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Archie Bunker's Bigotry:
A Study in Selective Perception and Exposure
by Neil Vidmar and Milton Rokeach

A U.5.-Canadian study finds that All in the Family may
reinforce rather than reduce racial and ethnic prejudice

The enormously popular CB$ television show 41l in the Family centers
around Archie Bunker, a conservative, superpatriotic working-class Ameri-
can who browbeats his kind but “dingbat” wife Edith and whao is especially
adept in the employment of cthnic slurs. His main antagonists arc his
daughter Gloria and, especially, his son-in-law Mike. Mike and Gloria live
with the Bunkers while Mike is finishing college, and the basic theme of the
show is the conflict between “lovable bigot” Archie 2nd liberal-minded
Mike. Archic rails at Mike for his long hair, Polish ancestry, prolenged state
of unemployment, and liberal (if not “Commie”) position on sundry issues
of the day. .

All in the Family, first aired in January 197], broke rather drastically
with the U.S. television traditions of skirting racial and ethnic issucs; it also
broke all TV viewing records. Writing nine months later in the New York
Times, novelist Laura Z. Hobson charged that portraying Archie as a lov-
able bigot actually condones and even encourages bigotry. (5) All in the
Family producer Norman Lear countered by agreeing with the New York
Times television critic John J. O'Conner, who had lauded the show on the
ground that humor can be a remarkably effective weapon against prejudice.
Moreover, Lear said, Mike provides an effective rebuttal to Archie because
Mike is "always the one who is making sense" while Archie is always seen
by the television audience as the one whose logic is at best a kind of “con-
voluted logic”; since the program brings bigotry “out in the open anch has
people tatking about it,” children “will ask questions about the bigotry . . .
and parents will have to answer.” (8)

Lear's line of argument thus appears to be twolold: (a) mixing humor
with bigotry releases tension, and this catharsis reduces prejudice; (b) pok-
ing fun at bigotry and bringing it out in the open gives the viewer insight
into his own prejudices, thus helping to reduce them even further. The
former argument is, of course, similar to the contention that the portrayal
of vialence on TV is cathartic and thus reduces aggressive behavior. (6, 11).
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Following the Hobson-Lear exchange, others have entered the fray with -

sharply contrasting opinions. (12, 17) Sanders, for example, charged that the
show appeals to racism and may be teaching impressionable children racial
slurs, as evidenced by the fact that fan mail applauds Archie for his preju-
dice, {14) In sharp contrast, critic Arnold Hano contended that “hity million
Americans are being told, week after week, that it does you no good to be
a bigot” and that criticism of the program comes from the “ethnic profes-
sionals” and the "'so-called intellectual leaders of the commanity."” (3) Actor
Carroll O'Connor, who portrays Archie, asserted in a Playbay interview that
“a lot of people write that we're making them understand their own feelings
and their own prejudices.” (13) And the Los Angeles chapter of the NAACP,
in apparent agreement with the views expressed by Lear, Hano, and 0'Con-
nor, presented its 1972 Image Award to AUl in the Family [or its contribution
to race relations.

For whatever reason, social scientists have thus far not brought their
theories and methods to bear on the controversy about the beneficial or
harmful effects of AN in the Family. To date the arguments and counter-
arguments that have been made about the show have come from persons in
the realms of literature and entertainment rather than in social science.
The only exception is, an opinion survey conceived and financed by the
CBS organization itself, which was conducted during the early weeks fallow-
ing the program’s debut. (7) In that study a sample of viewers were inter-
viewed by telephone aboul their reactions to the program. The results
showed that the majority of respondents, including minerity group mem-
bers, enjoyed the program and reported that they were not -offended by it.
Although CBS was careful to point out that conclusions about attitude
change could not be drawn from a single or “oneshot” survey, the report
nonetheless implied that most viewers perceived 41 in the Family's satirical
intent—and thercfore that its impact would, if anything, be to reduce
prejudice.

! Some viewers apploud Archie for his racist viewpoint,
{ while others applaud the show for making fun of bigotry

There is, however, an allernative hypothesis which might explain why
the program was enjoyed by the great majority of viewers. Perhaps preju-
diced and unprejudiced persons ascribe different meanings to the intent
and outcomes of All in the Family episodes: nonprejudiced viewers and
minority group viewers may perceive and enjoy the show as satire, whereas
prejudiced viewers may perceive znd enjoy the show as episodes “telling it
like it is"* Such an hypothesis seems to be supported by the fact that some
viewers write letters (to newspaper editors, to CBS officials, and to people
associated with the program) which applaud Archie for his racist viewpoint,
while others applaud the show for effectively making fun of bigotry. (12)

Qur purpose was to provide an empirical basis for determining the rela-
tive merits of the opposing contentions about the positive or negative effects

i
i
i



il of Communication, Winter 1974

of All in the Family. The study addressed itseld to two hypotheses, which
can be identified as the selective perception hypothesis and the selective
exposure hypothesis.

The selective perception hypothesis would suggest that viewers differing
in degree of prejudice or racism would have different reasons for finding
All in the Family entertaining, would identify with different characters, and
would interpret the outcomes of the weekly episodes differently. A number
of studies (1, 4, 9} have shown that a person’s attitudes and values will affect
that person's perception or interpretation of social stimuli. Cooper and
jahoda, for example, presented subjects with cartoons that made fun of a
prejudiced character named Mr. Biggott. They found that whereas non-
prejudiced persons perceived and appreciated the humor in the cartoons,
prejudiced subjects distorted their meaning to avoid ridiculing or deprecat-
ing Mr. Biggott. {}) Sclective perception can similarly come into play with
Allin the Family. To the unprejudiced viewer Archic may be seen as a dumb,
bigoted “hard-hat,” while to a prejudiced person Archie’s chief ideological
adversary, son-in-law Mike, may be seen as a long-haired, lazy “meathead
Polack” who spouts liberal slogans. More succinctly, the selective perception
hypothesis would lead us to expect that low prejudiced viewers would be
more likely to perceive and enjoy All in the Family as a satire on bigotry,
while high prejudiced viewers would be more likely to perceive and enjoy
All in the Family for “telling it like it is.”" Thus, it can be predicted that
high and ow prejudiced viewers would enjoy the program to an approxi-
mately equal extent but [or different reasoms: high prejudiced persons
would be more likely to enjoy it because they admire Archie, because they
see Archie as making betler sense than Mike, and because they see Archie
as winning in the end. In addition, high prejudiced persons should be Tess
offended by Archie's cthnic slurs and be less likely to see Archic as the
person who is being ridiculed.

The selective exposure hypothesis leads us to yet another prediction: low
prejudiced and high prejudiced persons will not necessarily watch 4l in the
Family to the szme extent. A substantial body of literature has indicated
that, at least in natural field settings, there is a tendency for persons 10
expose themsetves to social stimuli and situations which are congruent with
their prior attitudinal dispositions. (2, 10} The CBS survey report, working
on the assumption that 41l in the Family is widely viewed as satire, has spec-
ulated that it would be low prejudiced persons who would expose themselves
to the program more frequently than high prejudiced persons. {7)
Thus, Klapper stated that

people who view this program presumably feel differently about the
topics involved than those who do net. . . . I would venture to guess,
for example, that voluniary viewers would be likely to be somewhat
more involved in other anti-prejudice activities, even if only in their
other media choices. (1, p. 19)

But what if most Al in the Family viewers do not see it as satire and in fact
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identify- with Archie? In such an event the selective exposure hypothesis

would predict that high prejudiced rather than low prejudiced persons
would be the more likely to watch the program, because the main character

has personal qualities and attitudes which appeal to their own self-image

and world outlook.

It is not possible to say in advance which of these competing selective ex-
posure hypotheses is the more tenable, because we cannot say in advance how
many viewers will and will not perceive All in the Family as satire. But they
can be put to an empirical test. Working on the assumption that most view-
ers will indeed perceive the program as satire, we could predict that Al in
the Family viewers will more likely be persons low in prejudice, identify
with Mike over Archie, and disapprove of Archie's use of ethnic and racial
slurs, Conversely, werking on the assumption that the selective perception
hypothesis is correct and therefore that many viewers see Archie as “telling
it like it is,” we could predict that [requent viewers will mare likely be per-
sons high in prejudice, identify with Archie over Mike, and approve (or at
least condone) Archie's use of ethnic and racial slurs.

Two groups of respondents were employed—American adolescents and
Canadian adults from an area where the program is seen weekly. Both
groups were asked about their reactions to AN in the Family and were, in
addition, presented with attitnde questions designed to measure their eth-
nocentrism or prejudice.t

The US. adolescent sample consisted of 237 students, ranging in age
from 14 10 18 years. They attended a senior community high school in a
small town in the midwestern United States. Volunteers were solicited dur-
ing stlidy hours, and virtually all of those solicited agreed to participate.
Two-thirds of this group were male, and all were white. The survey wa
administered as an anonymous written questionnaire. :

The initial Canadian sample consisted of 168 adults who were randomly
selected from voting lists in London, Ontario. Seventy-seven percent of
this sample, 130, agreed to be interviewed; 65 percent were female and 35
percent were male. Half of these respondents were contacted through face-
to-face interviews and the other half by telephone. Statistical analyses of
differences between the telephone and face-to-face groups showed ne dif-
ferences regarding refusal rate, basic attitudes toward Al in the Family,
or amount of prejudice. Accordingly, we ignored this variable in all further
analyses of the Canadian sample.

The survey was basically the same for both the U.S. and Canadian
samples, although the ethnocentrism questions were tailored for each cul-
ture. Eleven items designed to elicit reactions to Al in the Family are

1 This research was supported, in part, by a Faculty of Social Science Graat, Uni-
versity of Western Onario, and a Canada Council Grant to the first author and by a
National Science Foundation Grant to the second author, We are indebled to students
in the first author’s Current Social Problems course (Summer, 1972) for helping 10 collect
the Canzdian data and to Mr. Emil Borgini, Principal of Gillespic Community Unit High
Sehool, Gillespic, Nlinois, for generousty allowing us access to the U5, adolescents.
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Tabie 1: Percent responses to All In the Family item alternatives

How often do you watch “All in the Family"'?
every weak
almost every week
only occasionally
almost never
never
Is there any reason you don't watch it more often?
It Is offensive
Which of the followlng statements best describes
your feellngs about the program?
very enyoyable
enjoyable
not enjoyable
very unenjoyable
How funny Is the show?
extremely funny
very funny
somewhat funny
anly mildly funny
naot funny
Which of the twe main characters (Archle or
Mike) do you like or admire more?
admire Archie
Archie and Mlke often disagres with one another
about various issues. In your opinion which of
these two men usually makes better sense?
Archie makes better sense
Generally speaking, at the end of program does
Archie win or lose?
Archie wins

. Which of the main characters In the show Is most

often made fun of?
Archle
Mike
Edith
Giloria
Lionel

. Archie often refers to members of various minority

groups as “coloreds, coons, Chinks,” eic. Do you
see anythlng wrong In using these names for
minority groups?

nothing wrong

WiOng

very wrong :
In 20 years will your atlitudes and values be most
similar to Archie (or to one of the other main
characters)?

similar to Archie
Has watching the show made you aware that you
had prejudices you didn't know about?

Yes

u.S.
adolescents
(N =237

13%
5
32
14

&

lax,

539
34

3

5

2%
39
24

7

6

62%

13%

2%

1%
46
3

%
33
2

3%

Canadlan
adults
(N = 133)

2%
29
36
10

1

56%

u%

32%
10
58

43%
33
24

20%

i
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shown in Table 1. A few additional questions, including.a question :about
frequency of television viewing in general, were also asked. . -

The measure of ethnotentrism or prejudice for the US. adolescents
consisted of six questions, each of which had two alternative responses:
{1) Do you think white students and Negro students should go to the
same schools or to separate schools? (2) In your opinion, which is more to
blzame if a person is poar: lack of effort on his own part, or circumstances
beyond his control? (3) Do you think Negroes are as imelligent as white
people—ihat is, can they learn things as well if they are given the same
education and training? (4) Do you feel there should be strong laws against
homosexuals, or do you feel that if two adults want to be homaosexuals
that is their own business? (§) Which factor do you believe most accounts
for the fzilure of minority groups like Negroes, Indians, ‘and Spanish
Americans to achieve equality with white people, restrictions imposed by
white society, or lack of initiative and hard work? (6) Which of the follow-
ing statements best describes your feeling toward hippies: they should be
forced to get a bath, a haircut, and a job; or they should be allowed to
live their lives as they choose? For the Canadian group questions’ 1 and 5
were replaced with more culturally relevant items, as follows: (I) In your
opinion do you think Canadian Indians are so unreliable that they can
never be trusted 1o take care of themselves, or that they are perfectly capable
of managing their own affairs? (5) In your epinion, do you think the French
Candians in Quebec should forget about their French culture and learn
English, or that they have a right to a French culture, induding speaking
the French language? The responses to the six items in each sample were
summed to form a single index, and a median split was used to categorize
respondents as hlgh or low in prejudice or ethnocentrism.

‘Table 1 shows the percentage of persons in each samplc who responded
to the various item alicrnatives designed to elicit reactions to All in the
Family. The two samples were on the whole quite similar in their responses.
Almbst everyone had seen the program; most of them enjoyed it (Item 3)
and :found it funny (Item 4), and only a small percentage found it offensive
{Item 2). Table 1 also shows that over 60 percent of the television viewers
in both samples liked or admired Archie more than Mike (Item 5) and that
40 percent or more thought it was Archie who usually won at the end of
the program (Item 7). A rather small percentage, between 11 and 18 per-
cent, thought Archie made better sense than Mike (Item 6).

Which one of the main characters in the show was most often made

_fun of (Item 8)? If the show is generally viewed as a satire on bigotry, then
< Archie should be the person seen most often as the butt of the show’s

humor. Table 1 indicates, however, that only 10 percent of the U.S.
adolescents named Archie as the person most often made fun of; 46 per-
cent of the Americans named Mike and 36 percent named Edith.? Similarly,

31t is worth noting that post-survey remarks by respondents indicated theyAdid not
remember who Lionel was or did not consider him te be 2 main character in the program.

t
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only 32 percent of the Canadian viewers named Archie as the character
most often made fun of, while a majority (58 percent) thought Edith was
the most ridiculed. Finally, 35 percent of the American sample and 43
percent of the Canadian sample saw nothing wrong in Archie’s use of
ethnic and racial slurs (ftem 9).

Al too many viewers saw nothing wrong
with Archie’s use of racial and ethnic slurs

Some of these findings are, of course, quite consistent with the findings
obtained by the CB§ survey: most viewers enjoyed the program and
found it funny, and only a small percentage found it offensive. Other
findings, however, indicate a wide range of affective reactions to the
show's characters, their behavior, and the outcomes. Considered all to-
gether, they suggest, cantrary to the GBS report, that all too many viewers
did not see the program as a satire on bigotry, had identified with Archie
rather than Mike, saw Archie as winning, did not perceive Archie as the
character who was the most ridiculed, and, perhaps most disturbing, saw
nothing wrong with Archie's use of racial and ethnic slurs.

The selective perception hypothesis proposes that the prior attitudes
of the viewers would be related to or would predict reactions to the char-
acters and outcomes of Al in the Family episodes. /l' o test this hypothesis,
we split the distribution of attitudinal scores at'the median so viewers
could be categorized as high or low in prejudice. Then, we compared
differences in the reactions of the high and low prejudiced viewers to
All in the Family by means of the chi-square statistic. Table 2 shows that
the high and low prejudiced viewers did not differ in the extent to which
they regarded All in the Family as enjoyable or funny (Items 3 and 4).
They did, however, differ in their other reactions to the program. High
prejudiced persons in both the US. and Canadian samples were signifi-
cantly more likely than low prejudiced persons to admire Archie over
Mike (Item 35) and to perceive Archie as winning in the end (item 7).
While most respondents did indicate that they saw Mike as making better
sense than Archie, we must also note that the high prejudiced American
adolescents were significantly more likely than low prejudiced adolescents
10 perceive Archie as making better sense (Item 6). Findings were in the
same direction for the Canadian aduit sample, although these fall short
of the usually aceepted level of statistical significance. Morcaver, high
prejudiced U.S. adeiescents indicated significantly more often than low
prejudiced adolescents that their values would be similar to Archie
Bunker's 20 years hence (Item 10)3 Table 2 also indicates that high
prejudiced Canadian adults condoned Archie’s slurs significantly more
often (Item 9), and the U.5. data showed a trend in the same direction.
Finally, high prejudiced Canadian viewess saw the show as poking fun
at Archie significantly less often than did low prejudiced viewers (Item 8).

% This question was not asked in the Canadian sample.

Archie Bunker's 1

Generally, then, the quantitative data shown in Table 2 tend to
support the selective perception hypothesis—namely, that prejudiced per-
sons identify more with Archie, perceive Archi¢ as making better sense
than Mike, perceive Archie as winning. We also asked the respondents
what they particularly liked or disliked about Archie or Mike. High
prejudiced persons spontancously indicated that they disliked things about
Mike significantly more often than about Archie; low prejudiced persons
spontancously indicated that they disliked things about Archie significantly
more often than abaut Mike. But even more interesiing are their explana-

s

tions of why they liked or disliked these characters, People who disliked /

Archie indicated that he is a bigot, domineering, rigid, loud, and that
he mistreats his wife. Persons who liked Archie reported he is down-to-

Table 2; Differences between high and low prejudice viewers in their reactions to
Al in the Family

.5, adolescents Canadian adults

Variable High prej. Low prej. p High pre}l. Low prej. P
3. How enjoyable Is
it?
very enjoyable 21% 6% 18%, 209
enjoyable 19 15 n.s. 29 26 n.s.
not enjoyable 5 3 1 4
very unenjoyable 4 1 2 0
4, How funny is it?
extremely funny  12% 12% 8% %
. very funny 17 22 22 2
; somewhat funny 12 12 n.s. 14 14 n.5.
midly funny 2 5 4 5
not funny 4 4 2 2
5. Who do you like
or admire?
- Archie 3B% 24% 40% 6%
, Mike 18 20 05 13 21 05
6. Who makes betler
sense?
* Archie 0% 3% 8% 3%
Mike 44 4 .0 43 45 .10
7. Does Archie win?
Wins 29% 13% 26% 14%
Loses 25 33 01 % u .05
8. Who is made fun
of?
Archie 4% 6% 1% 2%
Others 50 aq n.s. 40 28 .09
9. Ethnic slurs?
nct wrong 22% 13% 29% 4%
wreng 18 15 .10 14 19 .01
very wrong 15 17 7 17
10. Whose values will
be similar?
Archie 16% % — —
Others 9% 38 05 — — -
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earth, honest, hard-working, predictable, and kind enough to allow his
sonvin-law and daughter to live with him. Persons who liked Mike reported
he is tolerant and stands up for his beliefs; those who disliked him re-
ported he is stupid, narrow-minded, prejudiced against the older genera-
tion, rebellious, lazy, and a “banner waver.”

Both the gquantitative and qualitative analyses supported the selective
perception hypothesis. Reactions to the program were varied, and these
reactions were related to or a function of prior attitudes, This conclusion
is clearly at variance with those who have assumed and have argued that
television viewers of Al in the Family uniformly perceive the program’s
satirical intent.

“The second hypothesis, the selective exposure hypothesis, goes further
to propose that underlying attitudinal predispositions will cause viewers
to watclt Al in the Family 1o different exterts. ;The CBS report, assuming
“as it did thar the program was more ot less uniformly perceived as a satire
on bigotry, proceeded to speculate that the more frequent viewers would
be low prejudiced persons. However, if we assume that many viewers do
not see it as a satire, it is reasonable to predict just the opposite—namely,
that regular viewers of Al in the Family are mote likely to (a) be high
prejudiced persons, (b) identify with or admire Archie more than Mike,
and (¢ condone Archie’s use of ethinic and racial slurs, To test these
hypotheses, we categorized those viewers who indicated they watched the
program every week or almost every week as “frequent viewers” and those
who watched it only occasionally, almost never, or never as “infrequent
viewers” (see Table 1, item | for item alternatives). We then compared
these two groups of viewers for ethnocentrism or prejudice, identification
with Archie or Mike, and condonement of ethnic and racial slurs.

Aithough the predicted relationship concerning prejudice was not
found for Canadian adults, it was found for the American adclescents:
frequent adolescent viewers of All in the Family were significantly more
likely to be high prejudiced rather than low prejudiced (Table 3). Skeptics

Table 3: Frequency of viewing All in the Famiily and differences In prejudice, and program
reactions

U.S. adolescents Canadian adults

Yariable Freg. view Infreq. view p Freq. view infreq.view p
A, Prejudice

High 26% 19% 269, 25%

Low 24 31 05 25 24 n.s.
5. Who do you like

or admire?

Archie 3% 23% 36% 0%

Mike n 27 .0 14 20 n.s.
9. Ethnic slurs!?

not wrong 21% 14% 299, 14%,

wrong 17 16 05 7 16 .01

Very wrong 1 21 6 18

might argue that high prejudiced persons watch television generally more 7

often than low prejudiced persons, and are thereiore more likely than
low prejudiced persons to watch All in the Family also. In such an event
the significant relationship between prejudice and frequency of watching
All in the Family would be spurious. To find out, we asked subjects to
estimate how many hours of television they watched each day and on the
basis of these responses classified them as “frequent” or “infrequent”
viewers of television in general. We found no significant relationship be-
tween frequency of waiching television in general and prejudice {x* =
0.89, df = 1). We thus seem justified in concluding that high prejudiced
adolescents are more prone than less prejudiced adolescents to watch All
in the Fomily in particular.

Table 3 also shows that [requent 4l in the Family viewers admired
Archie more often than Mike (Item 5)—significantly more often in the

U.S. sample and more often, but not significantly so, in the Camdian

sample. It further shows that frequent watchers in both samples con-
doned Archie's ethnic slurs significantly more often than inirequent viewers
{Item 9). Thus, the data support the selective exposure hypothesis in a
direction that secrns opposite to that tuggested by the CBS report: Al in
the Family seems to be appealing more to the racially and ethnically
prejudiced members of society than to the less prejudiced members.

We have attempted to bring social psychological theory and empirical
methods to bear on the AN in the Family controversy. In general, the
data seem to support those who have argued that the program is not
uniformly seen as satire and those who have argued that it exploits or
appeals to bigoury. Therc are, however, some methodological aspects of
the data that need to be discussed.

First, what about the generalizability of the results? The two studies
included 370 respondents in the U.S. and Canada; is it valid to generalize
from findings thus obtained to over 50 million Al in the Family viewers?
1deally, of course, more extensive and representative samples would have
been desirable. But the basic findings reported here have been replicated
with two very different samples, differing in age {adolescents versus adults),
nationality (Americans versus Canadians), and method of interviewing
{anonymous writien questionnaire versus face-to-face and telephone inter-
views). The fact that the findings were on the whole similar despite such
differences increases confidence in our findings.

Second, it should be noted that cur study, like the earlier CBS survey,
is also & single survey and thus not designed to draw conclusions about
the effects of All in the Family on attitude change. As Klapper (7) has
pointed out, the only true test for attiiude change would be an experi-
mental design which has (z) a matched control sample of nonviewers who
can be compared to the “experimental” or viewing group and (b} attitude
measurements before and after viewing a series of the programs. Despite
the fact that the present study is not an experimental study, the findings
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surely argue against the contention that All in the Family has positive
effects, as has been claimed by its supporters and admirers. We found that

many persons did not see the program as a satire on bigotry and that these
persons were more likely to be viewers who scored high on measures of
prejudice. Even more important is the finding that high prejudiced persons
were likely to watch AN in the Family more often than low prejudiced
persons, Lo identify more often with Archie Bunker, and to sec him winning
in the endt All such findings seem to suggest that the program is more
likely reinforcing prejudice and racism than combating it.%

The present findings also seem to cast doubt on Norman Lear's and

¢ There is tentative evidence that similar psychological dynamics may come into play
regarding other televislon programs as well. Sanford and Som, a sitnation comedy
mudcled after All in the Fomily, is about a Dlack junk dealer who is prejudiced against
whiles. On the basis of findiugs from the present rescarch we speculated that while
Sanford is a likable characier in many ways, he also exhibits behavior consistent with the
common stereolype of Negroes: he is lazy, lives in a junkyard, and throws his beer cans
out the front deor, On the other hand, his son Lamont is ambitious and hard working.
In an exploratory study 97 Canadian adults were asked the following question: Sanford
and his son Lamont have different attitudes and life styles; in your opioion which one of
these two men is more Iypiral, that is, similar w0 Negroes in gencral? Fiftysix percent of
the respondents named Sanford, 26 percent named Lamont, and the remaining 18 percent
refused 1o answer on the grounds that it was unfir to stereotype or that they dide”t
know enough zbout Negroes. As capected, high prejudiced persons were significantly
more likely ( < .01) than bow prejudiced persons to name Sanford than to name Lamont
or refuse to answer. More detailed rescarch is obriously nceded, bue the finding is in-
triguing.

3Given these findings, a question arises about O'Connor's obscrvation that “a

lot of people” have wrilten that the show gives them insight into their own prejudices.
Who are these persons and how many are they? The Canadian survey asked a guestion
which hints at a possible answer. Note from Table | that in response to a dircct probe
(Item 1}, 20 percent of the inlervicwees indicated that the show had made them aware
of some of their own prejudices. Such a response of course does not mean that they realy
gaincd insight or that they all wrote letters communicating that insight, but for the
sake of speculation treat the answer at face value. The next question that can be asked
is whether these persons were high or low in prejudice and whether they were frequent
or infrequent viewers of the program. Of those 27 viewers (20 percent of the sample} re-
porting Insight, 55 percent weie low prejudiced vicwers and 80 percent were infrequent
walchers of the program. The relationship between prejudice and insight was nat sig-
nificant {x2 = 0.64, df = 1}, but the data between frequency of viewing and insight were
(x2 = B4, df = [, ¢ < O1); that is, the less frequent the viewing the mote the reported
insight, Thus, in both samples the data are in a direction opposite to that suggested by
O'Connor: the majority of persuns reporting insight were low in prejudice and were
infrequent watchers of the program. There are three pessible interpretations of the
finding: (a} the more frequently persons watch the program, the less insightful they be-
come about prejudice, {b) the ini'rcquenl. Jow prejudiced viewers were formerly high
prejudiced perwns who became less prejudiced as a result of waiching A0 in the
Family, or (¢} infrequent and low prejudiced viewers are more likely to he persons whe
took for and/or report self-insights into prejudice. The last interpretation secms the most
plausible, Because of the very small number of respendents involved in this analysis, one
must, however, be cautlous in drawing conclusions. Nonctheless, it can be suggested that
persons whe have written that AIF in the Family gave them insight into theiv own
prejudices were on the whole low in racism or prejudice at the outset.

leads to a cathartic reduction of blgotry If high prc;udlced persans do not . =; - )

perceive the program as a satire on bigotry, they will not experience a
cathartic reduction in prejudice.

On balance the study seems to support more the critics who have argue
that All in the Fomily has harmful effects. Some serious questions have
been raised by those critics. Both Hebson (5) and Slawsen (16) have as-
serted that by making Archie a "lovable bigot” the program encourages
bigots to excuse and rationalize their own prejudices. Sanders (14) has
charged that “already there is evidence that impressionable white children
have picked up, and are using, many of the old racial slurs which Archie
has resurrected, popularized and made ‘acceptable’ all over again.” Our
empirical research suggests that at the very least those charges have a
valid psychological base.
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