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ABSTRACT

Anélysis of a 1964 national survey reveals that residents of the
South display a much higher level of anti-black prejudice than
residents of the Nonsouth, but the regions differ only slightly on
measures of anti-Semitism and anti-Catholic and anti-immigrant pre-
judice and on certain psychological measures——authofitarianism,.
anomia, and psychic inadequacy. This'pattern persists even after
introducing controls for degree of urbanization, education, income,
and occupational sfatus. Those who spent most of their childhood in
one region bﬁt later moved to the other have tended to assume attitudes
téward blacks that are intermediate between the views of those who
remained in the South and those who remained in the Nonsouth. All of
this evidence tends té support a subcultural rather than a psychological
or personality interpretation of the higher levels of anti-black pre-
judice in the South. The analysis shows, however, that the.variation
of individuals around the mean could be explained in virtually the same
way in both the South and the Nonsouth. Similar factors appear to
predisppsé individuals to accept prejudiced beliefs, nbrms, and values
in bofh regions, but the anti-black pfejudices that they are socialiéed‘

to accept tend td be more extreme in the South.
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REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN‘PREJUDICE:
SUBCULTURAL VS. PERSONALITY EXPLANATIONS

I. Introduction

It is conventional wisdom that the South is becoming
"Americanized"--that it is losing its cultural distinctiveness as
a coﬁsequence of urbanizafion, industrializétion, rising levels of
education, and the impact of the national mass media.' This
assumption has been challenged, at least in parﬁ, by a few socio-
logists. Reed (1972) utilized national poll data to demonstrate
that, even after controlling on differences in education, occupation,
and urbanization, southerners still tended to differ Substantially
from nonsoutherners in their sense of attachment.to the local com-
munity, inbtheir attitudes toward the private use of fbrce and
violence, and in their religibus beliéfs and'practiCes.“ Glenn and

Simmons (1967) examined an even wider variety of attitudes and

beliefs and also found large differences between the South and

Nonsouth on most questions. They foundlin addition that the regional
differentials'tended to be more pronounced among the youngef than

the older respondents, which suggests that many of the regional
differences in attitudes‘are not disappearing. In a more recent
analysis, Glenn (1974) confirmed that the differentials between

South and Nonsouth on most questions were as great in the 1960s as
they had been in the 1950s. There was a substantial reduction in
regional differences only on some questions regarding minority groups.

Reed (1972) chose not to examine racial attitudes on the

ground that, although a regional difference persists, there has been
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a dramatic reduction in amti-black prejudice in the South since the
early 1940s and a convergence with the racial views of whites in
other regions. He preferred to focus on aépects of the southern
subculture that have not been considered so "important' that there
have been concentrated efforts to eradicate them. Yet it is the
greater level of anti-black prejudice in the South that is widely
regarded as one of the most distinctive qualities of the South
(cf. Ferguson, 1972). As Reed himself points out (1972:25), a 1957
Gallup Poll found that nonsoutherners stereotyped southerners as
"intolerant," '"bigoted," and “segregationist." Liberal-minded
southerners who have moved to other sections of the country find
to their conste?nation that nonsoutherners sometimes assume, on
tﬁe basis of their southern accents, that they are bigots and
attribute to them racist beliefs that they abhor (cf. Killian, 1970:
33, 114; Morris, 1967:404, 1971:170). In a 1960 survey Middleton
(1961) found that most doctoral candidates at leading American
universities were reluctant to consider any teaching positions in the
South, primarily because of their image of the South as a stronghold
of racial bigotry and their fear that the southern culture would have
an undesirable influence on their children's character and ideals.

In this paper I shall examine the question of whether the South
differs from other regions of the country in levels of prejudice
toward four groups: blacks, Jews, Roman Catholics, and immigrants.
shall be concerned not only with the simple empirical generalizations
but more importantly with the implications of the regional patterns
for theories about the nature and causes of racial, ethnic, and

religious prejudice.
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One of the central issues in the study of prejudice is the extent

to which prejudice may be expléined‘as a cdnsequence of personality -

and psychological factors or as the result of socialization to
cultural norms of prejudice. Psychological explanations of prejudice

have been very popular since the publication of The Authoritarian

Persopnality (Adorno et al., 1950), but many sociologists (e.g., Rose,
1956; Pettigrew, 1953; 1959; Rhyne, 1962) have insisted that
cultural or subcultural norms are a major source of at léast some
types of prejudice. Pettigrew (1958) and Rhyne (1962)'carried out
small studies that suggested that anti-black prejudice was greater
in the South than in other regions of the U.S5. and that the regional
difference could not be attributed to psychological factors. They
concluded that the greater anti—black'préjudice in the South was
probably due to a special set of norms embedded in the southern
subculture. Building on the work of Péttigrew and Rhyne, I shall argue
along the same lines:in this paper, thoﬁgth shall employ a natibnal
sample, a greater variety of measures of prejudice and psychologicai
charactéfistics; and more complex analytic techniques. I shall alsdv
consider a number of important related queétions that the earlier
authors toﬁched on only Briefly or not at all. More specifically,
I shall attempt to anéwer the following‘questions:

1. Is‘fhere a higher level of_prejudice-toward blacks,.Jews,b
Roman Catholics,band immigrants in the Soutﬁ than in the Nonsouth?

2. 1f prejudiée toward a giﬁen minority is higher in tﬁe South,
can this be attributed to the'iowef educational levels(and lesser
degree 6f urbanization and economic devélopment in the South? Can we

[

expect that prejudice in the Soﬁthvwill deciine as the South becomes
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more like the Nonsouth with respect to education, urbanization, income,
and occupational structure?

3. What can regional differences in the different types of pre-
judice tell us about the relative merits of personality vs. subcultural
explanations of prejudice? Here I shall consider regional variations
in different types of prejudice and in measures of psychological
characteristics. I shall also consider the attitudes of those who have
migrated from one region to another.

4, Can variations in prejudice within the South be accounted for

in the same way as variations in prejudice within the Nonsouth?

II. Previous Research on Regional Differences in Prejudice

Before describing the analysis carried out in this study, I shall
summarize the findings of previous research on differences between the
South and Nonsouth in levels of prejudice toward blacks, Jews, Roman
Catholics, and immigrants. The data on regional differences have not,
for the most part, been subjected to refined analyses, and many of
these findings are based on crude cross tabulations by region.

From the great volume of previous surveys and research on anti-
black prejudice, there can be little doubt that overt expressions of
anti~black prejudice are substantially higher in the South (Bureau
of Intelligence, 1942; Knapp, 1944; Roper, 1947; Stouffer et al., 1949;
Hyman and Sheatsley, 1956, 1964; Erskine, 1962, 1967, 1967-68, .1968a,
1968b, 1968-69; Brink and Harris, 1963, 1967; Gallup Opinion Index,
Nos. 1, 3, 7, 12, 14, 16, 24, 35, 37, 40, 41, 46, 51,‘58, 59, 62, 75

77; Sheatsley, 1966; Glenn and Simmons, 1967; Schwartz, 1967; Selznick
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and Steinbefg, 1969; The Harris Survey Yearbook of Public Opinion 1970,
1971; Greeley and Sheatsley, 1971; Campbell, 1971). As several investi~-
gators have commented, region of residence appeafs to be the most
important correlate of anti-black prejudice; the differences between
South and Nonsouth arevgenerally greater than the differences between
various population groups within the same region (J. Noel, 1971:62;
Schwartz, 1967:48; Sheatsley, 1966:311-2).

Somgkaﬁthors_(for example, Lyman, 1973:90—95)‘sugge5t.that the
différenceg between.the South and Nonsouth are not as pronounced as
earlier scholars have assumed. Institutionalized racism may operate
in the Nonsouth in more subtle ana less overt ways. In this anaiysis,
however, I do not have the data to coﬁsider thé more subtle types of
racisﬁ; I am limited to examining only those overt statements eliéited
dufing a formal interview. It may also be true, és southerneré
often claim, that whites'outside_the South are actually just as
negétiVe toward blacks as white southerners are; but they afe more
circumspect and.tend not to admit their prejudices publiély. I am
inclined to agree that there probably is more hypocrisy in.the
Nonsouth, with private bigots sometimes presenting themselves publicly
as tolerant, broadminded citizens. Yet, the very fact that they
feel it necessary to assume this mask--whereas white southerners
generally do not-—suggests that the norms of the regional subculture
in the Nonsouth are less supportive of anti-black prejudice than in
the South. We should bear in mind, however, that the figures from
surveys may overstate somewhat the regional difference in true

feelings toward blacks.
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1f previous research on regional differences in anti-black pre-
judice is relatively clear, the same is not true with regard to anti-
Semitism. There is some evidence that does tend to support the
popular notion that anti-Semitism has been particularly intense in the
South. In the early years of this century there were strains of anti-
Semitism and nativism in the Populist movement, which was strong
primarily in the South and Midwest. Tom Watson, the most important
of the southern Populist leaders, carried out an unremitting anti-
Semitic propaganda campaign in the 1910s, and in Georgia his incitement
of popular feeling against the Jews led to the lynching of Leo Frank-—-

' Watson was able to capitalize. on the

America's "Captain Dreyfus.'
popular anti-Semitism to increase the circulation of his newspaper and
magazine and to revilatize his flagging political career in Georgia
(Roche, 1963:88-91; Golden, 1965; Lipset and Raab, 1970:97-99). The
resurgent Ku Klux Klan of the 1920s also employed anti-Semitic appeals.
The Ku Klux Klan of this period was actually a national phenomenon, but
it had its origin and initial successes in the South. Between 1915 and
1944 it drew approximately 36 percent of its two million or more

members from the South--as compared with 31 percent of the total popula-
tion living in the South (Jackson, 1967:237, 21; Chalmers, 1965). In
the 1950s and 1960s the much reduced Ku Klux Klan became once more a
largely southern organization, like the original Ku Klux Klan of
Reconstruction. In this recent period the activities of the Klan
organizations have been directed primarily against blacks, but anti-

Semitism has continued to be a strong Klan theme (Chalmers, 1965:

351-2).
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A number of surveys havg élso shown that southerners are somewhat
more likely to accept anti-Jewish stereotypes, to say they would
reject a qualified Jewish candidate for President, and to disapprove
of intermarriage between Jews and non-Jews (Glenn and Simmons, 1967;
Selznick and Steinberg, 1969; Gallup Opinion Index, Nos. &4, 24, 41,
46; R. Williams, 1964; Hoge and Carroll, 1973). Selznick and Steinberg,
however, found that anti;Semitism was higher in the South only among
rural residents~-not among those living in urban afeas.

Evans (1973) believes that‘these surveys have failea to grasp
the complexity'of the.attitudes of southerners, and he.questions
whether the results are meaningful. He maintains that the survey
findings are at variance with the subjective experience of most
southermn Jews, who do not feel that they afe living in a particularly

threatening environment. Perhaps the reason for this is that Jews

constitute less than 1 percent of theApopulation in the'South, as
cgmpared with 8 percent in the Northeast, and hence have low social
visibilify in the South. (See Table 1.) chWilliams (1947:112)

has suggested that stereoﬁypes may be accepted almost everywhere,
bgt discriminatién tends to be greatést in those areas where there
are sufficient numbers of Jews for them to be regarded as serious'
group coméetitors.. Killian (1970:77) has also exﬁressed the view
that anti-Semitism in the South has a somewhat different character
from that found in northeastern cities. 1In most parts of the éouth,
Jews have been simply abstract, symbolic objects of prejudice--
not flesh~-and-blood people encountered in daily life, Evans (1973)

also suggests that a higher level of anti-black and anti-Catholic
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feeling in the South may serve to reduce anti-Semitism: the more
numerous and visible blacks and Catholics serve as "lightening rods"
for prejudice, deflecting antagonism away from the Jews.

There is, indeed, some evidence that does support the view that
there is a somewhat lower level of anti-Semitic prejudice and dis~-
crimination in the South. A Fortune survey in 1936 found that
residents in the Southeast were less likely than those in other
regions to agree that Germany would be better off if it drove out
the Jews (Erskine, 1965-66:662-3). A smaller proportion of the
rumors that circulated during the early days of World War II were
anti-Semitic in the South than in other regions (Knapp, 1944). A
1946 Fortune survey found that the South was lower in anti~-Semitism
than the Northeast or Middle West but higher than the Far West
(Roper, 1964). Still another Fortune survey the following year,
using a confidential "secret ballot" technique, showed that
Southerners were less likely than those in other reglons to say that
Jews were getting too much economic and political power in the United
States (Roper, 1947). Crespi (1964) found that the Eichmann war—
crimes trial in Israel had a more favorable impact on attitudes
toward the Jewish people in the South than in other regions.
Finally, Anti-Defamation Léague studies have shown that country and
city clubs are less likely to discriminate against Jews in the South
than in any other region except the Far West (Anti-Defamation League,
1962), and that anti-Semitic incidents have not been more prevalent
in the South than in other regions (Evaﬂs, 1973). Some of these
bits of evidence relate more to discrimination than to prejudice,

but it is likely that discrimination has a reciprocal causal
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relationship with prejudice, and both represént aspects of anti-
Semitism.

The South, as the heartland of Protestant funaémentalism, has
a popular reputation for anti-Catholicism. Evidence from the
historical record, however, is mixed. Nineteenth century anti-
Catholic movements were strongest outside the South, particﬁlarly
in those areas with large concentrations of Catholic immigrants.
The anti-Catholic and nativist American Party--the "Know Nothings''--
was most successful in Massachusetts, though it also gained
victories in other northern states and even in some parts of the
South that had large Catholic populations, such as New Orleans
and Baltimore (Lipset and Raab, 1970:52-61). ﬁThé largest an;i_
Catholic organization of the late niﬁeteenth century ﬁas the
American Protective Association, with almost 2.5 million supporters
in the 18905. Yet this organization operéted largely outside the
South and was strongest in states that had large Catholic populétions.
It is estimated that less than 14 percent of the American Protectivé
Association's members lived in the South, whereas 32 percent of
the total U.S. population at the time lived in the South (Kinzer,
1964:178-80).

Anti-Catholicism was probably fhe most-important eleﬁent-ip
the ideology of the Ku Klux Klén in the 1920s, since Klan leaders:
generally considered Catholics to be a greater 'threat" than the
relatively unorganized and quiescent blacks (Cha;mers, 1965:32-3;
Jackson, 1967:20-6). Though Southerners were somewhat more
likely than non-Southerners to join the Ku Klux Klan, the largest

part of the Klan's membership in the 1920s was recruited outside
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the South. ‘In fact, the very success of the Klan outside the South
was probably due to its anti~Catholic emphasis. Popular feeling
against Catholics was exgcerbated during the 1928 Presidential
campaign of Alfred E. Smith, the first Catholic to be nominated by
a major party. Anti-Catholicism played a significant part in the
campaign againgt Smith, particularly in the South, and itvis generally
considered that religious prejudice was one of the principal reasons
for his defeat. Smith lost half of the hitherto "Solid South,"_but
even so, he gained most of his electoral votes in the South (Killian,
1970:75-7; Moore, 1956:145-200; Maddox and Fichter, 1966:53).

In the 1960 Presidential campaign there was also some opposition
to John F. Kennedy on the grounds of his religion, with the most
vocal anti-Catholic appeals once again being expressed in the South.
Though the anti-Catholic feeling probably never reached the intensity
that it did in 1928, Kennedy found it necessary to confront the
religious issue directly, beginning with the West Virginia primary.
Later, in one of the pivotal episodes of the campaign, he spoke
before the Greater Ministerial Assocliation of Houston, where he
affirmed his belief in the absolute separation of church and state.
He asked the Protestant ministers to judge him on the basis of his
record and his stands on the issues—-not "on the basis of these
pamphlets and publications we have all seen that carefully select
quotations out of context from the statements of Catholic Church
leaders, usually in other countries, frequently in other centuries,
and rarely relevant to any situation here. . . ." (White, 1961:

392, 101-108, 251~-262).
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The ﬁopular image of the South as a stronghold of aﬁfi—
Catholicism is ét least partially suéported by most éurvéys that
have sampled opinion in this area. The public has been asked
repeatedly by thé Gallup and Harris polls since 1937 whether they
would be willing to vote for a well-qﬁalified Catholic for President.
Though opposition toward a Catholic'candidatelhas substantially
decreased over the yéars, there has consistently been a greater : .
amount of opposition among those living in the South than in other -
regibns (Erskine, 1965:495-6; Gallup Opinion Index, Nos.'4, 24, 4i,
46) . fhe published'figures must be intefpreted §autious1y, since
Catholics are included in these tabulations, and there are fewer
Catholics in the South than in other éreas‘.‘(SeeATablé l.)
Reanélyzing one of the 1961 surveys, howevef, Gienn and Simmons
(1967:185) found that eveﬁ if one takes only Proﬁestants, the Soﬁth
still shows less support for a‘Catholic Presidential candidate.’
A Gallup Poll in 1968 found that people in the South were more
likely than those in other regions to disapprove.of marriage between
Catholics and Proteétants; but agéin We‘must interpret'fhe figures
cautiously, since Catholics were includea in the sample and Catholics
are much more likely to appove of intermarriage (Gallup.Opinion Index,
No. 41). In é general study of tolerance and attitudes towérd civil
libertiés, Stouffer (1955) also found a higher level of_anti—Catholicism
in the South. .Selznick and Steinberg (1969:116) reported tﬁat rural
southerners were more likely to agree that Catholics are getting too
much power in the United States than those living in rural areas in ' ..
other regions, but this was not the case among those liying in urban |

areas.. The 1947 "secret ballot' Fortune survey, on the other hand,
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TABLE 1

Percent of Population in Selected Minority Groups, by Region,
United States, 1970 .

Percent Percent

T Percent Percent Roman Foreign-
Region Black® Jewish** Catholic#*#* born*
South 19.0 1 11 2.1

North Central or

Midwest 8.1 1 26 3.3
Northeast or Fast 8.8 8 42 . 8.4
West 4.9 1 21 6.6
Total U.S. 11.1 3 26 4.7

1-Gallup regions defined somewhat differently from Census regions.

*Source: 1970 Census of Population: General Social and Economic
Characteristics, U.8. Summary, PC(1)-Cl.

*%Source: George Gallup, Jr. and John L. Davies III, eds., "Religion
in America, 1971," Gallup Opinion Index, No. 70, April,
1971, p. 70.
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found that the Southeast and Southwest did not differ from oﬁher
regions in the percent who éaid'that Catholics were getting too
much economic and political power (Roper, 1947). Since CathoiidS'
were included in these tébulations, it‘is possible thatAthe South
might actually have emerged with lower levels of anti—Catholicism
if the.views of non-Catholics alone were considered. In general,
however, the sur&ey evidence points to a somewhat greater amount
of anti-Catholicbfeéling in the South. |

There is only meager evidence available regarding regional
differences in attitudes toward immigrants, but is commonly. assumed
that a kind of xenophobia, insularity, and distrust‘of'foreigners
andAoutsiders characterizes the South. Historically;Aﬁativist
movements have probably been stronger 6utside the South'
especially in those areas where large numbers of immigrants settled.
Surveys in recent years tend to show, however, a soﬁewhat higher
level of anti4immigrant feeling among southerners. R. Williams
(1964:74) fodnd fhatAnon~JewiSh whites in Savannah, Georgia, were
far more likely to agree that ”thié country would be better off if
there were not so many foreigners here" than ﬁhose liviﬁg in |
Bakersfield, C;lifarnia, Eimira, New York, and Steubenville, Ohio.
A Gallup poll in’l965 showed that people in the South were somewhat
more oppoéed than those in other regions.ﬁo abolition of the dis—
érimingtory national qﬁota system of the imﬁigration law,.but'there
was little regional'difference in views regarding whether immigration

should be increased, decreased, or kept at the present level (Gallup

Opinion Index, No. 3).
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I11. Methods

The data analyzed in this paper come from a nationwide survey
of 1,975 adults conducted by NORC in October, 1964.l Although the
survey focused primarily on the topic of anti-Semitism, it included
many questions on anti-black prejudice and a few scattered questions
on other types of prejudice. It is, in fact, probably the richest
source of data on prejudice for a national sample of adults in the
United States that is currently available. It is valuable not
only for the large number of questions dealing directly with prejudice
but also-for the wealth of background and associated variables. The
basic analysis of the survey appears in Selznick and Steinbefg (1969),
but that report gives only brief and passing attention to regional
differences in prejudice.

NORC utilized probability methods in the sample selection down to
the block level. Within blocks the interviewers were instructed to
follow a prescribed travel route from a random start to fill quotas
based on age, sex, and employment status. Tﬁe use of a block quota
sample may have introduced some bias in the sample, but probably not
a great deal (Sudman, 1966). Key variables, such as education,
religion, age, and sex, have highly similar distributions in the 1964
NORC survey and in the 1964 Population Survey of the Bureau of the
Census (Selznick and Steinberg, 1969:xvi).

The boundaries of the South and other regions of the United
States have been defined in various ways by different investigators.
In this énalysis I have followed the Census definitions for the four
major regions: South, Northeast, North Central, and West. This is

also the regional classification routinely used by NORC. According
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to ﬁhis classification the South is cemprised of the eieven.states
that made up the Confederacy during the Civil War (Virginia, North
Carolina,vSouth Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Tennessee, Alabama,
Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas) plus a number of Border
states (Oklahoma, Keﬁtucky, West Virginia, Maryland, Delaware,
District of Columbia). Few disagree over the inclusion of the
Confederate states in the "South,'" with the possible exception of
Texas. The Border states are more problematic., Yet Reed (1972:
15-19) has shown that both of these groups of states tend to have
higher scores on his Index of Southern Pfeference, calculated from
a set of questions asked by the Gallup Poll in 1957. 1Im terms of
people's sense of identification with the South, then, the Census‘
eategorizatien appears to be meaningful.

The total number of interviews from the NORC survey in each
region is as follows: South, 613; Northeast, 474;‘North CEnfral, 575;
aﬁd West, 313, Within the southern regien, there are 458 from the
former Confederate states and 155 from the Border states. When I
examined prejudice foward'a'particular‘grbup, I excluded members of
that greup'from the sample. There are 244 blacks, 61 Jews, 511
Roman Catholics, and 152 foreign—bo;nvpersons in the total samp le

of 1975. Hence, in most cases in the analysis, the sample size was

somewhat reduced. I emplbyed the entire sample, however, in de-

termining whether or not there were regional differences in the
personality variables. |

To measure personality variables and the various types of
prejudice toward minorities, I constructed a number qf scales. My

first step in the construction of a scale was to carry out a



16

factor analysis of those items from the survey that appeared to me to
be substantively relevant. I employed Rao's canonical factor analysis
(Rao, 1955) and examined the resulting factor loadings both before and
after a varimax rotation. I then selected those items that appeared
to be clustered together and subjected them to item analysis procedures.
I examined item to total correlations with a Curetom correction
(Cﬁreton, 1966) and calculated alpha reliability coefficients (€rombach,
1951) for different combinations of items. Generally, I selected the
combination of items that yielded the highest alpha for the final scale.
I also employed Heise and Bohrnstedt's factor analytic approach to
calculate validity (pyg), invalidity (WZ), and reliability (Q) coef-
ficients (Heise and Bohrnstedt, 19703 Smith, 1974). These calculations
were based on separate factor analyses (Rao's canonical) for the items
of each scale. The number of factors extracted in each case was
equal to the number of eigenvalues greater than one (up to a maximum
of nine factors). The coefficients were calculated from the loadings
on the first unrotated factor.

.The items included in each of the personality and prejudice
measures and the validity, invalidity, and reliability coeffi-
cients for the scales are shown below.2 The items were scored
by assigning numbers in serial order to the responses, logically
ordered. The item scores were then transformed to standard
scores with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. The
standard scores for all the items constituting a scale were
summed, and then the total scale scores were converted to trans-

formed standard scores with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation
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of 15. As a consequence of these operations, each item in a scale
is equally weighted, regardless of its sténdard deviation. Furthermore,
each of thé measures of personality and prejudice has the same mean.
(50) and standard deviétion (15), which facilitatés comparisons by.
inspection.

I have used the analysis three personality Qariables theoretically
related to prejudice: the ¥ Scale, amomia, and psychié inadequacy.
The F Scale is composed of five items taken from Forms 40 or 45 of the
original scale developed by Adorno et al. (1950), and is designed to
measure authoritarian or anti-democratic tendencies. The Anomia Scale,
purportedly measuring a subjective sense of normlessness, coﬁsists
of three items taken from the Srole (1956) scale. Actually, the
factorianélysis revealed that all of the F Scale and Anomia items had
high loadings on the same rotated factor, which raises the question
whether they are feélly tappiﬁg different dimeﬂsions of attitudes

or personality. Because there is a substantial theoretical and

' research tradition behind each -of these concepts, however, I have

feséined themuas separate variables, The other personality variable,
Psychic Inadequacy, is distinct in the factor analysis. I havé
included in thg measure the five items employed by Selznick and
Steinberg (1969:163) plus one other.. The variable is intended as a
measure of'general.psycholégical distress, since if is sometimes
contended that prejudice sefves as a crutch for "cripﬁled” personali-
ties. Types of distress included in t%e»measure are ggneral wbrry,
finding oneself.unable to solve problems that come up, feeling lonely,
tending to go to pieces in a crisis, feeling unhappy, and worrying

quite a bit about what other people think of one.
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To measure Anti-Black Prejudice, I constructed a scale consisting
of ten items dealing with the acceptance of stereotyped beliefs about
blacks and support for discriminatory practices toward blacks. In a
factor analysis all ten items had high loadings on the first unrotated
factor. Selznick and Steinberg (1969:175) used only five of these
items for their Index of Anti-Negro Prejudice, but the reliability of
the scale is improved by the inclusion of the other five available
items as well. Unfortunately, eight of the ten items are worded in
such a way that an "agree' or '"yes' answer indicates prejudice. Thus,
it is possible that the measure may be contaminated to some degree by
an acquiescence response bias.

Since the survey was primarily concerned with anti-Semitism, a
great many items were available for the construction of measures of
this type of prejudice. A factor analysis of these items revealed
that most of them had high loadings on the first unrotated factor.
For both theoretical and methodological reasons, however, I chose
to construct two different scales to measure anti-Semitism rather
than one. The first is an Anti-Semitic Beliefs Scale consisting of
23 items that appear to measure primarily the cognitive dimension
of prejudice~-—-the acceptance of negative beliefs and stereotypes
about Jews. The scale is similar in nature to the ll-item Index og
Anti~Semitic Belief utilized by Selznick and Steinberg (1969:22),
but the longer scale has a somewhat higher reliability (@ = .897).
Jackman (1973) points out, however, that all of the items in the
Selznick and Steinberg scale are in the same 'direction''--that is,

a "yes" or "true'" answer indicates prejudice--and she maintains

that the scale is heavily confpunded with an education-related
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b

acquiescence response bias. Since 19 of the 23 items in the longer

scale are also in the same '"'direction,'" acquiescence response bias

is also a possibility ﬁere..

Fortunately, thé survey dontains a number of other ‘questions
about Jews that are not in an "agree-disagree" format and’thus are
not subjeét to "yeasaying' téndencies. These questions reflect
primarily the affective and conative dimensions of prejudice—-
expressions of hostility toward Jews and support for discriminatory
treatment of Jews. Jackman (1973), in her analysis of the data, used
three of these items to construct an Anti-Semitism Scale of Social
Distance feelings. I have constructed a siﬁilar Hostility Toward
Jews Scale that includes Jackman's thrée items plus'six others. All
nine items have reasonably high loadings on the first unrofated factor
in a factor analysis, and the nine-item scﬁle has a reliability (2) of
.696 (as compared with .489 for Jackman;s three-item scale). The
Hostility Toward Jews Scale, then, differs from the Anti—Semitic
Beliefs Scale in. two ways: it taps primarily the affective and conative
rather than the cognitive dimensions of anti-Semitism, and it is’v
clearly not subject to an acquiescence response bias.

Actually, I do-mot believe that acquiescence bias is as serious
a prbblem with the Anti-Semitic Beliefs Scale aé Jackman:(l973)
suggests. .She‘reported a cdrreiationvof,~;367 5etWeen.educatioh‘and
Selznick and Steinberg's Index of Anti-Semitic Belief (vulnerable'_
to acquiescence Biés).and a correlatién of only -.099 between education
and Her own Scale of Social Distance Feelings  (not vulnerable. to
Acquiesgence bias). On the basis oflawpath'anaiysis utilizing

unobserved variables for "method" and "anti-Semitism,'" she concluded
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that the higher correlation in the former instance was probably due to
an education-related acquiescence tendency. The measure that I
constructed, however, yielded markedly different results. With
nonwhites and Jews excluded (as in Jackman's analysis), education was
correlated with the Anti-Semitic Beliefs Scale at -.241 and with

3 Thus, I found that educa-

the Hostility Toward Jews Scale at -.284.
tion was more highly correlated with the measure that is not vulnerable
to acquiescence tendencies. Substituting my coefficients in
Jackman's equations for the solution of her path model, the model
breaks down and thus appears to be misspecified.4

There appear to be two principal reasons why my results differ
from those of Jackman. First, for the anti~Semitic belief items
Jackman treated "don't know'" responses as a positive indication of
prejudice and assigned them a weight intermediate between the weights
for prejudiced and nonprejudiced responses. I tend to regard 'don't
know" responses as more problematic and prefer to treat them as
"missing data." Hence, I substituted the integer value nearest the
mean. For most of the items there were substantial numbers of 'don't
know" responses—-generally at least 200. Because people with less
education have a greater general tendency to answer "don't know,"
Jackman's approach resulted in a somewhat higher negative correlation
between education and scores on fhe Selznick and Steinberg Index
of Anti-Semitic Belief. She found a correlation of -.367, whereas
the alternate method of scoring '"don't know'" responses would have

yielded a correlation of -.286 for the same ll-item scale. My own

23~item scale had a correlation of —-.241.
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Second, Jackman's three-item Anti-Semitism Scale of Social
Distance and my nine-item Hostility Toward Jews Scale differ in the
size of their correlations with education priﬁarily because of their
different'substanﬁivé cohtent. Jackman selected the three items
out of the total of nine that happened to have the lowest correlation
with educatioﬁ. Hence, her scale is correlated with education at
only —.099, whereas fhe total nine-item scale has a correlation of
-.282.

The final two measures-of prejudice are based on single
questions. Those who agreed that "Catholics are getting too much
power in the United States" were coded as anti-Catholic. 'If they
anSWered "Yes-True" to the statement, "It bbthers me to seé‘immigrants

" they were con-

succeeding more than Americans who were born here,
sidered to be anti-immigrant. These two measures have obvious
limitations. Their variance is limited by their dicﬁotomous nature,
they aré subject to acquiescence response bias, and their reliability
is unknown; More adequate measures cannot be constructed, however,
from the items that were included in the survey.

In attempting to answer the questions poéed in this article, I
have depended largely on multiple linear regressibn analysis.
Throughout the analysis I have employed the .05 criterion level
(two—taile&) in tests of statisffcal significance. To defefmine
whethervthere-weré problems.of multicollinearity in the sets of
variables utilized, I calculated Haitovsky's heuristic chi square
statistic (Haitovsky, 1969; Rockwell, 1975) for the models employed

in Tables 2 through 4. In each case the chi square value was
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sufficiently large to reject the null hypothesis that the determinant

of the matrix was zero--that is, that the matrix was singular.

IV. Regional Differences in Prejudice and Personality

Mean scores for the various types of prejudice and personality
characteristics are presented in the upper half of Table 2 for each
of the major regions of the U.S. The South is further subdivided
into a "Confederate" group of states that are unambiguously
"southern" in culture and a "Border' group of states that appear to
be marginal culturally as well as geographically.

Although the South had significantly higher means for all types
of prejudice except Anti-Catholic Prejudice, the regional differences
were generally small. It is only in the case of Anti-Black Prejudice
that the South had a substantially higher mean score than the
Nonsouth. The Confederate states had the highest level of Anti-Black
Prejudice, the Border states were second, and the three Nonsouth
regions ranged much lower, with the West being particularly low.

For the other types of prejudice there were only slight regional
variations. The Confederate and Border states had slightly higher
means than the other regions for the two measures of anti-Semitism
and for Anti-Immigrant Prejudice. It is noteworthy, however, that
the Border states were slightly higher than the Confederate states
on Hostility Toward Jews. In the case of Anti~-Catholic Prejudice
both the Border states and the North Central region had higher means
than the Confederate states. Except in the case of Anti—Bléck

Prejudice, then, the differences between the South and Nonsouth were



TABLE 2

MEAN AND ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES ON PREJUDICE AND OTHER SOCIAL PSYQHOLOGICAL
VARIABLES, BY REGION, FOR THE UNITED STATES, 1964

Mean Scores

Hostility
Anti-Black Anti-Semitic Toward Anti-Catholic Anti-Tmmigrant Psychic
Region Prejudice* Beliefgk* Jews*#* Prejudice®*#* Prejudicet F Scaleft Anomiatt Inadequacytt

South 60.35 51.51 52.72 50.50 51.98 51.60 52.55 51.71
Confederate 61.85 51.75 52.43 50.11 52.43 52.17 53.00 51.63
Border 56.58 50.77 53.63 51.68 50.62 49.90 51.24 51.96

Nonsouth 46.20 49.31 48.74 49.64 49.00 49,27 48.86 49.21
North Central 47.89 49.86 51.02 50.29 49.29 49.48 49.45 49.29
Northeast 45.69 48.46 46.81 49.40 49.18 49.71 48.94 49.60
West 43.79 49.48 47.26 48.78 48.23 48.23 47.64 48.49

Adjusted Mean Scores#

South 59.80 50.87 51.66 49.51 51.33 50.63 51.35 50.90
Confederate 61.56 51.14 51.64 49,25 51.71 51.10 51.85 50.82
Bo#der : 55.22 50.00 51.74 50.27 50.14 49.21 49.84 51.12

. Nonsouth 46.43 49.61 749.24 50.27 49.32 49.71 49.40 49,58
North Ceﬁtral 47.75 49.86 50.96 © 50.29 49.35 49.53 49.46 49.35
Northeast 4&.29 49.06 47.84 50.83  49.84 50.63 50.10 50.32
West 44,01 49.88 47.99 49.66 48.56 48.63 48.23 48.90

#Means adjusted through regression analysis to be those for persons at the mean on the following variables:
years of education, white collar vs. blue collar occupation of head, farm vs. nonfarm occupation of head, family income

*Blacks excluded from sample (N = 1731)

**Jews excluded from sample (N = 1914)

***Roman Catholics excluded from sample (N = 1464)

TForeign-born excluded from sample (N = 1823)

F+tIncludes total sample (N = 1975)

size of community,

€T
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very small, and for two of the measures--Hostility Toward Jews and
Mnti-Catholic Prejudice--the Confederate states did not have the
highest means.

Most previous investigators have reported that residents of the
South tend to have somewhat higher scores on the F scale measure
of authoritarianism. These findings have generally been based on
studies of a limited number of communities (Noel and Pinkney, 1964)
or of nonprobability samples of college students (Christie and Garcia,
1951; Milton, 1952; Smith and Prothro, 1957). On the other hand,
Pettigrew (1959) found no difference in F Scale scores for white
adults living in a number of small towns in the South and in New
England. Five F Scale items were included in an NORC national
survey in 1953, however, and J. Williams (1966) found that persons
" in the South more often gave authoritarian answers than did those
in other regions, even after introducing controls for age and
education.

The higher level of F Scale scores in the South is confirmed by
the data presented in the upper part of Table 2, Those living in
the South had significantly higher means not only on the F 8cale,
but also on Anomia and Psychic Inadequacy. The regional differences,
however, were small and did not appear to be sufficiently large to
explain the higher level of Anti-Black Prejudice in the South. The
very fact that there was a large South-Nonsouth difference for
Anti-Black Prejudice but not for the other types of prejudice is also
an embarrassment to most personality theories of prejudice. These
theories tend to emphasize individual personality predispositions to

prejudice and do not give adequate attention to the question of why
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certain minoritieé may be singled out as targéts foriprejudice. If
prejudice were a simple function of personality predispositions, one
would expect essentially the same regional patterns for each type
of prejudice. That is clearly not the case here. The patterns of
the data tend réther to support a subcultural view. A speciél
regional subculture appears to be responsible for the substantially
higher level of Anti-Black Prejudice among those living in the
- South—-particularly those in the states of the old Confederacy.

Whatkis'the nature of this distinctive énti—Black Southern
subculture? Numerous studies of racist attitudes, segregationist
voting, lynchings, and school desegregation in the South have shown.
that hostility toward blacks tends to be inversely related to
urbanism, education, occupational status, income, and economic
prosperity (Pettigfew and Cramer, 1952; Sheatsley, 1966; Matthews and
Prothro, 1966; Schwartz, 1967). The South has for a long period been
less urbanized, less industrialized, and less prosperous than other

regions; Can the higher levels of anti-black prejudice in the South

thus be attributed to the rural character and educational and economic .

backwardness of thé‘whiﬁeé‘in the region? This indeed has been a
popular argument among social scientists (Myrdal, 1944:462-6; Key,
1949:673; Rose, 1956:175; Spengler, 1963; Mayo, 1964; Nicholls,
1964:40; Reissman, 1966). They have pointed out that the South ié
changing rapidly and is becoming more like the rest of the United
States in terms of urbanization, industrialization, occupational
composition, and levels of income and education. vThey have sﬁggested
that this "Americanization" of the South will bring a moderation

of anti-black prejudice, eventually leading to a disappearance of the

South~Nonsouth differential.
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Thompson (1963) and Blumer (1965) have voiced some skepticism
about this argument. Both have maintained that urbanization,
education, and economic development are by themselves unlikely to
bring a fundamental alteration in the structural position of blacks
in the South. Blumer has written that in the transformation of
the South '"the color line was carried over from the old situations
to the new situations--from the plantation to the factory, from the
rural area to the city, from the old institutional settings to the
new institutional settings" (Blumer, 1965:325). In a study of a
related topic Stouffer (1955) found that there were much lower
levels of tolerance for the civil liberties of Communists, socialists,
and atheists in the South than in other regions of the country. Rural
people and the less well educated tended to be less tolerant, but the
level of tolerance in the South presisted even after controlling for
degree of urbanization and educational level. The data reported
in the upper part of Table 2 also raise some question about the
moderating effect of the general social and economic trends. If
the high level of Anti-Black Prejudice can be attributed to the
rural character and economic and educational backwardness of the
region, why is it that southerners do not also show substantially
higher levels of prejudice toward Jews, Catholics, and immigrants?

To see whether the regional patterns of prejudice and personality
are simply a function of regional differences in urbanization, educa-
tion, and economic development, I calculated adjusted means with
controls for size of community, years of education, white collar vs.
blue collar occupation of head, farm vs. nonfarm occupation of head,

and family income. The means were adjusted through regression
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procedures so that they are the values that would be expected for
persons at the grand ﬁean on each of the control variables.s’ The
adjusted means for each type of prejudice and each persoﬁality
variable for each region are presented in the lower half of Table 2.

In general the adjusted means revealed patterns that were
very little different from those of the original means. The
South~-Nonsouth differential was slightly reduced for each variable
and was not statistically significant for anti-Semitic Bellefs, .
Anti—Cathplic ?rejudice, the.F Scale, and Psychic Inadequacy. The
South-Nonsouth difference remained significant for Anti—Bléck
Prejudiée,'Hostility Toward Jews, Anti-Immigrant Prejudice, and Anomia,
but it was only in the case of Anti-Black Prejudice that there wés
a major différence. Thus, even after controlling for urbanization,
education, and economic variables, there was a substantially
higher level of Anti-Black Prejudice in the South than in otﬁer
regions, but there was very little regional variation in the other
types of préjudice or thé‘psychological measures, |

The effect of the progressive addition‘of controls is presented in
Table 3. The zefo—o?der correlations between residence in the South
and the measures of prejudice and personality appear in the first row.
Then the standafdized regression coefficients for thefgame relation
ﬁet of the effeété of the control variables appear in the other rows.
The control variables were introduced in progressive cumulative
fashion in the following arbitrary order: size of community, the
socioeconomic status variables, the minority group membership variables,

‘and the psychological variables.



TABLE 3

STANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE RELATION OF RESIDENCE IN THE SOUTH TO
MEASURES OF PREJUDICE AND OTHER SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL VARIABLES, U.S., 1964#

Hostility
Anti-Black Anti-Semitic Toward Anti-Catholic Anti-TImmigrant Psychic
Prejudice Beliefs Jews Prejudice Prejudice F Scale Anomia Inadequacy

Zero~order r with

residence in the

South .370% .068% L124% .028 .093*% .072% JA14% .077%
Beta net of:

Size of Community .368% .068* .106%* .018 .096% .078% L112% .074%

Education +

Above .350% .042 .077% -.015 .068% .039 .076% ,053*

White Collar vs.

Blue Collar Occu-

pation of Head

+ Above .349% .042 .077% -.015 .069% .040 077% . 054%

Farm vs. Nonfarm

Occupation of

Head + Above .349% L0411 L074% -.017 072% .042 .076% .054%

Family Income

+ Above .350% .039 L074% ~.025 .063% .029 .060* 041

Black vs. White

+ Above .041 .103% . 009 .038 .012 042 .030

Jewish vs. Non-

Jewish + Above . 345% .009 .037 .010 .042 .030

Catholic vs. Non-

Catholic + Above .335% .031 . 086% .037 .006 .023 .039

Foreign~born vs.

Native-born

+ Above .334% .039 .087*% .013 .005 .024 .033

F-Scale + Above .327% .037 .086% .012 .037

Anomia + Above .323% .034 .084% .010 .035

Psychic Inade-

quacy + Above .323% .034 .084% .009 .032

*p < .05

#See footnotes to Table 2 for sample exclusions and sample size for each of the types of prejudice or other social psychological
variables.

8¢
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Except»in‘the case.of Anti-Black Prejudice, thévzéro—order correla-

-tions with residence in the South were smail, but tﬁey wefé even furfher-
reduced aftér a humber of controls were ihtroduced; Coﬁtrolling on

size of community alone had litﬁle effect on the coeffiéients; though
there was some reduction in the size of the coefficients for Hostility
.Toward Jews and Anti-Catholic Prejudice. Adding a control for years of
education of the respondent brought a much more substantial reduction.
The reduction was smallest, however, in the case of Anti-Black Prejudice,
even though it had the largest coefficient to begin with. Adding
further controls for socioeconomic status (white colla: VS, blue.
coilar,'farm'vs. nonfarm,'fémily‘income) had‘vefy\little effect on’the
coeffidienfs. Adding still furhter controls for minority'statﬁé'

(dummy variablés for black;'Jewish; Catholic, and foreign—bdrn) raised
the coefficients somewhat for Hostility Toward Jewsland'Anti—Catholic
lPrejudice, had no effect on the coefficients for»Anti—Semitic Beliefs
and Psychic Inadequacy, and slightly reduced the coefficients for
Anti-Black Prejudice, Anti~Immigrant Pfejudice; the F Scale,'and
.Anémia.. At this step the only standardized regressién coefficients for
Souﬁh—NonSOuthbresidence that were éignificaﬁt were those for Anti-
Bléck frejudice and Hostility'f§ward Jews,'and only the former was
sqbsténtial.v Nénevof the other types‘of”éréjudice ndr'any of the
personality measures had a sigﬁificantvcéefficient; It is clear, fhen,
that the higher levels of Anti-Black Prejqdicé—randvto a much lesser
extent, Hostility Toward Jews--in thé South cannot be exblained simply
in terms of the rural and small town character of the South or the

socioceconomic and ethnic composition of the southern population.
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The data in Table 3 also make it clear that regional differences
in the F Scale, Anomia, and Psychic Inadequacy were not responsible for
the higher level of Anti-Black Prejudice in the South. After controlling
on the size of community, the various socioeconomic status measures, and
the various minority status measures, none of the three personality
measures was significantly related to residence in the South. Hence,
adding the personality measures as additional control variables had
almost no effect on the coefficients for the various measures of
prejudice. The personality variables are largely'irrelevant for an

understanding of the regional differences in prejudice.

V. Interregional Migration and Prejudice

Another strand of evidence that tends to support the subcultural
rather than the personality interpretation of regional differences in
Anti-Black Prejudice comes from the data on interregional migration
patterns. The authoritarian personality theory and, t§ some extent,
other personality theories tend to emphasize tendencies that develop
in childhood and thereafter remain-fairly stable. Thus, if prejudice
toward a particular group is largely a function of a basic authoritarian
outlook on life, a person's movement to é different section of the
country should have relatively little effect on his prejudice. If, on
the other hénd, prejudice is in large part a matter of soéialization
to a regional complex of prejudiced beliefs and norms, an individual's
racial attitudes will tend to reflect the prevalling views in the area
in which he lives. People who, through geographic mobility, shift

from one cultural system to another usually neither abandon the first
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nor absorb the second completely. There is in most cases a partial

acculturation. Thus, if the subcultural interpretatlon is correct, we

_would generally expect persons who were reared and ¢urrent1y live in

the South to be much more prejudiced against blacks than those who
were reared and currently live in the Nonsouth. Those who were reared
in the South but who now live in the Nonsouth and those who were

reared in the Nomsouth but now live in the_South should tend to

‘show intermediate levels of prejudice toward blacks. If there are

regional subcultural differences for other typeé of prejudice, We
would expecf a similar pattern for them also.

An early study by Sims and Patrick (1936) did find some limited
evidence to support this'view for énti—black prejﬁdice. Southern
students attending a séuthernvuniVérsity——the University of Alabama—-
showed much greater prejudice toward blacks than did students attendiﬁg
Ohio State University, a northern institution. Students from northern
homes attending the University of Alabama showed an intermediate levelg

of prejudice toward blacks, with a mean almost exactly halfway between

. those of the other two groups. Sims and Patrick did not, however, have

a comparable group of students from southern homes attending Ohio
State University.

Myrdal ﬁaintained that the effectibf migrétion on anti—black
prejudice was asymmetric:..Thosé who migrétéd-frbm thevNonsouth'tb‘the
South, he believed, .tended to become more.prejudiced toward blacks, but

southerners who migrated to the Nomsouth did not necessarily become

less prejudiced:
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It is a common observation that the white Northerner who

settles in the South will rapidly take on the stronger

race prejudice of the new surroundings; while the

Southerner going North is likely to keep his race

prejudice rather unchanged and perhaps even to communicate

it to those he meets. The Northerner in the South will

find the whole community intent upon his conforming to

local patterns. The Southerner in the North will not meet

such concerted action, but will feel, rather, that others

are adjusting toward him wherever he goes. (Myrdal, 1944:

vol. 1, p. 79)

In an analysis of attitudes toward racial integration from a 1963 NORC
national survey, however, Human and Sheatsley (1964) and Sheatsley
(1966) found that almost the reverse was true. Persons who had

always lived in the North were much more favorable toward integration
than those who had always lived in the South, but northerners who had
formerly lived in the South were only slightly less prointegration
than their neighbors who had always lived in the North. Southerners
who had previously lived in the North, on the other hand, were
substantially more favorable to integration than those who had never
lived in the North but much less favorable than either group currently
living in the North. Thus, contrary to Myrdal, Hyman and Sheatsley
argued that the net effect of interregional migration was to strengthen
prointegration sentiment.

The Hyman and Sheatsley (1964) and Sheatsley (1966) studies are
suggestive, but unfortunately they do not permit us to determine whether
the differences they found are due to the experiences entailed by
migration or are due simply to the different characteristics of those
who migrate. Are the differences due to a differential selectivity, or
does migration and exposure to0 a new subculture play a causal role in

producing attitude change? We know that migrants tend to differ from

nonmigrants on a host of characteristics--age, sex, socioeconomic
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status, size of community, race, ethnicity, etc. Many of these same
characteristics are also related to prejudice. Thus, we need to control
on as many of these characteristics as possible in order to determine
whether or not exposure to a new regional subculture has a significant
effect on prejudicé. |

One of the questions in the 1964 NORC survey asked "In what state
did you spend most of yvour childhood?" Using the replies to this

question plus current residence, I constructed four migration categories:

Childhood Current ' Number of

Residence Residence Persons
South South 520
South Nonsouth 114
Nonsouth South '93
Nonsouth ~ Nonsouth 1248

Then I calculated the mean and adjusted mean scores of eéch'grdup for
each of the meaéures of prejudice and personality.: The adjuéted means
are net of the effects of sex, age, size of comﬁunity, years of educa-
tion, white collar vs. biue collar occupation’of’heéd, farm vs. nonfarm

occupation of head, family income, and ethnic status (black, Jewish,

‘Catholic, foreign-born). The results are displayed in Table 4.

If there is a southern subculture of prejudice, those who were
reared in the South and who currently live there should be’most‘highly
prejudiced; those who were reared anc currently live outside the South
should be least prejudiced; and those Wwho have migrated between the
regions should be intermediate. This patfern emerged very clearly for
Anti-Black Prejudice, both for the original means and'thekadjuSted

means, but it was not present for the other measures. In the case of




TABLE 4

MEAN AND ADJUSTED MEAN SCORES ON PREJUDICE AND OTHER SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL

VARIABLES, BY REGIONAL MIGRATION, FOR THE UNITED STATES, 1964%

Region of Resi-

Mean Scores

dence . . Hostility . . . )
Anti-Black Anti-Semitic Toward Anti-Catholic Anti-~-Immigrant Psychic
Child Current Prejudice Beliefs Jews Prejudice Prejudice F Scale Anomia Inadequacy
South South 62.35 51.80 53.14 50.94 52.16 52.37 53.52 51.57
South Non-south 54.88 50.78 48.76 49.20 54.58 55.80 53.41 50.40
Non-south  South 52.09 49.80 50.28 47.52 50.84 47.31 47.15 52.48
Non-south  Non-south 45.77 49.17 48.73 49.69 48.43 48.68 48.44 49,11
Adjusted Mean Scores#

South South 61.48 51.28 52.47 50.95 50.68 50.54 50.77 49.68
South Non-south »52.31 49.17 49.37 50.97 51.50 51.53 49,26 48.49
Non-south  South 52.56 49.74 50.19 46.64 51.97 48.58 48,52 54.10
Non-south  Non-south 46.13 49.55 48.97 49.55 49.36 49.73 49.87 49.95

f#iMeans adjusted through regression analysis to be those for persoms at the mean on the following variables:

size of community,
years of education, white collar vs. blue collar occupation of head, farm vs. nonfarm occupation of head, family income, age, sex,
and minority status (black, Jewish, Catholic, foreign-born).

*See footnotes to Table 2 for sample exclusions and sample size for each of the types of prejudice or other social psychological

variables.

123
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the latter either the means were out of the expected order, or there
was very little difference among the means. The one possible exception
might be Hostility toward Jews. There the adjusted means appeared in
the expected order, but the differences among them were slight.

The residents of the South who were reared in the South ﬁeré
significantly more anti-black.thaﬁ any of the other three groups, and
the residents of the Nonsouth who were reared in the Nonséuth were
significantly less anti-black fhan aﬁyfdf.the other three groups. This
was true in the case of both the original and the adjusted means.

There was, however, no significant difference between those who were
reared in the South but now live in the Nonsouth-aﬁd those who were
reared in the Nonsouth but now live in the South. Indeed, the

adjusted means for the two migrant groups were almost idénticél.

Thus, it appears that for these data the predictions of both Myrdal
(1944) and Hyman and Sheatsiey (1964) are wrong. The effects of migra-
tion between the South and Nonsouth on anti-black prejudice were ‘
symmetric. A southerner who migrated to the Nonsouth was as likely to .
become iess hostile to Bladks as a noftherﬁer who migrated to the South
was to become more hos£ile.

For the other measures of prejudice and personality there were a
number of significant differences between pairs of groups for the
original means bﬁt very feﬁ for the adjusted means. The few differences
that were significant were scattered, and they did not constitute a
meaningful pattern.

‘Overall, the data reléting to migration status thus support the
view that there are regiénal subculturesvthat differ with regard to

anti-black prejudice but not with regard to the other types of prejudice
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or personality characteristics. Those who have moved from South to
Nonsouth or from Nonsouth to South tended to have intermediate scores
only on Anti-Black Prejudice--not on the.other scales. Furthermore,
the regional acculturation process appears to be symmetric, with migrants
to each region equally likely to accept--at least partially--~the norms

and beliefs dominant in their new locale.

VI. Detefminants of Prejudice in the South and Nonsouth

The final question that I wish to address is whether the
determinants of each type of prejudice are differeﬁt in the South and
the Nonsouth. It is often argued that where there is a strong cultural
tradition of prejudice toward a particular group, authoritarianism and
other personality factors should play a lesser causal role than in
those areas where the tradition is absent or is less deeply entrenched.
According to this view people may acquire prejudice through the normal
process of socialization without necessarily having personality predis—
positions. Attempts to show that the F Scale and similar personality
measures have lower correlations with anti-black prejudice in the South
than in the Nomsouth, however, have generally failed. Siegman (1958)
did find a correlation between anti-black prejudice and the F Scale
of .41 for a small sample of college students in North Carolina. He
argued that this was substantially lower than the corresponding average
correlation in the original authoritarianism studies (Adorno et al.,
1950) conducted outside the South and concluded that "the negative
correlates of ethnocentric attitudes tend to decrease as the culture

'

countenances these attitudes." Most studies, however, have found little
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or no difference in the personality and prejudice correlations in the -
different regions (Christie and Garcia, 1951; Pettigrew, 1958, 1959;
Rhyne, 1962; Hoge and Carroll, 1973).

There have been a number of similar studies of white attitudes

toward black Africans in South Africa (Pettigrew, 1958; Lever et al.,
1968; Colman and Lambley, 1970; Orpen, 1970, 1971la, 1971b, 197lc;
Orpen and Rookledge,vl972). The authors have generally suggested that
the correlations of authcritarianism.of‘dogﬁatism”wich.anti—Africen
prejudice were not very high, but in the abeehce of an'acpr0priate
comparison group, the significance of these findings remains in doubt.
Some of the studies did find that measures of general social conformity
and of general agreement with South African values in a variety of
other;areas were moderately correlated'with anti~African prejudice
(Pettigrew, 1958; Orpen, 1971b, 1971c). Pettigrew (1958) concluded
that personality factors appeared to be as important as determinants of
prejudice in South Africa as in other areas but that personality
factors did mot in themselves account. for the high level of prejudice
in the samcle.”'éocial'coﬁfofmity, he'believed,‘wae the key .

Many studies have found that attitudes toward one minority group.

tend to be highly correlated with attitudes toward other minority

groups (Harding et al., 1969:15-17), and this is usually taken as

evidence in support of a‘perSOnality explanation of prejudice. "It is
sometimes argued, therefore, that measures of prejudice coward two
groups should be less highly correlated in those afeas where there is a
strong_cultural tradition of prejudice toward one of the gfoups but

not toward the other. In two early étudies Prothrc and Jensen (1950)

and Prothro (1952) found that in various eamples of college students
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and middle-class adults in Louisiana the correlations between anti-
Semitism and anti-black prejudice were lower than in most of the
samples in the original authoritarianism studies (Adorno et al., 1950).
Selznick and Steinberg (1969:182) also reported that in the South 35
percent of the people were "high'" on anti-black prejudice without
being "high'" on anti-~Semitism, whereas in the North only 18 percent
showed this pattern. Other studies (Pettigrew, 1958, 1959; Rhyne,
1962; Maranell, 1967), however, have found that anti-Semitism and
anti-black prejudice were not more highly correlated in the North than
in the South.

Most of the studies mentioned in the preceding paragraphs are
seriously flawed by their dependence on nonprobability convenience
samples--most often of college or high school students. Most of them
also simply compared correlation coefficients in different samples.
This is a risky procedure in view of the fact that correlation
coefficients may vary between samples because of such things as
differences in variance and reliability even when the true underlying
substantive relation is the same in each sample. The best previous
research on this topic is probably Pettigrew's (1959) study of white
adults randomly chosen in four small cities in New England and four
small cities in the South (New England and Georgia). Although his
hypothesis that anti-black prejudice and authoritarianism would be more
highly correlated in the North than in the South was not supported, he
did find evidence that he believed supported a sociocultural inter-
pretation of the high levels of anti-black prejudice in the South.

He argued that women are the "carriers of culture'" and reflect the

mores of a group more directly than men. Hence, in the South women
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should be more anti-black than men, but in-the North men and women
should not differ significantly. This proved to-be the case, though
the differences were not great in the Souph. Frequent church atténders
(vs. nonattenders) and political party identifiers (vs. independents)
also proved to be more prejudiéed toward blacks in the South but ndﬁ
in the North. Thus, he concluded that those whose positions in the
social structure should be most associated with confofmity did tend
to be more anti-black, but dnly in the region whére there was the
strongest embedded historical tradition of anti-black prejudice. There
are problems, however, even with the Pet;igrew study. In making
these comparisons he was able to control only on education, age, and
sex, and the comparisons were made one at a time. To accomplish this
he employed a matching process between comparison groups within regioms,
but this also substantially reduced his sample size for each comparison
and impaired the representativeness of his_séméles;'

T believe that the hypothesis that anti-black prejudice has
different determinants in the South and the Nonsouth but that other
types of.prejudice do not can best be tested in a multiple regression
framework utilizing interaction terms for region. In the regressions
for each type of prejudice I included aummy variables for Southern
residence and rural vs. urban residence, plus the same SES variables
and éthnicity dummy variables that were employed.in Table;3. I also .
included each of the personality variables and each of the other
prejudice wariables to test whether it was really true that these were
less highly associated with anti~black prejudice in the South. Further-
more, I included some of the measures that Pettigrew suggested were

associated with social conformity: female status, being a political
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party identifier (vs. independent), and attendance at religious services
(9-point scale of frequency). ILf Pettigrew is correct; then each of
these variables should be more highly related to anti-black prejudice
in the South than in the Nonsouth., I added a dummy variable for age
status (40 and over vs. under 40), since ome could argue that the
cultural norms for anti-black prejudice have changed more rapidly in
the South than in the Nonsouth, and hence age should be more highly
associated with prejudice in the South than in the Nomnsouth.

After running regressions for each type of prejudice with these
additive terms, I ran a second set of regressions including a complete
set of regional interaction terms, created by multiplying each of the
original terms by the dummy variable for southern residence. The
regression coefficients for the interaction models are displayed in
Table 5. In reading the table, one should keep in mind that the
effect of a given independent variable in the Nonsouth may be read
directly from the table as the coefficient for the original variable
(unmultiplied by southern residence). To find the effect in the South
one must add together the coefficients for the original variable and
the corresponding interaction variable. For example, in the Nonsouth,
rural residents are .523 points higher on the Anti-Black Prejudice
scale than are urban residents. In the South, rural residents are .604
points higher than urban residents. If an interaction term is
statistically significant (P<.05), it means that the South and the
Nonsouth differ significantly in the extent to which the independent
variable is related to the measure of prejudice.

At the bottom of Table 5 the values of the coefficient of deter-

e 2 b : .
mination (R”) are shown for both the additive and the interaction
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TABLE 5

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR THE REGRESSION OF MEASURES OF PREJUDICE ON SOUTHERN RESIDENCE,
OTHER SELECTED SOCIAL AND SOCTAL PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS, AND INTERACTIONS
BETWEEN SOUTHERN RESIDENCE AND OTHER CHARACTERISTICS, U.S., 1964#

Hostility
. Anti-Black Anti-Semitic Toward Anti~Catholic Anti-Immigrant
Independent Variables Preiudice Beliefs Jews Prejudice Prejudice
- Constant i 5,257 12.293* 23.575% . 23,705% 23.163%
residence in South = 1, Nonsouth = 0 31,135% © =11.164% -9.351 ‘ 3.797 ~8.584
Rural = 1, Urban = 0 .523 -1.067 2,662% .932 1.735
. X South A S . .08 .526 - -1.768 -.128 Y
Years of Education -.369% -.109 -.367% -.271 -.154
X South . © -.483 .050 .018 © 013 489
Head in White Collar Occupation = 1, Other = 0 -.189 .817° -.227 .726 -.872
X South : ' .324 426 " .020 -1.054 -.915
Head in Farm Occupation = 1, Other = 0 -2,770 2.943% 4.105%. 1.356 ‘ -3.406*
X South _ ‘ 2.212 -4.,808% ~5.185% 488 1.028
Family Income o . 457 -.053 =170 -.250 ' .010
X South : ~.512% 462% 445 -.260 -.172
Black = 1, Other = 0 2.809 -.082 ~4,178% C7.378%
X South - . 2.343 .869 -4,736 -2.885
Jewish = 1, Other = 0 : -5.016¢ 4215 2,409
X South -2.819 -1.305 -3.503
Roman Catholic = 1, Other = 0 . 739 .213 -1.162 1.602
X South ' o ~7.386% -1.016 -2.221 _ .440
Foreign-born = 1, Native-borm = 0 414 4.00% 162 2.398
X South v -11,061* . .252 -.846 4.206
Age 40 and Over = 1, Under 40 = 0 o 768 1.025 2,228% 1,040 -1.318
X South . : " -2.037 -.615 . -.908 -2.122 < 2,128
Female = 1, Male = 0 766 -2.986% .322 .986 -1.122
X South , -3.244% -.798 -2.092 lio8s . .8W
Political Independent = 1, Other = 0 ’ ~.678 ‘ 415 , =1.198 -.927 .237
X South -1.202 -2.191 . .670 007 1037
Attendﬁnce at Religlous Services ' ) +=,203. .107: .337% .280 ’ -.240
X South o : 454 -.223 . . ~.323 © o .639 L =104
F Scale ' : .218% o076 .031 .077% LL37%
X South ' -.076 .192% .070 -.090 » . 008
Anomia L160% SE 11 E 2 .083% L 102% 054
X South - ' -.050 -.015 . .006 © 034 -.010
Psychic Inadequacy e ,041 001 -.050 2049 . 078
X South ‘ ' .035 ' .005 .068 -.057 -.029
Anti-Black Prejudice : L 245% .303% .057 .027
X South ’ ' ~.056 ~.061 . .010 -0
. Anti-Semitic Beliefs ) J152% h L146% L157%
X South : -.039 . -.0l4 .007
Hostility Toward Jews ‘ .255% ' Cloke .056
X South . -1000 , - 055 .102
i anti-Catholic Prejudice T Lom .127% L093% L093%
£ South 004 - 048 .063 ' oL 0l4
Anti-Immigrant Prejudice .024 J155% - - L105% T L090% ‘
" X South o .034 .003 CL063 ¢ -.02
R2 without interaction terms A4372% 3168% .2966% .2050% L2041%
RZ with interaction terms ‘ ) 4517% .3302* : .3098% ’ .2151*v4 . 209 3%
Increments to R2 from interactions . .0145% - L0L34% .0132% - .0101 L0052
*p < .05

#See' footnotes to Table 2 for sample exclusions and samplé_size for each of the types of prejudice.
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models, plus the increménts to B? as a consequence of including the
interaction terms. It may be seen that the increﬁents to BF were quite
small in the case of each type of prejudice. The increments were
statistically significant for Anti-Black Prejudice, Anti-Semitic
Beliefs, and Hostility Toward Jews, but in no case did the increment
exceed .01l45. The increment was greatest for Anti-Black Prejudice, as
previous theory would predict, but the figure was only a tiny fraction
higher than it was for the two measures of anti-~Semitism. Thus, even
before examining the individual coefficients and determining whether
the effects were in the theoretically expected direction, the overall
results would lead one to conclude that there are not very major
differences between South and Nonsouth in the causal antecedents of any
of the types of prejudice.

In the case of Anti-Black Prejudice, none of the individual
regional interaction terms for any of the measures of personality or
prejudice was significant. The interaction term for sex was signifi-
cant but not in the direction hypothesized by Pettigrew. Women in the
South were less prejudiced than men toward blacks, but women and men
differed very little in the Nonsouth. The regional interaction terms
for age, political independence, and attendance at religious services
all failed to reach statistical significance. Thus, none of the
hypotheses that have sometimes been advanced about the differences in
the causal antecedents of anti-black prejudice in the South and Nonsouth
received any support. The only regional interaction terms that proved
to be signif?cant—~apart from the one for sex--were those for family

income, Roman Catholic status, and foreign-born status. Income proved
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to be positively related to Anti-Black Pfejudice in the Nonsouth (net

of the other independent variabieé) but was only very. slightly negatively
related in the South. The foreign-boran and Rbmah Cathplics tended to be
less anti~black than the native-born and non-Catholics in the South,

but there was little difference in the Nonsouth. This latter finding

is of some interest, since it runs counter to thé Suggestions of

several authors that Roman Catholics in the South, perhaps becéuse of
their marginél status, tend to assume the predominant racial views of

the non-Catholics in the area (Fichter, 1951; Liu, 1960; Killian, 1970:
78-83).

According to.theoretical expectations, there should have been no
significant regional interaction terms for the other measures of
prejﬁdice, and indeed there were only three for Anti-Semitic Beliefs,
one for Hostility»TOward Jews, and noﬁe at all for Anti-Catholic and
Anti-Immigrant Prejudice. Farm individuals tended to be less anti~-
 Semitic than nonfarm individuals in the South (met of all the other
independent vafiables), but they tended to be more anti-Sémitic on both
measures in the Nonsouth. Inéoﬁe was positively associated with Anti-
Semitic Beliefs in the South but noﬁ in the Nonsouth. The F Scéle was
- more strongly related to Anti-Semitic Beliefs in the South than in the
Nonsouth.

Becéuse of the need to fest a large number of-relgted ﬁypotheses,
Table 5 is necessarily large and.complex. In Table 6, I preéent a
simpler, clearer, and more economical model of the determinants of
Anti-Black Prejudice, first for the U.S. aﬁd then separately fér the
South and the Nonsouth. This model accounts for &4 percent of the

variance in Anti-Black Prejudice,. as compared with 45 percent for the
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model in Table 5; I arrived at the abbreviated model by first
including all those independent variables that had significant
coefficients in the first column of Table 5, plus the variables paired
with significant interaction terms. With the dropping of other
variables, however, the regional interaction term for sex no longer
had a significant coefficient. Hence this variable and the variable
for sex were also dropped for the final model. The asterisks for the
regional interaction‘terms in the first column of Table 6 indicate
that fhe South and the Nonsouth differed significantly in the extent
to which the variable was related to Anti-Black Prejudice. The
asterisks in the second and third columns indicate that the coeffic-
ients were significantly different from zero within a given region.

The data presented in Table 6 reveal that the South differed from
the Nonsouth significantly with regard to the effects of three
variables——family income; Roman Catholic -status, and foreign-born
status. In the Nonsouth, family income (net of education and the
other variables) was positively associated with Anti-Black Prejudice,
but in the South family income was not significantly related. 1In the
South, Roman Catholics and the foreign-born were significantly less
prejudiced than non-Catholics or the native-born, but in the Nonsouth
these characteristics were not significantly related to Anti-Black
Prejudice. Jewish status also had a substantially larger negative
coefficient in the South than in the Nonsouth, but there were too few
Jews in the sample for the South for the regional difference to be
significant. The other variables in the model--education, Jewish
status, F Scale, Anomia, Anti-Semitic Beliefs, and Hostility Toward

Jews—~had significant effects on prejudice in both the South and



TABLE 6

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTIS FOR THE REGRESSION OF ANTI-BLACK PREJUDICE ON SELECTED
SOCIAL AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS, BY REGION#

Independent Variableé_ ' Total U.S. South Nonsouth
Constant 13.905% . 41.017% 8.684%
Résidence in South = 1, Nonsouth = 0 15.332% ' . |
Years of Educatiqn‘ = ‘ - =.578% —-.845% -.436%
Family Income ’ o .438% -.093 J434%

X South | | L =47
Jewish = 1, Other = 0 -  4.976% =7.511% ~4.208%
Roman Catholic = 1, Other = 0O . .313 -5.790% .418
X South- | | | ~5.480%
Foreign;born-= 1,'Nativé—born =0 . .258 -10.870% 275
X South B -10.,525%
F Scale o .206% .140% .232%
Anomia , ' ‘ : : ' .165% - L125% .176%
Anti~Semitic'Beliefs 'J o . 145% .137% -156%
Hostiiity Toward Jews - : : R .230% © L 175% .257%
R | o | : .439% .340% .361%
Number of cases 1731 : 465 1266
*p < .05

#Blacks excluded from sample

oY
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Nonsouth. The coefficients for the four social psychological variables
were slightly larger in the Nonsouth than in the South, but the differ-
ences between the regions were not significant. The two measures of
anti-Semitism each had a significant independent effect on Anti-Black
Prejudice in each region, even though the two measures undoubtedly
overlap, with some partitioning of the variance.

In summary, the regression analyses with interaction terms for
southern residence provided little evidence to support the hypotheses
that have most often been advanced regarding the differences in the
determinants of anti-black prejudice in the South and in other regions.
There were a few significant regional interaction terms, but these
were not the ones predicted by prior theory. Most importantly, adding
a complete set of regional interaction terms to the simple additive model
(first column of Table 5) resulted in an increment of only .0145 in the
proportion of variance explained for Anti-Black Prejudice. Though the
increment was statistically significant, I regard it as substantively
trivial--particularly in light of the fact that the increment for Anti-
Black Prejudice was only .001l greater than the increment for Anti—
Semitic Beliefs,

The present analysis suggests, therefore, that the determinants of
anti-black prejudice are very similar in the South and the Nonsouth.
Yet other types of evidence discussed earlier in this paper point very
clearly to the existence of a distinctive subculture in the South that
is characterized by very high levels of prejudice toward blacks. How
can this apparent discrepancy be reconciled? It seems to me that the
problem lies in our habits of thought--in our traditional way of

thinking about the causes of prejudice. Pettigrew (1958, 1959) is one
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df the few authors who has recognized that the presence of a special
sﬁbcultural emphasiS’on‘prejﬁdice toward a particular group does not
mean that psychological factors necessarily play a lesser role in
explaining which individuals are likely to be prejudiced. He came to
fhis view only after having to confront the negative empirical findings
of his own reéearchw In the fegreséions preéented here what we find
ié that the regression coefficients or slopes for Anti-Black Prejudice
are simiiar in the South and Nonsouth, but the constant term, the point
of origin, is far higher in the South. Thus, the mean level of Anti~
Black Prejudice is much higher in the South, reflecting the specific
subculture of the area, but the vériation of»individuals around the
mean in each region is explained by roughly the same variables operating
for the most part in the same way. This means that one would.explainh
which individuals would be most likely to subscribe to_thé norms of
anti-black prejudice in about the same way in each region; The norms
-.of anti-black prejudice are themselves, however, much more extreme in
the South. Hence, if an individual is predisposed to become prejudiced
at all, he is much more iikely to acquire an extreme form in the South.

/

VII. Conclusions and Discussion .

Residents of the South tend to.show a much higher level bf anti--
black prejudice than regidénts of‘the Nonéouﬁh, But.thé regions_differ
only slightly with regard to anti-Semitism and anti-Cathoiic and anti-
immigrént prejudice. Thé two différent measures of anti-Semitism give
similar results, though Hostility Toward Jews is somewhat more strongly
related to residence in the South. It appears to me that an education-

related acquiescence bias in Anti-Semitic Beliefs is probably not
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primarily responsible for the slight differences in the behavior of the
two measures, for years of education shows a stronger inverse relation
to Hostility Toward Jews than to Anti-Semitic Beliefs. The South and
Nonsouth also differ very little on personality variables--authoritarianism,
anomia, and psychic inadequacy--particularly after controlling for
differences in SES and other basic social characteristics. If prejudice
were primarily a function of persomality characteristics, we would
expect consistent regional differences in each type of prejudice. The
fact that anti-black prejudice is far higher in the South but the other
types of prejudice are not suggests that there is a special subcultural
tradition of anti-black racism in the region.

The evidence regarding the attitudes of interregional migrants also
supports the subcultural view. Those who spent most of their childhood
in one region but later moved to the other tended to assume attitudinal
positions with regard to blacks about at the midpoint between the
views of those who have continued to live in the South and the views of
those who have remained in the Nonsouth. The acculturation process
appears to work symmetrically: those who have moved from South to
Nonsouth apparently have altered their attitudes toward blacks as much
as those who have moved from Nonsouth to South, both groups converging
at an intermediate point. This pattern of differences between migrants
and nonmigrants does not exist for attitudes toward Jews, Catholics,
and immigrants.

The results of this study thus tend to support the argument that
cultural factors and historical traditions rather than personality or
psychological factors are responsible for the higher level of anti-black

prejudice in the South. Of course, it is possible--and I would say
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probable——that cultural norms, values, and idéologies are responsible
not only for regional differences in anti-~black prejudice but also for
the general levels of prejudice toward each minority group. There are
clearly norms for anti-black prejudice in the Nonsouth, and there are
norms for prejudice toward Jews, Catholics, aﬁd foféiggers in all_
sections. Thus, most of the prejudice towafd minority groups may be
duelsimply to the perpetuation of culﬁurai béliefs, values, and norms
through the normal socialization process. This point is difficult to
demonstrate'directly, however,'and this paper has undertaken only the
mére limited task of showing that at least for one type of prejudice,
a cultural explanation of regional differentials is much more compelling
than a personality or psychological explanation.

Contrary to the expectations of most authors who have written on
the topic, I found that the’determinants of anti-black prejudice, as
well as of the other types of prejudice, were basically similar in both
the South and the Nonsouth. The mean score for Anti-Black Prejudice
was far higher in the South, But the variation of indiyidﬁals around the
mean could be explained in roughly the same way in both regions. .Thus,
similar factors appear to predispose one to accept prejudiced beliefs,
norms; and values in both regions. The large regional difference in
anti-bléék prejudice-apparently comes éimply from the faqt that the
beliéfs, norms, and.values that oﬁe is sdciaiized to acéepf tend tolbe
much more extreme in thé South. |

Though cultural factors appear to be largeiy responsible for the
regional differences in anti-black prejudice, one should not conclude
that the psychological factors afe unimportant in explaining the level

of prejudice of individuals. As may be seen in Table 5, with the

N
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exception of psychic inadequacy, the psychological measures are generally
independently related to each of the measures of prejudice, and prejudice
toward one group tends to be related to prejudice toward another group.
One might argue, as Selznick and Steinberg (1969) do, that authori-
tarianism and anomia really constitute belief systems growing out of an
unenlightened world view rather than true personality variables. These
variables do, however, continue to play a significant independent role
in prejudice even after one controls for education and various other
SES indicators that we associate with cultural enlightenment.

I would like to caution that in arguing for a cultural explanation,
I have merely labeled the observed regional difference in levels of
anti~black prejudice; T have not truly explained it. In my analysis I
have been able to rule out certain explanations of the differential.

1 have shown that it is not simply a compositional difference due to
the things that are ordinarily thought to affect prejudice--notably
socioeconomic status and certain psychological measures. The nature of
the "cultural" difference, however, remains an open question. Further
research of a substantially more imaginative and ingenious character
will be required to make progress toward an explanation.

The great weakness of.cultural or socialization theories of
prejudice is that they do not tell us why the prejudiced norms developed
toward a particular group in the first place. Why is it that the norms
of prejudice toward blacks appear to be more extreme in the South than
in other regions of the U.S.? The most likely answer is provided by
another set of theories that focus on exploitation as the source of
racism. Historians are still in disagreement over the question of

whether the development of racism in the Americas preceded or followed
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the enslavement of blacks (cf. Jordan, 1968; Noel, 1972). There is some
evidence on both sides, and a definitive answer is not yet possible.
Probably racism in a rudimentary form did brecede slavery and even
played a role in the enslavement of blacks rather than other groups.
There can be little question, however, that slavery led to an elabora-
tion and deepening of racist doctrine and that the extreme prejudice

toward blacks that came to exist in the United States flowed largely

from the institution of slavery and the subjugation of blacks. Moreover,

the abolition of slavery at the end of the Civil War did not mean the .
end of the exploitation of blacks nor the end of those social conditions
fostering racism. Indeed, as Myrdal (1944:88) has pointed out, racism
probably intensified in the Soufh in the years after the Civil War and
served to bolster the developing caste system of social and economic .
relations between the races. Thus, I would suggest that the whites in
the South may tend.to be more strongly pfejudiced against blacks than
those in other regions not only Becaﬁse of'the traditions stemming from

the antebellum slave system but also from the continued greater social

~subordination of blacks in the South to this day.

Many authors believe that the regional difference in anti-black
prejudice will decline and eventually disappear as the South catches up
economically and educationally with thé rest of the country. I found;’
however, that even after coﬂtrolling for education, occupational status,
income, and degree of urbanization,'the difference between the South an&
Nonsouth in anti-black prejudice remained almost as great. This
suggests that changes in the persénal characteristics of whites alone

may not be sufficient to reduce the regional differential. Even if
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southern whites had the same educational and economic characteristics as
those in other regions, they would still probably tend to be more
prejudiced toward blacks. As long as blacks remain economically and
socially subordinate to a greater degree in the South, the distinctive
southern anti-black pattern of prejudice is likely to survive. If the
position of blacks in southern society improves in relative terms and
blacks come to participate more fully in the educational and economic
development of the South, however, the level of anti-black prejudice in
the South may subside to those levels found in other regions. The old
subcultural norms may be perpetuated for a time by virtue of the
socialization process, but without the continual reinforcement provided
by the structural subordination of blacks, those norms can be expected

in time to decay.
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NOTES

lThe original study was sponsored by the Anti-Defamation League
of B'nai B'rith and was directed by the Survey Research Center,
University of California, Berkeley. Sampling and interviewing were
carried out by the National Opinion Research Center, University of
Chicago. The interview schedule, details about sampling procedures,
and basic results are published in Selznick and Steinberg (1969).
See also Middleton (1973). I am indebted to the Intermational Data
Library and Reference Service of the University of California,
Berkeley, and the Social Science Data and Program Library Service
of the Unlversity of Wisconsin, Madison, for making the data available

to me.

2The items comprising each measure are identified below by their
original interview question numbers. The interview schedule is
reproduced in Appendix A of Selznick and Steinberg (1969).

Validity Invalidity Reliabilities

2
Prg b4 Q o

F Scale: 51A through 51E 742 .000 .550  .522
Amomia: 51J, 51K, 51M .736 .000 542 536
Psychic Inadequacy: 68A, 68B, :

68D, 68J, 68K, 75 .783 .000 .613 .582
Anti-Black Prejudice: 10, 13N _ . .

through 13R, 14, 15, 16, 68F .893 .015 .812 .779
Anti-Semitic Beliefs: 23 through - _

26, 27A through 278 944 .005 : .897 .867
Hostility Toward Jews: 28

through 33, 37 through 39 .833 .002 .696 .620

Anti-Catholic Prejudice: 131

Anti-Tmmigrant Prejudice: 681

3Wlth nonwhites retained in the sample, education was correlated
with the Anti-Semitic Beliefs Scale at -.237 and with the Hostility

Toward Jews Scale at -.276.
: 1

4I secured the following correlations for the sample with Jews and
nonwhites excluded: Ty = .607; Tig = -.344; Ty, = -.241; ryg = -.282;

T,y = -.334; Loy = -.208; Tyg = ~-.344; r34 370;,r35 = ,306; T,s = .592,
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4 (comnt.)

Semitic Beliefs; X

= Education; X2 = Knowledge of Writers; X_ = F Scale; X, = Anti-

3 4

5 = Hostility Toward Jews.]

5’I.‘his procedure assumes, of course, that each of the control
variables affects the dependent variables in the same way in each
region. This assumption will be examined later in the paper, but I
should like to note here that the South and the Nonsouth differ only
slightly with regard to how these social variables affect the various
types of prejudice.
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