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Abstrac t  

One of the  major proposi t ions  by which e thnocen t r i c  phenomena a r e  

considetec t o  be  described is S m e r ' s  view t h a t  a t t i . t udes  toward i n g ~ o u p s  

and t m a r d  outgroups are symmetrically c o r r e l a t e d  i n  suck a way t h a t  the 

/ more p o s i t i v e  the  former, t h e  more negat ive  the  l a t t e r .  A co ro l l a ry  

t o  t h i s  proposi t ion ,  a l s o  a t t r i b u t a b l e  tm Swmer, is t h a t  t h e  most exzreme 

sentiments -- ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup derogation -- co-occur 

when I.oya3ty o r  attachment t o  t h e  ingroup i s  high. 

Derived pr imar i ly  from ethnographic informetion about various s o c i a l  

groups, the  proposi t ion  never the less  ga ins  support  from a numbsr of 

inves t iga t ions  c a r r i e d  out  a t  the  ind iv idua l  l e v e l  of analys is .  Despite 

t h i s  suppcrt ,  however, the re  a r e  opposing views as t o  the  r o l e  of ingroup 

attachment i n  ind iv idua l s '  a t t i t u d e s  toward groups, a s  we l l  as exper incnta l  

findings srguing aga ins t  the  d i r e c t i o n  of the  c o r r e l a t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a s  

i t  is spec i f i ed  by Sunmer. 
1 

Includzd i n  some of the  cont radic tory  f i n d i n ~ s  is t h e  suggestion t h a t  

they a r e  a t t r ibuta .b le ,  i n  some p a r t ,  t o  developmental f ac to r s .  I n  t h i s  

regard, c e r t a i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  and experimental observations made by Piabet  

become s igni f icant . '  According t o  Piaget ,  t h e  young c h i l d ' s  point  of view 

is i n i t i a l l y  an egocentr ic  one, charac ter ized  by t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  

a t t i t u d e s  a r i s i n g  ou t  of  h i s  own surroundings and a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  t h e  only 

ones possible.  This  g ives  way, by the  end of childhood, t o  an awareness 

and understanding of o t h e r s ,  and a more ob jec t ive  outlook. With t h e  

beginning of adolescence, however, egocentrism is r e i n s t a t e d  -- though a t  

the  more z b s t r a c t  l e v e l  of ideas  and i d e a l s  -- bu t  again g ives  way, eventually, 

t o  object:.vity. A s  described by Piaget ,  t h i s  so-cal led "reciproci ty ' ;  process 

iii 



appears t o  inc lude  s t a g e s  a t  which sentj.ments toward in- and outgroups 

co-vary i n  the same, r a t h e r  than the  opposi te  (Sumnerian), d i r ec t ion .  

There is  a l s o  an impl ica t ion  t h a t  ingroup attachment comes t o  e x i s t  
1- 

without  the  accompaniment of an tagon i s t i c  a t t i t u d e s  toward o thers .  

The aim of t h e  p resen t  invest igat iorr  was t o  determine, f i r s t ,  whether 

in- and outgroup r a t i n g s  given by sub jec t s  of var ious  ages corresponded 
4 

with t h e  P iage t i an  ana lys i s  and second, what the  s ign i f i cance  of t h i s  was 

t o  Sumnerls proposi t ion .  To do so ,  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  r a t i n g s  of in- 

and outgroups were obtained from four  groups of sub jec t s  whose modal ages 

were n ine ,  twelve, f i f t e e n ,  and twenty-one years .  The r a t i n g s  given by 

these  s u b j e c t s  d id ,  i n  f a c t ,  r e f l e c t  the  changes, with age, t h a t  had 

been observed o r  p red ic ted  by Piaget:  the  n ine  year  o lds  showed a  g r e a t e r  

tendency t o  d isparage  outgroups than t h e  twelve yea r  o l d s ,  the  twelve year  

o lds  a l e s s e r  tendency than the  f i f t e e n  year  o lds ,  and the  f i f t e e n  year  

o lds  a  g r e a t e r  tendency than the  twenty-one yea r  o lds .  There was a l s o  an 

ind ica t ion ,  contrary t o  ~ m n e r ' s  c p i n i ~ ~ . ,  t h a t  f e e l i n g s  of ingroup at tach-  

ment were n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  accompanied by ingroup ideal izat ion-outgroup 

disparagerent  a t t i t u d e s  . A s  regards the  c o r r e l a t i v e  aspect  of Sumner ' s 

proposi t icn ,  however, the  r e s u l t s  were l e s s  p rec i se .  

From a P i a g e t i a n  s tandpoint ,  t he  responses of t h e  n ine  and f i f t e e n  

yea r  o lds  were expected t o  demonstrate sumner1s predic ted  c o r r e l a t i v e  

r e l a t ionsh ip  between in-  and outgroup evaluat ions ,  while those of the  

twelve and twenty-one yea r  o lds  were expected t o  show a re la t ionsh i?  i n  the  

'opposi te  d i rec t ion .  Only the  t h r e e  youngest groups gave r a t i n g s  which 

appeared t o  agree  wi th  t h i s  analys is ;  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between the  o l d e s t  

sub jec t s1  in- and outgroup r a t i n g s  were i n  t h e  Sumnerian d i rec t ion .  
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General Introduction 

"A theory of ethnocentrism o f f e r s  a  s t a r t i n g  po in t  f o r  the  
undzrr.tanding of the  psychological aspect  of group r e l a t i o n s  - 
why icd iv idua l s  a r e  inc l ined  toward competition, o r  c o n f l i c t ,  
o r  harmonious i n t e r a c t i o n ,  and s o  on. It is  concerned with such 
quest ions as: What kinds of genera l  a t t i t u d e s  do ind iv idua l s  
have about t h e i r  own and o the r  groups? What underlying ideas  
o r  themes run through an ind iv idua l ' s  thinking about groups and 
group rel .at ions? How do these  icleas'develop? How a r e  they 
r e l a t e d  t o  t rends  i n  the  ind iv idua l ' s  thinking about s o c i a l  
p r o c e ~ s e s ?  What pe r sona l i ty  t rends ,  i f  any, a r e  they r e l a t e d  
t n  and in what way? E m  are t-he~r J ynlg+-J ------- t n  rnmbershLp ir! c l a s s ,  
church, p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y ,  and s o  for th?"  (Adorno et a l ,  1950, p.102) 

Thougb t h e  comments above r e f l e c t  a  psychological  point  of view, i t  

f indings  repor ted  i n  a  l a r g e  and growing number of a r t i c l e s  have demon- - 
s txa ted  the  ubiquity of e thnocen t r i c  phenomena (Dollzrd, 1938; Williams, - ------ ...--. ..----- - 
1947; Sherif  and Sher i f ,  1953; Gregor, 1963; Druchan,  1968, a r e  but  a  few 
,-------------. " - 

examples). Thus, t h e  tendency t o  perce ive  o t h e r  groups and t h e i r  merr.bers, 

i n  the  l i g h t  of the  values of one's own group has  become an ob jec t  of 

t h e o r e t i c ~ l  and experimental i n t e r e s t  t o  psychological ,  a s  w e l l  a s  o the r ,  

inves t iga to r s .  

It is genera l ly  t r u e ,  however, t h a t  s o c i o l o g i c a l  and anthropologica l  

views have had t 
___1--- ---- - - - 
Consequently i n v e s t i ~ a t i o n  . - A  _-I . _,  has  o f t e n  been r e s t r i c t e d  t o  the  group l eve l .  

= <  % * '"."".'-"""" " "V*" 

Thus, f o r  ins tance ,  i t  has been documented t h a t  Papuans form v i l l a g e  u n i t s  

which a r e  kept  sepa ra te  by i n t e r - v i l l a g e  h o s t i l i t y ,  t h a t  the  S e r i  of 

Lower Cal t fo rn ia  observe an a t t i t u d e  of suspic ion and h o s t i l i t y  t o  a J l  



ou t s ide r s  (~umner,  1906 C1960, pp. 28-29]), t h a t  the  Wailbri  abor ig ines  

a r e  indignant  a t  being confused wi th  P in tub i  abor ig ines  (Gregor, 19631, 

and s o  f o r t h ,  but  whether such a t t i t u d e s  a r e  pervasive i n  a l l  Papuans. 

a l l  Se r i ,  o r '  a l l  Wailbri i s  n o t  genera l ly  reported. The study of 

ethnocentrism a t  the  individual  l e v e l  of ana lys i s  has,  with few 

exceptions, been r e l a t i v e l y  de-emphasized. 
/ 

One of t h e  exceptions i s  t h e  major work of Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, 

P a r t  of the  t h r u s t  of t h i s  work l ies i n  i ts  

di f ferences  i n  e t  . While c e r t a i n  
----* 

conclusions put forward have been 

challenged -- a s  i n  Sher i f  and S h e r i f ' s  r e j e c t i o n  of the  idea  t h a t  fsns-  

t r a t i o n s  and depr ivat ions  i n  the  family s i t u a t i o n  a r e  t h e  prime cause of 

h o s t i l i t y  toward o the r  groups and t h e i r  members ,(1953, pp. 116-132) -- 

----- 

_--dm- X1 - 

and LeVine (1961, p.83) claim, t h a t  "while f a c e t s  of the  theory of 

I ethnocentrism have been subjec ted  t o  cens iderable  d i r e c t  inves t iga t ion  ... 
t he  g r e a t  bulk of i t s  proposi t ions  a r e  unver i f ied  i n  any fonnal  way". 

I 

i One of these  proposi t ions ,  they no te ,  c a l l s  f o r  a uniform co-occurrence of 

fngroup adu la t ion  and outgroup h o s t i l i t y .  To Campbell and LeVine, "it 

s far frm self-evident  t h a t  these  two must always go together" (p. t4) 



and they have i n i t i a t e d  a research program t o  consider t h e  po in t  i n  some 

d e t a i l .  The predisposi t ion  of these  inves t iga to r s  is  t o  c a r r y , o u t  t h e i r  

research a: the  l e v e l  of groups. They da, however, concede t h a t  the  

approach through individual  d i f fe rences  i s  a p a r a l l e l  one. I n  accord- 

ance with t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  a  wide d i v e r s i t y  of approaches and l e v e l s  of 

ana lys i s  a r e  appropr ia te  f o r  i n q u i r i e s  of t h i s  nature,  the  purpose of 

the  present  i n v e s t i g a t i o a  w i l l  be t o  consider the  proposi t ion  wi th in  

AL 7 -A&-- --.-&---A UlS L d L L C L  GUILLtjAL. 

As with many of the  proposi t ions  which make up a theory of ethno- 

centrism, the  one which p o s i t s  a  co-occurrence of ingroup adula t ion and 

outgroup h o s t i l i t y  can be traced t o  Sumner. It was h i s  view t h a t ,  when 

a group "nxzrishes i& own p r i d e  and vanity,  boas t s  i t s e l f  super ior ,  

e x a l t s  its own d iv in i t i e s1 ' ,  i t  "looks with contempt a t  outsiders1 ' ;  when 

a group "t5inks i ts  own folkways the  only r i g h t  ones", i t  i s  scornfu l  

of "other groups and o the r  fol.kways"; when a s t a t e  "regards i t s e l f  a s  

the  leader  of c i v i l i z a t i o n ,  the  b e s t ,  t h e  f r e e s t ,  and t h e  wisest"  i t  i 
i 

regards " a l l  o the r s  a s  i n • ’  e r io r"  (Swmer, 1906 C1960, PP. 28-29 I). While \ 
i t  seems t o  be h i s  in ten t ion ,  i n  these  statements,  t o  p o s i t  a  symmetric 

l i n k  bctweeil ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup h o s t i l i t y ,  Sumner was not  

unaware of lesser degrees of a f f e c t  i n  in- and outgroup sentiments. Usually, 

therefore  (though Sumner himself d id  no t  s p e c i f i c a l l y  phrase it i n  these  -,, 

1 terms), the  proposi t ion  has been taken t o  mean t h a t  a symmetric c o r r e l a t i v e  , ; 
1 

r e l a t i o n  e x i s t s  between ingroup e v a l u n t ~ o n  and outgroup evaluation such ,/ 
/ 

t h a t  the  more p o s i t i v e  t h e  former, t h e  more negat ive  the  l a t t e r .  I n  

addi t ion ,  it was Sumner's viev t h a t  "Loyalty t o  t h e  group, s a c r i f i c e  f o r  i 
it, hat red  and contempt f o r  ou t s ide r s ,  brotherhood wi th in ,  warlikeneas 

i 
without1' were "common products of the  same s i t u a t i o n "  (p.27). This s t a t e d  



ment, taken together  with those which seem t o  imply a symmetry i n  in-  3 
and outgroup evaluat ions ,  produces the  co ro l l a ry  t h a t  the  most extreme I 
s e n t i m m t ~  -- ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup disparagement -- a r r  1 
expected t o  ob ta in  when ingroup attachment i s  high. 

Sumner supported h i s  po in t s  of view with numerous example (Sumner, 
-'\ 

\ 
1906, 1927), and Campbell and LeVine (1961) have noted, a f t e r  a survey 

I I do no t  seem t o  con t rad ic t  Sumner's bold genera l iza t ion"  (p.84) on the  ; : 

co-occurrence of t h e  extreme sentiments. But such evidence a s  e x i s t s  

i n  support of ~ u m n e r ' s  pos i t ion  comes almost e n t i r e l y ' f r o m  group l e v e l  

s t u d i e s  where d i f fe rences  wi th in  the  group a r e  no t  reported.  Only a 

small  amount of  information e x i s t s  which is  re levan t  t o  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
- 

considerat ion.  One such source is  Adorno e t  a 1  (1950). I n  a review of 

t h e  responses given by an ind iv idua l  they cha rac te r i ze  a s  highly ethno- 

c e n t r i c  t o  s ta tements  descr ib ing in- and outgroups, these  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  

draw a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  " idea l i za t ion  of t h e  ingroup is a s  marked 

as . . . h o s t i l i t y  toward outgroups" (p.143). 

Pert i t lent  t o  t h e  c o r r e l a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n  spec i f i ed  by 

are the  following r e s u l t s .  Levinson and Sanford (1944) 

a t t i t u d e s  i n  a group of white, Chr is t ian ,  co l l ege  women 
r- 

t h e  proposi t ion  

s tud ied  anti-Semitic  

and found t h a t  

increas ing approval  of ant i-Semitic  s tatements,  t h e  hqerican Legion, and 

c e r t a i n  c~ntemporary  l eaders  was accompanied, i n  genera l ,  by increas ing 

opposi t ion t o  labour unions, r a c i a l  e q u a l i t y ,  socia l i sm,  and t h e  U. S .  

Communist party.  A major f inding of a ?re-e lec t ion  survey by Sher i f ,  

Sher i f  and Nebergall  (i965) was t h a t  the  more extreme t h e  preference f o r  8 

one set of candidates ,  the  g r e a t e r  t h e  l e v e l  of r e j e c t i o n  of the  

unpreferred set. Drudkman (1968) has rzpor ted  a c o r r e l a t i o n  of -0.46 



between r a t i n g s  of own-nation members and r a t i n g s  of enemies given by 

sub jec t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  the  Inter-hTation Simulation game. He takes 

t h i s  r e s u l t  a s  support ing " the  major proposi t ion  of 'ethnocentrism 

theory'  which p o s i t s  a c o r r e l a t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ingroup adula- 

t i o n  and outgroup derogation" (p. 61). 

Despite these  var ious  kinds of evidence r e l a t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  aspects  of 

Sumner's proposi t ion  t o  the  individual  context ,  t he re  a r e  o the r  views 

t h a t  d i sagree  wi th  Sumner's, and o the r  f indings  t h a t  do no t  support h i s  

predic t ions .  Al lpor t ,  f o r  ins tance ,  holds  t h a t  "At t i tudes  p a r t i a l  t o  the  

ingroup ... do n o t  necessa r i ly  r equ i re  t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  toward o the r  g r o u p  

be  antagonis t ic"  (19% fJ.958, p.451). More s p e c i f i c  t o  t h e  ingroup a t tach-  

ment aspect  of S m n e r ' s  proposi t ion  i s  t h e  opinion of R. K. Merton: 

11 Lacking any bu t  t h e  most p r imi t ive  conceptions of psychology, 
Sumner too  soon and without warrant concluded t h a t  deep a l l eg iance  
t o  one group genera tes  ant ipa thy toward o the r  groups...Sumner 
described an important,  but  s p e c i a l  case a s  though i t  were t h e  
genera l  case. H e  assumed, and h i s  assumption has  been echoed a s  
e s t ab l i shed  t r u t h  on numerous occasions s i n c e  h i s  day, t h a t  in tense  
loya l ty  t o  a group necessa r i ly  genera tes  h o s t i l i t y  toward those 
ou t s ide  a group" (1949, p.298). 

Data co l l ec ted  by Paranjpe (1966) and by Paranjpe and Caddick (unpublished 

data)  g ive  empir ica l  support  t o  Al lpor t ' s  argument. Semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  

r a t i n g s  ,of sub-caste, cas te ,  and r e l i g i o u s  groups were obtained from 369 

col lege  s tuden t s  i n  Ind ia ,  a s  were semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  r a t i n g s  of s e l f -  

chosen in- and outgroups of var ious  degrees of importance from 149 Canadian 

\ 
col lege  s tudents .  The d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s  were p&marily eva lua t ive  b u t  

included, as w e l l ,  " soc ia l  d is tancer1  and " ident i ty"  sca les .  For the  

Indian sample, t h e  median r a t i n g  of t h e  most p o s i t i v e l y  r a t e d  group was 

1.7, s u b s t a n t i a l  enough, on a 7-point s c a l e  running from 1 (pos i t ive )  t o  

7 (negative) ,  t o  i n d i c a t e  a h igh l e v e l  af i d e a l i z a t i o n .  The median r a t i n g  



of the  most negat ive ly  r a t e d  group was 5.0 which, though wi th in  the  negative 

ha l f  of the  s c a l e ,  was c e r t a i n l y  no t  i n t e r p r e t a b l e  a s  h o s t i l i t y ,  ha t red ,  

scorn o r  contempt. In  f a c t ,  only f i v e  individuals  assigned over-al i  r a t i n g s  

of 7 t o  outgroups, a s  compared with forty-two who assigned o v e r a l l  r a t i n g s  

of 1 t o  ingroups. For t h e  Canadian sample, t h e  median ingroup r a t i n g s  were 

2.2, 1.7, and 1.8, a l s o  i n d i c a t i v e  of a c e r t a i n  amount of i d e a l i z a t i o n ,  

wi th  corresponding median outgroup r a t i n ~ s  of 4.5, 4.4, and 4.3. In  addi t ion  

t o  showing t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  p a r t i a l  t o  t h e  i n  
*--.- >- - ..-.- 

by antagonistJs-at t i tudes toward o the r s ,  both t h e  Indian and the  Canadian 
_l__ __C",XII. -".XI-.- -- ----- - " 

/ 

/ da ta  a l s o  pointed out  t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  of ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgraup 1, 

r e j  ec t ion  need n o t  necessa r i ly  co-occur. 

The l a c k  of  co-occurrence of the  extreme sentiments does not ,  of 

course, r u l e  ou t  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a non-symmetric c o r r e l a t i v e  r e l a t ion-  

s h i p  i n  the  s p e c i f i e d  d i rec t ion .  Thus t h e  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  scores  

r e fe r red  t o  above still  provided a means of t e s t i n g  f o r  the  proposed d i rec-  

t i o n  of covar ia t ion .  Here too, however, the  r e s u l t s  d id  no t  genera l ly  

support  Sumner's p red ic t ion ,  f o r  the  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between in- and outgroup 

r a t i n g s  were -0.20 f o r  t h e  Indian sample and -0.07, +0.18, and +0.14 f o r  

the  Canadian sample. Data presented by Sul l ivan and Adelson (1954) a r e  a l s o  

cont radic tmy:  they found t h a t  a u t h o r i t a r i a n s  were not  simply an tagon i s t i c  

t o  groups ~ p e c i f i e d  on the  E-scale but ,  i n  add i t ion ,  t o  groups i n  which they 

were n e c e s ~ a r i l y  members. This genera l  misanthropy can be taken a s  arguing 
,. 

aga ins t  the d i r e c t i o n  of the  r e l a t ionsh ip  between in- and outgroup sentiments 

predic ted  by S m e r ,  s i n c e  it implies t h a t  s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e s  a r e  held toward 

a l l  groups. S t i l l - f u r t h e r  da ta  opposing t h e  c o r r e l a t i v e  aspect  of ~umner ' s  

proposi t ion  have been reported by Rokeach (1960), who assessed the  a t t i t u d e s  

of northern and southern white col lege  s tuden t s  towards Negroes and wkites 



holding c e r t a i n  r a c i a l  and genera l  b e l i e f s .  To begin with,  Rokeach found 

f o r  both groups o f  sub jec t s  t h a t  the  g r e a t e r  t h e  r e j e c t i o n  of Negroes, the  

g r e a t e r  the  r e j e c t i o n  of whites. I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  responses allowed con- 

s i d e r a t i o n  of whether any r e l a t i o n  between "our l i k i n g  of those who agree 

with us" e x i s t s ,  a quest ion which seems wi th in  the  realm of what is meant 

by ethnocentrism. A s  Rokeach s t a t e s ,  "the c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  .60 and .43 

f o r  the  nor therners  and .20 and -.14 f o r  the  southerners.  I n  the  North, t h e  

more we l i k e  those  who agree with us the  more we l i k e  those who disagree  with 1 
v' 

us; i n  the  South, the re  seems t o  be l i t t l e  o r  no r e l a t i o n  between the  two" 2 

(p. 145). 

. That these  d a t a  a r e  contrary t o  Sumner's proposi t ion  i s  c lea r .  What 

i s  n o t  immediately apparent is  how a r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  may be ef fec ted .  An 

observaticn by Rbkeach is, however, i n s i g h t f u l .  In addi t ion  t o  the  a t t i t u d e  

assessment c a r r i e d  out  with northern and southern col lege  s tudents  mentioned 
' 

above, Rokeach t e s t e d  50 middle c l a s s  Jewish ch i ld ren ,  ranging i n  age from 

3 t o  16, t o  d e t e m i n e  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  t ~ w a r d s  Jews and Gen t i l e s  holding 
I' 

c e r t a i n  e t h n i c  and o t h e r  b e l i e f s .  Again i t  was poss ib le  t o  test f o r  a 

r e l a t i o n  tetween "our l i k i n g  of those who agree  wi th  us and those who dis -  

agree wi th  us" b u t  ?h i s  time t h e  degree of acceptance of those who agree 

was  negat ive ly  r e l a t e d  t o  the  degree of acceptance of those  who disagree.  

Asks Rokeach, ' ik ing  f o r  

those who ag change from negat ive  t o  p o s i t i v e  a s  a 

r e s u l t  o f f inc reas ing  maturi ty?" (1960, p,152), A s  i t  happens, the re  is a C 

t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n  deal ing  s p e c i f i c a l l y  wi th  t h i s  point .  

The i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  of Jean Piaget  are more proper ly  charac ter ized  a s  
..%, -. . - -  - 

developmerltal than as s o c i a l  psychological.  I n  a 1951 paper, however, he 

has reported observat ions  which a r e  connected wi th  t h e  l a t t e r  a r e a  and, even 



more s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  with the  mattes under considerat ion.  I n  t h i s  paper, 

P iaget  concerns 'h insel f  with t h e  development i n  chi ldren of t h e  idea  of 

the  homeland and of r e l a t i o n s  with o ther  countr ies .  Notwithstanding 

Rosenblatt 's (1964) caution t h a t  ethnocentrism and nationalism "do not  

overlap completely", ~ i a g e t ' s  observations seem p o t e n t i a l l y  meaningful t o  

t h e  more genera l  a r e a  of ethnocentrism. According t o  P iage t ,  t h e  young 

c h i l d  "begins with t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  immediate a t t i t u d e s  a r i s i n g  

ou t  of h i s  own s p e c i a l  surroundings and a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  t h e  only ones 

possible:  t h i s  s t a t e  of mind... may be c a l l e d  unconscious ego-centricity" 

(p.562). A s  t h e  c h i l d  grows older ,  h i s  l i f e  experiences requ i re  him t o  

"make a considerable e f f o r t  toward 'decentra t ion ' ,  o r  broadening of h i s  

cent res  of in teres tH_(p.562)  s o  t h a t  he  is  constant ly  required t o  i n t e g r a t e  

the  impressions and experiences of new surroundings and a c t i v i t i e s  with 

h i s  pas t  ones. I n  the  course of these  e f f o r t s  a t  decentra t ion and in tegra-  

t ion ,  t h e  c h i l d  begins t o  acquire  an a t t i t u d e  of "reciprocity",  o r  an 
I 

awareness of groiips an6 poin t s  of view d i f f e r e a t  f r o n  h i s  own. R e c i ~ r o c i t y  
b 

apparently develops out of experiences by t h e  younger c h i l d  t h a t  "others" . / 
(peers, adu l t s )  may have views d i f f e r e n t  from h i s  b u t  which turn  out  t o  be 

no less a~cep tab le , . and  out  of t h e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  r e a l i z a t i o n  by the  o lder  

c h i l d  t h a t  a cogni t ive  a.nd a f f e c t i v e  symmetry e x i s t s  between what he 

c l a s s i f i e s ,  and favours o r  disfavours,  as h i s  "own" (ingroups) and "others" 

(outgroups), and what o the r s  regard a s  t h e i r  "own" and "others". By the  7 

age of abut twelve years ,  according to ,P iage t ,  chi ldren w i l l  claim T., s t rong 

ingroup attachment, but  i n  evaluat ive  comparisons between ingroups and other  

groups they c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  view both a s  more o r  l e s s  the  same. Piaget  

cites t h e  following exaiiples a s  r epresen ta t ive  (included i n  parentheses a r e  
5 

the  sub jec t s '  i n i t i a l s  and ages) : J 



i 9 

, 

With regard t o  the  c h i l d ' s  own country: 

"I l i k e  Switzerland because we never have any wars here1' (J.N.-10;3). 
i% 
t 
1 "I l i k e  Switzerland because i t ' s  a f r e e  country" (L.0.-11;2). 
I r 
p "I l i k e  Switzerland because i t ' s  the  Red Cross country. I n  Switzerland, 
i. 

k 
b 
I 

our n e u t r a l i t y  makes us char i table"  (M.G.-11;s) (p.567). 

B With regard t o  o the r  countries:  
i 
k 
E "Are some b e t t e r ,  more i n t e l l i g e n t ,  more l ikeab le?  I don't know, 

I 
t +_I?eylre ~ 1 1  M X ~  t h e  same, each has i ts  m . ~  mer?ta1F+,y" @=4-=-11;9) = ; 
W, "Are there any d i f fe rences  between a l l  these  countries? There i s  only a 

1 d i f ference  of s i z e  and pos i t ion  between a l l  of these  countries.  It i s  not  
t F 

r 
I the  countries t h a t  make t h e  d i f ference ,  but  t h e  people. You f ind  a l l  s o r t s  

of people everywheret!- (J. B. -13; 3) (p. 571). 

i 
k With regard t o  an evaluat ive  comparison: 
I' 
i 

{ "If  you had no n a t i o n a l i t y  ... which would you choose? 
, 

Swiss na t iona l i ty .  'Nhy? Because I was born i n  Switzerland and t h i s  is  

my home... Who do you th ink is  n i c e r ,  t h e  French o r  t h e  Swiss, o r  do you 

th ink they a r e  j u s t  t h e  same? Oh, on the  whole, they ' r e  much t h e  same. 
I 

There a r e  some very n i c e  Swiss and some very n i c e  French people, t h a t  
i 

1 doesn't  depend on the  country. Who is uore  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  a Swiss o r  a 
C 

French person? A l l  people have t h e i r  good points .  The Swiss don' t  s ing  
f 

I, too badly and t h e  French have some g r e a t  composers", (A.R.-12;6). 
t 

b 
"Choice of na t iona l i ty .  I ' d  choose t o  be  Swiss. %? Because i t ' s  a y  

P . 
I 
I .  country ai'd I lave  it. Who do you thir,X a r e  n i c e r ,  t h e  Swiss o r  t h e  French? 

They're j u s t  t h e  same a s  each other.  It doesn't  depend on t h e  country, 

1 but  on the  people. And who a r e  more i n t e l l i g e n t ,  t h e  Swiss o r  t h e  French? 
. * 

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

In reaching t h e  s t a g e  i l l u s t r a t e d  by these  chi ldren,  Piaget  argues t h a t  



a necessary accompanirnen t is  t h e  at tainment by t h e  c h i l d  of an i n t e l l e c t u a l  

understanding of what i s  meant by "country", p a r t i c u l a r l y  i t s  exis tence  a s  

an e n t i t y  which inc ludes  c e r t a i n  groups t n  the  c h i l d ' s  experience o r  k;low- 

ledge (town, canton, and s o  on),  and which excludes others .  He does n o t  

suggest  t h a t  t h i s  cogni t ive  component precedes the  appearance of a f f e c t i v e  

f ee l ings .  Indeed, t o  P iage t ,  " the cogniFive and a f f e c t i v e  aspects  may be  

s a i d  t o  be p a r a l l e l  o r  ismorphous" (p.563). Thus, a t  cogni t ive  s t ages  

earlier to the hasic * = d k r s t ~ d i ~ g  cf t he  hclr\?sicr? e f  t h e  p a r t  w i t h i =  t h e  

whole, l i k e s  and d i s l i k e s  may be "bound up with sub jec t ive  o r  personal  

impressions of t h e  most f l e e t i n g  o r  even acc iden ta l  kind" (p.566) (about age 

seven), o r  i n  accordance wi th  family t r a d i t i o n s  (about age nine) .  I n  the  

l a t t e r  case t h i s  w i l L l i k e l y  involve "a kind of t r i b a l  outlook, with values 

based on t h e  disparagement of o the r  s o c i a l  groups", although any "favcurable 

es t imates  ere accepted l i k e  the  others" (p.570). 

Compar~.ble t rends  have been observed i n  o t h e r  inves t iga t ions  of n a t i o n a l  

fee l ings .  For ins tance ,  Weinstein (1957) t r aced  t h e  development of the  con- 

cept  of f l a g  and the  sense  of n a t i o n a l  i d e n t i t y  i n  American chi ldren  and 

obtained t te  following r e s u l t s .  A t  about 5 o r  6 years  of age the  c h i l d  

"does no t  b o w  of o the r  countr ies  and d e ~ l i e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of o the r  

f lags"  (p.171). By e i g h t  years  of age "the American f l a g  i s  now b e s t  

because 'America is  tho, b e s t  country.'" (p.172). A t  about ten  years ,  t h e  

c h i l d  begics t o  f e e l  t h a t  " the American f l a g  is  no longer bes t  without 

qual i f  i c a t  kon: ' I f  I l i v e d  in.  a  d i f f  e r u t  country and l i k e d  the  way th ings  

were I would probably th ink t h e i r  f l a g  is best"' (p.173). The progression 

i l l u s t r a t e d  by these  quota t ions  seems c lose ly  p a r a l l e l  t o  the  movement from 

ego-centr ici ty t o  o b j e c t i v i t y  proposed by Piaget .  

A s i m i l a r  t rend is a l s o  demonstrated i n  experiments by T a j f e l  e t  a 1  



(1970), where s u b j e c t s  f r ~ m  s i x  t o  twelve years  of age were asked t o  s o r t  

photographs of men i n  accordance wi th  whether o r  not  they were l i k e d  and 

whether o r  no t  they were of the  s u b j e c t ' s  n a t i o n a l i t y .  These i n v e s t i z a t o r s  

found t h a t  a - 
. To them i t  seemed poss ib le  " tha t  

___l_I_l---X-llll̂ -.- 

t h a t  an e f f o r t  i s  made by chi ldren  t o  approach the  

t w o  kinds of judgments with d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i a "  (p.251). This f inding is  

a l s o  commensurate wi th  ~ i a ~ e t ' s  analys is .  

The r e c i p r o c i t y  concept i s  presented by Piaget  a s  being cons i s t en t  with -- 
t he  developmental events  by which the  ncrmal c h i l d  a t t a i n s  ari awareness of 

h i s  own hameland and-other  countr ies .  Assuming the  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of h i s  

observations t o  o t h e r  kinds of group comparisons, p red ic t ions  can be derived 

which, a t  c e r t a i n  po in t s ,  a r e  incompatible wi th  those  derived from Sumnerfs 

proposi t ion.  For ins tance ,  i t  is  ~umner ' s  contention t h a t  when the re  i s  . , 
-*-'a - -  .."^ 

l o y a l t y  and attachment t o  the ingroup, eo-occurrence s f  ingroup idea l i za -  : 
; ,  

t i o n  and outgroup r e j e c t i o n  can b e  expected. From a P iage t i an  perspect ive ,  

accompeninien t of the  idea l i za t ion- re  j ec t ion  syndrome1 (as i n  J. C. 's responses 

above). Furthermore, a  c o r r e l a t i v e  r e l a t i o n  i n  t h e  opposi te  d i r e c t i o n  t o  

t h a t  predic ted  by Smner  is deducible from the  responses of p i a g e t t s  o lde r  

-- 
' l ~ n  exception t o  t h i s  is P iage t ' s  u n c l a r i f i e d  remark, in  t h e  1951 paper, 

t h a t  extxeme forms of socfocentrism may l a t e r  emerge i n  some ind iv idua l s  
"if the same obs tac les  t h a t  impede the  process o f  'decentrat ion '  and 
integratSon...crop up again at  a l l  levels".  Unfortunately,  no ind ica t ion  
is  given a s  t o  what these  obs tac les  might be  although, i n  a l a t e r  a r t i c l e ,  
P iaget  mentions t h a t  " soc ia l  processes involving cons t ra in t  and au thor i ty  ... 
[may] l c ~ d  t o  a soc iocen t r i sn  c lose ly   kin t o  ego-centrism" (Piaget ,  1970, 
p.729). In acknowledging the  exis tence  of such s p e c i a l  cases,  ~ i a g e t ' s  
pos i t ion  seems c l o s e  t o  t h a t  of ~ e r t o n ' s  which was c i t e d  e a r l i e r .  



sub jec t s  t h a t  in- and outgroups a r e  "much t h e  same". I f  i t  is ,  i n  f a c t ,  

t r u e  t h a t  o lde r  ch i ld ren  s e e  l i t t l e  d i f fe rence  e x i s t i n g  between in- and 

outgroups, then those r a t i n g  in group^ p c s i t i v e l y  should a l s o  r a t e  outLroups 

pos i t ive ly ,  and those  r a t i n g  ingroups negat ive ly  should r a t e  outgroups 

negatively.  Thus, f o r  example, sub jec t  A.R. above sees  both the  French 

and the  Swiss a s  "very nice", while sub jec t  J .C.  sees them a s  " j u s t  the  

same", but  apparently n o t  a s  p o s i t i v e l y  a s  A.R. 

f; woiild see= thm, th3t include6 w5th i r?  ?iagetl .s  nbservatinns are 

po in t s  of p a r t i c u l a r  s ign i f i cance  t o  Smnerls  proposi t ion.  I n  what f o l l o ~ ~ s ,  

experimental at tempts t o  determine the  ex ten t  of t h i s  s ign i f i cance  a r e  

reported. 



Experiment I 

Introduction 

Though h i s  s p e c i f i c  concern was with nat ions  and nationalism, Piabet  

prefaced h i s  r epor t  with remarks t h a t  the  information he was about t o  present  

was of value i n  "stndying s o c i a l  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  tensions i n  general". 

Presumably, t h i s  extension t o  o the r  group contexts  was considered v a l i d  

because of t h e  conceptualizat ion of reciprocity development a s  a  deceqtering 

process involving experiences with a wide v a r i e t y  of e n t i t i e s  c l a s s i f i a b l e  
- -  _ " - -  

I I a s  groups". But desp i t e  P iage t ' s  claim, the  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of the  con- 
.... - 

cept  was by no means proven by t h e  r a t h e r  s p e c i f i c  da ta  he provided. For 

t h i s  reason i t  seemed appropr ia te  t o  determine whether chi ldren 's  a t t i t u d e s  

i n  a v a r i e t y  of group comparisons showed t h e  kinds of t rends  expected on the  

b a s i s  of ~ i a g e t ' s  observations. Experiment I was c a r r i e d  out  f o r  t h i s  

purpose, and wi th  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  t h a t  Sumner's proposi t ion  would be evaluated 

i n  the  l i g h t  of t h e  f indings.  , 

A number of considerat ions influenced the  conduct of the  study, one of 

the  most important being the  choice of subjects .  Typical ly,  P iaget  - .  had 

presented r e c i p r o c i t y  development a s  a  stage-dependent process,  the  charac- 
- .- L _ 

t e r i s t i c s  of each s'tage being a s  b r i e f l y  summarized i n  Table 1. Stage I 

chi ldren were f e l t ,  on the  b a s i s  of t h e i r  desc r ip t ion ,  t o  be beyond t h e  

present  i n t e r e s t :  they seemed unl ikely  t o  be f a m i l i a r  wi th  even simple group 

names and un l ike ly  t o  be cons i s t en t ,  i n  any l o g i c a l  way, about t h e i r  l i k e s  

and d i s i i k e s .  Moreover, demonstrations by Long, Henderson, and Ziller (1968) 

t h a t  younger ch i ld ren  a r e  suscep t ib le  t o  an "extremity response set" which 

gives rise t o  hfghly polar ized kinds of evaluat ive  responses, and by D i  Vesta 

(1965) t h a t  younger chi ldren r e l y  heavi ly  on evaluat ive  modes of qual i fy ing 

experience, suggested t h a t  spurious f a c t o r s  were l i k e l y  t o  be encountered 
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groups with modal ages of n ine  and twelve, such a s  grade four  and grade 

i n  ch i ld ren  a t  t h i s  s tage.  Since Stage 11 ch i ld ren  were expected t o  be 

more s t a b l e  i n  t h e i r  l i k e s  and d i s l i k e s ,  more f l u e n t  with group c l a s s i f i -  

ca t ions ,  and l i k e l y  t o  e x h i b i t  a " t r i b a l  outlook, with va lues  based on the  

disparagement of o the r  s o c i a l  groups", =ad s i n c e  Stage I11 chi ldren  were 

expected t o  show some l e v e l  of understanding and acceptance of d iverse  

po in t s  of view, the  po in t s  of i n t e r e s t  seemed b e s t  evaluated by deal ing 

exclusiveZy wi th  ch i ld ren  considered t o  be a t  these  s tages .  

F l a v e l l  (1963) has noted t h a t ,  with any Piaget ian  stage-dependent theory, 

I t  t h e  sequence of developmental s t e p s  is  thought t o  be i n v a r i a n t ,  while t h e  

chronological  age a t  which each occurs i s  d e f i n i t e l y  not" (p.264).  Thus 

the  i n f e r r e d  ages of about n ine  years  and twelve years  which were ava i l ab le  

from P iage t ' s  desc r ip t ions  of t h e  Stage I1 and Stage I11 ch i ld ,  respect ive ly ,  

were c l e a r l y  n o t  t o  be  taken a s  exact .  Nevertheless, t h i s  ind ica t ion  of an 

age d i f fe rence  of about th ree  years  betveen t h e  appearance of "typical"  

Stage 11 symptoms and "typical"  Stage I11 symptoms argued, i n  p r a c t i c a l  

terms a t  least, aga ins t  an inves t iga t ion  employing a long i tud ina l  approach. 

It was recognized, of course, t h a t  with a cross-sec t ional  s tudy it would be  

impossible t o  c o n t r o l  f o r  ind iv idua l  d i f f e rences  i n  r a t e s  of development. 

Moreovef, condition$ p reva i l ing  when the  o lder  sub jec t s  were the  age of t h e  

younger s u b j e c t s  could c e r t a i n l y  be expected t o  r e s u l t  i n  a l ack  of s t r i c t  

developmer.ta1 comparability between sub jec t  groups of d i f f e r e n t  ages. A s  

a r e s u l t ,  t he  decis ion  t o  employ a cross-sectional method of t e s t i n g  

But even a 

crpss-sec t ional  approach i s  made d i f f i c u l t  by P iage t ' s  r e f u s a l  t o  g ive  

more s p e c 3 i c  age co-ordinates t o  t h e  s tages .  It was f i n a l l y  decided t h a t  



seven school  ch i ld ren ,  would provide a degree of age var iance  within which 

Stage I1 and Stage 111 symptoms might reasonably be expected t o  appear. 

A s w l e  s i z e  of about one hundred :or each s t a g e  was f e l t  t o  be 

adequate f o r  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  t reatments envisioned. It became apparent,  

however, t h a t  s i n c e  i t  was poss ib le  t o  r e c r u i t  almost a l l  t h e  sub jec t s  

from one school,  some l o c a l  f a c t o r  such a s  socio-economic l e v e l  could 

opera te  s o  a s  t o  a f f e c t  the  r e s u l t s .  A few inves t iga t ions  have, i n  f a c t ,  

and ethnocentrism (Brown, 1965, pp. 518-523), and t h e r e  was no mention i n  

~ i a g e t ' s  r epor t  t h a t  the  socio-economic background of h i s  sub jec t s  had i n  

any way been contro l led .  Test ing i n  d i f f e r e n t  l o c a l i t i e s  was the re fo re  

considered des i rab le -  For the  present  s tudy i t  was poss ib le  t o  r e c r u i t  

s u b j e c t s  from ttio schools  i n  an a r e a  charac ter ized  by i t s  school  board 

o f f i c i a l s  a s  "lower middle c lass"  and from one school  i n  an a r e a  charac- 

t e r i z e d  by i t s  school  board o f f i c i a l s  a3  "upper middle1' t o  "lower ugper" 

c l a s s ,  

Other f a c t a r s ,  a l s o  important t o  the  conduct of the  experiment, a r e  

more properly d e a l t  wi th  i n  t h e  treatmelnt of methodology. A reading of 

t h e  "Note on Methodology" (Appendix A) might u s e f u l l y  precede any c o ~ s i d e r -  

a t i o n  of what i s  t o  follow. 

Method 

Subjects.  A t o t a l  of 377 sub jec t s ,  a l l  pub l i c  elementary school  

chi ldren ,  w e r e  t e s t ed .  O f  these  195 w t r e  grade four  s tudents  and 162 were 

l ~ n d e e d ,  l l a v e l l  (1963, p.430) has pointed out  t h a t  socioeconomic background 
has  n o t  3enera l ly  been a va r i ab le  of much i n t e r e s t  t o  Piaget  and t h a t  most 
of h i s  s v ~ b j e c t s  are probably se lec ted  "on t h e  b a s i s  of age and ready ava i l -  
a b i l i t y "  (p,431),  It does no t  seen unreasonable t h a t ,  by t h i s  l a s t  c r i -  
t e r ion ,  a l a r g e  proport ion of ~ i a g e t ' s  s u b j e c t s  could have been f rou  t h e  
h igher  c l a s s e s  of Geneva soc ie ty ,  



grade seven s tudents .  Roughly one-third of each were chi ldren  of a higher 

socio-econom-lc background a s  defined abcve. The age range, t o  the  nea res t  

year ,  f o r  t h e  grade fours  was e i g h t  t o  t e n ,  with a modal age of n ine;  f o r  

the  grade sevens, the  age range was eleven t o  fourteen,  wi th  a modal age 

of twelve. The only d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  made between s u b j e c t s  was the  socio- 

economic one. A s  t h e  t o t a l  enrolment ( l e s s  absentees)  of grade fours  and 

grade sevens i n  each school  was t e s t e d ,  a range of I Q  and a reasonably 

rep resen ta t ive  s p l i t  by sex was expected, but  these  were not  assessed. 

Means of  Tes t ing .  Each sub jec t  was required t o  complete a "paper and 

pencil"  test booklet ,  examples of which may be found i n  Appendix B. 

Basical ly,  t h e  t e s t i n g  device was a b a t t e r y  of semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s  

wi th  which the s u b j e c l s  r a t e d  "the people who l ive"  i n - c i t i e s ,  provinces - - _.- - 
(grade sevens only) ,  and c o u n t r i e s  ____I.---- choscn a s  "most" and " l eas t "  preferred.  

One choice of  each was made from l ists  c f  c i t i e s ,  provinces, and countr ies  

t h a t  the  s u b j e c t  had previously composed on h i s  own, i n  accordance with no 

spec i f i ed  purpose. The s c a l e s  were: ErIend-ly--unf__r.@ndly, bad-good, 
# - - - - -A 

wrong-right, smart-dumb, wonderful- terr ible.  An ind iv idua l ' s  scores  were -_--- - - -* - -- -." 
obtained by ass igning values  of 1 t o  5 (negative t o  p o s i t i v e )  t o  the  

choice p o i n t s  betwehn s c a l e  poles  and summing responses over the  f i v e  sca les .  

The range of  poss ib le  scores  f o r  any concept was thus 25 t o  5. Each of the  

grade fours  r a t e d  c i t y  groups f i r s t ,  then country groups. For the  grade 

sevens, t te  r a t i n g  sequence was sys temat ica l ly  staggered. 

Also Lncluded was a p re - t e s t  t o  d e t e c t  response b i a s  (see Note on 

Methodology, Appendix A, p.69 ) , a d  a quest ion designed t o  a s sess  the  c h i l d ' s  , 

understanding of the  inclusive-exclusive n a t u r e  of groups. 

Proce~lure. A l l  t e s t i n g  was c a r r i e d  out  by t h e  s tudents '  r egu la r  teachers  --- 



i n  a classroom s e t t i n g .  No s p e c i z l  in t roduct ion  o the r  than t h a t  a "survey" 

was being made accompanied the  presenta t ion  of the  booklets .  The sub jec t s  

were asked t o  complete one page a t  a tirre. For the  grade fours ,  the  

teachers paced t h e  sub jec t s  by reading slowly through the  booklet a s  i t  was 

being completed; t h e  grade sevens worked under teacher supervision but  
\ 

without teacher  d i rec t ion .  Subjects  ind ica t ing  t h a t  they f e l t  c e r t a i n  

s c a l e s  t o  be inappropr ia t e  were t o l d  t o  "use your imagination" i n  respond- 

group a s  precluding t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  r a t e  were t o l d  t o  g ive  a genera l  

impression i n  accordance wi th  what they had heard,  read,  seen on t e l ev i s ion ,  

and the  l i k e .  

Resul ts  

Certain l o s s e s  preceded t h e  evaluat ion  of the  data.  To begin with,  . 
17 percent  of t h e  grade fours  and 7 percent  of t h e  grade sevens were 

el iminated from t h e  o r i g i n a l l y  sampled populat ion through incompletion o r  
I 

misunderstanding of t h e  ques t ionnai re  booklet.  These proport ions compared 

favourably wi th  p i l o t  s tudy experience and were n o t  considered unusual. A 

f u r t h e r  1 4  percent  of t h e  grade fours  aztd 1 3  percent  of t h e  grade sevens 

were eliminated by t h e  p re - t e s t  designed t o  d e t e c t  response b ias .  Although 

t h i s  represented a s u b s t a n t i a l  l o s s  of useable information, t h e  lessening 

of the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of spurious c o r r e l a t i o n s  j u s t i f i e d  it. A s  a r e s u l t  of 

these  losses ,  the responses of 134 grade fours  and 151 grade sevens remained 

f o r  consi .hrat ion.  

With these  d a t a  (i.e., t he  remaining grade four  r a t i n g s  of four  groups 

and the  remaining grade seven r a t i n g s  o f  s i x  groups), ~ o t e l l i n g ' s  T 
2 

comparisons wi th in  each grade were made between t h e  two socio-econom5c 
-. 

l eve l s .  A s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rence  batween t h e  l e v e l s  emerged f o r  e i t h e r  



grade (grade fours :  p<<.20; grade sevens: p<<.20) t h e  separa t ion  by 

socio-economic l e v e l  w a s  t h e r e a f t e r  ignored and each grade considered a s  

a whole. 

An i n i t i a l  requirement was t o  l o c a t e  t h e  genera l  p o s i t i o n  of the  younger 

and o lde r  ch i ld ren  i n  the  r e c i p r o c i t y  development process. This was 

accomp~ished by assess ing  t h e i r  pos i t ion  i n  the  supposedly concomitant pro- 

cess  of understanding the  inc lus ive  and exclus ive  n a t u r e  of groups. I t  w i l l  

t h a t  they could b e  a member of a country, and a c i t y  i n  t h a t  country, a t  the  

same time but  t h a t ,  by Stage 111, t h i s  misconception had disappeared. For 

the  present  s u b j e c t s ,  62 percent  of t h e  grade fours  and 9 3  percent  of the  

grade sevens were able. t o  g ive  t h e  c o r r e c t  response t o  t h e  quest ion deal ing 

I 
w i th  t h i s  point .  This suggested t h a t ,  a s  a group, t h e  grade fours  were I 

somewhat beyond a "pure" Stage I1 pos i t ion  and thus b e s t  charac ter ized  as I 
t r a n s i t i o n a l ;  t h e  grade sevens, thoug3 perhaps not  corresponding exac t ly ,  I 

were apparently c i o s e  t o  Stage 111. That n e i t h e r  of t h e  samples was c-nt i re ly  
I 

I t  typica l"  a s  regards P iage t ' s  s t a g e s  was, of course,  i n e v i t a b l e  with t h e  . 

cross-sect ional  method of t e s t i n g  used s i n c e  no c o n t r o l  over ind iv iduz l  

difference; i n  development was employed. I 

P i a g e t ' s  impl ica t ion  t h a t  his r e c i p r o c i t y  concept i s  app l i cab le  t o  group 

considera t ions  i n  genera l  suggests  t h a t  a c h i l d ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward a v a r i e t y  

of ingroups o r  h i s  a t t i t u d e s  toward a v a r i e t y  of outgroups should be  more 
l 

o r  l e s s  u, :form, and i n  accordance wi th  his p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  r e c i p r o c i t y  

development process. Since t h e  ch i ld ren  t e s t e d  each gave r a t i n g s  f o r  more 

than one p a i r  of in- and outgroups, i t  was poss ib le  t o  t e s t  f o r  the  uniformiry 

aspect  i n  terns of t h e  consistency of t h e i r  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  concept: 
-. 

scores.  I n  doing so ,  the  following r a t i o n a l e  was employed: t o  be  i n d i c a t i v e  



of uniformity, a l l  of a s u b j e c t ' s  ingroup scores  were required t o  be wi th in  

3-points  of one another ,  a s  were a l l  of h i s  outgrocp scores1; and a l l  of 

the  grolaps i n  each category ( i .  e .  , i n g r o ~ p s  o r  outgroups) were requi re2  t o  be 

r a t e d  i n  e i t h e r  t h e  p o s i t i v e  o r  t h e  negat ive  range of scores  ( the  middle score ,  

15, was allowed t o  f a l l  i n t o  e i t h e r  h a l f ) .  By these  s tandards ,  t h e  following 

r e s u l t s  were obtained: 

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

sevens'made responses that couid be considered, i n  some degree,  cons i s t en t ,  

These proport ions could, however, be broken down f u r t h e r .  For t h e  grade fours ,  

60 percent  r a t e d  both of t h e i r  ingroups i n  a r e l a t i v e l y  uniform manner, a s  

w e l l  a s  both of t h e i r  outgroups; 33 percent  r a t ed  t h e  groups i n  only one of 

the  ca tegor ies  consiskently.  For the  grade sevens, 40 percent  r a t e d  a l l  t h ree  

of t h e i r  "most" p re fe r red  groups i n  a r e l a t i v e l y  uniform manner a s  we l l  a s  

a l l  t h ree  of t h e i r  " l eas t "  p re fe r red  groups; 40 percent  were cons i s t en t  with 

regard t o  a l l  t h r e e  of t h e  groups i n  one of t h e  ca tegor ies  but  only two i n  

the  other.  The remaining 10 percent  were c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  regard t o  two of 

the  groups i n  each category bu t ,  because of t h e  u l t ima te  i n t e r e s t  i n  analyzing 

the  da ta  i n  ingroup-outgroup p a i r s ,  t h i s  latter propor t ion  only included cases 

where t h e  r a t i n g s  considered t o  b e  c o n s i s t e n t  were a l l  included i n  two of t h e  

th ree  pa i r s .  Table 2 summarizes these  f ind ings ,  which support  t h e  view t h a t  

a c h i l d  w i l l  tend t o  s e e  fngroups i n  a s i m i l a r  fashion,  as w e l l  a s  outgroups. 

1 
The value of 3 was determined a s  f o l l o t ~ s :  i t  was assumed t h a t  a 5 p.hnt 
d i f ference  between t h e  t o t e 1  score  r a t i n g s  of groups i n  one category ( i .e . ,  
fngroups o r  outgroups) ind ica ted  an average change i n  one pos i t ion  on each 
of the  f i v e  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s  used i n  r a t i n g  o r ,  i n  o t h e r  words, 
a change i n  t h e  degree of sentiment expressed on each sca le .  Zero d i f fe rence  
was assuined t o  i n d i c a t e  no change. A t .otal  d i f f e rence  of 3 p o i n t s ,  taken a s  
the  rounded-off average between these  t y ,  provided some f l e x i b i l i t y  without 
permittin: an o v e r a l l  change i n  a t t i t u d e  toward the  a t t i t u d e  ob j ee t .  



TABLE 2 

Percentages of Children \?hose Ingroup and Outgroup Ratings 

Were Tota l ly ,  P a r t i a l l y ,  o r  Not A t  A l l  Consistent  

fours 
four 

I 

Grade sevens, 
rating s i x  
groups, 
Nm151 

A 1 1  ingroups, a l l  A l l  groups i n  one Two gxou.ps i n  each Completely incon- 
outgroups consis- of the  ca tegor ies ,  category consis- s i s t e n t  r a t i n g s  
t e n t l y  rate.d. - one (Gr. 4) o r  two t e n t l y  rated* 

/ r l ,  7\ w r r  1 ,  i n  the 
o t h e r  cons i s t en t ly  
r a t e d  

a l l  included 



22 

\ 
Since ~ i a g e t ' s  pos i t ion  is t h a t  h i s  developmental s t a g e s  a r e  character- 

i zed  by in teg ra ted ,  homogeneous behaviour (F lave l l ,  1963, p.20), the  f inding 

above t h a t  a number of sub jec t s  gave onr. o r  two incons i s t en t  r a t i n g s  can be 

taken t o  confirnl t h e  e a r l i e r  ind ica t ion  t h a t  the  sub jec t s  corresponded 

imperfect ly wi th  t h e  "pure" s t a g e s  being considered here. A t  t h e  same time, 

t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  confirmation r a i s e s  an important question. I f  t h e  sub jec t s  

a r e  n o t  " typica l r t  v i s  2 v i s  P iage t ' s  "pure" s t ages ,  and i f  between-sttge 

s t r u c t u r e s  and.. .as y e t  incompletely organized new s t ruc tu res"  (Flavel.1, 

1963, p.211, then which of a sub jec t ' s  responses are appropr ia te  i n  t e s t i n g  

f o r  f e a t u r e s  expected on t h e  b a s i s  of P iage t ' s  "pure" stages? '  I n  view of 

the  ind ica t ion ,  i n  Table 2, t h a t  "within individual"  consistency is f a i r l y  

general ,  t h e  proper approach would seem t o  be  t o  employ only the  cons is tent  

responses s i n c e  these ,  presumably, r e f l e c t  a s u b j e c t ' s  p reva i l ing  point  of 

view. For t h i s  reason, therefore ,  two a d d i t i o n a l  reductions i n  the  dHta 

were made. These included t h e  e l iminat ion  of the  responses of the  conpletefy 

incons i s t en t  s u b j e c t s  and the  e l iminat ion  of the  incons i s t en t  responses of 

the  p a r t i a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  subjec ts .  The f i r s t  was simply t h e  removal of the  

smal l  number of apparent ly  non-representat ive subjec ts :  7 and 10 percent  of 

t h e  younger and o l d e r  ch i ld ren ,  respect ive ly .  The second was i n  accordance 
\ 

with  t h e  view t h a t ,  by e l iminat ing  the  incons i s t en t  r a t i n g  from a sub jec t ' s  

set of otherwise cons i s t en t  responses, i t  is probably t h e  developing, and, more 

than l i k e i y ,  the preva i l ing  a t t i t u d e s  about in- and outgroups t h a t  alz being 

given considerat ion.  Unfortunately, because subsequent analyses involved 
53 

t he  use of pa i red  r a t i n g s ,  t h i s  made i t  n e c e ~ s a r y ~ e l i m i n a t e  a l toge the r  the  

responses of t h e  grade fours  who were only p a r t i a l l y  cons i s t en t .  Since they 

airs of groups, no decis ion  was poss ib le  a s  t o  which of the  



two p a i r s  proper ly  ind ica ted  t h e i r  p reva i l ing  a t t i t u d e s  i n  ingroup-outgroup 

comparisons. Despite  t h i s  l o s s ,  however, the  responses of a major i ty  of 

t h e  younger chi ldren  -- 60 percent  -- s t f l l  remained. A s  f o r  the  grad,? 

sevens, only the  removal of one p a i r  of ingroup-outgroup r a t i n g s  f o r  each 

of the  sub jec t s  considered t o  be  p a r t i a l l y  cons i s t en t  occurred. Thus t h e  

responses of 90 percent  of t h e  o lde r  chi ldren  were s t i l l  re ta ined  f o r  

ana lys i s ,  though i n  any one of the  t h r e e  p a i r s  of ingroup-outgroup compari- 

p e r t i n e n t  t o  t h e  p red ic t ions  derived from P iage t ' s  observations.  

The information provided i n  Table 3 r e l a t e s  t o  the  frequency with s?hich 

ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup h o s t i l i t y  responses were made by t h e  o lder  

and younger chi ldren .  " Ideal izer"  s t a t u s  was taken t o  accrue when the  

ind iv idua l ' s  t o t a l  score  f o r  t h e  ingroup being r a t e d  was g r e a t e r  than 20 

s ince ,  f o r  these  cases ,  a t  l e a s t  one of the  r a t i n g  s c a l e s  was marked a t  the  

p o s i t i v e  extreme and t h e  remaining s c a l e s  genera l ly  pos i t ive ly .  I n  a s i m i l a r  

fashion,  t o t a l  sco res  of l e s s  than 10 were i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  ind ica t ing  out- , 

group disparagement. By t h i s  method of response c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  i t  was 

poss ib le  t u  eva lua te  key aspec t s  of both t h e  Sumnerian and the  P iage t i an  

views. For example, Table 3 shows t h a t  the  symmetric aspect  of ~umner ' s  

proposi t ion  was n o t  supported, s i n c e  ins tances  o f  ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  

g r e a t l y  outnumbered ins tances  of outgroup disparagement i n  e i t h e r  age group. 

More w i l l  Se s a i d  about t h i s  l a t e r .  As.r'or the  P iage t i an  point  of vizw, 

i f  i t  is r e c a l l e d  t h a t  h i s  Stage I1 s u b j e c t s  showed a tendency t o  disparage 

outgroups and t h a t  h i s  Stage I11 s u b j e c t s  d i d  no t ,  then i t  is c l e a r  t h a t  

while the  grade fours  d id  n o t  r e j e c t  out.graups t o  t h e  degree t h a t  might have 
-* 

been expected, an appropr ia te  t rend was demonstrated. Thus, though only 9 
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and 12 percent  of t h e i r  c i t y  and country outgroup r a t i n g s  suggested h o s t i l i t y ,  

these  proport ions were l a r g e r  than those of 5, 3, and 3 percent  found with 

t h e  grade szvens'  r a t i n g s  of c i t y ,  provir,ce, and country outgroups, r e ipec t ive ly .  

The grade fours  were a l s o  expected t o  i d e a l i z e  t h e i r  ingroups and, a s  can be 

determined from Table 3, did  s o  i n  63 percent  of t h e  c i t y  and 67 percent  of 

the  country r a t i n g s .  By comparison, 50 percent  of the  grade sevens'  ingroup 

c i t y  r a t i n g s ,  41 percent  of t h e i r  ingroup province r a t i n g s ,  and 43 percent  of 

2 - - - - -  ..--- - - - L >  - -  - 
r i l r l r  u l g r o u p  CUUULLY L ~ L I I I ~ S ,  invvived idealization. 

  able 4 r e l a t e s  t o  the  c o r r e l a t i v e  aspect  of in- and outgroup evaloat ions.  

The cor re la t ions  reported have been d is -a t tenuated  by t h e  app l i ca t ion  of 11 

/I 
c o e f f i c i e n t  "a" r e l i a b i l i t i e s  discussed i n  Appendix A (See p a g e 7 5 ) .  (Since I f  

I 
c o e f f i c i e n t  "a" values-ranged from 0.73 t o  0.88, d is -a t tenuat ion  d id  not  I 
i n f l a t e  the  r a t h e r  low c o r r e l a t i o n s  t o  any g r e a t  ex ten t ) .  Table 4 p resen t s  11 

a f u r t h e r  breakdown f o r  t h e  grade sevens: i t  w i l l  be  r e c a l l e d  (see footnote ,  II 
II 

page 11)  t h a t  P iage t  viewed Stage I11 r e c i p r o c i t y  a t t i t u d e s  a s  a  "normal" I/ 

development and implied t h a t  ind iv idua l s  i n  whom extremes of  ingroup a n i t y  II 

were accompanied by extremes of out-group enmity, f o r  a l l  in- and outgroups, 

represented a s p e c i a l  case  of "socio-cenzrism". Those ind iv idua l s  who, i n  

c i t y ,  provmce,  and country  comparisons, gave an ingroup score  g r e a t e r  than 

20 and an outgroup score  less than 10 were the re fo re  removed from t h e  grade 

seven sample and t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  re-calculated.  The new values  appear on 

the  l a s t  l i n e  of Table 4 a s  the  so-called "normal" grade seven r e s u l t s .  

There was, of  course, no c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  the  ind iv idua l s  removed were "socio- 

centr ic".  A l l ,  however, met P iage t ' s  "cognitive" c r i t e r i o n  f o r  Stage I11 

s t a t u s  by understanding t h a t  they could ?dong t o  a  country, and a c i t y  i n  

t h a t  country, a t  t h e  sane t i m e .  Despitr -,the small  number of "sociocentr ic" 
** 

responses, t h e i r  removal very much influenced t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  found. 



TABLE 4 

t. Dis-attenuated Corre la t ions  between In- and Outgroup 

Ratings of City, Province, an1 Country Groups 

City Province Country 

Grade Fours -0.09 -0.17 

(N= 81) (N= 81) 

Grade sevens +O. 24** +O. 22* +O .16 

(N=112) (N=115) (N= 101) 

f 'N~rmaltl  Grade +O .36** +O. 41** +O. 27** 
Sevens 

(N=10 8) (N=112) -(N=98) 

' Corre la t ion  dis-a t  tenua ted i n  accordance with t h e  formula 

where rd = dis-at tenuated cor re la t ion  

= c o r r e l a t i o n  between observed in- 
and outgroup scores  

= c o e f f i c i e n t  a r e l i a b i l i t y  of ingroup 
rai scores  

r = c o e f f i c i e n t  a r e l i a b i l i t y  of outgroup ao scores.  



Ordinarj.ly, a reduction i n  variance brought about by t h e  e l iminat ion  of 

da ta  a t  one end of a range of poss ib le  responses would be expected t o  

diminisll co r re la t ions .  I n  t h i s  case, a s  can be  seen i n  Table 4, they were 

strengthened. From the  s c a t t e r  diagrams i n  Figures 1, 2, and 3 (pages 59, 

60, and 61) i t  is obvious why t h i s  occurred. 

A s  f o r  the  c o r r e l a t i o n s  themselves, they were, i n  most cases ,  low. 

The values f o r  t h e  grade sevens were, however, i n  t h e  p o s i t i v e  d i r e c t i o n  

-v..r,..+-,l Il-r,, +I..- tr\".ar,,rrr -C D*..-*+r- ...la-- r..I..:..n+r t'. r-r, l...*h 4"- "%..a F~AY!ZLCF;U AAULLL CLLG CCILUSILCY U A  A Aa6F.C o UIUCA ~ U U J G L C U  cv QC.G Y V L I I  ILL GU.U 

outgroups a s  "much t h e  smae". ~ u m n e r ' s  p red ic t ion  of a negat ive  coxrela- 

t i o n  was the re fo re  no t  born out  with t h i s  age group. The negative I 

I I 
I 

r e l a t ionsh ip  a n t i c i p a t e d  between t h e  in-  and outgroup r a t i n g s  made by t h e  4 

younger ch i ld ren  w a s  supported, a l b e i t  r a t h e r  equivocally. 

Discussion II 

Since outgroup disparagement by t h e  o lde r  ch i ld ren  was appropr ia te ly  Ill 
Ill 

Infrequent  and t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  found t o  e x i s t  between t h e i r  in-  and out- 
1 

group r a t i n g  scores  more o r  less a s  expected, i t  was only the  grade four  
/I( 

r e s u l t s  which d i f f e r e d  from pred ic t ions  derived from ~ i a g e t ' s  ana lys i s  

of c h f l ~ l r e n ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward groups. When the  post-Stage I1 s t a t u s  of 

most of t h e  younger chi ldren  i s  taken i n t o  account, however, t h e i r  r e s u l t s  

can be seen t o  comply r a t h e r  b e t t e r  with expectat ions.  To begin with, the  

apparent progress  of a number of the  younger ch i ld ren  towards Stage I11 

renders un l ike ly  t h e  l e v e l  of outgroup disparagement t h a t  was ant ic ipa ted .  

That h o s t i l e  responses toward outgroitps were more frequent  with th,: grade 

fours  than wi th  the  grade sevens seems, under these  circumstances, reason- 

ably  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  the  t rend described by Piaget .  It is,  moreover, 

c o n c a i ~ a b l e  t h a t  because the  grade four  sample was, a s  a whole, t ran-  

s i t i o n a l  i n  na ture ,  near-zero c o r r e l a t i o n s  between t h e i r  in- and outgroup 



r a t i n g  scores  were inev i t ab le .  Thus, while t h e  grade fours  n e i t h e r  

disparaged outgroups a s  f requent ly  a s  an t i c ipa ted ,  nor c l e a r l y  confirmed 

t h e  pre3ic ted  negat ive  r e l a t ionsh ip  brtween t h e i r  evaluat ions  of in - -  and 

outgroups, t h e i r  responses were probably appropr ia te  f o r  t h e i r  general  

pos i t ion  i n  the  r e c i p r o c i t y  development process and were c e r t a i n l y  

s u f f i c i e n t ,  when taken together  wi th  t h e  grade seven f indings ,  t o  demon- 

strate expected trends.  I n  general ,  then, the  r e s u l t s  f o r  both grades 

.*.. ...- 4.. G..4...1-* -....a ..-.-.......a -4- -*.r*K. -.I.-& ---- .-...-a- * A d  
w G L F ;  LCIILIr 6VVu LIGI.GC.ILLI;LLC WAIC.LL. WQ3 SApCLLcUI ijii the  strength of 

~ i a g e t ' s  repor t .  
7 

The foregoing was, of course, a p r e r e q u i s i t e  t o  t h e  main i n t e r e s t  i n  \ 
assess ing t h e  s ign i f i cance  of ~ i a g e t ' s  observations t o  ~ u m i e r ' s  theoret-  

i c a l  proposi t ion .  The proposi t ion ,  i t  w i l l  be r eca l l ed ,  involved a 

symmetric r e l a t i o n s h i p  between in-  and outgroup a t t i t u d e s  where, under 

condit ions of ingroup attachment, t h e  extreme sentiments -- ingroup 

i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup disparagement -.- were expected t o  co-occur. /I 
i11d 

'1, 
Prom t h e  r e s u l t s  which have been presented up t o  now, shortcomings i n  the  ,,,d 

I1 

p roposi t ion  should be  apparent,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n s o f a r  a s  the  d i r e c t i o n  and 
I 

t h e  symr~etry of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between in- and outgroup a t t i t u d e s  is  I 
I i 

concerned. But in orde r  t o  determine whether Stunner's predic ted  three-way I 

I' 

connection between ingroup attachment, ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n ,  and outgroup 11 
I 

disparagement ga ins  support ,  some measure of t h e  f i r s t  of these  th ree  i s  I 

11 
required. With the  d a t a  ava i l ab le ,  no d i r e c t  assessment of each individ-  I 

1 
ua l ' s  iagroup attachment is possible. '  However, an i n d i r e c t  i n d i ~ a ; r i o n  

does seem t o  b e  provided i n  terms of the  frequency with which sub jec t s  

chose, as "most" p re fe r red ,  groups t o  which they belong by v i r t u e  of 

residence. Table 5 g ives  these  frequ3ncies,  i n  percentage form, f o r  both I ,  

sample 



i 

TABLE 5 

Ingroup Attachment Measured I n d i r e c t l y  i n  Terms of 

Frequency of Choice of City,  Province, o r  Country 

of Residence a s  "Most" Prefer red  . . 

Percentage of sub jec t s  Percentage of sub jec t s  Percentage of sub jec t s  
choosfng c i t y  of residence choosing province of - choosing country of 
as "most" prefer red  residence a s  "most " residence as "most" 

prefer red  p re fe r red  

' @%de Fours 



f - 
I 
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I f  p laces  of residence were of no s p e c i a l  importance t o  the  sub jec t s  

t e s t ed ,  then the re  would be l i t t l e  reason t o  expect a high frequency of  

choice x€ such p laces  a s  "most" prefer red .  But a s  Table 5 shows,  laces 

of residence were chosen, a s  "most" prefer red ,  i n  a considerable nmber  

of ins tances .  I f  i t  can be assumed t h a t  t h i s  ind ica tes  a s p e c i a l  a t tach-  

ment t o  membership groups of t h i s  s o r t ,  then i t  might b e  expected, i n  

accordance wi th  Sumner's proposi t ion ,  t h a t  correspondingly high l e v e l s  

2 *. - * z  - - -2 *z -. -- - - -  o i .~aea~~- la~~o11-a i spa~agen1e i i t  respoiisas woiiLd Lve ~bserverl fn zomparfsons 

between nembers of these  and o the r  e n t i t i e s .  But a s  has  already been 

pointed ou t  (Table 3 ) ,  t h i s  type of response was inf requent  i n  any case,  

i n  both of t h e  s u b j e c t  samples. There seems t o  be an implicat ion,  then, 

t h a t  ingroup attachment ( in  t h i s  case,  membership group attachment) 

may e x i s t  without  ideal izat ion-derogation a t t i t u d e s  necessa r i ly  accompany- 

ing it. Of course,  i n  view of t h e  means by which attachment was taken 

t o  be ind ica ted ,  o u t r i g h t  r e j e c t i o n  of Sumner's view about the  condit ions 

associa ted  wi th  idealization-disparagement a t t i t u d e s  i s  undoubtedly 

premature. Nevertheless, the re  is a suggestion i n  the  present  da ta  t h a t  

t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  idea  is no t  e n t i r e l y  co r rec t .  

A s  f o r  t h e  c o r r e l a t i v e  aspect  of the  proposi t ion ,  i t  i s  apparent,  t o  

begin with,  t h a t  the  r e l a t ionsh ip  between evaluat ions  of in- and outgroups 

is  no t  a symmetric one s ince ,  f o r  both s e t s  of cl-iildren, ins tances  of 

ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  a r e  of much g r e a t e r  frequency than ins tances  of out- 

group disparagement (Table 3). This s t rengthens ,  a t  the  ind iv idua i  l e v e l ,  

t he  e a r l i e r  c i t e d  view of Campbell and LeVine (1961) t h a t  "it is f a r  from 

se l f -evident  t h a t  these  two must always go together". Furthermore, i t  is  

c l e a r  irom t h e  values  i n  Table 4 t h a t  the  d i r e c t i o n  of the  c o r r e l a t i v e  

r e l a t i o n  need n o t  be a s  predic ted  by Sumnex. A t  t he  very l e a s t  these  



values i n d i c a t e  t h a t ,  with increas ing age, the  more favourably the  

ingroup i s  perceived, the  more p o s i t i v e  w i l l  be  the  view of the  out- 

group. Also i m p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  r e s u l t  :s support  f o r  Rokeach's sugge;- 

t i o n  t h a t ,  wi th  "increasing maturi tyt ' ,  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between our 

l i k i n g  f o r  those  who agree with us and our l i k h g  f o r  those who d i s -  

agree  with us changes from negat ive  t o  pos i t ive .  

On the  s t r e n g t h  of these  f indings  wi th  chi ldren ,  then, there,seems 

ampie reason t o  doubt the adequacy or' t he  Sumnerian proposii iori  a t  the  

indiv idual  l e v e l .  This ,  n a t u r a l l y ,  begs for considera t ion  of i t s  useful- 

ness with o l d e r  sub jec t s .  Experiment I1 was o r i g i n a l l y  conceived a s  an 

extension of t h e  inves t iga t ion  i n  t h i s  direction. 



Experiment I1 

Introduction 

An impl ica t ion of P iage t ' s  1951 paper was t h a t  Stage I11 r e p r e s a t e d  

the  rudimentary beginnings of an adu l t  outlook on ingroup-outgroup compar- 

isons. It seemed reasonable, therefore ,  t o  expect t h a t  adolescents ,  by t h e  

Piaget ian  view, would i l l u s t r a t e  a s trengthening of the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

already observed i n  o lde r  children,  and a c l e a r e r  demarcation between 

It normalsn and "sociocentrics". Experiment 11 was o r i g i n a l l y  undertaken t o  

determine whether such was indeed the  case and, i f  so ,  what the  fu r the r  

s ign i f i cance  t o  Sumner's proposit ion vas.  

Subsequently, however, i t  came t o  l i g h t  t h a t  P iage t ' s  t h e o r e t i c a l  views 

had, themselves, been extended i n  t h i s  d i rec t ion.  I n  h i s  more recent  

wr i t ings  (Inhelder and Piaget ,  1958, pp. 334-350), P iaget  has s t a t e d  t h a t ,  

i n  adolescence, "the process w e  have followed through d i f f e r e n t  s tages  of 

the  ch i ld ' s  development is recap i tu la ted  on planes of thought and r e a l i t y  

new t o  formal opera t ions  ... For  a-second time e 

still takes  t h e  form of an i n i t i a l  r e l a t i v e  l ack  of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  both 

b e p e e n  ego's and alter's po in t s  of view, between subj e c t i v e  and object ive ,  

bu t  t h i s  t i m e  thd l ack  of d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  is representa t ional .  ..This 

egocentrism is one of t h e  most enduring f e a t u r e s  of adolescence; it 

p e r s i s t s  u n t i l  t h e  new and l a t e r  decentering which makes poss ib le  t h e  t r u e  

beginniags of a d u l t  work (pp.342-343). While these  remarks were made ' 

. with  reference  t o  t h e  cognit ive aspects  of Piagetian theory, it  is obvious 

t h a t  they were a l s o  intended t o  apply t o  a f f e c t i v e  modes a s  we l l  s ince ,  

s h o r t l y  t h e r e a f t e r ,  i t  is re-emphasized t h a t  "a f fec t ive  innovations...are - - - -  - 

p a r a l l e l  t o  i n t e l l e c t u a l  transformatlons" (p.347). Responsibil i ty f o r  t h i s  
- - 



- r e c a p i t u l a t i o n  lies, according t o  Piaget ,  with t h e  symbolic functioning 

and capa.city f o r  r e f l e c t i v e  thought which d i f f e r e n t i a t e  adolescence from 

childhoc.3, A t  t h e  a f f e c t i v e  l e v e l ,  t t e s e  al low "fee l ings  about i d e d s  o r  

ideas  t o  be added t o  t h e  e a r l i e r  onest1 (p.349), thereby causing the  

process t o  r epea t  i t s e l f .  

I n  view of these  comments, a rev i s ion  of what had e a r l i e r  been assumed 

t o  be P i a g e t ' s  p o s i t i o n  was obviously required.  By drawing a p a r a l l e l  wi th  

el,,. ..?-.411L....l r - 1 -  ---1-*- - 
kirG L r r s s u l r v u u  pLuC=a>, L U ~  ucw p J 5 1 L I O I 1  WBS taken .as the view t h a t  outgroup 

disparagement would again become f requent  with the  beginning of adolescence 

then, d e s p i t e  a maintained ingroup attachment, drop o f f  wi th  increas ing age. 

Presumably, too, t h e  " t r i b a l  outlook" could be expected t o  be replaced 

once more by a tendency t o  s e e  in- and outgroups a s  "much the  samef'. 

Despite these  changes, however, consequences f o r  ~urnner 's  proposi t ion  

were s t i l l  implied. The underlying purpose of Experiment I1 remained, 

theref  ore ,  unchanged. 

Method 

meets. - One hundred and ninety-two s u b j e c t s  i n  a l l  were t e s t e d  f o r  

Experiment 11. These included 128 grade t en  high school  s tuden t s  from two 

junior, high schoois  and 64 f i r s t  year  s tuden t s  r e g i s t e r e d  i n  Chemistry, 

Metallurgy, Biology, and C i v i l  Engineering courses a t  an i n s t i t u t e  of 

technology. The grade t en  age range was four teen  t o  eighteen years ,  wi th  

a modal age of  f i f t e e n ;  the  technology s tuden t s  ranged i n  age from uineteen 

t o  twen tyn ine ,  twenty-one years  being the  mode. The high school  sample 

was approximately evenly s p l i t  f o r  males and females. About twenty percent  

of the  technology s tuden t s  were female. 

The 2hoice of these  groups of sub jec t s  was, i n  p a r t ,  a r b i t r a r y .  

I n i t i a l l f ,  t h e  prime considera t ion  was t o  employ sub jec t s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  o lde r  



than t h e  grade sevens i n  order  t o  reduce the  chance of Stage I11 overlap. 

I t  turned out ,  however, t h a t  the  grade tens  s o  chosen f i t t e d  reasonably 

we l l  with the  later-discovered Piaget:an ana lys i s ,  s i n c e  13-15 years  was 

mentioned a s  marking the  point  a t  which f e e l i n g s  about i d e a l s  and ideas  

begin t o  appear. The technology s tudents  were chosen s p e c i f i c a l l y  because 
t 

of P i a g e t t s  view t h a t  "entrance i n t o  the  occupational world o r  the  

beginning of s e r i o u s  p ro fess iona l  t ra in ing"  marks t h e  po in t  a t  which think- 

ing, is Led "------ '--- "-- -1 ------ -c C---l-'-- away L r u u  ~ t l t :  uauscl;, "l L v A u u x A A u u  back i n t c  rea l i ty"  

(Inhelder  and P iage t ,  1958, p. 3 4 6 ) .  

Means of Test ing.  Both groups of sub jec t s  were t e s t e d  with the  same 

device. This was a "paper and pencil"  t e s t  booklet s i m i l a r  t o  the  one 

used with ch i ld ren , -bu t  with the  following di f ferences .  To begin y i t h ,  the  

pre- tes t  designed t o  d e t e c t  response b iases  was omitted. It was f e l t ,  by 

the  two high school  counsel lors  consulted, t h a t  the  high school  sub jec t s  

would n o t  t ake  s e r i o u s l y  a ques t ionnai re  which began by asking them t o  name 
i 

and r a t e  what they l i k e d  most o r  l e a s t .  T,o p a r t i a l l y  compensate f o r  the  

l o s s  of  t h i s  con t ro l ,  add i t iona l  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s  were included 

which were n e i t h e r  eva lua t ive  i n  na tu re  nor p a r t i c u l a r l y  appl icable  t o  

groups. These were: hot-cold, smooth-rough, dull-sharp, green-red, s trong- 

weak, hard-soft,  b i g - l i t t l e ,  light-heavy, fast-slow. It was hoped t h a t  

these  s c a l e s  would d i s rup t ,  by t h e i r  novelty,  any e x i s t i n g  response b iases .  

None of t h e  responses t o  these  s c a l e s  was included i n  t h e  scoring. 

Also dropped from the  booklet  w i l ~  t h e  quest ion asking &ether umber-  

sh ip  i n  a country, and a c i t y  i n  t h a t  country, w a s  concurrently possible.  

This would have been considered t r i v i a l  by t h e  sub jec t s ,  and might have 

jeopardized t h e  meaningfulness of t h e i r  o the r  responses. 

F ina l ly ,  t h e  ques t ionnai re  was re-worded, where necessary,  s o  



make i t  app l i cab le  t o  o lde r  age groups. A sample ques t ionnai re  may be  

found i n  Appendix B. 

Procedure. A l l  sub jec t s  were tes'ed i n  class-room o r  l e c t u r e  h a l l  

s e t t i n g s .  No s p e c i a l  in t roduct ion  accompanied the  presenta t ion  of the  

booklets  bu t  sub jec t s  were s p e c i f i c a l l y  asked t o  complete t h e  booklets  

one page a t  a  t i n e .  Four of the  t e s t  ses s ions  were c a r r i e d  out  by the  

sub jec t s '  r egu la r  i n s t r u c t o r s ;  th ree  were c a r r i e d  out  by the  experimenter 

in $he presence of the i n s t r u c t o r ,  

Resul ts  

Losses a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  misunderstanding o r  incompleteness amounted t o  

5 percent  of t h e  grade ten  sample and 14 percent  of the  technology s tudent  

sample. The g r e a t e r - l o s s  with the  o l d e r  sub jec t s  i s  accounted f o r  by t h e  

time l i m i t a t i o n  on t h e i r  t e s t i n g  sess ion  -- v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the  question- 

n a i r e s  el iminated from t h i s  group were incomplete. There were, of course, 

no  response b i a s  pre- tes t  los ses .  Thus t h e  d a t a  from 122 grade t ens  and 

55 technology s tuden t s  remained f o r  evalual ion.  

Consistency of a t t i t u d e s  towards ingroups and towards outgroups was 

asgessed i n  t h e  manner e a r l i e r  defined f o r  chi ldren .  This  time, 88 per- 

cent  of t h e  t e n s  and 84 percent  of the  technology s tuden t s  gave 

responses which ind ica ted  some degree of "within individual1 '  consistency. 

These values  could be  f u r t h e r  broken dovm, a s  shown i n  Table 6. Ccmpletely 

incons i s t en t  responses were given by 12 percent  and 16 percent  of the  

younger and o l d e r  sub jec t s ,  respect ive ly .  

Again, a s  i n  Experiment I, i t  was considered appropr ia t e  t o  u t i l i z e  

only those responses which appeared t o  r e f l e c t  a s u b j e c t ' s  p reva i l ing  

ingroup-outgroup a t t i t u d e s  i n  t e s t i n g  % ~ i a g e t ' s  predic t ions .  Consequently, 
I 

I 
I 

t he  responses of the  completely incons i s t en t  s u b j e c t s ,  a s  we l l  a s  t h e  I 





i ncons i s t en t  responses of the  otherwise cons i s t en t  sub jec t s ,  a r e  el iminated 

from a l l  subsequent znalyses. This means t h a t  roughly two-thirds o r  more 

of the  7:esponses of e i t h e r  group of s i b j e c t s  a r e  included i n  any ont  in-  

group-outgroup pai r ing .  Tables 7 and 8 provide the  r e s u l t s  of i n t e r e s t  

derived from these  data .  

The values  i n  Table 7 r e l a t e  t o  the  frequency with which ingroup 

i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup disparagement r a t i n g s  were made by the  younger 

"..A C.lA-.. -..L-?-...C- TI. ,,",=,,,. A L  22ii be d e t ~ ~ ~ i i i e d  from these that 13 yerceri'. of the 

outgroup c i t y ,  12 percent  of the  outgroup province, and 17 percent  of the  

outgroup country r a t i n g s  given by t h e  grade t ens  involved disparagement. 

By comparison t o  the  grade seven f indings  (Table 3 ) ,  i t  is  c l e a r  t h a t  these  

proport ions r ep resen t  an increase  i n  outgroup disparagement, a s  might have 

been expected 'from ~ i a g e t  's ' l recapi tu la t ion"  statement. S imi lar  compar- 

i sons  between t h e  grade t ens  and the  technology s tuden t s  show the  an t i c -  11 1 

' I  

i pa ted  decrease. For the  latter group, 8 percent  of the  outgroup c i t y ,  
I 

3 percent of the  outgroup province, and 12 percent  of t h e  outgroup country , 

r a t i n g s  were of a h o s t i l e  nature.  Ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  was a l s o  more 

prevalerlt  i n  t h e  grade t en  than i n  the  technology s tudent  sample. Taken 

together  wi th  t h e  f indings  f o r  chi ldren ,  a genera l  decrease i n  ingroup 

i d e a l i z a t i o n ,  wi th  increas ing age, seems indica ted .  
x 

I n  Table 8, t h e  negat ive  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  grade tens '  various 

in-  and outgroup r a t i n g s  correspond wi th  t h e  r e v i v a l  of a " t r i b a l  outlook". 

With the  technology s tuden t s ,  how eve^, the  t r anspos i t ion  back t o  p o s i t i v e  

co r re la t ions  w a s  n o t  confirmed. The removal of two technology s tudents  

c l a s s i f i a b l e  a s  "sociocentr ics" d i d  r e s u l t  i n  a p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  

between r a t i n g s  of in- and outgroup c - i t i e s  bu t ,  i n  view of the  probable 

i n s t a b i l i t y  of  t h e  smal l  sample, t h i s  i s  tenuous evidence. As with the  
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children,  the  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were, i n  general ,  low b u t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r -  

e n t  from zero. 

Discussion 

l?ith the  exception of the  co r re la t ions  found t o  e x i s t  between the  

technology s tuden t s '  r a t i n g s  of various in- and outgroups, the  r e s u l t s  

of Experiment I1 appear t o  correspond q u i t e  we l l  with ~ i a g e t ' s  "recapit-  

ulat ion" argument. Appropriate f luc tua t ions  i n  l e v e l s  of outgroup dis -  

& 2 -----&--&-a - - - 3  L%.-  

Y ~ L P G W L F ; I I L  W G L G  UI=ILIVL13LLdLCU auu LWZ g ~ a d e  Lens' correiaiions did reverse 

t o  the  d i r e c t i o n  predicted.  A s  f o r  the  f a i l u r e  t o  obta in  p o s i t i v e  

co r re la t ions  wi th  the  technology s tudents1  da ta ,  t h r e e  poss ib le  reasons 

may be  suggested: C 
- 

I f  3.t i s  assumed, t o  begin with,  t h a t  the  Piaget ian  view has been 

in te rp rc ted  c o r r e c t l y ,  i t  i s  necessary t o  make the  case t h a t  t h e  technology 

s tudents  were an inappropr ia te  group t ~ i t h  which t o  i l l u s t r a t e  the  charge 

i n  the  d i r e c t i o n  of the  r e l a t i o n  between in- and outgroup evaluat ions 

t h a t  was expected wi th  t h e  r e v i v a l  of " rec ip roc i ty  and objec t iv i ty" .  

This ,  i t  t u r n s  ou t ,  i s  no t  d i f f i c u l t ,  f o r  P iage t  maintains t h a t ,  while 

"entrance i n t o  t h e  occupational  world o r  the  beginning of se r ious  profes- 

s i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  .... leads  thinking axmy from t h e  dangers of formalisn back 

i n t o  r e a l i t y  .... Yet observation shows how labor ious  and slow t h i s  

r econc i l i a t ion  o f  thought and experience can be1' (Inhelder  and Piaget ,  

1958, pa 3 4 6 ) .  This  view gains  support f r o n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  technology 

s tudents '  l e v e l s  of outgroup disparabement, though lower than those of t h e  

grade tans ,  were no t ,  genera l ly ,  a s  low a s  t h e  l e v e l s  observed with t h e  

- grade sevens. It seems poss ib le ,  then, t h a t  the  technology s tudents  were 

too  y o u ~ g  t o  demonstrate the  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  expected with a r e t u r n  

r e c i p r o c i t y  outlook. Moreover, t h a t  " the adol- suggest ion 



TABLE 8 

t Dis-attenuated Correlations between In- and Outgroup 

Ratings of City, Province, and Country Groups 

City Province Country 

Grade Tens -0.26** -0.29'** -0.24* 

Technology 
Students 

Technology +O. 20 no Sociocentric -0.03 
Students with (N=35) responses present 
11 sociocentric" (N= 34)  

responses 
removed. 

' CorreIatians dis-attenuated as noted in  coojunc tion with 
Table 4. 



escent  manifes ta t ion  of ego-centrism stems d i r e c t l y  from t h e  adoption 

of a d u l t  ro les"  (p. 3 4 3 ) ,  taken together  with arguments (Erikson, 1968, 

pp. 128-135) t h a t  the  psychologicai e f f e c t s  of a d u l t  r o l e  adoption may 

extend beyond t h e  teen ages, provides a d d i t i o n a l  grounds f o r  suspecting 

t h a t  the  technology s tuden t s  were a premature sample. Unfortunately, 

however, the  absence of da ta  from an o l d e r  group of sub jec t s  makes i t  

impossible t o  judge the  worth of t h i s  explanation.  
i 

' A  second poss ib le  reason f o r  the  absence of p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  

the  tec1,nology s tuden t s '  da ta  der ives  from a chief  d i f f e rence  between 

t h i s  group and t h e  o the r s  - t h a t  i s ,  i ts  smal ler  proport ion of female 

subjec ts .  s any attempt made t o  

; from t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  of boys' and g i r l s '  

responses i n  p i a g e t l s  e a r l y  r epor t ,  t he re  seemed no need. It was, how- 
, 

1 ! 
ever,  p c s s i b l e  t o  l a t e r  c l a s s i f y  40 of t h e  grade sevens by sex. Table I 

9 provides the  averages of the  r a t i n g s  given by 20 grade seven boys and 
I 

, 
20 grade seven g i r l s  t o  the  var ious  in- and outgroups. These ind ica te ,  I 

i n  terms of the  d i f fe rence  between the  average r a t i n g s  f o r  any ingroup- 

outgroup p a i r ,  t h a t  in-  and ou t  s a r e  s e  
. - <-:<-,, 

by feqa les  than bjl males. An a d d i t i o n a l  aspect  of Experiment X I ,  t o  b e  
-. - I..'* 

reported i n  g r e a t e r  d e t a i l  l a t e r ,  provides f u r t h e r  support  f o r  t h i s  

suggestion. Br ie f ly ,  e i g h t  grade ten  s u b j e c t s  who pointedly  d is t inguished 

between in- and outgroups with t h e i r  r a t i n g s  were chosen t o  be  cont ras ted  

wi th  e i g h t  who tended t o  g ive  both kinds of groups s i m i l a r  r a t ings .  S ix  

of the  f i r s t  e i g h t  turned out  t o  be males, seven of t h e  second e i g h t  were 

females. The impl ica t ion  of these  two sets of f ind ings  seems t o  bc t h a t ,  

f o r  some reason, a tendency to .  s e e  in- and outgroups, a s  "much the- ~ame' '  - - -.- -CI_.- -- ._- __ - - ^ - I - -  ;llr,.xr*R-+r-C - -  - .-..- --." - --* -" 
2s more pronounced i n  females than i n  males. It seems poss ib le ,  there-  





fore ,  t h a t  the  4 t o  1 r a t i o  of males t o  females i n  the  technology 

s tudent  sample may have helped t o  accomt  f o r  t h e  absence of the  

p o s i t i v e  cor re la t ions  t h a t  were e x p e c t ~ d  t o  r e f l e c t  t h i s  tendency. 

F ina l ly ,  i t  is  poss ib le  t h a t  the  f indings  with technology s tudents  

der ive  from a change i n  fea tu res  of the  rec ip roc i ty  development process 

I i t s e l f .  P iaget ,  -.. with  adolescents  and with chi ldren,  has emphasized the  

p a r t  which " r e a l  l i f e "  experiences play i n  r e c i p r o c i t y  development. Such 

t o  point  ou t  t h e  shortcomings of ingroups a s  t h e  previously unrecognized 
J 

v i r t u e s  uf outgroups. Seeing groups a s  "much t h e  same" might therefore  

involve, i n  a d u l t s ,  seeing both a s  n e i t h e r  bad nor  good, n e i t h e r  r i g h t  nor  

wrong, and so  on, or ,  i n  o the r  words, see ing both i n  an evaluat ively  

n e u t r a l  fashion. Conceivably, such a trend would r e s u l t  i n  a d i s t r j b u t i o n  (I 71 

of the  responses of the  "normals" around n e u t r a l  scores  and a d i s t r i b u t i o n  WI 
!I tfi 

of the responses of t h e  "sociocentrics" around idealization-disparagement 
, , # I  

I 

kinds of scores.  A s  a consequence, co r re la t ions  computed with t h e  combined , 41 
11:111 

responses of "normalsr' and "sociocentrics" might l i k e l y  be  negative. 

Some support f o r  t h i s  l a t t e r  explanation is found i n  t h e  s c a l e  )-esponse 

p r o f i l e s  f o r  t h e  !'normal" technology s tudents  and t h e  "normal" grade sevens, 

which are shown i n  Figures 4, 5, and 6 (see pages 62,63, and 6 4 ) .  (Eoth 

groups of sub jec t s  were expected t o  demonstrate a r ec ip roc i ty  outlook.) 

A s  can be seen, the re  does appear t o  be  a tendency, with increas ing age, 
'--.. 

f o r  i ~ z ~ - o u p  s c a l e  r a t i n g s  t o  s h i f t  to,;ard n e u t r a l  evaluations.  On the 

other  hand, though outgroup r a t i n g s  a t  e i t h e r  age l e v e l  a r e  genera l ly  near  

the  n e u t r a l  value,  an accompanying s h i f t  downward i n  the  technology 

s tuden t s r  evaluat ions  of outgroups a l s o  occurs. This, and the  f a c t  t h a t  

a negative c o r r e l a t i o n  between in-  and outgroup province ra t ings  was 

obtained i n  the  absence of soc iocen t r i c  responses (Table 8), c a s t  doubt 
'.. 



on t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h i s  explanation t o  f u l l y  account f o r  t h e  cor re la t ion  

r e s u l t s  , 

It i~ obvious t h a t ,  with a l l  of tl e reasons suggested above, m o m  

information than i s  ava i l ab le  is  required t o  determine t h e i r  suff ic iency 

i n  accounting for t h e  lack of p o s i t i v e  cor re la t ions  i n  the  technology 

s tudents '  da ta -  I n  these  circumstances, i t  is probably s a f e s t  t o  

acknowledge t h a t  a l l  could be s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  a g rea te r  o r  l e s s e r  degree. 

Th*t f r  m_zw be chat the precess =f attaining 2 r e e i p r = c i t y  =utl==k cxten& 

beyond adolescence and we l l  i n t o  adulthood, t h a t  females develop t h i s  out- 

look sooner than males, and t h a t  the  outlook i t s e l f  ihvolves perceiving ... * -- 

both in- and outgroups i n  an unbiased fashion. Whatever the  case,  these  

must be s u b j e c t s  f o r  f u r t h e r  experimentation. Insofar  a s  the  present  data  

a r e  concerned - there seems t o  be a reasonable ind ica t ion  t h a t ,  through 111 

V 

childhood and i n t o  adolescence a t  l e a s t ,  a f a i r l y  predic table  sequence of 
110,1 11  

.- 

ingroup-outgroup a t t i t u d e  changes occurs. 
4 

Having conceded t h i s ,  i t  i s  appropriate t o  consider the  s igni f icance  11 
ilbl 

of  the  o v e r a l l  f ind ings  of Experiment I1 t o  t h e  Sumnerian point  of view 

about irgroup-outgroup a t t i t u d e s .  A s  before,  i t  i s  simplest  t o  begin wi th  

Sumner's contention t h a t  loya l ty  o r  attachment t o  the  ingroup is a condit ion 

accompanying a t t i t u d e s  of ingroup i d e a l i z a t i o n  and outgroup disparagement. 

Some i n d i c a t i o n  of ingroup attachment i s  again required and, i n  Experiment 

11, t h i s  was obtained i n  two ways. The f i r s t  resembled the  i n d i r e c t  

method w e d  w i t h  t h e  chi ldren and ii=\olved determing t h e  frequency wi th  

which the c i t y ,  province, and country of residence were chosen a s  "most" 

preferred.  Table 10 shows t h a t  ' the majori ty of sub jec t s  i n  both samples 

made c h ~ i c e s  of t h i s  s o r t ,  implying as before,  widespread attachment t o  

these  groups. From Table 7 i t  is  apparent ,  however, t h a t  the  high l e v e l s  

of ideauzatfon-disparagement responses which might have been expected -- 



TABLE 10 

Ingroup Attachment Measured I n d i r e c t l y  i n  Terms of the  Frequency of Choice 

of City,  ~ r o v i k e ,  o r  Country of Present  Residence a s  tlMost'f Prefer red .  

-Percentage of sub jec t s  _Percentage of sub jec t s  Percentage of sub jec t s  
choosing c i t y  of present  choosing province of pre- choosing country of 
residence a s  "mostti pre- s e n t  residence a s  "most" p resen t  residence a s  
fer red .  prefer red .  "most" prefer red ,  

52 77 6 2 



from a Sumnerian s tandpoint  -- t o  r e f l e c t  t h i s  attachment, d id  not  occur. 

Indeed, t h e  most frequent  occurrence of t h i s  kind of response was only 

10 p e r c ~ n t  ( in t h i s  case ,  i n  t h e  grada t ens '  in-  and outgroup c o m t r y  

ra t ings ) .  

The second, and more d i r e c t ,  assessment of group attachment and i t s  

inf luence  on ingroup-outgroup a t t i t u d e s  was made a s  follows. The semantic 

d i f f e r e n t i a l  responses given by the  grade ten  sub jec t s  from one school  

were scanned, and, on t h e  b a s i s  o f t h e i r g r o u p  r a t i n g s ,  e igh t  sub jec t s  who 

pointedly d is t inguished between in- and outgroups and e i g h t  who saw l i t t l e  

o r  no d i f fe rence  between in-  and outgroups were se lec ted .  These sub jec t s  

were interviewed,  os tens ib ly  about t h e i r  f u t u r e  occupational  plans,  and 

i n  the  course of th-e interview were asked where they would most p r e f e r  t o  

" s e t t l e  down". Since, on t h e  ques t ionnai re ,  a l l  b u t  one of the  sub jec t s  

l / t /  
i n  each of t h e s e  sub-sanples had chosen, a s  "most" p re fe r red ,  a t  l e a s t  I /I 

two of t h e  t h r e e  residence groups, i t  was of i n t e r e s t  whether any s p e c i a l  LPI 

14 
attachment t o  t h e  c i t y ,  province, o r  country of residence was voiced i n  '%I 

t h e  in terv iew s i t u a t i o n .  A s  i t  turned ou t ,  of  t h e  e i g h t  sub jec t s  who r a t e d  

in- and outgroups i n  a l i k e  fashion,  s i x  made statements t h a t  were i n t e r -  

pre ted  a s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h i s  attachment. Of t h e  e i g h t  whose in-  and out- 

group r a t i n g s  d i f f e r e d  sharply,  four  manifested attachment i n  t h e i r  

responses. Samples of these  a r e  provided i n  Appendix C. 

Taken together ,  t h e  two s e t s  of  f indings  above s t rengthen the  previous 

indica'5on i n  t h e  ch i ld ren ' s  r e s u l t s  t h a t  attachment t o  a group nay e x i s t  

without idealization-disparagenient a t t i t u d e s  being a necessary accompani- 

ment. .They a l s o  provide support f o r  the  e a r l i e r  c i t e d  opinion (see page 5 )  

of Merton t h a t  "Sumner too soon and without warrant  concluded t h a t  deep 

a l l eg ience  t o  one group generates ant ipa thy toward o the r  groups". A s  



regards t h e  o the r  a spec t s  of ~ m n e r ' s  proposi t ion ,  however, i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of the  Experiment I1 r e s u l t s  is made d i f f i c u l t  by t h e  inconclusive na tu re  

of the  technology s tuden t s '  semantic G i f f e r e n t i a l  r a t ings .  For exaLlple, 

the  negat ive  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between the  in-  and outgroup r a t i n g s  given by 

both sample groups were c e r t a i n l y  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  required by the  

proposi t ion.  But a t  the  same time, t h e r e  was a t  l e a s t  some reason t o  sus- 

pect  t h o t  p i a g e t l s  predic ted  re-development of r e c i p r o c i t y  a t t i t u d e s  waq 

incomplete. Thus, with o l d e r  sub jec t s  than were t e s t e d ,  i t  seems poss ib ie  

t h a t  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  might, again,  be r ea l i zed .  I n  t h i s  connection, 

Rokeach's (1960) f inding,  wi th  nor thern  and southern col lege  s tudent  

sub jec t s ,  t h a t  the  g r e a t e r  t h e i r  acceptance of whites,  the  g r e a t e r  t h e i r  

acceptarze of h'egrocs, seems s i g n i f i c a n t .  Unfortunately, Rokeach d id  t 
L ' 

I 

no t  r epor t  the  ages of h i s  sub jec t s ,  bu t  s i n c e  they were d r a m  from t h e  /I 

I 
I 

populations of four  yea r  educational  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  r a t h e r  than from a two I /  I 
F V J  1 

I 

year one a s  i n  the  present  case, i t  is  c e r t a i n l y  poss ib le  t h a t  they were 1 ~ 1 1  I 

o lde r  than the  s u b j e c t s  t e s t e d  here. 1111 I 
OY) ' 

Similar ly ,  no s a t i s f a c t o r y  conclusion can be drawn with regard t o  the  

proposed symmetry between the  favourableness of ingroup and the  unfavour- 

ableness of outgfoup a t t i t u d e s .  The suggested movement, i n  Figures 4, 5, 

and 6, of  the  "normal" responses toward n e u t r a l  evaluat ions  could u l t ima te ly  

r e s u l t ,  wi th  a group comprised of "normals" and l 'sociocentrics", i n  such 

a re l a t ionsh ip .  On t h e  o the r  hand, t h e  evidence support ing t h e  a c t u a l  

exis tence  of t h i s  t rend is ,  i t s e l f ,  tenuous. Again, the re fo re ,  on2 r e t u r n s  

t o  the  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  t e s t i n g  wi th  an o lde r ,  and supposedly more 

"developed" ( in  the  r e c i p r o c i t y  sense) ,  group. 

Yet d e s p i t e  these  shortcomings, the  r e s u l t s  of Experiment I1 are n o t  



without  s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  t h e  Sumnerian p o i n t  of view. I n  combination wi th  

t h e  f ind ings  wi th  ch i ld ren ,  they i n d i c a t e  t h a t  an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  a t t i t u d e s  

toward in- and outgroups w i l l ,  more t 'lan l i k e l y ,  undergo a s e r i e z  of 

changes. Pilether o r  n o t  t h e s e  changes de r ive ,  as P i a g e t  c la ims ,  from 

decenter ing  exper iences ,  i t  is  c l e a r  t h a t  they may s t r o n g l y  a f f e c t  the 

e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  symmetric and c o r z e l a t i v e  a s p e c t s  of ~ u n n e r ' s  

p ropos i t i on  adequately desc r ibe  e t h n o c e n t r i c  phenomena. In view of t h e  

fact tha t  p o t e n t i a i  i i m i t a t i o n s  i n  the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h i s  major s t a t e -  

ment about  e thnocent r i sm have n o t ,  gene ra l ly ,  been acknowledged,this i n  

i t s e l f  is u s e f u l  information.  



1 
I 

Conclusions and Implicat ions f o r  Related I n t e r e s t s  

It has been t h e  aim of t h e  present  inves t iga t ion  t o  determine whether 
3 

pred ic t ions  which were derived from c e r t a i n  t h e o r e t i c a l  and experimental 

observations made by Piaget ,  and which appeared t o  be  incompatible with a 

major proposi t ion  of ethnocentrism theory, a r e  empir ica l ly  supported. The 

proposi t ion  was i n t e r p r e t e d  here  a s  c a l l i n g  f o r  a symmetric c o r r e l a t i v e  

r e l a t ionsh ip  between in-  and outgroup evaluat ions  such t h a t  t h e  more 

p o s i t i v e  the  f i r s t ,  t he  more negat ive  the  second, and such t h a t ,  when in-  

group attachment is high,  i t  i s  the  extreme sentiments - ingroup idea l i za -  

t i o n  and outgroup disparagement - which occur. The s p e c i f i c  aspect  of 

P iage t ' s  work from which t h e  incompatible p red ic t ions  were derived is h i s  

concept of r e c i p r o c i t y  development a s  seen i n  ch i ld ren ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

groups. rdccording t o  P iage t ,  t he  c h i l d ' s  point  of view depends upon h i s  

pos i t ion  i n  t h e  normal developmental process of moving from an egocentr ic  

outlook t o  an awareness and understanding of o thers .  This process,  more- 

over,  i s  "recapi tu la ted"  wi th  the  beginning of adolescence. Thus, young 

chi ldren  and adolescents  a r e  expected t o  view outgroups i n  a highly 

c r $ t i c a l  manner while,  a t  t h e  end of childhood and wi th  ent rance  i n t o  

adulthood, outgroups are supposed t o  b e  perceived more objec t ive ly .  It 

i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  regard t o  t h i s  l a t t e r  occurrence t h a t  c o n f l i c t s  between 

P iage t ' s  views and those of Sumner, t a  whom t h e  above proposi t ion  may b e  

a t t r i b u t e d ,  appear t o  a r i s e .  I n  the  Eirst p lace ,  outgroup disparagement 

by o lde r  ch i ld ren  and young a d u l t s  is expected by Piaget  t o  become 

inf requent  d e s p i t e  a maintained attachment t o  t h e  ingroup. I n  the  second, 

a beginning tendency i n  these  two age groups t o  s e e  in- and outgrsups a s  

"much t h e  same" impl ies  a correlative~r~lationship between in- and out- 

group evaluat ions  which is  opposi te  t o  t h a t  p red ic ted  by Sumner's ~ r o p -  



o s i t i o n ,  

I n  t e s t i n g  ou t  t h e  impl ica t ions  of ~ i a g e t ' s  work, i t  was considered 

a necesrary p re - requ i s i t e  t o  ob ta in  e r a l u a t i o n s  f o r  s e v e r a l  ingroup- 

outgroup combinations, p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i n c e  h i s  r e c i p r o c i t y  concept 

appeared t o  b e  based e n t i r e l y  on responses given by ch i ld ren  t o  quest ions 

about o m  and o t h e r  countr ies .  That these  evaluat ions  were, i n  f a c t ,  

cons i s t en t  wi th  P iage t ' s  observations i s  most c l e a r l y  seen i n  Figures 

? a d  8, '~ 'E i i~h  smiar lze  the f i i iJf i lgs  (see pages 69 and 70). Figure 7 

shows the  l e v e l s  of outgroup disparagement (defined a s  outgroup r a t i n g  

scores  f a l l i n g  i n  t h e  bottom f i f t h  of t h e  poss ib le  score  range) found i n  

sub jec t  groups whose modal ages were a s  indica ted .  The r i s e s  and f a l l s  

i n  these  a r e  i n  accardance wi th  f l u c t u a t i o n s  described o r  predic ted  by 

Piaget .  In  Figure  8, the  averages of t h e  scores  assigned t h e  var ious  kinds " 

of groups axe p l o t t e d  aga ins t  t h e  modal ages. The d i f fe rences  between t h e  I) 1 1  

average in- and outgroup r a t i n g s  of t h e  12 and 21 year  o ld  groups, smaller  ,, 

by comparison t o  those of the  o t h e r  two age groups, can be  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  I t  
I8 

reflect i .ng a beginning tendency t o  s e e  in-  and outgroups a s  more o r  l e s s '  

t he  same. These f indings  a r e ,  of course, based on da ta  obtained through 

cross-sect ional  tiesting and must the re fo re  be  viewed wi th  appropr ia te  

caution. 

A s  regards t h e  s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  on which t h e  P iage t i an  and Sumnerian 

pos i t ions  appear t o  d i f f e r ,  i t  must be  admitted t h a t  t h e  present  inves t i -  

ga t ion  does n o t  provide a completely s a t i s f a c t o r y  r e s o l u t i o n  of th l se .  

This is because;while the  c o r r e l a t i v e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  r a t i n g s  given 
I 

by the  o l d e r  ch i ld ren  t o  in- and outgroups was i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  suggested 

by ~ i a g e t ' s  work and opposi te  t o  that. p red ic ted  by S m e r ,  such was not t h e  
f f ----- - 

case f o r  the d a t a  obtained from t h e  young a d u l t s .  Poss ib le  reasons f o r  t h e  



f a i l u r e  t o  ob ta in  p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between the  o l d e s t  sub jec t s '  

r a t i n g s  of in- and outgroups were discussed,  bu t  no decis ion  a s  t o  the  

adequacy of t h e s e  could be made witho7:t f u r t h e r  t e s t i n g .  E i the r  tha  

continuation,  i n  adulthood, of the  negative r e l a t i o n s h i p  observed, o r  a 

l a t e r  r e t u r n  t o  a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  seemed, from the  information 

ava i l ab le ,  equal ly  poss ib le .  On the  o the r  hand, the re  d e f i n i t e l y  appeared 

t o  be grounds f o r  r e j e c t i n g  Sunner's contention t h a t  a t tac lment  t o  the  

ingrcup acccmpanics t he  p o i n t  o f  vie;; iii &iich ingroups are i d ~ a l f ~ ~ d  and 

outgroups disparaged. Ingroup attachment, a s  i n d i r e c t l y  measured by t h e  

frequency of choice of c i t y ,  province, and country membership groups a s  

I t  most" p re fe r red ,  was h igh i n  a l l  four  sub jec t  samples, bu t  was no t  

accompanied by correspondingly high l e v e l s  of idealization-disparagement 

responses. Moreover, when some of the  grade t en  sub jec t s  were l a t e r  

interviewed, i t  was found t h a t  ingroup a t t achnen t  was expressed both by 
' I 

sub jec t s  see ing l i t t l e  d i f f e rence  between in- and outgroups ( in  terms of 
f l  I 

t h e i r  ques t ionnai re  responses) and by sub jec t s  see ing extens ive  d i f ferences  

between the  two. On t h i s  i s s u e ,  then, t h e  r e s u l t s  were c l e a r l y  in-  

compatible wi th  t h e  Sumnerian view, atld supported ins tead  the  ind ica t ion  
, 

given bJ P i a g e t ' s  s u b j e c t s  t h a t  ingroup attachment could e x i s t  without  

outgroup disparagement. 

Such were t h e  f ind ings  as they r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  purposes of 

t h e  inves t iga t ion .  There a r e ,  however, a d d i t i o n a l  impl ica t ions .  A t  t he  

o u t s e t  uf t h i s  r epor t ,  a b r i e f  quotar:ion from The Author i tar ian  Personality 

out l ined important ques t ions  wi th  which t h e  psychological  s tudy of group 

r e l a t i o n s  is  involved. It seems appropr ia t e  t o  c l o s e  by considering 

aspects  of t h e  p resen t  r e s u l t s  which a r e  meaningful t o  these  quest ions.  . -. 
The f i r s t  quest ion,  i t  may be  r e c a l l e d ,  was What kinds of genera l  - 

a t t i t u d e s  do ind iv idua l s  have about t h e i r  own and o t h e r  groups? SSnce most 



of the  s u b j e c t s  t e s t e d  r a t e d  ingroups more p o s i t i v e l y  than outgroups, it 

can be  s t a t e d  wi th  l i t t l e  reservat ion  t h a t ,  genera l ly ,  an ind iv idua l  w i l l  

have more favourable a t t i t u d e s  toward ingroups than toward outgroups. 

While t h i s  may appear t o  simply confirm t h e  f indings  of  a l a r g e  number of 

o the r  s t u d i e s  t h a t  a tendency t o  perceive the  ingroup more p o s i t i v e l y  

than the  outgroup is widespread, the re  i s  a deeper s ign i f i cance  i n  the  

present  r e s u l t s .  To begin wi th ,  i t  would sesm t h a t  e thnocen t r i c  s e n t i -  

ments a r e  e a r l y  appearing, perhaps even before  an understanding of what is  

meant by t h e  groups -- l i k e d  o r  d i s l i k e d  -- is  a t t a ined .  R n  addi t ion ,  

though t h e r e  may be c e r t a i n  developmental inf luences  on these  sen t ixen t s ,  

the  tendency t o  s e e  ingroups more p o s i t i v e l y  than outgroups seems l i k e l y  
I 

t o  p e r s i s t  wi th  age. One may ponder the  o r i g i n  of t h i s  common outlook. 

Al lpor t  has s t a t e d  t h a t  "erroneous genera l i za t ion  and h o s t i l i t y  a r e  n a t u r a l  
I 

11 1 
' 1  1 

and cormon c a p a c i t i e s  of the  human mind" (1954C1958, p. 171) and t h a t  I 

pebple "eas i ly  exaggerate the  d i f fe rence  between groups and r e a d i l y  m i s -  
It I 
11 I 

understand t h e  grounds f o r  it" (p. 18). According t o  A l l p o r t  "This 

p r o p e n s i t y , l i e s  i n  [man's] normal and n a t u r a l  tendency t o  form general iza-  

t ions ,  concepts,  ca tegor ies  whose content  r ep resen t s  an overs impl i f ica t ion  

of h i 6  world of  experience" (p.26). Ghese,  of course, a r e  arguments based 

on aspects  of cognit ion.  Another view, which a l s o  suggests  the  "natural- 

ness" of ingroup preference,  bu t  which has  been derived somewhat d i f f e r e n t l y ,  

has r ecen t ly  been qdvanced by Campbell (1965): l i v i n g  i n  groups, according 

t o  Campbell, has  had i m e n s e  s u r v i v a l  va lue  f o r  man. A s  a consequence, 

ingroup preference  has  evolved a s  a "na tu ra l  s o c i o c u l t u r a l  phenomenon1'. 

& e i t h e r  of these  arguments, t h e  tendency t o  make e thnocen t r i c  d i s t inc -  

t ions  between in-  and outgroups should be both genera l ,  and e a r l y  appearing. 



Another quest ion r a i s e d  by t h e  authors  of The Author i tar ian  Per sona l i ty  

was What underlying ideas  o r  themes run through an ind iv idua l ' s  thinking 

about groups and group r e l a t i o n s ?  A s  t o  iden t i fy ing  any s p e c i f i c  ideas  o r  

themes, t h e  p resen t  da ta  a r e  only s u f f i c i e n t  t o  suggest ,  a s  mentioned above, 

t h a t  whatever these  a r e  they w i l l  l i k e l y  involve seeing the  ingroup more 

favourably than the  outgroup. A t  the  same t i m e ,  t he  a c t u a l  exis tence  of 

underlying themes is supported by the  "within individual"  consistency i n  

How do these  ideas  develop? The impl ica t ion  i n  the  f indings  of --- 
Experiments I and I1 - based, admittedly,  on cross-sec t ional  da ta  - i s  

t h a t  development does not  simply involve the  maintenance of a po in t  of 

view which has been- inculca ted  i n  childhood. More l i k e l y ,  an ind iv idua l ' s  

a t t i t u d e s  toward groups w i l l  i n s t ead  undergo t h e  kinds of f l u c t u a t i n g  

change i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Figures 7 and 8. These changes argue agains t  ~umner ' s  

view t h a t  e thnocentr ic ,  and o ther ,  a t t i t u d e s  develop by " t r a d i t i o n ,  i m i -  

t a t i o n  cnd authori ty ' '  (11906C1960, p.181) f o r ,  i f  such were t h e  case ,  one 

would expect these  a t t i t u d e s  t o  b e  s t a b l e ,  o r  t o  undergo only those changes 

which strengthened them. Figure 8 shows t h a t ,  wi th  outgroups a t  l e s s t ,  

t h i s  is no t  so. .On the  o t h e r  hand, s l n c e  t h e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  correspond f a i r l y  

we l l  with expecta t ions  from a Piaget ian  pe r spec t ive ,  i t  seems reasonable 
__-I _ - - I- " __I_- _._- I" ̂I--- " 

t o  consider "decentration" experiences a s  playing an important p a r t  i n  t h e  

development of i d e a s  about groups and group r e l a t i o n s .  

The;present r e s u l t s  do not ,  of ccurse,  prove t h i s  l a t t e r  conteL&tion. 

More t o  t h i s  po in t  would be observations which showed t h a t  i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  

persons from d i f f e r e n t  groups and with d i f f e r e n t  b e l i e f s  genera l ly  l e d  t o  a 

g r e a t e r  awareness o f ,  and a change i n  a t t i t u d e  toward, these  persors.  I n  

t h i s  regard, an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  by Druckman (1968) may b e  mentioned. Using 

naval  r e c r u i t s  a s  s u b j e c t s ,  Druckrnan formed teams f o r  an in ter -nat fon 



simulat ion game i n  order t o  t e s t  various hypotheses r e l a t i n g  t o  ethno- 

centrism. Each team, o r  nat ion,  consis ted  of four  players:  a head of 

government, a fore ign minis ter ,  a defcnse min i s te r ,  and an asp i r ing  head 

of government. It was t h e  fore ign min i s te r ' s  job t o  a t t end  " in te rna t iona l  

organizat ion meetings", make " in ternat ional"  contacts ,  and s o  on. Af ter  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  the  game, a l l  sub jec t s  r a ted  t h e i r  own nation,  a l l i e s ,  

and enemies on semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  sca les .  According t o  Druckman, the  

f ~ r e i g n  n i s i s t e r s  gzmrall-j gzve the least  ethnocentric rat ings.  Similar 

kinds of r e s u l t s  have been observed with "contact" at tempts a t  reducing 

prejudice,  although these  a l s o  suggest t h a t  confounding f a c t o r s ,  such a s  

t h e  r e l a t i v e  s t a t u s  of the  individuals  brought i n t o  contact ,  may influence 

the  ex ten t  t o  which a t t i t u d e s  a r e  changed (see Al lpor t ,  1954, Chapter 16, 

f o r  a review). I n  any case, the re  seems reason t o  be l i eve  t h a t  an 

2'3 individual ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward groups do no t  simply develop i n  accordance 

with t h e  type of p a r e n t a l  d i s c i p l i n e  imposed (as implied by Adorno e t  a l ,  

1950) 01 by ass imi la t ion  of s o c i a l  norms (as implied by Sherif  and Sher i f ,  

1953) but  r e f l e c t ,  a s  w e l l ,  t he  ind iv idua l ' s  own experiences i n  i n t e r a c t i o n  

with others.  This l a t t e r  point ,  though hardly  an o r i g i n a l  one, n e v x -  

the less  needs more experimental a t t en i ion .  

A s  regards t h e  quest ion l.%at pe r sona l i ty  t rends ,  i f  any, a r e  an 

individual ' s  ideas  about groups r e l a t e d  to?,  t h e  present  inves t iga t ion  does 

l i t t l e  more than provide an ind ica t ion  of its relevance. This is  seen i n  

the  gxale seven s c a t t e r  p l o t s  (Figurks 1, 2, and 3) where the  two r e n e r a l  

kinds of a t t i t u d e s  predic ted  by Piaget  - "reciproci ty"  and "sociocentric" - 
appear t o  be demonstrated. The connection between these  responses and t h e  

i n t e r e s t  expressed i n  the  quest ion above der ives  from ~ i a g e t ' s  opi r ion t h a t  

"sociocentric" out  look develops out of an atmosphere of  cons t ra in t  and 



author i ty :  these ,  of course, a r e  condit ions which Adomo e t  a 1  (1950) 

have shown t o  g ive  r i s e  t o  pe r sona l i ty  d i f fe rences .  

P i n ~ l l y ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  preser.t i nves t iga t ion  seem t o  be  of some 

s ign i f i cance  t o  t h e  quest ion How a r e  an ind iv idua l ' s  ideas  about groups - 
r e l a t e d  t o  membership i n  c l a s s ,  church, p o l i t i c a l  pa r ty ,  and so  on? A s  

was reported i n  Experiment I ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  i n  group 

evaluat ions  given by ch i ld ren  from lower and higher socioeconomic back- 

.... ,.., a, ,,,-.. -L - 3 
6LVUrlUa \vI=LI= VUIICLVTU. ibr were any found when a s i m i i a r  comparison, 

using the  grade t ens '  d a t a ,  was c a r r i e d  out   lotel el ling's T' t e s t ,  pc<. 20). 

Other s t u d i e s  have suggested d i f fe rences ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a s  i n  Frenkel- 

Brunswick's (1954) r epor t  of a " r e l a t i v e l y  high percentage of e thnocentr ic  

f ami l i e s  among t h e  workers...". Unfortunately, however, she  d id  n o t  

speci fy  what t h i s  percentage was o r ,  indeed, i f  i t  was high i n  an  absolute ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  i n  a " re la t ive"  manner. I f  i t  can be  assumed t h a t  ethnocentrism, 

f o r  Frenkel-Brunswik, was charac ter ized  by ingroup ideal izat ion-outgroup 
, 

h o s t i l i t y  sentiments,  then i t  i s  probable t h a t  t h e  percentage was no t  high 

i n  the  absolute  sense. For t h e  lotrer socio-economic s t a t u s  ob jec t s  t e s t e d  

here,  responses of t h i s  s o r t  came frorn about 9 percent  of t h e  grade fours ,  

2 percent  of theegrade sevens, and 9 percent  of t h e  grade tens.  I n  o the r  

words, though it may be  t h a t  t h e  i d e a l i z a t i o n - r e j e c t i o n  syndrome has  been 

more f requent ly  encountered i n  the  lover  than i n  t h e  higher socio-economic 

l e v e l s ,  its occurrence is  probably n o t  s o  f requent  a s  t o  warrant  pre- 

d i c t i o ~ ~ s  of o v e r a l l  d i f f e rences  i n  ethnocentrism between s o c i o - e c ~ i o n ~ i c  

l eve l s .  

There was, however, a suggest ion i n  Experiments I and 11 t h a t  another  

kind of "membership1' inf luences  a t t i t u d e s  toward groups. This  was seen i n  - 
t h e  apparent tendency f o r  females t o  b e  l e s s  vigorous than males - in  

d is t inguf  sh ing between in- and outgroups. Al lpor t  (1954C1958, pp. 338- 



3401)  has pointed out  t h a t ,  i n  iden t i fy ing  with t h e  f a t h e r ,  a boy w i l l  

o f t en  "confuse shee r  aggression with masculini ty" and, a s  a  r e s u l t ,  " t a l k  

tough, c r i t i c i z e  loudly,  and b e r a t e  ontgroups". Furthermore, accor<-iing 

t o  Al lpor t ,  "This p a t t e r n  of sham f e r o c i t y  may i n  t i n e  tu rn  i n t o  genuine 

hos t i l i ty" .  The da ta  t h a t  have been co l l ec ted  here  a r e  obviously insuf-  

f i c i e n t  f o r  an evaluat ion  of t h i s  point .  They do, however, suggest 

d i rec t ions  f o r  f u t u r e  inquiry.  

It is  t r w i  nf cncrrse, chat the im,ediately preceding remark 'noids f o r  

most of t h e  o t h e r  p o i n t s  t h a t  have been ra i sed  here.  No s i n g l e  inves t i -  

ga t ion  can ever  hope t o  provide more than a smal l  f r a c t i o n  of the  infonna- 

t i o n  required f o r  an understanding of why ind iv idua l s  a r e  inc l ined  toward 

competition, o r  c o n f l i c t ,  o r  harmonious in te rac t fon .  It is hoped t h a t  a 

cont r ibut ion  i n  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  has been made by the  f ind ings  presented 

above. 
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Figures 



Ingroup C'ty Score 

Fig. 1. S c a t t e r  Diagram of grade seven r a t i n g  scores  f o r  c i t y  

Ingroup-outgroup p a i r .  Broken square i n  lower r i g h t  c o m e r  encloses 

I f  soc iocen t r i c"  scores ;  N-112. ' (Numbers adjacent  t o  do t s  represent  the  

number of s u b j e c t s  with these  p a r t i c u l a r  scores . )  





Ingroup Cotintry Score 

Fig. 3. Scatter diagram for  grade seven rating scores for  country I 
I 

ingroup-outgroup pair.  Broken square i n  lower r i g h t  corner encloses 

I t  sociocentric" scores; N=101. (Numbers adjacent to  dots represent the 
I 
I 

nanber of subjects with  these particular scorzs . )  i 
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Modal Age of Subject Group (Years) 

Fig. 7. Percentage of outgroup disparagement responses f o r  t he  
J 

fou r  groups of subjects  t es ted .  Subject groups are i den t i f i ed  by modal 

age. 0uth:roup disparagement was defined as any e 
------ - -  _ _  -I___ 

bottom f i " t h  of t h e  possible range of s:ores. Only consis tent  responses 
- - -  - .  

a r e  
- - 

employed. 
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Modal Age of  Subject Group (Years) 

Fig. 8. Mean ratings assigned the various in- and outgroups a s  

a function of modal age of  the subjects tested.  Only consistent ratings 

are employed, and "sociocentric" ratings are included i n  the 12 and 2 1  

'year old groups. 





I n  general  terns, t h e  measurement of ethnocentrism may be concep- 
-- _ . _ - 

tua l ized a s  a t t i t u d e  assessment, where the  a t t i t u d e  ob jec t s  a r e  s e t s  of - - -  - 

people who c o n s t i t u t e  psychological e n t i t i e s  f o r  the  ind iv idua l  (Adoxno 

e t  a l ,  1950, p.146), which he d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  a s  in-  o r  outgroups i n  

accordance with whether he assoc ia tes  o r  d i s soc ia tes  himself with them 

(Merton, 1949, pp.295-299). Such a t t i t u d e s  a r e  d i s t ingu i shab le  from 
- - - - - - --- - . 

s p e c i f i c  pre judices  i n  a general ized fashion,  t o  in- 
--- - - -- 

group-outgroup comparisons and, thereby, form a  r e l a t i v e l y  consis tent  
----- - 

p a t t e r n  desp i t e  s h i f t s  i n  context (Al lpor t ,  1954 C1958, p.341; Adorno - -  - \ 
- * -  - 

e t  a l ,  1950, p.102). These points ,  o r ig ina t ing  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  a r e  
-. -- - -- -- 

b a s i c  considera t ions  i n  t h e  development, and use, of a  means of measur- 

ing  ethnocentrism. Addit ionally,  however, provis ion should be made f o r :  

1. the  de tec t ion  of unre l i ab le  measurements, such a s  those involving 

response b iases ,  

2. athe exclusion of inappropr ia te  measurements, such a s  those involving 

straightforward assessments of ob jec t ive  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (e. g. , r i c h ,  poor) , 

3. the  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  of t h e  measurement device t o  both chi ldren and adul ts .  

~ l e a ' r l ~ ,  n number q.f approaches e x i s t  wi th  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  f u l f i l l  these  

requirements. One of the  more convenient makes use of t h e  semantic 

d i f f e r e n t i a l .  

A s u b s t a n t i a l  amount of work -- which need n o t  be reviewed here  -- 
! 

has conf4.rmed t h e  usefulness of t h e  sevan t i c  d i f f e r e n t i a l  a s  a  means of 
* .- "- -- - - . . 

a t t i t u d e  assessment. Pe r t inen t  t o  t h e  present  i n t e r e s t  i s  t h e  f e a t u r e  - --i. I " 

t h a t  the  same set of  s c a l e s  can genera l ly  be used t o  measure a t t i t u c k s  

toward diverse  a t t i t u d e  ob jec t s  (Osgooc!, Suci,  and Tannenbaum, 1957, 

p.195). I n  add i t ion ,  D i  Vestals  extensiv; inves t iga t ions  (1965, 1963) 



on the  use of the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  with chi ldren  have es t ab l i shed  i t s  u t i l i t y  

wi th  younger sub jec t s ,  and provided an a d j e c t i v e  pool f o r  use wi th  c e r t a i n  

age l eve l s .  These q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ,  and o the r s ,  warranted t h e  conside-.ation 

of the  senan t i c  d i f f e r e n t i a l  as an a t t i t u d e  s c a l e  f o r  t h e  p resen t  purposes. 

What follows, the re fo re ,  is  a b r i e f  step-by-step desc r ip t ion  of how the  

s c a l e  was constructed.  

Step 1. It was f i r s t  necessary t o  choose bi-polar  p a i r s  of ad jec t ives  

which were meaningful, t o  both chi ldren  and o lde r  s u b j e c t s ,  f o r  describing 

members of groups. These were r e a d i l y  obtained by scanning D i  Vesta 's  

(1965) a t l a s  of ad jec t ives .  Choice was based on the  ad jec t ives '  evaluat ive  

na tu re  ( i n  terms of the  usual  f a c t o r s  of meaning i d e n t i f i e d  by the  semantic 

d i f f e r e n t i a l ) ,  frequency of usage, s i m i l a r i t y  t o  modes of  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  used 

by Piaget ,  and u t i l i t y  wi th  adu l t s .  The following were chosen: p re t ty -  

ugly, wrong-right, c lean-di r ty ,  bad-good, fr iendly-unfriendly,  smart-dumb, 

wonderful- terr ible.  Of these ,  pret ty-ugly and c lean-di r ty  were subsequently 

el iminated because of a  tendency, not iced  i n  an e a r l y  p i l o t  s tudy,  f o r  

chi ldren  t o  regard them a s  s t ra ight forward ,  ob jec t ive  kinds of q u a l i f i e r s .  

Though t h i s  l e f t  only f i v e  s c a l e s ,  i t  represented  a s u b s t a n t i a l  broadening 

of  the  ,standards o'f comparison used by Piaget .  

S t e c .  The next  requirement was f o r  appropr ia te  concepts about which - 
a t t i t u d e s  could b e  expressed. An i n i t i a l  decis ion  was t o  r e s t r i c t  these  

t o  well-defined s o c i a l  u n i t s  t o  ensure comparabil i ty and the  younger ! 

sub jec t s '  f a m i l i a r i t y  wi th  them. It a l s o  seemed d e s i r a b l e  t o  include 

t e r r i t o r i a l  groups t o  provide a l inkage  wi th  p i a g e t l s  work. A f i r s t  at tempt,  
* 

therefore ,  spec i f i ed  f i v e  provinces an3 f i v e  coun t r i e s  f o r  r a t ing .  Later ,  

t h i s  w a s  changed t o  al low f o r  a  c e r t a i n  %mount of choice by t h e  subjzc t :  



each ind iv idua l  was required t o  compose ( f o r  no s p e c i f i e d  purpose) l ists 

of f i v e  c i t i e s ,  f i v e  provinces, and f i v e  countr ies  and, from each of 

these ,  t c  choose t h e  p lace  i n  which h e  would ''mostt' p r e f e r  t o  l i v e  aud 

the  p lace  i n  which he would " l eas t "  p r e f e r  t o  l ive .  Three p a i r s  of 

subjec t -speci f ied  in-  and outgroups were thereby obtained which, moreover, 

provided a u s e f u l  dividend: t h e  frequency of choice,  as "most" p re fe r red ,  

of a c i t y ,  province, o r  country of residence gave an i n d i r e c t  measure of 

atta'chment t o  these.  

Step 3. A s  an important p a r t  of ana lys i s  was t o  involve the  use of 

c o e f f i c i e n t s  of c o r r e l a t i o n  between in- and outgroup r a t i n g s ,  i t  was 

e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of spurious c o r r e l a t i o n s  due t o  response 

b iases  b e  lessened. It was f e l t  t h a t  sources of response b i a s  might 

include temporary d i s p o s i t i o n  a t  the  time of t e s t i n g ,  and a tendency t o  

make responses i n  a s o c i a l l y  d e s i r a b l e  way. I n  order  t o  provide some 

measure of de tec t ion  of these,  a pre- tes t  was devised which required t h e  

, sub jec t  t o  use t h e  constructed semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s  t o  evaluate  
,H 

d e  anything "l iked very much" and anything "d i s l iked  very mucht'. Where t h e  

l i k e d  ob jec t  was r a t e d  negat ive ly ,  o r  t h e  d i s l i k e d  ob jec t  p o s i t i v e l y ,  

the  responses were t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  ind ica t ing  a negat ive  o r  p o s i t i v e  

d i spos i t ion  i n  t h e  sub jec t  t o  a l l  o b j e c t s ,  whether l i k e d  o r  d i s l iked .  

Where both l i k e d  and d i s l i k e d  ob jec t s  were given i d e n t i c a l  n e u t r a l  r a t i n g s ,  

the  responses were t o  be i n t e r p r e t e d  a3 being made i n  accordance with the  

point  of view t h a t  i t  i s  s o c i a l l y  desi"rab1e t o  r e f r a i n  from d i s t i n g d s h i n g  

between l i k e d  and d i s l i k e d  objec ts .  In e i t h e r  case ,  t h e  subsequent responses 

i n  the  group comparisons were t o  be e l b i n a t e d  from considerat ion.  

Step 4. I n  organizing t h e  item.s zb,ove i n t o  a useable u n i t ,  two teachers ,  
f 



fami l i a r  with chi ldren of t h e  age t o  be t e s ted ,  were consulted. The 

formats r e s u l t i n g  from t h i s  col labora t ion were v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o  the  

formats s ~ f  t h e  sanple  quest ionnaires provided i n  Appendix B. They w X l  

not ,  therefore ,  be reproduced here. From these samples, i t  w i l l  a l s o  be 

seen t h a t  province comparisons were not  s o l i c i t e d  from t h e  younger subjects .  

Mot only were s i x  s e t s  of r a t i n g s  too time consuming f o r  the  younger 

children,  but  i n  addi t ion ,  provinces, a s  s o c i a l  u n i t s ,  seemed t o  be unknown 

t o  many of them. 

Step 5. A few e a r l y  s tud ies ,  ca r r i ed  out t o  check on minor points ,  

l e d  eventually t o  a f u l l  s c a l e  p i l o t  srudy. The ques t ionnaire  booklets 

were presented t o  68 grade four  and 72 grade seven school chi ldren i n  a 

classroom s e t t i n g .  .The dynamics of t h e  p i l o t  s tudy were more o r  l e s s  

those d e t a i l e d  'in "Procedure" f o r  Experiment I. The f indings of i n t e r e s t  

a r e  described i n  po in t  fashion below: 

1. The ques t ionnaire  seemed understandable t o  most of the  chi ldren t e s ted ;  

88 percent  of t h e  grade fours  and 80 p3rcent of t h e  grade sevens were ab le  

t o  carry  out  a l l  of t h e  required tasks.  Most of the  r e j e c t s  of the  l a t t e r  

group r e s u l t e d  from i n s u f f i c i e n t  time being allowed f o r  completion. 

2. Nefther the  grade sevens, nor most of t h e  grade fours  encountered much 

d i f f i c u l t y  i n  naming f i v e  groups t o  each l ist .  Some of t h e  younger chi ldren 

did,  however, have t rouble  completing the  lists and, occasionally,  e n t i t i e s  

o the r  than countr ies  were named as countries.  

3. Eliminations a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  the  response b i a s  p r e t e s t  were 1 3  percent 

f o r  the  grade fours  and 6 percent  f o r  t h e  grade sevens. A l l  were f o r  

pos i t ive  r a t i n g s  of "disliked" objects .  Therefore, some ind ica t ion  of t h e  



given l a t e r  t o  groups. Below, i n  Table 11, a r e  the  averages of the  

r a t i n g s  of t h e  var ious  in- and outgroups given by both t h e  r e j ec ted  

and the  l e t a i n e d  grade fours  and seven;. (The poss ib le  range of scores  <- 
was 25 t o  5, wi th  25 being the  p o s i t i v e  extreme and 5 the  negat ive  extreme.) 

It i s  apparent ,  from t h e  values i n  Table 11, t h a t  the  r e j ec ted  grade fours  

TABLE 11 

Averages of  Ratings of the  Various In-- 'and Outgroups Given by the  

Re jec te i  and Retained Grade Fours and Grade Sevens i n  P i l o t  Study 
\ . " d, . 

Sample 
..I 
>. @ <. :*? 
(-, 6' U 

C i t y  City Province Province Country Country 
-roup Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup 

Grade fours  
r e j e c t e d  by 
p r e t e s t  , 
N=9 

Grade fours  
r e t a ined  
a f t e r  pre- 
test, N = 5 1  

Grade sevens 
r e j e c t e d  by 
p r e t e s t ,  
N= 4 

Grade sevens 
re t a ined  
a f t e r  pre- 
test, N=54 

IC 
did  tend ta  see outgroups r a t h e r  more p o s i t i v e l y  than d id  the  re ta ined grade 

fours.  NO clear t rend is de tec tab le  with t h e  r e j e c t e d  grade sevens; more 

than l i k e l y  t h e  sample s i z e  of four  r e j ec ted  sub jec t s 'was  too small  t o  

adequately r e f l e c t  a d i f ference .  It is a l so ,  of  course, poss ib le  t h a t  the  
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r a t i n g s  given by t h e  re jec ted  grade sevens were a f fec ted  by a pos i t ive  

d i spos i t ion  and w e r e  simply more p o s i t i v e  than they might normally have 

been. Ic any case ,  t h e  usefulness of :he p r e t e s t  seemed adequately 

demonstrated by t h e  grade four  r e s u l t s ,  s o  i t  was decided t o  include i t  

i n  a l l  f u r t h e r  t e s t i n g .  

4. Tables12 and 1 3  a r e  matr ices  which show the  ranges found f o r  the 

cor re la t ions  between t h e  scores  on each of the  f i v e  bi-polar sca les  

employed i n  the  d i f f e r e n t i a l .  For the  grade fours,  four  values of each 

TABLE 12 

Range of Corre la t ions  Between Semantic D i f f e r e n t i a l  

Scale  Scores i n  t h e  Grade Four P i l o t  Study 

Frjendly- 
Unfriendly 

Friendly- Bad- Wrong- Smart- Wonderful- 
Unfriendly Good Right Dumb Ter r ib le  

Bad-Good 0.38-0.75 

Wrong-Right 0.17-0.66 0.51-0.73 

Smart-Dmb 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 
Ter r ib le  

cor re la t ion  were obta inable  (s ince  four groups were r a t e d ) ,  while f o r  the  

grade sevens &re were s i x .  The moderate-to-high p o s i t i v e  correlations 

were commensurate with t h e  s c a l e s t  common loading on t h e  evaluat ive  f a c t o r  u' 

of t h e  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l .  A t  t h e  same time, t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were low 

enough t o  suggest  t h a t  a reasonably bzqad base of evaluation was bejng 
f 

tapped. 



Range of  C o r r e l a t i o n s  Eetween Semantic D i f f e r e n t i a l  

Sca l e  Scores  i n  t h e  Grade Seven P i l o t  Study 

F r i end ly  Bad- Wrong- Smart - kronderful- 
Unfr iendly  Good Right Dmb T e r r i b l e  

Friendly-  
Unfr iendly 

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 

'Wonderful- 0.47-0.67 0.31-0.66 0.06-0.56 -0.31-0.47 
T e r r i b l e  

S tep  6. I n d i c a t i o n s  of t h e  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  t e s t  were sought and 

included t h e  fo l lowing  : 

1. POP t h e  p i l o t  s tu6y  reporked above, mean r a t i n g s  g iven  i n  the pretest 

f o r  "liked" and "d is l iked"  o b j e c t s  were: grade  f o u r s ,  21.1 and 8.6; 

grade sevens,  21.8 and 8.6. Since t h e  range of p o s s i b l e  responses was 

f r o h  25 ( the  p o s i t i v e  extreme) t o  5 ( t h e  nega t ive  extreme),  t h e  b i -polar  

s c a l e s  'appeared t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e ,  i n  an a p p r o p r i a t e  f a sh ion  ( i .  e., by 

e x t e n t  and d i r e c t i o n ) ,  a t t i t u d e  o b j e c t s  chosen i n d i v i d u a l l y  as "liked" 

o r  "dis l iked" ve ry  much. 

2. Ax1 c-srly s tudy ,  i n  which 34 grade  sevens r a t e d  exper imenter -spedf ied  

in -  and outgroups us ing  a d i f f e r e n t i a l  i n  which only 3 of t h e  5 s c a l e s  

were t h e  same, provided e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  s a m e  r e s u l t s  as were obta ined  

wi th  t h e  p i l o t  s tudy  grade sevens who chose and r a t e d  t h e i r  own in-  and 
f 

outgroups. I n  t h e  former,  t h e  mean r a t i n g s  of " B r i t i s h  col&ial '  and 



Reli w e r e  a s  shown i n  Table 
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"canadat' were 20.3 and 21.3 while the  corresponding outgroups averaged, 

overa l l ,  18.0 and 17.3; i n  the  l a t t e r ,  t h e  mean ingroup r a t i n g s  f o r  I 
provir~ce  and country comparisons were 20.2 and 19.9, and f o r  the  

corresponding outgroups 16.2 and 15.4. There seemed, the re fo re ,  t o  be 

a convergence i n  t h e  f indings  from these  two r e l a t i v e l y  independent 

approaches. 

3. The d i s t ingu i sh ing  f e a t u r e  of ethnocentrism i s  t h a t  ingroups a r e  per- 

ceived somewhat more sympathetical ly than outgroups. Fu l ly  91 percent 

of t h e  p i l o t  s tudy grade sevens and 98 percent  of t h e  p i l o t  study grade 

fours exhibi ted ,  by t h e i r  responses, a tendency t o  r a t e  ingroups more 

pos i t ive ly  than outgroups. It seemed j u s t i f i e d ,  by these  f indings ,  t o  
- 

conclude t h a t  e thnocentr ic  values were i n  some sense being r e f l e c t e d  i n  

the  ques t ionnaire  responses. 

4. During t h e  t e s t i n g  f o r  Experiment I, 26 percent  of t h e  grade fours  

and 33 percent  of t h e  grade skvens, i n  addi t ion  t o  r a t i n g  chosen ir.- and 

outgroups on t h e  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s ,  ind ica ted  "the way I f e e l  . 

about the  people vho l ive"  i n  t h e  placl- being r a t e d  by checking the  

appropr ia te  "face" of a depicted man whose visage  ranged, i n  f i v e  s t e p s ,  

fro= happy t o  angry. The c o r r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  and the  

I l faces" r a t i n g s  of groups var ied  from 0.49 t o  0.52 f o r  t h e  grade fours ,  

and from 0.23 t o  0.72 f o r  the  grade sevens. Again, then, a convergence 

of f indjngs wi th  two d i f f e r e n t  methods: of approach was indicated.  

Step 3s Two methods of assess ing r e l i a b i l i t y  were employed, both 

with sub jec t s  from Experiment I. The f i r s t  was by t e s t - r e t e s t ,  i n  which 

19 of t h e  grade fours  and 24 of t h e  grade sevens again completed the  
-" 

q ~ e s t i o n ~ t a i r e  bookle t  about f i v e  weeks a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  t e s t i n g  session.  

14.  I n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  



TABLE 14 

Tes t - re tes t  R e l i a b i l i t i e s  f o r  Subsamples of t h e  Experiment I Subjects  

C i ty  City Province Province Country Country 
Ingroup Outgroup a r o u p  Outgroup - I ~ g r o u p  Outbroup --- 

Grade fours,  0.27 0.29 
N=19 

Grade sevens, 0.43* 0.81** 0.96&* 0.77** 0.89W 0.56::& 
N=24 

r e l i a b i l i t i e s  usua l ly  found i n  t h i s  a rea  of inves t iga t ion ,  t h e  grade seven 

values seemed genera l ly  acceptable.  The grade four  values,  on the  o ther  

hand, were very l o w \  It did,  however, seem poss ib le  t o  account f o r  these  

i 
by t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  oh retest:  very few of the  i n i t i a l  in-  and outgroups were 

/ 
/ 

again chosen t o  bie ra ted .  In  o t h e r  words, the  grade four  subsample r a t i n g s ,  

on the  two occasions, involved, i n  most cases,  expressions of a t t i t u d e s  

toward d i f f e r e n t  groups. Under these  circumstances, t e s t i n g  and r e t e s t i n g  

inadequate means of assess ing  r e l i a b i l i t y .  

This being the case, another assessment of r e l i a b i l i t y  was des i rable .  

Since the  scores  assigned the  groups were a c t u a l l y  composites of scores  

on f i v e  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s ,  i t  was poss ib le  t o  obta in  these  

es t imates  through t h e  ca lcu la t ion  of "coef f i c i en t  a". (See Lord and Novick, 

1968, pp- 87-95, f o r  a discuss ion of c o e f f i c i e n t  a and t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of 

composite measurements.) The v ues s o  obtained -- which, of course, a r e  =s 
lower bounds on r e l i a b i l i t y  -- are l i s t e d  i n  Table 15. Again, by the  usual  

s tandards,  t h e s e  r a t h e r  more s t a b l e  r e l i a b i l i t i e s  were acceptably high. 

They were subsequently used t o  d is -a t tenuate  c o r r e l a t i o n s  between the  

r a t i n g s  af var ious  in-  and outgroups (see note  i n  conjunction with Table 



TABLE 15 

Coeff ic ient  a R e l i a b i l i t i e s  Based on Data From the  Experiment I Subjects  

- 
Ci ty  Ci ty  Province Province Country Country 

Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup 

' ~ r a d e  fours ,  0.73 0.86 
' N=134 

Grade sevens, 0.76 0.80 0.76 0.74 0.76 0.75 
!?=I51 

It was cancluded, on t h e  s t r eng th  of the  f ind ings  ou t l ined  i n  Steps 

1 t o  7 above, t h a t  t h e  ques t ionnai re  provided meaningful and reasonably 

accura te  information about ch i ld ren ' s  a t t i t u d e s  toward var ious  groups. 

' C 



'\, 
'Appendix 3 
'\ 

Samples of ques t ionnai res  usekl with t h e  grade four  sub jec t s ,  t h e  grade 
seven sub jec t s ,  and t h e  grade t en  and technology s tudent  sub jec t s .  (Since . 
in-  and outgroups were r a t e d  with i d e n t i c a l  sets of semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  
s c a l e s ,  each of t h e  sample ques t ionnai res  has been abridged s o  a s  t o  
inc lude  only one of rhese  s e t s .  Eliminated, therefore ,  from the  grade 
f o u r  booklet a r e  the pages on which "roosttt azd " leas t"  p re fe r red  c o u ~ t - r y  
and "least"  p re fe r red  c i t y  were ra ted .  These pages have a l s o  been re- 
moved i n  each of  the  o t h e r  two sample booklets ,  a s  we l l  a s  t h e  pages on 
which "most1' and " l eas t "  p re fe r red  provinces were ra ted . )  



> 
Grade f o u r  questionnaire 

'\ 

\ 



AGE 

This i s  a book of quest ions t o  f i n d  o u t  about you and about some of 

t h e  things -roll know. On the next  pages, ~qords a r e  ~ u t  together  i n  padrr; 

t o  help you describe d i f f e r e n t  things.  The f i r s t  p a i r  t i i l l  be ftFRIEXjDLYft 

,and nlJMFRIEi\lDLF and w i l l  be p r in ted  on the page l i k e  t3is: 
, 

- 1-1 11 1-1 1-1 FRIENDLY 
--- -- D-2 -1-- 2- L-.L----- # - a  -1-- 

i % . L L - l y  L l l  Ut: b W C C 1 1  L d L L  IJ 
--- --- vary vex-y 

If vou m e  describing something t h a t  you th ink i s  f g i r l y  TQTFRIENDLY, 

then you wotild mark the  proper box on the f i r s t  l i n e  l i k e  'chis: 

I f ,  ins tead,  you th ink the  thing vou a r e  describing i s  somewhere i n  

between being FRIENDLY m d  W F R I 3 N D L Y ,  then you would mark the  proper 

box on t h ~  f i r s t  l i n e  l i k e  t h i s :  

FR1S;;NDLY 
ver;y f a i r l y  i n  between 

CI 1 a i r l y  1-1 DNFRImUDLY 
very 

The other  word p a i r s  t o  h e h  you describe d i f f e r e n t  th ings  w i l l  be RBaD 

and GOODtt, W W N G  and RIGHTft ,  YSMART and DIPBw, and nVOru'DFRFT!L and TERRI- 

BLE". TTse a l l  t h e  l i n e s  on each page bv marking the. box on each l i n e  

t h a t  f i t s  '"he th inp  you are describing. dork qu ick ly  b u t  c~refully, 





Now th ink  of sometning you d is l ike  very much. Put i t s  name i n  

t h e  blsnk s o x e  here: . Use the word pa i r s  

b ~ l o w  t o  d~ ;c r ibe  it. 

f  s i r l y  

0 f ~ i r l g  

El f a i r l y  

0 
f a i r l y  

U f ~ i r l y  

a f z i r l g  i n  El between 

0 f a i r l y  i n  I_] betireen 
very 

I f a i r l y  i n  lIIl between rI RIGHT 

sFl ART n 
very 

Ell f d r l y  i n  El between 

0 f a i r l y  i n  0 between 



Before describing rnv more things, see i f  vou cpn npme f i v e  c i t i e s .  

mimes below: 

Next, c m  go11 naTe f i ve  countries? Don't worry i f  you cannot n?me f ive .  

J u s t  name as  many as you can below: 

I 1 

Now look a t  t he  l i s t  vou m2de of the  c i t i e s .  In which c i t v  would you l i k e  

t o  l i v e  most of ell? k k i t e  i t s  nsme here: . -  0 

In which of the  c i t i e s  you ngmed would you l i k e  t o  l i v e  l e a s t  of a l l ?  - 
Write i t s  n ~ m e  here: 

From yolxr l i s t  of countries,  choose the  country i n  which vou would most - 
of a l l  l i k e  t o  l ive .  !{rite i t s  name here: 

Now c%oose the country i n  which you would l e a s t  of a l l  l i k e  t o  l i v e ,  and - 
-mite  i t s  nsme hpre: 



. - 

On t h i s  nage, w r i t e  i n  the  b l m k  the n m e  of t h e  CITY you chose 

as the  one i n  which ~rou vould. niost l i k e  to  l i v e :  - 
Describe t;le peoole xho l i v e  the re  by m2-:king t h e  proper box on each l i n e .  

EHzlnu f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

C ' I l t z H m Z l  f a i r l y  i n  between f ~ i r l y  verv 

tIHIHIlm f ~ i r l y  i n  between fairly very 

EHIlUu f a i r l y  i n  between fairly ,Very 

TTNFBImDLY 
very 

RIGHT 



On t h i s  pzge, w r i t e  i n  t h e  b l rnks  the  name of the  c i t y  and country 

where you were horn: 

C I T Y  - COUKTRY 

Can vou belong t o  thp  country i n  which you were born and the  c i t y  i n  
/ 

which vou *?re bord  a t  t h e  same t i m e ,  o r  c m  vou belong t o  only one or  
/ 
/ 

t h e  o t h e r  a t  a tim.;? F%rk the  box below which shows your Pnswer: 

n 
can belong t o  bo th  

0 
can on ly  belong t o  

a t  t h e  same time one a t  a time 



Grade seven ques t ionnai re  



This i s  r book 

t5e tbings vou know. 

AGE 

of quest4ons t o  fj-nd out about vow and abont some of 
/ 

/ On the  nes t  pages, words a re  ~ u t  together i n   airs 

t o  help vou describe d i f f e r en t  things. The f i r s t  p a i r  w i l l  be "FRIEXDJJY" 

. and flT?lJFRITKI)'LTf eryd w i l l  bp pr inted on  he page l i k e  t h i s :  

FRIENDLY 1-1 1-1 [-I [-I WFRIEXDLY 
very f g i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

I f  you a r e  describing something t h a t  you think i s  f a i r l y  VNFRIENDLY, 

then you wottld mmk the proper box on the f i r s t  l i n e  l i k e  t'nis: 

FRIFNDLY 1 1x1 1-1 IW'FiIE2IilLY 
very . f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

If, ins tead,  you th ink  the thing you are  describing i s  somexhere i n  

between being PRIENDLY and nNFRIPJJDLY, then ~ O U  would mark the proper 

box on t he  first l i n e  l i k e  t h i s :  

FRIFETDLY 1-1 IXJ [-I r - 1  TTWRImDLY 
wry f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

The other word p a i r s  t o  help you describe d i f f e r en t  things w i l l  be "BID 

BLV. Vse a l l  the l i n e s  on er.ch pege by marking t he  box on each l i n e  

that f i t s  the  thing you are  describing, York auickly  bu t  carefully.  

. * 



I 
I 

/ 

Begin bv thinking of something you l i k e  verv much. Put  i t s  name i n  
/ 

the blmk here : 1' . Now use the word p a i r s  below 

t o  describe it. / 
1. 1 

1 

FRI VJT)I,Y r l  r l  r-1 wixrsmr 
very f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

BAD (1 0- I El L] 
very f ~ i r l s  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

WRONG n o o u 
very f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

u I I I I I I I I D m -  SWRT 
very f a i r l y  i~ between f a i r l y  ve r~ 

n c x z l  very f a i r l y  i n  between TERRIBLE 
f a i r l y  very 



Now think of &mething you dis l ike very m~rch. Put i t s  narne i n  
i 

t h e  blank s ~ a c e  he,re : . The t h e  word pp i r s  

below t o  describe i t .  

3'EIIFFP;I)LY 1-1 )I I] 1-1 I?HFRIF&DLY 
very f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

BA.9 a El l I l  0 I 
very f p i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

Td?lONG I 0 0 I El m3HT 
very f a i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  very 

3 4  LPT 0 0  0 El 
very f a i r l y  in between fairly very 

WONDERFr 'L 1-1 1-1 )I i-1 1-1 TERRIBLE 
verp f p i r l y  in  between f ~ i r l y  very 



Before describing &v more things,  see i f  you c m  name f i v e  c i t i e s .  
1 

If vou cannot name f i ve ,  j u s t  name a s  m;r_ny a s  vou can by ~ m i t i n g  t h e i r  

nmes  belo:&: 

1 

2 

3 

4 - -- 
5 

Next, cnn vbu name f i v e  ~ r o v i n c e s ?  Don't worry i f  you c ~ n n o t  name f i ve .  

Ju s t  name 2s mwv 2s vou c*n below: 

1 

2 

5 

Finall-y, crn YOU name f i v e  countries? Once again, i f  you cannot nme  f i v e  

then j u s t  wr i t e  AS m a w  a s  you ca'n bdow: 



Now look # t h e  l i s t  you w d e  of the  c i t i e s .  In which one wmld 

v o , ~  l i k e  t o  afive'most - of all ? W t e  i t s  nqme here: 

,i 

In  which of the c i t i e s  ~ o u  n~med would you l i k e  t o  l i v e  l e a s t  of a l l ?  
I 

Yri te  iits name here: . - 
From vour l i s t  of orovinces, m i t e  here the name of the province i n  

which you would most of a l l  l i k e  t o  l i v e :  - - 
- - mite  I n  t h e  following blank sprce the name of the ~ r o v i n c e  i n  which 

you would l e a s t  of rll l i k e  t o  l i v e :  

From vow l i s t  of countries,  write here the name of the  country i n  

which vou would most of all l i k e  t o  l i ve :  - .  

?#?ite i n  the  followin3 b l m k  space the  name of the country i n  vhich ywd 

would l eas t  of a l l  l i k e  t o  l i ve  : . 



On t h i s  nage, write i n  the  b l m k  the name of t he  CITVvou chose 

as the  one i n  which vou would most l i k e  t o  l ive :  - 
Describe ths people who l i v e  there  bv marking the proper box on each Il-nc. 

FRIPNDLY 
very 

verv 

SEIA3T 
very 

f a i r l y  i n  between 

0 f e i r l y  i n  El between 

L J  0. 
f a i r l y  i n  between 

E l  f r i r l y  i n  0 between 

a f r i r l y  i n  El between 

U f a i r l y  

LEI f a i r l y  17 GOOD 

1-1 RIGHT 
very 

TERRIBLE 
v e v  



On thi.: mge,  w r i t e  i n  t he  blanks the name of  the  c i t y  and country 

where vou ve re  born: 

CITY COTTTRY 

Can you belong t o  t h e  ccun t r ?~  i n  which vou were born and the c i t y  i n  

which vou were born  a t  t h e  same t i n l e ,  o r  can you belong t o  only one o r  

t h e  o t h e r  a t  a t i ne?  Mnrk the box b e l o s  which shows vour  mswer: 

n 
can belong t o  bo th  

a t  t h e  same t ime 
can on R y be ong t o  

one a t  a t i n e  



G r ~ d e  t e n  and technology 
s t u d e n t  questionnaire 





I 
From yoim listis, choose the c i t y  i n  which you would most p r e f e r  t o  

I - I 
l i v e  and the  c i t y  i n  which you would l e a s t   refer t o  l i v e :  I 

most: 

least: 

.Do the same f o r  t h e  prot inces  : 

most z 

l e a s t  : 
1 

And f o r  the  countries: 

most: 

l e a s t :  

On the  follo;&ng p g e s ,  you a re  t o  r e t e  each of the above using 
1 

s e t $  cf paired  words such as: 
\ 
\ 

Say, fo r  ins tance ,  you I r e  r l t i n g  the c i t y  i n  which you would most p r e f e r  

t o  l i v e ,  m d  you think t h a t  the  people of t h i s  c i t v  a re  f a i r l y  f r i e n d l y .  

Then ?ou would mark the moper  blank a s  sho-m: 
, - 

F R I W L Y  / - UNFRIENDLY 
very i n  between tl'nirly very 

TTsing t h i s  method, check i n  every pai red  word s e t  the  one b l m k  which - 
vou th ink gi .ws  t h e  b e ~ t  descr ip t ion.  Some of t,he word p a i r s  may not  

sepm a w r o P r i 8 t e  at first,  b u t  i f  vou use your i m ~ g i n a t i ~ n  yo11 w i l l  be 

sble t o  check blank i n  911 pa i r s .  Please complete each mge. 



Cn this page, describe the  inhabitants of the  CITY rou  chose as the 
Pro" ince 

one i n  which vou would most of a l l  l i ke  t o  l i ve :  

f s i r l y  i n  between f a i r l y  

\ 
STRONG 

very 

HOT --- 
very 

COLD 
very 

ROUGH 
f a i r l y  

DULL 
very 

I I 

f- . i n  between 

I RIGHT 
very f a i r l y  

r e  irly 

fairly 

frirl;y 

very 

GOOD 
very in-between 

SMART 
very 

WONDERFITL 
very 

TEZiRTBLE 
very 

BIG - very 
LITTLE 

very in-between fairly 

son 
very 

LIGHT 
very 

- HEAVY 
very 





1. R e s ~ o n s e s  i n t e r p r e t e d  as  showing attachment t o  a members hi^ group: 

Row - wn11113. vou f e e l  about nermanentlv s e t t l i n g  down i n  another  

conntrv? No, I w m t  t o  l i v e  here. . , l ike,  r i g h t  here.  I n  kncouver?  - 
yes, o r  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia somewhere., . ( ~ a t h y ) ,  

TIJoKtd YOV  refer t o  work i n  S .C.? I guess so.. . w e l l ,  I 1 m  a 

B r i  t i s b  Co3pmbiana.. (Rob ) . 
i 
i 

2. R e s ~ o n s e s  i n t e r u r e t e d  a s  showing l a c k  of at tachment  t o  membership 

groups : 

I 

, 'bould YOU n r e f e r  t o  1-ive 2nd work i n  V?ncouver o r  B r i t i s h  Qluriibia? 

I don ' t  want t o  work arounc! here. . .I~ve l i v e d  here  a l l  my l i f e . . , I  w m t  

t o  see o t h e r  p laces , . . (Sandr~) .  \ -  

'&ere do you t h i n k  vou micht l i k e  t o  work? I thought  about  going 

t o  the ~t~tes., ,4uiustralia. , .%h~k about o fhe r   arts of Canada? Not 

rec.lls, no. Vould vou  refer t o  l i v e  and work around here?  I ' d  r ~ t h e r  

live here  .'-,hrn an,ywhere e l s e  i n  Canada, h u t  I ' d  k ind  of l i k e  t o  l i v e  i n  


