliefs that individuals have with regard to other individuals or social groups.  

 



	

	

	

Concept Definition 

Prerequisite of cultural 
relevance 

An assumption that states that stereotype accommodation occurs only on stereotypes about social groups that 
migrants already know about prior to migration.  

Prerequisite of culture 
differences 

An assumption that states that stereotype accommodation occurs only on stereotypes about social groups for 
which the cultural stereotypes in migrants' host societies are different than in their home societies.  

Psychological adaptation The way migrants cope at the affective level with life in the host culture; e.g. level of depressive symptoms 

Sociocultural adaptation 
The way migrants adopt the behavioral skills that are required to navigate in the daily life routines of their host 
society; includes aspects such as language a bureaucratic fluency. 

Stereotype 
accommodation 

A process whereby migrants incorporate the stereotype-relevant information that they learn in their host societies 
into their existing stereotypes. 

Stereotype acquisition 
A process whereby individuals learn about a social group that is relevant in their host culture and the associated 
cultural stereotypes; it resembles the process of stereotype development that occurs during early childhood. 

Stereotypes Beliefs about the characteristics, attributes and behaviors of members of social groups. 
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