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ABSTRAcr 

Research has identified personal attributions 

which appear to correlate with non-prejudicial attitudes. 

The Defense of Prejudice theory identifies these attributes 

as a View of Self, a View of Others, a View of Society, and 

Logical Reasoning. This study sought to confirm the theory 

as valid and to identify those sub-scales within the 

defenses which might be stronger predictors than-others in 

the identification of non-prejudicial attitudes. 

The subjects selected for the study were four secondary 

schools in northern and central Minnesota with differing 

school populations. The relationships between lack of 

prejudice were identified with correlation coefficients, 

multiple regression and mean scores. 

Analysis of the data confjrmed all four areas of 

defense are valid predictors of non-prejudicial attitudes. 

Although there is a difference in the strength of the 

relationships between each defense scale and prejudice, the 

patterns are consistent for each grade and gender. The 

individual sub-scales are consistent in strength, using 

both correlations and multiple regression. 

Females were consistently less prejudiced than males, 

and prejudicial attitudes lessened as age increased. 

Overall, there was a pattern of decrease in prejudice from 

-------~----- ---



grade seven to grade twelve, although not a consistent 

linear rise. The pattern was consistent for males and 

females in each school. 
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Empathy was generally the overall strongest predictor 

of non-prejudicial attitudes in all schools, . for all 

grades, and for both males and females. Since one sub

scale from each area of defense was consistently one of the 

four sub-scales with the most strength in predicting 

prejudicial attitudes, it was determined the analysis could 

be employed with valid and reliable results using one sub

scale for each area of defense. 

If we are able to influence empathy, logic, anomie, and 

self-concept, then we should be able to decrease 

prejudicial attitudes among students. 

---------- .. _--_ .. __ .. _- .-



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

"There she lies, the great melting pot - listen!" 
"Can't you hear the roaring and the bubbling?" 

Israel Zangwill, The Melting Pot, 1909 
(quoted in Steinberg, 1981, p. 44) 

The United States of America has been looked upon 

as the land of freedom and equal opportunity since the 

Declaration of Independence was signed over 200 years 

ago. Our democratic form of government is constructed 

with a system of checks and balances to insure equal 

rights under the law, both federal and state. 

Immigrants from allover the world are still 

clamoring for an opportunity to become citizens of 

the United States, and for the rights and freedoms 

which our laws provide. 

The implementation of those equal rights has an 

uneven record of success, however, in terms of the 

interaction between people of differing races and 

cultures attempting to live and work together. 

Although all men are area ted equal under the law 

according to our doctrine, minority groups and 

cultures are still finding discrimination and 

prejudice in all facets of life in the United States. 

13 



Clearly each individual sees the world in terms of his 

own cultural heritage. Highwater (1978) states in 

Many Smokes Many Moons 

we find that the very democratic process that is 
supposed to set us free has deprived cultures and 
individuals of the right to be dissimilar. In the 
process of trying to unify the world we must be 
exceedingly careful not to destroy the diversity 
of the many cultures of man that give human life 
meaning, focus, and vitality (p. 13) 

Historically, assimilation in the United States has 

meant that in order to be accepted, each individual and 

group, of distinguishable ethnicity, were expected to 

14 

conform to the ideals and values of the majority. Those 

who were the most alike in appearance were more readily 

accepted into the mainstream of society than those who 

looked different. Since the break through in civil rights 

in the 1960's, society is learning that everybody does not 

have to be the same in order to be equal. As we learn to 

respect the ideas of groups outside the dominant culture, 

we discover different ways of looking at "truth" and begin 

to realize how the diversity of cultures is a benefit 

rather than a detriment. 

Although we might like to think that this attitude of 

acceptance of difference is the prevalent ideology, 

unfortunately, the non-prejudiced viewpoint is still the 

exception (Allport, 1954; Rokeach, 1960; Steinberg, 1974). 

Prejudice is still a problem in our society because this 
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attitude conforms to established beliefs and values (Glock, 

1974). In order to understand this apparent contradiction 

in our democratic society between the ideal and the reality 

of the umelting potU philosophy, we must remember that 

there are different expectations of assimilation which are 

identified as conformity, a melting pot, or cultural 

pluralism. According to Brembeck (1973), the actual 

situation in the United States has been that in order to 

become a part of the power structure an individual must 

have an Anglo identity and conform to Anglo values. A 

melting pot exists to some extent in the economic 

structure, but cultural pluralism exists, when it does 

exist, only in social life, where there is a lesser threat 

to the economic dominance of the white Anglo majority power 

structure. 

History suggests ethnic pluralism has its roots in 

conquest, slavery, and the exploitation of foreign labor 

through the stages. of settlement, expansion, agricultural 

development and industrial development. According to 

Steinberg (1974), all of the nation's racial and ethnic 

minorities have faced bigotry from the predominant culture 

which saw them as a threat to both the economic and social 

structure. Thus, although the ideal of cultural pluralism 

in our democracy is one of harmony among differing groups 

with maximum ethnic diversity, the mind set of most of the 
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American majority culture has been what Brembeck calls 

"double think"; "imagining a melting pot while grudgingly 

conceding some cultural pluralism" (p. 6). 

Hall (1966), also observes different cultures have 

failed to be accepted by the majority and the history 

of America is one of conquest, of exploitation of the 

minority, of an expectation of total assimilation, of 

stronger groups trying to take over others for social and 

economic advantage, and finally, an intensification of 

cultural separatism. As a result, minority groups who in 

the past had been willing to give up an identity in order 

to become a part of the mainstream, are starting to demand 

equal treatment and respect. 

Many people believe anyone living and working in the 

United States, especially voting citizens, ought to be 

required to speak the English language in any public place 

or at any official function. There is a non-unifying 

difference of opinion in the southwest over what 

constitutes loyalty to the United States, and what is a 

logjcal consequence of cultural pluralism. The argument 

goes back to the meaning of the melting pot theory. In 

what some call a backlash to this new threat, Caljfornia 

passed English only legislation. A 1987 attempt to pass 

legislation to make English Arizona's official language was 

called "unifying" or "a reaction of fear to the browning of 



America" depending on one's viewpoint and an Arizona 

legislator stated the group backing the legislation 
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feels "the melting pot got dirty, so we're going to clean 

it up and paint it white" (Ari~2!§. Daily Star, 1987, p. 1). 

Critics say the English-only campaign exemplifies racism 

and xenophobia. 

Although it is generally assumed when people of 

different beliefs and cultures live together, understanding 

will replace suspicions, most research on desegregation 

does not support this assumption (Goodman, 1952: Pate, 

1984: Trubowitz, 1969). The history of the development of 

the southwest might seem to dictate a logical development 

of understanding and acceptance in a multi-cultural 

environment. In actuality, however, the conflict between 

the Hispanic, American Indian, .and Anglo segments of the 

society support the research that finds certain criteria 

for the lessening of prej udice when groups of differing 

values must live and work together (see Appendix A) • 

When we move from the national social perspective to 

the educational arena, the situation remains the same. 

Desegregation has not been proven to be generally 

successful in lowering prejudicial attitudes (Marcus, 

1978). Ashton stated the nature of conflicts and relations 

among different ethnic groups and races and the resulti.ng 
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infl uence on the educational system varies "according to 

the historical situation in each community" (1975, p. 530). 

The prevailing philosophy of the community and the 

school board and administration affects the type of 

schooling that exists, and whether there is either equal 

treatment or equal opportunity. In either case a paradox 

appears in both general interethnic relations and 

interethnic schooling policy. The more we assimilate the 

more we crush ethnic pride and culture. The more we 

separate, t.he more we can be accused of prejudicial 

discrimination (Brembeck, 1973, p. 8). 

Thus, while we claim to have a fair and open society, 

all people are not afforded an equal opportunity. Although 

our society has made good strides toward becoming a non

discriminatory nation, we still have substantial prejudice. 

A survey of studies by Crosby et ale (1980) found 

approximately 40 percent of people displayed prejudicial 

behavior when they did not know they were being observed. 

A nonprejudicial attitude appears to be the exception 

to the attitudes of the general population. If we can 

identify the characteristics which are associated with a 

lack of prejudice, perhaps then we may be in a position to 

foster those characteristi.cs and have a lessening of the 

I evel of prej udice. 
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This research attampts to identify characteristics 

which appear to be correlational with a non-prejudiced 

philosophy in secondary school students in specific school 

populations. 

Statement of the Problem 

Once riding in old Baltimore, 
Heart-filled, head-filled with glee, 
I saw a Baltjmorean 
Keep looking straight at me. 

Now I was eight and very small~ 
And he was no whit bigger, 
And so I smiled, but he poked out 
His tongue, and called me "Nigger." 

I saw the whole of Baltimore 
From May until December: 
Of all the things that happened there 
That's all that I remember 

Countee Cullen 
From CoI9!, Harper and Brothers, 1925 

The key term involved with the statement of the problem 

is prejudice, and the fact that it is still in existence in 

the United States today. Prejudicial views toward both 

individuals and groups are described as being the rule in 

all societies, rather than the exception. The unobtrusive 

studies reviewed by Crosby (1980) reveal an inconsistency 

between verbal reports and actual behavior. The studies 

showed when there was fear of retaliation or 

identification, the expressed attitude was one of less 

prejudice than when the situation was anonymous. 
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The identification of personal attributes which 

characterize defenses against prejudicial attitudes among 

selected groups of secondary school students is the 

subject of this study. No one is born with prejudice. 

Children do not dislike another's race, color, religjon, 

looks, or lifestyle until they learn prejudice from the 

adults with whom they live. 

There is a need to lesson prejudice. d"Focusing on how 

to eliminate prejudice makes an explicit value judgment: 

Prejudice is wrong and causes problems for those who are 

prejudiced and their victimes" (Schaefer, 1979, p. 86). 

The unanswered question, still, is why people who Uve 

in the same environment with apparently simHar sod.al and 

educational influences develop different attitudes and 

values toward people? What are the educational conditions 

which allow prejudicial attitudes to develop and/or to 

continue. How can schools be effective in reducing 

prejudice of students? 

The purpose of the study was to determine whether 

selected variables are significant predictors of prejudice 

or nonprej udicial attitudes in secondary schoOl students so 

educators may use the information to plan curriculum and 

environments which truly offer to all students the ideal of 

equal opportunity in terms of a non-prejudical environment. 

The intent was to determine why prejudjce is learned by 
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some students while others develop nonprejudicial 

attitudes. If prejudice is learned, it follows that it can 

be prevented. The next assumption is that it can be 

unlearned. If so, what role can the schools play in the 

shaping and retaining of non-prejudical attitudes? 

There are ways to help children unlearn prejudice. If 

the study were to find characteristics which correlate 

significantly with an individual's nonprejudicial 

attitudes, then the next question would be: What js the 

school's role in strengthening those characteristics? 

If the Defense Theory is proven true, and we are able 

to correlate the Defense Scales with prejudicial attitude, 

it would give direction to school s in goal s and procedures 

which would lessen student's prejudice. 

Research Questions 

1. To what degree does one's view of self correlate 

with nonprejudicial attitudes? 

2. To what degree does one's view of others correlate 

with nonprej udicial attitudes? 

3. To what degree does one's view of society correlate 

with nonprejudicjal attitudes? 

4. To what degree does logical reasoning correlate 

with nonprejudicial attitudes? 



22 

5. What causes some students (in a given school) to 

have prejudicial attitudes compared with students who do 

not? 

6. How do different schools compare ln student's 

prej udicial or nonprej udicial attitudes depending on 

age/grade, gender, or ethnicity of the student and 

composition of the school? 

7. Can any of the independenb variables be identified 

as being more statistically significant and stronger in 

correlation with the prejudjce dependent variable than any 

of the others? 

8. Can any of the independent variables be identified 

as a stronger indicator of prejudice in multiple regression 

analysis? 

This study accessed attitudes and beljefs in four 

secondary schools in Central and Northern Minnesota. A 

series of questionnaires was given to students in one class 

of grades seven through twelve in each school to research 

the above questions. 

Significance of !he Stugy 

In 1978 Bresnick summarized the viewpoint of most 

others who wrote of prejudice and discrimination in the 

United States when he stated, liThe most cornmon experience 

shared by members of identifiable ethnic minorities in the 

United States has been the prejudice and discrimination 
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directed towards them by members of the dominant white 

majority" (p. 156). As a member of the New York City Board 

of Education he found each educational issue appeared to 

have underlying social and ethnic conflicts involved, and 

mediating the conflicts between the dominant white culture 

and the rising nonwhite ethnics became the main job of the 

board, a concern with the politics of accommodation rather 

than a concern for quality of education. As early as 1962 

Trubowitz wrote "virtually every innovation in American 

schools during the coming decade will be influenced by • 

the growing effort to improve relations between the 

races" (p. 3). 

Unfortunately, most studies of desegregated school 

populations have not shown the hoped for gains in a 

decrease in prejudicial attitudes among the students 

(Marcus, 1978). According to Glenn Pate (1982), 

individuals become prejudiced because they are exposed to 

prejudiced thinking and accept it. These people who do not 

accept prejudicial attitudes are assumed to have certain 

intellectual and psychological strengths which cause them 

to reject these normal societal attitudes. His research 

attempts to identify these strengths. He states, "If the 

research findings support this theory, then we are in the 

position, as a society and educational system, to move 

toward the prevention and reduction of prejudice" (p. 1). 

----._--------
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This study used the 11 scales compiled by Pate (1982) 

incorporating the three identified dimensions of prejudice 

and the four areas of defense as predictors of prejudice in 

high school students. It also used personal and 

environmental variables of grade (age), gender, ethnicity, 

and grade point average as possible predictors. The 

results show whether any of the four areas of defense is a 

better predictor than the others, and whether personal or 

school attributes correlate with attitudes of prejudice. 

Any of the variables identified as a significant 
\ 

predictor will enable teachers to use the information when 

planning a positive program to teach the norms of social 

tolerance, as suggested by Glock (1975). Teachers and 

administrators might also be able to identify potential 

problems for individual students in academic achievement 

and social acceptance in the school setting. 

Administrators and curriculum specialists may use the 

results tO'plan curriculum and in-service training for 

teachers. Counselors might use the study to help 

individual students. Title IV counselors, especially, 

might also use the information in planning programs, 

tutoring, and special ethnic curriculum develoP!Tfent, not 

just for their own ethnic students, but also for the 

benefit of the total student body and faculty. According 

to experienced people in the field, a serious problem in 
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the integrated school is a lack of understanding of special 

needs of the ethnic minority and a distrust of the Title IV 

programs h¥ others, both students and teachers. 

The results should help determine whether learned 

attitudes and school environment on the one hand, 

or personal attributes of age or gender on the other, are 

more significant as predictors of prejudice. One of the 

specific interests of this research is to determine the 

relationship of age to prejudicial attitude. This study is 

limited to secondary school students. Research has 

identified that children develop prejudicial attitudes by 

age four or five (Goodman, 1964; Lasker, 1968; McDonald, 

1970). If prejudices are developed early, do these 

attitudes change as students mature and become better 

educated? Is there an optimum age of influence for 

teachers to counteract social discrimination? If attitudes 

of prejudice develop over time through socialization, do 

they stabil ize at a given age? Does the type of prej udice 

change with sex or age? Are secondary school students more 

prejudiced toward ethnic groups represented by thejr peers 

in school or those with whom they are personally 

unfamiliar? Are their prejudices more ethnic, religious, 

class, or sex oriented, or does it depend on the situation? 

Another important aspect of the research is a study of 

the relationship between self-esteem and locus of control 
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(identified together as self concept) and their 

relationship to both prejudice and achievement. Although 

there are diverse opinions, most studies identify a 

positive correlation between internal locus of control and 

high self esteem, and between high self esteem and 

achievement (Coopersmith, 1981). The study contributes to 

this body of research. In addition it tested whether high 

self esteem, internal locus of control, and high 

achievement also are predictors of a lack of prejudice. 

According to research, locus of control can be changed 

and often does with age (Lefcourt, 1976; Rotter, 1971). 

Does it follow if self concept and achievement are 

positively correlated, they both increase as locus of 

control becomes more internal, and does prejudice diminish? 

Can this change in attitude be accomplished by an 

educational package which teaches the areas of defense? 

Can logical thinking and self esteem be taught (as well as 

internal locus of control), and will the result be a less 

prejudiced population? 

A further area of interest and significance of this 

research is identified by Pate (1983): Whether there 

will be a difference in identifiable prejudice in schools 

with different ethnic groupings of students, and whether 

there will be identifiable differences in prejudice toward 

specific ethnic groups? 
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More research needs to be carried on in school 

situations to help educators determine where prejudice 

exists, and how the educational system can help to 

counteract the conditions which support prejudice existing 

in society. 

Definitions 

The definitions listed for this research are those most 

commonly used in literature on prejudice and 

discrimination. They ar8 specific for the Social Sciences, 

and for this study based on prejudice and prejudice 

reduction. 

Acculturation. Cultural assimilation where one group 

changes to accept the cultural patterns of the domi.nant 

cuI ture. 

Anti-Semiti.sm. "Conceived as an ideology, that is, as 

a relatively orgnaized, relatively stable system of 

opinions, values, and attitudes concerning Jews and Jewish

Gentile relations which involves negative opinions and 

hostile attitudes toward Jews and moral values which 

permeate the opinions and justify the attitudes" (Adorno, 

p. 58). 

Assimilation. The process whereby a group (such as a 

minority or immigrant group) gradually adopts the 

characteristics of another culture, "they" become "we"; A + 

B + C = A. 
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Authoritarian Personalit:t. A person characterized as 

rigid in thinking and dogmatic; one who favors absolute 

obedience to authority. 

Bigotry. Intolerant and obstinate attachment to a 

particular belief, creed, opinion, or practice. 

Cultural Pluralism. A belief in the right of diverse 

cultures to exist side by side and to preserve whatever 

they wish as long as they do not interfere with the rights 

of others (Gordon, 1964, p. 16). lA term coined by Horace 

Kallen to describe lIa minority utopia, multiracial, 

mul ticul tural society of people getting along with and 

learning from each other ll
: A + B + C = A + B + C. 

Discrimination. A pattern of behavior that deprives 

members of any social category of legal rights and social 

opportunities solely on the basis of membership in that 

category and placed at disadvantage because of that 

membership. 

Dogmatism. Rigidity of belief, lack of open thinking 

to new ideas, resistance to change of a total system of 

bel iefs. 

Egalitarian. Believing in equality of and for all. 

Ethnic Group. A sub-group in a society with a sense of 

common ancestry, language, and culture. 
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Ethnicity. A sense of being different from other 

groups because of cultural tradition, ancestry, national 

origin, history, or language. 

Ethnocentrism. Provincialism or cultural narrowness, 

tendency toward being "ethnically centered"; rigid in 

acceptance of those culturally alike and rejection of those 

unlike; pertaining generally to group relations. A belief 

in the superiority of one's group or culture, and to judge 

others by one's own standards; idealization of one's own 

group, being derogatory and hostile toward others. 

Fusion. Two or more groups join together with a third, 

different identity; A + B + C = D. 

Locus of Control. Referring to self versus 

environmental responsibility for an outcome. 

Melting Pot. A term used to infer a total assimilation 

of differing cultural and ethnic groups into a single 

identi ty called American. 

Prejudice. An attitude based on inadequate evidence or 

in conflict with facts, usually involving stereotyped 

attitudes towards members of a group. Allport says 

prejudice is "a feeling, favorable or unfavorable, toward a 

person or thing, prior to, or not based on actual 

experience. II He says that ethnic prejudice is usually 

negative and is "manifested in dealing with individual 

members of rejected groups" (p. 6). A feeling of di.slike 
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against a specific group. A negative attitude rejecting an 

entire group. It invOlves attitudes, thoughts, and 

beliefs, but not action. The two components are attitude 

and an entire category or group. Dimensions of Prejudice: 

Cognitive 

Affective; 

Behavioral. 

Defenses against prejudice: personal attributes which tend 

to prevent a person from accepting societal stereotypes. 

Areas of defense of prejudice (as used in the Pate Study) : 

Positive view of self 

Positive view of others 

Positive view of society 

Logical reasoning 

Race. A group of people distinguished by inherited 

physical characteristics. 

Racism. A false assumption that race determines 

psychological and cultural traits, coupled with a belief 

that one race is superior to others. 

Scapegoating. "Deliberate placing of blame for 

something upon an individual or a group when the fault lies 

el sewhere II (Gabelko, p. 217). 

Self-Concept. An idea or understanding about oneself. 

Self-Esteem. The valuative part of self-concept (as 

pride or lack of pride in oneself) • 



Sexism. Denial of equal rights to women; 

discrimination based on sex. 

Social Class. A group whose members share similar 

amounts of wealth, power, education, or prestige. 
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Social Stereoty~.· A'stereotype held b¥ most of the 

members of a group about members of another group. 

Stereot~. A preconceived and oversimplified notion 

about some aspect of reality, particularly of people or 

social groups; exaggerated and biased generalizations that 

may contain a kernel of truth. 

Tolerance. "The extent to which others are accepted 

regardless of whether they agree or disagree with us" 

(Rokeach, p. 394). 

WASP. White Anglo-Saxon protestant. 

Xenophobia. Hatred or fear of foreigners. 

Assumptions and Limitatj2E~ 

Assumptions Guiding the Study 

1. Prejudicial attitudes are formed early in ljfe 

through a socialization process. 

2. Prejudicial attitudes can be defined and measured. 

3. The scales of the three dimensions of prej udice in 

the Pate Survey are valid and reliable for collecting data 

for the study. 
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4. There are characteristics which are identifiable 

which might be determined as defenses against, or 

deterrents to, prejudice which can be defined and measured. 

5. The scales of the four avenues of defense of 

prejudice in the Pate Survey are valid and reliable for 

collecting data for the study. 

6. The Coopersmith (SEI) school test is a valid and 

reliable instrument of self-esteem for high school 

students. 

7. Students will take the tests seriously and will 

respond as honestly as possible. 

Limitations Underlying 
the Problem 

1. The study will be limited to small high schools in 

central and northern Minnesota. 

2. Students will be given an option not to be 

involved in the study, not to answer any given question or 

scale, and not to allow their GPA to be reported. 

3. The GPA is the only achievement record available at 

all high school grade levels in Minnesota. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

You've got to be taught to hate and fear, 
You've got to be taught from year to year; 
It's got to be drummed in your dear little ear, 
You've got to be carefully taught. 

You've got to be taught before it's too late 
Before you are six or seven or eight, 
To hate all the people your relatives hate-
You've got to be carefully taught! 

From a lyric in the musical "South Pacific" by 
Rogers and Hammerstein. 
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The questions which were addressed in this study are 

concerned with the conditions which support nonprejudicjal 

attitudes. The central question is why people who live in 

the same environment with apparently similar social and 

educational influences develop different attitudes and 

values toward people of different races, religions, or 

cultures. Glock (1975), in his study of adolescent 

prejudice, stated 

The basic question to be addressed is what 
accounts for prejudice and its absence? Why is it 
that by the time of adolescence some youngsters 
have absorbed the prejudices that persist in the 
culture? In turn, and of equal j~portance, how is 
it that other teenagers manage to avoid being 
prejudiced? (p. XIV). 

Research has shown that children develop prejudicjal 

attitudes by age four or five (Goodman, 1952). As early as 

1929, Lasker (1968) discussed the influence of social 

----------------------- --
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prejudice and its effect on social teaching. He said 

educating students about concepts and values that would 

make for better interracial understanding in the American 

community usually plays a relatively minor part compared to 

the goal of teaching good citizenship and conformity in 

order to fit into societal norms. It is logical to assume 

it would be difficult for schools to counteract these 

attitudes of prejudice and many researchers, including 

Jencks (1973) and Coleman (1966), have determined other 

outside environmental influences are much more jmportant 

than school effects in developing children's attitudes. 

However, other more recent research, although agreeing 

that too little has been accomplished, states that schools 

should be able to make some changes in prejudicial 

attitudes. For instance, the Glock study (1975) finds 

evidence of a relationship between socioeconomic class and 

prejudice, and states "proposals for teaching youngsters 

not to be prejudiced and for upgrading teachers' knowledge 

and understanding of prejudice ought to effect some 

r.eduction in class bias as well as other forms of 

prej udi ce • " He co ncl ude s al though school s coul d do 

something about the social inequality that contributes to 

class prejudice, they have not been effective in bringing 

about the "equality espoused in the American dream." He 

believes "if schools could break down the correlation 



between socioeconomic status and academic success, t.hey 

would also be reducing the correlation of socioeconomic 

status and prejudice" (p. 180). 

Selznick and Steinberg (1969) suggest rather than 
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a sking why peopl e accept prej udi cial, stereotyped bel ief s, 

a more relevant question is why not? Why do some people 

rej ect them since "race and religious prej udice are };)art of 

a cuI tural norm" (p. 139). Prej udice is learned naturally. 

Which differences in personality and inner forces cause an 

individual to rej ect the average prej udice of our cuI ture? 

The review of literature will djscuss: (1) the 

definitions of prej udice, assimilation, and pI uraU.sm, (2) 

a historical overview including prejudice in the United 

States from early immigration to the early 20th century, 

the role of media and entertainment, changes since the 

Civil Rights amendment and present attitudes, (3) theories 

explaining the causes of prejudjce and discrimination and 

the research supporting each theory; and (4) the attributes 

which form the defenses against prejudicial attitudes and 

an explanation of the Pate model of Areas of Defense. 

Def ini tioD of Prej udi ceo 

Gordon Allport (1954) in The Nature of Rreiudice says 

the two essential ingredients of ethnic prejudice are (1) 

hostility and rejection, and (2) a categorical basis. The 
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word PREJUDICE is derived from the Latin noun Praejudicium, 

meaning a precedent, and implies a judgement based on 

previous decisions and experiences. The word has had three 

stages of meaning since classical times. 

The Roman Praejudicium was a pretrial that determined 

a defendant's social status. The subsequent manner in 

which an accused was treated by the court authorities 

depended upon the Praejudicium (Hammond, 1985). 

Interpreted into English, the second meaning developed 

as a "judgement formed before due examination and 

consideration of facts--a premature or hasty judgement" 

(Allport, 1954, p. 6). The third and present usage as 

defined by Allport refers to preconceived feelings, 

opinions, and attitudes usually based on inadequate or 

false information. It also includes an emotional aspect 

which accompanies the unsupported judgement. Although in 

social studies it is most often used when discussing 

racial and minority groups, the term is also used in 

connection with any identified group, such as priests, 

bohemians, and politicians, for example. 

Allport's (1954) work is considered to be one of the 

most complete and authoritative volumes on prejudice. His 

brief definition of prejudice is "thinking HI of others 

without sufficient warrant"; a better one" he says, is "a 

feeling, favorable or unfavorable, toward a person or 
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thing, prior to, or not based on, actual experience", which 

he calls "being down on someone you're not up on" (p. 6). 

He says ethnic prejudice is usually negative and is 

"manifested in dealing with individual members of rejected 

groups." He defines it as "an assertive or hostile attitude 

toward a person who belongs to a group, simply because he 

belongs to that group, and is therefore presumed to have 

the obj ectionable qual Hies ascribed to the group" (p. 7). 

He attributes this type of prejudjce to a tendency to over-

catagorization, saying 

ethnic prejudice is an antipathy based upon a 
faulty and inflexible generalization. It may be 
felt or expressed. It may be directed toward a 
group as a whole, or toward an individual because 
he is a member of that group. The net effect of 
prejudice, thus defined, is to place the object of 
prejudice at some disadvantage not merited by his 
own conduct (p. 9). 

Prejudice is an attitude based on an overgeneralized 

belief. Beliefs can be changed, prejudices (unlike 

prejudgements and beliefs)" exhibit an emotional resistance 

to change when new knowledge is presented. According to 

Allport (1954), prejudice often has a functional 

significance as well as an emotional co~ponent, which makes 

it important to the person's system of belief and values. 
-

Prejudicial attitudes tend to be moral judgements within a 

social and cultural framework. People of ljke values, 

ideas, and backgrounds tend to band together for support. 

---------- ------------ ------- -- --------- -- -- ---
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They tend to distrust any ideas which differ from thejr 

own. Values, ideas, and morals which are different become 

threatening. People who have these different beliefs, as 

well as those who look different also become suspect and a 

threat. 

As reported by Goodman (1952), Lasker (1968), and 

McDonald (1970), it is important to begin socialization of 

young children before the age of five to prevent the threat 

and fear of others who look different to be internalized. 

McDonald exemplifies the concept by saying lito notice is to 

be normal" for children, but some parents and teachers try 

to ignore the questions because they often act as though 

lito notice is to be prej udiced" (p. 29). Children can be 

taught early to have brown ski n is not to be di rty so the 

association is positive, of "chocolate not of djrt." The 

reaction will become one of friendliness by association 

and as one four-year-old said, "I like that brown" (p. 34) 

rather than an anxiety expressed by another child, " s tay 

away little colored boy, don't you bro your black bref on 

me. II 

Allport concurs with the skin color anxiety so well 

documented by McDonald (1970) and states, "If there is any 

instinctive foundation for group prejudice it lies in this 

hesitant response that human beings have to strangeness ••• 

in a sense the reaction is never outgrown" (1954, p. 30). 
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Allport does not agree with those influenced by Freud who 

explain ethnic prejudice as being caused by an inane 

personality trait, but believes prejudice is primarily a 

cultural problem "imposed on the individual from without" 

(quoted in McDonald, 1970, p. 186). He states that 

aggression is reactive rather than an instinct. Typical 

quotes from the children McDonald observed are "Mother, 

what is the name of the children I am supposed to hate?" 

(p. 187) and the four-year-old who asked her teacher to not 

have a brown teacher helping in the class because "It makes 

my parents nervous" (1970, p. 34). 

Goodman (1952) found that feelings about the family and 

its living situation were uppermost in the minds of most 

mothers. These attitudes and values were echoed by their 

children as early as age three. In the words of one four

year-old, "The people that are white--they can go up.- The 

people that are brown--they have to go down" (Goodman, 

1952, p. 45). An awareness of race difference is already 

accurate in most four-year-olds, and many verbalize their 

sensitivity to the differences very well. 

Lasker (1968) quotes a teacher who says that ridicule, 

an expression of an attitude probably associated with an 

element of fear, develops at age seven. Racial nicknames 

are used without understanding of their meaning. The 

natural imagination and instinct to rhyme result in 



incidents both playful and angry. For example, a ten

year-old entering a playground, saw two little dark 
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skinned girls playing jacks and called them Dagoes. They 

called back 

If we are Dagoes 
You are a Wop, 
We eata spagett, 
And you eat slop. 

(A term used by Italian parents to their children at 

dinner, "eata your spagett" is a colloquial, play on the 

way others think Ital ian-Americans tal k. It is used wi th 

joking affection by second generation Italjan-Americans 

rather than those of first generation, for whom the 

memories of discrimination are too painful. Had this rhyme 

been heard on a playground on the Mesaba Iron Range in 

Minnesota (pronounced "da raynch" by many who live there), 

it would probably have been "we eata da spagett an you eata 

da slop" (Kal ibabky, 1978) "Dago" was an acceptable term 

for friends to use with each other. "You dumb Dago" was 

also used, but only acceptable when with a close friend. 

"Wop" was always consj dered derogatory.) 

This type of playful name calling was very common on 

the Minnesota Iron Range in the first half of the 20th 

century, and gradually became less common as the many 

nationalities who came to work in the mines intermarried. 

The third generation children in school today have a more 

common mixed ethnicity. As described in the analysis of 
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data it was not uncommon for students to identify with 

eight or ten different nationalities on the Range 

stereotype scale #12. 

Agreeing with Allport, Saenger (1953) states, 

prejudice "always involves feelings and a system of more or 

less outspoken stereotyped beliefs" (p. 19). As used in 

this research, the term identifies a negative attitude or 

belief based on a prejudgement or preconceived notion. It 

involves an assumption of the essential likeness of all 

members of a particular group (or overlooking or denying 

any individual differences). In other words, it is a 

faulty generalization, negative in context, not based on 

fact or experience. 

Manifestations of Prejudice and Discrimination 

The United Nations Commission on Human Rights has 

defined the levels of prejudicial action as: 

1. An opinion without outward expression. 

2. An expressed opinion, as a cold attitude or mild 
distaste, socially exhibited. 

3. Socially expressed discrimination, as avoiding 
contact, but not denying legal rights. 

4. Discriminatory acts denying rights to a given 
group. 

5. Discriminatory behavior involving public 
manifestations and propaganda leading to further 
discrimination. 
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6. Prejudice leading to acts of violence, either by 
one group toward another or "committed or tolerated 
by pubU.c authorities (U.N. document, page 14, 
quote from Saenger, p. 9). 

Discrimination is defined as the acting out of 

prejudice. Allport (1950) lists the degrees of negative 

action as: 

1. Antilocation 

2. Avoidance 

3. Discrimination 

4. Physical attack 

5. Extermination. 

Assimilation an~ Pluralism 

Perhaps in the multitude of terminology and definitions 

of varying attitudes involved with the mixing of cultures 

and ethnicity, the most confusing involves the terms 

assimilation and pluralism. 

Milton Gordon (Schaeffer, 1979) identifies the 

dimensions or sub-processes of assimilation as follows: 

Cultural assimilation (acculturatjon)-

a change to the cultural patterns of the host. 

Structural assimilation-

joining clubs and groups. 

Marital assimilation (amalgamatj on)-

intermarriage. 
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Identificational assimilation-

a sense of person-hood based on the host society. 

Atti tude receptional assimHation

absence of prejudice. 

Behavior receptional assimilation

absence of discrimination. 

Civic assimilation-

absence of value and power conflict. 

(See Emrick (1980), as discussed in Chapter 5 for an 

additional insight into IIpersonhood ll and its impU cation 

for teachers.) 

Schaeffer lists the factors affecting assimilation as: 

1. Similarity between two groups, culturally and 

physically. 

2. Desire of minority and willingness of majority for 

assimilation. 

3. Nature of minority settlement (both time span and 

numbers coming in). 

4. Recentness of arrival and proximity to homeland. 

Schaeffer's identified five methods of coping with 

minorities are: 

1. extermination 

2. expulsion 

3. secession 



4. fusion 

5. assimilation 

Although there is no order or sequefce to the 

differing aspects of assimilation, once there is 
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accul turation and structural assimilation, the rest ... lill 

follow. Remembering that the definition of assimilation is 

by formula A + B = A, it is understandable that Gordon 

states (1964, p. 81), lithe price of such assimilation, 

however, is the disappearance of the ethnic group as a 

separate entity and the evaporation of its distinctive 

values ll (in Schaefer, p. 42). 

It is doubtful most people espousing the American ideal 

either expect or desire this total assjmilation any more 

than a vision of fusion (A + B = C) is expected or desjred. 

Most Americans would envision a melting pot as both 

structural and cultural pluralism, rather than 

assimilation, with parallel institutions and cultures. 

That is to say, we intellectually accept the realjty and 

value of separate cultures and social groups and 

jnstitutions. We like to believe these separate groups 

exist in harmony in most instances. We want to keep our 

freedom to choose. We tend to deny, however, the extent, 

and often even the existence, of the competition and 

disharmony due to these very cultural differences and 

values to which we ascribe. 
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One might debate both the pros and cons and the 

validity of expectation versus the actuality in the United 

States today of any of the sub-processes Gordon describes. 

For the purpose of this research, the attempt is to 

identify educational techniques which might help to bring 

about attitude receptional assimilation (absence of 

prej udice), leading to behavior receptional assimilation 

(absence of discrimination) in our school systems, teacher 

education, and in-service training). 

Historical Review of Prej udice 

There never was a melting pot; there is not now a 
melting pot; there never will be a melting pot; 
and if there ever was, it would be such a 
tasteless soup that we would have to go back and 
start allover! 

Quote from a black intellectual 
Ethnic Relations in America 
Thernstrum, 1982,-P.-~----

According to Smith (1971) nAmerica is being overwhelmed 

with fundamental problems germinated by the melting pot 

mistaken (p. 10). Since the first colonists landed from 

England, America has been identified as a place where all 

people come for freedom from oppression. The first census 

in 1790 showed an ethnically diverse society. As other 

parts of the world became over populated, and waves of 

immigrants came for jobs as well as freedom, the society 

became, as described by Gordon, one in where structural 



pluralism was attempted although the climate was one of 

differing cultural values (1964). 
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However, in their zeal to become Americans, many groups 

began to give up their own identity. The word 

"Americanization" implied assimilation. To be accepted 

meant "they" must become "we" which meant Anglo Conformity, 

a "complete renunciation of the individual's culture, in 

favor of the behavior, attitudes, and values of the core 

group" (Gordon, 1964). As early as 1782, st. John 

Crevercoeur wrote in Letter!>. from an American Far!!!e:r::, "here 

individuals of all nations are melted into a new race of 

men" (1982, p. 29). The belief the United States was and 

should be a "melting pot" was widespread and popular in the 

early 19th century. In 1909, Israel Zangwill's play "The 

Melting Pot" described the contributions of all the various 

groups. Howard Odum in American §ocial ProblE'-!Il§ (1939) 

described the term most accurately as a symbol in the 

United States saying "the merging of people has commonly 

been accepted as a symbol of the melting pot of the world, 

and for a long time it represented the reality of a haven 

of refugee for those who sought freedom and opportunity" 

(p. 231). 

As Keely points out, however, "National unity with 

ethnic diversity has always been a source of tension in 

American life" (1982, p. 29). He goes on to describe the 

------- ---- .--
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IImelting pot ll image as vague, asking whether it is a stew 

in which everything IIthat is thrown in becomes part of the 

meal, or like a smelter where useful metal makes a new 

alloy and the rest eliminated?1I His description of the 

theory as being valuable for its attention to the 

contribution of diversity, with "acceptance of diversity a 

benefit" is, I believe, the most acceptable and realistic 

jdentification of the term. He says as ideology and 

description lithe melting pot idea is as incomplete as 

conformity II (p. 29). 

In writing about American social systems, most 

historians and sociologists use the term pluralism, or 

cultural pluralism, to more accurately describe not only 

what is, but what most people want and what should be. 

Keely (1982) describes pluralism as the dominant ideology 

(in the English tradition) for the last quarter century. 

He quotes Horace Kallen, who wrote in 1915, IITrue 

Americanism lies in conservation of minority groups" (p. 

28) but says the idea has been slow in acceptance. He 

bel ieves only since World War II have freedom and equal ity 

been seen as II requiring tolerance and respect for cultural 

and ethnic diversity." He says the three val ues of 

Individual Freedom, Equality of Opportunity, and Pluralism 

are all necessary to fulfill the American promise, but only 

recently, with the issues of Cuban and Indochina immigrants 
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being debated, has the link between immigration policy and 

civil rights issues been identified. 

Schaefer (1979) points out marriage patterns alone 

indicate the United States is not a melting pot in terms of 

assimilation in the social realm. Many groups are still 

unwilling to marry out of either religion or culture. He 

quotes studies by Ruby Jo Reeves describing ethnic endogamy 

(separatism) as existing more by religion and in varying 

degrees by national ity group (1979, p. 35). Schaefer 

describes the United States as a "triple melting pot--a 

series of three mixing caldrons--Catholjc, Protestant, and 

Jew" (p. 36). He says that 1950 intermarriage data shows 

ingroup marriage to be 70% for Protestants, 73% for 

Catholics, and 96% for Jews. He believes that fusion (A + 

B = C) unlike assimilation (A + B = A) is happening between 

nationalities but only within a religious group but not 

between groups. He describes the situation of many people 

in the 'United States as one of marginality, being between 

two cultures at the same time. This situation would be 

described as existing when mother and father come from 

different cultures or from assimilation, as for instance a 

Christian covert from Asia (p. 38). 

A nation wide public opinion poll in 1947 (Saenger, 

1953, p. 6) reported that 36% of respondents said that 

"Jews are getting more power than is good for the country," 
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and 12% said the same thing about Catholics. Only 14% said 

they would not to work in the same job with a Jew, while 

45% out of 7,000 high school students polled in another 

survey in 1948 said they would not want a Negro nurse. In 

1975 Glock surveyed 1,000 teenagers in three different 

communities to deter.mine acceptance of stereotypes. White 

non-Jewish teens accepted outright negative stereotypes of 

Jewish teens in 26%, 37%, and 43% of the respondents in the 

three respective schools surveyed, and for Jews in general 

by 34%, 40%, and 45%. When asked about black teenagers, 

the same respondents accepted the outright negative 

statements in 34%, 40%, and 45% respectively. 

Milton Gordon (1979), says neither structural 

assimilation nor cultural pluralism describe the true 

situation in the United States, because "in a truly 

pluralistic society forces of prejudice and discrimination 

would not exist" (p. 42). He says cultural pluralism is 

more an ideal than a reality. He describes an attempt at 

structural pluralism with both ethnic and religious 

subsocieties reacting and interacting in differing amounts 

and with differing success with the primary group 

(structural assimilation). He believes lithe challenge to 

the United States is not to eliminate this structural 

pluralism, but how to maintain it and still eliminate 

prejudice, discrimination, and value conflict" (p. 42). An 
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example of the extent of this pride in ethnicity and the 

continuing rumbling of the melting pot of immigrants 

struggling to maintain their identity while at the same 

time entering the mainstream of the economic structure, is 

described in a poet from Therstrom: 

Boston's very proud of its minorities, 
Delighted to be a polyglot, 

But according to the relevant authorities, 
A mel ting pot is what it's not. 

Italian, Irish, Slavic, 'and Hebraic now 
Are sedulously sticking to their CMn, 

Which makes the Boston picture a mosaic now, 
With every group as solid as a stone. 

The reason is the hard and fast conviction felt 
By members of each ethnic group 

That as soon as a minority begins to melt, 
It's bound to wind up in the soup. 

Minorit:t Priori.!y, Thernstrom, 1982 

During the last 50 years much has been written about 

race and ethnic relations. In the 40's and 50's the 

attention was given to the racial differences and cultural 

backgrounds of America's immigrant groups. Later, 

according to Saenger (1953, p,. 111), research began to 

study economic, political, social, and psychological causes 

of prejudice and discrimination and also how and why 

prejudicial attitudes are passed from one generation to 

another. Finally, there has been interest in studying 

methods of changing nondemocratic attitudes and 

techniques to abolish discrimination. Saenger said in 

1953 the achievement of good relations between different 
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problem. 
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During the 60's and 70's, according to Thernstrom 

(1982), the United States was experiencing a "cultural 

earthquake." The "unmeltable ethnics" were on the rise, 

and the "WASPS" (reveal ingly, the only remaining ethnic 

slur permissible in enlightened circles) were on the run" 

(Thernstrom, p. 3). Greeley (1971) calls the search 

for ethnic identity "A New Tribal j sm" and says that all 

groups, including the majority, are reasserting thejr 

heritage and ethnic identification (Schaefer, 1979, p. 52). 

The question has been raised whether the United States 

ever achieved its much valued "melting pot" status. Most 

people would probably agree it means assimilation rather 

than a theoretical jdeal of fusion. Many writers today 

agree nei ther fusion nor accul turation or assimilation is 

the ideal. Greer (1974), for instance, has pointed out 

the melting pot was a mythical theory, in which it was 

expected biological mergers and cultural blending would 

yield a new and unique entity, the "American." He has been 

one of the most vocal critics of the prevalent ideology and 

practice in the schools, during and since the great waves 

of immigration, to enforce the conformity theory of 

assimilation, in which ethnic groups would surrender thejr 

cultural differences in favor of the dominant sociocultural 
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valueJ and behaviors (Isser, p. 4, quote from Greer, The 

Divided Society, 1974). 

In our industrial society the waves of immigrants 

tended to corne from poverty to varying degrees of 

hostility. It was not the same for all. To some extent 

the resentful and disturbing attitudes were a result of 

large numbers corning in at once. The usual situation was 

one of more hostility toward those who were more easily 

identified as different, first by either race or speech, 

and second by religion. Prized jobs, as well as values, 

were seen as being threatened by the masses of newcomers, 

and actually, it is surprising so many people were 

incorporated so well into the society. The ease of 

adjustment depended a great deal on the ethos and mores the 

immigrants brought with them, and their determination to 

take advantage of what this new country had to offer. 

In 1971, both Novak (The Rise of the Unrneltable 

Ethnics) and Greeley (~~ ~an I t They Be Like Us?) 

identified the problems of prejudicial attitudes in much 

stronger terms than most of the other authors quoted 

previously. Novak (p. 76) says "America is a jungle, not a 

melting pot" and also states "Although popular rhetoric 

glorified the country as a melting pot of different 

peoples, in actuality this has meant melting diversity into 

conformity with Anglo Saxon.characteristics. Those unable 
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or unwilling to fit in have suffered varying degrees of 

abuse or obstracism because middle-class America demands 

conformity before it gives acceptance" (p. 48). 

Progressives in the society thought the schools were 

responsible for acculturation and advocated a democratic 

education and assimilation for all. There were many, 

however, who combined ethnocentric prejudice and economic 

fears and had stereotypical generalizations against the 

immigrants. After the Civil War, the east Europeans, the 

Orientals, and the Jews all found prejudice, due to race or 

religious differences. The First World War brought on a 

social Darwinism pseudo-racist doctrine and heightened 

American xenophobia (Greeley, 1971). Both a general lack 

of sensitivity and the educational practices of 

assimilation caused problems for children. They were 

taught in school to be ashamed of thejr traditions, 

language, and culture. The press and magazines spread 

bigotry: early Irish immigrants found NINA (No Irish Need 

Apply) signs with help wanted ads. 

When it is remembered the different ways minority 

groups have arrived here (volutary migration, involuntary 

migration, annexation, and colonialism) and compare thejr 

attitude about being here to the factors affecting thejr 

assimilation and economic status, it becomes clear why some 

groups have easily fit in with the majority and some have 
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not. Some nationalities (for example, Irish and Italians), 

have wanted to fit in but were not accepted for many years, 

while the American Indians who preferred to keep their 

culture separate and distinct, have often been faced with 

forced assimilation. Subordination has always caused loss 

of self-esteem for many minorities due to a feeling of 

lower status and rejection by the majority in power, and 

for those immigrants who could find only the lowest paying 

jobs. 

Although it is difficult to identify an exact measure 

of the extent of prejudice in a given population, the U. N. 

subcommittee reported on the effects of prejudice in 1949. 

The committee described a means to suppress or eliminate 

inequalities of treatment which may have hannful results on 

the recipients of the prejudice, aiming at lithe prevention 

of any act or conduct which implies that an unfavorable 

distinction is made between individuals solely because they 

belong to certain categories or groups of societyll 

(Saenger, 1953, p. 4). 

According to Saenger (1953), discriminatj.on and 

prej udice helps to keep the dominant group in a society 

strong, and put a minority at a disadvantage. An 

individual can also find psychological advantages in 

maintaining prejudicial attitudes. He not only maintains 

self esteem (by putting others down) but his 
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discrimination provides an outlet for aggression. Saenger 

(1953) says, however, everyone loses in this situation. 

Intolerance leads to fear and unhappiness of all involved. 

He points out far too often prejudice turns to 

discrimination, and then to violence, between children in 

school situations, when members of minorities are labeled 

with derogatory nicknames (as wop, dago, polock, or 

nigger), and one group refuses to play with another. 

Although desegregation in public places has been outlawed 

in the United States, it is still a reality in relation to 

admittance to private groups. That very separatism and the 

right to choose those with whom you associate socially in 

private clubs is a right of freedom of choice in the minds 

of many who would consider themselves to have democratic 

ideal s. 

Segregation in housing is another still unsolved 

problem in America, especially in large metropolitan areas 

with significant numbers of different ethnic groups in the 

population. A continued concern also is that of a forced 

segregation in housing and discrimination caused by the 

economic barrier of less education and lower paying jobs of 

many minority groups. In the social reality of everyday 

living and the relationship between housing and attitude, 

this socioeconomic barrier becomes one of the main causes 

of prejudice in the United States today. Many authors 
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believe racial prejudice is the cover-up of the real cause 

of prejudice, differences in social class, and economic 

status. 

Two thirds of all counties in the United States have a 

standard of diversity either by race or by being foreign 

born. Our American melting pot has never been a new 

identity of melted together fusion, but is IImany different ll 

living together sometimes in harmony, but more often, still 

rumbling and bubbling as Zangwill described it in 1909 

(Schaefer, 1979). In spite of our problems, America is 

still the "symbol of refuge for the homeless and new hope 

for the hopeless ll as described by Odum (1939, p. 231). 

Nationality is still a major classification as we strive 

toward that ideal of cultural pluralism. 

Prejudice Today 

As one internalizes the difference between prejudice 

and discrimination, it is understandable that society 

denies that prejudice is an attitude of the majority of the 

population in the United States today because 

discrimination has been eliminated officially as policy and 

practic.e by the Civil Rights Act. However, since 

prejudice is an attitude, while discrimination is an 

action, it is not enough to el imiate overt discrimination, 

the action. The covert feelings of prejudice have been 
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taught in our society since its founding and a piece of 

legislation cannot el iminate ingrained, sometimes 

unconscious fears and feelings about those who look and act 

different, or who emulate different cultural and value 

systems. 

Greeley (1971) believes that hatred of that which is 

different is still a reality, although it "lurks just 

beneath our civilized veneer" because the open expression 

of these attitudes is now socially unacceptable (p. 68). 

He bel ieves the basic struggl e is over a share of "the 

economic pie", and there is interethnic conflict and 

competition in politics, housing, education, t.rade, and 

business, and jt will continue into the future. He also 

believes racism is indirectly the issue, but economic 

competition and social economic status have become the real 

issue. He identifies six steps he says are necessary for 

ethnic assimilation. Novak (1971) describes seven barriers 

to integration and believes that Nordic racism from wasps 

and intellectual bigotry against Jewish people js still 

prevalent. Most researchers apparently believe the 

prejudice described by Adorno in 1950 as "one of the 

problems of our times for which everyone has a theory but 

no one has an answer" (p. v) is still just as prevalent 

today as it was in 1950. 
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The influence of the media is an important aspect of 

the continuation of the myths perpetuating prejudicial 

attitudes in society in spite of legislation and the 

Supreme Court Decision of 1954. A Public Broadcasting 

presentation Ethnic Notions (Riggs, 1987) explains the role 

media, entertainment, and advertising have had on 

continuing the stereotype of the black image as a counter 

culture in the United States. Blacks are still depicted as 

not being equal nor able to successfully assimilate into 

the norm of white society. 

Following the bitterness of the Civil War to the "Black 

Brute" image and unprecedented race hatred of 1900, to 

overt racism from 1913 to 1921 (speaking of Jim Cros, 

Niggers, Coons, and Darkies), to 1934 and the black mammy, 

Sambo, and Zip Coon, the attitude lives on. Aunt Jemima, 

Little Black Sambo, Uncle Remus, cartoon characters with 

liver lips, big bugging eyes and stand up hair, and the 

still classic film, Gone With the Wind, depicted "darkies" 

as serving whites, happy in servitude, lesser in 

intelligence, singing and dancing all day. Even in the 

1960's, the overt racism changed to covert prejudicial 

promulgation of stereotyping. From approximately 1965 to 

1975, Hollywood film studios cranked out hundreds of grade 

liB to ZII black exploitation movies. These movies 
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emphasized extreme violence, sex, and drugs. Ron Neal, 

Richard Roundtree, Billy De Williams, Fred Williamson, Jim 

Brown, and Pam Grier all started their careers in these 

films. 

The KI u Klux Klan continues to be active in the south. 

Even in Northern Minnesota where the mixed population has 

continue predominately to be primarily European in 

ethnicity, black racism has not been eliminated. The 

Indian Title IV counselor in one of the secondary schools 

j dentified the KKK movement in small towns in the early 

1930's, although there have never been negro families in 

any number living there. There are no Negroes in the 

schools participating in this survey. Religious prejudice 

continued on the Iron Range, as it has been previously 

reported in research. Although ethnic discrimination 

remained covert, the religious in-grouping remained, not 

only as evidenced by restraints against inter-marriage, but 

also in the organization of the 'church groups themselves. 

Although the need for the separate churches because of the 

language differences diminished, the Irish, Italjans, and 

Slovanians had separate Catholic churches. In the 1970's, 

when it was necessary to merge due to diminishing 

population, the people had a difficult time adjusting. As 

the first generation Scandinavians gave way to second and 
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third, their separate Lutheran churches still had the first 

service in the native Finnish and Swedish language. 

Even the churches contributed to the superior 

attitudes, as quoted by Lasker (1968, p. 174), with a bible 

class song book which taught children: "Away off there in 

Africa so far, far, far, I save Up all by pennies and my 

tin, tin, tin, The heathen kid to save from sin, sin, sin. II 

Literature, not only children's nursery rhymes but 

classics, such as this quotation from Robert Louis 

Stevenson, continue the myth: 

Little Indian, Sioux, Crow 
Little frosty Eskimo, 
Little Turk or Japanee, 
Don't you wish you were me? 

(In Lasker, 1968, p. 185). 

Very subtle advertising exists today which is offensive 

to many races. For instance, the cosmetic industry 

identifies a standard of beauty of alabaster skin, thus 

implying in a covert way in the minds of vjewers that black 

and brown are ugly (Riggs, 1987). This type of promotion 

cannot help but cause distress and feelings of jnequality 

among brown, yellow, red, and black skinned people, as well 

as giving a sense of superiority to the fair skinned 

viewers of northern European ancestry. According to black 

public figures speaking on the issue, t.he problem today 

also remains one of omission, failing to offer a realistic 

jmage of the successful black, working and living in the 

---------- ------ ----_._-_. 
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mainstream of society, as a role model for the young 

viewers, and to counter the happy singing and dancing 

servant image (Riggs, 1987). 

Although there is a world of difference between the 

widespread attitudes that stereotype traits of ethnic 

groups today as reported in the Glock study (1975), and the 

Anti-Semitism practiced by the Nazis in World War II, the 

attitudes promulgate the discriminatory actions. The 

responsibility for preventing the action must rest in the 

curriculum and school climate, starting with teachers and 

administration and school boards in schools of the present. 

Theories of Causes of RE~judic~ 

According to Schaefer (1979): 

Prejudice and discrimination are so prevalent 
that we are tempted to consider them inevitable 
or, even more loosely, 'just a part of human 
nature.' However, such a view ignores their 
variabil i ty from individual to individual and 
society to society·. The fact that children must 
learn prejudice before they exhibit it as adults 
underscores that prejudice is a social phenomenon, 
an acquired characteristic. Only in a truly 
pluralistic society would unfavorable distinctions 
not exist in prejudicial attitudes and 
discriminatory actions" (p. 52) 

There is no universally accepted definition of 

prejudice, and there is no all-inclusive theory of the 

cause of prejudice (Collins, 1970). However, according to 

research, ther~. are common denominators and points of 

agreement in all of the definitions, as identified by 
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Ashmore (in Collins, p. 249). The common assertions are: 

1. prejudice is an intergroup phenomenon. 

2. prej udice is a negative orientation. 

3. prejudice is bad. 

4. prej udice is an attitude. 

Prejudice has been identified as bad by social 

scientists using the norms of rationality, justice, and 

human-heartedness (Collins' discussion of Harding's theory, 

1969). Justice, which is political in nature and human

heartedness which is a religious value (and related to the 

concept of brotherly love according to Collins, 1970, p. 

252) are both less often used. The main argument against 

prejudice, using the assertion of a lack of rationaljty, is 

its overgeneralized attitude. People are judged simply 

because of membership or perceived social membership jn a 

particular group. Ashmore (1970) says one way to reduce 

prejudice would be to teach students to think of group 

members as individual s. One identified non-prej udid al 

response to a question on prejudicial attitudes (as in a 

questionnaire on stereotyping) would be "it depends on the 

individual." 

Many theories have been suggested as contributing to 

the cause of prejudicial attitudes. Most are not singular 

in nature, but are overlapping in their causal factors. 

They all fall into two basic ca tegories: those involving 
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the individual and his psychological makeup, and those 

involving the environment and the causal effects and 

influence of society, family, peers, and education. 

Ashmore uses a sociocultural level of analysis in his 

categorization of the theories identified as societal and 

individual (see Table 1) • 

Table 1. Sociocultural Theories of PreiEgice as identified 
by Ashmore. 

I. Societal 

A. Exploitation Theory 

B. Realistic-Group Conflict Theory 

II. Individual 

A. symptom Theories 

1. displacement-projection (Scapegoating) 

2. (Authoritarian Personality) 

B. Socio-cultural learning process theory 

1. socialization 

2. two plus two 

3. conformity 

4. belief 

-----------------------
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Societal Theories 

Societ.al prejudice labeled Exploitation is often 

encouraged and fostered by the leaders of a group, and 

often to exploit the perceived out-group members. It is 

most likely employed for personal advantage or gain. 

The second societal prejudice theory, labeled the 

Realistic-Group Conflict Theory, depends on the nature of 

intergroup interdependence, and is often fostered by 

intergroup competition. Intergroup dependence is 

characterized as a positive to negative continuum, with the 

negative interdependence fostering competition which in 

turn fosters prejudicial attitudes. Dominance develops 

stereotypes. A dominant-subordinate or a competitive 

relationship develops conflict. Conflict also follows 

prejudice. One researched method for reducing prejudice is 

to promote group cooperation. 

Most sociologists agree prejudice is a learned 

phenomenon, resulting from a given set of circumstances, 

influences, and innate perceptions. Since a fear of the 

unknown is often inVOlved, contact has often been offered 

as a remedy. Goodman's (1952) research is most articulate 

in refuting the contact theory per se, as she reported the 

results of interracial and cultural mixes in housing 

developments in the northeastern United States. She says 

the melting pot "simmers indefinitely and rarely reaches 
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the melting point. Contact does not necessarily bring 

friendship. Where there is interracial contact there is 

conflict" (p. 26). Goodman (1952) found first generation 

Americans resented newcomers, and getting along (both 

children and adults) was the exception. She states a hard 

life with few jobs and poor housing lead to social unrest 

and resentment. This economic issue is most commonly given 

as the basic cause of tension, both social and racial in 

nature, in the United States. She found most tensions were 

family and individual in nature, and race relations 

were "now and then genuinely friendly, sometimes openly 

antagonistic, and quite often largely indifferent" (p. 30). 

Goodman (1952) found a situation where few people had a 

sense of common humanity. Social classifications and a 

habi t of label ing were strongly establ ished. Most of the 

residents had ideals of brotherhood but had feelings which 

they kept hidden, while some were openly antagonistic. 

Nationality is still not only very much a sense of pride, 

but is a census classification. "What Am I" is important 

not only to adults, but to children, and the answers they 

get at home give them a sense of pride or unrest. They 

begin to perceive and classify by differences in skin and 

hair color, and are making value judgements and developing 

attitudes by what they are told and what they see others 

doing. They tend to accept and follow what the majority 
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does and says. By age four, people are classified or 

pigeonholed by features and groups. The ways of the world 

are accepted. "I can't play with you--you're colored" is a 

common statement. Value judgements about other people and 

attitudes toward them are defined. 

There is no question but that "Parents transmit to 

their children, not only specific social attitudes, but 

whatever predispositions to these attitudes lie within the 

individual's personal ity. Frenkel-Brunswik reports that, 

typically, people who are high in prejudice come from 

families whose primary values revolve around social status 

and standing in the community" (Goodman, 1952, p. 264). 

Research has also shown, however, children's attitudes can 

differ from those of their parents, and their attitudes are 

generalized, often a mix of prejudice and tolerance. By 

seven or eight, they seem to reach an ethnocentric peak 

according to Allport (1954). By age 12, total rejection is 

more verbal along with behavioral acceptance. Even verbal 

rejection becomes the more soci.ally accepted double-speak." 

Rose (1981) states the one thing we know definitely 

about prejudice, it is learned, and not inherited. Goodman 

says the experiences are determined by our culture and an 

attitude is like "cocking a gun, t.o ready, set, act, while 

values supply the 'push' (p. 40) to the we/they learned 

response for action. The necessary attitudes may be 
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missing in spite of strong values, and in spite of 

opportunities for copying, when "some other values, like 

fair play, politeness, kindness, etc. are strong enough to 

block the development of antagonistic race attitudes, or to 

block the copying of actions which depend upon antagonistic 

attitudes" (p. 40). Even in four-year-olds, race-related 

value systems are evident. They may be egocentric (no 

view, concerned only with "men), conventional (inflexible, 

for or against), or rationalistic (turning away from blind 

acceptance of other's values). They will have developed 

distinct ingroup/outgroup orientations and have not only an 

awareness, but stereotyped role uses, according to 

Stevenson and Stewart (Goodman, 1952, p. 254). 

Research regarding prejudice to Catholics, Jews, and 

Negroes, as reported by Trager and Radke-Yarrow, found that 

IIderogatory stereotypes and reactions indicative of 

adherence to patterns of social discrimination occur most 

frequently with respect to the Negro groupll (Goodman, p. 

255). Adorno bel ieves, however, tha t indi vidual s 

prejudiced against Negroes are not discriminate, but will 

also be prejudiced against Jews and Orientals. Prejudiced 

beliefs are categorical, involving dislike of entire groups 

because of an attitude whether or not there has been any 

contact. Discrimination is also categorical, but according 

to Merton, prejudice does not always coincide with 
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relationship between negative attitude and negatjve 

behavior as: 
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1. unprej udiced nondiscriminator--all weather liberal 

2. unprejudiced discriminator--reluctant liberal 

3. prejudiced nondiscriminator--timid bigot 

4. prejudiced discriminator--all weather bigot 

(in Schaefer, 1979, pp. 53, 189-216). 

Individual Theori§2 

On the individual level, the Symptom theory is 

described as being the overt manifestation of inner 

personality conflict (Ashmore). The behavior, which is 

based on the defense mechanisms of Freud, describes the 

conflict of id, ego, and super ego. The first symptom 

theory, Scapegoating, is described as hostility toward a 

definite object, and frustration. There is evidence that 

frustration leads to prejudice. The combination of the 

Frustration-Aggression hypothesis plus displacement 

together comprise the Scapegoat theory. Group norms are an 

important aspect, since the projection component involves 

externalizing taboo behaivor. This theory is most 

significant in describing and explaining the behavioral 

aspects of prejudice. 
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The second symptom theory is one of the best known, 

partly due to the work of Adorno and Frankel-Brunswick 

(1950). Adorno is known for his extensive research on the 

frustration-Aggression theory. He believes that a child 

develops an authoritarian type personality due to the 

discipline and attitudes of his parents. The F scale is 

used to measure the traits of this type of personaljty 

which are described as causing and supporting prejudice. 

There is disagrement over whether the personality is 

created by the parents and the Freudian defense mechanisms, 

through .the personality, cause the prejudice, or whether 

parents who teach children to be authoritarian, also teach 

them to be prejudiced, by example and inculcation. Ashmore 

(1970) believes it is a little of both, saying, 

"prej udice is transmitted directly and by means of Freudian 

defense mechanisms" (Ashmore, 1970, p. 282). Aspects 

of a prejudiced personality include generalized hostility 

and distrust, a tendency to externalize conflict, and 

conformity. Another conflicting aspect of research finds 

that projection is not always consistent with the 

Authoritarian Personality and the F scale. Also, either 

displacement and projection and/or conformity are both 

needed to explain the prejudiced personaljty, according to 

Ashmore. 
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The second main theory at the individual level of 

analysis is identified as the Socio-cultural Learning 

Process. It is described as role learning without ego

motivation or non-personality determinants, "derived 

through external social; and cultural sources acquired 

through role-learning" (Ashmore, 1970). A person 

interacts with his environment. The four explanations of 

the theory are socialization, putting two and two together, 

conformity, and belief. 

A child is indoctrinated into society and cuI ture by 

modeling of parents, peers, school, and mass media. He 

puts two and two together when punished for playing with a 

child of· a different race, by identification with a 

specific group, and by a self-fulfilling prophecy, as in a 

position doomed to be inferior for Negroes in the housing 

development (Goodman, 1952). These developing attitudes 

are also called institutional racism. 

Conformity might be described as adaption of outward 

behavior as a result of external pressure. People accept 

the views and values of those who are important to them in 

order not to be left out. Conformity is easier than non

conformity. It is assumed that much of the prejudicial 

nature of the majority in the United States is as result of 

an individual's need for conformity to social norms and 

attitudes of the reference group (friends and family). The 

---------------- .~ ... __ .•. --------~ 
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,statement that prejudice is learned is additionally 

reinforced by research that finds students leaving horne for 

college develop a new reference group and correponding 

different attitudes. More education and a higher social 

status are considered to decrease prejudice. The last 

explanation has to do with a "different way of thinking" 

belief theory (Ashmore, 1970, p. 293). A person assumes that 

those who belong to different groups must think and act 

differently, and therefore are not to be trusted (Rokeach, 

1960). Rokeach discusses the theory of belief as partly 

one of similarity of belief and attitude which then leads 

to interpersonal attraction. 

The research of these social scientists has 

presented a good case for the "learned" theory of 

prejudice. In addition, the research being presently 

conducted by Glenn Pate (1982) is an important first, step 

in identifying characteristics of individuals which may 

correlate with prej udicial attitudes. It al so shows 

beginning patterns of correlations between specific 

attributes which may correlate with non-prejudicial 

attitudes and, therefore, forms a beginning methodology to 

identify an educational strategy to develop cognitive 

sophistication against the prejudice in society. 

One significant aspect of disagreement in the 

development of theories of prejudice concerns the 
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methodology of research. The question is partly one of 

correlational versus causational effect not being 

identified in self-reporting studies. Observational and 

non-obtrusive studies might contribute to clarification. 

The expanding knowledge of proxemics may also help in the 

evaluation of inter-group dynamics according to Hall (1966). 

A second discrepency appears to be the method of 

classification of -theories. Some theories identified by 

researchers are considered to be methods of reducing 

prej udice by others. For instance, several researchers 

classify cognitive sophistication as a theory while Ashmore 

(1970) discuss education and higher social status 

as methods of diminishing prejudice. In actuality, a high 

level of reasoning is usually considered as a theory of the 

cause of less prejudice and more educatjon has been 

identified as a method for alleviating prejudicjal 

attitudes. 

Summa~ of Theories of Prejudice 
(organized by author) 

Adorno. Authoritarian personality. 

Gabelko. Frustration Aggression 
Identification with prejudiced groups 
Lack of democratic values 
Lack of cognitive sophistication 

Goodman. Authoritarian personality (Adorno) 
Social Learning (Pettegrew) 
Social-Cultural phenomenon (conformity) 



Schaefer. Exploitation (Cox, 1948, Marxist class 
theory) 

Scape Goating (frustration aggression, 
Dollard, 1937; John, 1939) 

Selznick and Steinberg 
Cognitive sophistication (a component) 
Emotive (pejoritive) personal 
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psychopathology (authoritarian, deprivation, 
and frustration) 

Davey. Individual approach (prejudiced personality) 
Fromm, 1941, maintain self-esteem 
Berkowitz, 1962, frustration-aggression 
Adorno, 1950, authoritarian personality 

Marley • 

Group Approach 
norms and expectations 
confljct of interest and competition for 
resources 

Ma te rial ism - prej udgement of reali ty 
Individualism - prejudcement of personality 
Provincialism - prejudgement of community 
Institutionalism - prejudgement of value 

Each of these theories fits into the structure and one 

of the categories identified by Ashmore and Collins as the 

individual or societal components of the Sociocultural 

theories of Prejudice. 

Explanation of Theories of Prejudice 

It has been established that prejudice is learned 

(Adorno, 1950; Allport, 1954; Collins & Ashmore, 1980; 

Glock, 1975). The basic explanation for the fact most 

people accept and believe prejudicial attitudes lies in 

either the personality of the individual or in outside 

influences or a combination of both. Since prejudice is so 

common as to be called almost a norm of human nature, the 
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important questions for research are why its 

internalization is rejected by some individuals as invalid, 

and how it can be unlearned by those who accepted the 

generalizations in the first place? 

Adorno (1950) defines a personality type who accepts 

prejudicial attitudes as neopsychoanalytic, an 

authoritarian, physically caused rigid personaUty. An F 

scale was developed to identify this personality. 

Pettigrew (1971)· belIeves this type of personality is 

caused by harsh child-training and cultural influences, as 

well as innate characteristics. The personality is tough, 

has received and believes in strict obedience to authority 

and harsh discipline and adherence to convention. Along 

with that personality type follows the frustration

aggression theory of displacement or scapegoating. The 

person who blames society for failure or deprivation and 

frustration and takes out that frustration by blaming 

others, or the individual who puts down others to build up 

his own self-esteem, exempljfies this theory. 

The social, situational, or group approach would 

identify the attitude as belong~~g to the individual who 

will conform to the group norm for both personal and 

economic reasons. Most people find it very diffjcult to 

defy authority or to go against-'the popular, accepted 

opinion. Whether the norm of the prejudical attitude is 

-------- --- ---.-- . ------- - -~---- ---
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caused h¥ distrust of the unknown, conflict of interest and 

competition for resources and jobs, or an assumption of 

difference (real or imagined), most individuals will 

bel ieve and follow the maj ority opinion. Pressure makes it 

difficult to act differently. Most people would probably 

fall into Merton's categories of reluctant liberal or timid 

bigot, depending on the situation and societal norm 

(Schaefer, 1979). Those people who are all-weather 

bigots, with authoritarian personalities have been found to 

be more alike, while those who are all-weather liberals do 

not have the same identifiable like characteristics or 

personalities. The real question is why all individuals 

with the same experiences are not prejudiced, why some defy 

authority and do not conform to bigotry? 

Although it could not be denied that there is 

"something" in the personality structure that causes a 

person to refuse to give in to stereotyping and societal 

pressures which conform to bigoted values, the most logical 

explanation is something in the social environment has 

been internalized by the non-bigot, just as it has with 

the frustrated aggressive personality. That something is 

usually identified as the cognitive component, or cognitive 

sophistication. It has been found h¥ age twelve, 

children who have been exposted to bias and stereotypes are 

already aware that using "doublespeak" is a more acceptable 
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outward attitude. Some begin to question the group 

approach to stereotypes and the exaggerated 

generalizations, whether coming from parents or peers. 

According to Gabelko, "thinking, questioning, and reasoning 

skills comprising cognitive sophistication are learned," 

and "People who question, who reason well, and who think 

clearly are far less likely to adhere to stereotyped 

thinking" (1981, p. 12). Those individuals with more 

education should develop a higher cognitive sophistication 

and be less dependent on others for developing opinions. 

In order to better understand how prejudicial attitudes 

are developed and maintained, it is necessary to study both 

the content and the extent of prejudice. A stuqy of 

stereotypes was begun by Katz and Braly in 1933 (Schaefer, 

1979) with a checkl ist of adj ectives to determine whether 

individuals would agree with the exaggerated 

generalizations commonly identified with a given group. 

This scale gives a measure 9f the content but not the 

extent of prejudice. 

It is more difficult to measure the extent of 

prejudice, but relative differences can be assessed with a 

social distance scale. Park and Burgess "defined social 

distance as the tendency to approach or withdraw from a 

racial group" (1921, in Schaefer, 1979, p. 64). Borgardus 

developed a scale to measure social distance by identifying 
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social situations and asking how people would react to 

different groups in these situations. The scale has been 

used for forty years with consistency (in Schaefer, 1979). 

Although the statistics show a decrease in both extent and 

content of prejudice from 1926 to 1966 (Schaefer, 1979, 

p. 66), the change in attitude has not followed with an 

appropriate change of behavior. There is still no 

concensus of lack of prejudice among whites, and an opinion 

poll in 1970 showed a majority of blacks believing whites 

were prejudiced and had negative personality traits (Harris 

Survey Yearbook, 1970, reported in Schaefer, 1979). 

The Crosby report of unobtrusive studies contradicts 

the statistics showing a decrease in prejudicial attitude 

(1980). It was found that actual behaviors were not 

consistent with reported attitudes when subjects did not 

know they were being observed. When there was no fear of 

retaliation or reprocussion from observed sanctioned 

behavior, prejudicial attitudes displayed were more 

intense. 

Crosby identified that "experiments on helping 

behavior, aggression, and non-verbal communication show 

anit-black sentiments are much more prevalent among white 

Americans than the survey data lead one to expect", 

according to a summary of the research (Crosby et al., 

1980). They found that hidden manipulations and 
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unobtrusive measures of prejudice can be identified as the 

dependent variable (prejudice) or the independent variable 

(manipulation) • 

Examples of helping behavior showed if consequences of 

lack of help were greater, then whites helped blacks. If 

there was no personal consequence involved, then they did 

not. Students answering questions showed less prejudice 

when there was no personal involvement, but when the 

answers determined roommate selection, for example, there 

was more prejudice shown against blacks. 

In experiments involving sanctioned aggression it was 

discovered that whites have a fear of retaliation from 

blacks, so that retaliation, censure, and anonymity 

affected the behavior of whites to blacks but not of whites 

to whites. Research also identified that "exposure to a 

non-racist model helped to decrease overt discrimination 

without effecting a compensatory increase in covert 

discrimination" (Crosby, 1980, p. 554). It was also proven 

that crimes (as shoplifting) were more often reported by 

whites when the supposed shoplifters were black than when 

they were white. 

Crosby (1980) also reported findings of Weitz in ·1972 

regarding verbal friendliness. It was concluded that "many 

self-styled liberals are more prejudiced than they would 

like to admit and protest too much when presented with a 



79 

chance to interact with blacks" (p. 555). For instance, 

negative correlations were found between a verbal report 

and non-verbal behavior when whites thought they were 

talking to blacks over an intercom, and in situations 

where Black English as opposed to standard English was 

spoken. Crosby concluded "If non-conscious behavior is a 

better indicator of prejudice than conscious behavior, then 

data suggests covert racism is still prevalent among 

whi tes" (p. 556). 

Although the unobtrusive studies do not explain the 

theories advanced for the causes of prejudice, they may 

help to prove whether some of the theories are valid, and 

which appear to have more significance. They should also 

help to explain why some of the expected correlations do 

not appear in self-identification tests, since observations 

have proved that the verbal tests and written self

identification of attitudes did not always agree with the 

observed behavior of a subject. 

Dimensions of Prej udic~ 

According to Kramer (1949), prejudice is complex, not 

only by definition, but in its levels of orientation. He 

states that research must identify and separate testing to 

the three levels identified as cognitive, emotional and 

action. The cognitive orientation involves how an 

individual perceives and believes, his picture of minority 
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groups and stereotypes, and characteristics he attributes 

to them, such as being inferior. 

The emotional orientation involves attitudes which 

cause reaction, such as fear, distrust, sympathy, contempt, 

anger, and envy. The action orientation involves exclusion 

or rejection, enforcement of status, aggression, and 

succorance (giving aid). The type of questions asked will 

help the researcher determine the orientation of prejudice 

invol ved. Open questions tend to be answer-ed spontaneously 

and indicate action oriented prejudice, while closed 

questions need a stimulus and are passive in nature. 

Personal and impersonal questions identify whether a person 

would do something and/or whether he believes it is alright 

for someone else to do it. Single member and group type 

questions identify the prejudical thinking as pertaining to 

all in a group with no differentiation, or to single 

members. Would/should questions help identify the 

intensity of feelings. 

Rokeach, in his highly acclaimed and much quoted 

research on the open and closed mind (1960), also discusses 

the implications of the cognitive and the affective 

dimensions of a person's belief system. He believes 

cognitive and affective functioning cannot be separated, 

and both aspects are involved in behavior. For 

instance, he says "Authoritarianism as an affective 
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personal ity state can al so be conceived in terms of 

cogniti.ve beliefs about the nature of authority" (p. 399). 

He is most recognized for his dogmatism scale which is used 

to recognize an open or closed mind in relation to the 

receptiveness to accepting new beliefs. He says we 

catagorize people according to beliefs, and we are 

comfortable with those with similar beliefs. According to 

his organized belief system of catagorizaiton, race is 

incidental to prejudicial attitudes. It appears that a 

person is race prejudiced, he says, because those with 

similar beliefs are usually of the same race (p. 394). He 

also recognizes that although beliefs are a part of 

personality, and the open or closed attitude is one way to 

recognize an authoritarian personality, the system is 

infl uenced by the si tuation. Both si tua tional and 

personality determinants influence the belief system, and 

often as an interrelated influence. He also identifies 

primitive beliefs as preideological and the meta-beliefs 

that we develop, as, for instance, a belief about 

authority. 

The orientations described by Kramer (1949) are the 

dimensions identified by Pate, and are those used in this 

study. They are identified as (1) the cognitive dimension, 

which has questions on stereotyping; (2) the emotional 

(affective) component, which uses questions describing 
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situations and asking whether the respondent would be 

comfortable or uncomfortable in the situation; and (3) the 

third dimension, the action or behavioral component, 

involves social associations. The answers identify 

whether the subject would get close to or reject 

interaction with different ethnic and religious groups in 

different situations. 

These three dimensions, cognitive, affective, and 

behaavioral, comprise the total Prejudice combined scale in 

the Pate instrument. 

Defenses Against Prejudice 

Research conducted in the last ten years has 
established that prejudicial and relatively 
unprejudiced individuals differ in basic 
philosophy and outlook toward life, their feelings 
about others and themselves, and their relation to 
other people (Saenger, 1953, p. 123). 

One explanation is people are predisposed to being 

prejudiced. A fear of those who are different is natural. 

In every society, different attitudes and values of 

different ethnic groups and cultures naturally cause 

distrust. Attitudes toward other groups are passed from 

generation to generation, and as Saenger (1953) points out, 

"race and reI igious prej udice are part of a cuI tural norm" 

(p. 139). Although differences in personality account for 

deviation for any given individual from the prevalent 

prejudices in his particular society, prejudice is learned. 
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Dewey stated in How We Think in 1933 that reflective 

thinking combats prejudice (Gabelko, 1981). Gabelko and 

Glock (1975) both identify highly developed cognitive 

skills as preventing the overgeneralizing and stereotyping 

that are part of prejudicial attitudes. Glock's research 

states greater academic success is associated with less 

prejudice, and there is a negative correlation for more 

education (those attending college) and prejudicial 

attitudes. He states highly developed powers of reasoning 

are required to recognize prejudice and reject it, and the 

process must be devleoped (p. 99). 

Glock (1975) found students with more highly developed 

cognitive skills could resist believing stereotypes by 

explaining why differences exist. These students avoided 

overgeneralizing and placed importance on equality, 

brotherhood, and values which combat prejudice. Glock's 

review of research has led him to state cognitive 

skills based on concepts, thinking processes, and valuing 

processes are needed to understand and combat "the dynamics 

of prejudice" (p. 1). Glock also states the political, 

economic, and social convictions ascribed to by each 

individual depend in part on his academic deprivation, on 

social and horne environment, and on cognitive 

sophistication. 
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Cognitive sophistication has been identified as a 

theory of prejudice (in the sense it develops a non

prejudical attitude), and is also identified as a defense 

against it. Feelings of low self-worth and acceptance and 

a low A scale (Anomie), described as a feeling of 

helplessness, are described as characteristic of a 

lack of cognitive sophistication, and contributing to 

feelings of prejudice or of being prejudiced against 

(Glock, 1975). In addition, a socioeconomic aspect 

involved such as economic deprivation causes academic 

deprivation which in turn affects prejudicial attitudes 

according to Glock. Saenger's findings also indicate the 

more educated person tends to be less prejudiced (1953). 

Rosenthal (1973) is perhaps the most emphatic proponant of 

cognative sophistication as a defense against prejudice. 

He not only says it is the most important defense, but 

identifies the need for a specific type of education. It 

must include not just the cognitive aspect but an 

enlightenment of values and ways to identify negative and 

stereotyped values and the cultural conditions which 

promote prejudice. 

A second correlate to prejudice has been identified as 

attitude about self. Glock (1975) found people with 

feelings of low self-worth were identified as anti-semetic. 

Saenger (1953) identified a need to strengthen ego and 
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self-esteem to decrease prejudice. Ashton found student 

self-attitude determined relationships with others of 

differing class and race. Franklin (1978) identified 

achievement and self-concept as the most studied variables 

and usually positively correlated, though there was 

significant difference between different ethnic groups. He 

states academic failure and low self-concept are closely 

associated. McKinney (1973) found self-esteem and 

achievement have a positive correlation and both are 

affected py economic deprivation and racjal variables. 

Coopersmith's (1981) research is probably the best known 

as identifying self-esteem with academic success, while 

that of Lefcourt (1976), Phares (1971), Battle and Rotter 

(1963), and Vasquez (1974) all associate Locus of Control 

as correlating with academic success. In addition, Phares 

identifies those with an external locus of control as pawns 

in society, helpless and at the mercy of the environment, 

and to being manipulated. Battle and Rotter (p. 489) say 

"interacation of social class and ethnic group is highly 

related to internal/external control attitudes." They say 

class is more significant than either race or I.Q. in its 

relationship to locus of control. Vasquez (1974) also ~.' 

found those of lower socioeconomic status tended to have 

external locus of control, and all the advantage toward 

~-~---- ----.------ -
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learning was with those of internal locus. Coopersmith 

(1981) differentiates between the social goals of esteem 

related to success and esteem of the child in the 

classroom. He defines success and feelings of self-worth 

in the personal frame of reference, and finds peer and group 

standards are most important to students. Both Coopersmith 

and Warren (1976) identified the high standards high 

achievers set for themselves. Warren identified low 

self-esteem individuals and males more than females as 

having a greater discrepency between the criteria they set 

for accomplishment and their ability. 

In summary, most researchers agree self-esteem 

influences prejudicial attitudes in a positive 

relationship. Most also agree high self-esteem influences 

and results in higher achievement, and high achievement 

should result in a less prejudicial attitude. There is 

also general agreement those with an internal locus of 

control will feel less helpless and manipulated in society. 

Glock (1975) identifies social class and economic 

deprivation as an intermediary variable in the 

relationship between esteem and prejudice. Research of 

Battle and Rotter (1963) and Vasquez (1974) finds class 

significant in the relationship between locus of control 

and achievement. 
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A third correlate to prejudice is the aspect of 

feelings about others. Glock (1975) identifies a student 

who is unhappy in school as more likely prejudiced and 

found friendship patterns of teenagers influenced feelings 

about others. Saenger (1953) found a democratic 

personality with feelings toward others demonstrated a lack 

of prejudice, as identified by the Machivellian attitude 

scale. He also identified a need for empathy to sensitize 

a person to others' feelings to combat prejudice. 

The fourth defense against prejudice has been 

identified as the attitude toward society. Saenger (1953) 

identifies a feeling of helplessness contributing to 

feelings of prejudice. Coopersmith (1981) correlates 

distructive classroom practices which make a student 

uncomfortable, and peer animosity as contributing to low 

self-esteem, external locus of control, and learned 

helplessness. Dwek (1976) identified learned helplessness 

as a perception of idependence between response and event. 

In other words, it is an inability to control a situatjon 

or make a difference with personal effort. 

Saenger (1953) found hostili.ty increased with 

f:t:ustration, and the authoritarian personality who tried to 

dominate, was often weak. A democratic personality who is 

convinced of his own worth and feels strong, does not need 

to assert himself (p. 127). 

----- .-~~~~~-~~--
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Steinberg (1974) identifies the cognitive and emotive 

components of prejudice. Those who are unsophisticated 

intellectually lack democratic values and moral conviction 

and fail to rej ect what Adorno describes as simpl ism and F 

beliefs of the authoritarian personality. This concept has 

also been identified with the Frustration-Aggression 

dimension of prejudice. 

Glock's research (1975) concerning the California F 

scale and identification with prejudice is also significant 

in explaining the relationship between feelings toward 

society and prejudice. It is the feeling of social 

inequal ity and class prej udice that aggravate racial 

prejudice according to Glock. He states, "proposals for 

teaching youngsters not to be prejudiced and for upgrading 

teachers' knowledge and understanding of prejudice ought to 

effect some reduction in class bias as well as other forms 

of prejudice" (1975, p. 179). He believes schools could do 

something about the social inequality that breeds class 

prejudice py breaking down the correlation between 

socioeconomic status and academic success. 

It is important not only to devleop ways to measure 

prej udice but al so to detennine its defenses, if school s 

and educators are to develop constructive ways to 

counteract and combat societal prejudical attitudes. The 

research of Pate (1982) has begun his process by testing 
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instruments which identify three characteristics of 

prejudice and four personal defense areas to prejudical 

attitudes. These areas have been categorized as a positive 

view of self, a positive view of others, a positive view of 

society, and logical reasoning. He believes these four 

defenses comprise the personal characteristics and 

attributes which some people have which keep them from 

developing prejudicial attitudes while others in the same 

environment become prejudiced by inculcation, example, and 

actions in their immediate surroundings. 

These characteristics have been identified by the 

research previously discussed and have been theorized in 

the research to be positively correlated with an absence of 

prejudicial feelings and beliefs. The assumption that 

prejudice is learned, and the unanswered questions stated 

previously in the studies of Glock (1975), Rose (1981), 

and Selznick and Steinberg (1967) form the beginning basis 

for the research questions of this study. What explains 

the relationship between self concept, beliefs about self 

in society, socioeconomic factors, prejudice, and academic 

success, and why do some people in the same environment 

become prejudiced while others do not? Pate (1981) has 

defined the personal attributes which should explain the 

question. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

Four high schools in Central and Northern Minnesota 

where superintendents had given permission to conduct this 

research were selected. The surveys were given to at least 

one class of students, in grades 7-12, by the teacher, 

with assistance from the researcher if desired or 

necessary. It was anticipated social studies teachers 

might use the surveys in conjunction with units they were 

presently teaching. Counselors assisted students and 

teachers in recording relevant da ta when required. 

Students in the designated classes could choose not to 

take part in the survey. In school C, a senior psychology 

teacher supervised all of the classes taking part in the 

survey. The surveys were identified by ID number only 

with school, grade, age, and gender recorded, and were 

tabulated by the researcher and then computer processed. 

The ethnic mix of the Iron Range in Northern Minnesota 

is in itself a somewhat unique community of second and 

third generation European ancestry. This ethnicity is 

an important aspect of the study. In an area of the United 

States where pride in ancestry is viable and visible, 

competition among nationalities is keen, and kidding good 
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natured. It is anticipated students with a strong 

ethnic identification will have self-pride in ethnicity and 

therefore exhibit less prejudice. In Central Minnesota the 

population is 95% German Catholic with a strong Polish 

minority. There is a strong evidence socially of 

separatism of culture and religion in this community which 

is different from the other three high schools. Unique 

ethnic aspects of each high school were identified and 

comparisons in results are expected to be significant. 

The description of the high schools is as follows: 

Schoo1~: Northern Minnesota, central-western Iron 

Range public high school with a small number of Indjan 

students; population 600. 

School~: Northern Minnesota, eastern Iron Range; 

public high school, no Indian students, population 400. 

School f: Central Minnesota, private Catholic school; 

high school population, 1,000--German Catholic students in 

majority, small group of Polish students a minority, no 

other specific groups identifiable, no Indian students. 

School~: Northern Minnesota, immediately west of the 

Iron Range; directly adjacent to a large Indian 

reservation, public high school, 20% Indian; population 

400. 
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There are no black or Mexican American students in any 

of these schools, and only seven students identified their 

nationality as oriental. 

Explanation of Vari~bles 

Research on prejudice identifies three dimensions of 

prejudice: Behavioral, affective, and ~ogniliy~. These 

three dimensions comprise the dependent variable, 

Prejudice. The variable is identified using three scales 

which are combined into one variable labeled Prejudice. 

Behavioral. A social distance scale is used asking 

students how willing they would be to interact with various 

groups in different situations of intimacy. 

Affective. A Likert type scale assessing feelings of 

being comfortable or uncomfortable in different situations 

is used. The set include grace, gender, social class, 

religion, and multiethnic of topics. 

Cognitive. Twenty stereotyped statements are used with 

which one may agree or disagree. High agreement indicates 

a prej udicial bel ief system. 

The Independent Variables are those characteristics 

identified by Pate (1981) as areas of defense. They are 

personal attributes of positive view of self, positive view 

of others, positive view of society, and logical thinking. 
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View of Self 

According to Pate (1983) "there is a substantial body 

of research which relates self esteem to prejudice. The 

lower the self esteem, the more likely a person is to be 

prejudiced. The old saying, you can't like other people if 

you don't like yourself appears to be true" (p. 2). A 

short, general self esteem inventory is included in the 

Pate survey. The Coopersmith School Inventory (SEI) was 

also used in the study. 

Research has claimed a correlation for self esteem and 

lack of prejudice. Research has also claimed a correlation 

between high self esteem and achievement. This would 

indicate a probable positive correlation between high self 

esteem, high achievement, and a lack of prejudice. 

The Rosenberg self-esteem scale was used. It has a 

reliability of .92 and a validity correlation with the 

Coopersmith self-esteem test of .59 (Robinson, 1976, 

p. 81). 

Research has also verified a positive correlation 

between high self esteem and internal locus of control. 

Thus the positjve correlation should include internal locus 

and lack of prejudice. The Pate survey includes the 

Norwicki-Strickland Locus of Control questionnaire. 

Previous research also indicates a controversy, 

however, in relation to influences on the student relating 
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to self esteem and achievement. The Coleman (1966) study 

indicates socioeconomic status is a more significant 

indicator of achievement than school climate, while 

Coopersmith (19B1) found both attitude of peers and 

group standards are important, as well as teachers' 

attitude toward achievement. Positive correlations between 

these variables are not clear cut in research. 

Frankl in (197 B) found "Achievement has been studied 

more extensively than any other factor in relation to self

concept. It appears the maj ori ty of studies support 

significant correlation coefficients between reported 

measures of self-concept and achievement (p. IB). However, 

McKinney states "a definite relationship between self

concept and achievement is affected by both economic 

disadvantage and racial variabl es II (in Frankl in, p. 23). 

~n attempt was made to identify students' self-concept 

in relation to their perceived feelings about others' 

attitudes toward them with a Likert scale of perceived 

behavior and respect of teachers and other students toward 

them. The school Coopersmith self esteem subset also 

includes a teacher question. These separate sub sets were 

all identified and correlated with prejudice and with the 

View of Self-Variable. 
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View of Others 

The Pate survey uses three scales to identify positive 

feelings toward other people which are believed to be 

defenses against prejudice. 

The Empathy Scale identifies a degree of understanding 

and identifying with feelings of others. 

A Faith in People scale (Rosenberg) is representative 

of a positive view of individuals and should correlate with 

lack of prejudice. It has a positive validity and a 

reliability of .92 (Robinson, 1976, p. 612). 

A feeling that people are basically good and a lack of 

inclination to manipulate others should indicate a lack of 

prejudice. "A person who feels that people are no good 

will begin to have a high degree of prej udice" according to 

Pate (1985, p. 1). 

The Christie Michiavellian scale (1969) was used to 

determine an attitude regarding manipulation of other 

people. It has a validity of r=.64 and a correlation of 

r=.77 with the Rosenberg Faith scale (Robinson, 1976). 

View of Society 

The California F test (Cal-F) used in this research 

(Adorno) has been used previously to identify an 

authoritarian attitude, which is interpreted as 

undemocratic and found to correlate positively with 

prej udi ce. The te st ha s a reI iabil i ty of .97 and a 
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val idity correlation of .65 with the E scale and .53 with 

the A. S. (Robinson, p. 308). "This defense area means 

that a person should have basically democratic views with a 

belief in equality and a sense of fair play. It is 

consistent with the work of Adorno and is antiethical to 

elitism, partiasanship, and generally taking unfair 

advantage II (Pate, 1983, p. 2). 

A second way to identify a perception of feelings 

toward society is to determine a degree of feelings of 

helplessness. The Hyman Anomie scale of normlessness and 

helplessness is included. Lack of helplessness should 

correlate with internal locus, high self esteem, high 

achievement and lack of prejudice, according to previous 

research. 

Logical Thinking 

The logical thinking defense is measured with a Logical 

Reasoning scale IIdeveloped to assess an individual1s 

placement on Piaget1s stages of cognitive development. The 

belief is that clear and logical reasoning is a defense to 

prejudicial thinking; a logical thinker will be less likely 

to accept over-generalizations and stereotypes" (Pate, 

1983, p. 4). The test was obtained from Dr. Hershel 

Thornberg, University of Arizona, Educational Psychology 

Department. 
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Additional Measures 

The Purdue scale for measuring attitude (Remmers) was 

used with 25 stereotyped descriptive words which are 

matched to 13 ethnic and religious groups familiar on the 

Minnesota Iron Range and/or central Minnesota. Students 

are asked to indicate agreement or disagreement. 

In addition, GPA should l:e an indication of academic 

achievement and logical thinking. It is expected that high 

GPA, a high score on the logical reasoning test, and lack 

of prejudice will have a high positive correlation. 

Students also are asked to indicate how they think 

other students and teachers treat them and respect them 

using a Likert scale. This scale is categorized (labeled) 

as View of Others Toward You and placed as a subgroup under 

View of Self. Neither the Coopersmith SEI, nor this View 

of Others Toward You scale is included in all grouped View 

of Self variable, but are considered as separate scales in 

all calculations. 

Statistical Procedures 

Each question is restated, followed by identification 

of the scales and combinations of scales and the 

instruments which were used. Mean scores were calculated 

on all variables. 

1. How does view of self correlate with non

prejudicial attitude? 
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Correlations between the combined prejudice scale and 

this area of defense were calculated for total N, males and 

females, division b¥ school and b¥ grade, and b¥ school for 

males and females. The sub-scales for the area of defense 

were also correlated with the combined prejudice scores. 

The individual prejudice scales were compared with the View 

of Self both combined sub-scales and separately. The 

Coopersmith self-esteem scale was also compared with the 

combined and separate prejudice scales. 

2. How does a View of Others correlate with non

prejudicial attitudes? 

Correlations between the combined prejudice scales and 

this area of defense were used, for total N, males and 

females, schools, grades, and males and females b¥ school. 

Individual sub-scales for the defense were compared with 

total prejudice and the separate prejudice sub-scales were 

compared with the View of Others and also with its separate 

sub-scales. 

3. How does a View of Society correlate with non

prejudicial attitudes? 

Correlations between the combined prejudice scale and 

this area of defense were cOtnpared for total N, males ancL_ 

females, grades, and schools, and males and females in 

each school. The individual sub-scales for View of 

Society were also compared with total prejudice, and the 
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separate prejudice sub-scales were compared with the View 

of Society and also with its separate sub-scales. 

4. How does Logical Reasoning correlate with non-

prejudicial attitudes? 

Correlations between the combined prejudice scales and 

this area of defense were used. Separate prejudice scales, 

including the range stereotype were also compared with the 

Defense. The variables compared were total N, males and 

females, schools, grades, and males and females by school. 

5. What are the differences among students in the same 

school who have prejudicial attitudes compared with other 

students who do not? 

Multiple regressions were used for each separate 

defense sub-scale with prejudice to determine which were 

most powerful in predicting nonprejudicial attitudes. All 

of the correlations described below were calculated by 

school and by gender. 

6. How do different schools compare in student's 

prejudicial or nonprejudicial attitudes depending on 

age/grade, gender, or ethnicity of the student and 

composition of the school? 
o 

The correlations for the separate sub-scales of defense 

with prejudice were examined for each school. Multiple 

regressions were looked at for the separate sub-scales of 



defense to identify differences for students in each 

school. 

Summary of Calculations 

Mean scores were calculated for all dependent and 

independent variables. 

Correlations were run on all variables: 

combined scales - dependent variable Prejudice 

social distance 
comfortable/uncomfortable 
stereotyping 

(with) 

combined scales Prejudice 

View of Self - Locus of Control and Self-Esteem 
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View of Others - Empathy, Faith, and Machiavellian 

View of Society - California F and Anomie 

combined scales Prejudice - (with) 

Logical Reasoning 

Coopersmith SEI 

Range stereotypes 

Perception of other's attitudes and behavior 

The three separate scales of prejudice (with) 

All of above independent variables. Eight separate 

sub-scales of the four Defenses with all Prejudice scales 

(both combined and separately) 
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lolultiple Regression formula was calculated for: 

Combined scale prejudice (dependent variable) with sub-

scales of the four defenses (independent variables) 

Self esteem 

Locus of Control 

Empathy 

Faith 

Machiavellian 

Anomie (helplessness) 

California F (Cal-F) 

Logical reasoning 

Coopersmith SEI 

Correlations and Multiple Regression of separate and 

grouped data as identified above were used to determine 

differences between schools and between students in the 

same school using the combined prejudice scale and each 

area of defense, combined prejudice with each separate 

defense sub-scale, combined Areas of Defense with separate 

prejudice scales, and the sub-scales of the Areas of 

Defense with the separate prejudice scales. The 

Coopersmith self-e~teem scale, the Range stereotype scale, 

and the Likert scale of Attitudes of Others, were also 

included. 

Correlations between Logical Reasoning and the 

identified GPA of students was calculated. 
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Correlation between the three Prejudice scales and the 

Range Stereotype scale were calculated. 

Explanation of the Instrument 

The instrument for the study is the Pate Prejudicial 

Survey of 11 scales plus the Coopersmith SEI, the Purdue 

Attitude Scale (specific form developed for Iron Range 

Ethnic Groups), and the Likert type Instrument of 

Identification of Perceived Attitudes and ~ehavioE'§' 9i 

Others. 

Dependent Variable, Prejudice 

#1. Social Distance 

#2. Comfortable/Uncl.;lmfortable 

#3. Stereotyping 

#12. Stereotyping/Known Groups 

Independent VariablcG 
Areas of Defense 

#7. Self-Esteem 

#10. Norwicki-Strickland Locus of Control 

#13. Coopersmith (SEI) 

#14. Perceptions of Other's Attitude and Behavior 

Toward the Student 



Positive View of Others 

#4. Empathy 

#8. Faith in People 

#11. Machiavellian - Attitude Toward Using People 

Posi tive View of Society 

#6. California F - Dogmatism and Authoritarianism 

#9. Anomie Scale - Helplessness 

Logical Thinking 

#5. Logical Reasoning Test 

GPA 

Identification of Scales 

Scale 1. Social Distance. This measure does not 

assess actual behavior but rather makes inferences on 

students' attitudes toward different behaviors. 

Scale 2. Comfortable/YESEmfor!~ble. This scale 

assesses students' feelings of being comfortable in 

different situations. 
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Scale 3. Stereotyping. This scale is an effort to 

assess the belief system of students. It asks students to 

accept or reject stereotyped statements. 

Scale 4. Empathy. This scale assesses a student's 

degree of empathy for other people. 
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Scale 5. Reasoning. This scale is based on Piaget's 

theory of cognitive development and assesses degree of 

abstract and logical thinking. 

Scale ~ California F. This often used scale assesses 

a person's dogmatism and authoritianism. 

Scale ~ Self-Esteem. This scale assesses students' 

self-concept. 

Scale ~ Faith in People. This scale assesses a 

student's degree of positive and accepcing attitude toward 

other people. 

Scale ~ Anomie Scale. This scale assesses a 

student's feeling of normlessness in society and personal 

helplessness and lack of power. 

Scale 10. Locus of Control. This is the Norwicki

Strickland Scale which determines whether a person has an 

internal or external locus of control in relation to 

his/her own behavior and welfare. 

Scale 11. Machiavellian. This scale assesses a 

person's attitude toward using or manipulating people. 

Scale 12. Purdue Stereotyping. This scale measures 

attitude toward any defined group b¥ identification of 

agreement or disagreement with a list of stereotypes. The 

scale lists religious and ethnic groups with which students 

in Northern Minnesota might be expected to be familiar. 
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Scale 13. Coopersmith Self-Esteem (SEl). This scale 

is the school long form of his self-esteem inventories and 

incl udes four sub-scales of school, peers, home and social 

as well as a LIE component to check for a student answering 

the way he/she believe he/she "ought to feel." 

Scale 14. Attitude and Behavior of Others Toward Me. 

This five point Likert measure determines the way students 

believe teachers and other student treat them and respect 

them. 



106 

CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Scores on each test for each student were tabulated. 

Each questionnaire was analyzed to obtain significance of 

single variables and non-quantitative data. The three 

prejudice tests of behavioral, affective, and cognitive 

prejudice from the Pate model were analyzed separately and 

together, with the four defenses (see Figure 1). 

Identification of Groupings of 
Environmental Variable. 

There was statistical significance in the correlation 

between the areas of defense and the prejudicial scales, 

and of the areas of defense with each other (see Table 2). 

As Figure 1 indicates, each of the four areas of 

Defense has a strong correlation coefficient with the three 

combined Prejudice scales. For the total N, View of Others 

has the strongest correlation coefficient with prejudice 

(.64) • 

When Total N is grouped by gender, females have a 

stronger correlation coefficient with total Prejudice than 

males in all four Areas of Defense (see Table 3). 



Total N = 580 

Male 250 N Female 328 N 

By School By Grade 
1 2 3 4 7 8 9 10 11 12 

(207) (168) (54) (150) (78) (84) (72) (93) (118) (L:'J-J.) 

/ \ / \ /- \ /' \ / \ / \ //', / / \ / 
l>1 F M F M F M F M F N F N F M F M F M F 

-t----f---1----~---t----r---~----~-------L---~-------~-----------~----------~------~ 
102 104 73 95 16 38 59 91 40 38 31 53 30 42 34 58 55 63 67 75 

Figure 1. Identification of groupings of envjronrnental variable. 

I-' 
o 
-...J 
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Table 2. Correlation coefficient for total N between total 
Prejudice (combined prejudice scores) and 
combined AReas of Defense. 

.54* Self 

Total .64* Others 
Prej udices 

.54* Society 

.52* Reasoning 

*p < .001, N= 580 

Table 3. Correlation coefficients for the four areas of 
defense with total prejudice by gender. 

Total 
Prejudice 

M = 250' 
F = 328 
P<.OOl for all 

M 

M 

M 

M 

= .52 

= .61 

= .53 

= .49 

Self F = .55 

Others F = .63 

Society F = .54 

Logic F = .55 
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Table 4 shows the correlation coefficients for 

prejudice with the areas of defense identified by grade 

level (age). 

Table 4. Correlations by grade/Areas of Defense wi.th 
total Prejudice 

N Grade Self Others Society Logic 

78 7 .47 .55 .38 .44 

84 8 .51 .58 .47 .45 

72 9 .38 .61 .52 .40 

93 10 .54 .64 .40 .46 

118 11 .58 .73 .65 .68 

134 12 .59 .65 .68 .45 
-----------------------------------------------------------
p<.OOl for all correlation coefficients. 

Grades 11 and 12 have a higher correlation coefficient 

between total prejudice and all four defenses. Grade 11 is 

considerably higher in correlation coefficient in two 

areas--View of Others and Logic. Although statistically 

significant, grade 9 is lowest in correlation coefficient 

with Logic and View of Self. Grades 7 and 8 are lowest in 

correlation coefficient with Others and View of Society. 

Figures 2 through 5, show the correlation coefficients 

by gender by grade. The correlation coefficient is higher 

for females than for males for lack of prejudice with 

------------- .-
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Figure 2. Total Prejudice/Logic for grade by gender. 
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Figure 3. Total Prejudice/View of Self for grade by 
gender. 
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Figure 4. Total Prejudice/View of Others by grade by 
gender. 
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Figure 5. Total Prejudice/View of Society for grade by 
gender. 
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high scores in View of Self, Society, and Others in grades 

7 through 10. Males are higher in grades 11 and 12. 

Logic is much higher in correlation coefficient with 

lack of prejudice for females than males in grades 7, 8, 

and 9, and higher but less different in grade 11. Males 

fall below p<.OOl in grades 7, 8, and 9. Males have the 

stronger correlation coefficient in grades 10 and 12. The 

theory of the correlation between a higher level of logical 

reasoning and a lack of prejudice is supported with 

stronger evidence for females than males except in grades 

10 and 12 (see Figure 2). 

View of Self (see Figure 3) has a dissimilar pattern of 

correlation coefficients for males and females by grade. 

Females are higher than males in grades 7 and 8, dropping 

just a bit in grade 9, and more in grades 11 and 12. Males 

scores drop to below statistically significant in grades f9 

and 10, and then rise sharply to a level above that of 

females in grades 11 and 12. The theory is supported by 

correlation coefficient levels of females at all levels, 

and less consistently and at lower levels for males. 

Figure 4 shows the correlation coefficient between View 

_~,of Others and Prejudice. It is high at all grade levels 

and consistently close for males and females except in 

grade 10. While correlation coefficient for females is the 
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highest of all grades in grade 10, males drop below the 

statistically significant level of .001 only in grade 10. 

Males rise above females for the correlation coefficient in 

grades 11 and 12. 

Figure 5 shows the correlation coefficient for total 

Prejudice with View of Society is different than for that 

with View of Others in two ways. The level of correlation 

coefficient is lower for females in View of Society than 

in View of Others in all grades except grade 9 where it is 

slightly higher. All are statistically significant. 

Scores for males, however, are below the significant level 

of .001 in grades 7 through 10. They rise above those of 

females for grades 11 and 12 and are statistically 

significant at p<.OOl only in grades 11 and 12. The theory 

appears to have the weakest support in this area, 

especially for younger males. 

Female's scores are more consistent with all grades, 

while male's scores are more inconsistent. The correlation 

coefficient for males are lowest for View of Self and View 

of Society with total prejudice in grades 9 and 10. The 

scores of both males and females are more consistent with 

View of Others with Prejudice than with any other Defense 

Area, and also are consistently higher, as Table 3, Table 

4, and Figure 4 illustrate. This defense Area, View of 

Others, not only has the highest in correlation coefficient 
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with the total Prejudice score, but also is most consistent 

across grade levels and by gender. In all the Defense 

areas the correlation coefficients for males drop in either 

grade 9 or 10 or both, and then go back up to rise above 

the correlation coefficients of females in grades 11 and 

12. 

Analysis ~ School 

Although there are some generally consistent patterns 

between Prejudice and the Areas of Defense by gender and by 

grade, there is great variation of strength of the 

correlation coefficients between schools. 

Schools A, B, and D are located in northern Minnesota, 

and on the surface would appear to be similar in 

composition, ethnicity, and educational philosophy. The 

communities also are similar in composition, size, and 

political structure. Although each has a very individual 

identity, all would be classified as small towns. The 

ethnicity of the students is third generation American, 

of central European and Scandinavian background. School A 

has a 10% Indian population; School D has a 20% Indian 

and mixed white ethnic population with most students 

identifying themselves as part Scandinavian than School 

A. School B has no identified American Indians, and is 

higher in Scandinavian population than School A. All are 
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publlc secondary school s. School A has grades 7 and B 

across town from the high school. Schools Band 0 have one 

building for all grades 7 through 12. Each has only one 

grade school. 

School C is a Catholic High School in central 

Minnesota. It has a separate building for the 7th and 8th 

grades, considered d middle scheol. The total school 

population is larger than the other three, and the school 

population consists primarily of German Catholic students, 

with a small Polish minority. It has a few Oriental 

students and a few of other nat,ional ities and reI igious 

persuasion. There are two other high schools in the town, 

two junior high schools, and several grade schools. There 

are also several Catholic grade schools. There are two 

Colleges in the area, one a state university and one a well 

known Catholic college with its own small high school. The 

town has a mixed population because of the university, 

although the country and surroundings small towns are 

predominately German Catholic. 

Since School C is most different in composition of 

student body from the other three schools, in location, in 

ethnicity, and private rather than publlc, . it was 

anticipated that there would be a difference in the results 

of correlations between School C and Schools A, B, and D. 
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Instead, School C is more like School A in the numerical 

correlations than was School B, which is most like School A 

in these nonstatistical variables. 

School D has the lowest range of correlation 

coefficient scores, with a range from -.28 to .25 (all 

below .001), with a negative correlation in View of 

Society. The highest correlation coeffjcient scores were 

from .89 to .92 for School B. Schools A and C have similar 

scores: .22 to .35 for School A and .35 to .40 for School C. 

As Table 5 indicates, School B has exceedingly high 

correlation coefficient scores. For example, the lowest 

correlation coefficient is .89. At the other extreme is 

school D, which also has the smallest number of students 

participating in the survey. Thus, the Defense of 

Prejudice Theory is strongly supported by three of the 

schools, and the low numbers may explain the lack of 

support of the theory in School D. 

Analysis py Gender Bl School 

In an effort to better understand the relationships 

within the theory each school was examined by gender. When 

the analysis is separated by gender by school, the 

differences become even greater (see Figures 6-9) • 
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Table 5. Grouping by school. Total Prejudice with areas 
of defense. 

Self Others Society Logic 

School A .22* .35* .22* .28* 
(N=207 ) 

School B .89* .94* .92* .89* 
(N=150) 

School c .35* .38* .35* .40* 
(N=16 8) 

School D .07 .24 -.28 .25 
(N=54) 

p<.OOl 

Schools Band C have the least difference in 

correlation coefficients between males and females. In 

School C correlation coefficients are almost all 

between .30 and .40, with male correlation coefficients 

just a little higher than female. In School B the 

correlation coefficients are allover .89, with the female 

correlation coefficients just a little higher than those 

for males. 

School A has correlation coefficients lower than School 

C, with male correlation coefficients higher than females 

in View of Others and View of Society (female correlation 

coefficients are very low in Society), almost equal 
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Figure 6. Total Prejudice/View of Self for each school by 
gender. 
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Figure 7. Total Prejudice/View of Others for school by 
gender. 
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Figure 8. Total Prejudice/View of Society for school by 
gender. 
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Figure 9. Total Prejudice/Logic for school by gender. 
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correlation coefficients for males and females in View of 

Self (both low), and correlation coefficients for females 

higher than for males for Logic. 

School D correlation coefficients are all low, with 

males higher than females in View of Others, View of Self, 

and view of Society as Figure 6 indicates. Females in 

School D have negative correlation coefficients for View of 

Self and View of Society. Males have negative correlation 

coefficients in View of Sod ety and Logic. Femal es in 

School D have a much higher correlation coeffid ent for 

Logic with the Prejudice scales than in anything else. It 

is almost equal to that of School C. 

The theory support is stronger and more consistent in 

Schools Band C. Schools A and D are more varied between 

males and females and from one Area of Defense to another. 

For instance, in School A, males and females are equal and 

low for View of Self. Males are higher and statistically 

significant for View of Others and View of Society. 

Females are very low for View of Society but higher than 

males with the highest correlation coefficient (.41) for 

any compared in Logic. In School D females are very low in 

View of Self, View of Others, and View of Society, but high 

and statistically significant with Logic, and surpassed for 

the school only by Males View of Self correlation 

coefficient. 



Defenses--Combined Prejudice and 
Separate Defense Scales 
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We have seen that each Area of Defense does correlate 

with Prejudice. The analysis of the combined Defense 

Variables reveals View of Others as most consistently the 

strongest correlation with the total Prejudice variable. 

As Tables 6-9 illustrate, by examining each sub-scale 

within each Area of Defense and its correlation coefficient 

with Prejudice we should gain further insight into the 

relationship. 

When the Defenses of Self, Others, and Society are 

separated into the individual sub-scales and analyzed with 

the independent variable, Total Prejudice, one Dependent 

Variable emerges as predominant--that of Empathy. The 

other two scales that comprise the View of Others variable, 

Faith and Machivallian are consistently lower. 

Machivallian has a correlation coeffi.cient value of 

around .50, while Faith is at the bottom with .41 (see 

Tabl e 6) • 

For View of Self, the two sub-scales, esteem and locus 

of control are also around .50 correlation coefficient. 

Locus of control emerges as slightly hi.gher in correlation 

coefficient (see Table 6). 

The View of Society variable has two sub-scales, 

California F and Anomie (helplessness). Both are also 



Table 6. Correlation coefficients sample and gender. 

Total 
Prej udice 

Total 
Prej udice 

Total prejudices and subscales of defense. 
All p<.OOl N=580 

View of Self 

Combined 
.54 

.Coopersmith SE! 

View of Others 

Esteem .48 

Locus of Control .51 

.22 

Empathy .64 

M .42 

F .54 

M. 52 

F. 49 

M .23 

F .19 

Total Combined .61 

M .58 

F .64 

M .48 Prejudice 
Machivallian .50 

Faith .41 

F .51 

M .37 

F .43 

122 
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Table 7. Correlation coefficients - Sample and gender. 
Total prejudice and subscales of defense. 
All p<.OOl N=580 

View of Society 
M .48 

Cal-F .50 
Total F .51 
Prej udice Combined .54 

M .51 
Anomie .49 

F .47 

Logic 
M .49 

Total .52 
Prej udice F .56 

View of Others Toward You 
M .23 

Total .25 
Prej udice (ST, T, T, R) F .21 
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close to .50, with the California F one point higher (see 

Table 7) • 

Logical Reasoning, with the correlation coefficient 

of .52 is second strongest, next to Empathy. Females had a 

correlation coefficient of .55 with males that of .49 when 

the separation by gender is analyzed. 

In six of the eight individual scales, Females ranked 

higher than Males. Only in Locus of Control and Anomie 

were the correlatlons for I>1ales higher than females. 

In addition to the eight individual scales in the Pate 

survey, Table 10 shows the Coopersmith SEI Self Esteem 

Inventory analyzed with total Prejudice. The correlation 

coefficient was only .21 but still statistically 

significant (p<.001). However, unllke the Pate esteem 

scale score, the Male correlation coefficient was stronger 

than that of the Female. 

An additional scale testing perception of other 

students' and teacher's treatment and respect of you was 

also tested for correlation with total Prejudice (see Table 

7). It would be classified as a View of Others toward 

you. It also is statistically significant, although much 

weaker than any of the ;our defenses, with a correlation 

coefficient of .25 for total N, with .23 for males and .21 

for females. 
,--" 
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Figure 10 again identifies the correlation coefficients 

for each sub-scale of the defense areas, ordered from 

strongest to weakest. Figure 11 does the same by gender. 

Both again verify the validity of the theory, and show that 

the top four sub-scales in order of strength of correlation 

are Empathy, Logic, Locus, and California F. Each of the 

four is a different area of defense. 

Sub-Scales by Grade and Grade/Gender 

Correlation coefficients of individual sub-scales 

identified by grade (see Figures 12 and 13) and by grade by 

gender (see Table 8) reinforce the strength of the F~pathy 

variable as high or highest of all grade levels. In the 

division by grades, the Cal ifornia F scale is highest at 

grade 12 and 3rd after Logic in grade 11. 

Both the other sub-scales in View of Others, 

Machevallian and Faith, were relatively low in correlation 

coefficient (although Faith was less than statistically 

significant (p<.OOl) only for grade 10. Empathy was very 

high (.72 for grade 11), and Machivallian at .59 was 4th 

while Faith at .47 was the lowest of the eight sub-scales. 

In View of Self, both Locus of Control and Esteem 

showed much inconsistency by grade. In grade 7 they were 

almost identical. In grade 8, Esteem was ten points 

higher. In grades 9 and 10, Locus was high and Esteem was 

low and not statistically significant. Both Locus of 

---------- -----------------
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Figure 10. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales areas of 
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of defense by gender. 
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Figure 12. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales area of 
defense by grade. 
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Figure 13. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales areas of 
defense by grade (continued). 



Table 8. Correlation coefficients. Gender by grade. Total prejudice with separate 
defense scales. 

Esteem 

Locus of 
Control 

Empathy 

Machivallian 

Faith 

Cal-F 

Anomie 

Logical 
Reasoning 

Coopersmith 
SEI 

7 
M 

.34 

.30 

.45 

.26 

.36 

.21 

.25 

.22 

.22 

8 9 10 11 
F M F M F M F M F 

12 
M F 

.56 * .43 .61 * -.10 .46* -.13.60* .54* .50* .55* .44* 

.50 * .32 .49 * .27 .51 * .42 .59 * .63 * .40 * .66* .43* 

.68* .60* .65* .50 .60* .14 .74* .73* .61* .64* .56* 

.46 * .20 .52 * .36 .57 * .10 .40 * .49 * .37 * .39 * .24 

.52* .46* .36 .46* .53* .48*.53* .67* .40* .57* .48* 

.50 * .49 .49 * .08 .59* .07 .50* .66* .51* .68* .58* 

.39 .52 * .43 * .58 * .62 * .60 *.51 * .49 * .52 * .61 * .37 * 

.69* .36 .54* .05 .60* .51*.46* .64* .71* .55* .41* 

.04 .58* .11 .09 .39* .03 .34 .11 .22* .27 .02 

;-------- ----------------------p<.OOl ------------ -------- ------ ---------

f-I 
N 
co 
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Control and Esteem increase in correlation coefficient in 

grade 11, and are high (over .50) but still among the 

lowest of all the sub-scales because they are all highest 

of all in grade 11. 

Both the California F and the Nomie sub-scales were low 

for grade 7 (Anomie was not statistically significant). 

They became stronger in grades 8 and 9, but Helplessness 

rose and California F dropped in grade 10. California F 

became stronger in grades 11 and 12 where it is highest of 

all (.66). Anomie although still significant 

statistically, dropped back to just above the level of 

grade 7 in grade 12. 

The Male/Female division also shows some strong 

differences undetected at other levels of testing. At 

grades 9 and 10, the California F was negative for Males 

and high (over .5) for Females, half the score of Females 

at Grade 7 (.21 vs •• 50), and higher for Males than Females 

in grades 11 and 12. Logic switched from being very high 

for Females and higher than for !llales in grades 7, 81, and 

9, to lower, and lower than males in grades 10-12. 

Empathy was statistically significant for females at 

all grade levels, but for males only in grades 11 and 12, 

where the correlation coefficients also rose above the 

point level of females. Females were higher than males in 

correlation coefficient for all three sub-scales in View of 
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Others for grades 7-10 (except grade 8, males, for 

Machevallian. Males surpassed females in the strength of 

all sub-scales in grade 12 and all but Helplessness and 

Logical Reasoning in grade 11. Males were higher than 

females only in Logic and Helplessness for grade 10, 

however. 

Also dramatic is the difference in significance of the 

correlations between Male and Female. At grade 7 none of 

the scores is significant for Males, but six are for 

Females. At grade 8, two for male and seven for female: at 

grade 9, one for male, nine (all) for female: grade 10, two 

for male, eight for female (not the Coopersmith): grade 11, 

eight for male and nine for female: grade 12, eight for 

males and seven for females (Not Cooper or Faith). By 

grade 12, males have caught up or surpassed females in 

points also (see Table 8). 

Examination of Individual Sub-Scales 
Of Areas 9£ Defense ~ School 

As shown in Figures 14, 15, 16, t.he individual sub-

scales of the Areas of Defense support the theory in the 

same way as the combined areas do when divided by school, 

with the greatest strength in School B, lower and similar 

in Schools A and C, and no significant correlation 

coefficients in School D. 

Figures 17, 18, 19, showing the variations by gender 

for each school also emphasize not only the differences 
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Figure 14. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales View of 
Self and Cooper SEI by school. 
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Figure 15. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales View of 
Self and Cooper SEI by school by gender. 
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Figure 16. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales View of 
Others by school. 
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Figure 17. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales View of 
Others by school by gender. 
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Figure 18. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales View of 
Society and Logic by school. 
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Figure 19. Total Prejudice/Separate sub-scales View of 
Society and Logic by school by gender. 
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between schools but the fact that there is less difference 

in the correlation coefficients for the sub-scales by 

gender in School B than in any of the others, and much more 

difference between males and females in School D than in 

schools A and C. There is also variation in which gender 

has the stronger correlation coefficient for each sub-scale 

depending on the school. 

Examination of the Individuals 
Sub-Scales of Prejudice 

Additional information concerning the strength of the 

individual prejudice scales was gained by analyzing the 

three scales separately with the areas of defense. As 

Tables 9 and 10 show, all correlations for the total N 

correlate at p<.001. 

Table 9 shows that the Cognitive Prejudice scale has 

the strongest correlation with all four Areas of Defense, 

and stronger than the combined scale Prejudice. Table 14 

shows the same fore each separate defense scale with the 

exception of Anomie (Helplessness) where the combined 

scales have a higher correlation coefficient. The 

cognitive is the highest of the three separate scales in 

correlation with Anomie, but each is lower than the 

combined scale. View of Others remains the strongest 

predictor with a correlation coefficient of .7 for the 

cognitive prejudice scale compared to .64 for the combined 



Table 9. Correlation coefficients. Three individual prejudice scales. N = 580 

---------------------------------------------------+--------------------------------
_ .36M 

M .52 1. .39~ 
Total .54 View of Self 2. .51- .42F ~.51M ~.57M F .55 - Prejudice 3. .57 

.50F .55F 

c:::::::::: 4 2 
M M .61 1 • .46 ~ .58M .72M 

Total .64 View of Others 2. 
F .63 Prejudice 3. 

• 58- .46F ~ L 
.70 .55F .67F 

<::::::::.32M M .52 1. .37 .54M 
Total .54 View of Society 2 • .53 .40F <~ .64M 

F • 54 Prejudice 3. • 60- .50~ 
.56F 

oc:::::::: .4 0 M M .45 1. .42 ~.40M Total .52 Logic 2. .40 .44F ~ .45M 
F .55 Prejudice 3. .53 .4 0 F.c:: 

.58F 

#1. Behavior Prejudice Scale (situations) 
#2. Affective Prejudice Scale (comfortable/uncomfortable) 
#3. Cognitive Prejudice Scale (stereotyping) 

All are p<. 001 
I-' 
w 
tn 
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Table 10. Correlation coefficients. Individual prejudice 
scales with individual defense sub-scales. 
N=580 p<.OOl 

Total PR 
Scale 

1. .32 
Esteem • 47 2 • .47 

3. .52 
view of Self 

1. .38 
Locus .51 2. .47 

3. .52 

1. .46 
Empathy • 64 2 • .58 

3. .46 

1. .31 
View of Others Faith .41 2. .37 

3. .40 

1. .35 
Machivallian .50 2. .45 

3. .56 

1. .33 
Cal-F .50 2. .51 

3. .58 
View of Society 

1. .41 
Anomie .49 2. .41 

3. .45 

1. .42 
Logical Reasoning Logic .52 2. .40 

3. .53 

1. .18 
Self-Esteem Cooper SEI .22 2. .20 

3. .14 

1. .21 
Attitude of Others ST, T, T, R • 25 2 • .23 

3. .18 
-----------------------------------------------------------
1. Behavior 
2. Affective 
3. Cognitive 
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prejudice scales. When View of others is separated into 

the three sub-scales Empathy, which has a correlation 

coefficient of .64 with the combined prejudice remains 

strongest with the separate prejudice sub-scales, and has a 

correlation coefficient of .69 with the cognitive sub-

scale. 

Table 11 shows the order of strength for the defense 

sub-scales correlation coefficients with the prejudice sub-

scale cognitive. 

Table 11. Correlation coefficients--Sub-scales of defense 
with sub-scale #3 Prejudice--cognitive. 

Ernpa thy. • • • . • . . • • • . . • . • • . • . . • . . • . . . . • 6 9 * 

California F ......................... 58* 

Machivallian ... ~ ..................... 56* 

Logic .•.••.•••...••.•..•..•.•••...••. 53* 

Esteem ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 52* 

Locus •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 52 * 

Anom ie ••.•.•••.........••.•.....•.... 45 * 

Fa i th ..........••.•..•..•..•......•.• 40 * 

*p < .001 
N=580 

Figure 20 compares the total Prejudice scale with the 

Prejudice #3 scale Cognitive in correlation with the sub-

scale of Defense. 'l'he #3 scale is stronger in six 
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Figure 20. Comparison of total Pr and Pr scale #3 for 
each defense sub-scale. 
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correlations and only slightly lower in two. For both the 

Cooper SEI and ST, T, T, R (scale identifying perceived 

teachers and other students behavior and respect toward 

you) each of the three separate prejudice sub-scales is 

lower than the combined score for the correlation 

coefficient by a slight amount. 

Table 12 shows results when correlations were obtained 

on the scores divided by school. Since School B had 

correlations very high in all cases except esteem and 

Cooper SEI, it was expected that the relationship between 

the esteem scales and PR#3 would change dramatically with 

the school separation. This did not happen. The points 

changed .08 for the California F and less for the others. 

It did not change Faith or Anomie at all. The figures 

remained proportionally for each school, very similar to 

the total N. The resul t is a rj se in importance of View of 

Society and lessening for Logic and View of Self. The two 

extra scales, Cooper SEI and Attitude toward you, stay very 

low (p>.001). 

Multi~ Regression 

The multiple regression formula is used to specify 

which sub-scales have the strongest relationship to the 

prejudice scales. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient 

identifies all of the defenses and individual sub-scales as 

having a p<.001 correlation coefficient. The multiple 



Table 12. Correlation coefficients. Individual defense scales with individual 
prejudice scales by school for total N (580). 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

For Total School A School B School C School D 
N and Total PR N=207 N=150 N=168 N=54 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1. .05 1. .80 1. .18 1. -.10 
Esteem .13 2. .15 .85 2. .79 .29 2. .21 .02 2. -.10 

Locus of .25 1. .19 .86 1. .81 .36 1. .25 .08 1. -.001 
Control 2. .26 2. .79 2. .30 2. -.02 

Cooper Set .25 1. .19 .09 1. .07 .32 1. .27 .17 1. .14 
3 • • 17 3 • .06 3. .19 3. .12 

Empathy • 33 1. .21 .94 1. .89 .37 1. • 21 .39 1 • .21 
3. .39 3. • 94 3. .47 3 • .64 

Mach .21 1. .13 .92 1. .88 .29 1. .15 .05 1. - .13 
3. .23 3. .93 3. .42 3. .27 

Faith .18 1. .10 .67 1. .64 .34 1. .25 • 20 1 • .12 
3. .19 3. .70 3. .25 3. .34 

Cal-F .17 1. .04 .91 1. .85 .31 1. .19 -.31 1. -.34 
3. .34 3. .94 3. .38 3. -.01 

I-' 
01::> 
o 



Table 12--Continued 

For Total 
N and Total PR 

Anomie .34 

Logic .28 

St, T, .23 
T, Rd 

All .21< = <.001 
All .23< = <.001 
All .25< = <.001 
All .40 = < .001 

School A 
N=207 

1. .24 
3. • 29 

1. .23 
3. .26 

1. .21 
2. .19 

• 73 

.89 

.20 

School B 
N=150 

1 • .70 
3. • 73 

1. .86 
3. .86 

1. .17 
2. .23 

.41 

.40 

.30 

School C 
N=168 

1. .32 
3 • .35 

1. .30 
3. .43 

1. .26 
2. .19 

.16 

.25 

.20 

School D 
N=54 

1 • .18 
3. .11 

1. .15 
3. .42 

1. .23 
2. -.13 

...... 
~ 
...... 
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regression defines which defense and which sub-scales are 

most important and significant by identifying the 

percentage of each involved in the relationship. 

Figure 21 illustrates what percentage of the predictor 

is explained by each sub-scale in the four defenses. In 

Figure 21 only those sub-scales with a percentage of one or 

greater are included. The Coopersmith SEI was included as 

a separate sub-scale along with the eight sub-scales of the 

Pate Defense scales. The results show conclusively that 

Empathy is by far the most important predictor for the 

total number of 580 students and all students when divided 

by gender. Forty percent of the prejudicial factor for the 

total sample, 41% for all females, and 34% for all males 

were explained by Empathy. 

Helplessness (Anomie) and Logic are the two next 

important predictors. When Empathy is removed, Anomie 

predicts 5.4% for all students, 6% for all Males, and 3.3% 

for all females. Logic contributes 3% for all students, 

3.6% for all Males, and 6.3% for all Females. For Females, 

Logic and Anomie (Helplessness) are reversed in strength 

with Logic stronger than for all students and for Males. 

Figure 22 shows the sub-scales in the Multiple 

Regression in order of their strength which contribute 

approximately 1% or more to the relationship. In each 

case, both for all students and for students by gender, 
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IZZI OAPATH"I' 

Figure 21. Total N and Gender, total Pr/Separate defense 
sub-scales (contributing 1% or more) . 

IZZI OAPATH"I' ~ HI!LP rzm LOOIC 

Figure 22. Total N and Gender, total Pr/Separate defense 
scales. 
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there are only four sub-scales which contribute close to 

one percent or more, and three which have no recordable 

contribution to the relationship with two adding too little 

to be considered. The most important difference is that 

Esteem shows as being so much stronger than any other sub-

scale. The second important aspect of the relationship is 

that each of the four defenses is represented by one scale. 

The third aspect of importance is that Locus of Control 

shows as being unmeasurable in the regression formula. 

Either the short esteem scale of the Pate defense scales or 

the Coopersmith SEI becomes the important predictor in the 

areas of defense labeled View of Self. 

Figures 23 and 24 show the differences between grades 

and between schools. The listings by strength of 

percentage follow in Table 13 for grades and Table 14 by 

school. Only those contributing at least one percent are 

included in the tables. 

An analysis of the tables and figures shows the 

relative importance of the sub-scales in terms of number of 

times it has a strength of at least 1% as follows: 

Empathy - all schools and all grades 

Logic - all schools and five grades (not in nine) 

Anomie (Helplessness) - three schools and three grades 

Cooper SEI and/or Esteem - three schools and four 
grades 

California F - one school and two grades 
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Table 13. Listing of sub-scales by strength (percentage in 
the Multiple Regression formula, division by 
grade) • 

Grades 

7 8 9 10 11 12 
-----------------------------------------------------------
Empathy 32% 40% 16% 33% 52% 2.6% 

Esteem 5% 1% 

California F 6% 42% 

Cooper 4% 1% 

Faith 2% 2% 

Logic 1.5% 4% 1.3% 6.7% 5% 

Anomie 34% 

Mach 2% 

Help 1% 2% 
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Table 14. Multiple regression: Division h¥ school. 
Listed are those contributing 1% or more. 

School A School C School D School B 

Help 12% 

Empathy 7.6% 

Help 12% 

Logic 8% 

Cooper 2.6% 

Empathy 15% 

Calif F 18% 

Empathy 88% 

Logic 2.4% 

Cooper 1.2% Empathy 2% 

Help 4.5% 

Cooper 2.3% 

Esteem 2.2% 

Logic 1.5% 

Mach 1.8% 

Logic 2% 



Mach - one school and one grade 

Fai th - one grade 
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Table 15 shows the differences in the strength of the 

sub-scales in the regression formula when school is divided 

by gender. In Schools A and B, the first two sub-scales 

were different for males and females. In School A the 

Coopersmith Esteem and Empathy were strong. Figures for 

females show Logic and Anomie as being stronger. In School 

B ~~chivallian and Logic were stronger for males, while 

females were stronger in the percentages of Empathy and 

California F. In School C both male and female Logic 

percentages were second in strength. The Coopersmith was 

first for males and Anomie was stronger in the regression 

formula for females. School D showed males as having a 

stronger California F with Anomie second. Empathy was 

stronger for females and the California F was second in 

strength in the regression. 

Means 

The relationships identified by correlations and 

multiple regression are different for different schools, 

for males and females, and for students in different 

grades. The Defense Theory is supported at all levels with 

statistically significant relationships at the p<.OOl 

level. 
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Table 15. Multiple regression by school divided by 
gender. Listed, they contribute 1% or better. 

Cooper SEI 

Empathy 

Anomie 

Esteem 

Mach 

Logic 

Cal-F 

Locus 

Faith 

Total 

School A 
M F 

16% 

7% 

3% 

4% 

2% 

32% 

2% 

7% 

16% 

25% 

School B 
M F 

92% 

School C 
M F 

23% 

5% 

1% 17% 

1% 1% 

86% 

4% 1% 13% 

2% 

4% 

2% 

91% 95% 43% 23% 

School D 
M F 

4% 

18% 

3% 

3% 

27% 

8% 

4% 

67% 

6% 

12% 

2% 

18% 

11% 

51% 
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To identify whether actual prejudice is higher or lower 

for different schools, gender, and grades, and whether 

actual defense scores are stronger or weaker, it is 

necessary to look at mean scores. 

Figures 25 through 28 show the mean scores for total 

prejudice and the four defense combined scores, and the 

Coopersmith SEI for total N, by gender, by grade and by 

school. The scores for total prejudice are not as 

different for the different schools as the correlations and 

regression formula seemed to indicate. There is more 

difference for gender, with the female scores indicating 

much less prejudice than those for males. There also is a 

consistent pattern of difference by grade. Seventh graders 

have lower scores and twelfth graders score the highest in 

lack of prejudice, but the rise in mean is not consistent 

from grade seven to grade twelve. Scores go up and then 

drop in grade el even, then ri se sharply in grade twelve. 

This same pattern follows for the three defenses, Views of 

Self, Others, and Society, but not for Logic. The score 

for Logic rises to grade nine and then drops and goes back 

up in grade twelve. In all cases, a higher score is 

"better," meaning less prejudice, more empathy, internal 

locus of control, more self esteem, etc. 

There is very little difference in mean for males and 

females for Logic, View of Self or Society, but more 
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variance in View of Others, with females having higher mean 

scores, meaning a nicer view, or more sympathetic attitude. 

For the Coopersmith SEl, however, males score slightly 

higher. 

There is no consistent pattern for differences between 

schools. For total prejudice, School C has the highest 

score, but the others are almost the same. School A is 

highest in View of Others, Schools A and C are equal and 

highest for View of Self, but School A is lowest in the 

Coopersmith and School D is the highest. School D is 

highest for Logic, but the other three almost equal. 

Schools Band D are lower and almost equal for View of Self 

and Society. School s A, B, and C have very similar means 

for Logic. The mean scores for View of Society are 

slightly higher than the rest in School C. 

For the Defenses twelfth graders usually have the 

highest mean scores, but seventh graders do not 

necessarily have the lowest mean scores. Eighth 

graders have the lowest mean scores for the three Views, 

eighth graders also show the lowest means for Logic, and 

ninth graders have the lowest means for the Coopersmith 

SEI. Grades 8 and 11 have the lowest means for all tests 

except those of Faith and Anomie which show almost no 

difference among the grades. View of Others variable, 
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Empathy as the strongest correlation with Prejudice while 

the view of Others variable, Faith, is the lowest. 

Females have consistently higher mean scores for all 

areas and much higher for Prejudice scores (nonprejudicial 

attitude), but males score higher except in School C in the 

Coopersmith SEI. Students in Schools A and C had mean 

scores higher in all four defense areas than those in 

School B and D, although the correlations for School B were 

much higher than for any of the other schools. When 

Prejudice was analyzed with the Defense scores. School B 

showed stronger correlations in all tests, and showed a 

much higher percent accountability by the Defenses for 

Prejudice in the multiple regression formula. This fact 

leads to the conclusion that there are many factors in the 

social and school environment that account for prejudicial 

attitudes that need further environmental and observational 

research to verify. 

See Tables 16 and 17 for the mean scores of all the 

variables. 
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Figure 25. Total N and Gender; by school, and gender for 
total Pro 
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Figure 26. Total prejudice and View of Others by grade. 
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Figure 27. For Grades, View of Self, Society, Logic, and 
Cooper SEI. 
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Figure 28. For each grade--four sub-scales of Defense. 



Table 16. 

Variable 

Means for total N, gender, schools, and by grade. Total prejudice score, 
individual prejudice scores, combined defense scales, and logic. 

Possible 
Score 

Total 
N 

All All 
Males Females A B 

Schools 
C D 7 8 9 

Grades 
10 11 12 

Total 292 
Prej udice 

Pr Scale 
#1 

#2 

#3 

View of 
Self 

View of 
Others 

View of 
Society 

Logic 

Range 
Stereo 12 

132 

80 

80 

68 

217 

89 

30 

13 

98 

58 

53 

43 

141 

50 

19 

8 

89 

55 

51 

43 

134 

49 

19 

106 94 103 101 95 88 96 98 100 97 107 

60 60 52 59 61 50 57 60 60 58 61 

55 54 53 54 41 53 52 56 55 52 54 

44 45 41 45 40 43 37 44 44 41 49 

147 146 137 142 134 140 128 148 145 137 149 

50 51 47 53 47 50 44 53 51 47 54 

19 20 19 27 20 18 18 20 16 29 22 

7 9 9 8 

..... 
U1 
U1 



Table 17. Means for total N, gender, schools, and by grade. Seven separate defense 
sub-scales, Cooper SEl, St, T, T, R, and Stereo 12. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Variable Possible Total All All Schools Grades 
Score N Males Females A B C D 7 8 9 10 11 12 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Esteem 28 19 19 18 19 17 19 20 19 17 19 19 18 20 

Locus of 40 25 24 25 25 24 26 20 24 20 25 25 23 29 
Control 

Empathy 132 87 81 92 90 84 87 86 85 81 90 90 86 91 

Mach 80 52 51 53 54 51 52 45 53 45 56 53 49 56 

Faith 5 3.5 2.5 2.6 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.5 2.1 2.5 2.7 2.4 2.9 

Cal-F 80 45 45 45 46 42 47 53 45 40 48 46 42 48 

Help 9 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 5 4 5 5 5 6 

Cooper 100 68 69 67 65 68 69 74 67 64 62 67 68 74 
SEl 

ST, T 20 12 12 12 12 11 12 12 11 11 12 12 12 13 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I-' 
U1 
0'\ 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY 

The analysis of data verifies the Theory of the 

Defenses of Prejudice. All of the correlations between the 

Areas of Defense and Prejudice are statistically 

significant. There is a difference in the strength of the 

different areas and of the different sub-scales in each 

area, however. 

When the sub-scales of the Defense Areas were analyzed 

by correlation coefficient with Prej udice, all sub-scales 

for all grades were found to be statistically significant 

at p= <.001. 

1. To what degree does one's view of self correlate 

with non-prejudicial attitudes? Both Esteem and Locus of 

Control correlate with statistical significance with non

prejudicial attitudes. This Defense area shows the most 

difference between the two variables in the djfferent types 

of analysis, the correlations and the multiple regressions. 

Locus of Control was one of the four strongest predictors 

in the correlations, but became insignificant jn the 

multiple regressions where esteem was one of the four 

strongest variables in explaining the relationship. This 

does not mean that Locus of Control is not a good 
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predictor, but rather that much of the Locus characteristic 

is a part of the Empathy variable, so in actuality, either 

could be used to predict prejudice. The correlation 

between Empathy and Locus of Control is .69 for total N. 

2. To what degree does one's view of others correlate 

with non-prejudicial attitudes? For the separate defense 

scores, Empathy, which emerged as the best predictor of 

prejudice in the regression formula as well as the 

strongest in correlation coefficient, shows the widest 

difference between males and females. The mean scores 

for females were generally 12% higher than those for 

males. 

The View of Others variable had the most variation when 

comparing the strength of the three sub-scales in their 

relationship to prejudice. Empathy was the overall 

strongest variable of all, and Faith was usually the 

lowest. Machivallian was as strong as most of the others, 

and in SOme schools and some grades became one of the four 

strongest predictors. The data prove, however, that the 

variable Empathy could be used alone. 

3. To what degree does one's view of society correlate 

with non-prejudicial attitudes? 

The view of Society variable is statistically 

significant in correlation coefficient with Prejudice. It 

is slightly lower in strength for the total sample than any 
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of the others. However, either Anomie or Cal-F becomes one 

of the strongest predictors when the sub-scales are 

analyzed separately with Prejudice, and when the sample is 

divided by school, grade, and gender. For females in grade 

12, Cal-F was the strongest predictor. Anomie was the 

strongest predictor in schools A and C and for females in 

School C. 

4. To what degree does logical reasoning correlate 

with non-prejudicial attitudes? All scores of the total 

Defense Areas made some gain, progressively with age, but 

not a consistent gain. All but Logic dropped from grade 7 

and then became stronger, and many are much stronger in 

grade 12. Males begin to overtake females in graded 12 

also, in several other sub-scales as well as in Logic. 

Logic was one of the strongest correlators with non

prejudicial attitudes. Females were consistently more 

logical as evidenced by the mean scores until grade 12, 

where the score for males rose sharply. 

5. What causes some students (jn a given school) to 

have prejudicial attitudes compared with students who do 

not? Two indirect (personal) variables, gender and age 

(grade) are less direct in application sjnce neither is 

manipulative. However, they both have an important role in 

the interpretation of the data. 
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Females consistently identified as less prejudiced by 

the data. Both the Anomie and Machivallian scales show a 

significant difference between males and females. Although 

there is little difference between males and females in 

mean scores in analysis of the total sample for View of 

Self, View of Society, and Logic, the individual sub-scales 

Anomie and Machivallian had great variance. There is also 

considerable difference between males and females with the 

different Defense sub-scales for each grade and school 

(refer to figures and tables). 

Older students were generally less prejudiced with 

distinct changes by twelfth grade; however, the correlation 

is not a consistent linear rise. Students in either the 

ninth or tenth grade tend to show lower mean scores and 

there is less strength for the correlation coefficients 

with the defenses and prejudice. Overall twelfth graders 

are less prejudiced. 

When the analysis was divided by grade, in multiple 

regression, Empathy, Anomie, and Logic account for 13 of 

the 18 possible places when considering the three most 

significant variables in the formula in the six grade 

levels. The Cal-F accounts for two, and Coopersmith self

esteem, Esteem, and Faith account for the other five 

places (see Figure 23) • 
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Females consistently identified as less prejudiced by 

the data. Both the Anomie and Machivallian scales show a 

significant difference between males and females. Although 

there is little difference between males and females in 

mean scores in analysis of the total sample for View of 

Self, View of Society, and Logic, the individual sub-scales 

Anomie and Machival1ian had great variance. There is also 

considerable difference between males and females with the 

different Defense sub-scales for each grade and school 

(refer to figures and tables). 

Older students were generally less prejudiced wit~ 

distinct changes by twelfth grade; however, the correlation 

is not a consistent linear rise. Students in either the 

ninth or tenth grade tend to show lower mean scores and 

there is less strength for the correlation coefficients 

with the defenses and prejudice. Overall twelfth graders 

are less prejudiced. 

When the analysis was divided by grade, in multiple 

regression, Empathy, Anomie, and Logic account for 13 of 

the 18 possible places when considering the three most 

significant variables in the formula in the six grade 
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places (see Figure 23) • 
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There is considerable difference in both gender and age 

(grade) in terms of the most significant variables and the 

strength of the Areas of Defense and their individual sub

scales. However, the most apparent differences were 

between schools. 

6. How do different schools compare in student's 

prejudicial or non-prejudicial attitudes depending on 

age/grade, gender, or ethnicity of the student and 

composition of the school? The mean scores of all four 

Defenses are slightly higher in schools A and C than in 

schools D and B. Higher scores mean nicer attitudes with 

more understanding for others. 

It was expected that the most useful data from this 

research would be that which identified characteristics and 

personality traits which could be addressed in a school 

setting. In that respect some of the results were as 

expected, and of si~nificance to educators. Other aspects 

of the results might be interpreted as significant and a 

result of the environment and cultural differences of the 

participants in the school setting. 

The overall analysis showed the four strongest sub

scales in the correlation coefficient with Prejudice for 

each school as the following: 

Logic - all four schools 

Anomie - Schools A and C 



Coopersmith self-esteem - Schools A and D 

Locus of Control - School C 

Faith - School D 

Cal-F - School B 

Machivallian - School B 
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7. Can any of the independent variables be identified 

as being more statistically significant and stronger in 

correlation with the prejudice dependent variable than any 

of the others? The first most important finding is all of 

the four defenses were proved to be statistically 

significant as predictors of non-prejudicial attitudes in 

the analysis of the correlation coefficients. 

The second important finding was that Empathy has the 

strongest correlation with prejudice of any of the sub

scales. When the data was analyzed for the total sample 

of 580, the most significant defense area was View of 

Others, and Empathy was the most statistically significant 

sub-scale. The correlation coefficient for Empathy with 

Prejudice is .638. 

8. Can any of the independent variables be identified 

as a stronger indicator of prejudice in multiple regression 

analysis? In the multiple regression formula, 40% of 

Prejudice is accounted for by Empathy. In both correlation 

and regression analysis, Empathy with Prejudice, females 



had a stronger correlation coefficient and a larger 

percentage of accountability than males. 
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The third important finding was ~hat each of the four 

Defense Areas was represented by one sub-scale in the 

analysis of data identifying the four strongest scales in 

both correlation coefficient and multiple regression. 

The analysis of data verifies the Theory of the 

Defenses of Prejudice. All of the correlations between the 

Areas of Defense and Prejudice are statistically 

significant. However, there is a difference in the 

strength of the different areas and of the different sub

scales in each area. Those which show higher correlation 

and the most strength in the multiple regression formulas 

can be used alone rather than all eight sub-scales for 

research and for teacher education, and to specify which 

trait is most important to teach to and to predict an 

effect of a reduction in prejudicial attitudes. 

Conclusions 

This data leads to a conclusion that Logical Reasoning 

along with Empathy, if taught in schools, should help 

CUltivate nonprejudicia1 attitudes in students by grades 

11 and 12. An environmental variable, non-controllable and 

non-defined, suspected to be the authoritarian nature of 

the school authority and faculty is assumed to contribute 
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the remaining 50% in most of the schools to the multiple 

regression. In addition, that environmental factor of 

school climate is assumed to determine whether the students 

are more influenced by a feeling of helplessness (Anomie) 

or the authoritarian aspects of View of Society. 

It is this school climate and the students' view of 

faculty and authority which is assumed to be the influence 

that makes for the large differences in correlations in 

Schools Band D. The difference in the results in schools, 

with Schools A and B being so different in statistical 

resul ts while having the environment that is the most 

alike, and Schools A and C being more alike in statist.ical 

results although they are very different in all 

environmental aspects (from a societal, but perhaps not an 

administrative point of view), requires more than an 

analysis of data to understand. An ecological 

observational research study as a follow-up would help to 

explain these differences. Unobtrusive studies, if 

conducted in addition ot the statistical tests, would be 

valuable since they would add to the research of Crosby 

(1979) which found prejudice more prevalent than direct 

testing identified, often because of the anominity factory. 

The most important result of this part of the analysis 

of data to remember is that it is not a difference in the 

relationship of the variables, nor is it a large difference 
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classroom cl.imate is friendly and the students perceive 

the teachers as caring and nonprejudicial in attitude as 

well. The key to the defense of prejudice as well as to 

the drop-out problem in schools may well be that of 

teacher behavior and attitude. A quotation from Michael 

Olivas "I am not what I think I am, I am not what you think 

I am, But I am what I think, you think, I am" (TUSD, 1981), 

with the "you" implying both View of Others and View of 

Society, graphically explains this point of view. 

A final summary of the statistical evidence of this 

research shows: 

1. The theory proved valid at a level of p<.001 for. 

all Defenses and all sub-scales for the Pate 

instrument until the analysis was divided by 

school. 

2. Although the numbers differed for each of the. 

variables, the pattern of strength was consistent 

for each school, and for age and gender analysis. 

Females were generally less prejudiced than males, 

and prejudicial attitudes lessened as age increased 

to grades eleven and twelve. Although not a 

consistent rise from grade 7 to grade 12, the 

pattern was consistent for males and females in 

each school. 
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in the mean scores which is most different in each school. 

Rather, it is the difference in the strength of the 

correlation coefficients and the percentages for the 

multiple regression formula (see Table 25) • 

The significance of the results of this research lies 

not only in the verification of the validity of the theory 

of the defense of prejudice, but also in the analysis of 

data which shows there is one sub-scale in each area which 

contributes to the defense most significantly. The total 

instrument of 11 scales is too long. It took over two 

class periods for some seventh and eighth graders to 

complete. Over half the students in School D got 

disgusted and did not complete the survey. The 

identification and verification that only four of the sub

scales with one Prejudice sub-scale would produce the 

significant data and identify the most powerful defense 

against prejudice, is important for continued research. It 

is also important for those teachers and administrators 

attempting to implement a course of instruction that will 

achieve the intended positive results of desegregation and 

integration of school systems. 

Results of this research would suggest that teaching 

empathy, logical reasoning, and self-esteem should result 

in a nonprejudicial attitude by grade 11 and 12. One word 

of caution is this could not be achieved unless the 
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classroom climate is friendly and the students perceive 

the teachers as caring and nonprej udid.al in attitude as 
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instrument until the analysis was divided by 
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variables, the pattern of strength was consistent 

for each school, and for age and gender analysis. 

Females were generally less prejudiced than males, 

and prejudicial attitudes lessened as age increased 

to grades eleven and twelve. Although not a 

consistent rise from grade 7 to grade 12, the 

pattern was consistent for males and females in 

each school. 
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3. Empathy was consistently the best predictor of non-. 

prejudicial attitudes in the overall analysis. One 

sub-scale from each defense of prejudice was 

consistent in overall analysis as the strongest 

indicator. It was therefore determined that the 

analysis could be used with valid and reliable 

results using one sub-scale for each area of 

defense and one prejudicial scale. 

Implications and Recommendations 

Amalia Betanzos, recent appointee to the New York City 

Board of Education, states her primary concern is the drop

out problem. She believes children are the city's future, 

and the stakes are very high, in terms of finding solutions 

to the dropout situation of the New York City Schools 

(Tucson Citizen, Saturday, February 6, 1988). Those 

students who do not learn in the accepted way, and for one 

reason or another feel "uncomfortable" in the traditional 

school setting have been called "pushouts" which often 

better describe the actual situation (Luty, 1982). 

Disadvantaged and minority youth in desegregated schools 

are dropping out in increasing numbers. The perceived 

unfriendly effect of the teacher expectation, student 

achievement syndrome has also been identified as one reason 

for the dropout numbers, along with the "unfriendly" 
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social peer situations in the school setting (Munroe, 

1979) • 

Historically there is little in the teacher education 

curriculum to help future teachers identify the hidden 

prejudicial attitudes with which they have grown up. There 

is also little to counteract personal attitudes with 

positive training in techniques and methodology to help 

teachers in today's classrooms identify and counteract the 

covert fears and prejudicial attitudes of students. The 

feeling of prejudice on the part of many students is 

considered one of the reasons for the high rate of dropouts 

among black, native American, and Hispanic youth in the 

schools today. Wilson (1975) has identified the importance 

for a comfortable atmosphere in the school climate to keep 

students in school. More research is needed to contribute 

to the growing body of data about this crud al area. 

In 1975 Erickson concluded that 

While our research does not imply that ethnically 
segregated educational settings are superior to 
desegregated ones, it does show that ethnicity 
cannot be ignored. We have found that ethnicity, 
race and communication style can affect the 
qual i ty of counsel ing student s receive. Beca use 
these factors are an integral part of face-to-face 
interaction, they probably affect other 
interactions in the school and therefore are 
important educational variables. It seems that 
our schools would profit greatly if they 
discovered and used the distinctive educational 
possibilities of both intergroup and intra-group 
contact among adults and young people in schools 
(p. 68). 



171 

T.he review of research by Marcus (1978) also indicates 

that desegregation has not achieved the hoped for results 

in terms of higher achievement for black students. There 

has not been hoped for achievement in strengthening of race 

relations according to most of her reviewed research. 

Before desegregation can be successful, teacher training 

and in-service to identify and effectively teach to reduce 

student prejudices toward others and feelings of resentment 

and lack of self confidence on the part of many, must 

become an accepted and required part of the curriculum of 

teacher education. 

In Minnesota, for instance, a course in human-relations 

is now required for certification. It has been less than 

successful from the standpoint of both undergraduates and 

teachers who are required to take the course as inservice 

before recertification. Their perception of the attitudes 

and methods of the instructors of the courses are less than 

positive. They resented having to take the course. In 

many cases the teachers felt they c~e away more 

prejudiced. These statements may be actually the 

uncomfortable surfacing of hidden feelings most of us try 

to keep in our subconscious and never admit to ourselves, 

let alone in public. Legislation can not change ingrained 

feelings. There is still an undercurrent of distrust in 

much of society of anyone who is different, especially when 
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that person is trying to teach about racial behavior and 

attitudes. 

Both environmental research in classrooms (identifying 

anthropological descriptions and observational research) and 

further statistical analysis of the type initiated by Pate 

are needed to confirm those characteristics most relevant 

to predicting nonprejudicial attitudes in order to meet 

the dropout challenge with a two-way approach: (1) 

Specific methodology for teacher training and teacher in

service, (2) Awareness education concerning the 

contributing factor of prejudicial attitudes in the 

environment which devastate the child in school and 

contribute to lack of success. 

It is possible for teacher education to attack and 

effect a change in the school social climate which will 

effect a change in the success of the unsuccessful student, 

when that lack of success is due to a perception of 

prej udice in the school setting. Repeated studies of "both 

kinds mentioned are necessary to determine long range 

effects of teacher input into the huge problem of 

prejudicial societal attitudes reflected at all levels in 

the school systems of the united States. Replication of 

this study in other areas of the United States would add 

important data to confirm these results. 
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The instrwnent as used is too long. It took over two 

class periods for some seventh and eighth graders to 

complete. It would be advantageous to use one scale from 

each defense area as the analysis indicated would be 

realistic. Analysis also determined the cognitive 

prejudice scale correlated in testing as the overall 

strongest, and when correlated with the defense sub-scales, 

the strength of the correlation was similar or slightly 

higher than that with the combined Prejudice scale (see 

Table 14). 'Therefore, it appears that the cognitive scale 

(#3) would be most appropriate, and could be used alone in 

the testing of the theory of the Defenses. Another reason 

for using this scale alone is that many students indicated 

resentment when taking scales one, two, and twelve. 

Allen Bloom (1987) talks of our educational system and 

its challenge to rid students of prej udice by giving 

students "the love of the truth necessary to seek 

unprejudiced beliefs" (p. 42). He says that due to 

desegregation there is "a large black presence in major 

universities" (p. 91) but that the barriers preventing 

those of different races from becoming friends have not 

disappeared. 

Emrick (1980) believes that one of the potentials 

for creating a school climate that is comfortable for all 
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and a curricUlum which will help keep students in school is 

a philosophy of what she calls Personhood Development. She 

believes that for students to learn, the subject and the 

methodology must be directly relevant to what is happening 

in their lives, and that the total environment of their 

esteem and interests and social and cultural existence can 

become the basis for lessons in the classroom, at every 

level and in every subject. 

Teaching with this philosophy would not only help to 

create a school climate of cooperatjon where every student 

could feel comfortable and motivated, but would help to 

dispel prejudicial attitudes with an indirect approach of 

understanding and concern for the different needs and 

values of each individual. 

A Final Analysis 

In the 1980's, the trend toward ethnocentrism appears 

to be rising, new divisions are surfacing with a new 

awareness and tension, and social class diversity remains 

as a maj or economic and educa tional prej udicial issue. It 

is very difficult for people to change beliefs and 

attitudes which are emotional in nature and have been 

internalized for all of their lives. Children are 

inculcated with the beliefs of their parents. The social 

and educational environment in which ,-they live often 
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reinforces these prejudicial attitudes, even though overt 

discrimination is illegal under the civil rights amendment. 

Feelings cannot be changed by legislation, but must be 

slowly turned around by education, both by the natural 

effect of logical reasoning and cognitive sophistication in 

general and by direct teaching of nonprejudicial values 

and truths about different cultures and ethnic groups. The 

teaching should include both empathy and understanding of 

another's point of view and a feeling of pride and personal 

place in society to counteract both helplessness and the 

authoritarian personality. Unfortunately, contrary to 

common beliefs, teachers are taught neither to recognize 

prejudice in themselves or students, nor to incorporate 

teaching strategies to combat prejudicial attitudes into 

subject methodology. Many students do not find a 

comfortable situation at school. It has been identified 

that perceived prejudice in the school climate may account 

for a considerable proportion of school dropouts. When all 

ethnic groups have a sense of belonging in their immediate 

environment and a feeling of ability to change a situation 

with personal the mistrust of others and misconceptions 

about those who are different should begin to dissipate, 

The key to the change is education, and the critical role 

is in the changing of attitudes, beliefs, and practices by 

the classroom teacher. 
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APPENDIX A 

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES 
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DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF SCHOOLS IN THE STUDY 

School A 

Western Mesabi Iron Range town, northern Minnesota, 

under 5,000 population, supported by mining, now almost 

extinct in the immediate area. Two small towns together 

comprise the district, with the grade school, including 

grades 7 and 8 in one town, and the high school, population 

600, grades 9-12 in the other. School ethnicity is 10% 

Indian, central and southern European ancestry make up the 

majority of the student body. 

School B 

The only support for this eastern Mesabi Iron Range 

town in northern Minnesota, under 3,000 population, are 

taconite plants in the area to the west. Most of the close 

mines to the east are closed. One large modern school 

holds all grades K-12 in two connected adj acent build1ngs. 

Secondary school population is 400. Ethnicity of town and 

school 1s mixed European and Scandinav1an, with no Indian 

students. 

School C 

The central Minnesota city is the largest in a five 

county area, with a population of the metropolitan area 

over 50,000. The city has many small 1ndustries, basically 
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non-union in nature, and is a railroad center on the 

Mississippi River. The tri-county area is a rich dairy 

farming area, and a large granite industry is the greatest 

source of employment, following farming, education, and the 

retail industry. The city has a state university of 10,000 

students across town, and a private Benedictine College is 

within the area (student population, 4,500). The secondary 

school is private, Catholic, with a separate middle school 

comprised of grades 7 and 8, and a large adjacent modern 

high school for grades 9-12. The student population is 

about 1,000 for both. The student body is primarily German 

Cathol ic, vlith an identif iabl e minority of Pol ish Cathol ic 

students. Students from several surrounding towns attend 

since it is the only Catholic high school in the area. The 

city has two large public high schools, two junior high 

schools, and many-grade schools, both public and private. 

Due to the state university across town, the school 

population has a more mixed ethnicity than would be 

expected since the tri-county area is so predominantly 

German Catholic. 

School D 

This northern Minnesota small town at the far western 

end of the Mesabi Iron Range is supported by a large lumber 

industry 30 miles to the east. The town of under 2,000 
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population is directly adjacent to a large Indian 

reservation. One new modern building houses grades K-12. 

The school population for grades 7-12 is 400. Twenty 

percent of the students are Indian. The remaining students 

are third and fourth generation mixed European ancestry. 

None of the towns in northern Minnesota has a 

supporting industry. Few have any outsiders moving in 

except for teachers. Except for local businessmen each is 

what is now commonly called a bedroom community. Most 

teenagers leave for the larger towns and cities within 60 

miles. The area has excellent schools supported and 

built from 1920 on by the mining industry taxes. There is 

a public junior college within thirty miles from almost 

every town on the Mesabi Range. Most of the homes in 

School A would be described as IImining houses, II built by 

the mining company for workers, rented for a minimal 

amount, and now owned by the occupants. When the mines 

were in full operation during and after World War II all 

the towns were very prosperous. At the present time, a 

small proportion of the residents on the Range work in the 

taconite plants, and many of the rest are categorized as 

permanently unemployed. The work ethic of these 

communities is strong, as are the labor unions. Forty

three languages and dialects were brought to the Iron Range 

by European immigrants. 
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It is unusual for anyone to move to any of the three 

northern towns. Rather, young people move away to find 

jobs. Since there are no theaters or other recreation, 

those who stay in the area usually move to a larger town 

close by. The pride and "pull" back remain strong7 once a 

Ranger, always a "Rayncher." The central Minnesota town, 

in contrast, is a large, growing metropolitan area with an 

expanding cultural and recreational center. The population 

is constantly changing in the city, while the rural areas 

maintain two and three generation populations. There are 

no identified black or Hispanic students in any of these 

schools. Although there are many Jewish families living on 

the Mesabi range, they are all in the larger towns, and are 

either professional workers or in the retail business. 

None was identified in the survey. There were a total of 

11 identified Asians or Orientals in the three schools, A, 

C, and D. 
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DEFINITIONS SPECIFIC FOR THE MINNESOTA IRON RANGE 

Jewish. In the study the term used on the Iron Range 

to identify a religion and also an ethnic group. 

Indian. Is the term used on the Iron Range of northern 

Minnesota for American Indian. 

Native American. used on the Pate scale to identify an 

American Indian. This term is used on the Iron Range as 

self-identification by any student who was born in America 

since most of them are second or third generation Americans 

whose grandparents came from Europe. 

Since their ethnicity is so close to European, but now, 

among third generation Americans ethnically mixed, these 

students identified themselves as white Native Americans. 

their nationality or ancestry identified on the form with 

several nationalities, often up to six or eight or more, 

including Indian. 

Slovanian. The common term used on the Range for 

anyone coming from central/eastern Europe speaking a Slovak 

language. Yugoslavia was formerly the Kingdom of the 

Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Adding a suffix of 

IIAmerican ll to any of the nationality terms would confuse 

these students. For example, a student today with an 

Italian father and a Finnish mother will probably identify 

himself as a white native American with Italian and Finnish 
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nationality. His father and mother may also be "native 

American, II but his grandparents probably are not, having 

been born in the "old country, II as they call Europe. 



183 

ALLPORT'S THEORIES OF PREJUDICE 

HISTORICAL EMPHASIS ••••••••••••••••• history, exploitation 

SOCIOCULTURAL EMPHASIS •••••••••••••• social context 
(urbanization, for 
example) 

materialistic 

SITUATIONAL EMPHASIS •••••••••••••••• atrnosphere, conformity, 
density, employment 

PSYCHODYNAMIC EMPHASIS •••••••••••••• unsavory instincts, 
(to fight) 
competition, 
frustration 

PHENOMENOLOGICAL EMPHASIS ••••••••••• irnrnediate level of 
causation 

FINAL WORD •••••••••••••••••••••••••• all work together--a 
multiple causation 

There is so much good in the worst of us, 
There is so much bad in the best of us, 

That it hardly behooves any of us 
To talk about the rest of us. 

(Allport, 1950, p. 206) 

..... _-_._----



MODEL FOR RELATIONSHIPS 

(Causal and/or Correlative) 

For the following variables: 

Prejudice 

Attitude toward self 

Attitude toward others 

Achievement 

Perceived attitude of others 
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TEACHING AND SCHOOL CLIMATE - AND - PREJUDICE REDUCTION 

Studies reveal (1) teaching about is not effective 

alone, nor as effective as teaching to the behavioral and 

affective domains, as well as the cognitive, (2) proximity 

will not reduce prejudice unless the conditions are 

favorable - in fact the situation is often just the 

opposite. 

Pate's studies list the following criteria for 

successful reduction (success depends on guality and 

eguality of contact) 

1. Facts alone do not change attitudes and reduce 

prejudice. 

2. Class prejudice may be stronger than racial or 

religious prejudice. 

3. A high sense of self-worth will likely reduce 

prejudice. 

4. Interaction of cross-racial teams of students 

develop friendships (which in turn will reduce prejudice). 

5. The way people feel, think, behave, and believe are 

not necessarily consistent (changing attitudes doesn't 

necessarily change actions). 

6. Media can influence attitudes. 

7. Social contact ~ reduce prejudice if conditions 

are right 

~ .' 



Criteria for successful change in attitude. 

1. Opportunity to get to know the other person. 

2. Equal status. 

3. Common interests. 

4. Favorable social norms. 

5. Circumstances favor cooperation rather than 

competition. 

6. Activities help achieve individual's goal. 
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APPENDIX B 

GRAPHS OF MEANS 

- .' 
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APPENDIX C 

CORRESPONDENCE 
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JOftf'l"""., c.- O""CTOJOS 

0.,., 0 Dan.,.. 
WIt.". 0 ~..,. 

... .,..,. rllGy 
~ f oe.ar. "...".. Independent School District No. 319 

UICt-·.'l IJ 8Jrl.t.OS 
""1'\('10 .. 0' CieNor "9' Sc:N:Iof 
.... "."" ~. SS1" 
rNlDf'lOl'le 11" "'.121' 

121, .., .. 2t2 

To Whom It May Concern: 

IT ASCA COUNTY 

rwo ..... s .. l!"A~UCt.t 5uoerwt' ..... 
~ • ."....,. .....,...ot. u," 
'_'ll'-WI11IG 

AIJSSILL • (OSTRO" E __ Coat....." 

• ....... ........."..U1Sr,l 
f ....... 'l'~,., .. U .. 

Na.hwauk. Minnesota 
Februa:ry 7, 1983 

Mrs. Mary BraDcugli haD aDked me, al Superintendent o£ Schooh o£ Na.hwauk 
and Keewatin. if our diltrict would participate with her in a tuting and eval
uating program £01' the Indian studenta we have in our school. and aloo £01' 
white student •• 

Our ,chool iI happy to participate in this program. aACI we underatand that the 
data h to bo uud £01' IlL doctoral thuie. 

Tbil mornillgi talked to Mr. Francie Lamppa. Superintendent o£ Schoole at 
Biwabik. a Ichool with no Indian ltudaoto. He .aid he wa. soinS to partici
pate in thio program. 

1 a110 talked to Ray Folltrom. SuperiDtendent of Schooll at Ooer River. and 
hie school h about ODe-third Indian .tudente. and they are aloo soiog to parti
cipa.te. In talking with our Indian Coordinator. she informed me that IIhe hae 
contacted the Case Lake Buganoj •• helt (ap?) School. and that it i8 100.,. Indian. 
run by the Chippewa Tribe. and we have information that they will alllo parti
cipate in the program. 

TAB/hb 

./ ./ 
;~b~~"",_--' ... -.. -~ ~. 

- Thoma. A. Braacugli 
SuperiDtendent of Schoole 
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JACK QUNO,RIOII s........,_ 
1I11T14 OIlTiA 
A ... _S........,-. -::=:===Iffilependent Sellool District No. 317 
AICHARO SAVOUIN ... 11 __ 

"''''STINI L. ANOIRION ._u_ 
January 24, 1983 

Mary 8rascuql i 
College of St. Benedict 
St. Joseph, MN 56374 

Dear Mary. 

AOIlINIiTRATlVI O""CII, 
"0. ,o.,01 0_'''_. u __ S...,. 
12,.,2 ... U" 

I have discussed you~ request with my principals and we agree that ~e 
will cooperate with you to the extent that the testing must be done by 
you, that we are info~td of your schedule in advance so that your 
activities can be coordinated at this end. and that students must not 
~e removed from their classes an excessive amount of time. 

I hope this does not hamstring your efforts too much but our basic 
philosoohy dictstes that we maximize student-teacher class time. 
Any interruption to cl4~s routine, no ~atter how worthwhile, does 
cause us concern. 

Please let us know ·.1hat your schedule will be as soon as you are able 
to do so. 

Sincer.ly, 

Raym~~ J. Folstrom 
Supertntend4lnt 

RJF:nl 

An EqulJl Opponunity EmploytN 
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1. Students are identified by the test m.IIb!r cn1y. 

2. G P A is placed on the fom by ocunaelor or teIICbar, with their consent. 

3. Please be sure that they fill out the da'toqxap.'lic data on the bacIc page of the 

answer !!heat nm. (explanation of Natiw JlmrJrican) and place the same nation

ality (ancest::y) infoll1llltion on the bottaD of PIII98 2 of the IUUIWIIIr sheet. 

4. MImy studanta finish this whole test in CII'I8 hour. !bit take abcut 1 to lis 

or 2 cLua paricdlJ. 

5. I wcul.d sugoqest that ~ start with the sca.le8 which are ~ on the 

anawer sheet 14, 12, 13,.aid fl, then the rest of the scales are answered 

on the back paqe of their IUII!iIWer sheGt ~ 

I wculd reexmlldud that they CCI\l)lete 2, 3, 4, 15, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and ~ 90 

bI!Ick to 'S. It is a raticnal t:hinJcinq t.est, and will take ].a,qer, and be IICre 

frustrBtinq to the younqer students. IdaIllly. it could be qiven the 2nd day. 

15. Please explain to the IIt:Udents that thay are to t:aJcm lUI nu::h time lUI they need, 

and to answer the quutiona the moat hcInest 'IIII!rf t.hIIy can. 'lbere are no right 

answers. 'lhls is a survey abcut attit:uI:SaB and fl!li8l..ings! 

7. Show the students the quaticns en the 2nd and lut pGIJI ~f the IUlEMDr sheet. 

'lb!!y should not:ic:III that thay nay hIMa tho .mole p!!!! full of X' s or thare may 

be nonal If anytJnI uya -I can't do thia - I ~ Jcnow'" or "It dapmds en 

whether the ~ is ~ or !a!!!- IUMa IWIIII'IIm: Write that on the enswar sheet 

(for OM gzoup, or tho whole thinq, or~'. 

8. You may introducla this b? the at:udImts any '4rJ yQl are QC!mfort.mble with - I 

would ~ Wlinq words Uk.cI ~tudfa - !!!!!!! - and f!!linqs. but ne!:. the 

word prejudi.ca per SIll. I hope hcbAiMar thmt: the ~ will qenarmte sana 

positive curricular diSCWIIlli.ana in cl.au. 

9. Feel free to an&IIrIII1" any and all q\l1IlIStionIJ S1:I.dznts have \otUle taJcinq the 

survey, and ~ t:.h.t!mI to III!iOOa CXIi/iiiii.1iltJD on the aJI.IIIIJ01" l'lhs8t if they wish. 

'1!uInIc yQl, 

Muy Bz'ucuqU 
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I have discovered that material relative to this survey is taught at different 

levels, by .l2!!!. teachers in History, Social Studies, ard/or Enqlish. It would be 

mst helpful in interpretation of the data to have that i.nfocnation. 

Tei!Icher - Grade Ieyel. - SUbject - Area of interest oovered, ard (time of year, 

before or after, this survey was qiven.) 

For instance, in Nashwauk, 

11th qrade History - Civil War and Klu Klux Klan - last rrcnth 

lOth qrade Social Studies - Winds of war (l'M II and Nazis and Holocaust, in 

proqress) 

I would be mst interested to knew whether arrt of the folla.dnq subjects are 

covered - Generally or Specifically -

for instance 

Holocaust - Nazi Gemany 

Klu Klux Klan - Black Slavery 

Indian Treaties - McM!ment: to Reservationa - place in History of u.S. 

CUban Influx into Florida 

Mexican Miqrant: ~rXers - Illegal Aliens 

Japanese American i.ntemrtent: in "camps" durinq Wl:f II. 

And General SUbjects such as 

Ethnic European Miqration to the u.s. 

Prejudice, at:t:it:udu and values 

Bil.ingual Fducation 

Ma.tnstreaming 

----------------------
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Dear Parent: 

The school which y~ur child attends is allowing ~e to conduct a 

research study investigating the non-cognitive-indicators of academic 

potential (self esteem and feelings of prejudice) in relation to 

academic achievement. I am interested in examining these in relation 

to ethnic and cultural differences of students. 

The study will utilize a sample of Native Americans attending 

·7 through 12 grade classes. The students will be informed by their 

teachers that their participation in the study is strictly on a 

voluntary basis. The parents, children, and teachers are always free 

to withdraw from·the study at any time without any ill will and without 

affecting their relationship with the school. 

Each child's results will be kept strictly confidential and will 

only be seen by the principal investigat.or. All children will be given 

an identification number-which will replace any identifying information. 

If the results of this study are published, subjects will not be 

specifically identified in any way and only group data will be reported. 

I would greatly appreciate your granting permission for your child 

to be included in this research. I will be happy to answer any questions 

which you may have concerning this study. I \'Ii11 also be happy to pro

vide you \dth a summary of group result,s-.upon completion of the study. 

Yours truly, 

m,-:.,! /1"""" l' 
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Please check the appropriate box, provide the information 

requested and return this page to your child's teacher. Thank 

You. 

I have read the preceeding page and grant my permission 

for my child to participate in this research study. 

L~~ YES, give my permission foC' my child to pClrticipatc in 

the described research sometimc this school year. 

'-:I t~,J, 1 do not give my p~C'mission. 

Parent Signature 

School ------------------------------

Child' 5 Name ________________ _ 



1 

- n.tIIJutt .... : 
~l: ..... _ 

SULTING PSYCHOLOGISTS PRESS. INC. 

BRASCUOL.l 
VALL.EV PARK I! 

AZ :3310!!l 

SHIP TO: 

MARV !'t. BRA:;t:IJOl.I 
4:;O~ N. VALLE V PAAKK 
TUC:'31)N AZ Q!!I109 

6:5.00 

!--.,-op-'-._ ...•. ~ -------.-1 

200 



201 

APPENDIX D 

THE INSTRUMENT 
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;:OJ :lumcl3:' _______ _ 

To what de~r~!! '::ou ld you be \'Ii 11 ing to interac: \'lith pecpi e of differ~nt ettlnic ana 

racial back;r:~nds? 

Put a check o::ar!c in each square that. indicates a :!!!!. anS-;ter. 

Leave the scuares blank to indicate a !!.2. anS'.'ter. 

~ 

c ~ 
"" Would you \~i11ing .::: ~ ... 

for these people 
, 

~ 
!.. c:: , 

"'" 9l ~ ~ 

to do these "T 
u 

~ 
.... 

~ ~ = on 
.: I ~ CJ 

CI cu .. 
'" !t- o c cu c cu 0 I... 

"" 11'1 '" S Co 

.::: CJ ~ '" I... 
c:: c cu ! !.. ," ~ ] -3 cu C. 

~ ~ ." ~ ""l :> ::.: 

Be in your class at scheol 

Be your ne.'(t dear neighbor 

Be a close friend 

Live in your to\'m 

Be on YClur sports team at sc.iceT -

Be your teacher -

Attend your school 

Dat~ your brother/ si ster 

Re ::our partner on a class project . 
Sit: beside y,"u in class 

C"lUe i;o !','u: home fcr din:er 

-- -

c 
~ 

~ ~ .::: i'3 
OJ ~ 

~ :l: § :J 

~ "- ..., 
cf c:: ~ I ~ '" ~ ~ '-' :; :J 

~ c: ~ on 
,~ cu cu ~ ~ i: .... "- III 
>< ~ S! ~ :E :§ :: .:; ~ ::= 

I 
I I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

! 
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'law:' ~r:':'==-t:.J.t:':'Qn i:1. :~CSC3 clc:i:li.t:.:.as is ·roLunc~.rY' ~a 'lOu:, mon·,Jmil:-, :.!: -3.3~ur~. 

P!.t!D.sa 1n::.o:: It:~ch ·T..:.c!:::.on :-..or\Q~y .:lnd C:l :~c !:G~ of 'lour ~.bi!.it·!. -:~Q ~U=;::::33. 
QJ! :hose "c: ~·::.:.:..cs ':'.a :;0 !laG now s';l!ccn1!::' ,\c:i::.:.:ias .J.r~ d:'!:a:''::1c 0-.·13: :i!':~::!~:. 
9~CQ l~vc!s ~nd :0 ~ce how eacn sc~a =o~~~~s ~ich :~e c:~er ~~las. 

:lhi:a 
';'si.ln ;\!:e:,:.=~, 

_________________________ :C nu=:er 

Co :IOu li· ... e ·.~i:::t: 
____ one ~:1rcnt 

= Ol:::er (r:laase nlCle) __________ _ 

C·.IO ~r!!!ll:s 

ot:~er :elaciv9s 
:c~er hc::\e 
~-~e!aeed f=i~ncs 

Ol:~e.r 

~2 sc.',u 3 sc;.u; 4 SCIZ 5 sc:.u: G Sc.".u; 7 SC;..u: lO SC~ :'1.. 

1. l. 1. 1. l. '. l. l. l. 
2. 2. 2. 2. 2. . 2. 2. 2. 
3. 3. 3. 3. 3. 3. 3. 3. 
4. 4. 4. 4. 4. 4. 4. 4. 
S. 5. S. 5 .• S. S. s. 5 • 
6. 6. 6. 6. .s. 6. 6. 6. 
7. I. 

.. 7 • 7. 7. i. I. I. 

8'. a. s. s. a. 3. 3. 
9. -- 9. -- 9. -- 9. -- 9. -- SC:UZ 3 

9. 9. 
10. lO. lO. lO. lO. lO. lC. -- -- --ll. ll. ll. U. U. l. ll. l':'. 
U. -- l:!. --- u. -- u. U. 2. l2. l:!. -- -- -- --13. :'3. l3. U. 1.3. 3. ' , ..>. !..3. --14. -- l~. 1 • l4. 14. 4. l4. l';. . ... -- --- -- --15. lS. LS. 15. lS. S. lS. l5. 
lG. -- ,~ l6. --- l6. l6. l6. lG . • Il. --l7. l7. l7. l7. l7. l7. ,. .1. --lS. l3. lao lS. lao 5C."\U 9 lS. lao --- -- -- --19. -- l!l. -- 19. --- 19. -- 19. -- l. L9. L9. 
20. -- :lC. -- 20. -- 20. -- 20. -- 2. 

20. 20. 
2l. 2l. 2l. .. - 22 • -- 3. :l2. -"". -- 4. 23, -- 23. -- S. 23. 
24. 24. 24. 
25. --- 25. -- 6. 25. 
2G. -- 2G. -- 7. 26. --
27. 2i. - S. ?--- -- 9. .1. 
2S. 2a. 26. --- --29. 29. 29. --30. 30. 30. --31. 31. --32. 32. -- --33. 33. 

34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
~3. 

:3. --40. 
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Hew co~£c~~~ble or unco~for~~le do you think you would l.el in each of the 
fol10w1nl sic~eions1 

Very ComfortAble 
1 

SomewhAe Com!o~able So=ewhat Uncoa!oreable Very Unc=a!o~able 
2 :s • 

2 3 • 

:! 3 4 

% 3 .. 

2 3 4 

1 2 3 4' 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

:! l 4 

Z 3 " 

(1) A class~t. of yours (noc a clole friend). has invited you an~ 
.everal ochers to hil/her house for. parey on Saturday ~i,hc. 
It viII be a slumber parey and you viII Ipend the niBht. Yo,", 
know that neither of hil/her parents finished hilh .~~ool and 
they don't have a very nice house. 

e%) You decido eo 10 oue for the school socc.r t .... Yo,", 1ea:n, 
however. that all the other .tudents loin, out for ~he tl~ 
are froll low incoao fuiUe. and do not v.ar 100d clothes. ' 

(3) You have gott.n a part-time job. You know ChaC everyone you 
ItOrk with is froll a lover clUJ and low lnco .. rroup. 

(4) Yo,", have von the riBhc to SO to a '_1' carp wit hoc char.e. 
The ide. appeal. ce you. hove vel'. you learn that the caep I. 
for people froD veal thy f .. Uial. and yoWI' f .. Uy is noc vealthy. 
You decide to 80 anyway. 

(5) You are 10iDi Co be lD a veddin. of • frind of yours. but the 
p.rsOft who .is .attina urned 111 of a "Upon that i.a quite 
differont fro. yours. 

(6) Due to a hot/by you hava. you VlUlt to join • club at Ichool. 
At the !!:rn alocin •• 10u an .urpri .. d to leArn that all of 
tho othor acabers ara of a rolilion that is quito different 
fro. yours. 

(7) You and •• voral of your friencls in 10ur nliahborhood SPII~d :a 
loc of tiDe cOI"h.r aftar school and durinl the vlekends. A 
faail1 vich a child Tour a .. mov •• lnco your neilhborhood. The 
new f:vd,ly has a relisioll that is vel7 dlffennc f:oolll chI re-
llli:. of you And your fdollds. Tho dlcision i. mado co invitll 
clll neveo_!' co join your l1'0up iD .pito of clio rlUclou. dU. 
forem:l. ' 

(I) TlulR is 4 IIIIIn wllo VQJI!!S co be 8OVOrMr of Your lCato. Ho JIles 
to bo 11011 quA!!flod. ttovev9r. his reUslon 1. considerod by 
'0_ .,.op18 tu '10 difl"ront froa IIIIIIIC poople" roU"ion. Ills 
rohCion lsi che only thina you h:lvo h'lard sCalJlIt hlD. fb;t 
cuc!crt:&bll lNuld 1"'u bu llb,)ut '.la b.c~lrinu £01'orr.o1' I'CI:a:d1eu 
:;1 lib religion. 

(9) Your te3cher hAS assisned cl31. projects co b. done by ccacs 
of tvo students o3ch. You ",are IlSlisnod to work .,ith a person 
who is of 3 diffl'C'cnc !'lice fro. 1Ou. ' 



1 :z 3 4 (10) You h:lve the chanc. to tah an olecdve course in :;choo1, and 
there are two COlITses in which you .re equ:llly interes<:ed. You 
know that in one class thllt students are of the s&Ott 1'I1Co:O 4' 
you and the other clus has .tuden", froll seVenl racial and 
ethnic (roups. How cOllfortable would you bo in the class wi~h 
students of different racial and ethnic: (rOups! 

1 2 3 4 (11) You and a friend eo to see a show that you have wlnted to see. 
When you .et thera, you discover th.t sost of tho people 
stAndine in Uno to buy a ticket are froll a nce different 
froa you and YOIIT friend. The people then are not especially 
ph.sant or unp1euant to you. How coilfonable would you be 
about stayin, in line and seeinl the show? 

1 2 3 4 (12) You are a st~inl play~r on YOIIT .chool's volleyball team. 
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Everyone on the telllll is of the .1IIIe 1'I1ce as you, and the season 
il half over. A person of a different race enrolls in .chool 
and wants to be on the teaD. How coafort:able wUl you feel 
with the newcoller7 

1 234 (13) Your father is ebout to have heart .ursery. You learn that the 
doctor is a WOIlall. Of course you will worry about your father, 
but how comfort:able will you feel about the doctor's beini a 
wocan? 

2 3 4 (14) Your f:lther tells you that where ho works there are two WOllen 
who do the·.1IlIIO job he do .. and that they aaIc. less IIOney thlUl 
he does. Nothin, is different about their abilities or exper
ience. How comfortable do you feel about that situation? 

2 3 4 (15) You have he:lrd that the mother and father of a f~ily that 
lives in your neishborhood have decided to chance roles some
what. The father stays hOlle, takes caro oE the house, does 
the cooking, and 10 fonh, while the .other has a job at a 
factory. How co.fonable do you f~el about t~at family? 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

(l6) You spend part of each day in school workin, in th~ office. 
The secretary that you work closely with has been chlUl,ed, lUId 
the new one is a JIIln. 

(17) You are talking wlth a person froa a country whero all the 
people are the lnae race, same ethnic group, and have pretty 
much the same culture. He points· out that the Unitod States 
hILS ra:1ny different ethnic and cultu~l ,roups •• He I1lso soys 
that he would not 111:0 to UVQ .in.:. country whero poople are 
~o different troll each other. How comfortable do you feel about 
defendin, your country of mixtures? 

2 S -I (18) Larl:e "Wllbers of f'oreiJ:l1ers Mve.rllc.ontly moved to your town. 
They intend to stllY there, get: jobs, lind become American ·citi
lens. It is not likely they wp~id· .. tal:o jobs..ava)· fr.:>r:l people 
who :!re::u.!r live there.· • 

2 3. 4 (l~) Your f~mily hilS ;ust moved to • new neighbDrhDod. You dis
cover thllt· :aan)· of tl"e people who live there arc f:-::nr so\.e:-1I1 
different ethnic :roups, have different custo~s and spellk 
different lllnguases. • 

234 (:0) You~ teacher ~IIYS that she thinks that too lIIuch of what Ices 
on ~n school 1S about white middle class Americans (whllt 
subJects are taueht, what films are shown, vlIlues taught. 
whose pictures are in textbooks, lind so forth). She also said 
th~: she thinks the way we are t~ught discriminates alainst 
o:~er erol.!pS of A:ne:,ic~ns. HOll comfortable do you fe~1 ~~e::'t 
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Pl •••• record on th. anawe:- .h •• t tho n~r that r.p:-.... .,t. ya:ar think1:lq. 

1 2 :I 4 

,~ CI CI>' 
CI CI_ .... .. .. "'" Cle CI 17, g,S 

f!f Col fD .. ... ..... ...... :r is -... at III ClIIt 

1. 

2. 

3. 

.4. 

S. 

6 • 

. 7. 

B. 

. 9. . 
10. 

11. 

12. 

Americans of Chinese and Japanese 
in IIIIthelllltics. 

ancestry hive good abflity 

Frequently you can tell how intell igent a per.scn is by look-
ing at him or her. 

In dofng business with I Jew, you have to be ~ore careful 
than doing business with other people. 

Host of the refu~ees from Cuba are not 
good American citizens. 

interested in becoming 

American Ind,ians are lazier thin most other groups. 

Most people who stutter are not as intelligent as other people 

Mexican-Americans and other Hispanics are better suited, 
physica"Y and mentatly, to manual labo~ than other groups. 

On the average, blacks have less intelligence than ~~ft!s. 

Most of the people who have come to the Unites States rrOl'l 
Southeast Asia are not trustworthy • 

Jews have more power and influence in the United State than 
any other group. 

Blacks ~aturatty have a good sense of rhythm. 

-
There.~re very few differences between Chinese-American: 
Ja~~nese-Americans. 

lind 

COVER) 

I . , 

j 

"j 

I 
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Sc,k,1 
Plea •• indicat. )"OIU.' OL-:8WOI' by PUt:1nIJ one c! the (01:'0",11\9 C:\ the 6.": ...... 1' .1': •• : I 

1. (lI:ronIl1y a9re.)' , 
2. (69: •• ) 
3. (disagree) 
4. (8:rC:\qly ~.a9r •• ) 

1. It makes me sad to see a lone1y stringer in a group. 
2. People make too mueh of the feelings and sensitivity of animals. 
3. 1 often find public displays of affection annoying. 
4. I am annoyed by unhappy people who Ire just sorrl for th~$elves. 
5. I became nervous if others around lie see::l to be nervous. ' 
6. 1 find it silly for people to cry out of happiness. 
7. 1 tend to get emotionally involved with a friend's proble-..s •. 
8. Sometimes the words of a love song can move lie deeply. 
9. I te~d to lose cor-trol when I am bringing bad news to pee:le. 

10. The people around me have a great influence on my moods. 
11. Most foreigners I hlve'met seemed cool and unemotional. 
12. I would rather be a soeial worker than work in a job training center. 
13. I don't get upset ~ust because a friend is act ins upset. 
14. i 11ke to wateh people o~en presents. 
15. Lonely people Ire probably unfriendly •. 
16. Seeing people cry upsets me. 
17. Some songs make me happy. 
18. I really get involved with the feelings of the characters in a novel. 
19. I get ver~ angry when I see someone being ill-treated. 
20. I am'able to remain calm even though those around me worry. 
21. When a friend starts tD talk about his problems, I try to steer the con

versation to something else. 
22. Another's laughter is not'catching for me. 
23. Sometimes at the movies' I am amused by the amount of crying and sniffling 

around me. 
24. I am able to ~ake deei~ions without being influenced by people's'feelinss~ 
25. I cannot continue to feel OK if people around me are depressed. 
26. It is hard for ~e to see how some things upset ~eople '50 much. 
27. I am very upset when I see an animal in pain. 
28. Becoming involved in books or movies is I little silly. 
29. It upsets me'to. see help'less old people. 
30. I become more irritated than sympathetic when I see somec~e's tears. 
31. I become ve~y involved when I watr.h a movie. 
32. I often' find that J .can remain cool fn spite. of tIle excit!'!:le:'lt arOl;nd ::ae. 
33. Little children s~etfmp.s cry for no apparent reasnn. 
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SCALE #5 

Directionsl This test consists of thirty prob1.s. Read each problem 
carefuJJ.y before tryinq to answer it. Pick out the best 
answer from tho choices qiven and write the number of your 
choice on a separate answer sheat. 

1. Henry and Bobby decide to 90 to the ball park after school. They can 't 
aqree on which way to 90. so Bobby C]Oes one way (shown by the dotted 
line ••••• ) and Henry qoe. another way (shown by the dashed line -). 

[;i]DDD 
\......... ..... . 

DlI HI II I 
DID"EnD , - . 

DLrD-~N 
Which of these statements is true? 

1. Hem:'Y D.."ld Bobby will walk tho same distance. 
2. Bebby will walk farther. 
J. Henry will walk farther. 
4. Impossible to say. 
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2. The followinq box contains wooden beads. Fourteen beads are black and 
four are white. 

3 •. 

4. 

Are there more black beads than wooden beads? 

1. more blacJc beads 
2. more wooden beads 
3. same number of black beads as wooden beads 
4. Impossible to say. 

Two test tubas are filled with water. 
into tube X. And the water from tube 
shown fol10winq. 

IT ~ U (d 
A B X " 

Bc:fcmr 

Which of these statements is true? 

The water from tube A is poured 
B is poured into qlass Y, as 

1. X and Y both have the same amount of water. 
2. X has more water than Y. 
3. Y has more water than X. 
4. Impossible to say. 

What will the picture look likQ? 

- 2 -

. . 
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S. A farmer has t • .o fields of the same Sizlll in which he wantS' to grow equal 
amounts of wheat. He plants ",heat in a square plot in one field. In the 
other fiold this square hali been divided into two parts, as shown below • 

6. 

• 'fl." .,,," 
"'.\71 

"."" ",,10 
""," 

Fi.ldY 

Which of these statements is truCl? 

1. Mora wheat haa baen planted in field Y. 
2. Mora wheat has been planted in field Z. 
3. Field Y and Z are equal in the amount of wheat planted. 
4. Impossible to say. 

If the bottle is tipped .UI shown, which figure shows the correct water line? 

1. bottle 1 
2. bottle 2 
3. bottle 3 
4. bottle 4 
S. bottle 5 

7. All the vatu from the llhort~ fat bowl is poured into the tall,· naxrov qlaslI. 

111 --/'C~-
- 3 -
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Which of these statements is true? 

1. The water takes up less space now than it did in the bowl. 
2. The water takes up more spat:e now than it did in the bowl. 
3. The water takes up the same amount of space in the glass as in the bowl. 
4. Impossible to say. . 

8. Each man in thb picture wUl be given the balloon most similar to himself 
in size. The largest balloon will go to the tallest man, and so on. There
fore, the Dum at the far left with the darlc shirt will be given which balloon? 

1. balloon 1 
2. balloon 2 
3. balloon 3 
4. balloon 4 
5. balloon 5 

9. Playing with bloclcs, a qul builds a maJca-belisvll bird cage for a canary. 
Osinq aU of the sam. bloclcs, she later aakes a second cllqe. 

Which of thua stat_ent. is t:ua about the amount of room that the canary 
wiU have for valkinq and fl.yinq? 

1. '1'h .... first caqa bas mora space. 
2. The second cage has more &pace. 
3. The amount of room is the same in both CB.qCUJ. 
4. Impossible to say. 
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10. 

DOD 
11. Sue likes candy better than ice cream. She ljJcas ice cream better than 

soda pop. And she ljJca. soda pop better than popcom. 

l'lbic:h of these statamanta is tne? 

1. Sua 1jJcBS popcom better thaD candy. 
2. Sue lilClUI candy better than popc:om. 
3. Sue likes popcorn and candy equally wall. 
4. Imposaibla to say. 

12. Belo" AZ'CI five Easter 89981. The younqClurt: person qata the darkest colored 
eqq, and so on. 

~ ~.O. ~ 'CiST ~ ~ ~ 
, .. J 

S~lIy ,eM T .. 

141- II y-. 7,.., 

Which child would receive eqq 11 

1. Sally 4. Mary 
2. John 5. SU5an 
3. Tim 

-$ • 
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14. 

Alonq 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

the coast, are sea qulls IDI?ra abundant than sea birds? 

There are IIIOX'G sea qulls. 
There are mora sea birds. 
There are the same number ot sea q~ls .s sea birds. 
Impossible to say. 

1. CU' 3. block 
2. bottle 4. house 

15. LQok at thai objects followinq. 'rhe pancil waiqhs l •• s than the brush. 

.' . 
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'rhe brush and the coin waiqh the same. Thai coin weiqhs less than the 5o'1e11. 

~"lhich of these statements is true? 

1. The p:1cil we1.qhs more tlwl thG shell. 
2. The ptmcil we1.qhs lass than the sholl. 
3. 'rhe pencil and the shell weiqh the &amIB. 

4. Impossible to say. 

16. Which two linGS in the box below run in tho same direction and would never 
maR if they waR drawn lonqu? 

1. D and G. 
2. A and 1'. 
3. E. and F. 
4. Impossible. to ay. 

- 6 -
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17. Mary and her friends '"ent to the store and bought sacks of groceries 
as shown below. E.3.ch sack ,cost a different aJIIQunt. The llIII)unts _n 
$5.50, S2.00, $9.00, S3.50, and S13.00. 

~
'~~ 

\' , 

" . [J
-.:f:,~ 
... .. 

I .... . 
.~ 

, 
Which sack of groceries would pX'Obably have cost S9.001 

1. sack 1 
2. sack 2 
3. sack 3 
4. sack 4 
S. sack 5 

18. Two jogqars run around the paths sholo'n below. They start together at 
A and B. Each runs for four minutes. They stop together at X and Y. 

Which of theso statammta i8 trua1 

1. The runner who stuted at A ran faster and had higher speec1. 
2. The runner who started at B ran faster and had higher speed. 
3., The two runnen had tho sama apMId. 
4. Imporudbla to say. 
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19. Ttle jar alone has a scrav-oli eowr. A IIUlrDle is suspended from the center 
of the caver, and then th. covar is put on the jar a8 shown. • 

8 
! ~ ~ , 

dddG\d 
- 7 -
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If the jar is tipped as shown, which figure shows the correct position 
of the strinq and maxble? 

1. jar 1 
2. jar 2 
3. ju 3 
4. jar 4 
S. jar 5 

20. I!'a.:myards are con;lJ1::ucted on twa fields of the .lI8IIle s!:e as shown below. 
sim:Llar barns are placed on eacb field, but:. are arranged differently. 

r..w ;( Field "t 

COmpan the amount of qrass that the cows will bave to eat. Which of thesa 
statements is t%Ue? 

1. The cow in field X has more qrass. 
2. The cow in f.1eld Y has mora qrass. 
3 • Both cows ha. va the same alllDunt of qrass. 
4. Impossible to say. 

21. In the picture below, there are dark and liqht wUd flowers. 

~~A~ti~~\ ~Jij.,~ ~ 
Are then IIIOft wUd, flCMllrs than darlc flOWln? 

1. more vi1d flowers 
2,. mon dark flowers 
3. same nUlllber of wUd flowers lUll dark flowars 
4. Impossible to say • ... 

22. Twa motorcycle riders ara racinq eacb other in a field toward a small 
bWlb. . '%'hey start: at the same time and arrive at the bush at the same 
time. The rider on the first cycle followed the' path shown ,by the solid 
lino, while the second cycle moved along tbe patb shown by the dashes. 

- 8 -

~ " 
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JIISI. :,~ n ..;!:.~ ,~Rr < ___________________ .. 

-_ ,.,,> TII.,. .... h. .. 1i ... ......... -- ... --- ... 
COmpare the s~eds of the two dders. 

1. The rider on the path shown by the solid line had .. higher speed. 
2. The dder on the path shown by tho dashes had a highor speed. 
l. The two riders had equal speacls. 
4. Impossible to say. 

The cook has two piece. of cookie douqh of the SIlIIIe size and weight. 
With one piece of douqh she maXos a boy cookie, and with the other piece 
she makes a footbal1 cookie. 
Which of these statements is true? 

1. The boy cookie and the footbal1 cookie weigh the same. 
2. The boy cookie weighs more than the footba.ll cookie. 
3. The football cookie weighs mora than the boy cookie. 
4. Impossible ~o saY.' 

24. IJnda. and Cindy are going to pairtthe shape. drawn in tha following boxes. 
LiJtdA will paint the shapes in the box on the laft and Cindy will paint 
those on the i rLClht • 

Q . ~ 

C) 

0 0 
1JnJ.a c....'y 

Which of these statements is true? 

1. Lu=~ wil1 have to do mora paintinq. 
2. Cindy will have to do more paintinq. 
3. Linda &net Cudy will do the IIaM amount of paintinq. 
4. Impossible to AY. 

25. A n<WSpaper has beClft crumpled up into " bal1 and threwn on the floor, as 
show below. Does the crumpled newspaper voiqh 1IIOr&, the same, or less 
than it did bGfore it was c2:Ulllplcd? 
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1. It weighs the sama. 
2. It weighs less. 
3. It weighs mora. 
4. Impossible to say. 

2'6. 11. persan using two cUfferent leinds of matches builds two roads as sholm 
following. 

Suppose road 1 is laft just as it is, while road 2 is changed ineo a 
zigzag pattom, all shawn below. 

Which of those statements is truGl for an ant wal.lUnq from end to end 
after road 2 is changed? 

1. Road 1 is longer for tba ant. 
2. Read 2 is longer for the ant. 
3. Road 1 and 2 are the S&1III\l lenqth for the ant. 
4. Impossible to say. 

27. Susan is taller thaD Mary. Hark is shorter than Mary. 

Which of thea. statements is true? 

1. Susan is taller than Harle. 
2. Hark is the S8IIIO height as Susan. 
3 • Hark is taller than SUsan. -
4. Mary is taUer than Susan. 

28. With a train .cat' a bOy set. the tracks a. shown in Piqu.ro A. Next. '.uoing 
all of the same sec:t:1onll of track, ho liIots the.lll as sholm in Figure B. 

I'i.:unril 

- 10 -

, , 
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t~ch of theso stOltements is true? 

1. The train will have a longer trip around the track in Figure A. 
2. The train will have a longer trip a%Ounci the track in Figure B. 
3. The lenqth of the trip is the same on both sets of tracks. 
4. Impossible to say. 

29. John has t'-'O colored balls of clay, one dark and one light. The balls 
weigh the same. He separates the dark ball into three small balls, and 
flattens the light colored ball. 

o 
I 

c ~ 
t-lhich of these statements is true? 

1. The three balls weigh more than the pancake. 
2. The pancake weighs more than the three small balls. 
3. The pancake woighs tbe same as the three small balls. 
4. Impossible to say. 

30. Two cars, called Betsy and Jane, are travelling along t'-'O roads side by 
side. In twenty minutes, Betsy goes six miles. In forty minutes, Jane 
travels ton miles. The figure following describes the distance each car 
travelled. 

'~ICctsy 
20 minu'!' 

40minulC!ll 

Which of those statements is true? 

1. Betsy has a higher speed. 
2. Jane has a higher speed. 
3. Tho speeds of the two cars are equal. 
4. Im~ssi.ble to say. 

-ll-



. lnd1cat. Your anlllVClr8 by puttlnq 01111 of the fallavin9 an the an.-r ahecI:: 
. 1. (IItron91y .s9Z'O.)' 2. (aqrCla), 3. (dlsaqre.), 4. C8t:ron91y d1u9ne) 

1. Ho sane. nonnal, deCent person could even think of hurting a close friend or 
relative. 
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2. What the youth needs most is strict d~,cipline, rugped determination. and the 
will to work and fight for family and country •. 

3. Host people don't realize hew much our lives are controlled by plots hatched ht. 
secret places. 

4. Host of our social problems could be solved if we could somehew get rid of the 
immoral. crooked, and feeble-minded people. -........... 

5. An urge to jump from high places is probably the resul.t..of unhappy personal 
experiences rather than anythinp inbo~. - -,. 

6. If it weren't for the rebellious ideas of youth there would be less progress in 
the world. 

7. One of the most important things children should learn is when to disobey 
authorities. 

8. Sex crimes. such as rape and attacks on children deserve more than mere imprison
ment~ such criminals ought to be publicly whipped or worse. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

No weakness or difficulty can hold us back if we hIve enough will power. 

Books and mov1es ought to give a more realfstic picture of life even if they shew 
that evfl sometimes trfumph~ ~~er good. 

It fs hfghly unlikely that·.strology will ever be able to explain anything. , . 
Every person should have complete faith in a supernatural power whose decisions 
he obeys without question. •.. . 

13. Nowadays more and more people are prying into matters that should remain personal 
and private. --:- _ 

14. Most honest people admit to themselves that they have sometimes hated their 
parents. 

15. People ought to pay'more attention to new ideas, even if they seem to po a~afnst 
the Amerfcan way of li~e. • 

16. The findings of science may some day show that many of our most cherished beliefs 
a~e wrong. 

17. 'The artist and the professor are probably more· important to society than the 
business man ~nd the IMnufacturer. 

18. In spite of what you read about the wild sex Iffe of people in important places, 
the real sotry is about the same in any group Of pnople. 

19. Human nature being what it is, there will always be war or conflict. 

20. It is essential for learning or effective work thet our teachers or bosses 
outline in detail what is to be done and how to do ft. 
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SCALE .7 

DlnECTIOr~: Each of the following statements represent a position held by 
some people in this society. We are·fn(erested in the degree 
to which you agree with each statement. On the accompanying 
ANSWER SHEET please place tbe number which best represents 
,your opinion. 

Please answer each questton using the following scale: 
____ .1 .• - .• Strongly agrae 3 • Disagree 

Z - Agree 4 - Strongly disagree 

1. I feel I do not have lIuch to be proud of. 

2 •. I certainly feel useless at tiares. 

3. At times I think I am no good It 111. 

4. I wfsh I could hive more respect for myself. 

5. On the whole. I am satisfied with ayself. 

G. I feel I have a number of good qualities. 

7. I take I positive attitude toward IIIYself. 

so.u: 18 

%nc!1cAta your anavera on the 1IIl1IWI~ lII\ .. t. 

1. Some people lIIay that .oat people can be tZuated. Other •• ay you can't 
be too car~ful In yoUI' daalinp vitia people. Hov do you feal about lt7 

Ca) Hoat people clln be t:r'Uted. 
(b) You clln't bet too careful. 

2. Would you 811y that IIOIt people ue I'IOrca Inclined to help others» or I!IOrct 
lDCllnad to look out for them:selva? 

Ca) To help others. 
(b) To look out for. themselves. 

3. it you don't Witch )'Our.ell'. people vill taka.lIIdvantsse of you. 
Ca) aqretl (b) cUlI&gHG 

4. :co ODe i8 Gotn;: to .:are much wat happens to ·)'ou:, uben you let rt~t 
down to ttl . 

Cb) diuqrae 

·s. Human nature Is fundament.1Uy cooperlltlve. 
(a) aqrclII (!)) disagrea 
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SCALZ ~9 

Indicate your answer (1 for aq~ee and :z for cU.saqr •• ) on the answer sheet:. 

1 2 

ASI:'ee Disagree . 1 • Moat public officials (people in public offices) 
are no~ really lnt4res~ed in the problems of the 
3verage man... 

Agree Disagree 2. Nowadays a person has to live pretty mllch for 
today and let tomorrow take care of itself. 

, . 
Agree DiuJ$1"Gle 3. In spite of what some people say, the lot of the 

average lllan is gett1ng worse, not b,et'tU'. 

Agree Disagree 4. It's hardly fair, to bring children into the world 
with the way things look for the future. 

Agree Disagree s. These days 8 person doesn't really know whom he 
can count on. 

Agree Disagra. 6. ~st people really don't care what happens to the 
ne:ct fellow. 

Agree Dlsa'1%'e. 7. No."Ct to health, money Is the Il1051: important thing 
in life. . 

Agree Disagree 8. You sometimes can't help wondering whether any-
thin:; is worthwhile. 

Agree Disagree 9. To IIIIIIk. money there are no risht and wrong ways 
anymore, only GUtsy and hard ways. 

, 



SCl\U: no 
L"",Ucate your anllWClr (1 tor :res 11'14 2 tor no) an the arUNer &heat" 

1. Do you beUeve that lIIO.t problems will IOlYo 
thCIII.alves if you just don't fool "'it~ thell? 

2. Do you belleve that you elln .top yourself 
from elltchins: A cold? 

3. Are 10110 Idds just bom lucky? 

•• fblt of the tiJq do you feel that ,lttin, ,ood 
andel .. ans a P-&:lt deal to you? 

S. Are you often blued for thinss Wt just 
aren't your fAult? . 

6. Do you boUeve that if somebody studies hard 
enou;h h' or .he can pass any subject1 

7" Do you foel that IIOst of the t1IIIe it 4o,.n't 
pay co try hard because thinls never turn out 
right anyway? 

8. Do you feel that if thins, .tart out ",eU ill the 
lIorninl that it'. loin" to b, a ,ood day no 
III:ltter "hAt you ~01 

Sl. Do you feel that lIOn of the tiI:Ie parent. lilten 
to vhat their ~~11drcn have to .ay7 

10. Do you balieve that vishin" can aake ,ood 
thin;' happen! . 

11. When you ,et punished doe, it usually .oem 
it" for no ,ood reASon at a1l1 

12. J'ost of the tiDI do you find it hard to 
chance a frien.d" (mind) opinion1 

13. Do you think that cheering 1101'0 thon luck 
help' a te=m to vin1 

14. Do you feel that it" nearly iIIpouible to ch:lJ1ge 
your parent'S mind about anythin,,? 

IS" .Do you believe that you paront. should Allow 
you to mite oost of your.own decisions? 

16. Do you feel that vhen you do 10000othin, vrons: 
there's very 11tt1.o you can do to =Ice it nEht! 

17. Do you believe th:l1: :IIO,t kids are JUSt born 
,ood :!.t sports? 

13. Are lIO~t of the other kids your aie stroncer 
than you :!ore? 

19. Do you feel that one of the best ways.to hundle 
~st prob.lelllS is JUSt not to thi~k about them? 

20. Do you feel that you have a lot of choice in " . . &C,ti'''fI "-)~ Y<..'"1.v fY.,,,,cI~ cv"{;;; 

I ~ 
YES 
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21. If 70u find A four leAf clover do you believe 
Wt it m,h~ brin, you JOG" luck! 

22. 110 70u of~1lD f'ce1 tha~ whether you do your 
bO\llllWon has web to do wi~h whllt kind of 
-=de. you ,etT 

23. 110 you feel uat when a Jdd yC\Z' a,e decide. 
to hit you, uen'a lltt1e you can do to stop 
hill or her! 

24. Have )"Ou ever bad a 'GOd, luck char::l? 

25. Do you believe ~at whether or not people 
like you depends on hov 70u act! 

26. W111 )'OU'puenu usuaUy help you if you ask 
thllll tol' 

27. Havo you felt that whon people wore IleAn to you 
it was usually for no :re:a.son at all? 

"' 28. "ost of the tW, do you feel that you c:m change 
what aight bIlppen tomorrow by what you do today? 

29. Do you believe that when bad things are ,oing to 
happen they just are ,oing to happen no I113tter 
",hilt you tty to do to stop them? 

,3D. Do you thinJc Ullt kids Cln ,et their own way if 
they just keep tryin,t 

31. • ~st,of the tima do you find it useless to try 
to get your own way at bomet 

32. Do you feel thllt when load things happen they 
h:lppen beClluse of hl1r~ work? 

33. Do you feo1 thllt when somebody your age wants to be 
)"Our _nelllY there's littlo you =n do to chllonge 
&lOIn c:rs 7 

34. Do you feel that it's easy to get friends to 
do what you want them to? 

35. 00 you usually.teel that you hllve little to say 
:about what you get to eat at home? 

36. Do you feel that when lomeone doesn't· like you 
there's little you c:m do about it? 

37. Do you usually teel that it's almost useless to 
try in school baesusc most other children are 
just plain Sm:lrter than you :Ire? 

38. Are you the kind of person who believes that 
.pl:lnning ahe:ld makes things turn out better! 

39. .b5t of the time, do you feel that you have 
little to say about what your family decides to do? 

40. Do you think it's better to be s~rt than to 
be l,ucky? 

YES 

---

NO 

-. 

22'3 
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SCALI!: Ul 

On the next: t.wo paq.s are lII01I'e sentenc.s. EAch santence say. SOIII.thi .. ,g about' 
thlll warlel or about people. There are no d,ql)t or wrong an S'W1IIrs. You vll1 
probably agree vith IIOmGl of th •. - sentenc •• anel ding:.: •• with oth.r.. w. vant 
to know how much you &9r.. or elis&9r... You can shov how Ducll you a9r.. or 
cSisaqrea "'Vitii""U"cll se..,t.enc. by put.tint; 1-; 2, J, or 4 on the anS1Mr sheet u.ing 
this codel 1- agr.e very .uch, 2- agr.. " litt.le, 3- eli.agr.. " little, 
4- cS1l1A9".. very much. 

I 

1. Never tell·a~on. ~hy you did something unless it vill help you. 

Agree very much .~gr .. a little Disagree a little Disagree very IllUch -

2. Most people are good and kind. 

Agree very much Agre. a little Disagree a little Dtsagree very much 

3. The best way to let alon, with people is to tell th~ thtngs that make 
thelll happy. 
Agrlttt very IllUch ,Apo.e a littlo Disagrae II little Disagree very much 

-t. You should do something only when you are sure it 1:1 right. 

Agree very IlUch Agrae a little Disagree II littb Disagre. very much 

S. It is 11l118rtest to belleve that all people will be lIIGIan if they have a 
cbanc:oo . 

Agree very much Agree a little Dil.gr.. a little Disagree very much 

6. You should dwoy. be honest. no IIIttU" what. 

Agrctct vuy IlIUc~ Acre. III little Disagree a little Dis.snlt very much 

7. Sometimes you have to hurt other people to ,et what you want. 
Agree very mucb Agre. IJI little Disagre. III UttlGl Disagree very much 

8. Host people won't work bard unless you ukfl them do it. 

~gr •• vrtry IllUCh Agree I little Disagree I llttle Dlsagreo very cnuch 

• 
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.~ 3 4 
9. It is better to be ordinary and honest th~n famous and dishonest. 

A:ree very much Agree a little Disagree a little Disagree very much 

10. It's better to tell someone why you ¥ant bim to help you than to make 
up • :ood story to get him to do it:. 
A:ree vexy much Agree ~ little Disagree a little Disagree very much 

11. Successful people are mostly honest and ~d. 
Agree very much Agree a little Disagree a little Disagre. very much 

12. A~one who completely trusts anyone else is askin, for trouble. 
Agree vuy mucb Agree a little Disagree a little Disagree very much 

13. A criminal is just 11ke other people except that he 15 stupid enough to 
get caught. 
Agre. vary much Agree a little Disagree a little Disagree very much 

14. Host people are brave •• 
Agree very much Agree. little Disagre •• little Disagree very much 

IS. It is smart to bl! Dice to important people oven it you don't really like 
thelll. 
Agree very lINch Agree a little Disagre. a l1ttlill Disagree very much 

16. It is possible to be good in ovuy way. 
Agree vary mUch Agree a little Disagree a little Dis,,;:~;: .:;... ... y llIU~h 

17. Host people cannot be eaSily fooled. ~ 

•. A"gr •• very much Agree •. little Disagree. little Disagree vuy much 

18. Sometimes you bave to cbeat a little to get wbat you want. 
Agree vuy much Agree a little Disagre. a little Disagree very much 

19. It is never right to tell a lie. 

Agree very much Ague II little Disagre. a little Disagree ve..'"Y much 
I 

20. It hurts more to los. monay than to lose a friend. 

Agree very much Agree III little Disagre. a Uttle ~1sagz:"ee very muc:h 
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SCALE "",':1 ATTITUDE 1:D"--------
WHICH CUI-rURAl- GROUPS 00 you BELI&VE HAVS THE. 
FO .... OWIIll~ C.UAAACTIiRIST/CS? 

I. AIYIBITIOUS 
:to LAZ Y 
3. ~MA RT 
ill-. HONES T 
5. IGNOAANT 
b. HARDWORKING 
7.MFiAN 
Z. TROUBLE MAI<6.R 

10. STUPI D 
II. iRUSTwoATHY 
I~. DIRTY 
13. FUN LOVING-
ILf. CONSIDER-AlE 
15". BOSSY 
lib. UNFRieNDLY 
17. CONCeiTED 
IS. SELFISH 

~O. SLOPP'I 
~1.DRJNkS TOO MUCH 
J.~. OUT TO MAKE A BUCk 
~3. VAIN 
~'+. RUDE 
:25'. ATHLE T' C 
~". WDULD SE A CiOOD FRleNO 

:;:t 7. wOULD BE: A CiOOD NEIIrHBOA 

:1.8. WOUl.D BE It. GOOD GNlPI..O)'EE 

~q. WOULD fiE. It. creo D BOS!j 

30. OBEYS THE LAW 
WITH WHICH G-ROVP/GAOUPS ABove DO YOCJ IOEENT/FY r 

(ANC~STRY) 
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S co..l e. #' 1.3 

10# __________________ _ 

COOPERSMITH INVENTORY (SEI) 

You will find below and on the following pages a list of statements 
about feelings. 

Please mark each statement in the following way: 
If the statement describes how you usually feel, put a check (vf in 
the column "LIKE ME." 
If the statement does not describe how you usually feel, put a check (v? 

in the column "UNLIKE ME." 

There are no right or wrong answers. 

I.IKE ME UNLIKE!'1E 

1. I SPEND A LOT OF TIME DAYDREAMING. 

2. I'M PRETTY SURE OF MYSELF. 

3. I WISH I WERE SOMEONE ELSE. 

4. I'M EASY TO LIKE. 

5. MY PARENTS AND I HAVE A :.. : OF FUN TOGETHER. 

6. I NEVER WORRY ABOUT ANYTHING. 

- I FIND IT VERY HARD TO TALK IN FRONT OF THE 
CLASS. 

B. I WISH I WERE YOUNGER. 

9. THERE ARE LOTS OF THINGS ABOUT MYSELF 
I'D CHANGE IF I COULD. 

10. I CAN MAKE UP MY MIND WITHOUT TOO MUCH 
TROUBLE 

11. I'M A LOT OF FUN TO BE WITH. 

12. I GET UPSET EASILY AT HOME. 

13. I ALWAYS DO TilE RJGIIT TilING. 

14. I'M PROUD OF MY SCHOOL WORK. 

15. SOMEONE ALWAYS HAS TO TELL ME WHlIT 
TO DO. 

16. IT TAKES ME A LONG 1'1 ME TO GET USED 
TO ANYTHING NEW. 
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I 

LIKE ME UNLIKE ME 

17. I'M OFTEN SORRY FOR THE" THINGS I DO. 

18. I'M POPULAR WITH KIDS MY OWN AGE. 

19. MY PARENTS USUALLY CONSIDER MY FEELINGS. 

20. I'M NEVER UNHAPPY. 

21. I'M DOING THE BEST WORK THAT I CAN. 

22. I GIVE IN VERY EASILY. 

23. I CAN USUALLY TAKE CARE OF MYSELF. 

24. I'M PRETTY HAPPY. 

25. I WOULD RATHER PLAY WITH CHILDREN 
YOUNGER THAN ME. 

26. MY PARENTS EXPECT TOO MUCH OF ME. 

27. I LIKE EVERYONE I KNOW. 

28. I LIKE TO BE CALLED ON IN CLASS. 

29. I UNDERSTAND MYSELF. 

30. IT'S PRETTY TOUGH TO BE MB. 

31. THINGS ARE ALL MIXED UP IN MY LIFE. 

32. KIDS USUALLY FOLLOW MY IDEAS. 

33. NO ONE PAYS MUCH ATTENTION TO ME AT 
HOHE. 

34. I NEV£R G~T SCOLU~D. 

35. I'M NOT DOING AS WELL IN SCIIOOL AS I'D 
LIKE TO. 

36. I CAN HAKE UP MY MIND AND STICK TO IT. 

37. I REALLY DON"r r.lKr~ m:JNG II !lOY-GlIlI •• 

38, I HAVE A LOW OPINION OF MYSELF. 

39. I DON'T LIKE TO BE WITH OTHER PEOPLE. 

40. THERE ARE MANY TIMPoS WilPoN I' 0 J.IKE 
TO LEAVE II0ME. -

41. I'M NEVER SHY. 
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LIKE ME UNLIKE ME 

42. I OFTEN FEEL UPSET IN SCHOOL. 

43. I OFTEN FEEL ASHAMED OF MYSELF. 

44. I'M NOT AS NICE LOOKING AS MOST PEOPLE. 

45. IF I HAVE SOMETHING TO SAY, I USUALLY 
SAY IT. 

46. KIDS PICK ON HE VERY OFTEN. 

47. MY PARENTS UNDERSTAND ME. 

4S. I ALWAYS TELL THE TRUTH. 

49. MY TEACHER MAKES ME FEEL I'M NOT GOOD 
ENOUGH. 

SO. I DON'T CARE WHAT HAPPENS TO HE. 

51- I'M A FAILURE. 

52. I GET UPSET EASILY WHEN I'M SCOLDED. 

53. HOST PEOPI,": 1\RF: 1.1 KF:D OJo:TTER TII1\N I 1\M. 

54. I USUALLY FEEL AS IF MY PARENTS ARE 
PUSHING ME. 

55. I ALWAYS KNOW WHAT TO SAY TO PEOPLE. 

56. I OFTF.N GF:T DISCOUn1\GRD TN SCIIOOT .. 

57. THINGS USUALLY DON'T BOTHER HE. 

sS. I CAN'T Dr:: DF:pF:MDlm ON. 

Reproduced by special permission of the Publisher, Consulting 
Psychologists Press, Inc., Palo Alto, CA 94306, from The Self Esteem 
Inventory School Form by Stanley Coopersmith, copyright 1975. 
Further reproduction is prohibited without the Publisher's consent. 
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Scale #14 

1D # ----------------
Attitude ~d BehC'vim: of Others Toward Me 

Directions: Put an "X" in the box under the words that 
~ closely describe the way you believe 
others think and act toward you. 

1. 1 think 
that other 
student~ 
treat me 

2. 1 think 
that most 
teachers 
treat me 

3. 1 believe 
that other 
students 
respect m e 

, -.4. 1 bel ieve 
- that most 

teachers 
respect me 

Much Not as The A Little 
Worse Well Same Better 
than as as than 
other other other_ other 
students students students students 

Much 
Less 
than 
other 
students 

Not as 
Much 

The 
Same 

as as 
other other 
students students 

More 
Than 
than 
other 
students 

_>.5. My GPA for last year is 

Much 
Better 
than 
other 
students 

Much 
More 
than 
other 
students 



Adorno, Theodore, 
personality. 
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