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A very substantial literature has developed in recent years on the nature of prej-
udicial attitudes in the United States. This interest, particularly in the question of
race prejudice, is understandable in view of race relations as a continued source
of major social problems in the United States.

Despite the long-standing problems which cultural minorities have faced in
many European countries, comparable work on the nature of group prejudice has
not developed in Europe. In an era in which immigration restrictions seem to be
loosening considerably and economic pressures to increase the flow of cheap labor
into many Northern European countries are growing, the public policy implica-
tions of societal attitudes toward minority populations would appear to be increas-
ingly relevant. The Scandinavian nations have tended to view racial tensions in
the United States, South Africa, and more recently Great Britain in a critical and
yet removed manner.! Yet little is known about how Scandinavian citizens them-
selves feel about “outgroups’ and how they might be expected to respond to social
situations involving non-Nordic minorities,

1. Methods of Measuring Prejudicial Attitudes

In recent years a number of studies of prejudicial attitudes,? particularly attitudes
of whites toward blacks, have been undertaken, most of them based on the devel-
opment of appropriate scales for assessing the attitudes of one group toward an-
other. The various problems of such scales, however, make it difficult to use them
with any degree of confidence for measuring attitudes among groups in either
Europe or the United States. First of all, such attitudinal measures must be kept
contemporary to be useful, and many of the best known devices are outdated.
Secondly, there is little evidence to support claims of scale validity for many of the
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most commonly used racial attitude scales. Since the validity of these measures is
questionable when they are used in an American cultural setting, it would seem
to be an even more critical problem when such instruments are used in a non-
American setting. A third problem in using most of these standard attitude scales
is that among certain groups, particularly university students, there is considerable
social reinforcement for being ‘tolerant’ toward minority groups, especially
blacks.® Since the purpose of many of these measures is often readily apparent,
the difficulty in collecting accurate data is substantial when prejudice is some-
thing to be hidden from one’s peers.

One of the most frequently cited recent studies of prejudicial attitudes, carried
out by Rokeach, Smith and Ewvans,* suggests that belief congruence rather than
race prejudice is largely responsible for the behavior of majority groups toward
cultural and racial minorities. Earlier studies with American college students by
Sedlacek and Brooks, however, suggest that this is not the case® and that the pur-
pose of Rokeach’s instrument is too obvious to most respondents, many of whom,
therefore, psychologically withdraw from his questionnaire and ignore the racial
variable. As a result of this withdrawal, beliefs are measured out of context and
the results display a clear lack of attention to race.

To meet the set of probleras enumerated above, Sedlacek and Brooks have
designed an approach to the study of prejudicial attitudes which should reduce or
eliminate these methodological problems, Their studies among American univer-
sity students to date indicate that this new approach can be viewed as a sub-
stantial improvement in measuring prejudicial attitudes accurately.®

2. The Situational Attitude Scale

The Situational Attitude Scale (SAS) was developed to measure the degree of
prejudice which one group holds for another. Initially, the SAS was used to study
the attitudes of whites toward blacks in the United States. To provide a prejudicial
context and make withdrawal from the instrument difficult, ten personal and so-
cial situations, with some relevance to a racial response, were created (see Table I).

These situations represent instances where one group’s actual prejudicial attitudes
toward another group might be relevant to the first group’s attitude about the
particular situation. For each situation, 10 bipolar semantic differential scales were
created,” making a total of 100 items in the SAS (see Table II for items). For
use with American subjects, iwo forms of the SAS were developed. Each con-
tained the same situations, bipolar scales, and instructions except that the word
‘black’ was inserted into each situation in Form B.? The positive pole for each
item was varied randomly from right to left to avoid response set.

For use with Danish university students, Forms A and B were translated into
Danish in as nearly a verbatirn manner as possible.? In addition, a Form C was
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developed to measure prejudicial attitudes toward Mediterranean foreign workers
(sydlandske fremmedarbejdere). The general opinion of a group of Danish stu-
dents and teachers consulted on this question was that the sydlandske fremmed-
arbejdere represent the most direct ‘outgroup’ threat to Danes at the present
time.1® Although the number of blacks (negre) remains very small in Denmark,
the number of Mediterranean foreign workers has increased rapidly in recent years.
Their presence in Denmark has been established and may well increase sub-
stantially in the next decade if the need for cheap, unskilled labor there continues
to grow.

3. The Experimental Group

The three forms of the SAS were administered to 306 students at Copenhagen
and Aarhus Universities during regularly scheduled class meetings in nine dif-
ferent classes. The questionnaires were completed anonymously. A total of 32
questionnaires were not included in the analysis because these respondents either
left more than 10 items blank or indicated their unwillingness to participate in the
experiment. The median scale value (scale 0 to 4; 2 = median) was assigned to
any missing item responses, provided there were 10 or less blank items on a
questionnaire. The final usable number was 274: 94 Form A’s, 90 Form B’s, and
80 Form C’s,

The SAS was administered by advanced political science students, who were
trained in the use of the SAS and had participated in preparing it for use in Den-
mark.'* The questionnaires were randomly distributed in each class with each
participant having an approximately equal chance of receiving any of the three
forms. The participants were not aware that there were different forms of the
questionnaire. If participants had questions, they were handled on an individual
basis so as not to disturb other participants or accidentally expose the fact that dif-
ferent forms were being used, Administration of the instrument required 20-30
minutes.

The participants — all university students — completing the three forms were
very similar., There were 223 male and 51 female participants. They were drawn
from a number of different institutes in both universities, including architecture,
biology, education, English, history, law, mathematics, philosophy, political science,
and psychology. Students from both introductory and advanced classes were in-
cluded and represented a diverse cross-section of Danish university students.!?

An analysis of variance with form (A, B, or C) and school (Aarhus or Copen-
hagen) as main effects was conducted. The results indicated that 46 items were
statistically significant (.05 level) for form while seven items out of 100 were sig-
nificant for school and nine items for form by school. Since, according to Sakoda,
Cohen and Beall,'* nine items out of 100 would be significant by chance, we can
conclude that responses varied depending on whether Form A, B, or C was used,
but that there were no differences between Copenhagen and Aarhus students or
between combinations of form and school.
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4, Study Results
Table II. Means, Standgard Deviations, and F-Values for Forms A, B, and C*

F-values +
T QA =0 =0
e ; - E8u {é} & o A .0 -O
E g Situationst sl g 51l g =1l g § S E 2 E S
2 £ bipolar adjective dimension 1L Z = Lz s Kz L KL< mm
I. New familv next door
1 good-bad 120 09 127 105 157 096 004 360 401
2 safe-unsafe 164 100 092 097 1.39 057 2408 294 10.39
3 angry-not angry J42 098 362 084 323 111 2.37 1.3 6.99
4 friendly-unfriendly 058 090 074 091 0.88 0,99 1.06 000 0.89
5 sympathetic-not
sympathetic 1.28 098 1.06 090 1.13 1.00 2353 097 030
6 nervous-calm 2%6 115 328 1.04 300 107 391 007 12
7 happy-sad 1.5¢ 0,85 1.60 0,75 1.81 078 0,09 423 145
8 objectionable-acceptable 3.26 093 361 075 332 093 403 008 526
9 desirable-undesirable 1.62 095 149 089 1,70 099 089 034 227
10 suspicious-trusting 257 116 306 095 258 102 942 000 1059
I1. Man raped woman
11  affection-disgust j.1le6 088 324 087 304 099 043 069 208
12 relish-repulsion 3.21 096 3.39 0.82 3.21 0.92 1.79  0.00 1.8%
13 happy-sad 285 05 308 086 301 098 290 128 0.24
14 friendly-hostile 278 088 262 100 253 102 124 301 0.35
15 uninvolved-invalved 209 116 198 138 211 133 033 002 044
16 hope-hopelessness 2,17 0% 218 098 198 085 000 208 215
17 aloof-outraged .17 112 121 107  L1.54 109 006 524 429
18 injure-kill 1.89 073 196 065 1.81 060 037 071 240
19 safe-fearful 1.83 099 1,82 1.00 198 072 000 134 144
20 empathetic-can’t
understand 1,79 1,19 1,86 106 166 1.04 017 064 1,64
III. Afan selling magazines
21 relaxed-startled 1.13 126 080 100 074 102 379 509 0,14
22 receptive-cautious 236 138 1.64 1.34 .67 1.38 1280 11.63 0.01
23 excited-unexcited 299 1.01 338 087 341 087 779 914 0.07
24 glad-angered 2.17 0.79 1.89 073 202 056 636 2.15 1.90
25 pleased-annoyed 245 103 217 105 228 092 332 136 0.57
26 indifferent-suspicious 1.2 134 1.28 1.15 .39 122 1190 775 040
27 tolerable-intolerable 1.59 1.07 097 103 100 1.01 1587 14.56¢ 0.05
28 afraid-secure 288 098 309 092 29 115 215 021 0.74
29 friend-enemy 1.90 087 156 085 1.54 086 757 7.94 0.01

30 unprotected-protected 264 105 288 095 272 097 265 032 1.18

IV. Corner of loitering men

31 relaxed-tensed 231 129 1.71 142 1,30 1,22 898 2966 435
32 pleased-angered 201 087 1.57 085 167 073 1221 832 072
33 superior-inferior 212 0B8R 224 068 196 049 121 192 8.11
34 smarter-dumber 1.65 090 1.78 049 1,70 0.61 143 020 089
35  whiter-blacker 1.43 1.00 1.99 1.04 1.98 099 1398 14.11 0.01
36 aggressive-passive 2.4% 128 291 1.17 28% 116 574 492 004

* Scale A to E (Numerical equivalent, 0 to 4),
t See Table 1 for complete situalion.
4 All F-values larger than 4.66 are significant beyond .10 (Sheffé).
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Table 11, Means, Standard Deviations, and F-Values for Forms A, B, and C (cont.)

37 safe-unsafe 221 126 1.87 1.15 138 1.17 3.77 2170 1.9%
38 friendly-unfriendly 1.63 0.95 1.31 098 1.21 1.00  4.95 8.40 Q46
39 excited-unexcited 225 120 273 104 289 124 3873 1285 (.83
40 trivial-important 1.80 099 1.79 034 1.74 084 000 016 0.13

V. Friend becomes engaged
41 aggressive-passive 238 114 313 1.04 281 111 21.75 o667 403
42 happy-sad 1.00 1.13 093 097 1.41 1.02 018 674 10.43
43 tolerable-intolerable 081 1.09 046 086 073 09 589 025 4.18
44 complimented-insnlted  1.88 0.60  1.82 061 203 044 046 374 7.13
45 angered-overjoyed 252 0%0 256 085 219 070 007 775 997
46 secure-fearful 142 106 100 099 134 1.07 747 020 499
47 hopeful-hopeless 139 106 098 097 1.33 106 768 0.15 5.51
48 excited-unexcited 282 1,19 333 1.04 303 111 971 159 352
49 right-wrong 1.18 1.09 083 1.03 1.22 112 494 007 5.88
50 disgusting-pleasing 281 099 273 087 247 080 030 665 4.59

V1. Stopped by policeman
51 calm-nervous 263 137 217 155 180 146 458 1582 2.67
52 trusting-suspicious 226 120 160 124 192 137 1324 309 274
53 afraid-safe 1.77 1.13 210 138 230 125 384 926 1.22
54 friendly-unfriendly 1.34 1.27 1.16 1.12 1.27 1.19 1.10  0.17 0.42
55 tolerant-intolerant 140 1.17 112 117 132 1.13 268 023 136
56 bitter-pleasant 236 120 217 119 216 114 122 143 Q.00
57 cooperative-

uncooperative 1.21 1.18 1.09 1.21 1.10 126 050 039 000
58 acceptive-belligerent 1.29 1.16 1.29 1.14 1.27 1.14 000 002 0.02
59 inferior-superior 1.6% 098 187 088 1.89 093 162 195 0.03
60 smarter-dumber 1.60 086 187 072 166 078 534 024 3154

VII. Person joins social group
61 warm-cold 1.42 0.93 1.16 1.09 1.42 097 3.02 000 3.00
62 sad-happy 283 086 284 09 266 084 0.0 1.93 1.98
63 superior-inferior 1.82 0.64 206 0.55 1.84 039 7.23 0.10 8.81
64 threatened-neutral 296 1.15 343 098 3.19 1.02 9.11 210 269
65 pleased-displeased 1.55 0.9a 1.57 091 1.60 080 0.01 0.13  0.07
66 understanding-

indifferent 125 09 1.52 139 143 141 250 1.14 (.18
67 suspicious-trusting 257 095 308 0593 276 1.11 1330 143 449
68 disappointed-elated 2.54 0.31 2.51 080 229 071 0.07 509 392
69 favorable-unfavorable 095 09 067 094 092 100 404 003 3.14
70 uncomfortable-

comfortable 255 102 292 100 272 098 614 130 184

VIII. Youngster steals
71 surprising-not surprising 2.66 146 204 1.21 233 132 9.69 254 238
72  sad-happy 1.31 1.00 1.33  1.15 1.28 091 0.03 0.05 0.13
73 disinterested-interested 260 125 1.94 1.38 1.89 1.43 11.33 1277 Q.07
74 close-distant 1.53 1.31  1.80 135 207 148 187 698 160
75 understandable-baffling 134 116 143 112 142 1.15 031 023 0.00
76 responsible-

not responsible 225 128 207 1.23 1.91 1.12 0.93 3.55 0.79
77 concerned-unconcerned 143 125  1.76 123 202 136 326 964 191
78 sympathy-indifference 1.76 1.23 1.79 1.24 211 147 0403 3.17  2.52
79  expected-unexpected 1.55 1.14 229 107 212 095 2025 1349 122
80 hopeful-hopeless 1.95 100 183 093 198 089 064 005 1.14

16 Scandinavian Political Studies
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Table If. Means, Standard Deviations, and F-Values for Forms A, B, and C (cont.)

IX. Campus demonstration

81 bad-pood 270 123 301 098 277 115 356 014 238
B2 understanding-indifferent 1.14 132 1.18 1.35 128 134 004 051 025
83 suspicious-trusting 237 109 274 091 246 116 633 025 348
84 safe-unsafe 1.45 102 146 1.07 144 1,07 000 000 001
85 disturbed-undisturbed 217 108 263 107 242 1.08 B854 249 1.74
86 justified-unjustified 1.28 1.04 1.13 093 167 1.10 097 6.10 1236
87 tense-calm 243 119 272 127 269 122 268 221 0.03
88 hate-love 238 082 237 076 229 071 002 0.9 0.51
89 wrong-right 269 1.04 272 095 237 109 004 431 548
90 humorous-serious 242 1.11 280 111 261 1.06 551 1.50 1.36

X. Only person standing
91 fearful-secure 287 113 267 114 281 112 1,51 Q.14 073
92 tolerable-intolerable 094 113 09 1.16 086 1.06 000 025 022
93  hostile-indifferent 3.33 097 324 103 330 108 034 004 013
94 important-trivial 273 114 286 1.12 283 105 017 008 0.02
95 conspicuous-

inconspicuous 235 133 207 1.57 220 144 176 0.55 0.35
96 calm-anxious 0.85 111 037 1.14 097 1.08 033 042 146

97 indignant-understanding 3.11 1.04 292 1,12 288 093 133 245 0.08
98 comfortable-

uncomfortable 1.57 1,20 1.5¢ 1.18 1.57 1.02 0.18 0.00 016

99 hate-love 232 0,77 223 074 221 065 060 1.07 005

100 not resentful-resentful 093 112 073 099 086 1.11 1.52 018 Q.61

Table II shows the results when F-values are computed for each combination of
forms used in this experiment. First results for Forms A and B are compared. This
allows us to measure the degree of difference resulting from the insertion of negre
in the social situations used in the SAS. When this is done, 32 of the 100 items show
significant differences between the forms.! Since we could expect only nine tests
in a hundred to be significant by chance, these results suggest that the data for
Form B deserve further analysis.'®* When the post hoc results for Forms A and C
are compared to measure the effects of sydiandske fremmedarbejdere, 26 of the
items show significant differences between the forms.

In order to measure any congruence between the attitudes displayed toward the
two outgroups (B and C), F-values were also computed for Forms B and C, While
the SAS methodology provides us with a reference or norm group for each experi-
mental group (the respondents to Form A), comparisons between Forms B and C
may provide us with further evidence on the types of social situations which elicit
similar response patterns from participants and the types of situations which
result in basically different responses. When Forms B and C are compared here,
15 situations elicit significantly different responses. Ten of these 15 differences are
found to occur in situations I (family moves next door) and V (friend becomes
engaged).
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There is no empirical evidence produced by the SAS as to the positivity or
negativity of either item pole. If goodness or badness is ascribed to either pole on
the basis of the social desirability of the dimension involved, however, the sig-
nificant mean differences within each situation are consistent. For example, if we
examine the ten items used in situation IIT (man selling magazines), we find that
the insertion of either negre or sydlandske fremmedarbejdere into the situation
leads the respondents to feel more positive toward the situation than is true if no
group identification is provided (Form A). Form B means are consistently more
positive (pro-black) for situations I, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, and IX. These re-
sults are in sharp contrast to the findings for American students on Form B, where
results were overwhelmingly anti-black for eight of the 10 situations.!?

What the Danish students reveal here is a substantial and consistent pro-black
orientation in their attitude patterns. Like their American counterparts, they
approve of blacks in situations involving minimal social contact, such as selling
magazines or serving as policemen. But unlike American students they also indi-
cate a substantial bias in favor of blacks for the situations which represent the most
intimate types of individual social contact. Danish students would rather have their
friend become engaged to a neger; they would rather have a neger join their social
group; they would prefer having a neger move in next door to them. They are also
less frightened by the loitering men when they are blacks, less disturbed by the
youngster who steals when he is black, and more positively disposed toward the
campus demonstration when blacks are the demonstrators. Only the situations in-
volving rape and a person standing on the bus find no significant bias in favor of
blacks over plain everyday Danes.

When the comparisons between Forms A and C are examined, a substantially
different attitude pattern emerges toward the Mediterranean foreign worker. Dan-
ish students are positively disposed to Mediterranean foreign workers selling
magazines or serving as policemen. They also exhibit less fear of the idea of for-
eign workers loitering on the corner than they do when just any five young men
are loitering there, and they adopt a more passive stance toward the child of a for-
eign worker who steals in a dimestore. When it comes to those social situations
which exhibit a substantial degree of intimacy, however, negative attitudes com-
parable to those among American students toward blacks surface quite clearly.
When their friend becomes engaged to a sydlandsk fremmedarbejder, they are
significantly more aggressive, more sad, more angered, and more disgusted by
the situation. The evidence on the situations involving the new neighbor (situa-
tion I) and the person joining their social group (situation VII) is less dramatic
than with the engagement situation, but the results again lean significantly toward
the negative pole when the Mediterranean worker is included in the situation.
‘When comparisons between Forms B and C are made, the more negative attitudes
toward the Mediterranean foreign worker compared with the blacks are even more
evident. The results for situation IX also show a nepative attitude toward the
Mediterrancan student demonstration. While a black student demonstration is
judged to be more serious than a regular demonstration with students, indicating
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more trust in the blacks and a feeling of being less disturbed by them, the Mediter-
ranean students’ demonstration would be judged comparatively both wrong and
unjustified.

5. Discussion and Interpretation

At a time when serious questions are being raised about the nature of foreign im-
migration to Denmark, the preliminary results of this study deserve further exam-
ination. The Danes have generally been considered a very tolerant and accepting
people. Their abhorrence of racial prejudice in the United States, South Africa,
and Britain is understandable and admirable. This study shows that Danish stu-
dents have developed a highly sympathetic and idealized image of black people.
But one finds only a handful of blacks living in Denmark at present, and the few
blacks who do live in Denmark are almost never employed in low status jobs.
Therefore, such an attitude sel must be attributed, at least in part, to the wide-
spread attention which prejudice and discrimination toward blacks in other coun-
tries has received in Denmark.18

The influx of Mediterranean peoples into Denmark is a fairly recent phenom-
enon. Danish immigration policy allows such immigration only to fill jobs which
Danes themselves do not desire. This supply of Turks, Yugoslavs, Italians, and
Grecks provides Denmark with a significant portion of its unskilled labor in its low-
status occupations today. Membership in the Common Market and general eco-
nomic expansion are likely to increase pressures to bring even more foreign laborers
into Denmark. Yet these very preliminary results from what may well be one of
Denmark’s most ‘progressive’ social groups — its students!® — suggest that the
roots for substantial group conflict are definitely present. Danish society remains
one of the most homogeneous among the more developed nations. But the Danes
have had their problems with a German minority along their southern border and
chose, after World War II, not to enlarge these problems by raising territorial claims
to large portions of Schleswig and Holstein.2?

While preliminary results from a pilot study of 274 Danish university students
cannot be used as a basis for policy decisions, the results here suggest that policy
concerning the sydlandske fremmedarbejdere could prove crucial to Danish so-
ciety in the decades to come, It cannot be assumed that mere goodwill and a lack
of serious tension at present will prevent difficulties in the future. The study of
other cultures suggests that mere social contact will not guarantee either peace or
understanding among hostile groups once an outgroup is established within a so-
ciety.! Such hostility may be in the process of developing in Denmark at present.
Even when outgroups enter a society in an equal status capacity, the avoidance of
prejudiced attitudes and hostile group attitudes is difficult. In Denmark, the frem-
medarbejdere almost always enter the country in an inferior status capacity.

In an important summary of the research on the effects of contact between
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ethnic and racial groups, Amir?? concludes that unless contact takes place under
favorable conditions it is likely to result in increased intergroup tension and prej-
udice. Unfavorable conditions include a relatively higher status for one group in
the society.

6. Concluding Remarks

This study has definite and obvious limitations. It has been restricted to a limited
number of university students. It has attempted to adapt a methodology, originally
developed for measuring American race prejudice, to an instrument for measur-
ing a broader range of prejudicial attitudes than that measured in the United
States. As a result, some of the situations in the SAS may be less relevant to Den-
mark, and some of the semantic differential pairs have proved awkward in their
translation into Danish.

Despite these limitations, the implications of the results reported here bear
further examination, and additional research on these questions would seem
justified. Denmark is a consensus-oriented society with a social and political sys-
tem which minimizes overt conflict among the ruling elites and within the society
as a whole. If substantial Mediterranean immigration to Denmark is to continue,
programs for strengthening the ‘Danish-ness’ of immigrants may well be in order.
The further education of Danes concerning the norms and cultures of the immi-
grant groups would also seem to be worth consideration.?* Planning for such pro-
grams now before overt hostilities among Danes and outgroups become serious
could prevent substantial minority conflict in Denmark in the decades ahead.
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In Aarhus the questionnaires were distributed by teachers at the Institute of Political Sci-
ence under the direction of P. Nannestad Olsen. Administrators at Aarhus were fully
aware of the purposes of the questionnaires and followed the same instructions followed
in Copenhagen. '

By seeking a heterogencous group of this type, we were attempting to replicate the Mary-
land population originally discussed by Sedlacek and Brooks, ep.cit, 1970. Students in
their first two years at the university are overrepresented in the present study, and stu-
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the study. Previous work by Sedlacek and Brooks sugpests that this is not likely to be of
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J. M. Sakoda, G. H. Cohen and G. Beall, *Tests of Significance for a Series of Statistical
Tests', Psychological Bulletin 51 (1954), pp. 172—-175.

The items which were statistically significant between the Copenhagen and Aarhus partici-
pants were as follows: 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 25, and 95, Five of the seven items are clustered
on situation II where Aarhus respondents were significantly more ‘disgusted by', ‘re-
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is very difficult to predict whether Denmark represents a potential utopia for blacks or
simply another potential pit of white racism.
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liams, Jr., Strangers Next Door, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1964, pp. 274—
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