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Abstract

Predictionsfromthreegeneralapproaches toprejudice-personality, social
learningandgroup-eonjlict-havebeen examine~ onasampleofHun
garian youthandtheirparents. Thesampleconszstedof4C?Or~n:lomly
selectedcollegestudentsandtbeirparentsfrom tuoHungar:-an~{uxal
N=800}. Tbequetumnaireincluded,amongotbers.anaruisemuism scale~

authoritarianismscale,andsocio-demograpoicoariade: Socio-psychologz
calcausalmodd'W1Sconsruaedusmguniwriaterecursi7;engresOOngraph
methodology: 'Ibe results indicatedthatstudents'antisem~ism.is dil~-tly

relatedonlytoprnonality(authoritarianism)andtoJkm?11~ an.tzse:nztrsm.
. Students'authoritarianismisrelatedtoparents'authoritarianism and
family sodoeconomicstatus(as indicatedbyparents'inco.me~ndeduca
tion) Parents'antisemitism isrelatedtotheirownauthontanan tenden
ciesandincome, whileparents'authoritarianism isprimarilyre(ated.to
theireducationalbackground It isconcludedthattheresultsprimarily
support'personalityapproach toprejudice(,lSrepresented~Adornoetal. '
work(1950), andsocialization approach. Group-e?nJ!zctapproac!J re
ceicedambiguoussupport in thesamewayaspredictionsfromthzsap
proadiconcemingindividualdifferencesinprejudicearealnbiguous.

Keywords:antisemitism,prejudice,authoritarianism, socialization.

I ntroduction

The roots of modern antisemitism can be traced to the anti-Judaism
of the Hellenistic era (cf. Wistrich 1991) and in the identity of early
and medieval Christianity (Fein, 1987). But itspresent form wasshaped
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by ~he intel!ectual struggles that surrounded the process of emanci
panon and it reflects the special role Jews played in the 19th and 20th

~entury European societies (Katz 1995; Rump 1987). Without know
Ing the nature of theological anti-Judaism or the crises of nation
formation and the difficulties of the transformation from a feudal
society into a capitalistic one, it is impossible to understand the
strength and the charac~er o~ anti-Jewish prejudices in acountry like
~ungary. ~t the same nrne, I~ ord.e~ to explain individual and group
differences In the level of antisemmsm among citizens of a particu-

lar country at a particular time point, one needs a different set of
concepts a~d theories. I? this paper, therefore, we attempt to con
struct asocio-psychological causal model of individual differences in
antisemitic prejudice using data on Hungarian adolescents and their
parents.

Starti~g from asoci?-psychological point of view, it seems just natu
ral to Interp~et ~nti-Jewish attitudes as sub-species of prejudice in
general:~ principal.alternative in the field is to explain differences in
susceptibility ~o preJu~ice by individual differences in the personality
structure. Soc:allearnzng approach, on the other hand, avoids using
psy.ch.oa~alytIc.concepts and sees prejudice primarily as learned via
Socl~lza~lOn. Fma~ly, ~he main assumption of the group conflict per
spectrve IS that prejudice result from conflicts, real or imagined, be
tween groups. The present paper examines causal models of
antisemitic prejud~ces ba~ed on the above mentioned three ap
proaches-personality, SOCIal learning and group-conflict. In the first
part ~f the ~a~er, we briefly discuss these approaches and derive
certam pre.dI:tl0ns from them. The second part consists of testing
these predictions on a sample of Hungarian adolescents and their
parents.

Personality Approach

Lite~atureon personality psychology contains a number of concepts
applicable for the explanation of individual differences in prejudice.
For example, Eysenck (1954; Eysenck and Wilson 1978) proposed
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tough-mindedness as a relevant concept, Rokeach (1954) devel
oped a concept of dogmatism, Christie and Geis suggested
Machiavellianism (1970), Sidanius and his co-workers elaborated the
construct of social dominance orientation (e.g., Sidanius 1993; Pratto
et al., 1994). However, in the field of prejudice research, the most
widely known and studied is the concept of authoritarianism, origi
nally elaborated by Adorno et aI. (1950; see also Stone et aI., 1993a;

Smith, 1998; Worrell, 1998).

Characteristic for this approach is that it seesprejudices as being
rooted in deep psychological, often unconscious, processes.' Adorno
etal.found that authoritarian personalities areparticularlyinclined to
accept general ethnocentric and specificantisemitic attitudes. Accord
ing to this theory, development of the authoritarian character is rooted
in family relationships during early childhood. Insistence on strict
control of children, on their obedience and respect for rules and
regulations, together with the lack of warmth and genuine affection,
is seen as instilling authoritarian and anti-democratic tendencies in
children. The authors used Freud's psychoanalytic personality theory
as their primary theoretical [rarnework.! Hence, they laid emphasis
more on concepts like Oedipus complex and defense mechanisms

than on learning and conscious motivation.'

Concerning the empirical link between authoritarianism and preju
dice, including antisemitism, there is an impressive supportive evi
dence (e.g., for an extensive review see Stone et al., 1993a,
particularly Meloen, 1993; see also Kindervater, 1997;
Todosijevise, 1999b; Scheepers et al., 1990; Billig and Cramer,
1990; Van Ijzendoorn, 1989; Altemeyer, 1988; Rot and Havelka,
1973, Enyedi, 1999). Kindervater (1997), for example, found that
different measures of authoritarianism are significantly related
to her seven-item antisemitism scale. Antisemitism correlated with
'general authoritarianism' (r= .52), with 'core authoritarianism'
(r= .44), with 'respect for state authority scale' (r= .57), but some
what less with 'authoritarian family structure scale' (r= .18) (all

coefficients p < .05).
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Hence, the main general hypothesis derived from this sub-area
of the personality approach to prejudice is that authoritarianism
significantly predicts antisemitic attitudes. There are many ques
tion-rnarks attached in the literature to the construct validity of
the F-scale and the related scales, particularly whether they are
measures of personality construct at all (e.g., Rot and Havelka,
1973, Ray, 1990). However, the fact that the F scale stays as a
significant predictor of prejudice even after controlling for po
litical, economic and attitude factors, and that it significantly ~

correlates with a number of 'pure' personality scales (e.g., ag
gressiveness, Todosijevic and Enyedi, 1999), justifies its psycho
logical interpretation.

Social Learning Perspective

First of all, it should be emphasized that there does not exist the
social learning theory of prejudice. Rather socialization and learning
are explicitly or implicitly assumed to play crucial role in develop
ment of prejudice by various different theories. To illustrate this point,
it is possible to list different factors commonly believed to influence
prejudice via social learning: experiences in early years of childhood,
parents' attitudes and prejudices, influence of peers, teachers, social
institutions (likeslavery), social contact (hierarchical or egalitarian),
massmedia representation of minorities, language, tradition, personal
experiences, historical and religious factors, ideology (e.g.,national
ism), economic factors, etc.

One of the best known explanations of prejudice, the frustration
aggression model (Dollard et aI, 1939; Miller and Dollard, 1941), re
liesheavily on social learning principles.' This theory is based on two
main assumptions: that frustration leads to aggression (also at the
group level), and that aggression can be displaced and directed to
wards socially defined targets (scape-goats), frequently minorities.
Obviously, this theory could be also integrated within the group con
flict approach,
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Most of the socio-cultural approaches to prejudices, like Katz'
and Braly's famous studies (1933, 1935), also imply social-learn
ing processes. It is assumed that individuals simply accept preju
diced attitudes because they are widespread in a society, thus
disregarding the problem of individualdifferen.ces within exam
ined grollps or society in general.

Explanations of prejudice which stressthe role of tradition and so
cial circumstances also imply social learning. It has been argued that
where prejudices are more legitimate part of value system they are
transmitted through social conditioning and authoritarian personal
ity plays smaller role (socalled 'normative pressure' hypothesis, d.
Heaven, 1984, Pettigrew, 1959).

The general hypothesis following from sociallearning perspective is
that those who are exposed to prejudice will tend to learn them. The
most straightforward specific derivation is that there should exist
positive correlation between prejudices of parents and of their chil
dren, regardless of personality structure of persons involved in learn-
ing process.

Group-Conflict Approach

Further from individual psychology are theories which emphasize
conflicts between groups as the primary source of prejudices (e.g.,
Brown, 1995).A body of experimental evidence suggests that not
only conflicts between grollps but even the very existence of groups
is sufficient to produce prejudices and differential treatment of in
and out-groups. Famous illustrations of this approach are experi
ments using the so calledMinimal Group Paradigm (e.g., Tajfel, 1981;
Tajfel et aI., 1971) and the Realistic Group Conflict Theory (e.g.,

Sheriff, 1966).

Group conflict theories can considerably differ in their focus and
level of conflicts they consider. Some of the classical topics in this
area are, for example, problems of whether social mobility of
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one group is sometimes leading to increased prejudices due to
increased inter-groups tension (e.g., Silberstein and Seeman, 1988),
or whether and what kind of contact be.tween groups can dimin
ish prejudices (e.g., Weiss, 1988, Hamberger and Hewstone, 1997).
Even outside of social psychology many authors attribute the
causal role in certain prejudices to group conflicts. For example,
Bib6 (1991) elaborating the role of cultural and historical pro
cesses in contemporary antisemitism in Hungary, analyses group
conflicts between Jews and Gentiles.

An example of the use of group membership as essential for ex
plaining prejudice and stereotypes is research by Triandis and Triandis.
(1988)5. In their view, prejudices are partly results of attempts to
solve cognitivedissonance concerning existing social inequalities. In case

ofJews in the USA, above-average socio-economic status ofJews is
explained through stereotyping them as being "pushy, shrewd, grasp
ing, intelligent, sly and aggressive" (p. 513).

In the case of contemporary Hungary, it is not obvious to which
groups the approximately 100.000 Hungarian jews are an important
conflicting group, whether objectively or symbolically. Group con
flicts relevant for antisemitic attitudes could be based obviously on
different grounds, as they have been during the history. In the middle
ages, for example, antisemitism was based primarily on religious
grounds, while with the emergence of nationalist doctrine it became
based on racial doctrine (e.g., Wistrich, 1992). Hence, it seems that
the group-conflict approach does not provide us with straightfor
ward relevant testable hypotheses, besides obvious ones, like that Jews
should, on average, be less antisemitic than Gentiles.
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and Social Identity theories. However, the literature is more fo
cused on inter-groups relationships, and generally on groups that
are easily identifiable, like ethnic or socio-economic groups.
Hence, we hypothesize that antisemitic prejudice in Hungary
will depend on socioeconomic group-membership (cf. Kovacs,
1996).

The Theoretical Model

Attempts to simultaneously test several predictions from various .theo
ries are rare in the literature. Partly it is because of the complexity of
the theories of prejudice. It is difficult to successfully operationalize
even some of the most relevant aspects of a single theory', let alone
several theories at the same time. Another important reason for the
deficiency of simultaneous comparisons is the difficulty in specify
ing unambiguous and!or testable predictions. Furthermore, it is p.os
sible to derive same predictions from different theories, thus making
differential evaluation of theories rather difficult.

The goal of the present paper is to compare the explanatory power
of above referred theories on antisemitic attitudes in Hungary. The
goal is by no means to offer decisive arguments pro or contra th~se

theories, because for that purpose much more complex research design
would be needed.

On the basis of theoretical considerations, the variables included in
this research are ordered in the way presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1 Order of variables
------,

., Note: the causal chain goes from the right to the left.

Group conflict theories are naturally more concerned with group
differences in prejudice than with individual variations within groups,
so predictions for the individual-level analysis are not obvious. Per
haps, social identity theory could predict that those sensitive to the

threat to their group identity would be more susceptible to preju

dice-a hypothesis that could bridge the gap between authoritarianism
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AS is treated as a response variable of primary interest. Accord
ing to Adorno et al's (1950) theory, authoritarianism could be
treated as the principal causal factor behind individual differences
in antisemitism. Therefore, AUT variable is immediately behind
the primary resp,onse variable. Parents' antisemitism (PAS) is ex
planatory to children's authoritarianism and directly or indirectly
to children's antisemitism. Social learning theories would pre
dict that the effect of authoritarianism diminishes after control- '
ling for direct socialization, i.e., PAS. Parents' authoritarianism
is seen as potentially influencing PAS, AUT and AS, while not
being under their influence. One could argue that PAS and PAUT
should be analyzed as variables on equal footing, since both are
attitudinal variables and the potential influence between them
could go in both directions. However, relying on Adorno et al's
,theory, authoritarianism should be seen as 'psychologically
deeper' variable whose surface manifestation is antisemitism. Also,
in this view, the development of authoritarianism precedes the
development of antisemitism.

Parents' income and education are treated as final explanatory vari
ables. They are presented as being on equal footing. While this is
problematic since education usually antedates income, for the
children's antisemitism this distinction is not particularly important.
Furthermore, placing Income in front of Education would not change
anything substantively in the performed analysis.

Hypotheses

From the three described theoretical approaches to prejudice, certain
predictions or hypotheses could be derived concerning the included
variables. It is, however, important to note that these predictions are
rather tentative and, particularly in the case of group conflict theo
ries, even disputable derivations. Therefore, it is more appropriate to
understand the following analysis as descriptive or exploratory than
as confirmatory in the strict sense. Nevertheless, the following main
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general hypotheses are derived from the three approaches to preju

dices:
( Authoritarianism theory predicts that personality, i.e.,

authoritarianism, has a primary role in antisemitic attitudes (both
for parents and children) and that other variables can have only

indirect influence.

( Social learning theories would predict that parents' attitudes are
much more important than any other variable.

From the group conflict approach predictions are rather am
biguous. One hypothesis could be that educational level should
be positively related to antisemitism, since Jews tend to concen
trate in middle-classoccupations, especiallywhere university edu
cation is required (cf.Kovacs, 1996). Similar hypothesis could be
proposed for the Income variable. On the other hand, groups of
lower education and income could perceive Jews as unjustly su
perior to them and therefore express prejudiced attitudes toward
them (cf.Triandis and Triandis, 1988).6

Method

Sample

The study is based on a random sample of 400 adolescents, aged 16
17, and their parents. One parent of every adolescent respondent
was interviewed, so the total sample included 800respondents. 22.8%
of parents were of the female gender, while sexeswere more equally
represented among the children: 48.5% of them were girls. Median
age of the children was 16 (83.5% were born in 1981, the rest in
1980). Average age of the parents was 44years, with standard devia-

tion of 5 years and six months.

The study was conducted in November and December of 1997,
in two Hungarian cities, Sopron and Salgotarjan. The first is a
prosperous, tourist city in the West, while the other one is a
working class town in the North, with an especially high unem-
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ployment rate. Equal number of interviews was collected in both
cities. Preliminary analysis showed that causal models constructed
separately for the two towns do not essentially differ, so we
present results on the basis of the total sample.

Variables

The following variables are included in the model:

1. AS-Antisemitic attitudes or prejudice of the children. This is
the response variable of the primary interest in this study. Sample
item: There isasecretJewish cooperation in'which determines thepolitical
andecanomicprocesses. .

2. This variable is constructed as the first principal component from
the Antisemitism scale, consisting of 13 items in Liken form
with 4 degrees ofdis/agreement. Answer option of'do not know'
was assigned intermediate value (1 stands for 'strongly disagree',
4 for 'strongly agree', while 'do not know' received the value of
2.5; the same strategy was applied to both samples and to both
Antisemitism and Authoritarianism scales). Reliability of the
Antisemitism scale (Cronbach's alpha) on the sample of the youth
is .78.

The entire AS scale is given in Table 1, with both samples' means
on all items. Basic results of the principal component analysis
are also given in the Appendix (Table 1).

2. AUT-Children's Authoritarianism, defined as the first princi
pal component of the 21-item scale of the same format as the
AS scale. The AUT scale is based on the Adorno et aL's F scale
and Altemeyer's RWA scale(Altemeyer, 1981, 1988). Sample item:
Themostimportantvirtuesachildhas tolearnareobedienceandrespectof
authorities.

Four items from the entire 25-item scale are omitted for they
explicitly dealt with relationship of Hungarians and ethnic mi-
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norities. Presence of such items would artificially increase
relationships due to the overlapping content. Alpha reliabil
ity of the AUT scale on the youth sample is .68.·

. Entire AUT scale and basic results of principal component analy
sis is given in the Appendix (Table 2).

3. PAS-Parents' antisemitism is constructed in the same way as
the children's antisemitism (AS). Reliability of this scale on the

sample of parents is .78.

4. PAUT-Parents' authoritarianism is constructed in the same way
as the AUT scores for the children. Reliability of the AUT scale
on the sample of parents is .78.

5. Income-this variable consists of parents' answer to the ques
tion concerning net family income per month.

6. Education-this is a composite variable, constructed by adding
answers to two questions dealing with educational level of both
parents. The questions had 7categories, from category 1 mean
ing unfinished primary school, to 7 meaning university educa
tion. Hence, the composite variable hada minimum of 2 anda
maximum of 14. Frequency tables of these two items are given
in the Appendix, tables 3 and 4. Preliminary analysis showed that
such a joint variable has better predictive power than educational
level of a single parent. .

Results and discussion

Antisemitism of the youth and of their parents

Before presenting the main results, it is interesting to take a view
of some indicators of the extent of anti-Jewish attitudes among
the youth and their parents. Table 1 presents arithmetic means
of the children and parents on the AS items. It appears that par
ents generally displayed lower level of antisemitic attitudes than
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Ethnicgroup Parents Adolescents

Gypsies 2.72 2.37

Rumanians 2.96 2.74

Slovaks 3.15 2.98

Blacks 3.34 3.58

Chinese 3.48 3.25

Austrians 3.63 3.36

Jews 3.66 3.13

Polish 4.08 3.24

Anti-JewishPrejudice inContemporaryHungary
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These findings could be discussed extensively, but here they serve
only to illustrate the importance of studying antisemitic attitudes in
Hungary. While it appearsthat Jews arerelativelyfavorably viewed by
the respondents comparing to other groups, it isworrying that the
evaluation ofJews shifted downward among the children. Inhibi
tions of the older generations seem not to function with the youth,
even though, or exactly because, their socialization took place in
a more democratic environment.

These results again show that children tend to express more preju
diced views: their mean evaluations are lower than that of parents
for all groups except for Blacks. However, considerable similarity
exists between the relative evaluation of different groups. Both par
ents and children expressed the most negative view of Gypsies, then
Rumanians and Slovaks. Chinese, Austrians,Poles andJews areevalu-

ated-morepositively.

Note: Answeroptionsare from1-veryantipathetic, to 5-very sympathetic.

Table 2 Mean answers of the adolescents and parents to the
question "How likable do you find..." certain ethnic group

Another view on the same problem of intergenerational differ
ences in ethnic prejudice is provided by the general positive or
negative attitude towards different ethnic groups. Differences
between the youth and their parents in their general evaluation
of nine ethnic and national groups are presented in the Table 2.
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t~eir ~hild~en. For example, to the item I: It wouldbebetter if]ews
liued in theirown state, Israel, children expressed higher agreement.
They agreed or strongly agreed in 32,9% of cases, while parents
expressed such agreement in 15.7% of cases. This facts seems to con
t~adict the widely ~eld belief that prejudices are decreasing over

. time. However, it is possib~e that these results represent the age
effect and not co.hQr: or penod effects. On the other side, parents
seem t~ be more inclined towards belief in Jewish conspiracy-they
have higher means on the respective items (B and E).
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Constructing the Causal Model

A causalmodel including the six examined variables was constructed
via a series of regression equations, starting from the primary re
sponse variable, i.e. children's antisemitism. Each variable was re
gressed on all the other variables on its right side. The main results of
the performed regression analyses are presented in the Table 3. Ac
cepted level of statistical significance is p < .05.

The final results are presented in the form of univariate recursive
regression graph 7

, as presented in the Figure 2. The graph is Con
structed roughly following the rules elaborated by Cox and Wermuth
(1996).8

AntiJewishPrejudice in ContemporaryHungary

Table 3 Summary of regression equations for the causal model of
antisemitism. Variables at the top of the columns are regressed on
the variables in the rows. In the lower part of the table are given
standardized regression coefficients (beta).

AS AUT PAS PAUT INCOME

R .49 .46 .43 .44 .23
R2 (F-test) .24 e:-::'::-) .lle:-::-::-) .19(*:-::-) .19(*:-::-) .0Se:-:i-:i-)

Beta coefficients
AUf .33::-::-:i-

PASa .34::-::-::- .05
PAUT -.10 .27::-::-::- .42::-::-::-

INCOME .10 .15::-::- -.13::- -.03
EDUe -.05 -.26::-::-::- .05. -.43::-::-::- .23

Figure 2 Empirical model obtained in this study: unrvarrare
recursive regression graph

*'~*p< .001; "p < .01; :~p < .05
.1 Prefix P in front of variable labels refers to the sample of parents. E.g., PASde
notes parents' antisemitism.

Presence of an arrow (directed edge) denotes a significant conditional relation
ship between a variable towards which the arrow is directed and a variable
from which the arrow starts, controlling for all other variables to the right of
the pointed variable. This means, for example, that when AS is regressed on all
the other variables simultaneously, it is significantly related only to AUT and
PAS.

o AUT
.........-----&--0

The results indicate that children's AS is under the direct influence
only of authoritarianism (personality) and the parents' antisemitic
attitudes (socialization). It suggeststhat both authoritarianism theory
and socialization theory capture parts of the processes underlying
the development of antisemitic attitudes. It is interesting to note that
standardized coefficients for these two direct explanatory variables
of AS are virtually equal (beta's are .33 and .34 respectively) .

Social background variables, according to this model, have only
indirect influence on the AS attitudes (no directed edge between
AS and Income and Education). Income's power is on the bor
der of statistical significance (p = .06), and under listwise deletion
of missing vales the relationship is statistically significant (p =.05).
The relationship is weak (beta = .11 in listwise condition), but
the most interesting is the direction of the relationship. Most
studies report negative relationship between income or some
other indicator of the socio-economic status and prejudice. But,
according to our findings, the children of the better off (but not
necessarily educated) groups turn more, and not less antisemitic.
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Our .tentative ex~lanation is that the children of these upwardly
mobile groups might develop an inferiority complex against the
traditional, i.e. "Jewish", intellectual elite. Interpreting the dif
ference in this way, we might also give some justification to the
group-conflict model.

Children's authoritarianism (AUT) is directly related to
authoritarianism of parents (PAUT) (beta = .27),and to socio-eco
nomic status as indicated by Income (Beta = .15) and Education
(Bet~= -.26) variables., Re~ati,onship bet\~Teen AUT andPAUT issup
portIve of the authoritarianism theory In the sense of the hypothesis
that authoritarian parents "breed" authoritarian children. Also, those
inc.lined to ~elieve in (p~rtial) genetic determination of personality
traits could Interpret this result assupportive of their views.

Relationship of AUT with Income and Education suggests that in
tra-family processes are not sufficient to explain authoritarianism
phenomenon and that broader social factors have to be taken into
account. While negative relationship between AUT and Education
has been expected (cf. Scheepers et al., 1990, Schuman, Bobo, and
Krysan, 1992), it is surprising that AUT and Income are positively
related. It contradicts the usual claims and the famous Lipset thesis
(1959) that poorer classes are more authoritarian. If this is not an

, artifact result (coefficients are low, though significant), it could be
interpreted with reference to group conflict theories and the hy
pothesis that social mobility, regardless whether up- or down-ward
increases psychological tension and is expressed in increased intol
erance. It is also consistent with the interpretation that higher in
come brings one into the social stratum which is more interested in
preserving the existing social order. On the other hand, it is not
clear why this is not expressed also in connection with the parents'
authoritarianism. It is possible that children of better-off parents
tend to be more status-conscious anticipating the competition with
various out-groups, and therefore more authoritarian," On the other
hand, parents with higher income could feel already securely settled
in their social position and therefore, controlling for Education,
feel less group competition pressure.
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In any way, it is important to note that authoritarianism (AUT)
is the most important intervening variable between AS and other
variables (primarily socio-economic background). This confirms
similar findings by Scheepers et ale (1990).

PAS is under the direct influence of PAUT and Income. The former
relationship is again in accordance with Adorno et al's theory (beta
coefficient is .42), while the relationship PAUT-Income (Beta=-.13)
suggests that frustration-aggression theory also can contribute to
understanding of the antisemitic attitudes.

PAUT is related directly to Education but not to Income. This find
ing isin accordance with similar results reported in literature. Namely,
Lipset' s thesis on working-class authoritarianism is usually contested
by findings that authoritarianism is related only to education, but not
to other indicators of social class (e.g.,Dekker and Ester, 1993). This
can be explained in different ways. For example, it is possible that
education in itself decreases authoritarianism by developing tolerant
and pro-democratic attitudes. More cynicalexplanation would be that
the better educated are more aware of what answers are socially de
sirable and therefore pretend to be more tolerant than they really are.

An unexpected finding is that although parents' education is re
lated to authoritarianism as has been expected, it was 'not related
to the antisemitic attitudes of neither children nor parents. One
possible reason for that could be that this relationship in non
linear. Kovacs (1996) found "U" shape frequency distribution of
antisemitism and education of parents. Below and above average
educated families' offspring were more antisemitic. It may be
the reason why here no direct relationship between parents' edu
cation and AS and PAS was found. However, present data do
not confirm his findings. Although conditional relationships are
insignificant, as can be seen from regression equations and the
Figure 2, marginal relationships are significant and negative (see
covariance matrix in the Table 4). Moreover, data in the Appen
dix, Table 5, show negative and quite obviously linear relation-
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ship between parents' educational level and their and their
children's antisemitism.

Kovacs also found higher antisemitism among more propertied fami
lies (1996). Similarly, concentration matrix (partial coefficients) inTable
4 shows a weak positive relationship between Income and children's
antisemitism (though not zero-order relationship). However, income
and parents' antisemitism are negatively related. Obviously, these rela
tionships are still unclear and unreliable and further more elaborated
research is needed to clarify them.

Table 4 Concentration (above diagonal) and covariance (below
"diagonal) matrixes, and variances (diagonal)". Independencies
(p>.05) are given in boldface letters.

AS AUf
-

PAS PAUf INCOME EDUC

AS 1.0(} 31** .33** -.09 .lIb -.04

AUf .37** 1.00 -.06 .26*·~ .12* -.22**

PAS .35'~" .18** 1.00 .37*'~ -.17** .08

PAUf .18't* .39'~" .4r" 1.00 -.01 -.3J"
INCOME .06 .05 -.17<'"* -.13*'~ 22.53d .23'>*

EDUC -.15"·':- -.35':°* _.15*" _.44';'; .2Jt" 4.92

a Covariance matrix consists of zero-order correlation coefficients; Concentration
matrix consists ofpartial correlation coefficients, controlling for all other variables

except the analyzed pair. Coefficients are calculated using pairwise treatment of missing
values. Hence, the coefficients are based on different subsets of cases.
b This coefficient is on the border of statistical significance (e.g., p = .062,pairwise).
c Variance of standardized and normalized factor scores are, of course, equal to 1.
d V~lues of this variable are all divided by a constant, therefore the small size of
vanance.
:,,; p< .01; ::.p < .05.

Referring back to the discussed three approaches to antisemitism
and prejudice in general, is seems that a single general theory is not
likely to be sufficient. One of the reasons is that prejudices are multi
functional (e.g., Rot, 1989). They can perform different func
tions for different individuals and groups, and different functions
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simultaneotlsly for the same individual. In the presented causal
model, which is obviously simplified and incomplete, different
theories and concepts were needed to interpret the established
relationships. The results suggest the need for integration of dif-

ferent approaches.

In fact, as has already been mentioned, most accounts of prejudice
tend to incorporate elements of several basic perspectives. Personal
ity and group conflict approaches imply social learning processes in
the development of prejudice. Ultimately, the only explanation of
prejudice really alternative to social learning perspective :,,"ouldbe ge
netic determinism. Therefore, the three examined theories should be
seen more as complementary than exclusive ones. For example, it has
been argued that group approach and authoritarianism could be inte
grated (Stone et al., 1993b, p. 238; Duckitt, 1989). Altemeyer's exten
sive studies (e.g., 1981,1988) show that it is fruitful to combine the
ideas of authoritarianism research and social learning approach. Stone
(1993) also points toward integration of cognitive, psychodynamic
and other approaches to authoritarianism and prejudice.

The main suggestions from the present, primarily explorative study
are that antisemitic attitudes are partly directly transferred from par
ents. to their children via socialization, and that personality
(authoritarianism) mediates the influence of other factors including

socio-economic variables.

Conclusions

The most important results of the performed analysis could be sum

marized in the following way:

1. Predictions of both personality and social learning theories
are generally verified. Antisemitic attitudes are ind~pendentl!
related to authoritarianism and parents' attitudes In apprOXi-

mately equal degree.
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2. ~uthoritarianism theory received particularly strong suppon
In the sense that authoritarianism appears to be the most im
portant explanatory variable both for children's and parents'
antisemitic attitudes.

3. Authoritarianism of parents and children isprimarily iniluenced
by (parents') educational level. This is potentially problematic for
the original authoritarianism theory. If authoritarianism proves
to be just an expression of lower educational level than the con
ception of it as a deep personality trait might be justly criticized
(cf. Schuman, Bobo and Krysan, 1992). The problem is further
complicated by the possibility that authoritarianism scalescould
be considerably influenced by conscious dissimulation.

4. Group-conflict theories received ambiguous support, in the same
way as hypotheses derived from them were ambiguous. At the
~ame time, the results indicated that social mobility may lead to
Increased antisemitism.

5. The analyzed three approaches to prejudices seem to be all rel
evant for understanding the phenomenon in question. Therefore,
they should be conceived as complementary theories rather than
exclusive ones.

Notes

* An earlier version of the paper was presented at the 14rh World Congress of
Sociology, Montreal,]uly 1998.

'This is the ~ost widely held view of the Adorno etal's contribution (e.g.,
B:own, 199?). It IS rather simplistic view, but it is out of the scope of this paper to
~lSCUSS t~e Issue more extensively (cE. Todosijevise, 1999a). For recent discus
S10n of different aspects of the authoritarianism research see the volume by
Stone et al., 1993a, and the special issue of Social Thought and Research 1998
Vol.21. ' ,

• 2 Somet.imes ,a~thoritarianism theory is presented as an example of frustra-
non-aggression, ~I~place~ent' .or scape-goat theories (e.g., Brown, 1995).
Adorno et al. explicitly rejected this view (1982, p. 163).
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3 Alternative conceptualizations of authoritarianism have also been devel
oped. Altemeyer (1981, 1988), for example, based his theory primarily on so
ciallearning perspective rather then on psychoanalysis.

4 The earlier version of the theory (1939) was related to psychoanalysis,
but in the later version (1941) the role of learning was more emphasized.

; The main variables they are dealing with are race, social class, religion, and
nationality-all indicators of group membership.

(, Religiosity could have been also used as a variable potentially indicative of
group-tension. This is because of the age-oldcleavage between Christianity andJews
(cf. Wistrich, 1992). However, the variablesindicatingthe degreeof religiosity,church
attendance, or denomination (of parents orof children) had no significant relation
ship with the included variables in our data. Therefore these variables have been

omitted from the model.
7 In fact, due to the two variables in the box of socio-economic variables con-

nected with an undirected edge, this model should be better labeled as Partially di
rectedacyclicgraph (Cox and Wermuth, 1996,p. 34).However, in the present analysis
nothing significant would change if the arrow would be directed from Education to

Income.
S Becausethe adopted methodological approach can incorporate simultaneously

variables on different level of measurement, there are no numbers above the arrows
as is the case with path analysis.

9 The in-group bias of authoritarians might havean adaptive function in group-
competition situations, increasing group solidarity and preventing out-groups suc-

cess.
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Table 1 Antisemitism scale: 1st principal component loadings and communalities
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'J

Items

Parents

Loading Communality

Youth

Loading Communality

Note: For the purpose of statistical analysis all items are coded in the antisemitic direction.

VJ
VJ
'.J

A Marriage between Jews and nonJews does not do good to either
B There is a secret Jewish cooperation.
C Jewish intellectuals keep media and culture under their influence
D The deportation and annihilation of Jews in 2nd world war was...
E What sort of a person one is does not depend on if he isJewish
F In certain professions the number of Jews should be limited
G Jews are often charged with ridiculous things
H Jews profited the most from the system change
I It would be better if Jews lived in their own state, Israel
] One's fonune should not depend on his origin
K It is better to have nothing to do with Jews
L Hungarian]ews suffered as much as others
M I will not tell anyone what I think of]ews

Percent of explained variance:

.59

.56

.59

.40

.32

.65

.36

.71

.68

.30

.63

.48
.44

28.5%

.35

.31

.35

.16

.10

.42

.13

.50

.46

.09

.40

.23

.19

.52 .27

.44 .19

.51 .26

.39 .15

.43 .18 :>
~

.67 .45 ""0 ;:s
~

.43 .18 ""0 ~

.48 .23
t'Tj ~.

.70 .49 Z ~

.51 .26 0 1.70 .50 ~

~.53 .28 ~
~

.43 .18
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~
27.8%
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Table 2 Authoritarianism scale: 1st principal component loadings and communalities ~.
""'-

~
Parents Youth

I~Items (abbreviated versions) Loading Communality Loading Communality
~

A Healthy normal and honest people do not think of hurting friend or ... .30 .09
~

.40 .16 IlB We should revenge the offenses to our honesty .38 .15 ' .42 .18
C The most contemptible are those who do not show respect to

their parents... .10 .04 .39 .16
D The most important virtues a child has to learn are obedience... .69 .48 .49 .24
E The young sometimes have rebellious thoughts... .58 .34 .51 .26
F~ There live too many non Hungarians in the country...
G The young should be encouraged to revise the traditions... .41 .17 .31 .09
H Immoral conditions are due to that parents and teachers .47 .22 .35 .12
I Traditional religious principles should be less emphasized... .15 .02 -.00 .00

r Neighboring countries have territories that should belong to
K The country rather needs devoted leaders than laws .64 .41 .40 .16
L Violence is often better than long negotiations .37 .14 .14 .02
M Young people need strict determination and regulations.. .63 .40 .47 .12
N Most social problems would be solved by getting rid of immoral, .. .74 .55 .62 .38
o People can be divided into 2 groups: the strong and the weak .56 .32 .46 .21
P . One should often say what he thinks .37 .14 .27 .08
Q One should be careful not to get a disease ... .57 .33 .47 .22
R Most people are not aware that secret conspiracies influence... .55 .30 .42 .17

.~

Note: Items F, S,Jand W (denoted by superscript star) were not included into the analysis because of direct reference to the 'Hungarian
nation', 'strangers' and minorities. Such 'tautological' items would probably increase correlation with the antisemitism scale but anificially
due to the overlapping content. Therefore, in order to treat the AUT scale as a personality measure it is appropriate to exclude such item's.

For the purpose of statistical analysis all items are coded in authoritarian direction.

~

VJ
-..0

S' Life would be better in Hungary if strangers would leave...
T One should refuse the idea that father is the head of family
U It is wrong that Black and White people can marry.
V Courts are right to condemn drug users...
W It is right that Hungary is the home of all nation who live ...
X There are nations destined to rule and others to serve.
Y None nation is better than the other.

Explained variance:

.13

.35

.33

.46

.48

21.8%

.02

.12

.11

.21

.19

.17

.39

.19

.44

.49

14.7%

.03

.15

.04

.19

.23
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Table 3 Highest level ofcompleted education ofa parent who replied
to the questionnaire

Anti-JewishPrejudiceinContemporaryHungary

Table 5 Children's and parents' mean values on the antisemitism
principal component (AS and PAS) in relationship to parents'

education" b

Value Label Value Frequency Valid Percent

Did not go to school 1 .3 Parent's education N Youth Parent's

Less than 8 years 2 10 2.5 Antisemitism Antisemitism

8 years (primary school) 3 59 14.8 Less than 8 years 10 .57 .55

Vocational training 4 113 28.3 8 years (primary school) 56 -.03 .19

Finished secondary school 5 126 31.5 Vocational training 111 .12 .02

Finished college 6 54 13.5 Finished secondary school 123 .03 .04·

University 7 37 9.3 Finished college 53 -.12 -.22

TOTAL 400 100.0 University 37 -.40 -.45

TOTAL 390 -.00 -.00

Table 4 Highest level of completed education of the spouse of a
parent who replied to the questionnaire

Value Label Value Frequency Valid Percent

Did not go to school 1 0 .00

Less than 8 years 2 10 2.5

8 years (primary school) 3 57 14.3

Vocational training 4 69 17.3

Finished secondary school 5 115 28.8

Finished college 6 54 13.5

University 7 20 5.0

Missing 75 18.8

TOTAL 400 100.0

340
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;l Parents' education refers to the educational level of parents who filled the question

naire,
hANOVA tests for marginal relationship of parents' education and both youth and

parents' antisemitism are statistically significant (p < .05).
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