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CHAPTER 1
WHAT IS THE PROBLEM?

Two CAses—DEFINITION—Is PREJUDICE A VALUE CONCEPT?—
FUNCTIONAL SIGNIFICANCE—ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS—
ActiNg Out PREJUDICE

For myself, earth-bound and fettered to the scene of my ac-
tivities, I confess that I do feel the differences of mankind,
national and indwidual. . . . Iam,in plainer words, a bundle
of prejudices—made up of likings and dislikings—the veriest

thrall to sympathies, apathies, antipathies.
CHARLES LAMB

In Rhodesia a white truck driver passed a group of idle natives
and muttered, “They’re lazy brutes.” A few hours later he saw
natives heaving two-hundred pound sacks of grain onto a truck,
singing in rhythm to their work. ‘“‘Savages,” he grumbled. ‘“What
do you expect?”

In one of the West Indies it was customary at one time for natives
to hold their noses conspicuously whenever they passed an American
on the street. And in England, during the war, it was said, “The
only trouble with the Yanks is that they are over-paid, over-sexed,
and over here.”

Polish people often called the Ukrainians “reptiles” to express
their contempt for a group they regarded as ungrateful, revengeful,
wily, and treacherous. At the same time Germans called their
neighbors to the east “Polish cattle.” The Poles retaliated with
“Prussian swine”—a jibe at the presumed uncouthness and lack of
honor of the Germans.

In South Africa, the English, it is said, are against the Afrikaner;
both are against the Jews; all three are opposed to the Indians;
while all four conspire against the native black.

In Boston, a dignitary of the Roman Catholic Church was driving
along a lonesome road on the outskirts of the city. Seeing a small
Negro boy trudging along, the dignitary told his chauffeur to stop
and give the boy a lift. Seated together in the back of the limou-
sine, the cleric, to make conversation, asked, “Little Boy, are you a
Catholic?” Wide-eyed with alarm, the boy replied, “No sir, it’s
bad enough being colored without being one of those things.”
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4 THE NATURE OF PREJUDICE

Pressed to tell what Chinese people really think of Americans, a
Chinese student reluctantly replied, “Well, we think they are the
best of the foreign devils.” This incident occurred before the
Communist revolution in China. Today’s youth in China are
trained to think of Americans as the worst of the foreign devils.

In Hungary, the saying is, “An anti-Semite is a person who hates
the Jews more than is absolutely necessary.”

No corner of the world is free from group scorn. Being fettered
to our respective cultures, we, like Charles Lamb, are bundles of
prejudice.

Two Cases

An anthropologist in his middle thirties had two young children,
Susan and Tom. His work required him to live for a year with a
tribe of American Indians in the home of a hospitable Indian fam-
ily. He insisted, however, that his own family live in a community
of white people several miles distant from the Indian reservation.
Seldom would he allow Tom and Susan to come to the tribal village,
though they pleaded for the privilege. And on rare occasions when
they made the visit, he sternly refused to allow them to play with
the friendly Indian children.

Some people, including a few of the Indians, complained that the
anthropologist was untrue to the code of his profession—that he
was displaying race prejudice.

The truth is otherwise. This scientist knew that tuberculosis was
rife in the tribal village, and that four of the children in the house-
hold where he lived had already died of the disease. The proba-
bility of infection for his own children, if they came much in contact
with the natives, was high. His better judgment told him that he
should not take the risk. In this case, his ethnic avoidance was
based on rational and realistic grounds. There was no feeling of
antagonism involved. The anthropologist had no generally nega-
tive attitude toward the Indians. In fact he liked them very much.

Since this case fails to illustrate what we mean by racial or ethnic
prejudice, let us turn to another.

In the early summer season two Toronto newspapers carried be-
tween them holiday advertisements from approximately 100 dif-
ferent resorts. A Canadian social scientist, S. L. Wax, undertook
an interesting experiment.! To each of these hotels and resorts he
wrote two letters, mailing them at the same time, and asking for
room reservations for exactly the same dates. One letter he signed

* See references at ends of the chapters.
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with the name “Mr. Greenberg,” the other with the name “Mr.
Lockwood.” Here are the results:

To “Mr. Greenberg”:

52 percent of the resorts replied;

36 percent offered him accommodations.
To “Mr. Lockwood”:

95 percent of the resorts replied;

93 percent offered him accommodations.

Thus, nearly all of the resorts in question welcomed Mr. Lockwood
as a correspondent and as a guest; but nearly half of them failed to
give Mr. Greenberg the courtesy of a reply, and only slightly more
than a third were willing to receive him as a guest.

None of the hotels knew “Mr. Lockwood” or “Mr. Greenberg.”
For all they knew “Mr. Greenberg” might be a quiet, orderly gen-
tleman, and “Mr. Lockwood” rowdy and drunk. The decision was
obviously made not on the merits of the individual, but on “Mr.
Greenberg’s” supposed membership in a group. He suffered dis-
courtesy and exclusion solely because of his name, which aroused a
pre]qument of his desirability in the eyes of the hotel managers.

Ur.111ke our first case, this incident contains the two essential in-
grfedlqnts of ethnic prejudice. (1) There is definite hostility and
rejection. The majority of the hotels wanted nothing to do with
“Mr. Greenberg.” (2) The basis of the rejection was categorical.
“Mr. Greenberg” was not evaluated as an individual. Rather, he
was condemned on the basis of his presumed group membership.

A' close reasoner might at this point ask the question: What
basic difference exists between the cases of the anthropologist and
the hotels in the matter of “categorical rejection”? Did not the
anthropologist reason from the high probability of infection that
it would be safer not to risk contact between his children and
the Indians? And did not the hotelkeepers reason from a high
probability that Mr. Greenberg’s ethnic membership would in
fact bring them an undesirable guest? The anthropologist knew
that tubercular contagion was rampant; did not the innkeepers
know. that “Jewish vices” were rampant and not to be risked?

This question is legitimate. If the innkeepers were basing
their rejection on facts (more accurately, on a high probability
that a given Jew will have undesirable traits), their action would
be as rational and defensible as the anthropologist’s. But we can
be sure that such is not the case.

Some managers may never have had any unpleasant experi-
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ences with Jewish guests—a situation that seems likely in view of
the fact that in many cases Jewish guests had never been admitted
to the hotels. Or, if they have had such experiences, they have
not kept a record of their frequency in comparison with objection-
able non-Jewish guests. Certainly they have not consulted scien-
tific studies concerning the relative frequency of desirable and
undesirable traits in Jews and non-Jews. If they sought such
evidence, they would, as we shall learn in Chapter 6, find no
support for their policy of rejection.

It is, of course, possible that the manager himself was free from
personal prejudice, but, if so, he was reflecting the anti-Semitism
of his gentile guests. In either event our point is made.

Definition
The word prejudice, derived from the Latin noun praejudicium,

has, like most words, undergone a change of meaning since classical
times. There are three stages in the transformation.?

(1) To the ancients, praejudicium meant a precedent—a judg-
ment based on previous decisions and experiences.

(2) Later, the term, in English, acquired the meaning of a judg-
ment formed before due examination and consideration of
the facts—a premature or hasty judgment.

(3) Finally the term acquired also its present emotional flavor of
favorableness or unfavorableness that accompanies such a
prior and unsupported judgment.

Perhaps the briefest of all definitions of prejudice is: thinking ill
of others without sufficient warrant.® This crisp phrasing contains
the two essential ingredients of all definitions—reference to un-
founded judgment and to a feeling-tone. It is, however, too brief
for complete clarity.

In the first place, it refers only to negative prejudice. People
may be prejudiced in favor of others; they may think well of them
without sufficient warrant. The wording offered by the New Eng-
lish Dictionary recognizes positive as well as negative prejudice:

A feeling, favorable or unfavorable, toward a person or thing,
prior to, or not based on, actual experience.

While it is important to bear in mind that biases may be pro as well
as con, it is none the less true that ethnic prejudice is mostly nega-
tive. A group of students was asked to describe their attitudes to-
ward ethnic groups. No suggestion was made that might lead them
toward negative reports. Even so, they reported eight times as
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many antagonistic attitudes as favorable attitudes. In this volume,
accordingly, we shall be concerned chiefly with prejudice against,
not with prejudice in favor of, ethnic groups.

The phrase “thinking ill of others” is obviously an elliptical ex-
pression that must be understood to include feelings of scorn or
dislike, of fear and aversion, as well as various forms of antipathetic
conduct: such as talking against people, discriminating against
them, or attacking them with violence.

Similarly, we need to expand the phrase “without sufficient war-
rant.” A judgment is unwarranted whenever it lacks basis in fact.
A wit defined prejudice as “being down on something you’re not
up on.”

It is not easy to say how much fact is required in order to justify
a judgment. A prejudiced person will almost certainly claim that
he has sufficient warrant for his views. He will tell of bitter ex-
periences he has had with refugees, Catholics, or Orientals. But, in
most cases, it is evident that his facts are scanty and strained. He
resorts to a selective sorting of his own few memories, mixes them
up with hearsay, and overgeneralizes. No one can possibly know
all refugees, Catholics, or Orientals. Hence any negative judgment
of these groups as a whole is, strictly speaking, an instance of think-
ing ill without sufficient warrant.

Sometimes, the ill-thinker has no first-hand experience on which to
base his judgment. A few years ago most Americans thought ex-
ceedingly ill of Turks—but very few had ever seen a Turk nor did
they know any person who had seen one. Their warrant lay ex-
clusively in what they had heard of the Armenian massacres and of
the legendary crusades. On such evidence they presumed to con-
demn all members of a nation.

Ordinarily, prejudice manifests itself in dealing with individual
members of rejected groups. But in avoiding a Negro neighbor,
or in answering ‘“Mr. Greenberg’s” application for a room, we
frame our action to accord with our categorical generalization of
the group as a whole. We pay little or no attention to individual
differences, and overlook the important fact that Negro X, our
neighbor, is not Negro Y, whom we dislike for good and sufficient
reason; that Mr. Greenberg, who may be a fine gentleman, is not
Mr. Bloom, whom we have good reason to dislike.

So common is this process that we might define prejudice as:

an avertive or hostile attitude toward a person who belongs to
a group, simply because he belongs to that group, and is there-
fore presumed to have the objectionable qualities ascribed to
the group.
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This definition stresses the fact that while ethnic prejudice in daily
life is ordinarily a matter of dealing with individual people it also
entails an unwarranted idea concerning a group as a whole.

Returning to the question of “sufficient warrant,” we must grant
that few if any human judgments are based on absolute certainty.
We can be reasonably, but not absolutely, sure that the sun will rise
tomorrow, and that death and taxes will finally overtake us. The
sufficient warrant for any judgment is always a matter of proba-
bilities. Ordinarily our judgments of natural happenings are based
on firmer and higher probabilities than our judgments of people.
Only rarely do our categorical judgments of nations or ethnic groups
have a foundation in high probability.

Take the hostile view of Nazi leaders held by most Americans
during World War II. Was it prejudiced? The answer is No,
because there was abundant available evidence regarding the evil
policies and practices accepted as the official code of the party.
True, there may have been good individuals in the party who at
heart rejected the abominable program; but the probability was so
high that the Nazi group constituted an actual menace to world
peace and to humane values that a realistic and justified conflict
resulted. The high probability of danger removes an antagonism
from the domain of prejudice into that of realistic social conflict.

In the case of gangsters, our antagonism is not a matter of preju-
dice, for the evidence of their antisocial conduct is conclusive. But
soon the line becomes hard to draw. How about an ex-convict?
It is notoriously difficult for an ex-convict to obtain a steady job
where he can be self-supporting and self-respecting. Employers
naturally are suspicious if they know the man’s past record. But
often they are more suspicious than the facts warrant. If they
looked further they might find evidence that the man who stands
before them is genuinely reformed, or even that he was unjustly
accused in the first place. To shut the door merely because a man
has a criminal record has some probability in its favor, for many
prisoners are never reformed; but there is also an element of un-
warranted prejudgment involved. We have here a true borderline
instance.

We can never hope to draw a hard and fast line between ‘“suf-
ficient” and “insufficient” warrant. For this reason we cannot al-
ways be sure whether we are dealing with a case of prejudice or
nonprejudice. Yet no one will deny that often we form judgments
on the basis of scant, even nonexistent, probabilities.

Overcategorization is perhaps the commonest trick of the human
mind. Given a thimbleful of facts we rush to make generalizations
as large as a tub. One young boy developed the idea that all Nor-
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wegians were giants because he was impressed by the gigantic stature
of Ymir in the saga, and for years was fearful lest he meet a living
Norwegian. A certain man happened to know three Englishmen
personally and proceeded to declare that the whole English race
had the common attributes that he observed in these three.

There is a natural basis for this tendency. Life is so short, and
the demands upon us for practical adjustments so great, that we
cannot let our ignorance detain us in our daily transactions.
We have to decide whether objects are good or bad by classes. We
cannot weigh each object in the world by itself. Rough and ready
rubrics, however coarse and broad, have to suffice.

Not every overblown generalization is a prejudice. Some are
simply misconceptions, wherein we organize wrong information.
One child had the idea that all people living in Minneapolis were
“monopolists.” And from his father he had learned that monopo-
lists were evil folk. When in later years he discovered the con-
fusion, his dislike of dwellers in Minneapolis vanished.

Here we have the test to help us distinguish between ordinary
errors of prejudgment and prejudice. If a person is capable of
rectifying his erroneous judgments in the light of new evidence he is
not prejudiced. Prejudgments become prejudices only if they are
not reversible when exposed to new knowledge. A prejudice, un-
like a simple misconception, is actively resistant to all evidence that
would unseat it. We tend to grow emotional when a prejudice is
threatened with contradiction. Thus the difference between ordi-
nary prejudgments and prejudice is that one can discuss and rectify
a prejudgment without emotional resistance.

Taking these various considerations into account, we may now
attempt a final definition of negative ethnic prejudice—one that
will serve us throughout this book. Each phrase in the definition
represents a considerable condensation of the points we have been
discussing:

Ethnic prejudice is an antipathy based upon a faulty and in-

flexible generalization. It may be felt or expressed. It may be

directed toward a group as a whole, or toward an individual be-
cause he is a member of that group.

The net effect of prejudice, thus defined, is to place the object of
prejudice at some disadvantage not merited by his own misconduct.

Is Prejudice a Value Concept?

Some authors have introduced an additional ingredient into their
definitions of prejudice. They claim that attitudes are prejudiced
only if they violate some important norms or values accepted in a
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culture.4 They insist that prejudice is only that type of pre-
judgment that is ethically disapproved in a society.

One experiment shows that common usage of the term has this
flavor. Several adult judges were asked to take statements made
by ninth-grade children and sort them into piles according to the
degree of “prejudice” represented. It turned out that whatever
a boy may have said against girls as a group was not judged to be
prejudice, for it is regarded as normal for an early adolescent to
heap scorn on the opposite sex. Nor were statements made
against teachers considered examples of prejudice. This antago-
nism, too, seemed natural to this age, and socially unimportant.
But when the children expressed animosity toward labor unions,
toward social classes, races or nationalities, more judgments of
“prejudice” were given.’

In brief, the social importance of an unfair attitude entered
into the judges’ view of its prejudiced character. A fifteen-year-
old boy who is “off” girls is not considered as biased as one who
is “off” nationalities other than his own.

If we use the term in this sense we should have to say that the
older caste system in India—which is now breaking down—involved
no prejudice. It was simply a convenient stratification in the social
structure, acceptable to nearly all citizens because it clarified the
division of labor and defined social prerogatives. It was for cen-
turies acceptable even to the untouchables because the religious doc-
trine of reincarnation made the arrangement seem entirely just.
An untouchable was ostracized because in previous existences he
failed to merit promotions to a higher caste or to a supermortal
existence. He now has his just desserts and likewise an opportunity
through an obedient and spiritually directed life to win advance-
ment in future reincarnations. Assuming that this account of a
happy caste system really marked Hindu society at one time, was
there then no question of prejudice?

Or take the Ghetto system. Through long stretches of history
Jews have been segregated in certain residential zones, sometimes
with a chain around the region. Only inside were they allowed to
move freely. The method had the merit of preventing unpleasant
conflict, and the Jew, knowing his place, could plan his life with
a certain definiteness and comfort. It could be argued that his
lot was much more secure and predictable than in the modern
world. There were periods in history when neither the Jew nor
gentile felt particularly outraged by the system. Was prejudice
then absent?
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Were the ancient Greeks (or early American plantation owners)
prejudiced against their hereditary class of slaves? To be sure they
looked down upon them, and undoubtedly held fallacious theories
concerning their inherent inferiority and “animal-like” mentality;
but so natural did it all seem, so good, so proper, that there was no
moral dilemma.

Even today, in certain states, a modus vivend: has been worked
out between white and colored people. A ritual of relations is es-
tablished, and most people abide unthinkingly by the realities of
social structure. Since they merely follow the folkways they deny
that they are prejudiced. The Negro simply knows his place, and
white people know theirs. Shall we then say, as some writers have,
that prejudice exists only when actions are more condescending,
more negative, than the accepted culture itself prescribes? Is preju-
dice to be regarded merely as deviance from common practice? ¢

Among Navaho Indians, as in many societies on earth, there is
belief in witchcraft. Whoever is accused of being a witch is ear-
nestly avoided or soundly punished on the basis of the prevailing
erroneous conceptions concerning the dark powers of witches.
Here, as in our preceding illustrations, all the terms of our defini-
tion of prejudice are met—but few members of the Navaho society
make a moral issue of the matter. Since the rejection of witches is
31'1 a?ccepted custom, not socially disapproved, can it be called preju-

ice '

What shall we say about this line of argument? It has impressed
some critics so much that they hold the whole problem of prejudice
to be nothing more than a value-judgment invented by “liberal
intellectuals.” When liberals do not approve of a folkway they
arbitrarily call it prejudice. What they should do is to follow not
their own sense of moral outrage, but consult the ethos of a culture.
If the culture itself is in conflict, holding up a higher standard of
conduct than many of its members practice, then we may speak of
prejudice existing within the culture. Prejudice is the moral evalu-
ation placed by a culture on some of its own practices. It is a
designation of attitudes that are disapproved.

These critics, it would seem, confuse two separate and distinct
problems. Prejudice in the simple psychological sense of negative,
overgeneralized judgment exists just as surely in caste societies,
slave societies, or countries believing in witchcraft as in ethically
more sensitive societies. The second problem—whether prejudice

Is or is not attended by a sense of moral outrage—is a separate issue
altogether.

To be sure, countries with a Christian and democratic tradition
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view ethnic prejudice with disfavor more often than do countries
without this ethical tradition. And it is also probably true that
“liberal intellectuals” are more likely than most people to become
emotionally aroused by the problem.

Even so, there is not the slightest justification for confusing the
objective facts of prejudice with cultural or ethical judgment of
these facts. The unpleasant flavor of a word should not mislead us
into believing that it stands only for a value-judgment. Take the
word epidemic. It suggests something disagreeable. No doubt
Pasteur, the great conqueror of epidemics, hated them. But his
value-judgment did not affect in the slightest degree the objective
facts with which he dealt so successfully. Syphilis is a term flavored
with opprobrium in our culture. But the emotional tinge has no
bearing whatever upon the operations of the spirochete within the
human frame.

Some cultures, like our own, abjure prejudice; some do not; but
the fundamental psychological analysis of prejudice is the same
whether we are talking about Hindus, Navahos, the Greeks of
antiquity, or Middletown, U.S.A. Whenever a negative attitude to-
ward persons is sustained by a spurious overgeneralization we en-
counter the syndrome of prejudice. It is not essential that people
deplore this syndrome. It has existed in all ages in every country.
It constitutes a bona fide psychological problem. The degree of
moral indignation engendered is irrelevant.

Functional Significance

Certain definitions of prejudice include one additional ingredient.
The following is an example:

Prejudice is a pattern of hostility in interpersonal relations
which is directed against an entire group, or against its individual
members; it fulfills a specific irrational function for its bearer.”

The final phrase of this definition implies that negative attitudes
are not prejudices unless they serve a private, self-gratifying purpose
for the person who has them.

It will become abundantly clear in later chapters that much preju-
dice is indeed fashioned and sustained by self-gratifying considera-
tions. In most cases prejudice seems to have some “functional sigy
nificance” for the bearer. Yet this is not always the case. Much
prejudice is a matter of blind conformity with prevailing folkways.
Some of it, as Chapter 17 will show, has no important relation to
the life-economy of the individual. For this reason it seems unwise
to insist that the “irrational function” of prejudice be included in
our basic definition.
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Attitudes and Beliefs

We have said that an adequate definition of prejudice contains
two essential ingredients. There must be an attitude of favor or
disfavor; and it must be related to an overgeneralized (and there-
fore erroneous) belief. Prejudiced statements sometimes express the
attitudinal factor, sometimes the belief factor. In the following
series the first item expresses attitude, the second, belief:

I can’t abide Negroes.
Negroes are smelly.

I wouldn’t live in an apartment house with Jews.

There are a few exceptions, but in general all Jews are pretty
much alike.

I don’t want Japanese-Americans in my town.
Japanese-Americans are sly and tricky.

Is it important to distinguish between the attitudinal and belief
aspects of prejudice? For some purposes, no. When we find one,
we usually find the other. Without some generalized beliefs con-
cerning a group as a whole, a hostile attitude could not long be
sustained. In modern researches it turns out that people who ex-
press a high degree of antagonistic attitudes on a test for prejudice,
also show that they believe to a high degree that the groups they
are g)rejudiced against have a large number of objectionable quali-
ties.

But for some purposes it is useful to distinguish attitude from
belief. For example, we shall see in Chapter 30 that certain pro-
grams designed to reduce prejudice succeed in altering beliefs but
not in changing attitudes. Beliefs, to some extent, can be rationally
attacked and altered. Usually, however, they have the slippery
propensity of accommodating themselves somehow to the negative
attitude which is much harder to change. The following dialogue
illustrates the point:

Mr. X: The trouble with the Jews is that they only take care of
their own group.

Mr. Y: But the record of the Community Chest campaign shows
that they give more generously, in proportion to their
numbers, to the general charities of the community, than
do non-Jews.

Mr. X: That shows they are always trying to buy favor and in-
trude into Christian affairs. They think of nothing but
money; that is why there are so many Jewish bankers.

.
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Mr. Y: But a recent study shows that the percentage of Jews in
the banking business is negligible, far smaller than the
percentage of non-Jews.

Mr. X: That’s just it; they don’t go in for respectable business;
they are only in the movie business or run night clubs.

Thus the belief system has a way of slithering around to justify the
more permanent attitude. The process is one of rationalization—
of the accommodation of beliefs to attitudes.

It is well to keep these two aspects of prejudice in mind, for in
our subsequent discussions we shall have occasion to make use of
the distinction. But wherever the term prejudice is used without
specifying these aspects, the reader may assume that both attitude
and belief are intended.

Acting Out Prejudice

What people actually do in relation to groups they dislike is not
always directly related to what they think or feel about them. Two
employers, for example, may dislike Jews to an equal degree. One
may keep his feelings to himself and may hire Jews on the same
basis as any workers—perhaps because he wants to gain goodwill for
his factory or store in the Jewish community. The other may trans-
late his dislike into his employment policy, and refuse to hire Jews.
Both men are prejudiced, but only one of them practices discrimi-
nation. As a rule discrimination has more immediate and serious
social consequences than has prejudice.

It is true that any negative attitude tends somehow, somewhere,
to express itself in action. Few people keep their antipathies en-
tirely to themselves. The more intense the attitude, the more likely
it is to result in vigorously hostile action.

We may venture to distinguish certain degrees of negative action
from the least energetic to the most.

1. Antilocution. Most people who have prejudices talk about
them. With like-minded friends, occasionally with strangers,
they may express their antagonism freely. But many people
never go beyond this mild degree of antipathetic action.

2. Avoidance. 1If the prejudice is more intense, it leads the in-
dividual to avoid members of the disliked group, even perhaps
at the cost of considerable inconvenience. In this case, the
bearer of prejudice does not directly inflict harm upon the
group he dislikes. He takes the burden of accommodation
and withdrawal entirely upon himself.

8. Discrimination. Here the prejudiced person makes detri-
mental distinctions of an active sort. He undertakes to ex-
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clude all members of the group in question from certain types
of employment, from residential housing, political rights, edu-
cational or recreational opportunities, churches, hospitals, or
from some other social privileges. Segregation is an institu-
tionalized form of discrimination, enforced legally or by com-
mon custom.?

4. Physical attack. Under conditions of heightened emotion
prejudice may lead to acts of violence or semiviolence. An
unwanted Negro family may be forcibly ejected from a neigh-
borhood, or so severely threatened that it leaves in fear.
Gravestones in Jewish cemeteries may be desecrated. The
Northside's Italian gang may lie in wait for the Southside’s
Irish gang.

5. Extermination. Lynchings, pogroms, massacres, and the Hit-
lerian program of genocide mark the ultimate degree of vio-
lent expression of prejudice.

This five-point scale is not mathematically constructed, but it
serves to call attention to the enormous range of activities that may
issue from prejudiced attitudes and beliefs. While many people
would never move from antilocution to avoidance; or from avoid-
ance to active discrimination, or higher on the scale, still it is true
that activity on one level makes transition to a more intense level
easier. It was Hitler’s antilocution that led Germans to avoid their
Jewish neighbors and erstwhile friends. This preparation made it
easier to enact the Niirnberg laws of discrimination which, in turn,
made the subsequent burning of synagogues and street attacks upon
Jews seem natural. The final step in the macabre progression was
the ovens at Auschwitz.

From the point of view of social consequences much “polite
prejudice” is harmless enough—being confined to idle chatter. But
unfortunately, the fateful progression is, in this century, growing in
frequency. The resulting disruption in the human family is men-
acing. And as the peoples of the earth grow ever more interde-
pendent, they can tolerate less well the mounting friction.
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CHAPTER 2
THE NORMALITY OF PREJUDGMENT

SEPARATION OF HUMAN GROUPS—PROCESS OF CATEGORIZATION—
WHEN CATEGORIES CONFLICT WITH EVIDENCE—PERSONAL VALUES
As CATEGORIES—PERSONAL VALUES AND PREJUDICE—SUMMARY

Why do human beings slip so easily into ethnic prejudice? They
do so because the two essential ingredients that we have discussed
—erroneous generalization and hostility—are natural and common
capacities of the human mind. For the time being we shall leave
hostility and its related problems out of account. Let us consider
only those basic conditions of human living and thinking that lead
naturally to the formation of erroneous and categorical prejudgment
—and which therefore deposit us on the very threshold of ethnic
and group antagonism.

The reader is warned that the full story of prejudice cannot be
told in this—or in any other—single chapter of this book. Each
chapter, taken by itself, is one-sided. This is the inevitable defect
of any analytical treatment of the subject. The problem as a whole
is many-sided, and the reader is asked, while examining one facet,
to hold in mind the simultaneous existence of many other facets.
Thus, the present chapter presents a somewhat “cognitive” view
of prejudgment. For the time being, many ego-involved, emotional,
cultural, and personal factors that are simultaneously operating are,
of necessity, held in suspense.

The Separation of Human Groups

Everywhere on earth we find a condition of separateness among
groups. People mate with their own kind. They eat, play, reside
in homogeneous clusters. They visit with their own kind, and
prefer to worship together. Much of this automatic cohesion is
due to nothing more than convenience. There is no need to turn
to out-groups for companionship. With plenty of people at hand to
choose from, why create for ourselves the trouble of adjusting to
new languages, new foods, new cultures, or to people of a different
educational level? It requires less effort to deal with people who
have similar presuppositions. One reason for the gaiety and joy
of college class reunions is that all members are the same age, have
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