The Situational Attitude Scale (SAS)


This is an approach to measuring prejudice. It has been applied to many types of prejudice with some success in providing score reliability and validity in isolating situation-based sources of prejudice. I have found the method useful in helping to identify what groups we should include in our conceptions of diversity (Sedlacek, 1996). I have used the term “nontraditional” to describe such groups. Examples of two forms are found below the references.
The Measurement of Prejudice 

The initial step in assessing whether a given group is to be considered "nontraditional" is whether they experience prejudice. Prejudice here is defined as some negative attributions or consequences of being a member of a certain group. Measuring the degree of prejudice against a group has been difficult because of the tendency many people have to mask or avoid expressing such feelings because of social desirability. In response to this measurement problem, Sedlacek and Brooks (1970; 1971) developed the Situational Attitude Scale (SAS). The SAS employs experimental and control forms and provides a situational context to make the psychological withdrawal from the stimulus more difficult. The SAS methodology has been shown to have evidence of reliability and validity of scores in assessing attitudes toward racial and ethnic groups such as American Indians (Ancis, Bennett-Choney, & Sedlacek, 1996), Arabs (Sergent, Woods and Sedlacek, 1992), Asians (Liang & Sedlacek, 2003)., Blacks (Balenger, Hoffman, and Sedlacek, 1992), Hispanics (White and Sedlacek, 1987),  and Jews (Gerson and Sedlacek, 1992). The SAS has also been employed in measuring attitudes toward persons with disabilities (McQuilkin, Freitag and Harris, 1990); older persons (Schwalb & Sedlacek 1990); Mormons (Gilman, 1983); women (Herman & Sedlacek, 1973; Minatoya and Sedlacek, 1983); commuting students (Wilkshire, 1989); gays, lesbians, and bisexuals (Washington, 1993); athletes (Engstrom and Sedlacek, 1991); and African-American counseling clients (Stovall, 1989). The SAS methodology has also been applied to measuring attitudes of Danes toward “Mediterranean foreign workers” and Blacks (Brooks , Sedlacek, & Chaples, 1972; Chaples, Sedlacek & Brooks, 1972 ). Roper & Sedlacek (1988) showed the value of the SAS technique in teaching a course on racism, while Sedlacek, Troy, & Chapman (1976), Sedlacek & Brooks (1976), and Sedlacek (2004a) demonstrated the use of the SAS in anti- racism and anti-sexism training programs. Also, Sedlacek (2004b; 2007) discussed using the SAS methodology in diversity research programs.
This list is not intended to be exhaustive, but only illustrative of some of the groups to which the SAS has been applied. Also, there is no assumption that there is prejudice against a given group or that it is equally strong or socially relevant for all groups. While it is possible to attempt to measure prejudice of any group toward another, the methodology has been employed mostly in assessing prejudice of groups with more power toward groups with less power. 

The SAS methodology can be used to determine the presence or absence of prejudice and the degree to which it is present. The test-retest and coefficient alpha reliability estimates for scores are in the .70 to .89 range. 

Creating SAS Situations

The first step is to develop a set of situations that may generate prejudice toward a given group from another group. These can be obtained from publications (popular or professional), focus groups, brainstorming sessions or pilot studies. For example, research literature and popular press reports indicated that if we wish to assess attitudes of Whites toward African-Americans, living in close proximity may evoke prejudice among some Whites. So several situations dealing with roommates, and people living in one's neighborhood were pilot tested prior to inclusion in a final instrument. 

A useful technique is a brainstorming session involving representatives of the group to which the scale will be administered where stereotypes and situations which might engender prejudice are discussed. By asking for examples they might have seen in others, one can reduce the reluctance to discuss one's own feelings. It is important to note that situations should be relevant to the group being assessed and expressed in their terminology. 

For example, in a discussion with able-bodied persons, the word "handicapped" was commonly employed when discussing persons with physical disabilities, so that stimulus term was employed, since the point is to try to elicit a prejudiced response from that group, not to be politically correct, or to use terms that might be employed by another group. In an example SAS scale shown below, situations were developed in a form of the SAS designed to assess attitudes toward "Arabs". The term Arab does not have a precise meaning (Patai, 1973) but is used routinely to express negative attitudes by "non-Arabs". 

Constructing Multiple SAS Forms

After the situations have been developed, two or more forms of the SAS version are created. One form (A) is neutral and makes no mention of a particular group in the situation. A second form (B) includes the stimulus term of interest; in a scale shown below, "Arab". Thus the only difference between the forms is that term, and hence any mean difference noted in responses to the two forms randomly assigned to a group must be due to the stimulus term, using the logic of experimental and control conditions. 

The SAS has been designed to elicit both overt and less conscious feelings and to control for socially desirable responses. The SAS has typically comprised 10 personal and social situations with some relevance to the particular form of prejudice being studied, followed by 10 bipolar semantic differential scales (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) for each situation. Participants are not aware that other forms exist or that comparisons are being made. Consequently, the validity of scores from forms of the SAS is determined by the mean response differences between the two or more forms. 

Semantic differential items which are evaluative (as opposed to those showing power or movement) usually work best in eliciting reactions to the situations. Situation scores can be calculated, making sure to reflect the polarity of items so they are scored in the same direction. The homogeneity of the situations can be further analyzed using factor analysis or cluster analysis. 

While it is possible to create more than two forms, it is important that the situations be relevant to expressing prejudice toward the two or more groups in the experimental forms. Situations that might elicit prejudice toward one group might not work with another group. For example, personal situations usually elicit the strongest negative reactions toward Blacks from non-Blacks (Carter, White and Sedlacek, 1987), but more public situations tend to generate the most negative reactions to gays, lesbians and bisexuals (Washington, 1993). In a study of attitudes toward persons with physical disabilities, three stimulus terms (neutral, blind, and wheelchair) showed differences with the same series of situations (Stovall and Sedlacek, 1983). 

Summary of SAS Methodology

After relevant situations are created and semantic differential evaluative scales developed, experimental and control forms of the instrument are constructed. Forms are randomly assigned to participants, situation scores are calculated and differences among forms determined. A possible way to analyze form differences is with Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVA) with form as an independent variable and situation scores as dependent variables. Interactions of form by other variables (e.g., gender) are also possible. 

Thus, the SAS methodology allows for flexibility of form development in that forms could be uniquely developed for particular circumstances. For example, if a given campus was experiencing difficulties in certain situations between members of particular groups, the SAS methodology would allow for a quantification of those circumstances. This could not only help to determine who might be "nontraditional" in certain circumstances but what situations might be focused upon to reduce prejudice and help to solve some of the problems involved. 

If an SAS is administered to a diverse group, a discussion of why members of different groups would have different reactions to situations might prove useful. With individual clients it would be possible to compare SAS scores to norms. 
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EXAMPLES OF THE SITUATIONAL ATTITUDE SCALE





Prejudice Toward Blacks Version*

SITUATIONAL ATTITUDE SCALE

This questionnaire measures how people think and feel about a number of social and personal incidents and situations.  It is not a test so there are no right or wrong answers.  The questionnaire is anonymous so please DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME.

Each item or situation is followed by 10 descriptive word scales. Your task is to select, for each descriptive scale, the rating which best describes YOUR feelings towards the item.

Sample item:  Going out on a date.

	happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad


You would indicate the direction and extent of your feelings, (e.g., you might select the second bubble in by indicating your choice on your response sheet by darkening in the appropriate space for that world scale. DO NOT MARK ON THE BOOKLET.  PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL WORD SCALES.

Sometimes you may feel as though you had the same item before on the questionnaire.  This will not be the case, so DO NOT LOOK BACK AND FORTH through the items.  Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier in the questionnaire.  Make EACH ITEM A SEPARATE AND INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT.  Respond as honestly as possible without puzzling over individual items.  Respond with your first impressions wherever possible. 

I.  A new ( Black) family moves in next door to you.

	1. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad

	2. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	3. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry

	4. friendly
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfriendly

	5. sympathetic
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not sympathetic

	6. nervous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	7. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	8. objectionable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	acceptable

	9. desirable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	undesirable

	10. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting


II.  You read in the paper that a (Black) man has raped a woman.

	11. affection
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	disgust

	12. relish
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	repulsion

	13. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	14. friendly
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hostile

	15. uninvolved
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	involved

	16. hope
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopelessness

	17. aloof
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	outraged

	18. injure
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	kill

	19. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fearful

	20. empathetic
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	can’t understand


III.  It is evening and a (Black) man appears at your door saying he is selling magazines.

	21. relaxed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	startled

	22. receptive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	cautious

	23. excited
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexcited

	24. glad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	angered

	25. pleased
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	annoyed

	26. indifferent
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	suspicious

	27. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerable

	28. afraid
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	secure

	29. friend
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	enemy

	30. unprotected
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	protected


IV. You are walking down the street alone and must pass a corner where

 a group of five young (Black) men are loitering.

	31. relaxed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	tensed

	32. pleased
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	angered

	33. superior
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inferior

	34. smarter
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	dumber

	35. whiter
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	blacker

	36. aggressive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	passive

	37. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	38. friendly
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfriendly

	39. excited
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexcited

	40. trivial
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	important


V.  Your best friend has just become engaged (to a Black person).

	41. aggressive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	passive

	42. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	43. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerable

	44. complimented
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	insulted

	45. angered
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	overjoyed

	46. secure
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fearful

	47. hopeful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopeless

	48. excited
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexcited

	49. right
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	wrong

	50. disgusting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	pleasing


VI.  You are stopped for speeding by a (Black) policeman.

	51. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	nervous

	52. trusting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	suspicious

	53. afraid
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	safe

	54. friendly
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfriendly

	55. tolerant
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerant

	56. bitter
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	pleasant

	57. cooperative
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncooperative

	58. acceptive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	belligerent

	59. inferior
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	superior

	60. smarter
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	dumber


VII.  A new (Black) person joins your social group.

	61. warm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	cold

	62. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	63. superior
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inferior

	64. threatened
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	neutral

	65. pleased
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	displeased

	66. understanding
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	67. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	68. disappointed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	elated

	69. favorable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfavorable

	70. uncomfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	comfortable


VIII.  You see a (Black) youngster steal something in a dimestore.

	71. surprising
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not surprising

	72. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	73. disinterested
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	interested

	74. close
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	distant

	75. understandable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	baffling

	76. responsible
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not responsible

	77. concerned
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unconcerned

	78. sympathy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifference

	79. expected
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexpected

	80. hopeful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopeless


IX.  Some (Black) students on campus stage a demonstration.

	81. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	82. understanding
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	83. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	84. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	85. disturbed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	undisturbed

	86. justified
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unjustified

	87. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	88. hate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	love

	89. wrong
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	right

	90. humorous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	serious


X. You get on a bus (with all Black people on board) and you are the 

only person who has to stand.

	91. fearful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Secure

	92. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Intolerable

	93. hostile
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Indifferent

	94. important
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Trivial

	95. conspicuous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Inconspicuous

	96. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Anxious

	97. indignant
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Understanding

	98. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Uncomfortable

	99. hate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	Love

	100. not resentful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	resentful


* Form A would be neutral with no mention of the stimulus word “Black”.

Form B is identical to Form A but would contain the word “Black” shown in Bold.

Prejudice Toward Arabs Version**

SITUATIONAL ATTITUDE SCALE

This questionnaire measures how people think and feel about a number of social and personal incidents and situations.  It is not a test so there are no right or wrong answers.  The questionnaire is anonymous so please DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME.

Each item or situation is followed by 10 descriptive word scales. Your task is to select, for each descriptive scale, the rating which best describes YOUR feelings towards the item.

Sample item:  Going out on a date.

	happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad


You would indicate the direction and extent of your feelings, (e.g., you might select the second bubble in by indicating your choice on your response sheet by darkening in the appropriate space for that world scale. DO NOT MARK ON THE BOOKLET.  PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL WORD SCALES.

Sometimes you may feel as though you had the same item before on the questionnaire.  This will not be the case, so DO NOT LOOK BACK AND FORTH through the items.  Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier in the questionnaire.  Make EACH ITEM A SEPARATE AND INDEPENDENT JUDGMENT.  Respond as honestly as possible without puzzling over individual items.  Respond with your first impressions wherever possible. 

I.  You are standing on a very crowded bus surrounded by many (Arab) people.




	101. fearful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	secure

	102. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerable

	103. hostile
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	104. important
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trivial

	105. conspicuous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inconspicuous

	106. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	anxious

	107. indignant
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	understanding

	108. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncomfortable

	109. hate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	love

	110. not resentful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	resentful


II. You are going on vacation with your best friend and his/her (Arab) 

friend of the opposite sex.

	111. aggressive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	passive

	112. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	113. tolerable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	intolerable

	114. complimented
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	insulted

	115. angered
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	overjoyed

	116. secure
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fearful

	117. hopeful
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopeless

	118. excited
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexcited

	119. right
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	wrong

	120. disgusting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	pleasing


III. You are boarding a place for vacation in Florida, and two young 

(Arab) men are boarding immediately behind you.
	121. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fear

	122. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	123. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	124. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	125. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	relaxed

	126. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	127. love
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hate

	128. trivial
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	important

	129. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	130. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry


IV.  You are buying a used car from a (an Arab) salesman. 
	131. trust
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	mistrust

	132. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	relaxed

	133. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	134. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	135. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	136. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncomfortable

	137. clean
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	dirty

	138. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry

	139. appropriate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inappropriate

	140. surprised
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not surprised


V. You are watching a television news programs about divorced 

(Arab) fathers being given custody of their children. 

	141. empathy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	no empathy

	142. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	143. fear
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	144. trivial
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	important

	145. logical
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	illogical

	146. comfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uncomfortable

	147. love
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hate

	148. shocked
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	expected

	149. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	150. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad


VI.  You are required to attend a (an Islamic) religious service for a school project. 

	151. fear
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	152. strange
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	natural

	153. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	154. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad

	155. interesting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	uninteresting

	156. logical
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	illogical

	157. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not suspicious

	158. bizarre
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	normal

	159. reasonable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unreasonable

	160. love
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hate


VII.  You notice a (an Arab) student cheating on an exam. 

	161. expected
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unexpected

	162. disgusting
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not disgusting

	163. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	164. calm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	fear

	165. negative
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	positive

	166. happy
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	sad

	167. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not angry

	168. normal
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not normal

	169. hope
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	hopeless

	170. shocked
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not shocked


VIII.  You see a group of  (Arab) students staging an on-campus demonstration about discrimination. 

	171. bad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	good

	172. understanding
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	173. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	174. safe
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unsafe

	175. disturbed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	undisturbed

	176. justified
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unjustified

	177. tense
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	178. hate
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	love

	179. wrong
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	right

	180. humorous
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	serious


IX.  You hear of a (an Arab) student getting financial aid. 

	181. surprise
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	no surprise

	182. fair
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfair

	183. reasonable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unreasonable

	184. good
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	bad

	185. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	186. angry
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	calm

	187. not shocked
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	shocked

	188. unexpected
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	expected

	189. positive
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	negative

	190. serious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	not serious


X.  A  new (Arab) person joins your social group.

	191. warm
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	cold

	192. sad
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	happy

	193. superior
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	inferior

	194. threatened
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	neutral

	195. pleased
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	displeased

	196. understanding
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	indifferent

	197. suspicious
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	trusting

	198. disappointed
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	elated

	199. favorable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	unfavorable

	200. uncomfortable
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	comfortable


**Form A would be neutral with no mention of the stimulus word “Arab”.

Form B is identical to Form A but would contain the word “Arab” shown in Bold.
