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ABSTRACT 

This study was conducted to evaluate the impact of 

didactic learning, experiential learning and dogmatism on 

prejudicial attitudes and behaviors- Subjects were 279 

students enrolled in freshman level teacher preparation 

classes at Texas Tech University. Subjects were pre- and 

post-tested on dogmatism (Rokeach, Form E), attitude 

(semantic differential), and tolerance related behavior 

(Student Developmental Task Inventory—Tolerance Scale). It 

was hypothesized that subjects enrolled in ANTH 1301 would 

experience statistically significant positive gains in both 

attitude (Hypothesis 1) and tolerance related behavior 

(Hypothesis 2) over a control group of students in EDSL 

1290. Both of these hypotheses were supported by the study. 

A subgroup of Anthropology volunteers representing the 

thirty highest (HDs) and lowest (LDs) scores on Rokeach's 

dogmatism scale were selected to take a three hour 

Sensitivity Workshop, consisting of a cultural simulation 

game and a short discussion session. It was hypothesized 

that subjects involved in the Sensitivity Workshop would 

show statistically significant positive gains in attitude 

(Hypothesis 4) and tolerance related behavior (Hypothesis 5) 

over a Control Group of Anthropology students matched for 

ix 



pre-test scores on dogmatism, GPA, SAT and/or ACT, and sex. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were not supported. However, 

subjects in the Sensitivity Workshop achieved significantly 

greater positive gains in attitude than subjects in either 

the Control Group or class as a whole. 

It was hypothesized that of the subjects involved in the 

Sensitivity Workshop LDs would make statistically 

significant positive changes in attitude (Hypothesis 5) and 

tolerance related behavior (Hypothesis 6) than would HDs. 

Hypothesis 5 was not supported by the study. Contrary to 

expectation HDs experienced greater gains in positive 

attitude change. While Hypothesis 6 was not supported by 

the study, LDs exhibited more positive tolerance related 

behaviors at a statistically significant level on both pre- and 

post-tests as compared with HDs. 

Didactic learning was found to be statistically 

significant in positive attitude and behavior change. 

Experiential learning was found to have a significant 

positive impact on attitude change, but was not a factor in 

behavior change. HDs made greater positive attitude 

changes. LDs practiced more positive tolerance related 

behaviors than did HDs. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

Statement of the Probj^em 

The problem of this study is the determination of the 

impact of didactic learning, experiential learning and 

dogmatism on prejudicial attitudes and behaviors. 

Prejudicial attitudes and behaviors have been shown to have 

a negative effect on counseling process and outcome (Sue, 

1981; Ivey, 1977). High levels of dogmatism are believed to 

be inconsistent with humanistic values and attitudes 

(Carlozzi, 1985). Currently both didactic and experiential 

methods Are utilized to deal with this issue. The problem 

then becomes one of evaluating current methods of creating 

positive changes in attitudes and tolerance related 

behaviors and of the impact of dogmatism on these methods. 

Importance,of,the Problem 

Awareness of cultural differences in counseling is a 

relatively recent event (Draguns, 1981). The early history 

of counseling has many examples of the cross-cultural 

counselor confounding his own Western bound values and 

experiences with humanly universal features of experience. 

In counseling this tends to equate what is alien to the 



counselor as "change-worthy" or pathological. Sue (1977) 

has emphasized current deficiencies of counselors %MDrking 

with ethnically diverse clients. He explained that, 

"...professionals who interact with mental health problems 

of ethnic minorities lack understanding and knowledge about 

ethnic values and their consequent interaction with a racist 

society" (p. 101). 

In "Issues and Ethics in the Helping Profession" Corey, 

Corey and Callanan (1984) stated that cross-cultural 

counselors should be aware of their own attitudes, values 

and biases'and how these Are likely to affect the minority 

client. Cross-cultural counselors should be able to 

appreciate cultural diversity and feel comfortable with 

differences that exist between themselves and individuals of 

differing races and beliefs. Cross-cultural counselors 

should have a background knowledge of the history, 

traditions and values of the minorities they serve. 

Sue (1981) wrote that the culturally effective 

cross-cultural counselor is one who is "aware and sensitive 

to his/her own cultural baggage,...values and biases and how 

they may affect minority clients" (p. 105). Ivey (1977) 

stressed the importance of ccxinselor warmth, respect, and 

genuineness. Schlossberg and Pietrofesa (1973) pointed to 

the importance of expanding the cognitive understanding of 

counselors in regard to the problems of the groups with 

which they work, and raising the consciousness of counselors 



with regard to their own bias and attitudes. Keefe (1979) 

defined empathy as a critical skill for the helping 

professional. Yet, because empathy is a "complex human 

behavior, the best definition for teaching and learning 

emphatic skills is a behavioral model" (Keefe, 1976, p. 30) 

Dogmatism has been noted as Ar\ important factor in 

research on increasing positive attitudes and tolerance 

related behaviors. Carlozzi (1985) contended that high 

dogmatism or closed-mindedness is inconsistent with the 

humanistic values and attitudes inherent in the therapeutic 

relationship and that it should be considered a "block" to 

effectiveness in counselors. Rokeach (1960) defined 

dogmatism as the relative closedness or openness of Art 

individual's cognitive framework for understanding, 

evaluating, receiving, and acting upon information that acts 

as a stimulus. Highly dogmatic individuals exhibit closed 

ways of thinking, authoritarian perspectives, tendencies to 

distort meanings and messages, and intolerant attitudes 

towards those with dissimilar beliefs and values. They are 

generally more defensive, anxious and less permissive in 

relationships. Interpersonal relationships of individuals 

low in dogmatism Are characterized by understanding and 

tolerance. 

While positive, empathetic attitudes and tolerance 

related behaviors Are evaluated as critically important for 

cross-cultural counselors, current literature on training 



programs for cross-cultural counselors repeatedly stresses 

the inadequacy of curricula in training for cross-cultural 

relationships. Present academic curricula Are usually 

designed around theory and clinical models which have no 

relationship to the lives of minority clients (Mitchell, 

1971) and few directly seek to improve either attitudes or 

tolerance related behaviors towards minority clients. 

Sensitivity workshops and discussion groups are the 

primary vehicles utilized for improving attitude and 

tolerance related behaviors. Borowy and McGuire (1983) 

contended that experiential learning (such as that offered 

through sensitivity workshops) offers personal benefits 

that go beyond the limited scope of didactic experience 

alone. Perhaps it is this bias which prevents counselor 

educators from considering the impact of traditional 

academic programs on attitudes and tolerance related 

behaviors of counselors in training. 

In the training of future counselors to work in 

cross—cultural settings it is important to address 

cross—cultural issues and to evaluate the impact of training 

programs on the attitudes and tolerance related behaviors of 

future counselors as well as their impact on technical 

skills and academic understanding. This is true because 

counseling is more than a mechanical process of correct 

responses and empathetic phrases. It is an intensely 

personal experience for both counselor and counselee in 



which the personhood of the counselor, including attitudes 

and tolerance levels, can at times play a subtle but major 

role in counseling outcome. 

Research FYoblero 

As yet, training in cultural differences is not a part 

of most counseling curricula and few counselor educators Are 

trained to teach in this area. The problem then becomes one 

of how to train future counselors to be more aware of these 

issues while lacking sufficiently trained counselor 

educators to teach the necessary material. Classes in 

Ethnic Studies and Anthropology Are currently being used at 

Texas Tech University to train future teachers to be more 

culturally sensitive. This is similar to Copeland's (1982) 

Interdisciplinary Approach for cross—cultural counselor 

education. This approach has proven effective in teacher 

education (Heath, 1970). The question remains as to the 

impact of a strictly didactic class on prejudicial attitudes 

and behaviors. Can a didactic class effectively improve 

both attitudes and tolerance related behaviors, and does 

experiential learning make a significant additive 

contribution to attitude and behavior change? 

Dogmatism has been repeatedly shown to be a factor in 

prejudicial attitudes and in ineffective counselor response. 

It is therefore important to determine the effect of 

dogmatism on attitude and tolerance related behaviors. 



Hygotheses 

Phase I 

bb^otb±sis_l- The Experimental Group (students enrolled 

in ANTH 1301 Understanding Multicultural America) would show 

a statistically significant increase in positive attitudes 

toward minorities over the Control Group (students enrolled 

in EDSL 1290 Introduction to Professional Education) as 

measured by the Attitude Scale (semantic differential—Word 

Association Scale). 

Hypothesis 2. The Experimental Group (students enrolled 

in ANTH 1301 Understanding Multicultural America) would show 

a statistically significant increase in positive tolerance 

related behaviors as measured by the Behavior Scale (Student 

Developmental Task Inventory—Tolerance Scale) over the 

Control Group (students enrolled in EDSL 1290 Introduction 

to Professional Education). 

Ptiase_II 

Hypothesis 3. An Experimental Group of sixty students 

enrolled in ANTH 1301 Understanding Multicultural America 

were volunteered to take a Sensitivity Workshop. It was 

hypothesized that this subgroup would show greater gains in 

positive attitudes towards minorities as measured by the 

Attitude Scale (semantic differential—Word Association 

Scale) when compared with a Control Group selected from 



students of ANTH 1301 and matched for initial scores on 

dogmatism, GPA, ACT and/or SAT, and sex. 

dyB2l.b±si_s_4. An Experimental Group of sixty students 

enrolled in ANTH 1301 Understanding Multicultural America 

volunteered to take a Sensitivity Workshop. It was 

hypothesized that this subgroup would show greater gains in 

tolerance related behaviors as measured by the Behavior 

Scale (Student Developmental Task Inventory—Tolerance 

Scale) when compared with a Control Group selected from 

students of ANTH 1301 and matched for initial scores on 

dogmatism, GPA, ACT and/or SAT, and sex. 

Pb§se_IlI 

HyBgthesis_5. Students enrolled in ANTH 1301 

Understanding Multicultural America who volunteer to take 

the Sensitivity Workshop and are low in dogmatism (LD) will 

show greater gains in positive attitudes as measured by the 

Attitude Scale (semantic differential—Word Association 

Scale) than those who volunteer to take the Sensitivity 

Workshop and are high in dogmatism (HD). 

Hyggthesis_6. Students enrolled in ANTH 1301 

Understanding Multicultural America who volunteer to take 

the Sensitivity Workshop and are low in dogmatism (LD) will 

show greater gains in tolerance related behaviors as 

measured by the Behavior Scale (Student Developmental Task 
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Inventory—Tolerance Scale) than those who volunteer to take 

the Sensitivity Workshop and are high in dogmatism (HD). 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

The purpose of this literature review is to relate 

relevant research to the problem of prejudicial attitudes 

and behaviors in counselor education. Current literature in 

the following areas will be covered. 1) Cross—Cultural 

Counselor Education, 2) Didactic versus Experiential 

Learning in Behavior Change, 3) Sensitivity Training for 

Minority Issues, and 4) Importance of Dogmatism in Counselor 

Per formanee. 

Cross-Cultural Counselor Education 

While McDavis and Parker (1977) found that most 

professionals and counselors-in-training received training 

in cross-cultural counseling through conferences and 

workshops, Copeland (1982) cited four approaches to 

cross-cultural that Are in use in counselor education 

programs at the present time: (1) separate course model; 

(2) the areas of concentration model; (3) the 

interdisciplinary model; and (4) the integration model. 

Pendersen's triad model (1978) and the anticounselor 

triad model of Neimeyer, Fukuyama, Bingham, Hall and 

Mussenden (1986) Are representative of models utilized in 
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workshops and in-service training opportunities. Pendersen 

proposed a Triad Model for training cross-cultural 

counselors. The triad consists of a counselor, a client, 

and an anticounselor who represents the problem from the 

client's point of view. The client chooses the alternative, 

counselor or anticounselor, which offers the most meaningful 

ally. A client-anticounselor coalition or coalition with 

the problem isolates the counselor and demonstrates 

ineffective counseling. A client-counselor coalition 

becomes an effective vehicle for change. Pendersen's triad 

model has been used effectively in in-service workshops 

throughout the United States and as a unit in a prepracticum 

counseling courses. This model is limited to simulated 

interviews as a training function rather than used as a 

direct model for therapy. Pendersen evaluated it as 

increasing skill in four areas: 1) ability of the counselor 

to articulate the problem; 2) ability of the counselor to 

anticipate the types of resistance or barriers likely to 

appear in an intercultural interview; 3) diminished 

counselor defensiveness; 4) increase in counselor recovery 

skills (Pendersen, 1978; Pendersen, 1977). 

Neimeyer, Fukuyama, Bingham, Hall and Mussenden (1986) 

compared the anticounselor triad model of counselor training 

to a pro-counselor triad model. In the pro-counselor model 

the pro-counselor functioned as a supportive ally to the 

counselor to highlight unique cultural values and issues and 
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the impact of these on the interaction. Two objective 

ratings and two self-report measures were used to assess 

counselor performance. Findings clarified the differences 

in experience for the counselor trainee in utilizing the two 

models. Participants generally experienced the anti-

counselor model as more negative than the pro-counselor 

model. Counselors reported feeling more confused during 

the interaction and less competent. Additionally, clients 

were perceived as less likely to feel understood and to 

continue counseling. However, these subjective ratings were 

not shared by the objective raters of the counselor's 

performance. Videotaped segments of the role plays showed 

no significant differences in counselor expertness, 

attractiveness, trustworthiness, nor in response 

effectiveness. This finding highlighted the importance of 

feedback to counselors participating in the anti—counsel or 

model and suggested that it may be more suited to advanced 

students who have had An opportunity to develop skill and 

confidence in cross-cultural settings. The pro-counselor 

model was seen as alleviating anxiety in the cross-cultural 

interact ion. 

These findings were similar to those of Sue (1979) who 

found the pro-counselor model to be more effective in 

acquiring intervention strategies, skills, and teaching 

culture-specific knowledge. The anti-counselor model was 
« 

determined to be more effective in raising awareness of 



personal bias, contrasting values, and the context of 

counseling as existing in a larger sociopolitical context. 

While rating it as more effective for learning counseling 

techniques in a cross-cultural setting, counselors in the 

anti-counselor model also reported greater anxiety (Sue, 

1979). 

The pro-counselor model and the anti-counselor model are 

representative of the types of training available through 

workshop formats which focus on skills. The counselor-in-

training becomes aware of the impact of his attitudes and 

behaviors on the client through the use of the pro-counselor 

or the anti-counselor. Both models focus on how the 

counselor appears to the client rather than on any direct 

change in the counselor attitudes or tolerance related 

behaviors. 

Under the separate course model (Copeland, 1982) one 

course is added to Art existing program of study. Some 

courses of this type focus on ethnic study, theoretical 

models, or take a sensitivity group format. Others Are 

combinations of the above. Three content areas are listed 

as imperative in this approach: (1) relevant historical and 

cultural material; (2) cognitive and affective skills to 

create attitudes required to work with clients of diverse 

cultural backgrounds, and (3) opportunity to interact in 

racial and cross-cultural settings. 
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Schlossberg and Pietrofesa (1973) have developed a 

module which is representative of the separate course 

approach, to train counselors to work with women clients. 

This four—pronged model is aimed at producing counselors and 

teachers who can participate in An unbiased manner with 

their constituency. The following components of the 

Schlossberg/Pietrofesa model Are based on 56 hours of 

training: one week with sixteen hours of sessions during the 

year to follow-up. These components must be adapted to 

specific settings: 

1. Expanding the cognitive understanding of 

participants regarding the role of women through 

lectures and readings (p. 51). 

The initial approach is cognitive and must be 

interdisciplinary in nature. Experts in law, medicine, 

psychology, education, sociology can participate in 

lectures, discussion, panels, etc. 

2. Raising the consciousness of participants regarding 

sexual bias through group techniques (p. 51). 

Through reading, discussions, and group work counselors 

are encouraged to look at their own feelings, attitudes, 

beliefs and values regarding sexual bias. These 

consciousness raising activities provide the basis for skill 

acqui si ti on. 
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3. Promoting the acquisition of non-biased helping 

skills among participants through audio-video taping and 

role playing (p. 51). 

Step One: Supervised practice and role play provide the 

mechanism from which skills emerge. Step Two: Participants 

work in dyads and discussions follow each structured 

exercise. Evaluations in terms of Carkhuff's Five-Point 

Scale are made immediately following each role play. Step 

Three: Audio and video taping of actual counseling sessions 

are critiqued in terms of skill acquisition and 

implementation immediately following the session. Areas of 

counselor biases which may effect the interaction and/or 

decision making process of the counselee Are highlighted. 

4. Fostering skill development in program planning and 

implementation among participants through tutorial 

projects (p. 51). 

Participants seek to utilize their creative potential to 

create innovative programs which will result in improved 

situations for women. Step One: Program development is 

outlined in systematic steps with the supervisor. Step Two: 

Groups zero in on specific means of implementing these 

steps. 

Schlossberg and Pietrofesa's model focused on improving 

tolerance related behaviors by seeking to produce counselors 

who can work with clients in An unbiased manner. It is a 

combination of didactic (lecture) and experiential 
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(discussion and role play) learning. By focusing directly 

on client interaction through role play and video taping the 

counselor is able to evaluate the impact of his/her 

attitudes and behaviors on the client. While counselor 

attitudes and behaviors Are dealt with, counselor impact on 

the client is the target of the training. This appears to 

be An excellent model for training therapists to work with 

specific populations. While Carkhuff's 5-point scale is 

utilized to evaluate counselors in this program, no data on 

the success of the program in terms of improved attitudes or 

behaviors on the part of counselors-in-training was 

available. 

In the area of concentration model a core of courses is 

included with skill-building activities. Practicum and/or 

internship in an appropriate setting is preceded by 

development of skills in a prepracticum situation. In-depth 

training is given to prepare the counselor to work with a 

particular group (Copeland, 1982). 

Both Mitchell (1971) and Bell (1971) support the 

concentration model. Bell stressed the need for minorities 

to be involved in the design and implementation of counselor 

training programs. He further recommended the use of 

minority counselors as resource persons when using 

experiences such as workshops, seminars, discussion groups, 

and encounter groups to help students deal with their 

feelings regarding race. Material centering on minority 
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culture, social and interpersonal dynamics should be added 

to course content. Practicum experiences in minority 

communities should be made essential. 

Mitchell (1971) instigated a counselor education 

program at Washington University consisting of 30 credit 

hours plus an internship specializing in working with Black 

clients. Minority trainees Are recruited and the usual 

criteria for admissions, GPA and test scores. Are given less 

weight than personal qualities and potential. The 

curriculum is adapted to provide input of the Black 

perspective. The department offers a class entitled 

"Seminar in Counseling Minority Group Students" and 

electives from the Black Studies Program are made available. 

Practicum is made relevant by placing students in minority 

areas and social agencies. Counseling internships include 

the use of "seminar-encounter" groups to help students 

understand their effect on counselees and to gain a better 

understanding of the Black frame of reference. Mithcell 

evaluated the program as having potential for professional 

and personal growth. Lack of a full-time Black instructor 

with whom the Black students could relate was listed as the 

main inadequacy of the program. 

Both Mitchell and Bell highlight the importance of 

helping counselors to deal with their feelings and tolerance 

related behaviors. Both use a mixture of didactic and 

experiential learning and focus on counselor impact on the 
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client. While this type of trianing is theoretically 

appealing on an intuitive level neither study has utilized 

empirical measure to ascertain the effectiveness of these 

methods at improving counselor attitudes and tolerance 

related behaviors. 

The integration model (Copeland, 1982) is the most 

desirable and the most difficult to implement. All students 

in the program are able to benefit from this approach. 

Rather than merely adding a course in cross-cultural 

counseling, or a unit in particular course, the material 

related to cross-cultural counseling is integrated into the 

body of the program (Copeland, 1982). While the integration 

model would be the most ideal, lack of faculty trained in 

this approach prevent this being a viable option at this 

time. No studies were found representative of this 

approach. 

The interdisciplinary model incorporates course work in 

other disciplines. This model broadens the theoretical base 

from which the students work by increasing their awareness 

of other fields important in the human-services area: 

anthropology, ethnic studies, economics, history, political 

science, psychology, and sociology. Students might include 

such courses as Afro-American Studies and Minority Problems, 

etc. Course work in economics and political science 

increase awareness of socioeconomic problems experienced by 

low income groups. In using this approach it is important 
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that students be allowed to request faculty from these areas 

to be involved in thesis or dissertation and examination 

committees (Copeland, 1982). 

Arredondo-Dowd and Gonsalves (1980) propose that 

counselor training specialize in bilingual-multicultural 

education as this approach enables the student to "learn 

about and value a diversity of cultures shaped by such 

factors as race, religion, ethnicity, language, nationality 

and income" (p. 659). Focus should be on the development of 

basic competencies in counseling, linguistics, pedagogy, and 

a second language. In addition to the competencies proposed 

by Sue, Arredondo-Dowd and Gonsalves add the following: 

Counseling Competencies: 
1. To assess the appropriateness of the counseling 
approach regarding culturally different clients. 
2. To develop appropriate counseling interventions 
to stimulate personal growth. 
Cultural Competencies: 
1. To work directly with the community in 
identifying and using cultural resources that may 
better facilitate the counseling process. 
Linguistic Competencies; 
1. To explain the basic principles of language 
acquisition and the process of becoming bilingual. 
2. To determine the biases of standardized tests. 
E±d§929it^i_QQ[£!E^t±tl£l£^J-
1. To be knowledgeable and conversant with the 
issues in bi1ingual/multicultural education. 
2. To assess and prepare appropriate materials for 
use with the target population. 
3. To diagnose the abilities and achievements of 
bi1ingual-multicultural chiIdren. 
QotlQsel_i.ng_Xnternshi£i 
1. Internship experience that places the candidate 
in a multicultural setting...with qualified field 
supervision. (pp- 659-660) 
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This model represents a traditional academic approach to 

education. Highly didactic, it concentrates on information 

and skill acquisition. While one outcome sought is that the 

student learn to value other cultures no direct attempts 

Are made to improve either attitudes or tolerance related 

behaviors toward minority populations. 

These models all emphasize the importance of attitude 

and tolerance related behaviors in their training. 

Experiential learning is utilized in all but the 

interdisciplinary model to heighten awareness of counselor 

attitudes and behaviors and their impact on the counselee 

and counseling outcome and process. Because the focus is on 

counselor/cllent relationships the measure of successful 

intervention becomes client perception of counselor attitude 

and behavior rather than change in counselor attitudes or 

tolerance related behaviors. While it is hoped that these 

attitudes and behaviors do in fact become more positive, 

improvement is inferred due to better counselor/cllent 

interaction rather than measured directly. 

Didactic versus Experiential Learning 
i_n_Behavi^or__Change 

According to Martin and Carkhuff (1968) training 

programs which integrated experiential and didactic 

approaches in counselor training have resulted in 

"higher... levels of interpersonal functioning following 
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training and resultant patient benefits" (p. 109). Both 

communication and discrimination were emphasized as 

variables in interpersonal functioning. Additionally, 

constructive personality change as determined by pre- and 

post- MMPI was verified. Martin and Carkhuff concluded that 

integrated didactic and experiential training CAn 

significantly improve interpersonal functioning over a short 

period of time as well as bring about constructive 

personality change. 

In studying the ability to offer accurate empathy 

Deshaies (1974) concluded that didactic-experiential group 

training promoted this ability. No statistically 

significant differences were found in effectiveness between 

group didactic-experiential training and group sensitivity 

training in the ability of counselor trianees to offer 

accurate empathy by counselor trainees. However, Bath 

(1976) found that subjects who had been 

lower in empathy before training were significantly 
more affected by the didactic program than were 
subjects higher on empathy before training. 
Subjects high and low in pre-training were not 
differentially affected by the experiential and 
didactic-experiential programs. (p. 925) 

Marmor (1979) argued that the increasing didactic 

analysis and supervisory hours involved in most 

psychoanalytic institutes may foster dogmatism and rigidity 

due to unhealthy and authoritarian hegemony of training 

analysts over their candidates. Walker (1977) found that 
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counselor trainees involved in group counseling with 

experienced leaders as part of their education showed a 

decrease in dogmatism. Leader differences were not found to 

essentially relate to counseling outcome. However, in 

comparing treatment programs designed to decrease dogmatism 

which utilized varying amounts of classroom time in 

experiential and didactic learning, Bubenzer (1976) found 

neither model to be superior to the other. 

These studies support the effectiveness of didactic and 

experiential learning for increasing empathy and lowering 

dogmatism. No studies were found dealing with didactic and 

experiential learning and tolerance related behavior. The 

scarcity of studies in this area highlights the need for 

more information on the impact of these processes-

Sens^ tJ.yi^ty_JL^li2iD9_l5L_tlLQl2Li.ty —Issues 

Larson (1982) cited the need for a consciousness-raising 

component as part of counselor education to begin changing 

attitudes of cross-cultural counselors. Bell (1971) 

recommended the use of discussion and encounter groups to 

aid students in dealing with their personal feelings in 

regard to race and culture. Schlossberg and Pietrofesa 

(1973) recommended the use of group techniques to raise 

consciousness regarding sexual bias. Their approach 

recognized counselor bias as a reality and stressed the 

importance of bringing these feelings into the open so that 
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they can be controlled and removed from both human 

encounters and counseling. 

The Education and Training Committee of APA's Division 

17 of Counseling Psychology presented a position paper in 

1980 that recommended the adoption of specific competencies 

for cross-cultural counselors. Awareness on the part of the 

counselor of his/her own values and biases was stressed as 

well as that the counselor be comfortable with racial and 

value differences which exist between the counselor and the 

client. In response to these objectives Paradis (1981) 

conducted a training program consisting of eight discussion 

sessions of 75 minutes each with the counseling staff at a 

small women's college. The goals were to sensitize the 

participants to their cultural heritage and to raise their 

general level of cultural awareness. This approach to 

training was assessed as beginning "to make therapists aware 

that therapy and counseling should be performed in a 

cross-cultural context" (p. 148). 

McDavis and Parker (1977) incorporated four two-hour 

group sessions aimed at increasing awareness of the 

participants attitudes toward minorities. In the first two 

sessions individuals arranged themselves first in dyads, and 

then in groups of four, eight, etc. until the entire group 

met as one to discuss previous experiences with minorities 

and their personal reactions, feelings, and beliefs 

regarding these experiences. In the third session An 
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activity was provided during which each individual was 

reacted to according to the label on his/her back which 

he/she could not read. Feelings regarding this activity 

were processed at the end of the session. In the fourth 

session small groups developed a list of action-oriented 

behaviors designed to improve and/or initiate relationships 

with minorities. The sessions were followed by a lunch in 

and tour of the local Black community. Salient attitude 

change toward minorities was found difficult to measure by 

standard instruments. Student self report indicated that 

this module plus the rest of the four hour course resulted 

in: 1) greater openness in channels of communication 

between whites and other ethnic groups; 2) greater comfort 

in counseling minority clients; 3) greater awareness of 

their own attitudes regarding minority groups; 4) greater 

awareness of the attitudes of minorities toward whites. 

Deshaies (1974) reported "the effects of group 

sensitivity training and group didactic-experiential 

training on the accurate empathy of counselor trainees" and 

found that sensitivity training did promote the ability of 

counselor trainees to offer empathy. Dague (1974) 

successfully used the encounter group format to reduce 

levels of dogmatism in high school students. 

Similar reduction in rigidity of both behavior and 

attitude was achieved by Parker and Huff (1975) with 49 

undergraduate students. A group format was utilized for two 
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hours weekly over a period of ten weeks. Intensive group 

experiences focused on the personal dynamics of the 

counselor candidate Are recommended by Carlozzi (1982) to 

aid counselor trainees in becoming more open-minded and less 

dogmatic. However, in a study of student teachers by 

Scamman (1975), structured training in basic communication, 

interaction and interpersonal skills produced significant 

increases in acceptance, and tolerance of others functioning 

in a school setting, especially those who were culturally, 

sexually or racially different. The use of T-groups 

designed around the basic NTL model showed no significant 

change on any measures. 

These studies indicate the success of Sensitivity 

Workshop formats in improving attitudes and tolerance 

related behaviors and in decreasing dogmatism. Workshops in 

these studies were used as part of on-going didactic 

training or were held over several sessions. No studies 

were found of Workshops held only for a few hours on one 

occasion. 

2^inporJtanc_e_g£_Dogmati_sm_i_n 
Cgunsel_g»i_Per£gr_manc_e 

The concept of dogmatism and the E Scale which measure* 

it were developed by Rokeach in response to the criticism 

that the F Scale used to measure authoritarianism measured 

this attribute of the political right only. Rokeach took 
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the position that beliefs are held in an open or closed 

system that is independent of the content of those beliefs. 

Dogmatic individuals who Are closed minded in one AreA Are 

predicted as likely to be closed minded in others. Such An 

individual glorifies those who support his beliefs and is 

intolerant of differing beliefs (McReynolds, 1977). 

Kemp (1962) utilized the Dogmatism Scale Form E 

developed by Rokeach to study the relationship between 

dogmatism and counselor response in both actual and 

hypothetical counseling interviews. After training, 

consisting of one practicum, both high and low dogmatic 

groups showed improvement in supportive and permissive 

responses in hypothetical situations. Those low in 

dogmatism remained supportive And permissive in actual 

counseling interviews. However, those high in dogmatism 

changed "toward fewer understanding and supportive responses 

and toward more evaluative, interpretative, and probing or 

diagnostic responses" (p. 156). Kemp concluded that those 

high in dogmatism adjusted their thinking toward the 

perceived expectations of the external authority of the 

counseling instructor. Because they were less anxious in 

the hypothetical situation those high in dogmatism were able 

to reflect and thus appeared to be more understanding and 

supportive- However, the necessity for immediate response 

in the actual counseling situation caused them to respond in 

their more usual pattern. This change was thus deemed to be 
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transient rather than enduring or integrated into the 

personality. 

Stefflre, King, and Leafgren (1962) sought to identify 

effective counseling through peer Judgment. Participants 

most frequently chosen were significantly lower in dogmatism 

than those not selected. Russo, Kelz, and Hudson (1964) 

found that scores on the Dogmatism Scale correlated with the 

Judgement of experts in rating 29 counselor trainees as most 

and least effective with those rating lower in dogmatism 

being more effective counselors. 

Mil liken and Paterson (1967) found supervisor ratings of 

counselor effectiveness were inversely related to degree of 

dogmatism in 30 counselor trainees. The research of Mezzano 

(1969) supported this finding. Counselor effectiveness 

ratings of 37 counselor trainees on congruence, 

understanding and acceptance exhibited during counselor 

interviews were found by supervisors to be significantly 

correlated with low degrees of dogmatism. Additionally, 20 

of the students showed a reduction in dogmatism during the 

year of training, three remained at their previous levels, 

and seven increased in dogmatism. Mezzano cited this as 

evidence that dogmatism could be altered. 

The findings of Foulds (1971) conflicted with the 

previously cited studies. Foulds' study correlated levels 

of facilitative conditions (empathetic understanding, 

genuineness and respect) with scores on the Dogmatism Scale 
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Form E. While the correlations between the conditions rated 

and levels of dogmatism were in the direction predicted 

(inverse), none was found to be significant. Foulds 

appealed to Kemp's argument that individuals high in 

dogmatism will change in the perceived direction of the 

counseling instructor. A similar study by Loesch, Crane, 

and Rucker (1978) involving 51 counseling students found 

that supervisor ratings of counseling effectiveness were not 

significantly related to levels of dogmati«^m. 

Heikkinen and German (1975) studied two groups of 16 

master's level students each using the Dogmatism Scale Form 

E. While all students showed a decrease in dogmatism over 

the course of training "the relative changes between the two 

groups were not significantly different" (p. 170). It is 

noted that dogmatism scores for all students were generally 

low and thus significant differences relative to scores on 

the Experimental Attitude Scale used to assess attitude 

measures may have been unrealistic. Winans (1973), in a 

study of 28 beginning practicum students, found counselor 

ratings of their own effectiveness related to client 

dogmatism, while client ratings of counselor effectiveness 

were not related to dogmatism. 

Carlozzi, Campbell, and Ward (1982) studied the 

relationship of dogmatism and external locus of control to 

ability to respond faci 1 itatively when the effects of number 

of hours of graduate training in counseling, specific 
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counselor training program, sex, age, religious affiliation, 

and race were controlled for. Master's degree candidates 

(N=215) majoring in counseling and guidance at three 

southwestern universities wrote responses to 16 audiotaped 

client stimulus statements. Results supported the 

hypothesis that counselor trainees who were highly dogmatic 

and operated from external locus of control were less able 

to respond in a helpful, facilitative manner to clients. 

The researchers concluded that "qualities intrinsic to the 

personalities of counselors largely account for their 

internalization of interpersonal skills and their counseling 

effectiveness" (p. 234). 

Based on the strength of the relationship between 

external control and dogmatism in the above study, Carlozzi 

(1985) concluded that counselors high in dogmatism may "have 

difficulty in accepting personal responsibility for their 

part in communicative exchanges with clients" (p. 151) and 

may be more likely to seek defensively to blame the client 

for difficulties and their own anxiety in the counseling 

relationship. 

These studies highlight the impact of dogmatism on 

counselor empathy and response with counselors low in 

dogmatism rated as being more empathetic and helpful to 

clients. Dogmatism is thus supported as An important 

factor in counselor personality and performance. Further 
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study is needed to ascertain the impact of dogmatism on 

attitude and behavior change. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Three phases of research are described in this chapter. 

Students in each phase were pre- and post-tested for 

dogmatism, attitudes towards minorities, and tolerance 

related behaviors. Additional demographic information was 

gathered and waiver obtained from each subject in order to 

gain information on GPA, SAT and/or ACT scores. In Phase I, 

the Experimental Group concisted of a class of Anthropology 

students and the Control Group consisted of a class of 

Education students- The Anthropology class constituted the 

treatment. In Phase II the Experimental Group consisted of 

a subgroup of Anthropology students taking a Sensitivity 

Workshop and the Control Group will consist of Anthropology 

subjects matched for dogmatism, GPA, SAT and/or ACT, and sex 

who did not take the Workshop. In Phase III the groups 

consisted of subjects involved in the Workshop who were 

divided by their pre-test scores on dogmatism into High 

Dogmatics (HDs) and Low Dogmatics (LDs). The design for 

each phase of research and the statistical ananlysis 

employed will be discussed for each phase. 

30 
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Subjects 

PL^se_I 

Experimental Group. N=156- One hundred fifty-six 

students in ANTH 1301 "Understanding Multicultural America" 

volunteered to participate in the research by taking the 

pre- and post-tests during class and giving permission to 

have their official records accessed for GPA, ACT, and SAT 

scores. As this course is designed partially to fulfill the 

State standard requirement in Multicultural Education for 

Education majors the majority of the students were female 

undergraduates. All but six were Texas residents. See 

Table 3.1. 

ANTH 1301 "Understanding Multicultural America" was 

taught by Dr. Goss, Professor of Anthropology and Museum 

Science- Texts for the class included 1) Jamake Highwater 

The Primal Mind. 2) James Diego Vijil From Indian5_to 

Chicanos. 3) Stephen B. Oates Let the Trumpet Sound; The 

Life of Martin Luther King^ Jr., 4) Ricardo Garrie Teaching 

in a Pluralistic Society. Dr. Goss's focus in the class was 

to increase the sensitivity to and positive evaluation of 

cultural patterns, differences in world view, differing 

linguistic and cognitive styles. The course was oriented 

toward a better understanding of the nature and variety of 

American cultures through a study of Blacks, Chicanos, 

Anglos, and Native Americans. The world community and 

possible futures were explored. Rather than dealing with 
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Age 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22+ 
* 

Race 
Blac 
Hisp 

Table 3. 

* 

:k 

ANTH 
6 
40 
40 
27 
43 
* 

»anic 
Nat i ve 
Amer i 
Orient 
Whit ;e 

can 
al 

,1. Anth 

EUDC 
75 
21 
16 
2 
9 

* * 

ANTH 
2 
5 

2 
142 

iropology « 

* * * 

EDUC 
5 
4 

1 

113 

3ind Education Vol 

Year in School 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
* * * 

Sex 
Female 
Male 
Unlisted 

* 

unteers 

ANTH 
14 
68 
44 
22 
8 

* 

ANTH 
124 
28 
4 

* 

EDUC 
2 
91 
21 
8 

* 

EDUC 
118 
2 
3 



the history of minority oppression, minorities were 

presented as a natural resource and source of strength 

within the country. Pluralism and bilingual ism were 

affirmed as a value. The approach was both emotional and 

rational with the aim of making students more sensitive to 

injustice and increasing skills in conflict resolution. See 

Appendix A for a more detailed description of the class. 

Control Group. N=123. One hundred twenty-three 

students in EDEL 1290 "Introduction to Education" 

volunteered to participate in the research by taking the 

pre- and post—tests home and returning them. Students were 

given 2 points for returning the tests promptly the next 

class period. This was a freshman level class required of 

all future teachers. Students were primarily female 

undergraduates. All were Texas residents. See Table 3.1. 

EDEL 1290 "Introduction to Professional Education" was 

taught by Dr. Bobo, Professor of Education. Texts included: 

1) Kevin Ryan and James Cooper Those Who Can Teach and 2) 

Kevin Ryan and James Cooper Kaleidoscope Readings in 

Education. The class dealt primarily with school 

governance, teacher organizations, and requirements for 

teacher certification. Students were introduced to the 

Texas Tech University College of Education faculty and taken 

to visit several schools in the area. Current issues and 

trends were covered as well as the history and philosophy of 
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education. See Appendix B for a more detailed description 

of the class. 

Phase II 

Experimental Group. Students from ANTH 1301 were 

permitted to volunteer to take the Sensitivity Workshop. 

Students were notified of this opportunity in class and were 

given a memorandum regarding the workshop. Students 

attending the Workshop were relieved of one requirement of 

the course (Quiz, Critical Book Review, or Individual 

Project). From those who volunteered subjects with the 

thirty highest and thirty lowest scores on dogmatism were 

selected to participate- Students were again notified of 

their selection by memorandum. 

Control Group. A Control Group of 60 students from 

ANTH 1301 who did not attend the Workshop were matched to 

the Experimental Group on pre-test score for dogmatism GPA, 

SAT and/or ACT, and sex. 

Phase_IJLI 

Low_Dgamatics_iLDs2. Subjects were those students from 

ANTH 1301 selected to partiticipate in the Sensitivity 

Workshop. Subjects with the thirty lowest scores on 

Rokeach's Dogmatism pre-test were designated as LDs for 

Phase III of the study. 
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High Dogmatics (HDs). Subjects were those students from 

ANTH 1301 selected to participate in the Sensitivity 

Workshop. Subjects with the thirty highest scores on 

Rokeach's Dogmatism pre-test were designated as HDs for 

Phase III of the study. 

Instruments 

Waiver 

A waiver was obtained from each student which 

enabled the researcher to access student records and obtain 

ACT and/or "SAT, and GPA of each student. This information 

was used to match a control group with those taking the 

Sensitivity Training and for other statistical calculations. 

See Appendix E for a copy of the waiver. 

Demographic Sheet 

A demographic sheet was filled out by each student to 

obtain general demographic data. See Appendix F for a copy 

of the demographic sheet. 

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale. Form_F 

Each student was given Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale at the 

beginning and at the end of the semester. Form E consists 

of a 40-item, Likert-style instrument with response 

categories which range from "I Agree Very Much" to "I 

Disagree Very Much." See Appendix G for a copy of Rokeach's 
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Dogmatism Scale. Form E is worded in such a manner than 

agreement with the item contributes to a higher score. As 

with the F Scale, which is similarly worded, this raises the 

problem of acquiescence response bias. McReynolds (1977) 

evaluated the instrument as having satisfactorily high 

reliability for both adult and high school samples. 

McReynolds cited the following studies which indicate that 

while acquiescence response bias is a factor it "does not 

adversely affect the validity of the instrument" (p. 479). 

These findings were supported by Couch and Keniston (1960) 

and Peabody (1961). While means change greatly from one 

sample to another Alter and White (1966) studied dogmatism 

as a measure of cognitive style in a sample of 1,300 

subjects and found a grand mean of 159.2 with a standard 

deviation of 31.38. 

Attitude Scale 

An Attitude Scale was used to assess empathy toward 

minorities. The Attitude Scale consisted of a semantic 

differential—Word Association Scale consisting of 18 

bipolar adjectives and one concept: Minorities. See 

Appendix H for a copy of the Attitude Scale. 

Behavior Scale 

A Behavior Scale (Student Development Task 

Inventory-Tolerance Scale) was used to measure tolerance 
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related behavior. As one scale of the Student Development 

Task Inventory (Winston, Miller and Prince, 1979) the 

tolerance scale was designed to assess maturity of the 

individual's capacity to respond to persons as individuals 

rather than as stereotypes which call for a conventional 

response. A prominent feature of the scale is its measure 

of respect for those having differences in habits, 

appearance, backgrounds, and values. The Tolerance Scale is 

a 12 item true false inventory. A complete copy of the 

scale is contained in Appendix I. 

Reliability of the Tolerance Scale was rated by two-week 

test-retest at .85. The construction of the items along a 

continuum of difficulty is thought to account for the lower 

Internal Consistency Reliability of .45. 

Validity for this scale in terms of task and subtasks 

intercorrelations is 0.27. In a study of contrasted groups 

Social Isolates vs Joiners rated a t value of —0.54 and a 

study of Nondaters vs. Active Daters rated -1.39. 

Permission for use of this scale is granted by the Student 

Development Associates. 

Design 

Pb^se_I 

As random assignment was not possible a quasi-

experimental design was chosen for this study. The 

Experimental Group consisted of students enrolled in ANTH 
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1301. The Control Group consisted of students enrolled in 

EDSL 1290. The two groups were assumed to be comparable at 

the beginning of the study. Waivers permitting the 

researcher to obtain GPA, ACT and/or SAT, plus demographic 

variables of the participating students were gathered at the 

beginning of the semester in order to ascertain further the 

equality of the two groups. Students were pre-tested the 

first week of the semester on dogmatism (Rokeach's Dogmatism 

Scale Form E), attitude (Attitude Scale), and tolerance 

related behavior (Behavior Scale Scale) and post-tested 

using the same instruments at the of the semester. 

PhiLse_il 

As random assignment was not possible a quasi-

experimental design was chosen for the study. The two 

groups were assumed to be comparable at the beginning of the 

semester. Waivers permitting the researcher to obtain GPA, 

ACT and/or SAT scores plus demographic variables of the 

participating students were gathered at the beginning of the 

semester in order to ascertain further the equality of the 

two groups. Students were pre-tested for dogmatism 

(Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale Form E), attitude (Attitude 

Scale), and tolerance related behavior (Behavior Scale). 

Students from ANTH 1301 were permitted to volunteer to 

take a Sensitivity Workshop and those with the thirty 

highest and thirty lowest scores on the dogmatism pre-test 
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were selected as the Experimental Group. A Control Group 

was matched with these students for dogmatism pre-test 

score, sex, GPA, ACT and/or SAT. The Experimental Group 

attended the Sensitivity Workshop on a Saturday afternoon at 

the end of the semester. The following week both groups 

were post-tested with the identical scales utilized for the 

pre-tests. 

The Workshop was conducted by Michal Wells, doctoral 

student in Foundations of Education, and Pam Moore, doctoral 

student in Clinical Psychology. The sensitivity training 

consisted of two segments: 1) The use of a multicultural 

game entitled BaFa and 2) a discussion session. 

BaFa Game. BaFa is a Cross Culture Simulation game 

produced and marketed by SIMILE II in Del Mar, California 

(Shirts, 1977). It is intended to help participants 

understand how individuals belonging to different cultures, 

groups or organizations learn about one another. BaFa was 

designed to recreate the essence of differences between 

cultures without replicating a specific culture. Knowing 

the language and customs of a culture help one to adapt to 

it, but it is not sufficient to overcome the feeling of 

being a stranger in a foreign culture. BaFa was designed to 

enable the participant to experience the sense of 

strangeness which those of a foreign culture or a subculture 

often feel when interacting with the dominant culture. 
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Cassette tapes for introducing the cultures and props for 

the game are supplied in the kit. 

Discussion leaders acted as coordinators for the BaFa 

game and were familiarized with the game before hand by 

listening to the culture tapes provided with the kit. In 

BaFa the participating students were divided into two groups 

or cultures and introduced to the values and customs of that 

culture through the same cassette tape used previously by 

the leaders. Once all participants understood their culture 

they exchanged observers with the other culture and learned 

as much as possible about that culture without asking 

questions directly. After a fixed time, observers returned 

to their original culture to report their findings. Each 

group attempted to develop a hypothesis regarding the most 

effective way to interact with the other culture based on 

information provided by the observer. Repeated groups of 

observers were exchanged until all had participated as an 

observer- The participants then meet together to discuss 

and analyze the experience. See Appendix C for more 

detaiIs. 

Discussion Groups. After the BaFa experience 

participants were divided into six groups for a discussion 

exercise. The groups were lead by Master's and Doctoral 

level counselors in training who had completed a three hour 

class on Group Techniques. Group leaders were instructed to 

be open and honest regarding their own experiences, feelings 
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and prejudices and to encourage the students to feel free to 

discuss their experiences and feelings. Students were 

informed that the discussion was confidential and that no 

comments would be carried outside of the group. Questions 

used were originally developed by the Peace Corp to raise 

awareness of cultural issues. Items 1 and 2 below Are two 

of the questions utilized in the discussion. See Appendix D 

for a complete listing of discussion questions. 

1. Recall your first significant interaction with a 

person of another race or ethnic group. Describe 

the situation and feelings. 

2. What was the strongest fear you developed while 

growing up about interaction with another race or 

ethnic group? 

Phase_lXI 

As random assignment was not possible a quasi-

experimental design was chosen for the study. The two 

groups were assumed to be comparable at the beginning of the 

semester- Waivers permitting the researcher to obtain GPA, 

ACT and/or SAT scores plus demographic variables of the 

participating students were gathered at the beginning of the 

semester in order to further ascertain the equality of the 

two groups. Students were pre-tested for dogmatism 

(Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale Form E ) , attitude (Attitude 

Scale), and tolerance related behavior (Behavior Scale). 
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Sixty students from ANTH 1301 volunteered to take a 

Sensitivity Workshop and subjects with the thirty highest 

scores (HDs) and the thir ty lowest scores (LDs) on Rokeach's 

dogmatism pre-test were selected for the Workshop. Both 

groups attended the Sensitivity Workshop on a Saturday 

afternoon at the end of the semester. The following week 

both groups were post-tested with the identical scales 

utilized for the pre-tests. 

Statistical Analysis 

Phase_I 

An independent t-test was utilized to compare means for 

Pre-Test Experimental Group and Control Group to ascertain 

if the means on the Attitude Scale or the means on the 

Behavior Scale showed any statistically significant 

differences at the beginning of the semester. 

An independent t-test was utilized to compare means for 

Post-Test Experimental Group and Control Group to ascertain 

if the means on the Attitude Scale or the means on the 

Behavior Scale showed any statistically significant 

differences at the end of the semester. 

A dependent t-test was utilized to compare Pre-Test and 

Post-Test means for the Attitude Scale and Behavior Scale of 

the Control Group to ascertain if the Control Group had made 

statistically significant change on these scales during the 

semest er. 



A dependent t-test was utilized to compare Pre-Test and 

Post-Test means for the Attitude Scale and Behavior Scale of 

the Experimental Group to ascertain if the Experimental 

Group had made statistically significant change on these 

scales during the semester. 

Pbase_il 

An independent t-test was utilired to compare means for 

Pre-Test Experimental Group and Control Group to ascertain 

if the means on the Attitude Scale or the means on the 

Behavior ScTale showed any statistically significant 

differences at the beginning of the semester. 

An independent t-test was utilized to compare means for 

Post-Test Experimental Group and Control Group to ascertain 

if the means on the Attitude Scale or the means on the 

Behavior Scale showed any statistically significant 

differences at the end of the semester. 

A dependent t-test was utilized to compare Pre-Test and 

Post-Test means for the Attitude Scale and Behavior Scale of 

the Control Group to ascertain if the Control Group had made 

statistically significant change on these scales during the 

semester. 

A dependent t-test was utilized to compare Pre-Test and 

Post-Test means for the Attitude Scale and Behavior Scale of 

the Experimental Group to ascertain if the Experimental 
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Group had made statistically significant change on these 

scales during the semester. 

ANCOVA was utilized to analyze the scores on the 

Attitude Scale. The post-test score on the Attitude Scale 

was utilized as the dependent variable, the Experimental 

Group and the Control Group were the independent variables, 

and the pre-test on the Attitude Scale was used as the 

covariant to equalize the two groups. 

ANCOVA was utilized to analyze the scores on the 

Behavior Scale. The post-test score on the Behavior Scale 

was utilized as the dependent variable, the Experimental 

Group and the Control Group were the independent variables, 

and the pre-test on the Behavior Scale was used as the 

covariant to equalize the groups. 

Ptl^se_J.iI 

An independent t-tests was utilized to compare means for 

Pre-Test LDs and HDs to ascertain if the means on the 

Attitude Scale or the means on the Behavior Scale showed any 

statistically significant differences at the beginning of 

the semester. 

An independent t-test was utilized to compare means for 

Post-Test LDs and HDs to ascertain if the means on the 

Attitude Scale or the means on the Behavior Scale showed any 

statistically significant differences at the end of the 

semester. 
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A dependent t-test was utilized to compare Pre-Test and 

Post-Test means for the Attitude Scale and Behavior Scale of 

the HDs to ascertain if the HDs had made statistically 

significant change on these scales during the semester. 

A dependent t-test was utilized to compare Pre-Test and 

Post-Test means for the Attitude Scale and Behavior Scale of 

the LDs to ascertain if the LDs had made statistically 

significant change on these scales during the semester. 

ANCOVA was utilized to analyze the scores on the 

Attitude Scale. The post-test score on the Attitude Scale 

was utilized as the dependent variable, LDs and HDs were the 

independent variables, and the pre-test on the Attitude 

Scale was used as the covariant to equalize the two groups. 

ANCOVA was utilized to analyze the scores on the 

Behavior Scale. The post-test score on the Behavior Scale 

was utilized as the dependent variable, LDs and HDs were the 

independent variables, and the pre-test on the Behavior 

Scale was used as the covariant to equalize the groups. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Phase_I 

Hypothesis 1 

It was hypothesized that students enrolled in the 

Experimental Group (ANTH 1301 Understanding Multicultural 

America) would show a statistically significant increase in 

empathy toward minorities over the Control Group (EDSL 1290 

Introduction to Professional Education) as measured by the 

Attitude Scale (semantic differential—Word Association 

Scale). A t-test was used to compare pre— and post-test on 

the Attitude Scale to determine attitude change. 

Attitude Scale FVe-test: Expe*ii.mental._6roup_and_Cgntr^gi 

Group. The pre-test mean for the Attitude Scale for the 

Experimental Group was 76.096 with a standard deviation of 

13.424 and a range of 84. The pre-test mean for Control 

Group was 75.683 with a standard deviation of 12.597 and a 

range of 81. When the two classes were compared through a 

t-test a difference of 0.4133 yielded a t value of -0.26 and 

a significance level of p < 0.72. The two groups showed no 

significant differences in means on the Attitude Scale 

pre-test. The groups were essentially the same in their 

46 
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attitudes toward minorities at the beginning of the 

semester. See Table 4 . 1 . 

Attitude Scale Post-test; Experimental Group and Control 

Group. Post-test mean for the Experimental Group on the 

Attitude Scale was 78.211 with a standard deviation of 

13.484 and a range of 67. Post—test mean for Control Group 

on the Attitude Scale was 74.796 with a standard deviation 

of 13.381 and a range of 81. When the two groups were 

compared through a t-test the Experimental Group mean was 

found to have +3.414 above the Control Group mean with a t 

value of -2.11 and a significance level of p < 0.03. The 

two means were significantly different on the Attitude Scale 

post-test. The mean for the Experimental Group was higher 

at a stat ist ical ly significant level then the mean for the 

Control Group. See Table 4 . 1 . 

Attitude Scale Pre-t_est_and_Pgslztestj._Cgntrgl_GrguE. 

Mean for the pre-test scores on the Attitude Scale for the 

Control Group was 75.683 with a standard deviation of 12.597 

and a range of 81 (45 to 126). Post-test mean on the 

Attitude Scale was 74.7967 with a standard deviation of 

13.381 and range of 84 (42 to 126). When the two means were 

compared through a t-test the pre-test mean was found to be 

+0.886 above the post-test mean with a t value of 0.76 and a 

significance level of p < 0.447. The post-test mean for the 

Control Group was not significantly different from the 

pre-test mean. The subjects in the Control Group did 
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Table 4.1. Hypothesis 1. 
Attitude Change: Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges 

Pre- Post-
N Test SD Range Test SD Range 

Experimental 156 76.096 13-424 42/126 78.212 13.484 42/109 

Control 123 75.683 12.597 45/126 74.797 13.381 42/126 
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not experience significant changes in their attitudes 

towards minorities from the time they began EDSL 1290 

through their completion of the semester. See Table 4.1. 

Attitude Scale Pr^-test and Post-test: Experimental 

Group. Mean for the pre—test scores on the Attitude Scale 

for the Experimental Group was 76.096 with a standard 

deviation of 13.424 and a range of 84 (42 to 126). 

Post-test mean on the Attitude Scale was 78.212 with a 

standard deviation of 13.484 and range of 68 (42 to 109). 

When the two means were compared through a t-test the 

post-test mean was found to be +2.115 above the pre-test 

mean with a t value of -1.94 and a significance level of p < 

0-O54- Hypothesis 1 was supported by the data. The 

post-test mean for the Experimental Group was significantly 

different from the pre-test mean while the C:ontrol Group 

showed no significant change in post-test analysis. The 

subjects in the Experimental Group underwent statistically 

significant positive changes in their attitudes towards 

minorities from the beginning of the class to the completion 

of the semester while the Control Group exhibited no 

positive change. See Table 4.1. 

Summary. Hypothesis 1 was supported by the data. The 

classes showed no statistically significant difference on 

the pre-test Attitude Scale. The Anthropology class made 

statistically significant improvement in attitudes on the 

post-test analysis while the Education class made no 
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s i g n i f i c a n t ga in - The p o s t - t e s t mean for the Anthropology 

c lass was s i g n i f i c a n t l y higher than tha t of the Education 

c lass-

Hypothesis 2 

I t was hypothesized t h a t students e n r o l l e d i n the 

Experimental Group (ANTH 1301 Understanding M u l t i c u l t u r a l 

America) would show An increase i n p o s i t i v e to le rance 

r e l a t e d behavior toward m i n o r i t i e s as measured by the 

Behavior Scale (Student Development Tasks Inventory— 

Tolerance Scale ) over the Control Group (EDSL 1290 

In t roduc t ion t o Profess ional Educat ion) . A t - t e s t was used 

to compare p r e - and p o s t - t e s t on the Behavior Scale to 

determine s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

Behavior Scale P r e - t e s t ; Experimental Group and Control 

Group- The pre—test mean on the Behavior Scale for the 

Experimental Group was 7 .403 wi th a standard dev ia t ion of 

2-143 and a range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . The p r e - t e s t mean for the 

Control Group was 7 .455 wi th a standard dev ia t ion of 2 .143 

and a range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . When the two classes were 

compared through a t - t e s t a Control Group mean was +0.052 

above the Experimental Group mean wi th a t value of 0 .20 and 

a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0 . 9 2 . The p r e - t e s t means of the 

groups showed no s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s . Thus the two 

c lasses may be viewed as having no s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s 
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i n t o l e r a n c e r e l a t e d behavior as measured by the Behavior 

Scale a t the beginning of the semester. See Table 4 . 2 . 

Behavior Scale P o s t - t e s t ; Experimental Group and 

Control Group. The post—test mean on the Behavior Scale for 

the Experimental Group was 8 .102 wi th a standard d e v i a t i o n 

of 2-186 and a range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . The p o s t - t e s t mean for 

the Control Group was 7 .471 wi th a standard dev ia t ion of 

2-230 and a range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . Wh^n the two classes were 

compared though a t - t e s t a mean the p o s t - t e s t mean of the 

Experimental Group was +0 .631 above the p o s t - t e s t mean of 

the Control Group wi th a t value of - 2 . 3 7 and a s i g n i f i c a n c e 

l e v e l of p < 0 . 0 1 . The p o s t - t e s t means of the two groups 

showed s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s . The p o s t - t e s t mean for the 

Experimental Group was higher than the p o s t - t e s t mean for 

the Control Group at a s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t l eve l as 

measured by the Behavior Sca le . See Table 4 . 2 . 

Behayigr_Scale__Pre:itest_and_Pgstrlesti Cont r gl^Grgug. 

Mean for the p r e - t e s t scores on the Behavior Scale for the 

Control Group was 7 .4555 wi th a standard dev ia t ion of 2 .143 

and a range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . P o s t - t e s t mean on the Behavior 

Scale was 7 .471 w i th a standard dev ia t ion of 2 .230 and a 

range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . When the two means were compared 

through a t - t e s t the p o s t - t e s t mean was +0.0163 above the 

p r e - t e s t w i th a t va lue of - 0 . 0 9 and a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of 

p < 0 . 9 2 . The p o s t - t e s t mean for the Control Group was not 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t from the p r e - t e s t mean. The 
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Table 4-2- Hypothesis 2-
Behavior Change: Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges 

Pre- Post-

N Test SD Range Test SD Range 

Experimental 156 7.402 2.143 2/12 8.102 2.186 1/12 

Control 123 7.455 2.143 1/12 7.471 2.230 1/12 
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subjects in the Control Group did not experience significant 

changes in their tolerance related behavior as measured by 

the Behavior Scale from the time they began EDSL 1290 

through their completion of the semester. See Table 4.2. 

Behavior Scale Pre—test and Post-test; Experimental 

Group. Mean for the pre—test score on the Behavior Scale 

for the Experimental Group was 7.403 with a standard 

deviation of 2.143 and a range of 10 (2/12). The post-test 

mean was 8.102 with a standard deviation of 2.186 and a 

range of 11 (1/12). When the two means were compared 

through a t-test the post-test mean was found to be +0.699 

above the pre-test mean with a t value of-4-68 and a 

significance level of p < 0.000. 

Summary. Hypothesis 2 was supported by the data. The 

post-test mean for the Experimental Group was higher than 

the pre-test mean at a stat ist ical ly significant level while 

the Control Group showed no significant difference in 

post-test analysis. The subjects in the Experimental group 

did experience significant changes in tolerance related 

behavior as measured by the Behavior Scale from the time 

they began ANTH 1301 through their completion of the 

semester while the Control Group made no significant 

changes. See Table 4.2. 
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P!2ase_Ii 

Hypothesis 3 

An Experimental Group of 60 students enrolled in a 

three hour class of ANTH 1301 Understanding Multicultural 

America were permitted to volunteer to take a Sensitivity 

Workshop. It was hypothesized that these students would 

show greater gains in positive attitudes towards minorities 

as measured by the semantic differential Attitude Scale when 

compared with a Control Group selected from the students of 

ANTH 1301 and matched for initial scores on dogmatism, GPA, 

ACT and/or SAT and sex. See TcUale 4.3. 

Attitude Scale Pre—test; Experimental Group and Control 

Group. The pre—test mean on the Attitude Scale for the 

Experimental Group was 75.666 with a standard deviation of 

12.823 and a range of 67 (42/109). The pre-test for the 

Control Group was 78.121 with a standard deviation of 15.371 

and a range of 54 (48/102). When the two groups were 

compared through a t-test the Control Group was found to be 

+2.547 above the the Experimental Group and yielded a t 

value of -0.82 and a significance level of p < 0.41. The 

pre-test mean for the tvK> groups was not significantly 

different. The two groups may be viewed as having no 

statistically significant differences as measured by the 

Attitude Scale at the beginning of the semester. See Table 

4.4-
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Table 4-3- Hypothesis 3. 
Comparison of Demographic Factors 

Dogmatism Attitude Sex 
N Pre-Test Pre-Test GPA SAT ACT Male/Female 

Experi
mental 42 145 75.667 2.977 881 18 8 / 3 4 

Control 42 143 78.214 2.720 815 18 7 / 33* 
*2 Unlisted 
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Table 4-4- Hypothesis 3-
Attitude Change: Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges 

Pre- Post-

N Test SD Range Test SD Range 

Experimental 42 75.666 12.823 42/109 78.190 13.067 48/102 

Control 42 78-214 15.371 53/126 78.404 14.054 42/109 
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Attitude Scale Post-test; Ej<per_imental Group and 

Control Group, The post-test mean on the Attitude Scale for 

the Experimental Group was 78.1905 with a standard deviation 

of 13.067 and a range of 54 (48/102). The post-test mean 

for the Control Group was 78.4048 with a standard deviation 

of 14-054 and a range of 67 (42/109). When the two groups 

were compared through a t- test the Control Group was found 

to be +0.214 above the Experimental Group which yielded a t 

value of -0.07 and a significance level of p < 0.942. The 

post-test means for the two groups showed no significant 

differences. The Experimental Group and the Control Group 

were not significantly different on the post-test. See 

Table 4.4. 

Attitude Scale Pre-test and Post-test; Control Group. 

Mean for the pre—test scores on the Attitude Scale for the 

Control Group was 78.2143 with a standard deviation of 

15.371 and a range of 73 (53/126). The post-test mean on 

the Attitude Scale was 78.4048 with a standard deviation of 

14.054 and a range of 67 (42/109). When the two means were 

compared through a t-test post-test mean was found to be 

+0.1905 above the pre-test and yielded a t value of -0.08 

with a significance level of p < 0.93. The post-test mean 

for the Control Group was not significantly different from 

the pre-test mean. The subjects in the Control Group did 

not experience significant changes in their attitudes 

towards minorities. See Table 4.4. 
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Attitude Scale Pre-test and Post-test; Experimental 

Sroug. Mean for the pre-test scores on the Attitude Scale 

for the Experimental Group was 75-667 with a standard 

deviation of 12.823 and a range of 67 (42/109)- Post-test 

mean was 78.1905 with a standard deviation of 13.067 and a 

range of 54 (48/102). When the two means were compared 

through a t-test the post-test mean was found to be +2.523 

above the pre-test and yielded a t value of -1.39 with a 

significance level of p < 0.17. The post-test mean of the 

Experimental Group was not greater than the pre-test mean at 

a statistically significant level. The subjects in the 

Experimental Group did not experience statistically 

significant change in their attitudes towards minorities. 

However, i t should be noted that the mean difference of 

+2.523 is greater than the +2.115 increase experience by the 

Experimental Group (Anthropology) in Phase I which was 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level- This 

difference in statistical significance is due to the larger 

N for the Anthropology class. See Table 4.4. 

ANCOVA Analysis_of_Pgst-test At t i tude.Scajej. 

Experimental Group and Control Group. ANCOVA was utilized 

to AnAlyze the two groups with the post-test on the Attitude 

Scale as the dependent variable, the Sensitivity Workshop as 

the independent variable, and the pre-test score on the 

Attitude Scale as the covariant. The significance score for 
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the Sensitivity Workshop was 0.667 while the pre-test score 

for the Attitude Scale obtained a significance of p < 0.000. 

Summary, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. The 

Sensitivity Workshop was not found to be statistically 

significant in the post-test analysis. Neither the 

Experimental Group nor the Control Group made statistically 

significant gains in attitude. However, subjects in the 

Experimental Group were found to make greater gains in 

positive attitude change than the Control Group 

(Experimental Group +2.5238, Control Group +0.1905). The 

ANCOVA found the pre-test to be highly significant 

statistically above the 0.05 level. This highlights the 

significance of the pre—test scores (Experimental 75.666, 

Control 78.212) on the post-test analysis (Experimental 

78.1905, Control 78.4048). While no statistical 

significance was found, the trend of the data indicates that 

the experiential learning of the Sensitivity Workshop had a 

positive effect on the Experimental Group. See Table 4.4. 

Hypothesis 4 

An Experimental Group of 60 students enrolled in ANTH 

1301 Understanding Multicultural America were permitted to 

volunteer to take a Sensitivity Workshop. It was 

hypothesized that these students would show greater gains in 

tolerance related behavior as measured by the Behavior Scale 

when compared with a Control Group selected from the 
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students of ANTH 1301 and matched for i n i t i a l scores on 

dogmatism, GPA, ACT and/or SAT and sex. See Table 4 . 3 . 

Behavior Scale Pre—test; Experimental Group and 

Control Group. The p r e - t e s t mean on the Behavior Scale for 

the Experimental Group was 7.4524 wi th a standard dev ia t ion 

of 1-990 and a range of 10 ( 2 / 1 2 ) . The p r e - t e s t mean for 

the Control Group was 6 .9286 wi th a standard dev ia t ion of 

2 .473 and a range of 10 ( 2 / 1 2 ) . When the two means were 

compared through a t - t e s t the Experimental Group was found 

to be +0.5238 above the Control Group wi th a t value of 

- 1 . 0 7 and a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0 . 2 8 . The p r e - t e s t 

means of the two groups showed no s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s . 

Thus, the two groups may be viewed as having no s i g n i f i c a n t 

d i f f e r e n c e s on t o l e r a n c e r e l a t e d behavior as measured by the 

Behavior Scale at the beginning of the semester. See Table 

4 .5 -

Behayior_Scaie_Pgst iJ:est i Exfierimentai^GrouE.and 

Control Group- The p o s t - t e s t mean on the Behavior Scale for 

the Experimental Group was 8.0714 wi th a standard dev ia t ion 

of 2 .443 and a range of 11 ( 1 / 1 2 ) . The p o s t - t e s t mean for 

the Control Group was 7.8333 wi th a standard d e v i a t i o n of 

2 .186 and a range of 9 ( 3 / 1 2 ) . When the two means were 

compared through a t - t e s t the Experimental Group was found 

to be +0 .2381 above the Control Group and y ie lded a t value 

of 0 . 4 7 w i th a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0 . 6 3 . The 

p o s t - t e s t means of the two groups showed no s t a t i s t i c a l l y 
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Table 4-5. Hypothesis 4. 
Behavior Change: Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges 

Pre- Post-
N Test SD Range Test SD Range 

Experimental 42 7.4524 1.990 2/12 8.0714 2.443 1/12 

Control 42 6.9286 2.473 2/12 7.8333 2.186 3/12 
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significant differences. Thus the two groups showed no 

stat ist ical ly significant differences on tolerance related 

behavior change as measured by the Behavior Scale at the end 

of the semester. See Table 4.5. 

Behavior Scale Pre-test and Post-tests Control Group. 

Mean for the pre-test scores on the Behavior Scale for the 

Control Group was 6.9286 with a standard deviation of 2.473 

and a range of 10 (2/12). Post-test mean was 7.8333 with a 

standard deviation of 2.186 and a range of 9 (3/12). When 

the two means were compared through a t-test the post-test 

mean was found to be +0.9048 abov«: the pre-test mean and 

yielded a t value of -2.99 with a significance value of 

p < 0.005. The post-test mean for the Control Group was 

found to have increased from the pre-test mean to a 

stat ist ical ly significant degree. The subjects in the 

Control Group experienced statistically significant positive 

gains in tolerance related behavior as measured by the 

Behavior Scale. See Table 4.5. 

Behayior_ScaIe_Preztest_and_Pgsizt±sti Experimental 

Grgufi. Mean for the pre-test scores on Behavior Scale for 

the Experimental Group was 7.4524 with a standard deviation 

of 1.990 and a range of 10 (2/12). The post-test mean was 

8.0714 with a standard deviation of 2.443 and a range of 11 

(1/12). When the two means were compared through a t-test 

the post-test mean for the Experimental Group was found to 
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have increased +0.619 from the pre-test mean and yielded a t 

value of -2.03 with a significance of p< 0.04. The 

post-test mean for the Experimental Group was found to have 

increased from the pre-test mean to a statist ical ly 

significant degree. The subjects in the Experimental Group 

experienced stat ist ical ly significant positive grains in 

tolerance related behavior as measured by the Behavior 

Scale. See Table 4.5, 

ANCOVA Analysis of Behavior Scale Posc—test: 

Experimental Group and Control Group- ANCOVA was uti1ized 

to analyze the two groups with the post-test on the Behavior 

Scale as the dependent variable, the Sensitivity Workshop as 

the independent variable, and the pre-test score on the 

Behavior Scale as the covariant. The significance score for 

the Sensitivity Workshop was p < 0.779 while the pre-test 

score for the Behavior Scale obtained a significance of 

p < 0.000. Hypothesis 4 was not supported. The Sensitivity 

Workshop was not found to have a significant impact on the 

the post-test analysis. However, the pre-test was found to 

be highly significant statist ical ly above the 0.05 level. 

This highlights the significance of the pre-test scores 

(Experimental 7.4524, Control 6.9286) on the post-test 

analysis (Experimental 8.0714, Control 7.8333). See Table 

4,5. 

Summary. Hypothesis 4 was not supported by the data. 

Both groups made statistically significant gains in positive 
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tolerance related behavior change during the course of the 

semester. The two groups were not statistically different 

on pre-test or post-test comparison. This indicates that 

the experiential learning of the Sensitivity Workshop did 

not have an additive effective in producing positive 

behavior change over the didactic experience of the class by 

itself-

Phase III 

Hypothesis 5 

Students enrolled in a three hour class of ANTH 1301 

"Understanding Multicultural America" who self selected to 

take the Sensitivity Workshop and are low in dogmatism (LD) 

will show greater gains in positive attitudes as measured by 

the semantic differential Attitude Scale than those who self 

select to take the Sensitivity Workshop and Are high in 

dogmatism (HD). 

Attitude Scale Pre-test: Low Dogmatism and High 

Dogmatism. The pre-test mean on the Attitude Scale for the 

LD subjects 76.5238 with a standard deviation of 13.703 and 

a range of 67 (42/109). The pre-test mean for HD subjects 

was 74.9085 with a standard deviation of 13.703 and a range 

of 38 (58/96). When the two means were compared through a 

t-test LD subjects were found to be +1.7143 above HD 

subjects with a t value of 0.43 and a significance level of 

p < 0.670. The pre-test means of the two groups showed no 
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significant differences. LD subjects and HD subjects may be 

viewed as having no significant differences on attitude as 

measured by the Attitude Scale at the beginning of the 

semester. See Table 4.6. 

Attitude_Scaie_Postztesti Lpw_Dggmatism_and_Hiah 

Dogmatism. The post-test mean on the Attitude Scale for LD 

subjects was 76.5714 with a standard deviation of 10.925 and 

a range of 43 (52/95). The post-test mean for HD subjects 

was 79.9095 with a standard deviation of 15.005 and a range 

of 54 (48/102). When the two means were compared through a 

t-test HD subjects were found to be +3-3181 above LD 

subjects with a t value of -0.80 and a significance level of 

p < 0.429. See Table 4.6. The post-test means of LD 

subjects and HD subjects showed no statistically significant 

differences. The two groups showed no significant 

differences in attitude as measured by the Attitude Scale at 

the end of the semester. However, it should be noted that 

the mean difference of +3-3181 is only slightly below that 

between Anthropology and Education (+3-414) which was 

significant at the 0.03 level. This difference may be due 

to the greater N in the Phase I sample. 

Attitude Scale Pre-test and Post ̂t est s L9^_Dggmati,sm 

Subjects- The pre-test mean for the Attitude Scale for 

those LD subjects was 76.5238 with a standard deviation of 

13-703 and a range of 67 (42/109)- The post-test mean on 

the Attitude Scale was 76.5714 with a standard deviation of 
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Table 4-6, Hypothesis 5. 
Attitude Change; Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges 

Pre- Post-
N Test SD Range Test SD Range 

Low 
Dogmatism 21 76.523 13-703 42/109 76.571 10-925 52/95 

High 
Dogmatism 21 74-809 12,156 58/96 79.809 15-005 48/102 



67 

10-925 and a range of 42 (52/95)- When the two scores were 

compared through the use of a t-test the mean difference for 

the post-test was found to be +0.0476 above the pre-test 

with a t value of -0.02 and a significance level of p < 

0.982- LD subjects showed no significant gain in tolerance 

related behavior as measured by the Behavior Scale- See 

Table 4-6. 

Attitude_Sc^le_Pre:::test_and_PostHkesti_Jii 

Subjects. LD subjects attained a mean of 78.8095 on the 

pre-test for Attitude with a standard deviation of 12.156 

and a range of 38 (58/96). The post-test mean was 79.9095 

with a standard deviation of 15.005 and a range of 54 

(48/102). When a t—test was run for significance a 

difference of +5.000 was found in the means with a t value 

of -1.70 and a significance of p < 0.105. See Table 4.6. 

ANCOyA_Anaiysis_ojr_Pgst-test_Attitude_Scalei Lgw 

Dogmatism and High Dogmatism. ANCOVA was util ized to 

analyze the post-test scores on the Attitude Scales as the 

dependent variable, the LD and HD subjects were the 

independent variables and the pre-test score on the Attitude 

Scale was the Covariant. The pre-test score on the Attitude 

Scale obtained An F value of 21.633 with a significance 

level of p < O.OOO. High and low dogmatism obtained an F 

value of 1.710 and a significance level of p < 0.199. 

Hypothesis 5 waas not supported. Dogmatism did not obtain a 

level of significance above the p < 0.05 level. However the 
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pre-test score on attitude was stat ist ical ly significant 

above the 0,05 level . 

Summary. Hypothesis 5 was not supported by the data. 

The two groups showed no stat ist ical difference on pre-test 

or post-test analysis, and neither group reached statistical 

significance in attitude change. Contrary to expectation, 

HD subjects made greater gains in attitude change than did 

LD subjects. While HD subjects did not obtain stat ist ical ly 

significant positive gains in attitude at the 0-05 level, 

the post-test significance of p < 0.105 is considerably 

above that obtained by LD subjects (0.982) and is a high 

enough significance level to indicate a definite trend. 

Hypothesis 6 

Students enrolled in a three hour class of ANTH 1301 

"Understanding Multicultural America" who volunteered to 

take the Sensitivity Workshop and were low in dogmatism 

would show greater positive gains in tolerance related 

behavior as measured by the Behavior Scale than those who 

volunteered to take the Sensitivity Workshop and were high 

in dogmatism. 

Behavior Scale Pre—test: Low Dogmatism and High 

Dogmat ism- The pre—test mean on the Behavior Scale for LD 

subjects was found to be 8.333 with a standard deviation of 

1.560 and a range of 6 (6/12). HD subjects obtained a mean 

of 6.5714 with a standard deviation of 2.014 and a range of 
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9 ( 2 / 1 1 ) . When a t - t e s t was run for s i g n i f i c a n c e LD 

subjects were found t o be +1 .7619 above the HD subjects wi th 

a t va lue of 3 . 1 7 and a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0 .003 . 

This shows LD sub jec ts t o have a s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t 

higher score on the Behavior Scale at the beginning of the 

semester than the HD s u b j e c t s . See Table 4 . 7 . 

i£b^Yior_Scaie_Pgst^esti__Lgw_Dggmatism_and_ 

Doqmatism. The p o s t - t e s t mean on the Behavior Scale for LD 

subjects was 9 .0952 w i th a standard d e v i a t i o n of 2 .022 and a 

range of 7 ( 5 / 1 2 ) . Those high i n dogmatism were found t o 

have a mean of 7 .0475 w i th a standard d e v i a t i o n of 2 .439 and 

a range of 9 ( 1 / 1 0 ) . When the two means were compared 

through the use of a t - t e s t LD subjects were found to be 

+2.439 above HD subjects wi th a t value of - 2 . 9 6 and a 

s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0.O05. The p o s t - t e s t mean of LD 

subjects was higher at a s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t l e v e l 

than HD s u b j e c t s . See Table 4 . 7 . 

Behavior Scale P r e - t e s t and P o s t - t e s t ; Lgw_Dogmati.sm. 

On the p r e - t e s t LD sub jec ts obtained a mean of 8.3333 wi th a 

standard d e v i a t i o n of 1.450 and a range of 6 ( 6 / 1 2 ) on the 

Behavior Sca le . The p o s t - t e s t mean for LD subjects was 

9 .0952 w i t h a standard d e v i a t i o n of 2 .022 and a range of 7 

( 5 / 1 2 ) . A t - t e s t was run for s i g n i f i c a n c e and the p o s t - t e s t 

mean was found t o be +0-7619 above the p r e - t e s t mean wi th a 

t va lue of - 1 . 8 2 and a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0 .084 . 

P o s t - t e s t mean for LD sub jec ts showed p o s i t i v e gains as 
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Table 4,7, Hypothesis 6. 
Behavior Change; Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges 

Pre- Post-
T-TEST N Test SD Range Test SD Range 

Low 
Dogmatism 21 8.3333 1.560 6/12 9.0952 2.022 5/12 

High 
Dogmatism 21 6.5714 2.014 2/11 7.0476 2.439 1/10 
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measured by t h e Behavior Sca le . While t h i s i s not 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t a t the p r e f e r r e d 0 .05 l e v e l , i t i s 

above t h e 0 . 1 0 l e v e l and does i n d i c a t e tha t a t rend toward 

p o s i t i v e change took p lace i n LD sub jec ts . See Table 4 . 7 . 

Behavior Scale P r e - t e s t and Post—test; High_DogEftati.sm. 

On the p r e - t e s t HD sub jec ts obtained a mean of 6.5714 wi th a 

standard d e v i a t i o n of 2 ,014 and a range of 9 ( 2 / 1 1 ) . On the 

p o s t - t e s t HD sub jec ts obtained a mean of 7.0476 wi th a 

standard d e v i a t i o n of 2 . 439 and a range of 9 ( 1 / 1 0 ) . A 

t - t e s t was run for s i g n i f i c a n c e and the p o s t - t e s t was found 

to be +0-4762 above the p r e - t e s t wi th a t value of - 1 . 0 6 and 

a s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of p < 0 .303 . The p o s t - t e s t mean does 

not show s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t change over the p r e - t e s t 

mean. HD sub jec ts d id not make s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t 

p o s i t i v e changes i n t o l e r a n c e r e l a t e d behaviors. See Table 

4 . 7 . 

AMCOVAAnal ys i s o f Pos t - t est _Behayior_ScaIej. Low 

Dog™atism_and_High_Dggmati.sm. ANCOVA was u t i l i z e d t o 

analyze the p o s t - t e s t scores on the Behavior Scale as the 

dependent v a r i a b l e , LD and HD subjects were the independent 

v a r i a b l e s , and t h e p r e - t e s t scores on the Behavior Scale 

^re the Covar ian t . The p r e - t e s t score on the Behavior 

Scale obta ined an F value of 25 .476 wi th a s i g n i f i c a n c e 

l e v e l of p < O.OOO: The main e f f e c t s showed LD and HD 

sub jec ts obta ined an F value of 1.773 and a s i g n i f i c a n c e 

l e v e l of p < 0 . 1 9 1 . Hypothesis 6 was not supported. 
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Dogmatism did not obtain a significance value above the 

p < 0.05 level. However, the pre-test score on Behavior was 

significant above the 0.05 level. This highlights the 

impact of the pre-test score on the post-test analysis. 

Summary. Hypothesis 6 was not supported by the data. 

LDs and HDs were found to be statistically different on both 

pre-test and post-test analysis with LDs exhibiting 

significantly more positive tolerance related behaviors than 

HDs. While neither group made statistically significant 

positive gains in behavior, LDs made slightly larger gains 

than HDs. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

General Discussj^on 

This study was conducted to evaluate the impact of 

didactic learning, experiential learning and dogmatism on 

prejudicial attitudes and behaviors. Subjects were 279 

students enrolled in freshman level teacher preparation 

classes at Texas Tech University. Subjects were pre- and 

post—tested on dogmatism (Rokeach, Form E ) , attitude 

(semantic differential—Word Association Scale), and 

tolerance related behavior (Student Developmental Task 

Inventory—Tolerance Scale). It was hypothesized that 

subjects enrolled in ANTH 1301 would experience 

statistically significant positive gains in both attitude 

(Hypothesis 1) and tolerance related behavior (Hypothesis 2) 

over a Control Group of students in EDSL 1290. Both of 

these hypotheses were supported by the study. 

A subgroup of Anthropology volunteers representing the 

thirty highest (HDs) and the thirty lowest (LDs) scores on 

Rokeach's dogmatism scale were selected to take a three hour 

Sensitivity Workshop consisting of a cultural simulation 

game and a short discussion session. It was hypothesized 

that subjects involved in the Sensitivity Workshop would 

73 
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show statistically significant positive gains in attitude 

(Hypothesis 4) and tolerance related behavior (Hypothesis 5) 

over a Control Group of Anthropology students matched for 

pre-test scores on dogmatism, GPA, SAT and/or ACT, and sex. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were not supported. However, subjects in 

the Sensitivity Workshop achieved significantly greater 

positive gains in attitude than subjects in either the 

Control Group or the Anthropology class as a whole. 

It was hypothesized that of the subjects involved in 

the Sensitivity Workshop LDs would make statistically 

significant positive changes in attitude (Hypothesis 5) and 

tolerance related behaviors (Hypothesis 6) than HDs. 

Hypothesis 5 was not supported by the study. Contrary to 

expectation HDs experienced greater gains in positive 

attitude change. While Hypothesis 6 was not supported by 

the study, LDs exhibited more positive tolerance related 

behaviors at a statistically significant level on both pre-

and post—tests as compared with HDs. 

Didactic learning was found to be statistically 

significant in positive attitude and behavior change. 

Experiential learning was found to have a significant 

positive impact on attitude change, but was not a factor in 

behavior change. HDs made greater positive attitude 

changes. LDs practiced more positive tolerance related 

behaviors than HDs. 
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Under the discussion section results will be weighed 

across groups. Additional analysis will include ranges and 

differences in means. 

Phase I 

Hypothesis 1 

The results of this study support Hypothesis 1 and 

indicate that the Anthropology class: was the major factor in 

producing statistically significant positive changes in 

attitudes towards minorities. The range of scores in the 

Anthropology class changed from 42/126 to 42/109 while the 

range for Education class remained 42/126 for both pre-and 

post—test. A score of 18 would be the lowest score possible 

and could be said to represent An extremely negative or 

bigoted view toward minorities. The score of 126 represents 

the highest score possible and might be seen to represent an 

idealized view. Thus the reduction in range, from 126 to 

109, in the Anthropology class may be the result of more 

realistic attitudes gained through the didactic experience 

of the Anthropology class. 

Hypothesis 2 

The results of this study support Hypothesis 2 which 

stated that the Experimental Group (Anthropology class) 

would show statistically significant gains over the Control 

Group (Education class) in tolerance related behaviors and 
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indicate that the Anthropology class was a major factor in 

producing these positive changes as measured by the Behavior 

Scale. 

Phase II 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 which stated that those who attended the 

Sensitivity Workshop would experience statistically 

significant gains in positive attitude change over the 

Control Group was not supported. The Experimental Group 

(those attending the Sensitivity Workshop) did not show a 

statistically significant incr€ase in positive attitudes 

towards minorities as measured by a t-test or ANCOVA. 

However, the Experimental Group gained +2.523 which was 

+2.333 greater than the Control Group and +0.408 greater 

than the gain experienced by the Anthropology class as a 

%ihole wrtiich was considered statistically significant above 

the 0.05 level. This difference in significance may be due 

to the difference in the size of the groups. 

While the pre-test means of the two groups were not 

considered statistically different with a p of 0.41 the 

Experimental Group began the semester with a mean 2.547 

below Control Group. The Experimental Group completed the 

semester with a mean of 78.1095 which was only 0.214 less 

than that of the Control Group. The Experimental Group mean 

increased in positive attitude toward minorities by +2.523 
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while the Control Group showed less increase at +0.190. The 

statistical significance of the gain experienced by the 

Experimental Group was p < 0.17 while that experienced by 

the Control Group was p < 0.93. While neither of these 

groups obtained statistical significance the difference in 

their significance scores was p < 0.76. These factors 

indicate a definite trend in the direction of the 

Sensitivity Workshop having a strongly positive effect on 

attitude change if not a statistically significant effect 

for the size of the group. 

Those in the Experimental Group whose attitude scores 

became more negative (-25) showed a shorter range of drop 

than those in Control Group (-55). It may be that the 

Workshop had some effect in preventing such a negative 

plunge from occurring. Further research is needed in this 

area to determine the impact of experiential learning on 

positive attitude change. 

The impact of the individual Discussion Groups was 

analyzed through the use of ANCOVA with the post-test on the 

Attitude Scale as the dependent variable, the individual 

Discussion Groups as the independent variables, and the 

pre-test on the Attitude Scale as the covariant. The 

Discussion Groups were not found to have Any significant 

iH^sact. See Appendix K for a more detailed analysis. 
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HyBgtt2esi.s_4 

Hypothesis 4 which stated that those attending the 

Sensitivity Workshop would experience statistically 

significant positive gains in tolerance related behaviors 

over the Control Group was not supported. Both groups 

experienced statistically significant positive changes in 

tolerance related behavior. No significant differences were 

found in either pre- or post—test analysis. 

The impact of the individual Discussion Groups was 

analyzed through the use of ANCOVA with the post-test on the 

Behavior Scale as the dependent variable, the individual 

Discussion Groups as the independent variables, and the 

pre-test on the Behavior Scale as the covariant. The 

composition of the discussion groups was found to be 

significant at the 0.09 level with sex, age and GPA 

correlated to behavior change at a statistically significant 

level. Males, students with high GPA, and students over 21 

years of age made greater gains in positive projected 

behavior. See Appendix K for a more detailed analysis. Thus 

behavior change was correlated with factors related to 

socialization processes which appear to be less impacted by 

experiential learning and more impacted by didactic learning 

which is itself a process of socialization. The use of 

didactic learning as a process of socialization on tolerance 

related behaviors warrants further investigation. 
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Pbase_J[Il 

Hypothesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 which stated that LDs (students who scored 

low on the Dogmatism pre-test) would make statistically 

significant positive gains in attitude over HDs (students 

who scored high on the Dogmatism pre-test) was not supported 

by the data. Contrary to expectation HDs achieved 

significant positive change in attitudes towards minorities 

(+5.000) while LDs experienced only slight positive gains 

(+0.0476). Thus, HDs were found to experience greater 

positive attitude change than any other group (HDs—+5-000, 

N=21; Sensitivity Workshop—+2.523, N=42; Anthropology— 

+2.115, N=156). That the increase for the Anthropology 

class as a whole was found to be significant at the 0.05 

level and the other two groups was not may be due to the 

difference in the size of the sample. Thus, it can be stated 

that this study indicates a trend in which HDs made 

significantly greater positive gains in tolerance related 

behaviors over LDs even through these differences were not 

found to be statistically significant for the size of the 

samp1e. 

Hypothesi s _6 

Hypothesis 6 which stated that LDs (students who scored 

low on the Dogmatism pre-test) would make statistically 
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significant positive gains in tolerance related behaviors 

over HDs (students who scored high on the Dogmatism 

pre-test) was not supported by the data. The findings from 

this study indicate that dogmatism is not a statistically 

significant factor in change of tolerance related behavior. 

However, the statistically significant differences in 

the means (above the 0.05 level) obtained by the two groups 

at the beginning of the semester (LDs—8,3333, HDs—6.5714) 

indicate that dogmatism is a factor in the level of 

tolerance related behavior rated by the Behavior Scale. See 

Appendix L, Table L.2. This difference in levels in 

behavior continued through the semester and was demonstrated 

by the statistically significant difference in means (above 

the 0.05 level) on the post-test (LDs—9.0952, HDs—7.0476). 

This demonstrates the importance of dogmatism in effecting 

tolerance related behaviors with LDs exhibiting more 

positive tolerance related behaviors than HDs at a 

statistically significant level. Changes in tolerance 

related behavior were not effected by the experiential 

learning process of the Sensitivity Workshop. While this 

study supports evidence of trends regarding exhibited 

tolerance related behaviors by HDs and LDs further study is 

indicated to determine more specific interactions. 
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Interaction of Sensitivity Workshop 
and Doqmatism 

Interaction of Sensitivity Workshop 
jtfid Doqmatism on Attitude 

A MANOVA was run on the Attitude Post-Test with both the 

Sensitivity Workshop and Dogmatism as independent variables 

with the pre-test on attitude as the covariant. The 

Sensitivity Workshop obtained a significance of p < 0.663, 

Dogmatism obtained a significance of p < 0.367, and the 

Sensitivity Workshop by Dogmatism obtained a significance of 

p < 0.487- No factors were found to be significant at the 

0.05 level. However, dogmatism did show a slightly higher 

impact than either the Workshop or the combined effects of 

the Workshop and Dogmatism. See Appendix L, Table L.l. 

Condescriptives of the groups show LDs having more 

positive attitudes than LDs at the beginning of the semester 

and at the end of the semester. HDs made the greatest gains 

in positive attitude change (+5.000—Experimental Group, 

+2-857—Control Group). LDs attending the Sensitivity 

Workshop made little positive change (+0.048) while those in 

the Control Group were the only section to experience 

negative changes (-2.476). See Appendix L, Table L.2. This 

indicates that the Sensitivity Workshop had an overall 

positive effect if not a statistically significant effect in 

regard to attitude change. Further studies are needed to 

determine the nature of the interaction among dogmatism, 

experiential learning, and attitude change. 
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Interaction of Sensitivity Workshop and 
Dogmatism on Tolerance Related Behavior 

A MANOVA was run on the Behavior post-test with both the 

Sensitivity Workshop and Dogmatism as independent variables 

with the pre-test on attitude as the covariant. The 

Sensitivity Workshop obtained a significance of p < 0.849, 

dogmatism obtained a significance of p < 0.123, and the 

interaction of the Sensitivity Workshop and dogmatism 

obtained a significance of p < 0.376. While dogmatism was 

not significant above the p < 0.05 level it was more 

impactful than either the Sensitivity Workshop or the 

interaction of the Sensitivity Workshop and dogmatism. A 

significance level of p < 0.123 is sufficient to indicate 

that importance of dogmatism as a factor in behavior 

analysis and to s^ArrAnt further study. See Appendix M, Table 

M.l. and Table M-2. 

Conclusions 

Those undergoing the didactic learning experience in the 

Anthropology class made statistically significant positive 

changes in both attitude and behavior as compared with a 

Control Group which did not make positive changes in either 

attitude or behavior.g That the Education class did not 

experience significant positive changes in either attitude 

or tolerance related behavior further supports the thesis 

that such changes do not come about by chance but are in 
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fact the result of didactic learning obtained in the 

Anthropology class. Lack of improvement in attitudes 

towards minorities may also reflect the reality that these 

attitudes will not improve merely through pursuit of a 

generalized higher education curriculum and further may 

indicate a campus milieu which promotes the status quo 

rather than one which promotes positive improvement in 

attitudes and behaviors toward minorities in general. This 

highlights the need for specific efforts directed at 

improving attitudes towards minorities through the use of 

specialized classes designed to do so. 

Experiential learning of the Sensitivity Workshop 

produced greater positive changes in attitudes in subjects 

than did the didactic learning alone. Those attending the 

Workshop did experience a greater overall increase in 

positive attitude change than Anthropology class as a whole, 

and a significant increase over the Control Group. 

Additionally, those in the Sensitivity Workshop who 

experienced negative attitude change showed less negative 

change than those in the Control Group. These facts support 

the positive impact and additive effect of the Workshop as 

an adjunct to classes of this nature. 

Although, the Control Group made slightly greater gains 

than did the Experimental Group, both Experimental and 

Control Groups experienced statistically significant 

positive change in tolerance related behaviors. 
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Experiential learning was not found to be a factor in 

positive change of tolerance related behavior. 

While the study did not show statistical significance 

strong trends in the data indicate that dogmatism is a 

factor in attitude change with HDs exhibiting more 

significant positive attitude change than LDs due to 

didactic and experiential learning. Experiential learning 

appeared to be especially effective in positive change for 

HDs and may be a factor in preventing negative change for 

LDs. These findings again support the use of experiential 

learning as an adjunct to didactic learning aimed at 

positive attitude change. 

Dogmatism was found to be a factor in tolerance related 

behavior with LDs having more positive tolerance related 

behaviors than HDs. However, socialization factors of GPA, 

sex, age and didactic learning were found to have greater 

impact on making positive changes in tolerance related 

behavior with positive change increasing at a statistically 

significant level for males, students high in GPA, and 

subjects over 21 years of age. Didactic learning was found 

to positively impact behavior change, while experiential 

learning was found to have little positive effect in this 

AreA. 
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Limitations of the Study 

The greatest limitation of the study was the inability 

to use random assignment for students who participated in 

the Sensitivity Workshop. This was controlled for to 

some extent through the matching of students taking the 

Sensitivity Workshop with students from the Control Group in 

regard to dogmatism, GPA, SAT and/or ACT, and sex. 

Additionally, the use of pre-test attitude and behavior 

scores as a coviriant and ANCX)VA as a statistical device 

helped to equalize the groups. 

The volunteer nature of the sample is a limitation. It 

is possible that the personality of individuals willing to 

volunteer for such studies is differently impacted by 

experiential and didactic learning than individuals who 

would not be willing to volunteer. 

Another limitation was the inability to prevent 

contamination of the Control Group by those taking the 

Sensitivity Workshop. Students taking the Sensitivity 

Workshop were requested not to talk with other members of 

the Anthropology class regarding the Workshop and the 

post-test was administered within a week of the Workshop. 

The subjects chosen for this study were teacher rather 

than counselor trainees. This prevents the results from 

being automatically generalizable to counselors. However, 

both work with minority populations and the use of didactic 

and experiential learning processes in order to produce 
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positive changes in attitudes and behavior applies to the 

training of both groups. 

The classes were freshman level courses while most 

counselors in training are graduate students. While most 

students in the Education course were sophomores and the 

majority of students in the Anthropology class were juniors 

results cannot be automatically generalized to a graduate 

level population. Age was found to be a factor with 

behavior change though not in attitude change. Older 

students made greater positive gains in projected behaviors 

than did younger students. This may imply that didactic 

methods would be even more successful with a graduate 

population but this is an area requiring further research. 

The fact that the Sensitivity Workshop had more than one 

component makes it difficult to determine which aspect of 

the training module was most influential in bringing about a 

change in attitude. The individual discussion groups were 

found to be a factor in tolerance related behavior change 

and this was found to correlate with GPA, sex, and age of 

the group members. It was not possible to determine the 

impact of demographic facets of group leaders. 

The Sensitivity Workshop was part of the didactic 

experience of the class. It is not possible to determine if 

its impact would have been similar if it had stood alone as 

An in-service training, or a Workshop held at a conference 

independent of the class. 
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l!»Blicatigns_lgr_Research 

The didactic experience of Dr. Goss's Anthropology class 

was very effective at improving attitudes and behaviors of 

future teachers. Further research is necessary to define 

what it is about his approach that produces such positive 

results. Is it merely the increased information obtained 

through reading and lecture? Is it the presentation of 

minority populations as a valuable resource? Does he define 

a professional as one who holds certain attitudes and 

practices specific tolerance related behaviors? Or is there 

some interaction of these and other factors which create 

this positive outcome? 

Those attending the Sensitivity Workshop did make 

greater gains than either the Control Group or the 

Anthropology class as a whole. That these gains were not 

statistically significant may be due to the size of the 

group as compared to the Anthropology class. These gains 

plus the fact that those attending the Sensitivity Workshop 

showed less negative drop (-25) compared to the Control 

Group (-55) indicate that Workshops of this nature offer An 

additive effect to didactic learning in changing attitudes 

in a positive direction. Further study is necessary to 

determine the interaction of these learning processes. 

This study was limited to a Sensitivity Workshop as a 

component of a didactic structure. Additional studies are 
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necessary to determine if Workshops alone would have the 

same positive effect on attitude change. 

While the didactic structure of the Anthropology class 

was found to have a positive effect on behavior change, 

processes of socialization were also found to be correlated 

with change in behavior. Further studies are necessary to 

determine the interaction of didactic learning as a process 

of socialization and its interaction with other processes of 

socialization. 

Dogmatism was found to be a factor in attitude change 

with HDs making greater changes than LDs under both didactic 

and experiential learning structures. This was an 

unexpected finding and one which warrants further study. 

Dogmatism was found to be a factor in level of tolerance 

related behaviors although not in behavior change with LDs 

exhibiting more positive behaviors than HDs. The 

relationship of dogmatism to tolerance related behaviors 

that Are held by the individual versus factors in changing 

tolerance related behaviors warrants further study. 

Implications for Practice 

Cultural pluralism is a reality of American life. For 

this reason counselors must deal with individuals of varying 

cultural backgrounds and world views. It then becomes 

in^3erative to prepare counselors to deal with multicultural 

issues in An ethical and professional manner. Lacking 
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programs designed to deal with this issue directly and 

faculty trained in this specific area, this study highlights 

the usefulness of the interdisciplinary approach to the 

problem of counselor education. By including classes such 

as the Anthropology class utilized in this research future 

counselors are exposed to relevant historical and cultural 

material as well as improving attitudes and tolerance 

related behaviors necessary to work successfully with 

minority groups. 

The Sensitivity Workshop demonstrated success as an 

adjunct to didactic structures in improving attitudes 

towards minority groups. The Workshop format utilized in 

this research was of short duration (3 hours) and could 

easily be broken down into two components and added to 

traditional classes. Discussion groups utilized by studies 

presented in the literature review could also be useful as 

part of class or practicum to increase awareness of 

attitudes and issues involved in multicultural counseling. 

This format has the advantage of not requiring faculty 

which specialize in multicultural issues and can be utilized 

in academic structures already in place. 

Positive change in tolerance related behaviors was found 

to be correlated with processes of socialization: high GPA, 

students over 21, males over females- The didactic learning 

of the Anthropology class was found to be impactful in this 

process. At this time the Anthropology class is a freshman 
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level class, although most students were sophomore or above. 

As older students are more impacted by this process, 

offering it as a sophomore or Junior level class would place 

it with an age group of students %#hose behavior would be 

more influenced by this type of learning. 

HDs were found to make greater gains than LDs in 

attitude change. This may reflect the findings of Kemp 

(1962) and Foulds (1971) who concluded that HDs will adjust 

their thinking in the direction of the perceived 

expectations of the external authority with which they 

interact. If this is indeed the case, it becomes vital that 

expectations of professional attitudes and behavior be 

clearly defined in a positive manner. It may be that 

defining the professional in terms of positive attitudes and 

behaviors will have a greater impact on changing attitudes 

and behaviors than any other teaching mechanism for those 

who Are highly dogmatic-

ContrJ,butions_gl_tJie_Siudy 

Increasing awareness of the importance and relevance of 

cross-cultural counselor education highlights the lack of 

qualified instructors in this area. The multidisciplinary 

approach can offer an immediate solution by exposing 

counselor education students to other disciplines in the 

social service area. Additionally, as Copeland (1982) 

points out, this model gives the students a broad 
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theoretical base from which to increase their awareness of 

minority problems. This study contributes to the assessment 

of the use of the interdisciplinary model by providing 

statistical results which verify positive changes in 

attitude and behavior toward minorities resulting from this 

educ at i onal model. 

The study also adds to the understanding of the impact 

of didactic learning and experiential learning. 

Experiential learning as part of a didactic approach was 

found to have a greater impact on positive attitude change 

towards minorities than didactic learning alone. Didactic 

training was found to have a greater impact on tolerance 

related behavior change. Additionally, positive change in 

tolerance related behavior was found to be impacted by 

factors associated with processes of socialization: GPA, 

sex, and age. 

The control class in Education did not experience any 

significant change in either attitude or behavior. This 

points to the necessity of classes designed specifically to 

deal with issues which effect teachers in multicultural 

areas and counselors in cross-cultural populations. Merely 

the pursuit of a generalized higher education curriculum 

will not produce change in these areas or equip 

professionals to deal adequately with problems faced in 

working with minority populations-
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APPENDIX A 

UNDERSTANDING MULTICULTURAL AMERICA 

SYLLABUS FOR ANTHROPOLOGY 1301 

Introduction to understanding the cultural complexity of 

America. Overview of the major components of multicultural 

America; Native American, Chicanos, Blacks, and Anglos. 

Emphasis on cultural differences, languages differences, 

differences in cognitive styles, and differences in world 

view. 

One of the major objectives of higher education in a 

democratic society is to produce An enlightened and 

responsible citizenry- For responsible thought and action 

in our democratic society it is necessary that citizens 

understand the variety and nature of American cultures. In 

America we Are too well aware of Black Americans, Mexican 

Americans, Native Americans, Japanese Americans, Viet-Namese 

Americans, etc. on cognitive, linguistic, social, political, 

and economic fronts. Too often, from lack of knowledge and 

understanding, such confrontations go unresolved, or are 

resolved in unacceptable, expedient, reactionary, emotional, 

or irrational ways. 

This course is designed to educate students to the 

variety of American cultures and to develop their 
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appreciation of the diversity and integrity of the major 

American cognitive, linguistic, and cultural styles- Such 

knowledge is offered as preparation for enlightened, 

responsible action in our complex society. 

This course has been designed to fill the State Standard 

Requirement in Multicultural Education for Education majors. 

It also serves as the entry course for the Ethnic Studies 

Minor and as one of the possible en*-,ry courses for the 

Anthropology major. It can also be viewed as an important 

elective in a general Liberal Arts Education. 

The mandate from the Texas State Legislature really 

takes the leao in expressing the need for and the importance 

of this course. The mandate reads as follows; 

Multicultural education should receive attention in 
courses, seminars, directed readings, laboratory and 
clinical experiences, practicum, and other types of 
field experiences. 

Multicultural education is preparation for the social, 
political and economic realities that individuals 
experience in culturally diverse and complex human 
encounters. These realities have both national and 
international dimensions. This preparation provides a 
process by which An individual develops competencies for 
perceiving, believing, evaluating, and behaving in 
different cultural settings. Thus, multicultural 
education is viewed as an intervention and An ongoing 
assessment process to help institutions and individuals 
become more responsive to the human condition, 
individual cultural integrity, and cultural pluralism in 
society. 

Education majors, to complete the four-hour mandate in 

Multicultural Education, must simultaneously be registered 
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for one hour in EDEL_2191_PR0JECTS_.IN, ELEMENTARY EPUCAHON 

or in EDSE 2192 PROJECTS IN SECONDARY EDUCATION. 

Texts 

Ricardo Garrie; TEACHING IN A PLURALISTIC SOCIETY. 

James Vigil; 

Stephen Oates; 

Harper and Row, 1982. 

FROM INDIANS TO CHICANOS. 

Wavelard Press, 1984. 

LET THE TRUMPET SOUND 

New American Library, 1982. 

Jamake Highwater; THE PRIMAL MIND 

Meridian, 1982. 

Cour se Out 1 i ne _ and_Assignmen t s j. 

I. Introduction 

Week 1; Begin Reading Garcia and Vigil 

Week 2: 

II. Perspectives on Anthropology. Understanding "Culture" 

Week 3; 

geek 4: Finish Reading Garcia 

III. Mexican America 

Week 5: 

Week 6: 

Week 7: Finish Reading Vigil 

Week 8: Begin Reading Oates 

IV. Black America 
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Week 9; 

Week 10: 

Week 11; Finish Reading Oates 

Week 12; Begin Reading Highwater 

V. Indian America 

Week 13: 

Week 14; Finish Reading Highwater 

Week 15: 

Expect at i ons and Met hodso f _Fy£iii^t jon 

11 I«PQRIANI_GENERAL_EXPECIAI10NS: Most of the 

participants in this class plan to be teachers. They are 

generally expected to have open and inquiring minds. We 

like to hope that our future educators have a general 

"thirst" for knowledge. Are optimistic about future 

challenges, and have An interest in understanding different 

cultures and different customs in our complex world and 

nation. 

To replace lack of knowledge with knowledge, we need 

information. This will be provided in your reading and in 

lectures- It is expected that you Are all individuals 

motivated to learn, and that you all have a college entrance 

level of competence in reading English with comprehension. 

The quizzes will test competence in the subject matter 

that has been read and provided in class (lecture, videos, 

films, handouts, etc.). 
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2) NQ_FlNAL_EXAMINAIION; There will be no final 

examination scheduled for this course. All course 

requirements will be completed by the last class day of the 

semester (see attached calendar). 

32 QUIZZES: There will be four quizzes (see attached 

calendar for quiz dates)- The quizzes will be objective (a 

combination of multiple-choice, true and false, 

identification, definitions, etc.). For the quizzes, the 

student is responsible for all course content (all readings, 

all lectures, all handouts, films, and video-tapes, etc.). 

Makeup quizzes will not be scheduled. If you miss a 

scheduled quiz you can make-up the grade by submitting a 

Critical Book Review (see below), or an indeBendent_PrgJect. 

(see below). Each quiz will count as 20X of the course 

grade. 

4) CRlIlCAL_BOOK_REyiEWS: Each student has the option 

of writing a Critical Book Review to replace any or all of 

the quizzes. If this option is taken the review must be 

submitted on the day of the quiz it is to replace. The 

Critical Book Review will be of the texts listed for the 

course. Each Critical Book Review will consist of at_ieast 

6 typewritten pages. This first page will be a title page 

(only this page doesn't have to be a full page). The rest of 

the Critical Book Review will be at 1 east 5 double-spaced 

typewritten pages long. Yes, it will be typed, on standard 
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typing bond paper, with margins no wider than one inch, 

top, bottom, and both sides. 

The Critical Book Review will contain the following 

sections, with these subheadjngs; 

a. TITLE PAGE; Including author, title, publisher, 

date of publication, (also, your name, name and number 

of the course, current date, etc.). 

b- OBJECTIVE OF THE AUTHOR; (at_least one full page). 

c. STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK: (may be presented in 

annotated outline form, at least one full page). 

d. SUCCESS OF THE AUTHOR IN ACHIEVING HIS OBJECTIVES: 

(at least one full page). 

e. CONTRIBUTION OF THE BOOK TO YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF 

MULTICULTURAL AMERICA: (at_ieast one full page). 

f. SPECIAL IMPACT THAT THE BOOK HAD ON YOU, PERSONALLY; 

(at least one full page). 

If you haven't written a formal paper before, or have 

questions on style, your best reference is Kate L. 

Turabian's; A MANUAL FOR WRITERS OF TERM PAPERS, THESIS, 

AND DISSERTATION, University of Chicago Press (1973, or any 

other edition), which is available in paperback at the 

bookstore. 

The Critical Book Review will be graded on both content 

and form (neatness, spelling, grammar, proper use of 

footnotes (if you use them), quotations, etc.). Make sure 

that you proofread your work carefully and turn in a 
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Critical Book Review that is your best work. The guidelines 

for the Critical Book Reviews are purposely very explicit. 

Critical Book Reviews that do not measure up to the minimal 

standards outlined above will not be read. They will simply 

be greeted with a grade 0=F. 

Each Critical Book Review will count as 20% of the 

course grade. As stated above, the student has the option 

of writing a Critical Book Review in place of a Quiz (in 

this case the Review is due on the day of the Quiz). Also, 

the student has the option of writing a Critical Book Review 

to replace a Quiz grade that (s)he is not satisfied with. 

52 INDiVlDyAL_PRgJECIS: Each student is regyired to 

submit one Individual Project. The Individual Project will 

count as 20% of the course grade. Among the handouts for 

the class will be frequent suggestions for Individual 

Projects, These are for independent work to result in An 

essay of the size of a Critical Book Review (six_Bages). 

They also will be graded on both content and form. Besides 

the one required Individual Project, the student may 

optionally submit an Individual Project in place of a Quiz 

(in this case the Individual Project is due on the day of 

the Quiz). Also, the student has the option of writing An 

Individual Project to replace a Quiz, or Critical Book 

Review grade that (s)he is not satisfied with. 

62 DEADLINES: Each student has read this syllabus and 

understands all the requirements and deadlines on the first 
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day of class. Remember that on each scheduled quiz day, you 

are either to take the Quiz, or to submit a Critical Book 

Review or Individual Project to replace it. There is no 

excuse for lateness. Each time a deadline is not_met^_the 

final course grade will be dropped by one ful1_letter_gLade 

(no exceptions)-

72 GRADING: Grading of all devices (Quizzes, Critical 

Book Reviews, Individual Projects, etc.) will be done on a 

standard scale of: 

92 - 100 = A 

84 - 91 = B 

76 - 83 = C 

70 - 75 = D 

Below 70 = F 

The final grade will be calculated by adding the 

numerical grades for the five (5) required devices and 

dividing by five. Then the deadline record will be checked 

for possible final grade reduction. 

02 SyMMARY_OF_REQUlREMENIS; See the checklist to 

make sure that you have completed all requirements for this 

course; 1 Q̂ iiz 1 

2 Quiz 2 

3 Quiz 3 

4 Quiz 4 

5 Individual Project 

Total divided by 5 = 
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- any grade reduction 

Revised final course grade 

* A NOTE ON DISABILITIES: Any certified disabled student, 

who may require some special arrangements in order to meet 

the course requirements should personally contact the 

instructor to make necessary arrangements. 

Calendar_fgr_Faii_i9B7 

I- Introduction 

Week 1: Aug 31, Sep 2, 4 

Week 2; Sept 9, 11; Sep 7: No Class (Labor Day) 

II. Per*spectives on Anthropology; Understanding Culture 

Week 3; Sept 14, 16, 18 

Week 4: Sept 21, 23, 25: 

SeBt._21i Quiz 1 (over Garcia and Lectures) 

III. Mexican America 

Week 5; Sept 28, 30, Oct 2 

Week 6: Oct 5, 7, 9 

Week 7: Oct 12, 14, 16; Oct 12; Last day to Drop 

Week 8: Oct 19, 21, 23: 

Oct 19: Quiz 2 (oyer_yigll and_Lectures2 

IV. Black America 

Week 9; Oct 25, 28, 30 

Week 10: Nov 2, 4, 6 

Week 11: Nov 9, 11, 13 

Week 12: Nov 16, 18, 20 
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Ngy_i6^ Quiz 3 (over Dates and Lectures! 

V. Indian America 

Week 13: Nov 23, 25; Nov 27; No Class 

Thanksgiving Day 

Week 14: Nov 30, Dec 2, 4, 

Dec_2.L Qyiz_4_iOyer_Highwater_and_Lectures2 

Week 15: Dec 7, 9 

Dec_9i Independent P r o j e c t Due. 

Last Day of C l a s s 

Aii_Wgrk_Due 

El!2ai_Deadiine_fgr_0Btignal_Wgrk. 

I n s t r u c t o r : Dr. James Goss , Departm-^^nt of Anthropology 

O f f i c e Hours: 9 : 3 0 t o 10 :30 , and 11:30 t o 12:30 MWF 



APPENDIX B 

INTRODUCTION TO PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION 

SYLLABUS FOR EDWL 1290 

I^xts 

Kevin Ryan and James Cooper: THOSE WHO CAN TEACH, 

Houghton Mifflin Company, 

1984 

Kevin Ryan and James Cooper; KALEIDOSCOPE READINGS IN 

EDUCATION 

Houghton Mifflin Coi.-kpany, 

1984-

I_m Class Objectives: 

After this course you should; 

1) Be knowledgeable about degree and certification 

requirements for teaching-

2) Be knowledgeable about teaching as a career. 

3) Develop favorable attitudes toward professional 

growth, professional ethics, and professional organizations. 

4) Realize the value of research in teaching and its 

importance in education. 

5) Be able to recognize different philosophical 

foundations of American education. 
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6) Be knowledgeable about how schools Are governed, 

controlled and financed-

7) Be knowledgeable concerning teaching as a 

"profession-" 

8) Be knowledgeable concerning the current issues in 

education-

9) Be knowledgeable concerning the future trends in 

education. 

10) Become familiar with the personnel you will be in 

contact with in the College of Education. 

II. Items of Interest for This Class: 

1) No smoking or spitting in class. 

2) The Learning Resource Center is located in the 

Administrative Building, third floor, west wing. The LRC is 

open 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Monday - Friday, 

3) You Are encouraged to Join a professional 

organization in the College of Education. A bonus of 25 

points will be added to your final grade if you bring in a 

membership card by September 30, 1987. 

4) Attendance in the course is both necessary and 

required- If you Are absent 3 times you will be asked to 

drop the class. If you have perfect attendance you can add 

25 bonus points to your final grade-

5) Assignments Are due on time, regardless of 

absences, except in cases of extreme personal tragedies. 
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6) Class starts promptly at 2:30 and ends at 4:20 p.m. 

7) Occasionally special activities occur during the 

year and it is possible to receive bonus points for 

attendance- These will be announced in class. 

Ill - QL^ss_Reguirements; 

A- Grading Points 

Two Exams 200 

Final Exam 100 

Abstract - . _75 

Total 375 

Possible Bonus 

Perfect Attendance 25 

Membership in COE 

Organization _25 

Possible Total 425 

B- The grading for this course will be a combination of 

norm-referenced and criterion-referenced grading. This will 

be explained fully in class, although a brief description 

follows: 

At the end of the semester all points will be totalled 

and the student in class that has the most points will 

determine the top grade. Then, grades will be determined on 

a traditional 907-, 80%, 70%, 60% of that grade to determine 

A's, B's, and C's, D's, and F's. Each exam grade and the 

abstract will be determined in the same manner. However, 
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the segiester's total points will determine the final 

semester's grade. Please note that you can increase your 

final grade by 50 points with bonus points. 

lyi Tentative Class Calendar: 

Sept. 2 Introduction 

Sept. 9 Dean Richard Ishler—guest speaker; 

Read Chapter 1; Reading Inventory. 

Sept. 16 Chapter 2; Student Organization leaders, 

Reading #6. 

Sept. 23 Chapter 3; Reading #30 & #33 

Sept. 30 Chapter 4; Short Review; 

COE Membership Organizations Due 

Oct. 7 Exam #1 

Oct. 14 Chapters 7 St 8, Readings #7, #11, #12 

Oct. 21 School Visit, abstracts due 

Oct. 28 School Visit 

Nov. 4 Readings #17, #23, #24 

Nov- 11 Chapter 9; COE Personnel 

Nov. 18 Exam #2 

Nov. 25 No Class 

Dec. 2 Chapters 11 & 13 

Dec. 9 Last Day of Class—Review 8t Wrap Up 

Dec. 11 Final Exam 1:30-4:00 

Instructor: Dr- Mackie Bobo, College of Education 

Office Hours: 12:30 to 2:30 W, 10:30 to 12:30 TT 



APPENDIX C 

SENSITIVITY WORKSHOP: BAFA 

BaFa_Oyerview 

Participants were briefed on the general purposes of the 

simulation and divided into two groups or "Cultures." They 

were then introduced to the values, expectations and customs 

of their new culture: Alphans were relaxed and valued 

personal contact and intimacy within a sexist and 

patriarchal structure- Betans measured a person's value by 

how well he or she performed in the market place. Once all 

of the members understood and felt comfortable with their 

new culture, observers were exchanged. The observers 

attempted to learn as much as possible about the values, 

norms and customs of the other culture without directly 

asking about them. After a fixed time, the observers 

returned to their respective groups and reported on what 

they saw- Each group tried to develop hypotheses about the 

most effective way to interact with the other culture, based 

on the information provided by the observer- After the 

hypotheses generating discussion, the participants proceeded 

as before with each person taking a turn at trying to live 

in and adapt to the other culture. When each participant 
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had visited the opposite culture, the game ended. The 

participants then discussed and analyzed the experience. 

Orientation 

The purpose of the orientation was to briefly explain 

the objectives of the simulation and outline the procedures 

which would be followed. The leader was careful to refrain 

from overwhelming the participants with instructions during 

this session as this can result in frustration which 

prevents the participant from participating effectively-

Participants were told that the exercise was designed to 

help them to explore the idea of culture and to create 

feelings which were similar to those experienced by one who 

travels to a different culture. 

BaFa 

The participants were then divided into two cultures: 

The Alpha Culture and the Beta Culture. Rules for their new 

culture were given to each group separately through the use 

of a cassette tape provided with the BaFa game. 

Participants listened to the cassette and spent a few 

minutes practicing the rules of their new culture. 

Observers were then selected from each culture to visit 

the other culture. Each observer wore a badge identifying 

him or her as an observer. Each observer was given 

approximately four minutes to participate in the other 
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culture and learn as much as possible about it without 

asking any direct questions about the rules of that culture. 

Observers then returned to their home culture and reported 

their observations and hypotheses regarding rules, values, 

and mores of the other culture. Everyone in the group then 

attempted to interpret the meaning of the observer's report 

and hypothesize what the rules of the other culture might 

be- After this session a new set of observers were again 

sent to the other culture. This pattern continued until all 

participants had had An opportunity to act as an observer in 

the other culture. 

Discussion 

Once all participants had had an opportunity to visit 

the other culture the participants were again grouped 

together and meet for discussion. Alphans and Betans were 

asked for words which they felt described the members of the 

other culture. These were written on the board. Alphans 

were seen as warm and lazy, while Betans were described as 

cold and only interested in business. Each group gave their 

hypotheses regarding the rules of the other culture- Then 

each culture related the rules under which they were 

actually operating. The groups then shared their thoughts 

and feelings as they visited the other culture. 



APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONS USED IN DISCUSSION GROUPS 

1) Our most intensive language and cultural learning 

takes place in childhood- At that time, we Are taught among 

other things how to meet strangers and how to relate to 

them- Reflect back on your own childhood and think about 

some of the things you were taught about strangers in 

general. When, where and how did you learn these attitudes? 

Who taught them to you? 

2) During your childhood and youth you also learned 

certain attitudes toward people of different nationalities, 

etc. Thinking either in general terms or in terms of 

specific groups, what Are some of the things you learned 

about people who are not from your "own" group? 

3) Respond to the following questions as honestly and 

fully as possible. 

a. Recall your first significant interaction with a 

person of another rAce or ethnic group. Describe the 

situation and feelings. 

b. Recall a situation when you were significantly aware 

of being part of a minority. Describe the situation and 

your feelings. 
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c- What was the strongest fear you developed while 

growing up about interaction with another race or ethnic 

group? 

d- How strong would you say that fear is today? 

i 2 3 4 5 

Much less Less About the Stronger Much 

Same Stronger 

e. What degree of racism or ethnocentricity do you feel 

exists within you today? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 Z i i LQ. 

None A Lot 



APPENDIX E 

WAIVER 

By signing this Waiver I consent to participate in a 

research study involving the attitudes and opinions of 

students enrolled at Texas Tech University. I understand 

that social security numbers will be used to keep my name 

anonymous and to permit the researcher to get my ACT and/or 

SAT and GPA from the Registrar. Once this material is 

correlated, my social security number will be changed to a 

research code so that no information can be trace to any 

individual student and confidentiality will be assured. I 

understand that this information does not relate to my grade 

in this class in any manner. 

Student Signature; 

Social Security Number; - -

DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE. 

To be filled in by Registrar: 

Please enter the following information on the above named 

student: 

ACT Score , SAT Score . 

GPA 
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APPENDIX F 

DEMOGRAPHIC SHEET 

Social Security Number: - - . 

Code; 

Please check the appropriate box: 

Freshman (continuing) Sophomore 

Junior Senior 

Sex: Male Feuale 

Race: Black Spanish 

(Afro—American, Negro) (Spanish Surname) 

White (Caucasian) Indian (from India) 

Oriental Mixed Ethnicity 

(Asian and American) 

American Indian (Native American) 

Age: 18 years old 21 years old 

19 years old over 21 years old 

20 years old 

Texas Resident ; Out-of-State , What State? 

My family is generally open to minorities. 

Yes; No. 

My friends are generally open to minorities. 

Yes; No. 
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APPENDIX G 

DOGMATISM SCALE 

Form F -Soc ia l S e c u r i t y Number; - -

Code: 

These inventories concern attitudes and opinions of 

students taking this class on a number of social and 

personal questions. The best answer to each statement is 

your personal opinion. Many different opposing points of 

view are covered- You may agree with some, disagree with 

others, and be uncertain about still others- Whether you 

agree or disagree with any statement, you may be certain 

that many other people feel as you do. 

Form F is to be marked in the left margin according to 

how much you agree or disagree with the statement. Please 

mark each statement. Write +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, 

depending on how you feel in each case. 

+1: I agree a little -1: I disagree a little 

+2: I agree on the whole -2: I disagree on the whole 

+3: I agree very much -3: I disagree very much 

1. _ The U. S. and Russia have nothing in common. 

2. The best government is democracy run by 

the most intelligent. 

3, I believe in free speech, but not for all. 
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^- Better knowledge of beliefs than 

disbeliefs. 

5- Man on his own is helpless and miserable. 

&- The world we live in is a lonesome place. 

7. Most people don't give a "damn" for others. 

S- I want to find someone to solve my problems. 

9. It's natural to fear the future. 

10 There is so much to do, and so little time to do 

it in. 

11- Once I get wound up I can't s top . 

12. I repeat myself t o make sure I'm understood. 

13. I don't l i s t e n . 

14. It's better to be a dead hero than a live coward. 

15- My secret ambition is to become a great person-

16. The main thing in life is to do something 

important -

17- If given a chance I'd benefit the world. 

18- There Are Just a handful of great thinkers-

19. I hate some people because of what they stand for. 

20. A man without a cause hasn't lived. 

21. _Life is meaningful when there is devotion to a 

cause. 

22. There is only one correct philosophy. 

23. A person-believing in too many causes is 

"wishy-washy." 

24. _To compromise is to betray one's own side. 
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25. In religion, we should not compromise. 

26. To consider only one's own happiness is selfish. 

27. The worst crime is to attack those of similar 

beliefs. 

28- Guard against subversion from within. 

29. A group tolerating diverse opinions can't exist. 

30- There Are two kinds of people: those for, those 

against truth-

31- My blood boils when others won't admit they're 

wrong. 

32. One who thinks of his own happiness is beneath 

contempt. 

33. Most printed ideas aren't worth the paper they're 

printed on. 

34. I'm too critical of other's ideas. 

35. To know what's going on, rely on leaders. 

36. Reserve Judgment until you hear the leader's 

opinion. 

37. Pick friends who believe as you do. 

38. Present unhappy. Future is what counts. 

39. To accomplish a mission, gamble all or nothing. 

40. Most people don't understand what's going on. 



APPENDIX H 

ATTITUDE SCALE 

Form G-Soc ia l S e c u r i t y Number; - -

C o d e : 

Form G is a descriptive scale relating to minorities. 

Your description can be made by marking the list of words on 

the page- Put an "x" in the blank corresponding to the 

association of the word listed with minorities. 

If you think that minorities Are very closely associated 

with one end of the scale, place An "x" as follows; 

(fair_)<_: : : : : ; unfair) , or 

( fair : : : : ; :_x_unfair ) 

If you feel that minorities Are closely related to one 

or the other end of the scale, you would place An "x" as 

follows: 

(fair 2_x_= ' ' ' ' unfair) , or 

(fair : : ; : : x : un f ai r ) 

If you feel that minorities Are gniy_siight2y_reiated to 

one end or the other of the scale, place An "x" as follows: 

(fair : ; _x_: : : : un f ai r ) , or 

(fair : : : = x ; ; un fair) 

If you consider both sides equally associated with 

minorities, place an "x" as follows: 

(fair : : :_x_: : : unfair) 
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Remember: Never put more than one check mark on any 

scale- And also be sure to check every item. If you feel 

that a pair of words does not apply, or if you Are 

undecided, place the check mark in the center space; do not 

leave the line blank. 

Do not spend more than a few seconds marking each scale. 

Your first impression is what we would like to learn about. 

Minorities 

WISE. 

UNIMPORTANT. 

KIND. 

COOL. 

WEAK. 

YOUNG. 

DANGEROUS. 

NEAR. 

SAD. 

BEAUTIFUL. 

SICK. 

UNSUCCESSFUL. 

EASY-GOING. 

DULL. 

CLEAN. 

USEFUL. 

HARD. 

BAD 

.FOOLISH 

.IMPORTANT 

.CRUEL 

.WARM 

.STRONG 

.OLD 

.SAFE 

.FAR 

.HAPPY 

.UGLY 

.HEALTHY 

.SUCCESSFUL 

.STRICT 

.INTERESTING 

.DIRTY 

.USELESS 

.SOFT 

GOOD 



APPENDIX I 

BEHAVIOR SCALE 

Form H-Social Security Number: - -

Code: 

Read each statement and decide whether the statement is 

TRUE (usually true) of you, or FALSE (not usually true) of 

you. If true, completely darken the T; if false, completely 

darken the F. Consider each statement carefully, but do not 

spend a great deal of time deliberating on any single 

statement. 

MARRIED STUDENTS: When responding to statements 

referring to "dating partner," married students should 

mentally substitute "spouse" or "marriage partner" when 

considering their responses. When responding to statements 

which describe dating, married students should interpret 

them in terms of their social activities with their spouses. 

1. It is a waste of money to attempt to T F 

rehabilitate criminals and social deviants. 

2- I have attended a program such as an T F 

international coffee hour, or a Black history 

program, or a Chicano art show, etc. to learn 

about ethnically, racially, and culturally 

different people-
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3. I feel uncomfortable when around people who are T F 

not as well educated as I-

4. I am usually able to get my friends to accept T F 

my point of view, or to do what I want, without 

their being aware of it. 

5. I do not date some people because they are T F 

beneath my social status. 

6. I have set up standards which I feel most T F 

people should meet. 

7. When considering officer candidates in T F 

organizations of which I am a member, I always 

prefer a man as president. 

8. I sometimes use phrases or words such as T F 

"Blacks have rhythm," or "honkies," or "people 

on welfare Are looking for a free ride." 

9. It is necessary that others accept my point of T F 

view. 

10. I think most women tend to respond to T F 

situations emotionally, while men respond by 

thinking. 

11. There are some people I avoid because I dislike T F 

their religious views and/or practices. 

12. I expect my dating partner to always meet my T F 

personal needs. 



APPENDIX J 

EFFECTS OF DISCUSSION GROUPS 

ON ATTITUDE CHANGE 

The Discussion Groups were then compared to determine i f 

there were any significant differences based on discussion 

group participation. An ANCOVA was run on the discussion 

groups to determine i f there was any significant effect by 

group. The pre-test score on Attitude Scale was used as a 

Covariant and i t was shown to have an F of 20.888 with a 

significance level of p < 0.000 while the groups obtained 

An F of +0.862 with a significance level of p < 0.516. The 

pre—test was significant above the 0.05 level. This 

analysis again highlights the significance of the Attitude 

pre—test scores on the post-test analysis. The groups were 

not stat ist ical ly significant. This indicates that the 

groups in themselves did not have a significant impact on 

the post-test analysis. See Table J . l -
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Table J-1- Hypothesis 3-
Attitude Change: ANCOVA Analysis of Post-Test Data. 

Discussion Groups with Attitude Pre-Test as Covariant 

Source of Variance 

Covariant 
Attitude 
Pre-test 

Main Effects 
Discussion 
Groups 

Explained 
Residual 
Total 

• 

SS 

2429-121 

501-183 
2930.304 
4070.172 
7000.476 

df 

1 

5 
6 

35 
41 

MS 

2429.121 

100-237 
488.384 
116.291 
170.743 

:t:Signi f icant 

F 

20.888 

0.862 
4.200 

at the . 

B-

0.000* 

0.516 
0.003 

05 Level 



APPENDIX K 

EFFECT OF DISCUSSION GROUPS 

ON BEHAVIOR POST-TEST 

In order to assess the impact of the discussion groups 

An ANCOVA was run with the post-test score on the Behavior 

Scale as the dependent variable, the Discussion Groups as 

the independent variable, and the pre-test score on the 

Behavior Scale as the Covariant- The Covariant on the 

pre-test obtained An F value of 20.024 and a significance 

level of p < O.OOO. The Discussion Groups obtained An F 

value of 2.290 with a significance level of p < 0.067. The 

pre—test score on the Behavior Scale was statistically 

significant above the p < 0.05 level. This highlights the 

importance of the pre—test score on the post—test analysis. 

While the Discussion Groups were not statistically 

significant above the p < 0.05 level they did reach a 

significance of p < 0.067 which is above the 0.10 level and 

must be taken as An indicator that individual groups in 

which the participants acted as discussants had An impact on 

their tolerance related behavior. See Table K.l. 

Group demographics Are listed in Table K.2. When 

analyzed with the use of Pearson r correlation behavior 

change by group was found to be correlated with GPA at 
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Table K.l. Hypothesis 4. 
Behavior Change: ANCOVA Analysis of Post-Test Data. 

Discussion Groups with Pre-Test Behavior Scale as Covariant 

Source of Variance 

Covar i ant 
Behavior 
Pre-test 

Main Effects 
Group 

Explained 
Residual 
Total 

SS 

94.132 

37.139 
131.271 
113.514 
244.786 

df 

1 

5 
6 

35 
41 

MS 

94.132 

7.428 
21.879 
3.243 
5.970 

F 

29.024 

2.290 
6.746 

0.000* 

0.067^ 
0.000 

*Significant at the .05 Level 
'̂ 'Signi f icant at the .10 Level 

Table K.2. Hypothesis 4. 
Discussion Group Demographics, 

Group 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Dogma-
N 

8 
7 
8 
5 
8 
8 

t ism 

136 
160 
144 
156 
132 
143 

Behavior Chang 
Range 

-2/+5 
-3/+0 
-2/+3 
-1/+5 
-2/+4 
-0/+3 

Mean 

+0.750 
-1.429 
+0.500 
+1.400 
+1.000 
+1.250 

e 
GPA 

3.501 
2.734 
2.649 
3.012 
2.977 
2.977 

SAT 

1042 
1023 
806 
760 
893 
762 

ACT 

* 

18.75 
18.33 
17.50 
17.5 
22.5 

Sex 
M/F 

2 / 
1 / 
2 / 

/ 

1 / 
2 / 

**Race 

6 
6 
6 
5 
7 
6 

W/H/0 

8/ / 
5/1/1 
8/ / 
3/2/ 
6/2/ 
8/ / 

*Missing for Every Case 
**Race: W White 

H Hispanic 
0 Oriental 
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P = 0.03, age p = 0.043, sex at p = 0.05, SAT at p = 0.389, 

and ACT at p = 0.128. Positive change in tolerance related 

behavior is correlated with GPA, sex and age at a 

statistically significant level. Positive projected 

behavior change increased as GPA increased, males showed 

greater increases than females, and greater gains were made 

among participants 21 years or older than among younger 

participants. See Table K.3. 

As the group leaders and the participants lacked Any 

data in common it was not possible to run a statistical 

analysis on the impact of the particular leaders on the 

change in each group. All groups except those for Group 2 

and Group 5 had leaders who were majoring in some form of 

counseling and had successfully passed a three hour class of 

techniques. However, each of these leaders had extensive 

experience leading groups and Group Leader 5 had been 

previously employed as a guidance counselor. The only 

apparent difference is that Group Leader 2 had a 

significantly higher GRE score (Group Leader 2 obtained 1340 

while the next highest score was Group Leader 5 at 1190). 

While Group 2 had the second to the highest SAT score (1042) 

it had the second to the lowest GPA (2.734). While it is 

possible that this combination had some effect on the group, 

this would be difficult to determine without statistical 

analysis. See Table K.4. 
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Table K.3. Hypothesis 4. 
Factors Impacting Behavior Change, 

Factor 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Age 
18 yrs 
19 yrs 
20 yrs 
21 yrs 
21 yrs + 

GPA 
0001-1000 
1001-2000 
2001-3000 
3001-4000 

N 

8 
34 

0 
13 
6 
9 
14 

0 
2 

20 
19 

Behavior Change 
Range Mean 

-3/+5 
-3/+5 

-3/+4 
-2/+2 
-3/+3 
-2/+5 

-3/+0 
-3/+3 
-2/+5 

1.625 
0.382 

0.077 

+1.222 
+1.143 

-1.500 
+0.250 
+1.158 

Pre-
Test 

7.000 
7.559 

7.615 
7.000 
7. Ill 
7.714 

9.500 
7.400 
7. 158 

Post-
Test 

8.625 
7.941 

7.692 
6.667 
8.333 
8.857 

8.000 
7.650 
8.316 

r 

.2501 

.2677 

.2898 

0. 

0. 

0. 

P 

. 055* 

043* 

033* 

*Significant at the .05 Level 

Table. K.4. Hypothesis 4. 
Comparison of Group Leaders. 

Group 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Degree 
s Sought 

Dr/Counseli ng 
Dr/Soc. Psych 
M.Ed/Counsel in 
Dr/Counseli ng 
M.Ed/Education 
Dr/Counseli ng 

M 
E 

g 

i nori ty 
xp er ience-

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Posi t i ve 
-Negat ive 

Posi t i ve 
Positive 
Posi t i ve 
Posi tive 
Posit i ve 
Posi t i ve 

GRE 

800 
1340 
970 
960 
1190 
1120 

Techniques 
CI ass 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

Yes 



APPENDIX L 

INTERACTION OF DOGMATISM AND SENSITIVITY 

WORKSHOP ON ATTITUDE 

Table L.1. 
MANOVA Analysis of Attitude Post-Test: 

Effects of Dogmatism and Sensitivity Workshop. 

Source of Variance 

Within Cells 
Regression 
Sensit ivity 
Workshop 

Dogmat i sm' 
Sensitivity 
Workshop by 
Dogmat ism 

SS 

10606.91 
3533.86 

25.70 
110.31 

65.42 

df 

79 
1 

1 
1 

1 

MS 

134.26 
3533.86 

25.70 
110.31 

65.42 

F 

26.32 

. 19 

.82 

.49 

0.000 

0.663 
0.367 

0.487 

Table L.2. 
Attitude Change: Sensitivity Workshop by Dogmatism. 

Hi gh Dogmat i sm Low Dogmat i sm 
Pre Post D Pre Post D 

Sensitivity 
Workshop 74.810 79.810 5.000 76.524 76.571 0.048 

Control 
Group 73.238 76.095 2.857 83.190 80.714 -2.476 
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APPENDIX M 

INTERACTION OF DOGMATISM AND SENSITIVITY 

WORKSHOP ON TOLERANCE 

RELATED BEHAVIOR 

Table M.l. 
MANOVA Analysis of Behavior Post-Test: 

Effects of Dogmatism and Sensitivity Workshop. 

Source of Variance 

Within Cells 
Regression 
Sensitivity 
Workshop 

Dogmatism 
Sensitivity 
Workshop by 
Dogmat ism 

SS 

256.44 
134.80 

.12 
7.89 

2.57 

df 

79 
1 

1 
1 

1 

MS 

3.25 
134.80 

.12 
7.89 

2.57 

F 

41.53 

.04 
2.43 

.79 

_ B-

0.000 

0.849 
0. 123 

0.376 

Table M.2. 
Behavior Change: Sensitivity Workshop by Dogmatism. 

High Dogmatism Low Dogmatism 
Pre Post D Pre Post D 

Sensitivity 
Workshop 

Control 
Group 

6.571 7.048 0.476 8.333 9.095 0.762 

6.571 7.476 0.905 7.286 8.190 0.905 
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