
r ,,_. ,,_ ... - - - ---
-~--- --~ - ----~~ 

~, . 
It I l' 

" 

MEIA Q 

MUlTI-[THNIC INTfRGROUP A~VAR[NtSS 

nu tSTION~JA' Rt 

E I e inentary and S econdarv 
...> 

Ed u cat ion J\ c t 

Title I 

August ~ 1981 

~c CALI FORNIA YOUTH AUTHORIr"y 
, 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



;.' ... 
" . 

State of California 
EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 

GOVERNOR 

Youth and Adult Correctional Agency 
HOWARD WAY 

SECRETARY 

DepartIllent of the 

Youth Authority 

INSTITUTIONS AND CAMPS BRANCH 
GEORGE R. ROBERTS 
Deputy Director 

:\: TRUMBULL W. KELLY 
:: Education Program Supervisor 

GEORGE C. VIDAL, Supervisor 
Compensatory Education Program 

OANN MAHAN, Ph.D. 
Correctional Education Program 

Supervisor 
RJIT BAL, Ph.D. 

Research Analyst II 
IE \-.JEBB 

search Analyst II 
ALERIE E. MORITA 

Senior Stenographer 
YOST 

Stenographer 

REPORT AUTHORS 
MARJIT S. BAL, Ph.D. 

ANN MAHAN, Ph.D. 

241 Williamsbourgh Dr. Sacto 

PEARL S. WEST, 
DIRECTOR 

CHARLES A. KUHL, 
CHIEF DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

JAMES C. BARNETT, 
DEPUTY DIRECfOR 

PREVENTION AND COMMUNITY 
CORRECTIONS BRANCH 

CHON GUTIERREZ, 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

MANAGEMENT SERVICES BRANCH 

RUTH E. KRANOVICH, 
DEPUTY DIRECfOR 

PAROLE SERVICES BRANCH 

AL O\VYOUNG, 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

PLANNING, RESEARCH, EVALUATION 
AND DEVELOPMENT BRANCH 

GEORGE R. ROBERTS, 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

INSTITUTIONS AND CAMPS BRANCH 

• 

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

M f I A II 
( 

MULTi -UNN I C 
INTERGROUP A~VARB~ 

ESS QUESTIONNtlIRE 
ITS DEVELOPMENT AND 

USE IN THE MULTICU 
OF THE ESEA TITLE I EDUCATIO LTURAL EDUCATION COMPONENT 

N PROGRAM OF THE eYA 

FUnded by T' 
~tle I 

Elementa~ of the 
Y and S. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received f 
ine;~7sndor organization orlgmating II. Points of view or oPinlOn~o~a::~ 

ocument are those of the auth d 
~~;~~ent the official POsition or pOlicieso~ ~~ Nd~i~~!I~~~~~~t~ri~ 

Permission to reproduce this ~fnd 
granted b~ --~ JC,.".,......, matenat has been 

CC3._ll!ornia __ ):3~th AUt~ori ty 

---------
to the National Crimmal Justice Reference Service (NC.IRS) 

~~~~rthreeP~ohnt outside of the NCJRS system requires permlS
--, '"'' Owner 

econdarv Eel 
PUblic Law 8~_75~cation Act 



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

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT ................................................................. 
CHAPTER I - INTRODUCT ION ••••...•..••...•...•..••••.••••.•.•....•••.... 

CHAPTER II - DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE ••....•.....•• ' ...•...•.••. 

CHAPTER II I - UTILIZATION OF THE ME IAQ ................................. . 

CHAPTER IV 

APPENDI CES 

REFERENCES 

Distribution of Prejudice Among California 
Youth Authority Wards as Measured by the MEIAQ .....•.... 

The Importance of Needs Assessment Information ....•.....•• 
Measurement of the Effectiveness of 

Multi-Culture Education •••.•.•..•••..••...•...••••...... 

- SUMMARY STATEMENT ON THE MEASUREMENT USES OF THE MEIAQ .••• 

• I. ............................................ II ••••••••••••••••• 

A. MEIAQ - Technical Information: Manual for 
Administration, Scoring, Aggregation of Data ........ 

B. Semantic Differential Instrument .•.....•.••.......••.• 
C. Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Awareness Questionnaire .•....• 
D. ME IAQ - Farm B ..••••.••.••...••.•••..•.••.•••••••..... 
E. Ethnic Pride Dimension - When the Student 

Answers A 11 18 I terns ................................ . 
F. Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice and 

Ethnocentrism Dimensions .••••...•••..••............. 

Page 

1 

2 

5 

8 

8 
14 

15 

18 

21 

22 
31 
38 
40 

41 

42 

43 

v 

I , 
r 
I 

o " 

j 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 

1 Percentages of Overly Negative, Balanced and Overly 
Positive Students--Ethnic Pride Dimension ...•...••.......•....•..• 9 

2 Percentages of Prejudiced White Students--Multi Ethnic 
Intergroup Prejudice Dimension ..•••.....•.•.••.••...••....•••...•• 10 

3 Percentages of Prejudiced Black Students-Multi Ethnic 
Intergroup Prejudi ce Dimensi on .................................... 11 

4 Percentages of Prejudiced Chicano Students--Multi Ethnic 
Intergroup Prejudice Dimension •...••.••••••.•..•.••••.•.•.•.....•. 12 

5 

6 

7 

Percentages of Ethnocentric Students over Multiple 
Years Data ........................................................ 14 

Percentage of Students Advancing to the Balanced (Mature) 
View of Own Ethnicity upon Completion of Multicultural 
I nst r uct ion ....................................................... 16 

Percentages of Students Advancing to the Non-Ethnocentric 
(Ethnically-Unprejudiced) Perceptions ..•..•...•..••...•.••..•..••. 17 

ii 



ABSTRACT 

This report presents the background and development of a needs assessment and 

evaluation instrument that has been successfully used in the Multicultural 

Education component of the ESEA Title I Education Program of the California 

Youth Authority. The history of the development of the instrument called 

Multi -Ethnic Intergroup Awareness Questi onnai re (MEIAQ), a descri pti on of the 

instrument, instructions for administration, and a data analysis format are 

provided. Included in the report are descriptive and evaluative data on prej-

udice related to ethnicity and women. 

The multiple years' data provides a measure of the extent and nature of preju

dice among th~ Compensatory Education student population in particular and a 

fairly accurate basis for characterizing the total ward population of the 

California Youth Authority relative to the extent and nature of intergroup 

prejudice. The pre and post data collected by means of the MEIAQ for a number 

of years demonstrates the usefulness of th.E: instrument in determining the 

effectiveness of the Multicultural Education component of the Compensatory 

Educati on. 

The concluding section of the report provides information on the uses of the 

MEIAQ in assessing ethnic prejudice and the prejudice tm'lards women. The 

instrument has shown promise of utility with an incarcerated youth population. 

There also is evidence pointing to its usefulness with the youth in public 

schools. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Awareness Questionnaire (MEIAQ), introduced in this 

report, has been found to be a valuable instrument in the measurement of prej

udice. The instrument has been used in the Compensatory Education Program of 

the California Youth Authority over a period of several years. 1/ The only 

instance of its use in a public school tt' , se lng was ln a junior high school in 

Stockton, California, where it was used to determine the extent and nature of 

racial tensions prevailing among the students of different ethnic groups. 

It is hoped that the publication and dissemination of this report will extend 

the use of the instrument to other researchers and evaluators working with the 

youth in a variety of settings. The feedback t o us on their experiences with 

the instrument will be highly valuable. 

The purpose of the MEIAQ instrument is to assess the respondents' prejudice 

toward ethn ic groups and women. The extent and nature of prejudi ce thus 

measured can· serve to indicate the corresponding educational needs of the 

respondents. Appropriate curriculum and instruction may be designed to address 

these identified needs. Subsequent to the intervention strategies, the reas

sessment of students will yield data reflecting changes in perceptions. 

11 The_~uestionna;:e ,i~ it~ present form reflects the input of several 
fesslonals speclallzlng ln Multicultural Education and measurement. pro-
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The data on effectiveness of Multicultural Education, presented in this report, 

is not of controlled experimental nature. The positive changes in respondents' 

perceptions are, however, meaningful and consistent enough to conclude that the 

impact of Multicultural Education on the Compensatory Education students of the 

California Youth Authority has been promising. The recommendation to integrate 

Multicultural Education with the other educational offerings to the Youth 

Authority students can be made as a result of these positive changes in student 

attitudes. 

In Chapter III, the distribution of prejudice among Compensatory Education stu

dents for multiple years (1976-80) is presented by aggregating the institu

tional data on pretests. All ethnic groups (Black, White and Chicano) have a 

far less number of students prejudiced against women compared to the number of 

students who are ethnically prejudiced. '1:.1 The disparity between the ethni

ca lly p:"ejudi ced and unprejudi cee! ~,tudents is not extreme, even though there 

are more prejudiced students than unprejudiced in each ethnic group. Only a 

rare individual in each ethnic group perceives his own ethnicity in an overly 

negative manner. Except for the 1976-77 project year, a majority of the stu

dents of all ethnic backgrounds have mature and balanced perceptions of their 

own ethnicity--they are neither overly positive nor are they overly negative. 

One gathers an impressi on from the revi ew of the needs assessment data that 

the ethnic orientations of the Youth Authority wardS, as a group, are far from 

'1:.1 The MEIAQ does not seem to assess student attitudes towards women as 
accurately as it does towards ethnic groups. We believe that prejudicial 
attitudes towards women's roles in our culture are more marked than is 
demonstrated by the data in til is report. Research on noni ncarcerated per
sons may produce different results than those in Youth Authority settings, 
however. 

111781 -3- 90B-4596Bks 

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

dismal. There exists a real opportunity, not an overwhelming challenge, to 

provide Multicultural Education to the students and expect improvement as is 

the case with instruction in reading, math, and other basic skills. 
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CHAPTER II 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

The Compensatory Education Program of the California Youth Authority began 

delivering multicultural instruction to the students in various institutions 

of the youth Authority in the 1970-71 project year. The systematic collection 

of data on needs assessment for the ~1ulti cultural Educati on component started 

in the project year 1974-75. The collection of data on component effectiveness 

began in the project year 1975-76. The assessment instrument used in deter

mining the student needs and program effectiveness was based on the well-known 

Semantic Differential technique. A copy of the Semantic Differential instru

ment used in the ESEA Title I program is provided in Appendix A. 

A Semantic Differential contains a number of items in the form of adjectives, 

each polarized to signify a total oppOSition of meaning at the two poles. The 

continuum between the two poles is divided into seven parts so that a respon

dent to the items on the instrument can indicate the intensity of his/her 

feelings toward a given concept. An illustration follows: 

Item: KIND 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 CRUEL 

A respondent checking space #4 i ndi cates uncertai nty (it 110 response. A 

respondent checking space #7 indicates that a given idi~a/group elicits kind 

feelings, and a response in space #1 indicates that tile respondent perceives 

the concept as cruel. 
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A Semantic Differential instrument was used in the project year 1974-75 for 

needs assessment for the Multicultural Education component of the Compensatory 

Education Program of the Youth Authority. Although the instrument yielded 

useful information, a review of student responses to the items on the Semantic 

Differential instrument, coupled with the input from the staff in the field, 

suggested a need for improvement. Two general concerns needed to be addressed: 

1. The Semantic Differential instrument forces the respondent to express 

some form of "generalized" feeling toward the II total II ethnic group 

violating the assumption that groups of human beings are composed of 

variant types of individuals. 

2. The presentation of adjectives without their situational contexts may 

create a stereotypic ori entati on and prejudi ci al responses toward the 

groups being assessed. 

In order to design a more appropriate instrument that eliminated these prob

lems, adjectives were selected from and added to the Semantic Differential 

instrument. The adjectives were put in a situational context and related to 

five numerical chOices a respondent could make about a given group (ethniC or 

women). An i 11 ustrati on fon ows: 

White people make good neighbors: All Most Some Few None 

The new 34- item instrument was named Multi -Ethni c Intergroup Awareness Ques-

tionnaire. Using the split-half correlation method according to measurement 
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theory, two parallel forms were developed--Form A and Form B (see Appendices C 

and D). 

The Form A of the MEIAQ has been used both as a needs assessment and evaluation 

instrument in all projects of the Compensatory Education Program of the 

California Youth Authority from the 1976-77 to the 1979-80 project year. 

111781 -7 - 90B-4596Bks 
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CHAPTER III 

UTILIZATION OF THE MEIAQ 

The MEIAQ has been utilized both as a needs assessment and an evaluation 

instrument for the Multicultural Education component of the Compensatory Educa

tion Program of the California Youth Authority. The first administration of 

the instrument to assess ethnic/intergroup prejudice was in the 1976-77 project 

year. 

This administration also served as the pretest in the process of evaluation of 

the Multicultural Education component. The following discussion deals with the 

comparison of pretest data for multiple years to show the distribution of prej

udi ce and the change of prejudi ce among the Compensatory Educati on students. 

The attitudes of the ESEA Title I wards have been found to be similar to those 

wards who have not participated in ESEA classes. The data presented here may 

safely be assumed to approximate closely the distribution of prejudice among 

the wards of the California Youth Authority in general. 

Distribution of Prejudice Among Cal ifornia Youth Authority Wards as Measured 

by the MEIAQ 

The ESEA Title I projects in each of the ten institutions of the California 

Youth Authority have, for several project years, provided pretest data on the 

MEIAQ. A composite picture of the distribution of prejudice as measured by 

the instrument is presented by aggregating the institutional data on pretests. 

111781 -8- 90B-4596Bks 



Project 
Years 

111781 

TABLE I 

PERCENTAGES OF OVERLY NEGATIVE, BAlANCED AND OVERLY POSITIVE 
RESPONSES ON THE ETHNIC PRIDE DIMENSION, 1976-1980 

Responses Ethnic Groups 
White Black Chicano 

Percentages 

Total 

-9- 90B-4596Bks 
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The following conclusions are suggested by the pretest data on ethnic pride 

among the Compensatory Education students as presented in Table 1: 

1. Overly negative perception of own ethnicity is rare among the Compen

satory Education students. 

2. Students from all ethnic groups (White, Black, Chicano) tend to have 

a balanced, mature perception of their own ethnicity. 

111781 -10- 90B-4596Bks 
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2. Responses of White students show a decreasing level of prejudice toward 

the Chicano students. 

3. White students' attitudes toward women are consistently positive. 

P roj ect Years 

1976-77 

1977-78 

1978-79 

1979-80 

TABLE 3 

Percentages of Prejudiced Black Students--Multi Ethnic 
Intergroup Prejudice Dimension 11/ 

Prejudiced Prejudiced Prejudiced Total No. of 
Toward Whites Toward Chicanos Toward Women Bl ack Students 

61 59 17 59 

52 58 26 349 

50 62 25 421 

49 66 34 194 

4/ ESEA Titl e I students in the Cal iforn i a Youth Authority for whom pretest 
- MEIAQ data is available. 

The following conclusions are suggested by the pretest data presented in 

Tab le 3 on the prejudi ce of B lack students toward other ethni c groups and 

women: 

1. The Black students responded with a decreasing trend in prejudice 

toward the White students over the four-year period. 

2. The Black st udents i nd i cated an i ncreas i ng trend in prej udi ce toward 

the Chicano students over the four-year period. 

111781 -11- 90B-4596Bks 
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3. Black students' responses towards women are positive, but tend to 

become more prejudiced over the four-year period. 

TABLE 4 

Percentages of Prejudiced Chicano Students--Multi
Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice Dimension ~/ 

Prejudiced 
Project Years Toward Whites 

Prejudiced Prejudiced Total No. of 
Toward Blacks Toward Women Chicano Students 

1976-77 55 54 26 38 

1977-78 60 66 23 226 

1978-79 55 74 24 274 

1979 -80 55 66 26 116 

~/ ESEA Title I students in the California Youth Authority for whom pretest 
MEIAQ data is available. 

The following conclusions are suggested by the pretest data (Table 4) on the 

prejudice of Chicano students toward other ethnic groups and women. 

1. The Chicano students show a consistent response pattern of prejudice 

toward the White students over the four-year period. 

2 .. There is an increasing trend in the prejudicial responses of Chicano 

students toward the Black students over the four-year period. 

3. The Chicano students show very little variation in their prejudice 

toward women over the four-year period. 

111781 -12- 90B-4596Bks 
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A comparison of the four-year data as shown in Tables 2-4 on interethnic and 

intergroup prejudice of White, Bl ack and Chicano students indicates that: 

1. While the White students exhibit an increasing trend in their prejudice 

toward the Black students, the latter show a decreasing trend in their 

prejudice toward the White students. 

2. The Chicano and Black students both show an increasing trend in their 

prejudice toward each other. 

3. Except for the project year 1976-77 in the case of White students and 

1977-78 in the case of Chicano students, these two groups maintain the 

same level of prejudice toward each other over the remaining three 

years. 

4. While the White and Black students both show increasing trends in 

prejudice toward women, the Chicano students show very little variation 

in their prejudice toward women. 

5. Over the four-year period, the percentages of White, Black and Chicano 

students who are prejudi ced toward other ethnic groups have f1 uctuated 

somewhat around 50 percent of the measured population. 

6. Prejudice toward women is exhibited by only about 25 percent of the 

students from White, Black and Chicano ethnic groups. 

111781 ,.13 - 90B-4596Bks 

TABLE 5 

Per centages of Ethnocentric Students Over 
Multiple Years &/ 

White Students Black Students Chicano Students 
P raj ect Years % Total N % Total N % Total N 

1976-77 70 46 80 59 66 38 

1977-78 63 333 66 349 74 226 

1978-79 66 329 69 421 79 274 

1979-80 72 110 71 194 77 116 

Avg. % Figs. 68% 71% 74% 

§) ESEA Title I st udents in the Cal ifor'1i a Youth Authority for whom pretest 
tvEIAQ data is available. 

Table 5 shows that more Black students responded in an ethnocentric manner than 

the White or the Chicano students in the 1976-77 project year, but the Black 

students exhibited a decreasing trend in ethnocentrism in contrast to the White 

and Chicano students. The average percent figures for the three ethnic groups 

show the Chicanos as most ethnocentric in their responses. The responses sug

gest that approximately 30 percent of students from all ethnic backgrounds are 

nonethnocentri c--they have mature percepti ons of thei r own ethnic groups, and 

they are free of prejudice against the other two ethnic groups. 

The Importance of Needs Assessment Information 

The foregoing discussion on the four-year data collected in the ESEA Title I 

projects in various institutions of the California Youth Authority shows that 

significant number of wards are free of prejudice in spite of incarceration and 

111781 -14- 90B-4596Bks 
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long histories of anti-social and criminal behavior. This core of "mature"' 

students remai ns submerged with; n the i nstituti ona 1 cl imate, and thei r poten

ti~ to generate good interethnic feelings goes untapped. If the experience 

in rehabilitating youth points out that prejudiced interethnic perceptions of 

these youth interfere with the rehabilitative process in the institutions then 

the loss in not utilizing the unprejudiced youth in the rehabilitative process 

is obvi ous. Thi s poi nts out the need for a study to determi ne the character

i stics and actual behavi or patterns of the prejudi ced and unprejudi ced wards. 

With such an understanding, it may be possible to determine the means by which 

the "mature" unprejudiced wards can be involved in contributing to and facili

tating the specific aspects of the rehabilitative process within the institu

ti ons. A questi on al so arises whether it is possible to modify the i nterethni c 

and intergroup perceptions of the youth in the institutions of the California 

Youth Authority. The following discussion will attempt to suggest an answer 

to this question. 

Measurement of the Effectiveness of Multicultural Education 

The Compensatory Education Projects of the California Youth Authority provided 

instruction in Multicultural Education until the end of the project year 

1979-80. The various projects began instruction with few resources and limited 

staff expertise. Over the years improved levels of sophistication were 

achieved in curriculum and staff development to address the institutional needs 

of the students. Multi cultural Educati on, under the auspi ces of Compensatory 

Education, consistently evidenced a promising impact upon the students served. 

Changes in perceptions and attitudes related to ethnicity are hard to affect; 

yet improvements di d occur accordi ng to our data and teacher reports. The 
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effectiveness of Multicultural Education component of the Compensatory Educa

tion Program within the California Youth Authority has been measured by means 

of the ME IAQ for four years since the 1976-77 proj ect year. The feedback on 

the component performance to the field staff in light of the component objec

tives has been provided since the 1976-77 project year. Tables 6 and 7 sum

marize the results mak'ing it clear that students responded more positively 

after partiCipation in multicultured instruction. 

TABLE 6 

Percentage o.f .Students AdvanCing to the Bal anced (Mature) Vi ew of 
Own Ethnlclty Upon Completion of Multicultural Instruction 

Proj ect Years 

Ethni c Groups 1976-77 1977 -78 1978-79 1979-80 

0 6 White 
% 6 1 

N II 46 111 123 110 

% 6 
Bl ack 

10 9 5 

N 59 117 179 197 

II 14 % 2 3 
Chi cano 

N 38 77 132 116 

7j Total number including the balanced, overly t· students. nega lve, and overly positive 
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TABLE 7 

Percentages of Students Adv~nc~ng to the No~-Ethnocentric 
(Ethnically-UnpreJudlced) Perceptlons 

Project Years 

Ethnic Groups 1976-77 1977 -78 1978-79 

White 

Bl ack 

Chi cano 

% 

Total N '§./ 

% 

Total N 

% 

Total N 

7 

46 

17 

59 

3 

38 

5 

111 

14 

117 

24 

77 

11 

123 

11 

179 

15 

132 

1979-80 

9 

110 

12 

197 

9 

116 

~I Total number including the ethnocentric and nonethnocentric students. 

Positive changes occurred in the ethnocentrism patterns of all tnree ethnic 

groups in each of the four proj ect years. The improvements al so occurred in 

the ethnic pride of the groups, even though, comparatively speaking, these are 

less than the improvements in ethnocentrism scores. Some of the students, who 

before multicultural instruction held overly positive perceptions of their 

ethnic groups with a concomitant prejudiced perceptions of other ethnic groups, 

may have matured to not regard other ethnic groups negatively while remaining 

highly positive in perceptions of their own etnnic groups. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY STATEMENT ON THE MEASUREMENT USES OF THE MEIAQ 

The Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Awareness Questionnaire has shown promise of serv

ing as an instrument with multiple capabilities, namely needs assessment, 

diagnostic clOd evaluative. The instrument can be used to determine the distri

buti on of ethni eli ntergroup prejudi ce among youth, both noni ncarcerated and 

incarcerated. For a youthful offender rehabilitation agency, such as the 

California Youth Authority, the instrument can provide agency-wide or institu

tional data on the distribution of prejudice in a specific ward population. 

These data will assist in assessing the varying educational needs of the wards 

as well as the trai ni ng needs of the staff in 1 i ght of the type, extent, and 

severity of prejudice occurring in the population. The collection of data on 

the MEIAQ at regular intervals, such as yearly assessments, can serve to reveal 

trends in the distribution of prejudice over a number of years. An understand

ing of these trends can serve to alert staff to the profile of students and 

their changing educational needs. 

The MEIAQ can be used as a process and product evaluation instrument to monitor 

and evaluate program effectiveness respectively in relation to the progress 

made by the students in multicultural instruction. ThUS, it can serve to pro

vide interim information needed to modify the instructional and curricular 

approaches, and to provide feedback on the accomplishment of Multicultural 

Educati on obj ecti ves. Both the process and product eval uati on results can be 

used to aid in the development of curriculum. 

111781 -18- 90B-4596Bks 
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The ease of administering the questionnaire and scoring the responses make the 

instrument useable for diagnosis of individual students by the classroom 

teachers, and the learning experiences can be tailored to the diagnosed needs 

of individual students. 

The instrument may be utilized as a tool to assist in classroom management. 

Basically, the MEIAQ assesses the affective orientation of the students related 

to ethnic perceptions and perceptions of women. Prejudicial perceptions are 

known to generate and contribute toward disruptive and antagonistic behavior 

among the prejudiced students. In knowing the affective orientation of stu

dents in the area of ethnic prejudi ce, a cl assroom teacher can institute 

management measures which prevent, eliminate, or reduce the chances of negative 

student interaction due to ethnic hostility. 

The method of interpretation of student scores on the questionnaire is dis

cussed in Appendix A. This method provides a quantitative-objective criteria 

for characterizing a given ~roup of students on their intergroup perceptions. 

The different ranges of average scores denote the varying levels 0,: prejudice 

and maturity among students. This capability of the interpretation method 

f ac il i tates the con str ucti on of statements for specifi c and measurable obj ec

tives for Multicultural Education activities. Such objectives as f0110w might 

be used: 

L 

111781 

The percentage of participating White, Black, and Chicano students 

found to have a balanced, mature perception of their own ethnicity 

(ethnic pride) at the pretest time will increase by ten percent upon 

completion of multicultural instruction. The increment in the percent 
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figures will be determined from the data collected by the administra

tion of the Multi-Ethnic Intergroup A wareness Questionnaire on a pre 

and post bas is. 

The percentage of participating Wh,'te, Black, d C an hi cano students 

found to be without ethnocentric percept,'ons at th e pretest time will 

increase by ten percent upon the 1 comp etion of multicultural instruc-

tion. The increment in percent figures will be determined from the 

data collected by the administration of the Multi-Ethnic Intergroup 

Awareness Questionnaire on a pre and post basis. 

In an educational setting, where racial ' d preJ u ices may be overtly- expressed, 

the instrument shows promise of utility in determ,'n,'ng the extent and nature 

of prejudice among students. Th' d t 1S un ers anding can assist the staff in Pi'0-

viding intelligent educat,'onal ' t t' ,n erven ,on to reduce open ethnic hostilit-ies. 
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APPENDIX A 

MEIAQ -- TECHNICAL INFORMATION: MANUAL FOR ADMINISTRATION, 

SCORING, AGGREGATION OF DATA 

Following the development of the MEIAQ to assess students' prejudice related 

to ethnicity and women, procedures were developed to administer the question

naire and process the information provided by the respondents. This manual 

provides instructions. for questionnaire administration; definitions of the 

dimensi ons measured; formats for scoring responses and i nterpretati ons of 

average scores related to the three dimensions measured by the instrument. 

Instructions For Questionnaire Administration 

The following sequential steps are recommended to the person administering the 

questi onnai re: 

Step #1 Before distributing the questionnaire to students, identify the 

students. (e.g., ESEA participants or non-ESEA participants). 

Make a check mark in the space provi ded at the top ri ght-hand 

corner of the questionnaire. 

Step'2 Explain to the students that it is important that each one of 

them answers the way he or she truly feels. Their honest answers 

will help to provide a better educational experience for them. 

Make sure that the students are seated in such a manner that they 

cannot copy ans\,/ers. 
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Step #3 Explain to the students that the i nf ormat ion provided by each 

one of them will be treated confidentially. No one wi 11 be 

i dentifi ed by his/her name in deal i ng with the answers provided 

by students. 

Step #4 Distribute the questionnaires to the students. Ask students to 

wait until you tell them to begin answering. 

Step #5 Move around the cl assroom to make sure that each student has 

provided complete background information at the top of page #1. 

Step #6 Tell the students that in this questionnaire you are interested 

to know how they feel about: 

a) Their own ethnic group, 

b) Ethnic groups other than their own, and 

c) Women. 

Note: Take time to explain (give a couple of examples from the 

questi onnai re) to the students how they are to make one 

choice under each group, for each of t~e statements. 

Step #7 Tell students that you wi 11 read each statement twi ce and they 

shoul d choose thei r answers after understandi ng the statement. 

(You may wish to assign a teaching assistant to those students 

who cannot read and those who have diffi culty keepi og up '/'Ihile 

you read the statements.) 
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Step #8 Indicate that you are going to begin reading the first statement 

if there are no questi ons on how to answer. 

Step #9 Begin reading. (Discourage students from interrupting the 

administration.) 

Step #10 Upon finishing all the statements, ask students if anyone needs 

assistance with a statement that was missed. You may help but 

the answers must be the students' own. Full completion of the 

answer sheet by each student is very important. Allow additional 

time to finish if needed. 

Step #11 Collect the answer sheets; put a rubberband around them and send 

to the designated individual for scoring and data analysis. 

Formats For Response - Scoring And Response-Interpretation 

The Mul ti -Ethni c Intergroup Awareness Questi onnai re measures three dimensi ons 

of ethnic and intergroup inmaturity or prejudice of an individual or a group. 

Each of the three dimensions is characterized by three intensity levels of 

prejudice. The definitions of dimensions and levels are contained in the 

discussion contained in this section. The questionnaire provides postively and 

negatively worded items. An example of the former is: (Blacks) make good 

neighbors and an example of the latter is: (Whites) make bad teachers. Tt1e 

method of scoring the positively worded items differs from the negatively 

worded items. However, no check mark and conflicting check marks under any 
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column of the questionnaire should be treated as an invalid answer for any 

item (statement). 

Ethnic Pride 

Atti tudes toward one I sown ethni c group have been des i gnated as a measure of 

Ethnic Pride. Level I of the Ethnic Pride dimension denotes an overly negative 

attitude toward one I s own ethnic group. Level II detlotes a "bal anced" or 

mature attitude, and Level III denotes an overly positive attitude toward one's 

own ethnic group. The scoring method for responses on the Ethnic Pride dimen-

sion is as follows: 

1. On a positive item, give the following numerical weights: 

2. 

A 11 Most Some Few None 

5 4 3 2 1 

On a negative item, give the following numer-jca'l weights: 

All 

1 

~iost 

2 

Some 

3 

FevJ None 

4 5 

3. Add the scores on 0,11 items answered by the student. 

4. Divide the total from 3 above by the number of items answered. This 

will yield the mean (average) score fur the individual respondent. 

5. Compare the responde,nt's mean SCJre with the numerical I'anges of the 

three Ethnic Pride levels. The three numerical ranges are: 
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.. 

~. 

I 
l 
t 
I 
I 
I' 

f1 
Ij t 
L 

Overly Negative 

Balanced 

Overly Positive 

(1.0 - 2.4) - EP Level I 

(2.5 - 3.5) - EP Level II 

(3.6 - 5.0) - EP Level III 

Assign the appropriate Ethnic Pride (EP) level to the respondent. 

Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice 

The dimension of Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice pertains to the perceptions 

of the respondent to specific ethnic groups (other than his own) and to women 

as a group. The questionnaire in its present design can be used to assess the 

intensity of prejudice of an individual or a group, belonging to any ethnicity, 

toward Whites, Blacks, Chicanos, and Women. If assessment of prejudice toward 

any other ethnic group is desired, the instrument can be easily adapted by 

creating a column for that ethnic group. 

The dimension of Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice has three levels correspond

ing to the intensity of prejudice expressed. Level I denotes highly prejudiced 

perceptions of a given ethnic group. Level II denotes a perception less 

intense than Level I, and Level III denotes a "prejudice-free" perception. The 

scoring method for responses on the Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice (MIP) is 

as follows: 

1. On a positively worded item, score the response as follows: 

111781 

All 

o 

Most 

o 
Some 

a 
Few None 

1 1 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

On a negatively worded item, score the response as follows: 

All Most Some Few None 

1 1 a a a 

Add the scores on all items answered by the respondent. 

Divide the total by the number of items answered. 

the mean (average) score for the individual. 

This will yield 

. 1 nges of the three Mul ti-Compare the mean score with the numer,ca ra 

(MIP 1 ls) The three numerical Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice levels eve. 

ranges are: 

Highly Prejudiced (.51 - 1.0) - MIP Level I 

Somewhat Prejudiced (.26 ~ .50) MIP Level II 

Unprej udi ced (. 00 - .25) - MIP Level III 

Assign the appropri ate Multi -Ethni c Intergroup Prejudi ce level to the 

respondent. 

Ethnocentri sm 

def,'ned as att,'tudeg of superiority about one's own ethnicity, Ethnocentrism is 

f rlegat,'v,'sm toward specific ethnic groups. Level I of with varying degrees 0 

of measure denotes an unrealistically superior view of the ethnocentrism scale 

1 . f' rating of other ethnic groups. own ethnicity with a concomitant y 1n erlor 

111781 -27- 90B-4596Bks 

---------

1 
[ 
I 

I 
t 

! 

r 
J 

I 
I 

Level II of ethnocentrism denotes perceptions less intense than Level I, and 

Level I II denotes a "prejudi ce-free" percepti on. The scoring method for 

responses on the ethnocentrism dimension utilizes the respondent's individual 

item answers/scores under the Ethnic Pride and Inter-Ethnic Prejudice dimen-

sions. A comparison of the responses determines the score for any given item 

under the Ethnocentrism dimension. The scheme works as follows: 

1. On a positively worded item, assign a score of "0" if the respondent 

2. 

has checked "Al,l," "Most," or "Some" under the Ethnic Pride dimension, 

and has checked II All, II or "Most, II or II S ameli under the I nter-E thn i c 

Prejudice dimension for all the ethnic groups under consideration. 

On a positively worded item, assign a score of "1" if the respondent 

has checked "A 11, II or "Most, II or "Some" for his own ethnic group, and 

has checked II None" or II Few" for one or more ethnic groups other than 

his own. 

3. On a negatively worded item, assign a score of "0" if the respondent 

has checked liN oneil or "Few" or "Some" for his own ethnic group, and 

has checked "None" or "Few" or "Some" under the Inter-Ethnic Prejudice 

dimension for all the ethnic groups under consideration. 

4. On a negatively worded item, assign a score of "1" if the respondent 

has checked "None" or "Few" or "Some" for his own ethnic group, and 

has checked nAll" or "Most" for one or more of the other ethnic groups 

under consideration. 
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5. 

6. 

On a negatively worded item, invalidate the response if the respondent 

has checked IIA 1111 or "Most" for both his own ethnic group and for one 

or more other ethnic groups under consideration. 

On a negatively worded item, invalidate the response if the respondent 

has checked IIAll or "Most 11 for his ethnic group, but has checked "None" 

or IIFew" or IISome" for one or more ethnic groups other than his/her 

own. 

7. Add the scores on all items answered by the respondent. 

8. Divide this total by the number of items scored. 

9. Compare the mean score with the numerical ranges of the three Ethno

centrism levels (EC levels). The three numerical ranges are: 

Highly Prejudiced (.51 - 1.0) - EC Level I 

Somewhat Prejudi ced (.26 - .50) - EC Level II 

Un prej ud iced (.00 - .25) - EC Level III 

Assign the appropriate Ethnocentrism level to the respondent. 

Appendices E and F provide a guide to relating mean scores and levels of 

prejudice to the total score of a respondent on the ethnic pride, ethno

centrism and multi-ethnic intergroup prejudice dimensions measured by the 

tIE IAQ. 
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Aggregation'of the MEIAQ Data 

The MEIAQ data on individual respondents for each of the three dimensions 

measured by the instrument, i.e., ethnic pride, multi-ethnic intergroup prej

Udice, and ethnocentrism can easily be aggregated for a group of respondents 

(students). After each respondent has been assigned a "level" of prejudice/ 

maturity, it is simply a matter of ca1culating the number and percentages of 

those respondents who fall under each level of the three dimensions. The 

following format can be used to display the data. 

Dimensi ons 

Ethnic Pride 

Enthnocentri sm 

Mul ti Ethnic 
Intergroup 
Prej udi ce 

N 

% 

N 

% 

N 

% 

Levels of Prejudice 

1 2 3 Total N 

Depending on the quantity of data, aggregation can be achieved by means of a 

hand calculator or a computer program. Other statistical procedures can be 

applied as required. Since each respondent is assigned an average score and a 

level of prejudice related to a given dimension of prejudice, these scores can 

be aggregated to determine the overall average score and the standard deviation 

for th~ group. 
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APPENDIX B APPENDIX B 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT 
l 

SCHOOL I' 
SCHOOL , 

DATE I 
DATE 

r ETHNICITY 
ETHNICITY 

BLACK AMERICANS CHICANOS 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

GOOD BAD 
GOOD BAD -- --

HONEST DISHONEST 
HONEST DISHONEST -- --

VALUABLE WORTHLESS 
VALUABLE WORTHLESS --- --

SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL 
SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL -- -- --

FAIR UNFAIR 
FAIR UNFAIR -- -- -- --

JUST UNJUST 
JUST UNJUST -- -- --

KIND CRUEL 
KIND CRUEL -- -- -- -- --

CLEAN DIRTY 
CLEAN DIRTY -- -.--- --

AGREEABLE DISAGREEABLE 
AGREEABLE DISAGREEABLE -- -- -- -- --

PLEASANT UNPLEASANT 
PLEASANT UNPLEASANT --

SMART DUMB 
SMART DUMB -- -- -- -- --

HOPEFUL -- -- -- HOPELESS 
HOPEFUL HOPELESS --

HARDWORKING LAZY 
HARDWORKING LAZY -- -- -- --

THRIFTY -- -- WASTEFUL 
THRIFTY WAsrEFUL 

MORAL IMMORAL 
MORAL IMMORAL -- -- -- --

BRAVE COWARDL Y -- BRAVE COWARDL Y -- --
POWERFUL -- -- WEAK 

POWERFUL WEAK --
ACTIVE --

INACTIVE 
ACTIVE INACTIVE 

STABLE CHANGEABLE 
STABLE CHANGEABLE -- -- --
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APPENDIX B 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT APPENDIX B 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT , 
SCHOOL I 

SCHOOL I DATE 
I DATE ETHNICITY 

ETHNICITY NATIVE At'fRICANS 
~ 

l AS IAN MERI CANS 5 4 3 2 1 r 7 6 
I 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 BAD [ GOOD --

1/ 
GOOD 

BAD --DISHONEST HONEST 
HONEST 

DISHONEST -VALUABLE WORTHLESS 
! .! -- --

VALUABLE 
WORTHLESS SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL I' SUCCESSFUL 
UNSUCCESSFUL UNFAIR I FAIR -- -- --

! FAIR 
UNFAIR UNJUST I 

! 
~ .. ", JUST 

II 
JUST 

UNJUST CRUEL KIND 
KIND 

CRUEL 
--

I -DIRTY ! CLEAN 
I- CLEAN 

DIRTY --DISAGREEABLE AGREEABLE -- --
AGREEABLE 

DISAGREEABLE -PLEASANT UNPLEASANT 
PLEASANT 

UNPLEASANT -DUMB SMART -- --
SMJl.RT 

DUMB - -HOPEFUL HOPELESS 
HOPEFUL 

HOPELESS HARDWORKING LAZY -- --
HARDWORKING 

LAZY' -THRIFTY WASTEFUL --
THRIFTY 

WASTEFUL IMMORAL MORAL -_. -- --
MORAL 

IMMORAL -COWARDL Y BRAVE --
I' 

BRAVE 
COWARDL Y POWERFUL WEAK ---

ACTIVE INACTIVE POWERFUL 
- WEAK 

ACTIVE 
INACTIVE STABLE CHANGEABLE ----

STABLE 
CHANGEABLE --
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APPENDIX B r ~ 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT I 

,I -, 
SCHOOL 

DATE 

II ETHNICITY 
I 

WOMEN i 
I --

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 \ 

GOOD BAD 
If --

HONEST DISHONEST l 
I 

VALUABLE WORTHLESS 

I~ SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL 
t 

FAIR UNFAIR 
I: -- -- --

JUST UNJUST I -- -- I 
KIND CRUEL I: -- --
CLEAN DIRTY t 

AGREEABLE DISAGREEABLE -- --
PLEASANT UNPLEASANT --
SMART DUMB --
HOPEFUL HOPELESS --
HARDWORKING LAZY -- -- --
THRIFTY WASTEFUL -_., 
MORAL IMMORAL -- --
BRAVE COWARDLY 

.,. 

-- --
POWERFUL -- WEAK 

r ACTIVE. INACTIVE 

STABLE CHANGEABLE ~ --
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APPENDIX C 

Form A 

MULTI-ETHINIC INTERGROUP AWARENESS QUESTIONNAIRE 
ANSWER SHEET 

STUDENTS: DO NOT WR(TE_L~~DiIS SPACE 

Pre 1 1 

Post 17 
Name _________________ _ VAN: ____________ _ Sex: Male School ______ _ 

Class __________________ __ Age: Female ESEA Partir.ipant 1-1 Non-ESEA 17 

Ethnic Group: 
(Circle One) 

White, Black, Chicano 
Native American, Japanese 
Mexican American, Chinese 

Today·T·~s-----------------
Date: ________________ _ 

Other: __________ _ 

I. D.II: _____ _ 

MEIAQ Administrator's Name ____ _ 

_____ ~S~ta~t~e~m~en~t~s~ ____________ ~W~h~i~te~ _____________ ~B~l~ac~k~ ____________ ~C~h~ic~a~n~o ________________ I~~~~_======== 

1. Make good neighbors. 

2. Make good teachers. 

3. Like good music. 

4. Are good mayors and 
governors. 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

A11 Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few ~one All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

All Mos t Some Few None All Mos t Some Few None 

5. Are good to do business All Most Some Few None 
with. 

All Most Some Few None A 11 Most Some Few None All Mos t Some Few None 

6. Make good athletes. 

7. Are likely to get in 
troub I e wi th the 1 aw. 

B. Are smart. 

9. Are kind. 

10. Are easy to understand 
when they talk. 

111781 
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All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Host Some Few None 

All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

.All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None 

All Mos t Some Few None All Most Some Few None A 11 Mas t Some Few !lone All Mas t Some Few None 
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Form A 

MULTI-ETHINIC INTERGROUP AWARENESS QUESTIONNAIRE 

-2-

Statements White Black Chicano 

II. Are careful with their All Most Some Few None All ~lost Some Few None All Most Some Few 
money. 

12. Can be trusted. All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few 

13. Are handsome/beautiful. All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few NOile All Most Some Few 

14. Feel sorry for All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few 
themselves. 

15. Get along well with All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few 
other ethnic groups. 

I 
(.oJ 

16. Can be counted upon. All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All . Most Some Few 
<0 
I 17. Want something for All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few 

nothing. 

lB. Are honest. All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few None All Most Some Few 
00 NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE 
T = T = T = T = 
II = N = N = N = 
- T - T - T - T X'=N= __ X = N = X = - = X = - = II -- N --

Level Level Level Level 
(EP or MIP or ECj (EP or MIP or ECj (EP or MIP ~ ECj (EP ~ MIP or ECj 

Where T = Total Score 
~ = Number of Items Responded 
X = Average Score of the Respondent 

EP = Ethnic Pride Dimension 
MIP = Multi-Ethnic Intergroup 

EC = Ethnocentrism 
Prejudice Dimens Ion ' .. 

111781 
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None All Mos t Some Few None 

None All I~ost Some Few None 

None All Most . Some Few None 

None All Most Some Few None 

Ilone All Most Somr~ ~ew None 

None All Most Some Few None 

None All Most Some Fe\'/ None 

None All Most __ ~f!ln~_.£.ew None 

T = 
N = 
- T X = - = N --

Level 
(EP ~ MIP ~ ECj 

~, 
i1 
J' 
1 
~ 
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,) 
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APPENDIX D 

r.E IAQ - FORM B 

1. Make good judges. 

2. Make good parents. 

3. Are good on their job. \ 

4. Are good police officers. 

5. Make good friends. 

6. Try hard to improve themselves. 

7. Are fai r. 

8. Are lazy. 

9. Are clean. 

10. Know right from wrong. 

11. Are helpful. 

12. Are brave. 

13. Cannot solve their problems without help. 

14. Say something and stick to it. 

15. Would rather be on welfare than work. 

16. Are intelligent. 
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APPENDIX E 

Ethnic Pride Dimension When the Student Answers all 18 Items 

SCORES CONVERSION TABLE I 

Mean 

Points Score 
90 5.0 
89 4.9 
88 4.9 
87 4.8 
86 4.8 
85 4.7 
84 4.7 
83 4.6 
82 4.6 
81 4.5 
80 4.4 
79 4.4 

78 4.3 
77 4.3 
76 4.2 
75 4.2 
74 4.1 
73 4.1 
72 4.0 
71 3.9 

70 . 3.9 

69 3.8 
68 3.8 
67 3.7 

66 3.7 
65 3.6 
64 3.6 

111781 

Level 
o 
V 

E 

R 

L 

Y 

P 

o 
S 

I 

T 

I 

V 

E 

3 

Points 
63 

62 
61 
60 
59 
58 
57 
56 
55 
54 
53 
52 

51 
50 
49 
48 
47 
46 
45 

Mean 

Score 
3.5 
3.4 
3.4 
3.3 
3.3 

3.2 

3.2 

3.1 
3.1 
3.0 
2.9 
2.9 

2.8 

2.8 

2.7 
2.7 
2.6 

2.6 
2.5 
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Level 
B 

A 

L 

A 

N 

C 

E 
o 

2 

Points 
44 
43 
42 
41 
40 
39 
38 
37 
36 
35 
34 
33 

32 

31 
30 

29 
28 

27 
26 

25 
24 
23 

22 
21 
20 
19 
13 

Mean 

Score Level 
2.4 0 

2.4 V 
2.3 E 

2.3 R 

2.2 L 
2.2 Y 

2.1 

2.1 N 

2.0 E 
1.9 G 
1.9 A 
1.8 T 
1.8 I 

1.7 V 
1.7 E 

1.6 
1.6 

1.5 
1.4 
1.4 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
1.2 
1.1 
1.1 

1.0 

1 
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APPENDIX F 

Multi-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice am! EUmocentrism Dimensions 

If thG 'Student 

Scores the Follow-

ing Points (total) 

o 
1 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 
16 
17 

18 

SCORES CONVERSION TABLE II 

and 

Answers 

18 out 

of 18 

Items: 

.00 

.06 

.11 

.17 

.22 

.28 

.33 

.39 

.44 

.50 

.56 

.61 

.67 

.72 

.78 

.83 

.89 

.94 
1.00 

and 

Answers 

17 out 

of 18 

I terns: 

.00 

.06 

.12 

.18 

.24 

.29 

.35 

.41 

.47 

.53 

.59 

.65 

.71 

.76 

.82 

.88 

.94 
1.00 

and 

Answers 

16 out 

of 18 

Items: 

.00 

.06 

.13 

.19 

.25 

.31 

.38 

.44 
.50 
.56 
.63 

.69 

.75 

.81 

.88 

.94 
1.00 

and 

Answers 

15 out 

of 18 

Items: 

.00 

.07 

.13 

.20 

.27 

.33 

.40 

.47 

.53 

.60 

.67 

.73 

.80 

.87 

.93 
1.00 

3 

2 

1 

LEVEL 

Least 
Prejudiced 

Most 
Prejudi ced 

NOTE: In practice, for the purpose of displaying and interpreting the data, 
Levels 1 and 2 can be combined to denote the prejudiced respondents, 
and Level 3 can be treated as the unprejudiced. 
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