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Abstract

One ofrthe major propositions by which ethnocentric phenomena are -
considerec to be described is Sumner's view that attitudes toward ing.oups
and toward outgroups are symmetrically correlated in such a way that the
' more positiveﬂthe former, the more negative the latter. A corollary
to this proposition, also attributable te Sumner, is that the most»extremeb
sentiménfs —— ingroup idealization‘and cutgroup derogation -- co-occur
when loyalty or attachment to the ingroup is high.

'VDerived primarily from ethnographic information about various soclal
groups, the proposition nevertheless gains support from a number of
investigations carried out at the individual level of'analysis. Despite
this suppcrt, however, there are oppbsing views as to the role of ingroup
attachment in individuais' attitudes towérd groups, as well as experimental
findings srguing against the direction of the correlative relationship as
it is specified by Sumer. }

Included in some of the contradictory findings is the suggestion that
they ére attributable, in some part, té developmental factors. In this
rega;d, certain theoretical and experimental observations made by Piagzet
become significant.” According to Piaget, the young child's point of view
is initially an egocentric one, characterized by the belief that the
attitudes arising out of his oﬁn surroundings and activities are the only
ones possible. This gives way, by the end of childhood, to an awareness
and understanding of others, and a mcre objective outlook. With the
beginning of adolescence, however, egocentrism is reinstated -~ though at
tﬁe more zbstract level of.ideas and ideals ~-~ but again gives way, eventually,

to objectfvity. As described by Piaget, this so-called "reciprocity" process
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appears to includ; stages at which sentiments toward in- andvoutgroups
co-vary in the same, rather than the opposite (Sumnerian), direction.
There is also an implication that ingroup attachment comes to exist
withouﬁ'the accompaniment of antagonistic attitudes toward others.
The aim of the present investigation was to determine, first, whether -

-in- and outgroup ratings givén by subjecté of various ages cbrreSponded
with the Piagetian analysis and second, what the significance of this was
to Sumnef's proposition. To do so, semantic differential ratings gf in-
and oﬁtgroups were obtained from four groups of subjects whose modal éges
were nine, twelve, fifteen, and fwenty—one years. The ratings given by
these subjects did, in facf, reflect the changes, with age, that had

been observed or predicted by Piaget: the nine yeér olds showed a greater
tendéncy to disparage outgroups than the twelve year.dlds, the twelve yeaf

olds a lesser tendency than the fifteen year olds, and the fifteen year

olds a greater tendency than the twenty-one year olds. There was also an

0

indication, contrary to Summer's opinion, that feelings of ingroup attach-
ment ﬁere’not necessarily accompanied by'ingroup idealization-outgroup
disparagerent attitudes. As regards the correlative aspect of Sumner's
- propositicn, howeve;, the results were less precise.
From a Piagetian standpoint, the responses of the nine and fifteen
~ year olds were expected to demonstrate Sumner's predicted correlative
relationship between in— and outgroup evaluations, while those of the
twelve and twénty-one year olds were expected to show a relationship in the
‘opposite direction; Only the tﬁree youngest‘groups gave ratings which

appeared (o agree with this analysis; correlations between the oldest

subjects' in- and outgroup ratings were in the Sumnerian direction.
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General Introduction

"A theory of ethnocentrism offers a starting point for the
understanding of the psychological aspect of group relations -
why individuals are inclined toward competition, or conflict,
or harmonious interaction, and so on. It is concerned with such
questions as: What kinds of general attitudes do individuals
have about their own and other groups? What underlying ideas
or themes run through an individual's thinking about groups and
group relations? How do these ideas develop? How are they
related to trends in the individual's thinking about social
processes? What personality trends, if any, are they related
to and in what way? How are they related to membership in elace

SC oy

church, political party, and so forth’" (Adorno et al 1950, p.102)
Thovgh the comments above reflect a psychological point of view, it

was a socio]ogisc, W. G Sumner, who first used the . term ethnocentrisn,

o MO0 . s a0

deflning it in 1906 as the ”view of thlngs in which one's own group

is the centre of everything and all othcrs are scaled and rated with

reference to 1t" (Sumner, 1906 D960, p. 27]) Since Sumner's time, the

S RN

findings reported in a large and growing number of articles have demoa-

strated the ubiquity of ethnocentric phenomena (Dollard, 1938; Willians,

e,

1947; Sherif and Sherif 1953 Gregor 1963; Druckman, 1968, are but a few'

B i

examples). Thus, the tendency to perceive other groups and their members

in the light of the values of one's own group has become an object of
theoreticsl and experimental interest to psychological, as well as other,
investigators. .

It is generally true, however, that sociological and anthropological

views have had the greatest influence on theories about ethnocentrism.

e Tt TS - Poree T 5 S e Ty
Consequently, investigation has often been restricted to the group level.
DA A
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Thus, for instance, it has been documented that Papuans form village units

which are kept separate by inter-village hostility, that the Seri of :

Lover California observe an attitude of suspicion and hostility to-aJl



outsiders (Sumner; 1906 [1960, pp. 28—29]), that the Wailbri aborigines
are indignant at being‘confused with Pintubi aborigines (Gregor, 1963},
and so forth, but whether such attitudes are pervasive in all éapuans,
all Seri, or all Wailbri is not generally reported. The study of

~ ethnocentrism at the individual level of analysis has, with few
exceptions, been relatively de~emphasized,

One of the exceptions is the major vork of Adorno, Frenkel Brunsw’ck

- i s P A R VO b

Levinson and Sanford reported in The Authoritarian Personality (1950)

s SRR

Part of the thrust of this work lies in its demonstration of individual

differences in ethnocentrism within a single ethnic group. While certain

o e A 8 06

conclusions put forward in The Adthoritarian Personality have been
challenged -~ as in %herif and Sherif's rejection of the idea that frus-
trations and deprivations in the family situation areﬁthe prime cause of
E ’d" k hostility toward other‘groups and their members (1953, pp. ll6-132) -

there has been no apparent disagreement with the contention that members

of a group may differ markedly in the way they percelve and Pvaluate

I T IOSS -

other groups. Similar findings have been reported by other investigators,

most notably Rokeach (1960, pp. 302 303), who has shown that individu1l

differences exist in the extent to which members of one group will accept

or reject the beliefs held by members of other groups.

 Yet whatever the level of analysis, it is certainly true, as Campbell
and LeVine (1961, p.83) claim, that "while facets of the theory of
ethnocentrism have been subjected to crnsiderable direct investigation...

the great bulk of its propositions are unverified in any formal way".

-

One of these propositions, they note, calls for a uniform co-occurrence of

ingroup adulationband outgroup hostility. To Campbell and LeVine, "it

v Lﬂis far frum self-evident that these two must always go together' (p.b4)




and they have initiated a research program to consider the point in some
detail. Tﬁe predisposition of these investigators is to carry out their
research at the level of groups. They do, however, concede that the
approach through individual differences is a parallel one. In accord-
. ance with the belief that a oide diversity of approaches and levels of
analyéis are appropriate for inquiries of this noture, the purpose of
tﬁe presént investigation will be to consider the proposition within
tne iatter coitext.

As with many of the propositions which make up a theory of ethno~ - \\
centrism, the one which posits a co-occurrence of ingroup adulation and \
outgroup hostility can be fraced to Sumner. It wasihis view that, when

a group "nourishes its own pride and vanity, boasts itself superior,

exalts its own divinities', it "looks with contempt at outsiders'; when

R s,

a group ''thinks its own folkways the only right'ones"; it is scornful )
of "other zroups and other folkways"; when a state ''regards itself as

the leader of eivilization, tﬁo best, the.freest, and the wisest" it f
regards "'all others as inferior" (Sumner, 1906 [1960, pp.28-291]). While %
it seems to be his intentionr in these statements, to posit a symmetric \
link beowean ingroup ideaiization and outgroup hostility, Sumner was not ;J
‘unaware of lesser.deérees of affect in in- and outgroup sentiments. Usually,
therefore (thoughASumner himself did not Specifically phrase it in these N
terms), the proposition has been taken to mean that a symmetfic correlative f
relation uxists botween ingroup evaluation and outgroup evaluation svch S
that the more positive the fcfmer, the more negative the latter. 1In !
addition, it was Sumner's view that "Loyalty to the group, sacrifice for

it, hatred and contempt for'outsiders, brotherhood within, warlikeness

without" were "common products of the same situation" (p.27). This state-



co~occurrence of the extreme sentiments. But such evidence as exists

v

ment, taken together witﬁ those which seem to imply a symmetry in in- F)
and outgréup evéluations, produces the coroliary that the most extreme |
sentiments —-- ingroup idealization and rutgroup disparagement —- are
expected to obtain when ingroup attachment is high.

Sumner supported his points of view with numerous example (Sumner, -~
1906, 1927), and Campbell and LeVine (1961) have noted, after a survey A

of The Human Relations Area Files (a more recent source of infdrmation }

"do not seem to contradict Sumner's bold generalization'" (p.84) on the

in support of Sumner's position comes almost entirely from group level \
studies where differences within the group are not reported. Only a

small amount of information exists which is relevant to this particular

consideration. - One such source is Adorno et al (1950)./ In a review of

the responses given by an individual they characterize as highly ethno-

4

centric to statements describing in- and outgroups, these investigators i
draw attention to the fact that "idealization of the ingroup is as marked

as ... hostility toward outgroups" (p.1l43). Y

’

Pertiuent to the correlative direction specified by the proposition

are the following results. Levinson and Sanford (1944) studied anti%Semitic
attitudes in a group of white, Christian, college women and found that
increasing approval of anti—Seﬁitic statements, t;e American Legion, and
certain cuntemporary leaders was accompanied, in general, by increasing
opposition to 1abouf unions,-racial equality, socialism, and the U. S,

Communist party. A major finding of a pre-élection survey by Sherif,

Sherif and Nebergall (1965) was that the more extreme the preference for

. . o
one set of candidates, the greater the level of rejection of the Anes

unpreferred set. Drudkman (1968) has raported a correlation of -0.4&

§:
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bétween ratings éf own-nation members and ratings of enemies given by
subjects barticipating in the Inter-Nation Simulation game. He takes
this result as supporting 'the major preoposition of 'ethnocentrism
theory' which posits a correlational relationship between ingroup adula-
tion and outgfoup derogation” (p.61).

~Despite these various kinds of evidence relating different.aspects of
Sumner's proposition to the individual context, there are other views
that disagree with Sumner's, and other findings that do not support his

predictions. Allport, for instance, holds that "Attitudes partial to the

"ingroup...do not necessarily require that attitudes toward other groups

be antagonistic" (1954 DBSS, p.45]). More specific to the ingroup attach-~
ment aspect of Sumner's proposition is the opinion of R. K. Merton:

"Lacking any but the most primitive conceptions of psychology,
Sumner too soon and without warrant concluded that deep allegiance
to one group generates antipathy toward other groups...Sumner
described an important, but special case as though it were the
general case. He assumed, and his assumption has been echoed as

~established truth on numerous occasions since his day, that intense
loyalty to a group necessarily generates hostility toward those
outside a group" (1949, p.298).

" Data collected by Paranjpe (1966) and by Paranjpe and Caddick (unpublished
.data) give empirical support to Allport's argument. Semantié differential

" ratings -of sub—casté, caste, and religious groups were obtained from 369

college students in India, as were semantic differential ratings of self-
chosen in- and outgroups of various degrees of importance from 149 Canadian
college students. Thé differential scalés were primarily evaluative but
included, as well, "social distance" and "identity" scales. For theu‘
Indian sample, the'median'rating\of the most positively rated group was

1.7, substantial enough, on a 7-point scale running from 1 (positive) to

7 (negative), to indicate a high level of ldealization. The mgdiaﬁ 1ating:



of the most negatively rated group was 5.0 which, though within the negative.

half of the scale, was certainly not interpretable as hostility, hatred,
scorn or contemp;. In fact, only five individuals assigned over-all ratings
of 7 to outgroups, as combared with forty~two who assigned overall ratings
of 1 to ingroups. For the Canadian sample; the median ingroup ratings were
g ' . 2.2, 1.7{ and 1.8, also indicative of a certain amount of idealization,
‘ ‘ with corresponding median outgroup ratinzs of 4;5, 4.4, aﬁd 4.3, In additioha

to showing that attitudes paffig} to theuingrgpgwnggdmnot be acqqgg&g}gd’

by antagonistjc attitudes toward cheré, both the Indian and the Canadian

i

data also pointed out that attitudes of ingroup idealization and outgroup V/
fejection need not necessarily co-occur.

The lack of co-occurrence of the extreme sentiments does not, of

course, rule out the possibility of a non-symmetric correlative relation-

ship in the.specified direction. Thus the semantic differential scores
referred to above still pfovidgd a means of testing for the proposed direc-
tion of coyatiation. Here too, however, the results did not generally
suppdrt Sumner's prediction, for the correlations between in- and“outgroup
ratings were 70.20 for the Indian sample and -0.07, +0.18, and +0.14 for

the Canadian sample. Data presented by Sullivan and Adelson (1954) are also

contradictory: they found that authoritarians were not simply antagonistic

% *:“ -to groups specified on the E-scale but, inbadditioﬁ, to grbups in which they

were necessarily members. This general misanthropy can be taken as arguing

-}

against thé direction qf the ;elationship between in- and outgroup sentiments
predicted by Sumner, since it impiies that similar attitudes are held toward
all groups. Still.further data opposing the correlative aspect of Sumner's

proposiinnfhave been reported by Rokeach_(l960), who assessed the attitudes

of northern and southern white college students towards Negfoés and whites




holding certain racial and general beliefs. To begin with, Rokeach found

for both groups of subjects that the greater the rejection of Negroes, the

R T TS

greater the rejection of whites. 1In addition, the responses allowed con-
sideraﬁion of wﬁether any relation between "our liking of those who agree’

" with us" exists, a question which seems within the realm of what is meant
by ethnocentrism. As Rokeach states, ''the correlations are ;60 and .43
for the northerners and .20 and -.14 for the southerners.. In the North, the
more ?e like those who agree with us the more we like those who disagreg with V/ 
us; in the South, there seems to be little or no relation between the two" ?

(p.145).

That these data are coﬁtrary to Sumner's propoéition is clear. What
is not immédiately aéparent is how a reconciliation may be effected. An
% v‘ obsefvaticn by Rokeach is, however, insightful. 1In 5ddition to the attitude
% ;, assessment carried out with northern anc southern college students mentioned

above, Rokeach tested 50 middle class Jewish children, ranging in age from

7 to 16, to determine their attitudes towards Jews and Gentiles holding

~

certain ethnic and other beliefs. Again it was possible to test for a

relation tetween “our liking of those who agree with us and those who dis-

{ : - .

agree with us" but this time the degree of acceptance of those who agree

was neggéively'related to the degree of acceptance of those who disagfee.
: Asks Rokeach, "Iﬁwigmgqssib}g that the co;rg}gtiéns“bggwgen liking for
_;hose who agreewggémgégagree‘withus ch;ngeﬂfrom ngga;ive to positive as a
‘gesult of}increasing mgturity?" (1960, $.152). As it happens, there Is a g
‘theoretical positién dealing‘épecificallfﬂwith this point.
The investigations of Jean Piageﬁ are more pfoperly characterized as

developmeutal than as social psychological. In a 1251 paper, however, he

has reporred observations which are connected with the latter area. and, even




more specifically, with the matter under consideration. In this paper,

Piaget concerns himself with the development in children of the idea of
I the homeland and of relations with other countries. Notwithstanding
Rosenblatt's (1964) caution that ethnocentrism and nationalism "do not
overlap complétely", Piaget's observations seem potentially meaningful to
the more general area of ethnocentrism. According to Piaget, the young
child "begins with the assumption that the immediate attitudes arising
out of his own special surroundings and activities are the only ones
possible: this state of mind... may be called unconscious ego-centricity"
'(p.562). As the child grows oidef, his life experiences require him to

“make a considerable effort toward 'decentration’, or broadening of his

centres of interest" (p.562) so that he is constantly required to integrate
the Impressions and experiences of new surroundings and activities with

his past ones. In the course of these efforts at decentration and integra-

e e R TN

tion, the child“begins to acquire an attitude of ";eciprocity", or an_
awareness of groups and pointéjof view different from his own. Reciprocity
apparently develops out of experienges by the ybunger child that "others" . V/.
(peers, adults) may have views different from his but which turn out to be
‘no less anceptable, and out of the intellectual realization by the older

child that a cognitive and affective symmetry exists between what he

classifies, and favours or disfavours, as his "own" (ingroups) and "others"

(outgroups), and what others regard as their "own'" and “others". By the 1

age of abrut twelve years, according tc; Piaget, children will claim =2 strong

T

ingroup attachment, but in evaluative comparisons between ingroups and other

groups they characteristically view both as more or less the same. Fiaget

.

cites the following examples as representative (included in parentheses are

the subjects' initials and ages): , SR B




_ With regard to the child's own country:
"I like Switzerland because we never have any wafs here" (J.N.-10;3).
"I like Switzerland because it's a free country'" (L.0.-11;2).
"I 1like Swit;erland because it's the Red Cross country. In Switzerland,
. our neutrality makes us charitable" (M.G.-11;5) (p.567).
: p¢ /, With regard to other countries:

"Are some better, more intelligent, more likeable? I don't know,

hey're 21l much the same; each has its own mentality" (M.A.-11:9).

"Arelthere any differences bgtween all these countries? There is only a
difference of size and position bétween all of these countries. It is not
tﬁe countries that make thé difference, but the people. You find all sorts
of ﬁeople everywhere' (J.B.-13;3) (p.571).

With regard to an evaluative comparison:

"If you had no nationality...which would you choose?

Swiss nationality. Why? Because I was born in Switzerland and this is

my home... Who do you think is nicer, the ¥rench or the Swiss, or do you

think they are just the same? Oh, on the whole, they're much the same.

There are some very nice Swiss and some very nice French people, that

doesn't depend on the country. Who is wore intelligent, a Swiss or a

French person? All people have.their good points. The Swiss don't sing
too badly and the French have some great composers'. (A.R.-12;6).

"Choice of nationality. I'd choose to be Swiss. - Why? Because it's my

coumntry aid I love it. Who do you think are nicer, the Swiss or the French?
They're just the same as each other. It doesn't depend on the country,

but on the people. And who are more intelligent, the Swiss or the Franch?

That's the same thing too..." (J.C.-13;4)(pp. 577-578).

In reaching the stage illustrated by these children, Piaget argues that
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a necessary accompaniment is the attainment by the child of an intellectual _
Qnderstanding of what is meant by "country", particularly its existence as
an entity vthich includes certain groups in the child's experience or kaow-
1edge (town,.canton, and so on), and which excludes others. He does not

. suggest that this cognitive ccmponent precedes the appearance of affective
feelings. Indeed, to Piaget, "the cognitive and affective aspects may be
said to}Be parallel or ismorphous' (p.563). Thus, at cognitive stages

of the inclusion of the

earlier to the basic imderstandin the part within the

8
whole, likes and dislikes may be "bound up with subjective or personal
impressions of the most flggting ér even accidental Rind" (p.566) (about age
~ seven), or in accordance with family traditions (about age nine). In the
lattér case this will likely involve "a kind of tribal 6utlook, with values
based oﬁ the disparagement of other social groups', although any "favourabie
estimates zre aﬁcepted like the others" (p.570).-

Comparzble f;ends have been observed in other investigations'of national
feelings. For instance, Weinséein (1957)‘traced the development of the con-
cept of flag and the sense of national identity in American children and
obtained tle following results. At about 5 or 6 years of age the child
"does not know of other countries and deuies the possibilities of other
flags" (p.171). By eight years of age '"the American flag is now best
because 'America is the best country.'" (p.172). At about ten years, the
child'begins to feel that "the American flag is no longer best without
qualification: 'If I lived in a differcut country and liked the way things
wvere I would prébably think their flag is best'" (p.173). The progression
illustrated by these quotations seems closely pérallel to the movement from
.égoscentricity to onectivity proposed by Pilaget.

A similar trend is also demonstratéd'in experiments by Tajfel et al
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(1970), where subjects from six to twelve years of age were asked to sort
photographs of men in accordance with whether or not they were liked and
whether or not they were of the subject's nationality. These investigators

found that a general tendency to assign better 1iked photographs to own

‘ national category dropped off with age. To them it seemed possible ''that

e ot a1

in the older age group, separate cues begin to fnnction_fggwlihing and for

nationallty assignments, that an effort is made by children to approach the
tvo kinds of judgments with different crlterla" (p.251). This finding is
also commensurate with Piaget's analysis.

The reciprocity concept is presented by Piaget as being consistent with

the developmentalxevents by'which the ncrmal child attains an awareness of
his own homeland and other countries. Assuming the generalizability of his
observations to other kinds of group comparisons, preaictions can be derived
which, at certain points, are incompatible with those derived from Sumner's
proposition. For instance, it is.§3399fm§ contention that when there is T
loyalty and attachment to the ingroup, & co-occurrence of ingroup idealiza-
tion and eutgroup rejection can be expected. From a Piagetian_pepspecgive,
however, this would seem to characterize only the "tribal outhokfﬁ§;age
'g;ﬁcé, in o}der children, ingroup attachment eppears to exist without the
éceompan;ment of the idealization-rejection syndrome1 (as in J.C.'s responsesé

~above). Furthermore, a correlative relation in the opposite direction to

ethat predicted by Sumner is deducible from the responses of Piaget's older

'lAn exception to this is Piaget's unclarified remark, in the 1951 paper,
that extreme forms of sociocentrism may later emerge in some individuals
"i{f the came obstacles that impede the process of 'decentration' and
integration...crop up again at all levels'", Unfortunately, no indication
is given as to what these obstacles might be although, in a later article,
Piaget mentions that 'social processes involving constraint and authority...

. [mayJ 1ead to a sociocentrism closely akin to ego-centrism" (Piaget, 1970,

- p.729). In acknowledging the existence of such special cases, Piaget's
position seems close to that of Merton's which was cited earlier.
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subjects that in- and outgroups afe "much the same'". If it is, in fact,
true that 61der children see little difference existing between in- and
outgroups, then tﬁose rating ingroups pesitively should also rate outgroups
positively, ;nd those rating ingroups negatively sﬁould rate outgroups

, negatively. Thus, for example, subjéCt A.R. above sees both the French
and the Swiss as 'very nice“, while subject J.C. sees them as '"just the

same", but apparently not as positively as A.R.

pointsyof particular significance to Sumner's proposition. - In what follows,
experimental attempts to determine the extent of this significance are

reported.



Experiment I

Introduction

Though his specific concern was with nations and nationalism, Piaget
prefaced his report with remarks that the information he was about to present
was of value in "studying social and international ténsions in general".
Presumably, this extension to other group contexts was considered valid
because of theksogceptpalization of reciprocity developmeht as a decentering
ngssiﬁwinyqlvigg experiences with a wide variety of entitieslciassifiable
as groups . But despite Piaget's claim, the generalizability of the con-
cept was by no means proveﬁ by the rather specific data he provided. For
this reason it seemed appropriate ﬁo determine whethe; children's attitudes
in a variety of group comparisons showed the kinds of ﬁrends expected on the
basis of Piaget's observations. Experiment I was carried out for this
purpose, and with ;he intention that Sumner's proposition would be evaluated
in the light of the findings. |

‘A number of considerations influenced the conduct of the stﬁdy, one of
the most important being the choice of subjects. Typically, ?;aggpvh@¢
p£§$§§§eq_peciprocity’Qevelqpment as a stage-dependent process, the charac-
teristics of each stage being as briefly summarized in Table 1. Stage I
children were felt, on the basis of their description, to be beyond the
preseﬁt interest: they seemed unlikely to be familiarvwith even simple group
names and unlikely to be consistent, in any logical way, about their likes
and disiikes. Moreover, demonstrationglby Long, Henderson, and Ziller (1968)
that younger children are susceptible to an "extremity response set" which
gives rise fo highly polarized kinds of evaluative responses, and by Di Vesta

. (1965) that younger children rely heavily on evaluative modes of quaJifying

experienCﬂ, suggested that spurious factors were likely to be encountered
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in children at this stage. Since Stage II children were expected to be

more stable in their likes and dislikes, more fluent with group classifi-

cations, and likely to exhibit a 'tribal outlook, with values based on the
disparagement of other social groups', and since Stage III children were

expected to show some level of understanding and acceptance of diverse

points of view, the points of interest seemed best evaluated by dealing
exclusively with children considered to be at these stagee.

Flavell (1963) has noted that, with any Plagetian stage~dependent theory,

the sequence of developmental steps is thought to be invariant, while the

chronological age at which each occurs is definitely not" (p.264). Thus
the inferred agee'of about nine years and twelve yeare whichjwere available
from Piaget's descrlptions of the Stage II and Stage III child, respectively,
were clearly not to be taken as exact. Nevertheless, this indication of an
age difference of about three years betveen the appearance of “typical"
Stage II symptoms and "tynicalr Stage I1I symptoms argued, in practical
terms at least, against an investigation employing a longitudinal approach.
,J}g It was recognized, of course, that with a cross-sectional study it would be

impossible to control for individual differences in rates of development.

Moreove:, conditions prevailing when the older subjects were the age of the

younger subjects could certainly be expected to result in a lack of strict

' developmental comparability between subject groupsAof different ages. As
e result, the deeision to employ a crossfsectional method of testing
lrepresente a major shortcoming }n the present investigation. .But even a
cross—sectional ;p;;;;;h is made difficult by Piaget's refusal to give

more specific age co-ordinates to the stages. It was finally decided that

groups with modal ages of nine and twelve, such as grade four and grade
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seven scheool children, would provide a degree of age variance within which
Stage II and Stage III symptoms might reasonably be expected to appear.

A samrle size of about one hundred For each stage was felt to be

adequate for the statistical treatments envisioned. It became apparent,
however, that since it was possible to recruit almost all the subjects
from one school, some local factor such as socio-economic level could

operate so as to affect the results. A few investigations have, in fact,

and ethnocentrism (Brown, 1965, pp. 518-523), and there was no mention in
Piaget's report that the sgcio—ecénomic background of his subjects had in
any way been Conﬁrolled.1 .Testing in different loéalities was tﬁerefore
conéidered desirable.. For the present study it was possible to recruit
subjects from two schools in an area characterized by its school board
officials as "lower middle class" and from one échool in an area charac-
terized by its ;chool board officials as "upper middle" to "lower upper"

class.

Other factors, also important to the conduct of the experiment, are

more propurly dealt with in the treatmeunt of methodology. A reading of

the '"Note on Methodology" (Appendix A) might usefully precede any consider-

ation of what is to follow.
Method
‘Subjents. A total of 377 subjects, all public elementary school

children, were tested. Of these 195 were grade four students and £ were

1Indeed, Tlavell (1963, p.430) has pointed out that socioeconomic background
has not generally been a variable of much interest to Piaget and that most
of his subjects are probably selected 'on the basis of age and ready avail-
ability" (p.431l). It does not seem unreasonable that, by this last cri-
terion, a large proportion of Piaget's subjects could have been frow the
higher classes of Geneva society.
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grade seven students. Roughly one-third of each were children of a higher
socio—-economic background as defined abeve. The age range, to the nearest
yeaf, for the gpade fours was eight to ten, with a modal age of nine; for
the grade sevens, the age range was eleven to fourteen, with a modal age
of twelve. The only differentiation made between subjects was the socio-
economic one. As the total enrolment (less absentees) of grade fours and
grade sevens in each school was tested,’a.range of IQ andva reasonably
representative split by sex was expected, but these were nof assessed.

Means of Testing. Each subject was required to complete a ''paper and

pencil"” test booklet, examples of which may be found in Appendix B.
Basically, the testing device was a battery of semantic differential scales
with which the subjects rated "the people who live" in cities, provinces

(grade sevens only), and countries chosen as "most" and '"least™ preferred.

One choice of each was made from lists c¢f cities, provinces, and countries

~

that the subject had previously composed on his own, in accordance with no

specified purpose. The scales were: £riendly-unfriendly, bég:gggg,

yrong-gight, smart-dumb, wonderful-terrible. An individual's scores were

st

obtained by assigning values of 1 to 5 (negative to positive) to the

choice points between scale poles and summing reéponses over the five scales.

The range of possible scores for any concept was thus 25 to 5. Each of the

' gradebfours rated city groups first, then country groups. For the grade

sevens, tte rating sequence was systematically staggered.

Also Included was a pre-test to detect response bias (see.Note on
Methodoiogy, Appendix A, p.69), and a question designed to assess the child's
understanding of thé inclusive-exclusive nature of groups.

Procedure. All testing was carried out by the students' regular teachers
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in a classroom setting. No special introduction other than that a "survey"
was beingrmade ;ccompanied the presentation of the booklets. The subjects
were asked to complete one page at a tire. For the grade fours, the
teachers paced the subjects by reading slowly through the booklet as it was
being completed; the grade sevens worked under teacher supervision but
without teacher direction. Subjects indicating that they f;lt certain
scales té be inappropriate were told to "use your imagination' in respond-

£
-

~ =
g -«

[¢]

group ésvprecluding their ability to rate were told to give a general

‘impression‘in accordance with what they had heard, read, seen on  television,

and the like.
- Results
Certain losses preceded the evaluation of the data. To begin with,

~

17 percent of the grade fours and 7 pércent of the grade sevens were

eliminated from the originally sampled population through incompletion or

2

misunderétanding of the questibnnaire booklet. These proportions compared
favourably with pilot study experience and were not considered unusual. A"
'further 14 percent of the grade fours and 13 percent of the grade sevens
ﬁereielimlnated by the pre-test designed to detect response bias. Although
this represented a substantial loss of useable information, the lesseniﬁg
of the possibility ‘of spurious correlations'justified it. As a result of
these losses, the responses of>134vgrade fours and 151 grade sevens remained
for conzileration.

With these data (i.e., thé remaining grade four ratings of four groups
and the remaining grade seven.ratings of six groups), ﬁotelling's T2

comparisohs-within each grade were made between the two soclo-economic

.

 levels. As no Significantkdifferencevbetween the levels.emergea for either
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gfade (grade fours: p<<.20; grade sevens: p<<.20) the separafion by
socio—ecoﬁomic level was thereafter ignoved and éach grade considered as
a whole,

An initial requirement was to locate the general position of the younger
and older chiidren in the reciprocity deveiopment process., This was
accomplished by assessing their position in the supposedly concomitant pro-
cess of ﬁnderstanding the inclusive and‘exclusive nature of groups. It will
be recalled that, at'Sﬁage 1T, Piaget’s subjects did not generally believe
that they could be a member of a country, and a city in that country, at the
‘'same time but that, by Stage III, fhis misconception had disappeared. For
the present subjects, 62 péfcent of the grade fours and 93 percent of the
gradé sevens were able to give’the correct response to the question dealing
with this point. This suggested that, as a group, the-grade fours were
somewhat beyond a "pure" Stage II position and thus best characterized as

traﬁsitional; the grade sevens, though perhaps not corresponding exactly,
were apparently close to StageyIII. That neither of the samples was cntirely
“"typical" as regards Piaget's stages was, of course, inevitable with the
cross-sectional method of testing used since no control over individuzl
aiffe;ences in development was employed.

Piag;t's implication that his reciprocity concept is applicable to group
considerations in general suggests that a child's attitudes toward a variety
of ingroups or his attitudes toward a variety of outgroups should be more
or less uciform, andvin accordance Qith,his position in the reciprocity
development process. - Since the children tested each gave ratings for more
th;nlone pair of in- and outgroups, it was possible to test for the uniformity
aépect in terms of the ;onsistency of their semantic differential concept |

*u

- scores. In doing so, the following rationale was employed: to be indicative
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of uniformity, all of a subject's ingroup scores were required to be within

3 _points of one ;nother, as were all of his outgroup scoresl; and éll of

the groups in each category (i.e., ingroups or outgroups) were requirel to be
rated in either the positive or the negative range bfvscores (the middle score,
15, was allowed to fall into either half). By these standards, the following
results were obfained:

Ninety-three percent of the grade fours and 90 percent of the grade

These pfoportions could, however, be broken down further. For the grade fours,
60 percent rated both of their ingfoups in a relatively uniform manner, as
well as both of théir outgréups; 33 percent rated the groups in only one of
the categories consistently. For the grade sevens, 40:§ercent rated all three
of their "most" preferred groups in a relatively uniform manner as well as

all three of their '"least" preferred groups; 40 percent were consistent with
regard to all three of the groups in one of the categories but only two in

the other. The remaining 10 pércent were consistent with regard to two of

the groups in each category but, becadse of the ultimate interest in analyzing
the data in ingroup-outgroup pairé, this latter proportion only included cases
wherefthg:ratings considered to be consistent were all included in two of the

three pairs. Table 2 summarizes these findings, which support the view that

a child will tend to see ingroups in a similar fashion, as well as outgroups.

1Th'e value of 3 was determined as follovs: 1t was assumed that a 5 point
difference between the total score ratings of groups in one category (i.e.,
ingroups or outgroups) indicated an average change in one position on each

of the five semantic differential scales used in rating or, in other words,
‘a change in the degree of sentiment expressed on each scale. Zero difference
was assumed to indicate no change. A total difference of 3 points, taken as
the rounded-off average between these two, provided some flexibility without
permitting an overall change in attiturle toward the attitude object.
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TABLE 2

Percentages of Children Whose Ingroup and Outgroup Ratings

A

 Were Totally, Partially, or Not At All Consistent

All ingroups, all All groups in one Two groups in each  Completely incon-
outgroups consis- of the categories, category consis- sistent ratings
tently rated. ~ one (Gr.4) or two tently rated* :

{Gx.7) in the .

other consistently

rated

- grade fours, €0 .. 33 - - 7
rating four :
 groups,

- N=134

_Grade sevens, 40 40 10 10
' rating six
groups,
151

5*11nc1udes only those cases where ratings considered to be consistent were all included
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Since Piaget's position is that his developmental stages are character-
ized by integrated, homogeneous behaviour (Flavell, 1963, p.20), the'finding
above that a number of subjects gave one or two inconsistent ratings can be
taken to confirﬁ.the earlier indication that the subjects ¢orresponded
imperfectly with the "pure' stages being considered here. At the éame timé,
this’particular confirmation raises an important question. If the subjects
are not “typical" vis & vis Piaget's "pure' stages, and if between-stzge
viocur is thought toc be "a m »

structures énd...aé yet incompletely organized néw structures" (Flavell,
1963, p.21), then which of a subjeﬁt's responses are éppropriate in testing
for features expeéted on tﬂé basis of Piaget's "pufe" stages? In view of

the indication, in Table 2, that "within individuai" consistency is fairly
vgeneral, the proper approach would seem to be to empléy oﬁly the consistent
responses since these, presumably, reflect a subject's prevailing point of
view. For thisufeason; therefore, two additidnal reductions in the data
were made.  These included the/elimihaﬁionAof the responses of the completely
inconsisteht subjects and the elimination of the inconsistent responses of
the partially consistent subjects. The first was simply the removal of the

»

§ma11 number of apparently non-representative subjects: 7 and 10 percent of
the younger and older children, respectively. The second Yas ip accordance
with the view that, by eliminating thefinconsistént rating from a subject's

set of otherwise consisfent responses, it is probably the developing, and, more
thanllikel', the prevailing attitudes about‘in— and outgroups that ate being
éiven consideration. Unfortuﬂately, because subsequent analyses involved

the use of paired ?atings, this made it necessaryfiliminate altogether . the

responses of the grade fours who were only partially consistent.. Since. they

rated only two pairs of groups, no decision was possible as to which of the
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two pairs properly indicated their prevailing attitudes in ingroup-outzroup
comparisoné; Deépite this loss, however, the responses of a majoritylof
the younger children -- 60 percent -- st’l]l remained. As for the grada
 sevens, only the removal of one pair of ingréup-outgroup ratings for each
of the subjecté considered to be partially consistent occurred. Thus the

responses of 90 percent of the older children were still retained for

analysis, though in any one of the three pairs of ingroup-outgroup compari~-

Tables 3 and 4 present the results obtained from these data which are
pertinent to the predictions derived from Piageﬁ's observations.

The informatiéh providea in Table 3 relates to the frequency with which
ingréup idealization and outgroup hostility responses were made by the older
and younger children. "Idealizer' status was taken té accrue when the
individual's total score for the ingroup being rated was greater than 20

since, for these cases, at least one of the rating scales was marked at the

’

positive extreme and the remaiﬁing scales generally positively. In a similar
fashion, total scores of less than 10 were interpreted as indicating out-

group disparagement. By this method of response classification, it wes

»

possible tu evaluate key aspects of both the Sumnerian and the Piagetian

views. For éxample, Table 3 shows that the symmetric aspect of Sumner's
'probosition was mnot supported; since instances of ingroup idealization
greatly outnumbered instances df outgroup disparagement in either age group.
More will be said abbut this later. Aé{for the Piagetian point of view,

if it is recalled that his Stage II subjects showed a tendency to disparage
outgroups and that his Stage III subjecté did not, then it is clear that
while ' the grade fours did not reject outgroups to the degree that might have

been expected, an appropriate trend was demonstrated. Thus, théugh only 9

!
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and 12 percent of their city and country outgroup ratings suggested hostility,
these proportioné were larger than those of 5, 3, and 3 percent found with

the grade savens' ratings of city, provirnce, and country outgroups, respectively.
The grade fours were also expected to idealize their ingroups and, as can be
determined from Table 3, did so in 63 percent of the city and 67 percent of

the country ratings. By comparison, 50 percent of the grade sevens' ingroup
city ratings, 41 percent of their iﬁgroup province ratings, and 43 percent of

dealization.

atings, involved

e

Tabie.4 relates to the correla;ive aspect of in- and outgroup evaluations.
The correlations reported have been ais—attenuated by the application of
coefficient "a" reiiabilitiés discussed in Appendix A (See page75). (Since
coefficient "a'" values-ranged from 0.73 to 0.88, dis-attenuation did not
inflate the rather low correlétions to any great extent). Table 4‘presents
a further breakdown for the grade sevens: it will be recalled (see footnote,
page 11) that Piaget viewed Stage III reciprocity aﬁtitudes as a "normal"
development and implied that iﬁ&ividuals in whom extremes of ingroup anity
were accompanied by extremes of out-group enmity, for all in- and outgroups,
represented é special case of "socio-cen:zrism'. Those individuals who, in
city, province, and country comparisons, gave an ingroup score greater than
20 and an outgroup score less than 10 were therefore removed from the grade
seven sample and the correlations re-calculated. The new values appear on
the last line of Table 4 as thé so-called "normal" grade seven results.
There was, of course, no certainty that the individuals removed were “socio-

centric", All, however, met Piaget's "cognitive" criterion for Stage III

status by understanding that they could belong to a country, and a city in

that country, at the same time. Despite the small number of "sociocentric"

o

"responses, their removal very much influenced the correlations found.

i



TABLE 4

Dis-attenuated CorrelationsTbetween In—- and Outgroup

Ratings of City, Province, ani Country Groups

.t.

Correlation dis-attenuated in accordance

where

T = correlation between observed in-

City Province Country
Grade Fours ~-0.09 -0.17
(N=81) (N=81)
Grade Sevens +0. 244 +0,22% +0.16
(N=112) (N=115) (N=101)
"Normal" Grade +0. 36%% +0. 4 1% +0,27%%
Sevens  (N=108) (N=112) “(N=98)
* p<,05 *# p<.01

with the formula

r = dis—attenuated correlation

and outgroup scores

r . = coefficient a reliability of ingroup

scores

r
ao
scores.

26

= coefficient a reliability of outgroup
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Ordinarily, a reduction in variance brought about by the elimination of
data at one end of a range of possible fesponses would be expected to
diminisk correlations, In this case, as can be seen in Table 4, they were
strengthened;’ From the scatter diagréms in Figures 1, 2, and 3 (pages 59,
60, and 61) it is obvious why this occurred.

As for the correlations themselves, they were, in most cases, low.

The values for the grade sevens were, however, in the positive direction

[0]

s to secc
outgroups as "much the smae'. Sumner's prediction of a negative correla- <
tion was therefore not born out with this age group. The negative !

relationéhip anticipated between the in- and outgrOup ratings made by the +

yéunger children was supported, albeit rather equivocally. |
' Discussion | , o

Since outgroup disparagement by the older children was appropriately . Q
1nfréquént ané the relationship found to exist between.their in- and out-

}

group rating scores more orﬁless as expécted, it was only the grade four i
results.which differed from predicﬁions derived from Piaget's analysis

of childfen's attitudes toward groups. When the post-Stage II status of
mo;t of the younger children is taken into account, however, their results
can be seen to comply rather betﬁer with e#éectations. To begin with, the
apparent progress of a number of the younger children tbwards Stage IIL
renders unlikely the level of outgroup disparagement that was énticipated.
That hestile responses tdwafd_outgroups were more frequent with the grade
fours than with the grade sévens seems, under these circumstances, reason-
ably consistent'with the trend described by Piaget. It is, moreover,

conceivable that because the grade four sample was, as a whole, tran-

sitional in nature, near-zero correlations between their in- and outgroup
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rating scores were inevitable. Thus, wﬁile the grade fours neithef
disparaged outgroups as frequently as anticipated, nor clearly confirmed
the preeicted negative reiationship b«-tween their evaluations of in-- and
outgroups, tﬁéir responses were probably appropriate for their general
position In the reciprocity development_process and were cgrtainly
sufficient, when takén together with the grade seven findings, to demon-

strate expected trends. In general, then, the results for both grades

Piaget's report.
The foregoing was, of course, a prerequisite to the main interest in \
assessing the significance of Piaget's observations to Sumner's theoret-

ical proposition. The proposition, it will be recalled, involved a

y
/

symmetric relétionship between in- and outgroup attitudes where, under
conditions of ingroup'attachment, the extreme sentiments -- ingroup

idealization and  outgroup disparagement -~ were expected to co~occur.
From the results which have been presented up to now, shortcomings in the
proposition should be apparent, particularly insofar as the direction and

the symrietry of the relationship between in- and outgroup attitudes is

»

concegned. But in order to determine whether Sumner's predicted three-way
connection between ingroup attachment, ingroup idealization, and outgroup
disparagement gains support, some measure of fhe first of these three is
tequired, With the data available, no direct assessment of each individ-
ual's ingroup attachﬁent is'possible.zlﬂowever, an indirect indicaiion
does seem to be provided in ferms of the frequency with which subjects
chose, as '"most" preferred, groups to which they belong by virtue of
residence. Table 5 gi#es these freqﬁencies, in percentage form, for both

sample groups.




TABLE 5
Ingroup Attachment Measured Indirectly in Terms of
Freqdency of Choice of City, Province, or Country

of Residence as "Most" Preferred

29

Percentage of subjects Percentage of subjects Percentage of subjects”
choosing city of residence choosing province of - choosing country of ’
as "most" preferred residence as "most" residence as ''most"
' preferred preferred
47 - 51
62

58 75
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1f places of residence were of no special importance to the subjects
tested, then there would be little reason to expect a high frequency of
choice >f such pla?es as "most'" preferred. But as Table 5 shows, rlaces
of residence-Qere chosen, as "mosf" preferred, in a considerable number
of instances. If it can be assumed that this indicates a‘special attach-
ment to membership groups of this sort, then it might be expected, in
accordance with Sumner's proposition, that correspbndingly high levels
of ideal'zétion—u;sp-ragemexf 1esp0use; would be observed 1
‘between mgmbers of these and other entities. But as has already been
pointed out (Table 3), this type of response was iﬁfrequent in any case,
in both of theréubject sémples. There seems to 5e"an implication, then,
thgt ingroup attachment.(in this case, membership group attachment)
may exist without idealization-derogation attitudes necessarily accompany-
ing it. Of course, in view of the means by which attachment was taken
to be indicated, outright rejection of Sumner's view about the conditions
associated with ideélizatioﬁ—disparagemént attitudes is undoubtedly
prematufe. Nevertheless, there is a suggestion in the present data that
this particular idea is not entirely ébrrect..

A§ for the correlative aspect of the proposition, it is apparent, to
begin with, that the relationship between evaluations of in- and outgréups
is not a symmetric one since, for both sets of ¢hildren, instances of
ingroup idealization are of much greater frequency than instances of out-
group disparagement (Téble!3). This sfrengthens, at the individuai level,
the earlier cited view of Campbell and LeVine (1961) that "it is far from
self-evident that these two must always go together". Furthermore, it is

clear from the values in Table 4 that the direction of the correlative

- relation need not be as predicted by Sumner. At the very least these

I
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values indicate that, with increasing age, the more favourably the
ingroup is pe*ceived, the more positive will be the view of the out-
group. Also implicit in this result #s support for Rokeach's sugge:-
tion that, with "increasing maturity", the correlation between our
liking for those who agree with us and our liking for those who dis-
agree with us‘changes from negative to positive.

On the strength of these findings with children, then, there .seems
ampie reason to doubt the adequacy'of the Sumnerian proposition at the
individual level. This, naturally, begs for consideration of its useful-

ness with older subjects. Experiment II was originally conceived as an

extension of the investigation in this direction.



Experiment II

Introduction

An implication of Piaget's 1951 paper was that Stage III represented
the rudiﬁentary beginnings qf an adult outlook on ingroup-outgroup compar-
isons. It seemed reasonable, therefore; to expect that adolescents, by the
Piagetian view, would illustrate a strengthening of the characteristics
already observed in olde; chilaren, and a clearer demarcation between
"normais" and "sociocentrics". Experiment II was originally undertaken to
bdetermine whether such was indeed the case ané, if so, what the further
significanée to Sumner's'prdposition~was. |

Subsequentiy, however, it came to light that Piaget's ;heoretical views
had, themselves, been exﬁended in this direction. In his mdre recent o
writings (Inhélder and Piaget, 1958, »p. 334-350), Piaget has stated that,
in adolescence, '"the process we have followed through different stages of ;
the child's developmenf is gecapitulated on planes of thought and reality

new to formal operations...For a second time egocentrism appears...It

sfill takes thg/form of an imnitial relative lack of differentiation both
be;weeﬁ ego's and alter's points of view, betWeeﬁ subjective and objective,
but this time the lack of differentiation is representational...This
egocentrism is one of the most enduring features of adolescence; it
persists until the new and later decentering which makes possible the true
beginniags of adult work (pp.342-343). While these remarks were made °
Qith reference to the cognitive aspects of Piagetian theory, it is obvious
that_tﬁey were also intended té apply fo affective modes as well since,

shortly thereafter, it is re-emphasized that "affgctiveAinnoyatiops...are

parallel to intellectual transformations" (p.347). Responsibility'for this
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recapitulatién lies, according to Piaget, with the symbolic functioning
and capacity for reflective thought which differentiate adolescence from
childhocd. At the affective level, thLese allow 'feelings about ideals or
ideas to b; added to the earlier ones" (p.349), thereby causing the
process to repeat itself.

In Qiew of these comments, a ;evision of what had earlier been assumed
to be Piaget's posifion was obviously required. By drawing a parallel with
hood process, his new position was taken-as thetview that oufgroup

-

digpéragemeht would again become frequent with the beginning of adolescence

‘then, despite a maintained ingroup attachment, drop off with increasing age.

Presumably, too; the "tribal outlook"\could be expected to be replaced
oﬁce more by a tendency to see in- and outgroups as "much the same'.

Despife these changes, however, consequences for Sumner's proposition
were still implied. The uﬁderlying purpose of Experiment II remained,

therefore, wnchanged. -

Method

Subjects. One hundred and ninety-two subjects in all were tested for
Experiment II; These included 128 grade'ten high school students from two
junion,high échoois and 64 first year studehts registered in Chemistry,
Metallurgzy, Biology, and Civil Engineering courses at an institute of
technolozy. The grade ten age range was fourteen to eighteen years, with
a modal age.of fifteen; the technology students'ranged in age from nineteen
to twenty-nine, twenty-one years being the mode. The high school sample
was approximately evenly split for males and females. About twenty percent
of the technology students were female.

The :hoice of these groups of squects was, in part, arbitrary.

Initiallf,-the prime consideration was to employ subjects sufficiently older
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than- the gfade sevens In 6rder to reduce the chance of Stage III overlap.
It turned out, however, that the grade tens so chosen fitted reasonably
well wizh the later-discovered Piagetlan analysis, since 13-15 years was
mentioned.as-ﬁarking the point at which feelings about ideals and ideas
begin to appear. The technology students were chosen specifically because
of Piaget's view that "entrance into the occupational world or the

beginning of serious professional training' marks the point at which think-

(Inhelder and Piaget, 1958, p. 346).

Means of Testing. Both groups of subjects were tested with the same

device. This was a "papér and pencil” test bookiet’similaf to the one

uggd with children,-but with the following differen;es. To begin with, the
pre—test desiéned to detect response biases was omitted. It was felt, by o
the two high school counsellors consulted,'that the high school subjects . ¥
would not take seriously a questionnaire which began by asking them to name

and rate what they liked mo§t or leas:.: To partially compensate for the

loss of-this control, additional semantic differential scales were included

.

which wcre’neither evaluative in nature nor particularly applicable to
groups. These were: hot-cold, smooth-rough, dull-sharp, green-red, strong-
weak, hard-soft, big-little, light-heavy, fast-slow. It was hOpéd that
these scales would disrupt, by their novelty, ény existing response biases.
None of the responses to theée scales was iﬁcluded in the scoring.

Also droppedrfrom the booklet wae the question asking whether wenber-
ship in a country, and a cify in that country, was concurrently possible.
This would have been considered trivial by the subjects, and might have

jeopardized the meaningfulness of their other responses.

Finally,vthe questionnaire was,ré-worded, where necessary, so as to
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make it applicable to older age groups. A sample questionnaifé may be
found iﬁ Appeﬁdix B.

Procedure. All subjects were tes’.ed in class-room or lecture hall
settings. No special introduction accompanied the presentation of the
‘booklets but subjects were specifically asked to complete the booklets
one page at a time. Four of the test sessions were carried out by the
subjects' regular instructors; three were carried out by the experimenter
in the presence of the instructor.

Results

Losses attributable to misundefstanding or incompleteness amounted to
5 percent of tﬁé grade ten sample aﬁd 14 percent of the technology student
sample. The greaterwlosé with the older subjects is acéounted for by the
time limitation on their testing session ~-- virtually all of the question-
naires .eliminated from this group were incomplete. There were, of course,
no response bias pre-~test lqsses. Thus the data from 122 grade}tens and
55 technology students remained for evaluation.

Consistency of attitudes towards ingroups and towards outgroups waé
assessed in the manner earlier defined for children. This time, 88 per-
cent of the gradé tens and 84 percent of the technology students gave
responses which indicated some degree of "within individﬁal" consistency.
These values could be further broken down, as shown in Table 6. Ccmpletely
inconsistent responses were given by 12 percent and 16 percent of the
younger and older subjects, respectiVély.

Again, as in Experiment I, it was considered appropriate to utilize
only those responses which appeéred to reflect a subject's prevailing
ingroup—~outgroup attitudes in testing=Pipget's predictions; .ConseQuently,

‘the responses of the completely inconsistent subjects, as well as “he ;
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TABLE 6

Percentages of Subjects Whose Ingroup and Outgroup Ratings

were Totally, Partially, or Not At All Consistent

All ingroups, all All groups in one Two groups in Completely
outgroups consis-  of the categories, each category inconsistent
tently rated two in the other consistently ratings

' consistently rated rated*

Grade tens, 35 45 | 8 § 12

Technology ‘36 v 30 - 18 16 :
Students, ‘ :
N=55 ) -

% Includes only those cases where ratings considered to be consistent were all . Q
included in two of the three ingroup-outgroup pairs. !
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inconsistent responses of the otherwise consistent subjects, are eliminated
from all subsequent analyses. This msans that roughly two-thirds or more
of the responses of either group of sbjects are included in any on: in-
group—outgroﬁé pairing. Tables 7 and 8 provide the results of interest
derived from these data.

The values in Table 7 relate to fhe frequency with which ingroup
idealization and outgroup disparagement ratings were made by the younger
and . vom these that 13 percent of the
'outgroup city, 12 percenf of the outgroup province, and 17 percent of the:
outgroup‘country ratings given by the grade tens involved disparagement.

By comp£rison to the grade seven findings (Tablev3); it is clear that these
prgportions represeat an increése in outgroup disparagement, as might have
been expected from Piaget's "recapitulation" statement. Similar coﬁpar—
isons between the grade tens and the technology students show the antic-~
ipated decrease. For the latter group, 8 percent of the outgroup city,

3 percent of the outgroup pf;vince, ?nd.12 percent of the outgroup country
ratings.were of a hostile hﬁture. Ingroup idealization was also more
prevalept in the grade ten than in the technology student sample. Taken
toéether with the: findings for children, a general decrease in ingroup
idéalization, with increasing age, seems indicated. .

In Table 8, the negative correlations between the grade tens' various
in- and outgroup ratings correspond with the revival‘of a "tribal outlook".
With the technology studen;s, howeveir, the transposition baék to positive
correlations was not confirﬁed.‘ The removal of two technology students
classifiable as."sociocentrics" did result in a positive corrélation

between ratings of in- and outgroup cities but, in view of the probable

instability of the small sample, this is tenuous evidence. As with the

i
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childrén, the correlations were, in general, low but significantly differ;
ent from zero. |
Discussion ,
With the“éxception of the corfelations found to exist between the
technology students' ratings of various in- and outgroups, the results
of Experiment II appear to correspond quite well with Piaget's "recapit-
ulation' argument. Appropriate fluctuations in levels of outgroup dis-
1e ggade tens' correlations did reverse
‘to the direction predicted.‘ As for the failure to obtain positive
correlations with the technology‘students' data, thrée possible reasons
may be éuggestea: ) ) B |
If it is assumed, to begin with, that the Piagecian viéﬁ has been
interpreted cdrrectly, it is necessary to make the case that the technology
students were an inappropriate group with which to illustrate the charge
in the direction of the relatioq between in- and outgroup evaluations
that was expected with the f;vival of "feciprocity and objectivity".
This, if turns out, is not difficult, for Piaget maintains that, while
"entrance into the occupational world or the beginning of serious profes-
‘ sipnalrtraining.c.leads thinking away from the dangers of formalism Eack
into reality.... Yet observation shows how laborious and slow this
reconciliationrof thought and experience caﬁ be" (Inhelder and Piagét,
1958, p. 346). This view gains support from the fact that the technology
students' levels of putgroup.disparageﬁent, though lower than those of the
grade tens, were not, generaliy; as low as the levels observed with thg
grade sevens. It séems possible, then, that the technology students were

too youag to demonstrate the positive correlations expected with a return

to a reciprocity outlook. Moreover, Piaget's suggestion that 'the adol-

il
il
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TABLE 8
‘Dis-attenuated Correlationsfbetween In- and Outgroup

Ratings of City, Province, and Country Groups

City | Province - Country
Grade Tens -0.26%% -0, 29%* -0.24%
‘ (N=94) (N=80) . (N=83)
Technology -0.25 - -0,38% ~-0.35%
Students (v=37) (¥=39) O (§=36)
E Technblogy © 40.20 no Sociocentric -0.03
Students with N=35) responses present =34
M"sociocentric" (N=35) . (N=34)
responses
removed.
* p<.05 . *% p<.01
.f.

Correlations dis-attenuated as noted in qoﬁjunction with
Table 4.
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escent manifestation of ego-centrism stems directly from the adoption

of adult roles" (p. 343), taken together with arguments (Erikson, 1968,
PP. 128-13?) that the psychological erfects of adult role adoption may
extend beyond the teen‘ages, provides additional grounds for suspecting

that the technology students were a premature sample, Unfortunately,

however, the absence of data from an older group of subjects makes it

impossible to judge the worth of this explanation.
- A second possible reason for the absence of positive correlations in

the tecknology students' data derives from a chief difference between

+ this grcup andlthe others - that is, its smaller proportion of female

subjects. Inwneithervgt'the two experimentsrwas an& attempt made to
identity"sghieets‘hyksexi from the similarity of boys' and girls'
responses in Piaget's early report, there seemed no need. It was, how-
ever, possible to later classify 40 of the grade sevens by sex. Table
9 provides the averages of the ratings given hy 20 grade seven boys and
20 grade seven girls to the various in- and outgroups. Theseqindicate,

in terms of the difference between the average ratings for any ingroup—

outgroup pair, that in- and outgroups are seen to be somewhat more similar
T et e e e <

sz

by females than by males. An additional aSpect of Experiment II, to be

e,

reported in greater detail later, provides further support for this

suggestion. Briefly, eight grade ‘ten subJects who pointedly distinguished
between in~ and outgroups with their ratings were chosen to be contrasted
with eight who tended to give both kinds of groups similar ratings. -Six
of the first eight turned out to be males, seven of the second eight.were
females. The implication of these two sets of findings seems to be that,

for som= reason a tendenc to see in-~ and out rou s as much the &ame
’ g

" S e S S e

S

is more pronounced in females than in males. It seems possible, there-

s A AT AN



42

TABLE 9
Averages of the Ratings Given to the Various In- and Outgroups by
20 Grade Seven Boys and 20 Grade Seven Girls (possible range of

Ratings: 5 to 25; the Higher the Score, the More Favourable the

Ratings)
) City Province : Country
.Ingroup Outgroﬁp Ingroup Ouégroup_ ,Ingroup Outgroup
‘ : . : :M
‘Grade Seven Girls 19.8 15.7 19.6 15.3 19.7 14.1 E
(N=20) : - _ - : i
‘Grade Seven Boys 20.7 . 14.4 20,9 16.1 20.7  13.4

(N=20)
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fpre, that the 4 to' 1l ratio of males to females in the technology
student éample may have helped to accéunt for the absence of Fhe
positive correlations that were expected to reflect this tendency.
Fina11§, it is possible that the findings with technology students
derive from a change in features of the reciprocity development process
/‘ itself. ngégget,‘yiFhiadolescents and WithrchildFen, has emphasized the
'part which "real life" experiences play in reciprocity development. éuch

inrroacin
ingreacslr

.
experiences; obviously more extensive with g age,

to point out the shortcomings of ingroups as the previously unrecognized
h ) J :

' might therefore

virtues uf outgroups. Seeing groups as '"much the same'
involve, in adults, seeing both as neither bad nor good, neither right nor

wrong, and so on, or, in other words, seeing both in an evaluatively

neutral fasﬁion. Conceivably, such a trend would résult in a distributiéﬁ
of the responses of the ''mormals" around neutral scores aﬁd a distribution -~ it
of the respon;és of the "sociocentrics" arouﬁd idealization-disparagement
.bkinds of scores. As a conseéuence, correlations computed with the combined -

responses of "normals" and "sociocentrics" might likely be negative.
Some support for this latter explanation is found in the scalé yesponse

»

profiles for the 'mormal'' technology students and the "normal' grade sevens,
which are shown in Figures 4, 5, and 6 (see pages 62,63, and 64). (Both
groups of subjects were expected to demonstrate a reciprocity outlook.)

As can be seen, there does appear to be a tendency, with increasing age,

~

for ingroup scale ratings to shift tosard neutral evaluétions. On the
other hand, thoﬁgh outgroup‘rétings at either age level are generally near
the neutral value, an accompanying shift downward in the technology
students' evaluations of outgroups also occurs. This, and the fact that

a negative correlation between in- and outgroup province ratings was

obtained in the absence of socioéentric'responses (Table B8), cast‘doubt
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on the ability of this explanation to fully account for the correlation
results. | |

It is obﬁious that, with all of t}e>reasons suggested above, more
information tﬁan is available is required to determine their sufficiency
in accounting for the lack of positive correlations in the techpology
students’ data. In these circumstances, it is probably safest to

acknowledge that all could be significant to a greater or lesser degreé.

Thus

e

y ho thatr tha
be That the

+ max
Lomay

'beyoﬁd'adolescence and well into adulthood, that females develop this out-
}99k s99§sEWtbaq“qa1es, gpd that the outlook itself ihvolves perceiving
both in- and outgfoups iﬁ an unbiased fashion. Whatever the case, these
mﬁgt be subjects for further experimentation. Insofar as the present data
are concerned there seems to be a reasonable indicétion that, through
childhood and into adolescence at least, a fairly predictable sequence of

ingroup—~outgroup attitude changes occurs.

Having conceded this, ifjis appropriate to consider the significance
of the 6vera11 findings of Expefiment IT to fhe'Sumnerian point of view
about irgroﬁp—outgroup attitudes. As before, it is simplest to begiﬁ with ‘-

»

Sumnerfs contention that loyalty or attachment to the ingroup is a condition
accompanying attitudes of ingroup idealizafion aﬁd outgroup disparagement.
Some indication of ingroup attachment is againtrequired and, in Experiment
VII, this was obtained in two ways. The first resembled the indirect

method ssed with the children and,invoived determing the frequency with -
thch the city, province, and country of residence were chosen as "most"
preferred. Tab;e 10 shows that'the‘majority of subjects in both samples

made choices of this sort, implying as before, widespread attachment to

these giroups. From Table 7 it is apparent, however, that the high levels

of ideaIization—dispafagement responses. which might have been expected --

i
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TABLE 10

Ingroup Attacament Measured Indirectly in Terms of the Freﬁuency of Choice

of City, Province, or Country of Present Residence as '"Most' Preferred.

/ -Percentage of subjects Percentage of subjects -  Percentage of subjects
choosing city of present choosing province of pre- choosing country of
residence as "most' pre- sent residence as "most" present residence as
ferred. preferred. "most'" preferred.

rade tens - 52 : B 77‘ 62
echnology | ' 63 ' : 85 76

Students.

5y

TGS
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from a Sumﬁerian standpoint —- to reflect this attachment, did not occur.
Indeed, the most frequent occurrence of this kind of response was only
"10 percent (in this case, in the grad: tens' in- and outgrouﬁ count sy
ratings). | |

The second, and more direct, assessment of group attachment and its
influence on ingroup-outgroup attitudes was made as follows. The semantic
differential responses given by the grade ten subjects from one school
were scanned, and, on the basis of their group ratings, eight subjects who
bpoinfedly distinguished between in- ‘and outgroups ;nd eight who saw little
or no difference between in- and outgroups were selected. Theée subjects
were interviewed, ostensibly about their future'ogfupatiénél plans, and
in the course of the interview were asked where thgy would most prefer to
"settle down". Since, on the questibnnaire, all but one of the subjects
in each of tﬁ?se sub?samples had chosen, as "most" preferred, at least
two of the three residence groups, it was of interest whether any spgcial
attachment to the city, pro§ince, or coﬁntry of residence was voiced in
the interview situation. As it turned out, of the eight subjects who rated

in~ and outgroups in a like fashion, six made statements that were inter-

»

preteé as indicatihg this attachmentf_ Of the eight whose in- and out-
group ratings differed sharply, four manifested attachment in their
responses. Samples of these are provided in Appendix C.

. Taken together, the two Sets of findings above strengthen the previous
indica~ion in the children's results”tﬁat attachment to a group may exist
without idealization-disparagement attitgdes_being a necessary accompani-
ﬁent. They also prbvide support for the‘earlier cited opinion (see page 5)
of Mercon that "Sumner too soon and without warrant concluded that deep

allegiance to one group generates antipathy toward other groups™. As

i
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regar&s the other aspects of Sumner's proposition, however, interpretation
of the ﬁxperiment IT results is made difficult by the inconclusive nature
of the technology students’ sémantic differentiél ratings. For exauple,
the negative correlations between the in- and outgroup ratings given by
both sample groups were certainly in the direction required by the (
proposition. But at the same time, there was at léast some reason to sus-
pect that Piaget'§ predicted re-development of reciprocity attitudes was
incoméiete. Thus, with older subjeéts than were tested, it seems possible
that’positive correlations might, again, be realized. In this connection,
2Rokeach's (1960) finding,~with northern and southern college student
subjects, that the greatér their acceptanée of whit;s, the greater their
acceptance of Negroes, seems significant. Unfortunately, Rokeach did

not report the ages of his subjects, but since they were drawn from the

populations of four year educational institutions, rather than from a two

year one as in the present case, it is certainly possible that they were it |
- ‘older than the subjects tesged hére. | ' , ot
Similarly, no satisfactory conclusion can be drawn with regard to the
peroséd symmetry between Fhe favourableness of inéroup and the unfavour-
ableness of outgroup attitudes. The suggesfed movement, in Figures 4, 5,
and 6, of the "normal" responses toward neutral evaluations could ultimately
result, with a group cdmpriséd'of "normals" and "sociocentriecs', in such
-a relationship. On the othef hand, the evidence supporting the actual
existence of this trend is, itself, tenuous. Again, therefore, on2 returns
to the need for additional tésting with an older, and supposedly more
"developed" (in the reciprocity sense), group.

Yet despite these shortcomings, the results of Experiment II are not




withoﬁt significance to the Sumnerian point of view. In combination with
the findings with children, they indicate thaﬁ an individual's attitudes
toward ‘n- and outgroups will, more ti.an likely, undergo a serie:s of
changes., Whefher or not these chénges derive, as Piaget claims, from
decentering experignces, it i1s clear that they may strongly affect the
extent to ﬁhich the symmetric and correlative aspects of Sumner's
proposition adequately describe ethnocentric phenomena. In view of the
fact that potential iimitations in the applicability of tﬁis major state-
'ment/about ethnocentrism have not, generally, been acknowiedged,this in

itself is useful information.




Conclusions and Implications for Related Interests

It has been the aim of the present investigation to determiﬁe whether
predictions which were derived from certain theoretical and experimental
observations made by Piaget, and which appeared fo be incompatible with a
major proposition of ethnocentrism theory, are empirically supported. The
proposition was interpreted here as calling for a éymmetric correlati@e
relationship between in- and oﬁtgroup evaluations such that the more
positive the first, the more negative the second, and such that, when in-
group attachment is high, it is the extreme sentiments - ingroup ideéliza—
tion and outgroﬁp disparagement - which occur. The specific aspect of
Piaget's work from which the incompétible predictiéﬁs were derived is his
concepf of reciprocizy dévelopment as seen in children's attitudes toward:
groﬁps. ichording to Piagét, the child's point of view depends upon his
position in the normal developmental process of moving from an egocentric
outlook to an awareness and understanding of others. This process, more-
over, is "recapitulated" with the beginning of adolescence. Thus, young
cﬁildren and adolgscents are expectéd to view outgroups in a highly o
critical manner while, at the end of childhood and with entrance into
adulthood, outgrdups are supposed to be perceived more objectively. It
is particulafly in regard to this latter occurrence that conflicts between
Piaget's views and thoSe of Sumner, to whom the above proposition may be
attributed, appear to arise. In the first place, outgroup disparagement
by older children and young adults is expected by Piaget to become
infrequent despite a maintained attachment to the ingroup. In the‘second,
a beginning tendency in these two age groups to see in- and outgroups as
"much the same" implies a correlative ‘relationship between in- and out-

group evaluations which is opposite to that predicted by Sumner's prop-
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osition.

In testiné out the implications of Piagét's work, it was considered
a necesrary pre-requisite to obtain evaluations for several ing:oupw
outgroup combinations, particularly since his reciprocity concept
appeared to be based entirely on responses giﬁen by children to questions
about ovn and other countries. That these evaluations were, in fact,
consistent with Piaget's observations is most clearly seen in Figures

T and O ..l -
¢ aliG O, whiil S

ndings (see pages 69 and 70). Figure 7
shows the levels of outgroup disparagement (defined as outgroup rating
scores falling in the bottom fifth of the possible score range) fouad in
subject groups ﬁhose modél ages were as inAicated.' The rises and falls
in these are in accordance with fluctuations deécri?éd or predicted by
Piaget. In Figure 8, the averages of the scores assigned the various kinds
of groups are plotted against the modal ages. ihe differences between the
ayeragevin— and outgroup ratings of the 12 and.él year old groups, smaller
by comparison to those of tﬂe other two age groups, can/be interpreted as
rgflecting a beginning tendency to see in- and outgroups as more or less’
the same. These findings are, of course, based on data obtained through
cr;ss—gectional testing and must tﬁerefore be viewed with appropriate
caution. |

As regards the specific issues on whiéh the Piagetian and Sumnerian
positions appear to differ,-itvmust be admitted that the present investi-
gation Joes not provide a completely -satisfactory resolution of th:se.
This is becéggé;'ﬁhile the éorrelative relation between the ratings given

by the older children to in- and outgroups was in the direction suggested

- by Piaget's work and opposite to that predicted by Sumner, such was not the
P P y €T,

:

case for the data obtained from the young adults. | Possible reasons for the

|
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failure to obt&in positive correlations between the oldest subjects'
ratings-of in; and outgroups were discussed, but no decision aé to the
adequacy of these could be made withont further testing. Either tha
continuation, in adulthood, of the negative relationship observed, or a
later returp to a positive relationship seemed, from the information
available, equally possible. On the other hand, there definitely appeared

to be grounds for rejecting Sumner's contention that attachment to the

outgroups disparaged. Ingroup attachment, as indirectly measured by the
frequency of choice of city, province, and country membership groups as
"most" preferrea, was hiéh in all four subject sapplés, but was not
apcompanied by correspondingly high levels of idealization-disparagement
responses. Moreover, when some of the grade ten spbjects were later
interviewed, it was found that ingroup attachment was expressed both-by
supjects seeipg little difference between in- and outgroups (in terms of
their questionnaire responsé;) and by subjects seeing extensive differences
between the two. On this issue, then, the résultsrwere clearly in-
compatible with the Sumnerian view, aad supported instead the indication

*

given by Piaget's subjects that ingroup attachment could exist without

v

outgroup disparagement.
Such were the findings as they related to the specific purposes of
the investigation. There are, hdwever, additional implications. At the

outset uf this report, a brief quotarion from The Authoritarian Pewsonality

outlined important questions with which the psychological study of group
relations is involved. It seems appropriate to close by considering
aspects of the preseﬁt-results which are meaningful to these questioms.

The first‘question, it may be recalled, was What kinds of general

attitudes do individuals have about their own and other groups? Since most
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of the subjects tested rated ingroups more positively than outgroups, it
can be stated with little reservation that, generally, an individual will
have more favourable attitudes toward ingroups tnan toward outgroups.

While this may appear to simply confirm the findings of a large number of
‘other studies that a tendency to perceive the ingroup more positively"

than the outgroup is widespread, rhere is a deeper significance in the
present results., To begin with, it would seem that ethnocentric senti-
ments are early appearing, perhaps even before an understandlng of what is
meant by the groups -~ liked or disliked -- is attained. [In addltlon,
though there may be certain developmental influencee on these sentiments,
the tendency to/see ingrpups more positively than outgroups seems likely

to persist with aget One may ponder the origin’of this common outlook.
Allport has stated that "erroneous generalization and hostility are natural
and common capacities of the human mind" (1954[1958, p. 171) and that

_ people "easily exaggerate thevdifference between'groups and readily mis-
understand the grounds for it" (p. 18). According to Allport '"This
propensity lies in [man's] normal and natural tendency to form generaliza-r
tiens, concepts, categories whose content represents an oversimplification
of his world of e;perience" (p.26). r;hese; of course, are arguments based
on aspects of cognition. Another view, which also suggests the 'natural-
ness" of ingroup preference, but which nas been derived somewhat differently,
has recently been gdvanced by Campbell (1965): lining in groups, according
to Campbell, has had immense surnival value for man. As a consequence,
ingroup preference has evolved as a "natural sociocultural phenomenon'.

I S

By either of these arguments, the tendency to make ethnocentric distine-

tions between in- and outgrdups should ‘e both general, and early 2appearing.
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Another question raised by the authors of The Authoritarian Personality

was What underlying ideas or themes run.through an individual's thinking

about groups and group relations? As to identifying any specific ideas or

themes, the present data are only sufficient to suggest, as mentioned above, .

that vhatever these are they will likely involve seeing the ingroup more
favourably than the outgroup. At the same time, the actual existence of

underlying themes is supported by the "within individual" consistency in
: A y

.‘How do these ideas develop? The implication in the findings of
Experiments I and II - based, a&mittedly, on cross-sectional data - is
:that development does nof simply involve the maintenance of a point of
view which has beénwinculcated in childhood. More likely, an individual's
attifudes toward groups will insteadvundergo the kiﬁds of fluctuating
change illustrated in Figures 7 and 8. These .changes argﬁe against Summer's
view that ethﬁocentric, and other, attitudes develop by "tfadition, imi-
- tation cnd authority” (1906{1960, p.18]) for, if such were the case, one
would expect these attitudes to be stable, or to undergo only those changes
which strengthened them. Figure 8 shows that, with outgroups at least,
this is not so. On the other hand, since the fluctuations correspond fairly

well with expectations from a Piagetian perspectlve, it seems reasoqable

s o 55 s T T

to»qpys%ﬁer»fdecentration experiences as playing an important part in the
Mdevelopment of idéas about groups and group relationms. ‘
The;present résu1ts do not, of ccurse, prove this latter confention.
More to this point would bé-observations which showed that interaction with
persons froﬁ different groups and with different beliefs generally led to a
greater awareness>of, and a changé in attitude towafd, these persorns. In’
this reéard, an investigation by Druékman (l968)»may.be mentioned. Using

naval recruits as subjects, Druckman formed teams for an inter-nation
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simulation game in‘qrder to test various hypotheses relating to ethno-
centrisﬁ. Each team, or nation, consisfed of four players: a head of
government; a foreign minister, a defense minister, and an aspiring head
of governﬁent. It was the foreign minister's job to attend "international
organization meetings", make “international" contacts, and so on. After
participation in the game, all subjects ra£ed their own nation, allies,

and enemies on semantic differential scales. According to Druckman, the

kinds of results have been observed with "contacf" attempts at reducing
prejudice, although these also suggest that confouﬁding factors, such as
1the relative,sfatus of tﬁe individuals broﬁght into contact, may influence
the éxtent to which. attitudes are changed (see Allport, 1954, Chapter 16,
for # review). 1In any case, there seems reasantotbelievg that an
individual's attitudes toward\é;;;;;wdoﬁ%ot simply develop in accordance
with the typevof parental discipline imposed (as implied by Adorno et al,
1550) o1 by assimilation of}social norms (as implied by Sherif and Sherif,
1953) but reflect, as well, the individual's own experiences in interaction
with others. This latter point, fhough hardly an original one, né;af;

>

theless needs more experimental attencion.

A

As regards the question What personality trends, if any, are an

individual's ideas about groups related td?, the present investigation does

little more than provide an indication of its relevance. This is seen in
the grale seven scatter plots (Figures 1, 2, and 3) where the ﬁwQ genéral
kinds of éttitudes predicted by Piaget - "reciprocity" and "sociocentric" -
appear to be demonstrated. The connection between these responses and the
interest expressed in the question above derives from fiéget's opirion that

a "sociocentric" outlook develops out of an atmosphere of constraint and
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authdrity: these, of course, are conditions which Adorno et al (1950)
have shown to give rise to personality differences.

Finelly, the results of the preser.t investigation seem to be of some

significance to the question How are an individual's ideas about groups

‘related to membership in class, church, poliéical party, and so on? As

was reported in Experiment I, no significant differences in group
evaluations given by children from lower and higher socioeconomic back-
ounds were observed. Nor weré any found when a similar comparison,
using the grade tens' data, was carried out (Hotelling's Tz“test, p<<.20).
Other studies have suggegted differences, especially as in Frenkel-
Brunswick's (1954) reporé of a "relatiyely high percentage of ethnocentric

families among the workers..."

« Unfortunately, however, she did not
‘specify what this percentage was or, indeed, if it‘was high in an absolute,
as well as in a "relative' manner. If it can be assumed that ethnocentrism,
for Frenkel—ﬁ;unswik, was characterized by ingroup idealizatidn4outgroup
hostility sentiments, then i; is probable that the percentage was not high
in the absolute sense. For the lower socio-economic status objects tested
here, reSpdnses‘of this sort came from about 9 percent of.the grade fours,
2 éercent of the -grade sevens, and 9 percent of the grade tens. In other
words, though it may be that the idealization-rejection syndrome has been
more frequentiy encouﬁtered in tﬁe lower than in the higher socio-economice
levels,_its occurrence is pfobably not so frequent as to warrant pre-—.
dictiouns of overail differences in erhnocentrism between socio-ecoiomic
levels.

There was, howvever, a suggestion in Experiments I and II that another
‘kind of "membership" influences attitudes toward groups. This was seen in

the apparent tendency for femalés to be less vigorous than méles‘in».

distinguishing between in- and outgroups. Allport (1954[1958, pp. 338-

xMi
i

jud

:Efélii‘
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3401) has pointed out that, in identifying with the father,'a'boy will
often "confuse sheer aggression with maéculinity" and, as a result, “talk
tough, criticize loudly, and berate ontgroups'. Furthermore, according
to Allport, "This pattern of sham ferocity may in time turn into genuine
hostility".' The data thét have beén collected here are obviously insuf-
ficient for an evaluation of this point. They do, however, suggest

directions for future inquiry.

It is true, of course, th ng remark holds for

LN LSss

most of the other points that have been raised here. No siﬁgle investi-
gation can ever hope to provide more than a small ffaction of the informa-
tion required for an undérstanding of why individuals are inclined toward
competition, or conflict, or harmonious inteéaction(’ It is hoped that a

contribution in this direction has been made by the findings presented

above.
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In general terms, the measurement of ethnocentrism may be concep~

tualized as attitude assessment, where the attitude objects are sets of

people who constitute psychological entities for the 1ndiv1aua1 (Adorno
et al, 1950, p.146), which he differentiates as in- or outgroups in
accordance with whether he associates or dissociates himself with them

Oﬁerton 1949, pp.295-299). Such attitudes are distinguishable from

specific prejudices in that they apply, in a generalized fashion, to in-

group—outgroup comparisons and therebv. form a relativelv consistent

pattern despite shifts in context (Allport 1954 [1958 P, 34]; Adorno

-~ et al 1950, p 102) These points, originating in the literature, are

.basic considerations in the development, and use, of a means of measur-

ing ethnocentrism. Additionally, however, provision should be made for:

1; the detection of unreliable measurenents, such as those involving
response biases,

2. ‘the exclusion of inappropriate measurements, such as those inrolving
straightforward assessments of objective characteristics (e.g.,‘rich, poor),

3. the applicability of the measurement device to both children and adults.

Clearly, A number of approaches exist with the potential to fulfill these
requirenents. One of the more convenient makes use of the semantic
differential.

A substantial amount of work —- which need not be reviewed here --

has confirmed the usefulness of the senantic differential ‘as a meang of

attitude assessment. Pertinent to the present interest is the feature
that the same set of scales can generally be used to measure attitudes
toward diverse attitude objects (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957,

p.195). In addition, Di Vesta's extensive investigations (1965, 1964)




68

on the use of the differential with children have‘estaﬁlished its utility
with younger subjects, and provided an aéjective pool for use with certain
age levels., These qualifications, and others, warranted the conside.ation
~of the semantic differential as an attitude‘séale'for the present purposes.
What follows, therefore, is a brief step-by~step description of how the
scale was constructed.

Step 1. It was first necessary to choose bi-polar péirs of adjentives
which were meaningful, to both childrén and older subjects, for describing
membefs.of groups. T#ese were readily obfained by scanning Di Vesta's
(1965) atlas of adjectives. Choice was based on the adjectives' evaluative
‘nagure (in terms of the usual factors of meaning identified by the semantic
differential); frequency of usage, similarity to modeé of dualification used
by Piaget, and utility with adults. The following were chosen: pretty-
ugly, wrong-right, clean-dirty, béd—gbod, friendly-unfriendly, smart-dumb,
wonderful~-terrible. Of these? pretty-ugly and clean-dirty were sﬁbsequently
eliminated because of a tendency, noticed in an early pilot study, for
children to regard them as straightforward, objective kinds of qualifiers:,
Thoggh this left only five scales, it represented afsubstantial broadening
of the standards of comparison used by Piaget.

§£§E;g, The next requirement ﬁés for appropriate toncepts~about which
attitudes could be expressed{ An initial decision was to restrict these
to well-defined social units to ensure comparability and the younger
subjects’ familiarity with them. It aiso seemed désirable to includé
territorial groups to provide a linkage with Piaget's work., A first attempt,
 therefore, specified Eive provinces and five countries for rating. Later,

this was changed to allow for a certain amount of choice by the subjact:
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each individual was requifed to compose (for no specified purpose) lists
of five cities; five provinces, and five‘countries and, from each of
these, tr choose the place in which he would "most" prefer to live zad
the place in which he would "least" prefer to live. Three pairs of
subject-specified in- and outgroups were thereby obtained which, moreover,
provided a useful dividend: the frequency of choice, as "most' preferred,
of a city, province, or country of résidence gave an indirect measure of
attachment to these.
SteE 3. As an important part of anélyéis was to involve the use of

coefficients of correlation between in~ and outgroup ratings, it was

" essential that the possibility of spurious correlations due to response
biéses be lessened. It ﬁas felt that sources of response bias might
include temporary disposition at the time of testing, and a tendency to
make responses in a socially desirable way. In order to provide some

measure of detection of these, a pre-test was devised which required the

_ subject to use the constructed semantic differential scales to evaluate
. && i

anything "liked very much" and anything '"disliked very much'. Where the g
liked object was rated negatively, or the disliked object positively,

»

the responses were to be interpreted as indicating a negative or positive

disposition in the subject to all objects, whether liked or disliked.

Where both liked and disliked objects were givenbidentical neutral ratings,
the responses were to be_intérpreted-as being made in accordance with the o
point oi view that it is soqi;lly desi}able to refrain from distinguishing |
between liked and disliked objects. In either case, the subsequent responses

in the group comparisons were to be eliminated from consideration.

‘Step 4. In organizing the items zbove into a useable unit, two teachers,




familiar with children of the age to‘bé tested, were consulted. The

formats resulting from this collaboratioﬁ were virtﬁally identical to the

formats of the sample questionnaires provided in Appendix B. They will

not, thereforé; be reproduced here. From these samples, it will also be

seen that provinée comparisons were not solicited from the younger subjects.

Not only were six sets of ratings too time consuming for the younger

children, but in additibn, provinces, as séﬁial units, seemed to’be unknown

to many of them. | ” |
Sfeg . A few early studies, carried out to chgck on minor»points,

led eventually to a full scale pilot s%udy. vThe questionnaire booklets

" were presented to 68 gradé four and 72 grade seveﬁ school children in a

cléssroom setting. ~“The dynamics of the pilot study Were more or less

those detailed in "Procedure" for Experiment I. The findings of interest

are described in point fashion below:

1. The questionnaire seemed understandable to most of the children tested;
88 percent of the grade fours and 80 p=zrcent of the grade sevens were able
to carry out all of the required tasks. Most of the rejects of the latter

group resulted from insufficient time being allowed for completion.

2, Neither the grade sevens, nor most of the grade fours encountered much
difficulty in naming five groups to each list. Some of the younger children
did, however, have trouble completing the lists aﬁd, occasionally, entities

other than countries were mamed as countries.

3. Eliminations attributable to the response bias pretest were 13 percent
,Sr the grade fours and 6 percent for the grade sevens. All were for
positive ratings of "disliked" objects. Therefore, some indication of the

- effectiveness of the pretest might be ekpected to be seen in the racings
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givenllater to groups. Below, in Table 11, are the averages of the

ratings of the various in- and outgroupsvgiven by -both the rejecfed

and the 1etaingd grade fours and sevens;. (The possible rangevpf scores <Ei_-
was 25 to 5, with 25 being the positive extreme and 5 the negative extreﬁe;)

It is apparent, from the values in Table 11, that the rejected grade fours

TABLE 11
Averages of Ratings of the Various In- and Outgroups Given by the

Rejected and Retained Grade Fours and Grade Sevens in Pilot Study
Sample M\f o
) R (‘} ' 5.»-: &

City City Province Province Country Country
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup OQutgroup Ingroup Outgroup

Grade fours " 20.9 .18.9 22.0 18.3
rejected by :

pretest,

N=9

-Grade fours 21.1 14.6 21.4 14.0
retained

after pre-

test, N=51

Grade sevens . 20.0 16.3 22,5 15.0 19.8 12.5
rejected by

pretest,
N=4

Grade sevens 19.6 15.4 - 20.2 - 16.2 19.9 15.4
retained :

after pre-

test, N=54

+

did tend to see outgroups rather more positively than did the retained grade
fours. No clearitrend 1s detectable with the rejected grade sevens; more
than lilely the sample size of four rcjécted'subjects'was too small to

adequately reflect a difference. It is also, of course, possible that the
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ratings given by the rejected grade sevens were affected'by a positive
disposition ana were simply more positivé than they might normally have \/
been. Ir any case, the usefulness of ‘he pretest seemed adequately
demonstratedAby the grade four results, so it was decided to include it

in all further testing.

4. Tablesl2? and 13 are matrices which show the raﬁges found for the
correlations between the scores on each of the five bi-polar scales

employed in the differential. For the grade fours, four values of each

TABLE 12

Range of Correlations Between Semantic Differential

Scale Scores in the Grade Four Pilot Study

Friendly- Bad- Wrong- Smart- Wonderful-
Unfriendly Good Right Dumb Terrible
Friendly-
-Unfriendly .
Bad-Good 0.38-0.75

Wrong-Right 0.17-0.66 0.51-0.73
Smart-Dumb  0.11-0.47 0.44-0.61  0.45-0.56

Wonderful- 0.32-0.78 0.47-0.65 0.46-0.57° 0.29-0.66
Terrible

correlation were obtainable (since four groups were rated), while for the

grade sevens t#re were six. The moderate-to-high positive correlacions

were commensurate with the scales' common loading on the evaluative factor v
g

of the semantic differential. At the same time, the correlations were low
enough to suggest that a reasonably broad base of evaluation was being -

.

_ tapped.
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TABLE 13
Range of Correlations Detween Semantic Differential

Scale Scores in the Grade Seven Pilot Study

-Friendly Bad- Wrong~ Smart- Wonderful-

Unfriendly Good Right " Dumb Terrible
Friendly-
Unfriendly
Bad-Good 0.28-0.62

Wrong-Right 0.17-0.70  0.29-0.73
Smart-Dumb  0.23-0.47  0.18-0.51 0.27-0.64

‘ Wondefful— 0.47-0.67 ‘0.31—0.66 0.06-0.56 '-0.31—0.47
Te;rib}g . '

Step 6. Indications of the validity of the test were sought and

included the following:

1. .For the pilot study‘reported above, mean ratings given in the pretest
for “1liked" and "disliked" objects were: grade fours, 21.1 and 8.6;

grade sngns, 21.8 and 8.6. Since the range of possible responses was
from 25 (the posit}ve extreme) to 5 (the negative extreme), the bi-polar
scales‘éppeared to differentiate, in an aﬁpropriate fashion (i.e., by
extent and direction), attitude objects chosen individually as "liked"

bor "di liked" v much.
s ery -

2, An early study, ip which 34‘grade sevens rated‘experimenter-speaified
in- and outgroups using a differential in which only 3 of the 5 scales
were the same, provided essentially the same results as wgre obtained
with the pilot study grade sevens.who.gbose and rated their own in- and

~ outgroups. In the former, the mean ratings of "British Columbia’ and
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"Canada"nwere 20.3 and 21.3 while the co?responding outgroups éveraged,
overall, 18.0 and 17.3; in the latter, the mean ingréup ratings for :
proviiice and country comparisons were 20.2 and 19.9, and for the
corresponding outgroupsv16.2 and 15.4. There seeﬁed, therefore, to be
a convergence in the findings‘from these two relatively independent

approaches.

" 3. The distinguishing feature of ethnocentrism is that ingroups are per-

ceivéd somewhat more sympathetically than outgroups. Fully 91 percent
of the pilot study grade sevens and 98 percent of the pilot study grade
fours exhibited, by their responses, a tendency to rate ingroups more
positively than outg;oups; It seemed justified, by these findings, to
conclude that ethnocentric vaiueéxwere in some sense being reflected in

the questionnaire responses.

4. During the”testing~for Experiment I, 26 percent of the grade fours
3and 33 percent of the grade éévens, in addition to rating chosen in- and
outgroups on the semantic differential scales, indicated "the way I feel
about the people who live" in the placz being rated by checking the
appropriate "féceq of a depicted man whose visage ranged, in five steps,
from héﬁpy to angry. The correlations between the differential and the
"faces" ratings of groups varied from 0.49 to 0.52 for the grade fours,
‘ and from 0.23 to 0.72 for the grade sevens; Again, then, a convergence
of findings with two differént methodstof approach was indicated.

Step Z‘ Two methods oflassessing reliability were employed, both
with subjects from Experiment I. The first was by test-retest, in which
19 of the grade fours and 24 of the grade sevens again completed the

~ questionnaire booklet about five weeks after the first testing session.

Reliabilities were as shown in Table 14. In relation to the test-retest
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TABLE 14

Test-retest Reliabilities for Subsamples of the Experiment I Subjects

| City City Province Province Country Country
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup  Outbroup

Grade fours, 0.27 0.29 ‘ 0.22 0.46%
‘N=19 >
Grade sevens, 0.43% - 0,81%* 0.96%% 0,77%% 0.89%* 0.56%%
N=24 ' ' :

*p<.65 : ‘. **p<.01‘

reliabilities usually found in this area of investigation, the grade seven
_values seemed generally aéceptable. The grade four values, 6n the other

hand; were very'low\ It did, however, seem possible to account for these
|

by the fact that, on retest, very few of the initial in- and outgroups were
/ : :
A

again chosen to be rated. Inkoiher words,-phe grade four subsample ratipgs,

on the two occasions, inQolved, in most cases, expfessions of attitudes

toward_different groups. Under these circumstances, testing and retesting

was probahly an inadequate means of assessing reliability. be

This being the case, another assessment of reliability was desirable.

Since the scores aééigned the gréups‘were éctuaily composites of scores

on fiveksemantic differential scales, it was possible fo obtain - these
 estimates through the calculation of "coefficient.a". (See Lord and Novick,

1968, pp. 87-95, for a discussion of coéfficient a and the reliability of
,éompositefmeasurements.) The_vq‘yésisd‘obtained ~- which, of course, are

lower bounds on reliability -- afe listed in Table 15. Again, by the usual

standards, these rather more stable reliabilities wére acceptably high.

They wéere subsequently used to dis-attenuate correlations between the

ratings of various in- and oﬁtgroups (see note in conjunction with Table

4).
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TABLE 15

" Coefficient o Reliabilities Based on Data From the Experimentvl Subjects

City City Province Province Country  Country
Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup

‘Grade fours, 0.73 0.86 o 0.74 0.88
| N=134 . -
Crade sevens,  0.76 0.80 0.76 0.74 0.76 0.75
N=151

It was concluded, on the strepgth'of the findings outlined in Steps

1 to 7 above, that the ques;ioﬁhaire provided meaningful and reasonably

accurate information about children's attitudes toward various groups.

- e
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\Appéﬁdix B

. Y
Samples of questionnaires uséﬁ with the grade four subjects, the grade
seven subjects, and the grade ten and technology student subjects. (Since
in- and outgroups were rated with identical sets of semantic differential
scales, each of the sample questionnaires has been abridged so as to
include only one of these sets.  Eliminated, therefore, from the grade
‘four booklet are the pages on which "most" and "least" preferred country
and "least" preferred city were rated. These pages have also been re-
moved in each of the other two sample booklets, as well as the pages on
which "most" and "least" preferred provinces were rated.) "
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This is a book of questions to find out about you and about some of
the things rou know. On the next pages, words are put together in pairs
to help vou describe different things. The first pair will be "FRIENDLY"

,and "UNFRIENDLY" and will be printed on the page like this:

FRIFNDLY | i UNFRIENDLY

If vou are describing something that you think is fairly UNFRIENDLY,

then you would mark the proper box on the first line like this:

//‘

FRIENDLY o >< | UNFRIENDLY
o very fairly in between fairly very

1f, instead; vou Lhink“the thing vou are describing is somewhere in
between being FRIENDLY and UNFRISNDLY, then you would mark the proper

béx on the first line like this:

FRIENDLY ‘ :><: UNFRIENDLY
very fairly in between tairly very :

The other word pairs to help vou describe different things will be "BAD
and GOOD", "WRONG and RIGHT", "SMART and DUMB", and "WONDRRFUL and TERRI
BLE". Use all the lines on each page by marking the box on each 1line

that fits ihe thing you are describing, Work quickly but cerefully.
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Begin by thinking of something you like very much, Put its name in

the blenk here: « Now use the word pairs below

to describe it.

FRIENDLY | unFRIENDLY
very fairly in between fairly. very
BAD Vv : : GOOD
very  fairly in between fairly very
WRONG : | RIGHT

very  fairly in between fairly very

DUMB

SMART I ' | .
very fairly in between fairly very

-

o

WONDFRFIL ' TERRIBLE
very fairly in between fairly very




Now think of something you dislike very much,

the blank sbsce here:

below to

FRIENDLY

BAD

WRONG

SMART

~ WONDERFTIL

80

Put its name in

~ o Use the word pairs

de scribe it,

very - fairly in between fairly véry
l - ] :
ﬁeiy fairly in between fairly very
verj fairly in ?etween fairly ’very
[
very fairly in between rfairlyv very
o
very fairly in between féirly - very

UNFRIENDLY

- GOOD

RIGHT

DUMB

TRRRIBLE
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Before describing snv more things, see if vou cazn name five cities.
If you cennot name five, jvust name as many as vou can by writing their

names belows

b
5

Next, can you name five countries? Don't worry if you cannot neme five.

Just name as many/as you can below:

<

w W N> [and

Now look at the 1list you made of the citles. In which city would you like

to live most of all? Write its neme here:

In which of the citiés you n-med wounld vou like to live least of all?

Write its nome here: T ee

From vour list of countries, choose the country in which vou would mos*

of all like to live, Write its nzme here: ' : .

Now choose the comntry in which you would leést of all like to live, and

write its nome here:




82

On this page, write in the blank the name of the CITY you chose

as the one in which vou would most like to 11VP o

Describe tie people who live there by marking the proper box on each line,

FRIENDLY | ' TNFRIENDLY

very fairly. in between fairiy very
BAD | : | - GOOD
verv  fairly in between fairly very ’
WRONG : ' RIGHT
very fairly in between fairly very
[
SMART | 1. DUMB
very fairly in between fairly very
WONDERFTTL ' TERRIBLE

very fairly in between fairly very




On‘this page, write in the blesnks the name of the city and country

where yvou were born:

CITY ' ~ . COUNTRY

Can vou belong to the/country in which vou were born and the city in
y,

,which vou ware born at the same time, or c¢»n vou belong to only one or
y :
' ' / .
' the other at a time? Mark the box below which shows vour answer:

can belong to both can only belong to
a2t the same time 7 - one at a time
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Grade seven questionnaire

f
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AGE

This is 2 book of qﬁes}ions to find out about vov and about some of

) ,

the things vou know. On/{he nest pages, words are out together in pairs
. V //'/ N

to help vou describe different things. The first pair will be "FRIENDLY"

“and "UNFRIENDLY" agé/will be printed on the page 1like this:

FRIENDLY - UNFRIENDLY
very fairly in between .fairly very

If you are describing something that you think is. fairly UNFRIENDLY,

then you wovld merk the proper box on the first line like this:

FRIENDLY R >< UNFRIENDLY
very - fairly in between rairly very

If, instead, you think the thing you are describing is somewhere in
between being WRIENDLY and TNFRIENDLY, then vou would mark the proper

box on the first line like this:

FRIFNDLY , ‘ >< UNFRIENDLY
very fairly in between fairly very

The other/word pairs to help you describe different things will be "BAD
ani GOOD", "WRONG 2nd RIGHT", "SMART and DIMB", and "WONDERFUL and TERRI-
BLE", TUse 211 the lines on eéch page by marking the box on each line

that fits the thing you are describing.’ Work quickly but carefully.

!
:
|
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Begin by thinking of something vou like verv much. Put its name in

the blank here:

to describe it. /

FRIENDLY

BAD

WRONG

SMART

. WONDFRFUL,

/
;

. Now use the word pairs below

/
7
very fairly in between fairly very
very ‘fairly in between fairly very
very fairly in between fairly very
very fairly in between fairly very
very fairly in between fairly - very

UNFRIENDLY

GOOD

RIGHT

DUMB

TERRIBLE
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/
o
/

/

Now think of s/;/é)mething you disl

the blank space here: 4 .

ike very much., Put its name in

Use the word pairs

below to describe it.

FRIENDLY UNFRIENDLY
very fairly in between fairly very
BAD GOOD
very feirly in between fairly . very
WRONG - RIGHT
very fairly in between fairly very
SMART - DUMB
X very fairly in between fairly very
WONDERFT'L, TERRIBLE
very _fairly in between fairly very
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] , o
Before describing anv more things, see if you can name five cities.

J

If vou cannot name five, just name as many 25 vou can by writing their

names below: /

L
5

Next, can vou name five provinces? Don't worry if you csnnot name five.

Just name 2s meny as you can below:

: i
5

Finally, c2n you name five countries? Once again, if you ca2nnot name five,

then just write as manv as vou can below:

.

AS 2 SEE g VN |




89
//// .

/

Now«lookrff/tﬁe list yov made of the cities. In which one would
s '

vou like tO/{ive‘most of al11? Write its name here: . .

S
/

s
/

In which of the cities vou named would yuu like to live least of all?
j =gy

Write its name here: ' .

From vour list of orovinces, write here the name of the province in

which you would most of all like to live: - o

Write in the following blank spsce the name of the province in which

yvou wovld least of 211 like to live: .

From vour list of countries, write here the name of the country in

which von would most of ali,like to live: e

Yrite in the followinz blank space the name of the country in which you

would least of a}l like to live: .

2
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: On‘this nage, write in the blank the name of the CITY.vou chose

as the one in which vou would most like to live: ' .

Describe the people who live there bv marking the proper box on each line,

FRIENDLY ' UNFRIENDLY

“very fairly in between  fairly very .
BAD h ' , GOCD

very fairly in between fairly very
: WRONG ) : RIGHT
B o very fairly in between fairly very
. - SMART DUMB
5 : very fairly in between fairly very
’ WONDERFUL ' TERRIBLE

verv fairly in between fairly very
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- On this page, write in the blanks fhe name of the city and country

where vou were born:

CITY A COMNTRY

Can vou belong to the countrv in which vou were born and the city in
/which you were born at the same time, or can vou belong to only one or

the other 2t a time? Mark the box belos which shows vour answer:

can belong to both can 6nly belong to
at the same time one at a time




Grade ten and technology
student questionnaire

92
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~AGH-

" The following questionnaire is a new way to survey attitudes: your

help is needed in testing its efficiency for future research.
To begin with, use the following blznks to name five cities, five
provinces, and five countries. Just list them as they come into yonr

mind, without any concern for ordering them in any particular way.
) i Ve o - -
Qikﬁ provintes o C1HCD an Corc Aron. ang Co&mfrq

(¥

CITIES
/‘//’.‘
/ PROVINCES
/ ”
!
§ COUNTRIES
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From your lisits, choose the city in which you wovld most prefer to

live and the .city in which vou would least prefer to live:

most:

least:

~Do the same for the provinces: v

most s , o /

least:v

And for the ccuntries:

nmost:

least:

~ On the following prges, vou are to rate each of the above using

\ . !
sets o paired words such as:
\

\

FRIFNDLY ’ ‘ UNFRIENDLY
very fairly in between fairly very

Say, for instance, you sre roting the city in which you would most prefer
to live, and you think that the people of this citv are fairly friendly.
>.Then you would mark the proper blank as shown:

FRIFNDLY | '\»/’// . o UNFRIENDLY
' very fairly in between fairly very

Tsing this method, check in every paired word set the one blank which
vou think gives the best description, Some of the word pairs may not
seem appropriate at first, but if vou use yvour imagination you will be

sble to chrek = blank in =11 péirs., Please complete each page,
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On‘this page, describe the inhabitants of the CITY vou chose as the

. Frovince
one in which vou would most of all like to live: CGU?%V%
leasT
FRIFNDLY » : UNFRIENDLY
very fairly in between Tfairly very
\ , 7 .
" STRONG | . . WEAK
very falrly in between fairly very
| HOT COLD
¢ very fairly in between fairly very
SMOOTH ROUGH
very f=2irly in between fairly - very
7 DULL SHARP
/ very fairly in between fairly very
" RIGHT . , " WRONG
j » vervy fairly in between fairly very
| GREIN - : : RED
\* very Fairly in between Tairly very
BAD : GOOD
very Tairly in between Tfairly very
DUMB / 4 SMART
very Fairly in between fairly very
WONDERFUL TERRIBLE
very Fairly in between T7airly very
. BIG  LITTLE
Very fairly in between [airly very ‘
HARD _ L SOFT
Very fairly in between - fairly very
LIGHT _ .~ HEAWY
very fairly in between Zairly very
TAST . SLOAd
verv fairly in"between fairly " very
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[ , -+ Appendix C
Examples of responses from the grade ten interviews which were inter-
preted as showing membership group attachment or lack of membership
groun attachment, ' :

R )

\

X
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1. Responses interpreted as showing attachment to a membership group:

How would vou Feel about permznently settling down in another

comtry? No, I want to live here...like, right here, In Vencouver?

Yes, or in British Columbia somewhere,,.(Kathy),

Would voun prefer to work in B,C,? I guess So...well, I'm a

British Columbian.,.(Bob).

2. Responses interpreted as showing lack of attachment to membership
gréups:
# ,

. Would vou prefer to live »nd work in Vencouver or British Columbia?

Ildon!t want to work around here,..I've lived here all my life...I want

to\gee,other places,...(Sandra),

Where do you think vou micht like to work? T thought about going

to the Stetes.,.Australia...What sbout other parts of Canada? Not

re2lly, no. %Would vou orefer to live and work around here? 1I'd rather

- 1live here *“han anywhere else in Canada, but I'd kind bf like to live in

‘the States and work there...(Don).




