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Intergroup behavior among Gen Y undergraduate South Africans is better understood
through (1) a historical overview and aftereffects, (2) homophily, (3) minoritymajority group psychology, (4) transformation of racism from overt to aversive, (5)
socioeconomic disparity and stratification, and (6) the influence of language and
culture. A social distance study was conducted among 405 undergraduate male and
female students, which included 310 black students and 95 white students. Factor
analysis suggested two major groups for white students, namely, non-intimate and
intimate, while black students yielded three major emergent groups, namely, nonintimate, intimate and neutral. A high correlation between non-intimate and intimate
variables was found among the out-group attitudes of white students, indicative of
consistency and similarity. The converse was found with black students; low variable
correlation indicates high variability in question-answering and low similarity in the
approach to various social situations with out-group. Qualitative data analysis was
conducted to underscore primary quantitative data yield. Interviews yielded
information to substantiate social distance study.

O

ver 100 years ago, the theme of ‘social
comfort’ first became topical (Poole,
1927; and Ethington, 1997),
culminating in the development of the original
Social Distance Scale for measuring intra and
intergroup attitudes (Bogardus, 1925 and 1933).
Over the years, the scale has been updated and
adapted, leading to the 1988 Social Scale by Byrnes
and Kiger, which analyzes white persons’ comfort
with blacks, and Rollock and Vrana’s (2005) study,
which looks at black persons’ comfort levels with
*

black and white persons. In all of these cases,
the studies have focused on opinions about, or
of, African-Americans, in educational settings.
The South African context provides a parallel
experience. Black/white relations have a long,
often very oppressive history. More recently,
the post-apartheid era has removed historical
barriers and has sought to integrate South
Africa’s diverse communities. This study thus
seeks to explore social distance factors in the
South African context by sampling both in- and
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out-group attitudes of both black and white
Gen Y students.
The sample group in this study represents
those that have experienced a history of total
integration from a pre-tertiary schooling
perspective, where favorable contact conditions
(Allport, 1954) were fully present. This paper
explores the levels of current interracial social
comfort among Gen Y, undergraduate university
students at the University of Cape Town, one
of South Africa’s top English-language universities.
The Rollock and Vrana (2005) measurement
instrument was localized for the South African
context. The survey, which was distributed to
all Gen Y undergraduates, yielded 405 male and
female student responses. Of these, 310 were
from black students and 95 from white students.
The quantitative data was supported by
qualitative data gathering, in the form of short
interviews and a focus group, where the main
theme for discussion was intergroup behavior
among Gen Y undergraduate students at the
University of Cape Town. The primary research
question explored current social comfort levels.
The analysis concluded that white South African
students are socially more distant than black South
African students, when attitudes are measured
toward respective out-groups.

Literature Review
Social Distance Overview
The Social Distance Concept
Social distance is the magnitude of discord,
manifested in the extremities of contact (Hypes,
1928). The central theme of social distance
concerns individual feeling towards other
individuals or groups, providing essential clues
to human attitudes (Bogardus, 1925). Social
distance in its inception phase was considered
an assessment tool for researching the level of
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intimacy, or intensity of rejection, between the
members of widely represented culture groups
(Sherif, 1973). Social distance is a group
generalization (Poole, 1927) which does not
accommodate those of independent thought.
It is a measure of social approval (Payne et al.,
1974), a measurement of spatial distance (Park
and Rothbart, 1982) or social proximity (Ogunlade,
1980), an explanation of social decisions (Akerlof,
1997), and a tool in the study of intergroup conflict
(Pettigrew, 1960). Hagendoorn and Hraba (1987,
p. 320) assert that social distance is about ingroup-out-group differentiation, often associated
with prejudice, ethnocentrism, “negative beliefs
and evaluations of out-groups” but not always
due to prejudice, but part of ‘social representation’,
about sense-making of who the individual is.
The Social Distance Scale
The Bogardus Scale of Social Distance was created
as one of the first formal attitude measurement
tools (Sartain and Bell, 1949), initially designed
as a quantitative measurement tool for racial
or ethnic attitudes (Wark and Galliher, 2007)
toward representatives from the out-group
(Brauer et al., 2000), but it is by no means limited
and can be applied to countless social groups
(Sartain and Bell, 1949; and Brinkerhoff and Mackie,
1986). Bogardus administered the first social
distance scale survey in 1929, with measurement
of racial attitudes as the primary objective; this
same survey was repeated in 1946, 1956 and
1966 (Wark and Galliher, 2007). The original
Bogardus Social Distance Scale consists of seven
items or graduations, with equal-appearing
intervals, relating to social relationships initially
designed to measure race and national groups
(Sartain and Bell, 1949; and Wark and Galliher,
2007). If one has zero social distance, it implies
that the individual is willing to marry someone
from a particular out-group, and if an individual
has maximum social distance, it implies the desire
9

to exclude such an out-group member from the
country (Triandis and Triandis, 1960). “The
assumption is that a low social distance score
indicates a high degree of acceptable intimacy”
(Payne et al., 1974, p. 131).
Critical Review of the Scale
The scale has been criticized as a purely
quantitative measurement tool which is
insufficient to accurately measure attitudes (Katz
and Braly, 1933), as it may hide authenticity in
a guise of ‘political correctness’ (Parillo and
Donoghue, 2005, p. 259). Observations in dynamic
settings are more effective to gauge accurate
attitudes (Rokeach, 1960, cited by Boyanowsky
and Allen, 1973; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975, cited
by Hagendoorn and Hraba, 1987). In addition,
cautious interpretation is required, as cultural
relativity exists in intergroup attitudes (Triandis
et al., 1965; Sherif, 1973; and Weinfurt and
Moghaddam, 2001). Brauer et al. (2000, p. 79)
argue that the Bogardus Social Distance Scale
was actively used in the 1960s and 1970s, at a
time when societal pressure against racial
discrimination began to rise, and racism was
overtly expressed; four decades later, prejudice
has taken on more ‘subtle and insidious forms’
for which more complex measurement scales
are required.
History
Intergroup and social distance analysis should
be underscored by a socio-historical frame of
reference (Chapoulie, 2004; and Randall and
Delbridge, 2005; ). The region that is known today
as South Africa has been in conflict since 1652
(Bekker, 1996), when the first colonists arrived.

According to Meredith (2005, p. 4), the British
colonized South Africa, in particular the two
independent Boer1 republics, then referred to
as Transvaal and Orange Free State, over a period
of three years. The period of conquest involved
‘scorched-earth-tactics’2 and the placement of
women and children in concentration camps;3
this culminated in deeply rooted,
multigenerational Boer bitterness toward the
British which, according to Meredith (2005,
p. 4), spawned “virulent Afrikaner nationalism
that eventually took hold of South Africa.”
Johnson (1982, p. 216) adds that Afrikaner
nationalism stems from a desire to preserve
‘distinctive language and culture’. MacCrone
(1953, cited by Lever, 1981, p. 255) described
the Afrikaner personality as ‘PuritanicalCalvinistic’, known for their in-group preference
and out-group hostility.
Apartheid’s presence first became official
with the National Party victory in 1948,4 however,
many of its attributes were already active prior
to 1948 (Davies, 1996; Meredith, 2005; and
Seekings and Nattrass, 2005). The National Party
enforced racial segregation in all thinkable
components of South African life (Duckitt and
Mphuthing, 1998; and Meredith, 2005). Their
apartheid laws sought to keep social distance
high (Sparks, 1990; and Seekings and Nattrass,
2005). The Group Areas Act legislated
geographical separation based on race or
ethnicity (Seekings and Nattrass, 2005); the
Reservation of Separate Amenities Act, also referred
to as ‘petty Apartheid’, as well legislated separate
‘workplaces and public amenities’ (Seekings and
Nattrass, 2005, pp. 19, 20). The Prevention of

1

This refers to the descendents of the Dutch who became the Afrikaner settlers.

2

Meredith (2005, p. 4) describes this as the total destruction of farmsteads, thereby “reducing the Boers to an
impoverished people.”

3

According to Meredith (2005), 26,000 people died due to challenging conditions in concentration camps.

4

According to Lever (1981), apartheid was concomitant with the National Party, interwoven into their election
campaign, and therefore the very element the white voters were supporting through the cast of a vote.
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Mixed Marriages Act and continuation of the
Immorality Act were to criminalize “mixed
marriages and sex across the color bar” (Seekings
and Nattrass, 2005, p. 20). Pass laws entailed
strict monitoring of movement, enabling the
maintenance of distance (Seekings and Nattrass,
2005).
The crux of apartheid education was to sustain
and perpetuate separateness; social stratification
in South Africa was based on ethnicity and the
schooling system was used as an ‘instrument of
social engineering’ (Johnson, 1982, p. 214). The
industrialization of South Africa changed the
playing field to become more competitive for
“jobs, wealth, and economic opportunity” (Kuper,
1964; Johnson, 1982, p. 216; and Turnbull and
Irlam, 2003), which motivated the stratification
of education—“an uneducated man… can be
exploited as an economic asset” (Wilson and
Thompson, 1975, p. 223, cited by Johnson, 1982,
p. 216). And so the very premise of the Bantu
Education Act of 1953,5 according to Davies (1996),
was to limit and control the ambitions of young
black South Africans. The damage caused by
apartheid education is not considered easily
reversible (Nkhoma, 2002), with student
capabilities being underestimated and
insufficiently harnessed.
In 1994, apartheid came to an end. Since
then, social interaction has been encouraged
and legislated for. As noted earlier, the Gen Y
students participating in this research would
thus have experienced partial to full integration
and integrated education throughout their
childhood.

Method
Instruments and Procedure
Primary/Quantitative: Revised Social Scales
Byrnes and Kiger adjusted the original Bogardus
social distance scale in 1988, followed by adjustment
by Rollock and Vrana (2005). The scale contained
16 statements, describing different interaction
scenarios, with the primary goal to ascertain the
‘emotional ease’ of interracial interaction (Rollock
and Vrana, 2005, p. 394). Each of these statements
was evaluated on a graduation continuum with
seven Likert-type graduations, ranging from very
uncomfortable to very comfortable. On the
measurement instrument, the scope ranging from
1 (“I would be very uncomfortable”) to 7 (“I would
be very comfortable”), is followed by 16 statements
describing both intimate and non-intimate social
interaction scenarios. For example, “I would be
… (level of comfort) … having a Black person as
my dance partner”. For this particular study, minor
contextual word adjustments were made to the
Rollock and Vrana social scales; “Governor of my
State” was amended to read “Premier of my
Province”, and “President of the United States”
changed to “President of South Africa”. The
responses to the measurement instrument were
captured in the online survey system and exported
to Excel. Sufficient data screening was done to
ensure consistency and validity of the data entries
before it was exported to SPSS.
Factor Analysis: Measurement Instrument
Correlation: The first step was to ascertain the
association between the 16 variables on the
measurement instrument. The high correlation
variables yielded main categories6 and were

5

Johnson (1982, p. 219) cites Birley (1968, p. 153) who in turn quotes Verwoerd: “When I am controller of Native
Education I will reform it so that the natives [sic] will be taught from childhood to realize [sic] that equality with
Europeans is not for them”, and also “Education must train and teach people in accordance with their opportunities
in life—according to the sphere in which they live.”

6

High correlation implies close relationship and therefore can form one combined component. A low correlation
indicates no relationship and cannot form one combined component or factor. In the case of this study, variables
in a joined factor imply that the questions were answered in a similar fashion.
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extracted by using a rotation component through
SPSS, retaining all Eigenvalues higher than 1.7
Two categories emerged: non-intimate 8 and
intimate.9 In cases, where the weighting was high
on both non-intimate and intimate (above 40%),
they were regarded as dual. The variables on the
middle of the scatter plots in the section to follow
(component 1 on the X-axis and component 2
on the Y-axis) are the dual variables. These
components or factors are indicative of how each
sub-sample views certain variables. In each case,
the leading variable (variable with highest
percentage) defines the rest of the variables.
Cronbach’s Alpha: After establishing
components 1, 2 and 3 as non-intimate, intimate,
and neither intimate nor non-intimate, respectively,
Cronbach’s Alpha was utilized to determine the
internal consistency of the measurement
instrument’s variables. A high Cronbach’s Alpha
indicated a strong correlation between
component variables, essentially indicative of the
health of the factor. The strength of relationship
within the factor was therefore measured and
analyzed below. A Cronbach’s Alpha of above
70% was considered good.
Secondary/Qualitative: Interpretive
Information Gathering
In support of the quantitative data,the researchers
conducted 14 interviews with undergraduate male
and female students at the University, which

included seven black students, four white students,
one colored10 student and two Indian students.
Additionally, the researchers facilitated a social
distance discussion group with current students:
two were white students, one black student and
one colored student. The interviews and discussion
group insights were all recorded and transcribed.
The data was separated into primary documents:
P1 to group all black students; P2 to group all
white students; and P3 to group neither black
nor white11 students. These documents were then
inserted into the Atlas ti qualitative analysis
software program, and primary codes and themes
were established. Due to word duplication in
different contexts (class settings, in the context
of lecture theater situations, versus class or social
stratification) a secondary sorting was done by
manually sifting through all the primary documents.
The latter secondary sorting was retained, as it
was more accurate.
Participants
The primary quantitative data collection was done
through a measurement instrument, distributed
among Gen Y undergraduate students and
collated at the predominant undergraduate
residences at the University of Cape Town, South
Africa. The total sample size was 405; of these,
310 surveys were completed by black12 students
and 95 surveys by white students. Participants

7

Components with an Eigenvalue bigger than 1 are the only ones to consider, in line with the criteria for selecting
components. It indicates that no other emerging component or factor group is relevant in this instance.

8

The non-intimate component or factor represents all the variables that were considered with less social proximity,
when compared to the intimate component.

9

The intimate component or factor represents all the variables that were considered high in close proximity allowance.
As an example, “kiss me in public” would be considered more intimate than “as premier of my province”. In this
particular study, it shows the relevance of in-group versus out-group social distance in terms of personal space.

10

The particular mixed-race student indicated a preference to be called colored.

11

This category was created for students that specifically preferred to be classified as South African Indian or colored.
The researchers acknowledge that this classification was done under apartheid-legislation and intrinsically racist.
The theme-emergence from racial identity uncertainty illuminated salient information regarding interracial
behavior, and these “neither white or neither black” categories are included in the qualitative section.

12

Students who are termed not-white, previously disadvantaged, can also be self-classified as colored, Indian or
African black.

12
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were from a wide range of disciplines and not
from one isolated faculty.
The secondary qualitative component entailed
14 interviews, and a focus group among four
students from the University of Cape Town. The
nature of the interviews and discussion was both
personal and general status about attitudes and
behavior at the university. Interviews were
conducted to obtain multiple vantage points (Yin,
1994), with a spread of students studying in
different faculties, both male and female, and
representing different racial groups.

Results
Primary / Quantitative Results
Black Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group
Three factors emerged, namely, non-intimate
(tabulated as component 1 in Table 1), neutral
- neither intimate nor non-intimate (tabulated in
Table 1 as component 2), and intimate (tabulated
in Table 1 as component 3). In instances where
there was a strong weighting for both
components, each of these should have been at
least above 40% to be valid. In each case, the

Table 1: Black Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group
Rotated Component Matrix*
Means

Std.
Deviation

Factor
Analysis Components
1

2

3

As the Premier of My Province

5.55

1.638

0.636

0.495

0.138

Rent My House from Me

5.83

1.483

0.384

0.688

0.150

As a Dance Partner

5.72

1.663

0.209

0.605

0.483

As the President of South Africa

4.99

1.858

0.630

0.261

0.264

My Personal Physician

6.13

1.354

0.269

0.773

0.252

As My Spiritual Counselor

5.56

1.733

0.593

0.344

0.296

As Someone I Would Date

5.38

1.789

0.230

0.246

0.855

As My Roommate

5.53

1.771

0.442

0.332

0.534

Sit Next to Me in a Dining Hall

6.08

1.412

0.265

0.653

0.364

Marry a Brother or Sister of Mine

5.51

1.775

0.452

0.298

0.610

As My Academic Advisor

6.28

1.292

0.281

0.763

0.200

Kiss Me in Public

4.95

2.172

0.147

0.189

0.747

As a Lover

5.28

1.898

0.164

0.229

0.887

On a Sports Team With Me

6.31

1.317

0.174

0.804

0.297

Baby-sit My Child

5.59

1.772

0.666

0.316

0.305

Interact With Me as a Police Officer

5.22

1.993

0.795

0.120

0.084

5.61

1.68

Note: * Rotation converged in 3 iterations. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method:
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Intergroup Behavior: South African Gen Y

13

leading variable (variable with highest
percentage) defined the rest of the variables.
Emerging strong non-intimate variables included:
interact with me as a police officer (79.5%), babysit my child (66.6%), president of South Africa
(63%), and my spiritual counsellor (59.3%). The
strong intimate variables included: as a lover
(88.7%), someone I would date (85.5%), and
kiss me in public (74.7%). The following were
both non-intimate and intimate: marry a brother
or sister of mine (weighted towards intimate),
and my roommate (weighted towards intimate).

A dance partner was weighted more towards
neutral than intimate. Premier of my province
was weighted more towards non-intimate than
neutral. The neither intimate nor non-intimate
variables included: on a sports team with me
(80.4%), my personal physician (77.3%), my
academic advisor (76.3%), rent my house from
me (68.8%), and sit next to me in a dining hall
(65.3%).
The Eigenvalues greater than 1 indicated
strongest components; they are highlighted
(figures in bold) in Table 2. These emerging

Table 2: Black Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group – Eigenvalues
Total Variance Explained*
Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

Extraction Sums of
Squared Loadings

Rotation Sums of
Squared Loadings

% of
Cumul- Total
% of
Cumul- Total
% of
CumulVariance ative (%)
Variance ative (%)
Variance ative (%)

1

8.954

52.673

52.673

8.954

52.673

52.673

4.350

25.589

25.589

2

1.639

9.638

62.311

1.639

9.638

62.311

4.062

23.897

49.486

3

1.028

6.046

68.357

1.028

6.046

68.357

3.208

18.871

68.357

4

0.751

4.415

72.773

5

0.679

3.997

76.769

6

0.600

3.529

80.298

7

0.464

2.730

83.028

8

0.438

2.574

85.602

9

0.422

2.484

88.086

10

0.383

2.252

90.337

11

0.351

2.064

92.401

12

0.290

1.707

94.108

13

0.277

1.632

95.740

14

0.256

1.506

97.246

15

0.146

0.859

99.368

16

0.107

0.632

100.000

Note: * Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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components accounted for 68.3% of variances
in the data. Additionally, the spread between
non-intimate, intimate and neither intimate nor
non-intimate is not skewed towards a particular
factor group.
White Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group
The same two factors emerged, namely, nonintimate (tabulated in Table 3 as component 1)
and intimate (tabulated in Table 3 as component
2). In instances where there was a strong weighting
for both components, each of these should have

been at least above 40% to be valid. In each case,
the leading variable (variable with highest
percentage) defined the rest of the variables.
Emerging strong non-intimate variables included:
sit next to me in a dining hall (85.8%), my academic
advisor (85.2%), on a sports team with me
(83.2%), my spiritual counsellor (80.9%), babysit my child (80.2%), interact with me as a police
officer (78.4%), president of South Africa (76.9%),
premier of my province (76.8%), my personal
physician (77.6%), rent my house from me

Table 3: White Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group
Rotated Component Matrix*
Means

Std. Deviation

Factor Analysis
Components
1

2

As the Premier of My Province

5.59

1.588

0.768

0.250

Rent My House from Me

5.34

1.661

0.776

0.365

As a Dance Partner

5.52

1.688

0.621

0.536

As the President of South Africa

5.83

1.548

0.769

0.249

My Personal Physician

5.36

1.839

0.776

0.384

As My Spiritual Counselor

5.54

1.761

0.809

0.349

As Someone I Would Date

3.68

2.218

0.212

0.935

As My Roommate

5.60

1.818

0.760

0.389

Sit Next to Me in a Dining Hall

6.40

1.432

0.858

0.135

Marry a Brother or Sister of Mine

4.81

2.189

0.450

0.715

As My Academic Advisor

6.08

1.596

0.852

0.104

Kiss Me in Public

3.57

2.225

0.188

0.890

As a Lover

3.31

2.198

0.179

0.905

On a Sports Team With Me

6.53

1.295

0.832

0.008

Baby-Sit My Child

5.83

1.699

0.802

0.333

Interact With Me as a Police Officer

5.83

1.615

0.784

0.173

5.30

1.77

Note: * Rotation converged in 3 iterations. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method:
Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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(77.6%), and my roommate (76%). This subsample group’s non-intimate variables were the
most in number. The strong intimate variables
included: someone I would date (93.5%), as a
lover (90.5%), and kiss me in public (89%). The
following were both non-intimate and intimate: a
dance partner (weighted towards non-intimate),
and marry a brother or sister of mine (strongly
weighted towards intimate).
The Eigenvalues greater than 1 indicated
strongest components; they are highlighted
(figures in bold) in Table 4. These emerging

components accounted for 75% of variances in
the data. The screen plot illustrates the two
emergent components. The component plot
displays the spread between non-intimate and
intimate. The spread is skewed towards the nonintimate factor group.
Factor Analysis Summary
Two major component groups emerged as
consensual for all the respondent combinations,
namely, non-intimate and intimate. The overall
consensus indicated a strong agreement among
both white and black students in terms of which

Table 4: White Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group – Eigenvalues
Total Variance Explained*
Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

Extraction Sums of
Squared Loadings

Rotation Sums of
Squared Loadings

% of
Cumul- Total
% of
Cumul- Total
% of
CumulVariance ative (%)
Variance ative (%)
Variance ative (%)

1

10.154

59.729

59.729

10.154

59.729

59.729

7.759

45.644

45.644

2

2.618

15.401

75.131

2.618

15.401

75.131

5.013

29.487

75.131

3

0.893

5.251

80.381

4

0.623

3.665

84.046

5

0.513

3.015

87.061

6

0.397

2.334

89.395

7

0.309

1.820

91.214

8

0.268

1.577

92.791

9

0.265

1.557

94.348

10

0.222

1.309

95.657

11

0.166

0.974

96.631

12

0.153

0.900

97.531

13

0.118

0.695

98.225

14

0.100

0.587

98.812

15

0.083

0.491

99.801

16

0.034

0.199

100.000

Note: * Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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variables (and effectual social settings, situations
and scenarios) were considered non-intimate or
intimate.
The black student attitudes toward outgroup yielded a third neutral variable (neither
intimate nor non-intimate). For this particular
group, the neutral group (component 2) indicated
a higher Eigenvalue, accounting for 9.6% of the
total variance in the data when compared to
the intimate group (component 3), which
accounted for 6.0%.
Black students’ intimate components
indicated ‘as a lover’ as the leading variable,
whereas white students’ indicated ‘someone
I would date’ as the leading variable. The intimate
variables included: ‘as a lover’, ‘someone I would
date’, and ‘kiss me in public’; black students
also include the variable, ‘marry a brother or
sister of mine’ as intimate. Black students
regarded ‘as my roommate’ as an intimate
variable for both in-group and out-group,
whereas white students regarded this as one
of the leading non-intimate variables for both
in-group and out-group. This may suggest that
black students regarded a close associate as
intimate, while white students did not. This
could be as a result of respective individualism
or collectivism in black and white students,
and therefore more of a cultural difference
(Theimann et al., 2006).
Among the isolated samples in this section,
the subgroups that indicated both intimate and
non-intimate were mostly weighted to nonintimate. The variables which had both intimate
and non-intimate percentages were equally split
when it concerned the in-group, but more decided
in weighting when it concerned the out-group.
This means that there were higher levels of
certainty or strong views of whether out-groups
in variable settings (social settings, scenarios and
situations) were non-intimate or intimate.
Intergroup Behavior: South African Gen Y

Consensus in terms of non-intimate variables
across all subgroups were achieved for ‘as the
Premier of my Province’, ‘as the President of
South Africa’, and ‘interact with me as a police
officer’.
General consensus does not equate specific
common denominators. Six of the 16 variables
were assigned to intimate or non-intimate groups
(split exactly in half). Lack of agreement on the
remaining ten is an indication of different
attitudes. Subgroups were more socially distant
when it concerns intimate settings. A lack of
consensus will therefore lead to comparing social
distance for variables with differing meaning
to subgroup.
Consistency
After establishing components 1, 2 and 3, as nonintimate, intimate, and neither intimate nor nonintimate, respectively, Cronbach’s Alpha was
utilized to determine the internal consistency
of the measurement instruments variables. A
high Cronbach’s Alpha indicates a strong
correlation between factor or component
variables, essentially indicative of the health of
the factor. The strength of relationship within
the factor is therefore measured and analyzed
below.
Black Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group:
The tabulation of black student attitudes toward
the out-group yields three components or factors,
namely, non-intimate, intimate, and neither intimate
nor non-intimate. Table 5 details the correlation
between the non-intimate variables and attitudes
held by black students toward the out-group.
Table 5 yielded medium-level correlation and the
lowest percentages of all the categories reviewed.
Correlation does not imply causality, but goes
some way in explaining the non-intimate
relationships.
Table 6 details the correlation between the
neither intimate nor non-intimate variables and
17

Table 5: Correlation Between the Non-Intimate Variables and Attitudes Held
by Black Students Toward the Out-Group
Non-Intimate

President
of
South Africa

As My
Spiritual
Counselor

Baby-Sit
My
Child

President of South Africa

1.000

As My Spiritual Counselor

0.380**

1.000

Baby-Sit My Child

0.438**

0.567**

1.000

Interact as Police Officer

0.432**

0.438**

0.509**

Interact
as Police
Officer

1.000

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

0.72*

4

Note: * Cronbach’s Alpha for the four non-intimate variables was 72.0%, indicating that these four variables were
related (however, not as strong as with the other sub-samples or attitude-groups), thereby suggesting a
satisfactory non-intimate factor or component.

attitudes held by black students toward the outgroup. Table 6 also yielded medium-level
correlation and the lowest percentages of all the
categories reviewed. Correlation does not imply
causality, but goes some way in explaining the
neither intimate nor non-intimate variable
relationships. The high correlation between ‘in

my sports team’ and ‘sit next to me in dining
hall’ indicated similar answering style and therefore
similar attitudes toward people on the same
sports team and potential people at the dining
hall table.
Table 7 details the correlation between the
intimate variables and attitudes held by black

Table 6: Correlation Between the Neither Intimate Nor Non-Intimate Variables and Attitudes
Held by Black Students Toward the Out-Group
Neither Intimate
Nor
Non-Intimate

Rent My
House
from Me

Rent My House from Me

1.000

As My Personal Physician

0.672**

As My
Personal
Physician

Sit Next
to Me in the
Dining Hall

As My
Academic
Advisor

In My
Sport’s
Team

1.000

Sit Next to Me in the Dining Hall 0.522**

0.555**

1.000

As My Academic Advisor

0.546**

0.664**

0.578**

1.000

In My Sports Team

0.567**

0.685**

0.714**

0.684**

1.000

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

0.888*

5

Note: * Cronbach’s Alpha for the five neither intimate nor non-intimate variables was 88.8%, indicating that these
five variables were strongly related, thereby suggesting a strong and reliable neither intimate nor nonintimate variable factor or component.
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students toward the out-group. The highlighted
figure (figure in bold) in the table was statistically
meaningful due to high values. Correlation does
not imply causality, but goes some way in
explaining the intimate relationships. The leading
variable ‘as a lover’ indicated a high correlation
with both ‘as someone I would date’ but not
‘as someone I would kiss in public’, which
indicated a smaller correlation and answering
style.

White Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group:
Table 8 details the correlation between the nonintimate variables and attitudes held by white
students toward out-group. A myriad of high
correlations were emergent in this subgroup and
are highlighted (figures in bold) in the table.
Correlation does not imply causality, but goes some
way in explaining the non-intimate relationships.
Table 9 details the correlation between the
intimate variables and attitudes held by white

Table 7: Correlation Between the Intimate Variables and Attitudes Held by
Black Students Toward the Out-Group
Intimate

Someone I
Would Date

Someone I Would Date

As Someone I
Would Kiss in Public

As a
Lover

1.000

As Someone I Would Kiss
in Public

0.616**

1.000

As a Lover

0.834**

0.682**

1.000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

0.874*

3

Note: * Cronbach’s Alpha for the three intimate variables was 87.4%, indicating that these three variables were
strongly related, thereby suggesting a strong and reliable intimate factor or component.

Table 8: Correlation Between the Non-Intimate Variables and Attitudes Held by
White Students Toward Out-Group
NonPremier Rent My President As My
As My
As My
As My
In My Baby-Sit Interact
Intimate of My House of South Personal Spiritual Room- Academic Sport’s My as Police
Province from Me Africa Physician Counselor mate Advisor Team Child Officer
Premier
of My
Province

1.000

Rent My
House
from Me

0.751**

1.000

President
of South 0.833** 0.780**
Africa
As My
Personal
Physician

0.721** 0.751**

1.000

0.679**

Intergroup Behavior: South African Gen Y
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Table 8 (Cont.)
NonPremier Rent My President As My
As My
As My
As My
In My Baby-Sit Interact
Intimate of My House of South Personal Spiritual Room- Academic Sport’s My as Police
Province from me Africa Physician Counselor mate Advisor Team Child Officer
As My
Spiritual 0.684** 0.727**
Counselor

0.673**

0.804**

1.000

As My
Roommate

0.558** 0.700**

0.596**

0.673**

0.785**

As My
Academic 0.610** 0.656**
Advisor

0.656**

0.624**

0.729** 0.694**

In My
Sports
Team

0.546** 0.530**

0.501**

0.581**

0.579** 0.614** 0.725**

Baby-Sit
My
Child

0.617** 0.718**

0.559**

0.769**

0.752** 0.756** 0.645** 0.713** 1.000

Interact
as Police
Officer

0.582** 0.664**

0.601**

0.722**

0.671** 0.564** 0.670** 0.658** 0.687** 1.000

1.000

1.000

1.000

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

0.953*

10

Note: * Cronbach’s Alpha for the ten non-intimate variables was 95.3%, indicating that these ten variables were
strongly related, thereby suggesting a strong and reliable non-intimate factor or component.

students toward out-group. The highlighted
figures (figures in bold) in the table were
statistically meaningful due to high values.
Correlation does not imply causality, but goes

some way in explaining the intimate relationships.
High correlations were emergent with all
variables in this subgroup and highlighted in
the table.

Table 9: Correlation Between the Intimate Variables and Attitudes Held by
White Students Toward Out-Group
Intimate
Someone I Would Date

Someone I
Would Date

As Someone I
Would Kiss in Public

As a
Lover

1.000

As Someone I Would Kiss
in Public

0.854**

1.000

As a Lover

0.849**

0.839**

1.000

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 9 (Cont.)
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach’s Alpha

No. of Items

0.943*

3

Note: * Cronbach’s Alpha for the three intimate variables was 94.3%, indicating that these three variables were
strongly related, thereby suggesting a strong and reliable intimate factor or component.

Consistency Summary
WHITE STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD OUT-GROUP was the
subgroup that indicated the highest correlations
between both non-intimate and intimate variables.
This means that the way in which white students
answered questions regarding interaction with
the out-group was consistent. This could suggest
that white student attitudes, in various social
settings, are similar. The highest and most
frequent correlation was ‘baby-sit my child’ with
‘rent my house from me’, ‘as my personal
physician’, ‘as my spiritual counselor’, ‘as my
roommate’ and ‘in my sports team’. This indicated
similarity in question-answering, which led the
researchers to conclude that interaction with
the people involved in these settings were reviewed
in the same context. WHITESTUDENT ATTITUDESTOWARD
IN -GROUP yielded a great amount of variable
correlations, but not as many as TOWARD OUT-GROUP.
This could further suggest a concrete idea of ingroup and out-group attitudes, which indicates
certainty and high in-group similarity.
BLACK STUDENTATTITUDESTOWARDOUT-GROUP yielded
the least amount of highly correlated variables.
This is an indication that there was higher
variability in how respective questions were
answered, and therefore, low similarity in how
different social situations are approached. It is
salient to note that BLACK STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD
13

IN-GROUP yielded higher correlations than TOWARD
OUT-GROUP, but still very limited. This is perhaps

indicative of variance in answers, or the existence
of a neutral factor group. This could indicate
uncrystallized in-group and out-group attitudes
on average, perhaps an uncertainty of how the
in-group, as well as out-group, is perceived on
average.
Mean and Standard Deviation (ANOVA)13
Black Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group:
The average mean for this subgroup was 5.61,
with an average standard deviation of 1.68 for
this subgroup. The lowest mean (4.95) in this
sub-sample was for the variable ‘kiss me in public’;
the standard deviation (2.172) was the highest
for this sub-sample. This indicated that social
distance was highest for this variable; students
were least comfortable with public affirmation,
with low sub-sample consensus. Similar variables
with low means (and therefore low social comfort)
and high standard deviations (volatility in answers)
included:
• ‘as the president of South Africa’ (mean: 4.99;
standard deviation: 1.858);
• ‘interact with me as a police officer’ (mean:
5.22; standard deviation: 1.993);
• ‘as a lover’ (mean: 5.28; standard deviation:
1.898); and

The means indicate the average answers by the whole sample or sub-group, and the standard deviation provides
additional information on the spread of the whole group or sub-sample. The means are therefore indicative of
the trends in survey answering. The measurement instrument allowed seven equal-interval answer options. A
mean of 4.5 would indicate a high level of consistency in answering. Means of 1, 2, 6 and 7 would indicate extreme
answering between various respondents. Extreme answers would lead to an unreliable mean, but able to be detected
by a high standard deviation. High volatility (high standard deviation) is indicative of low group consensus
regarding particular variable.
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•

‘as someone I would date’ (mean: 5.38;
standard deviation: 1.789).
This sub-sample has historic links with the
infamy of discrimination enforced by white South
African presidents and white police officers. For
this sub-sample, the variable ‘on a sports team
with me’ had the highest mean of 6.31 and the
second lowest standard deviation of 1.317. This
indicated that out of all the variables, students
were the most comfortable with sports team
members, where the standard deviation
indicates that responses were contained and
similar in relation to the rest of the variables
for this subset. Similar variables with high means
(and therefore high social comfort) and low
standard deviations (great similarity in answers)
included:
• ‘as my academic advisor’ (mean: 6.28; standard
deviation: 1.292); and
• ‘as my personal physician’ (mean: 6.13;
standard deviation: 1.354).
White Student Attitudes Toward Out-Group:
The average mean for this subgroup was 5.30,
with an average standard deviation of 1.77 for
this subgroup. The lowest mean (3.31) in this
sub-sample was for the variable ‘as a lover’; the
standard deviation (2.198) was the highest for
this sub-sample. This indicated that social distance
was highest for this variable; students were least
comfortable with a black lover, with low subsample consensus. Similar variables with low means
(and therefore low social comfort) and high
standard deviations (volatility in answers) included:
• ‘kiss me in public’ (mean: 3.57; standard
deviation: 2.225);
• ‘as someone I would date’ (mean: 3.68;
standard deviation: 2.218); and
• ‘marry a brother or sister of mine’ (mean:
4.81; standard deviation: 2.189).
For this sub-sample, the variable ‘on a sports
team with me’ had the highest mean of 6.53
22

and the lowest standard deviation of 1.295. This
indicated that out of all the variables, students
were the most comfortable with sports team
members, where the standard deviation
indicates that responses were contained and
similar in relation to the rest of the variables
for this subset. Similar variables with high means
(and therefore high social comfort) and low
standard deviations (great similarity in answers)
included:
• ‘sit next to me in a dining hall’ (mean: 6.4;
standard deviation: 1.432); and
• ‘as my academic advisor’ (mean: 6.08; standard
deviation: 1.596).

Mean and Standard Deviation
Summary
The lowest mean was 5.30 and the highest
standard deviation was 1.77 (WHITE STUDENT
ATTITUDES TOWARD OUT-GROUP), and the highest mean
was 6.24 and the lowest standard deviation was
1.34 (WHITE STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD IN-GROUP).
This indicated that white students were the most
consistently collective, on average, in answering
questions about the in-group, confirmed by the
low standard deviation. Conversely, of all the
sub-samples, they were the most inconsistent
in answering questions about the out-group,
as confirmed by the highest standard deviation
of 1.77. This could indicate that they are collective
in their in-group attitude, but less collective
in social distance levels concerning the out-group.
It is interesting to note that BLACK STUDENT ATTITUDES
TOWARD OUT-GROUP closely follows with a high
standard deviation of 1.68, the variance in
attitudes deviates relatively largely from the
mean.
The variable ‘kiss me in public’ indicated
low social distance and volatility in response
with all the sub-samples. It is therefore
illuminated as a salient matter among South
EFFECTIVE EXECUTIVE
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African students. The variables ‘as a lover’ and
‘as someone I would date’ also emerged as high
social distance, but with extremist answers
among all respondents.
‘On a sports team with me’ emerged as the
strongest low social distance variable with high
consensus among all sub-samples. Similarly, ‘as
my academic advisor’, ‘as my personal physician’
and ‘sit next to me in a dining room’, emerged
as low social distance variables with high consensus
among all respondents. This simply indicates that
all respondents are socially comfortable in these
settings of interaction.

A medium level of social distance with medium
level consensus is highlighted in Figure 1.
The means for these variables are above 5, which
indicate ‘slightly comfortable’, according to the
equal interval scale. The variable ‘marry a brother
or sister of mine’ also yielded a mean of 5, but with
higher standard deviation, which means volatility
in answers. In addition, black students indicated
low means and high volatility toward the out-group
for ‘as the president of South Africa’ and ‘interact
with me as a police officer’ variables. These same
attitudes were not the same for white student
attitudes toward out-group (Figures 2 and 3).

Figure 1: Social Distance Means and Volatility*
on a
sports
team with
me
sit next to
me in a
dining
room

as my
academic
advisor

as my
personal
physician

LOW SOCIAL
DISTANCE
with high level of
consensus

baby-sit
my child

as my
spiritual
counselor

marry a
brother or
sister of
mine

sensitive
variable
for both
white
and black
students

as
someone
i would
date
as a lover

as
president
of South
Africa

interact
with me
as a police
officer

kiss me
in public

HIGH SOCIAL
DISTANCE
with low level of
consensus

sensitive variables for black
students; not considered as
a salient variable to white
students

as
premier
of my
province

rent my
house
from me

as a
dance
partner

as my
roommate

MEDIUM LEVEL
SOCIAL DISTANCE
with medium level consensus
Note: * A general overview of variables as a combined summary of how black and white South African students
view variables.
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Figure 2: White South African Students’ Variable Inclusion*

rent my
house
from me

as a
dance
partner

sit next
to me in
a dining
room

baby-sit
my child

HIGH SOCIAL
DISTANCE
WITH LOW
CONSENSUS

LOW SOCIAL
DISTANCE
WITH HIGH
CONSENSUS

as my
academic
advisor

as my
spiritual
counselor

as a
lover
as
someone
I would
date

as
premier
of my
province
as
president
of South
Africa

WHITE
SOUTH
AFRICAN
STUDENTS

on a
sports
team
with me

as my
roommate

kiss me
in public

interact
with me
as a police
officer

as my
personal
physician

marry a
brother
or sister
of mine

Note: * The circles of inclusion from a white South African student perspective. The variables that are low in social
distance and high in consensus are in the first two concentric circles; the variables that are maintained at
high social distance with low consensus are in the outer two concentric circles.

Research Findings: Qualitative Data
The qualitative research filled in the gaps left
by the quantitative survey. While many areas
prompted positive or neutral responses, there
was an overall feeling of anxiety towards the
out-group, skewed towards the negative,
especially by black, Indian and colored
respondents.
24

Interview prompting in terms of physical
interracial threat or fear of proximity yielded
predominantly neutral responses from all three
respondent groups: “No… just moving through…
I have no issues… I feel neutral” [P1]. However,
one respondent indicated a negative feeling in
terms of moving through a white crowd to get
to an entrance. “Yes… I will feel so uncomfortable…
EFFECTIVE EXECUTIVE
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Figure 3: Black South African Students’ Variable Inclusion*

MEDIUM SOCIAL
DISTANCE WITH
MEDIUM
CONSENSUS
as my
roommate

sit next
to me in
a dining
room

as my
spiritual
counselor

as my
academic
advisor

baby-sit
my child
marry a
brother
or sister
of mine

HIGH SOCIAL
DISTANCE
WITH LOW
CONSENSUS

as my
personal
physician

LOW SOCIAL
DISTANCE
WITH HIGH
CONSENSUS

rent my
house
from me

BLACK
SOUTH
AFRICAN
STUDENTS
on a
sports
team
with me

as
someone
i would
date

as a
lover

kiss me
in public

as
premier
of my
province
as a
dance
partner

interact
with me
as a police
officer

as
president
of South
Africa

Note: * The circles of inclusion from a black South African student perspective. The variables that are low in social
distance and high in consensus are in the first two concentric circles; a medium level consensus and distance
is found in the middle circle, and the variables that are maintained at high social distance with low consensus
are in the outer two concentric circles.

I will try to find another door… I will really feel
uncomfortable… I think in my head… they are not
going to allow me to pass. But it’s mostly stuff that
I think of before I even get close” [P1].
Intergroup Behavior: South African Gen Y

Some respondents highlighted the benefits
of an integrated friendship group in order to
defy out-group anxiety; “now that I have such a
diverse group of friends… my issues are practically
25

non-existent” [P3]; and “if you don’t know another
culture, you will end up judging it, because your culture
is the only one that you know” [P1]. The general
spread of results in terms of interracial friendship
formation was positive, neutral and negative.
Black students indicate a predominant negative
view: “It’s kind of like difficult to interact” [P1]; “getting
used to white people is a little bit hard” [P1]; “there’s
always a mild level of discomfort due to our differences,
be it racial, social or economic. But once I get past
those superficial boundaries, I get right at home!”[P1];
“I think we come from too different environments
which we are now trying to integrate… I think that
is a bit difficult…” [P1]; it’s easy for me if they are
okay with it… I don’t have any issues, but it depends
on how open they are”[P1]. Conversely, the white
students indicated a more neutral view: “Ethnicity
is not a consideration for me when I make friends”
[P2]; “there are no barriers from my side” [P2].
The uncertainty regarding racial identity and
appropriate classification emerged strongly. Black
students reported fear of losing in-group identity
by amalgamating to form one larger group: “the
black people try to mix… but my problem is… when
they mix… they lose who they are… especially when
they mix with whites… they completely change.
And then they look at other black guys as if we
are wrong or something” [P1]; “and you almost
have to cling to… to being black… because… what
will you be if you are not… you are selling out if
you are not” [P1]. Self-classified Indian and
colored students, as well as black and white
students, expressed uncertainty in terms of
classification and identity: “so I probably identify

more with Indian as a culture group because that
is how I grew up” [P3]; “it is a bit difficult for me…
I am trying to figure that out for myself ” [P3];
“it’s strange… to me, when I am in Jo[hannes]burg…
for example… colored people are black. But when
I am in Cape Town… colored is colored... if
anything… it’s more white than… it is black” [P1];
“it’s an entity of its own. For me… there is nothing
racist about saying someone is colored… it’s the
same as saying… I am black…” [P1]; “my sister
will laugh at me… at the way I speak… just because
I don’t speak like… her… like a colored… like… colored
people will look down on me… because I am like…
being a… coconut or… not living true to my colored
ways” [P3].
According to one of the respondents, a
“hierarchy in terms of race”[P1] exists,14 which in
turn creates subdivisions of racism between socalled apartheid-classified groups. “I have heard
that in Cape Town… the racial tensions between
black people and colored people are far worse… is
even worse than the tensions between black people
and white people” [P2].
The respondents were all questioned on the
awareness level of in-group and out-group
position of formations when selecting a seat
in class. Predominant neutrality emerged and
it would seem that it is more of a functional
decision.
External Structure
According to all respondents, interracial clustering
was a real problem with unanimous negative
responses. In class or lecture theater settings,15

14

“we will take you as colored because you can be our black, because we know that you are not nearly as black as the other blacks
can be…”… so it’s convenient… its convenient for them to be called blacks… because… in many ways… there are hardly
any black people in power in the Western Cape… in the ANC… you know what mean…” [P1]

15

“you can see that mostly black people will sit together and mostly white in another group” [P1]; “there is still separation”[P3];
“if there is a majority black group, there will be a gravitation towards it by other black people” [P1]; “Ja…ja… I often see
them” [P1]; “the racial groups don’t mix as much as I thought they would” [P3]; “there are still little groups” [P2]; “there
is a general separation” [P3]; “I can see the separation. It is distinct.” [P3]; “for sure… at all my classes… and at res as well”
[P2]; “Yes… everywhere” [P3]; “Oh without a doubt” [P1]; “there are definite clusters” [P1]; “the white students mostly sit
in front and the black guys towards the back” [P1]; “Yes. Definitely” [P1].
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the same respondents would indicate neutrality
in terms of selecting own seat, but highlight the
fact that there was a conglomeration of samegroup students in clusters. Respondents
highlighted the same clustering effect around
campus, 16 and the food court area was
predominantly segregated along racial groups.
Social settings17 were in-group predominant,
unless there was a class or stratification similarity.
External Behavior/Attitude
Some of the respondents flagged lecturer
prejudice as a salient point. On the topic of
overcompensation or sugarcoating, all three
respondent groups were in agreement: “Yes…
lots of superficial friendships… interaction…
communication” [P3]; “there is a huge amount of
sugarcoating happening” [P2]; “people are so so scared
of looking racist” [P2]; “have to sugarcoat everything
if they want to achieve anything” [P2]; “we know
there is no way you suddenly like us” [P1];
“colorblindedness… the notion of white people saying…
I’m not racist because I have a black friend” [P2]; “a
lot of black people will tell you… that they prefer white
Afrikaans people because they are frank about how
they feel…” [P1]; “white people have to start taking
responsibility that there is such a thing as race” [P2];
“A white English person just doesn’t want to be honest”
16

17

18

19

[P3]; “now racism still exists but it is masked …because
people put up a façade and pretend that they don’t
have any prejudice against you” [P1].
The very basic tenet emerged as “like attracts
like… and birds of a feather will flock together” [P2],
in the innocent sense that similarity enables
interaction, or overlapping spheres: “brings in
the class aspect again… I can relate to them because
we both study the same thing…” [P1]. All respondents
were in respective agreement about the relevance
of class-issues at the University of Cape Town.18
In addition, the respondents all highlighted social
class issues to either be concomitant with racism,
or a precursor to racism. Due to the apartheidlegacy of socioeconomic stratification, not
coincidentally along racial lines, the class-issue
and the race-issue become blurry. “And none of
the black students have a car… and it makes it very
strange to know at the end of a shift… you have to
now find a way to arrange transport to get back
home. And those are real things… that DO create
animosity, even if it isn’t intentional… it becomes
racial in the end” [P1].
A black student that went to a private school
“would have more of a rounded English accent”[P2]
and a better chance19 of making white friends.
Conversely, in a respective interview, the black
respondents picked up this same attitude of white

“You will find the clusters” [P1]; “Yes… everywhere” [P3]; “Yes… every every day… and everywhere” [P3]; “Ja… I do see
those… but I don’t know if they are organized… or if it just happens that way…” [P1]; “definitely at res… there are black
tables and there are white tables” [P2]; “there are big sections were Indian guys and chicks sit” [P2]; “I think it happens
everywhere… even in the dining hall… people just sit together in racial groups… I don’t think sometime they intend to…
it’s just something that happens… you enter… you get in… you see a group of white guys and you see a group of black guys…
you feel more comfortable going to black guys… rather than the white people… even though the white people will appreciate
you joining them… you don’t really have that in mind” [P1]; “you stick to people of your own kind” [P2]; “the white peops
hang alone… the black peops hang alone… the colored peops DEFINITELY hang alone” [P1]; “people are not free… like
maybe in other parts of the world. I suppose… it is a very long process for those barriers to disappear” [P3].
“No… it’s mostly with black friends” [P1]; “it’s mainly black friends… like… some of my white friends have sort of fallen
away… I don’t see them as much as I used to” [P1]; “where it’s a setting full of white people, my black friends wouldn’t want
to go because they will feel intimidated” [P1]; “tend to be quite white” [P2]; “Mostly with black friends… entirely with black
friends” [P1]; “you hang out with people that are like you” [P1].
“I think there is more separation along class lines” [P2]; “I make friends with people that are similar to me” [P2]; “it is not
so much a race thing, but more of a class thing” [P2]; “I think to a large degree it has a lot to do with class” [P2]; “class thing
is possibly more relevant” [P2]; “It has come down to a class thing” [P1].
If you went to a private school and you speak an impeccable English… are your chances better of making friends with white
students? Yes. Definitely [Helen Sullivan, P2].
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students: “I feel pressure to speak an accentless
English… everywhere… like… when you speak…
sometimes I find that white people correct me… like
comment on my accent… like… this is pronounced
in this way… no this way doesn’t apply here… like
you feel pressurized everytime…” [P1].

Hypotheses
Social Distance Among South African
Undergraduates
Null Hypothesis 1: The level of social distance
among Gen Y undergraduate students at UCT
is low.
Alternative Hypothesis 1: Undergraduate Gen
Y students at a South African university exhibit
high levels of social distance.
Factor Analysis
The COMBINED BLACK AND WHITE STUDENT ATTITUDES
TOWARD BLACK PEOPLE, compared with COMBINED BLACK
AND WHITE STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD WHITE PEOPLE,
almost remained entirely preserved. Both groups
maintained the same three intimate variables and
in the same order (‘as a lover’; ‘as someone I
would date’; ‘kiss me in public’). The both intimate
and non-intimate variables were the same for both
these groups. The only variable that the two groups
could not agree on was ‘sit next to me in a dining
hall’. The COMBINED BLACK AND WHITE STUDENTATTITUDES
TOWARD BLACK PEOPLE unequivocally rated this as
non-intimate (80% vs. 23% on the intimate rating
or percentage of commonality). However, the
COMBINED BLACK AND WHITE STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD
WHITE PEOPLE indicated a 66%-42% commonality
split, weighed more to the non-intimate side. A
deeper investigation yields the core of the discord:
when black and white students respectively
20
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commented on social distance with regard to
respective in-group, the ‘sit next to me in a dining
hall’-variable was almost an equal split between
non-intimate and intimate in both cases. Black
student attitudes toward out-group for this
variable indicated neutrality; it was a neither intimate
nor non-intimate variable with a 65%
commonality consensus. Both groups marked
the same non-intimate variables, except for the
‘sit next to me in a dining hall’-variable. There
was therefore a close similarity to the way in
which both black and white students view nonintimate and intimate variables, or scenarios, when
combined attitudes were reviewed.
Means and T-Stats
Combined White and Black Attitudes Toward
Black People:An analysis was done of respective
statistics for black students and white students,
and their attitude toward black people. A first
tier review illuminated high means for both subsamples, where a high mean indicated low social
distance. The variables that indicated disparity
between black and white attitudes toward black
students were ‘someone I would date’ (white
students’ mean was 3.68, with a standard
deviation of 2.218, which further indicated the
irregularity of answers); ‘as a lover’ yielded similar
results with a mean of 3.31 and a standard
deviation of 2.198. Noteworthy was both the
black and the white student attitudes toward
‘kiss me in public’-variable; white students reported
a 3.57 mean and a standard deviation of 2.225,
and black students reported a mean of 5.59 and
a standard deviation of 2.083. This may allude
to the fact that ‘kiss me in public’-variable was
an issue in itself, not primarily related to in-group
or out-group, but a social discomfort in general.20

In 2007, the South African Government banned public demonstration of affirmation for below 16-year-old as
part of the Criminal Law (Sexual Offences and Related Matters) Amendment on Act 32 of 2007, Section 16,
(Nicholson, 2007), which could potentially have an effect on how students answered the variable pertaining to
‘kiss me in public’.
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The second-tier review investigated the t-stat21
of the respective sub-samples. A variable that
yielded a t-stat higher than 1.96 indicated a
significant difference between black students and
white students in social comfort levels. The six
variables in this instance were: ‘premier of my
province’, ‘rent my house from me’, ‘sit next to
me in a dining hall’, ‘as my academic advisor’,
‘in a sports team with me’, ‘baby-sit my child’,
and ‘interact with me as a police officer’. The
remaining 10 variables all indicated a great
difference, with the highest ranking ‘as someone
I would date’, ‘as a lover’, ‘kiss me in public’ and
‘marry a brother or sister of mine’.
Combined White and Black Attitudes Toward
White People: The same analysis was done of
respective statistics for black students and white
students, and their attitude toward white people.
A similar first tier review illuminated high means
for both sub-samples, where a high mean
indicated low social distance. The variables that
indicated disparity between black and white
attitudes toward white people were ‘as the
president of South Africa’ (black students’ mean
was 4.99, with a standard deviation of 1.858);
‘kiss me in public’-variable yielded similar results
with a mean of 4.95 and a standard deviation
of 2.172. In this case, white students were more
comfortable with kissing a member of the ingroup in public than the out-group reflected figure.
This therefore refutes the previous paragraph’s
postulation that kissing in public was an issue
for all students; it now emerges that it was an
issue in general for black students, but still ingroup/out-group dependent for white students.
The same second-tier review investigated the

t-stat22 of the respective sub-samples. A variable
that yielded a t-stat higher than 1.96 indicated
a significant difference between black students
and white students in social comfort levels. The
three variables, in this instance, were: ‘rent my
house from me’, ‘as my personal physician’, and
‘as my academic advisor’. The remaining 13
variables all indicated significant differences, with
the highest disparity ‘as someone I would date’,
‘marry a sister or brother of mine’, and ‘as a lover’.
To Sum Up
There were more cases of high social distance
or social comfort disparity, and therefore it could
be concluded that social distance was quite high.
The Alternative Hypothesis was accepted and
the Null Hypothesis was rejected as a result.

Discussion
In the literature review, a score of authors highlight
the danger of the sole reliance on quantitative
information (Sherif, 1973; Hagendoorn and
Hraba, 1987; Parillo and Donoghue, 2005) due
to the risk of excluding culture-specific explanations
and historical considerations, as well as the
possibility of politically-correct answering, thereby
skewing results.23
From the qualitative study, it is evident that
white South African students are socially more
distant than black South African students when
attitudes are measured toward their respective
out-groups. As a comparison to the US Rollock
and Vrana (2005) study, African-American
students are more socially distant toward their
out-group than black South African students are
to their out-group. When the qualitative data

21

This tests the validity of independent factors; above 1.96 indicates a significant difference between independent
variables.

22

Ibid.

23

This is confirmed through qualitative respondents as a real and tangible problem: white South Africans in particular
do not want to come across as racist. Political correctness, color-blind or over-compensative attitudes were also
highlighted by qualitative respondents.
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is added, however, a more complex picture
emerges.
Identity Crisis: Who Am I?
This study illuminates the lack of in-group and
out-group membership clarity. Triandis et al.
(1965) stress the importance of a clearly defined
in-group and out-group; the data yield in this
study might therefore be skewed due to the
uncertainty in a South African setting regarding
racial identity. This classification issue becomes
apparent in the qualitative data analysis; students
are unsure as to which group they belong to and
how to refer to the other students. Among the
white respondents, it was apparent from their
change in speech intonation that they still
struggled to use certain words. A slight delay
was apparent before saying words like ‘black’,
‘mother-tongue’, ‘colored’, ‘race’ or ‘racial group’.
Birds of a Feather
Some of the black, white and Indian respondents
from the qualitative data analysis indicated a
strong primary in-group comfort and
cohesiveness, which has little or nothing to do
with intergroup prejudice. The researchers can
only speculate that this could be the reason for
out-group distance as part of the quantitative
data review. Individualism or collectivism as a
cultural orientation can also cause increased
in-group cohesiveness and therefore be linked
to ‘innocent’ homophily; in other words, where
there is no hidden agenda or underlying prejudicial
influence other than straightforward in-group
comfort. Some of the qualitative respondents
highlighted the fear or losing their in-group
identity through intergroup interaction.

Conclusion
This research sets out to ascertain the absolute
and true level of interracial social comfort among
30

black and white South African Gen Y,
undergraduate students. The measurement
instrument was distributed among undergraduate
students and collated at the predominant
undergraduate residences at the University of
Cape Town. The total sample size was 405; of
these, 310 surveys were completed by black
students and 95 surveys by white students.
In this study, the researchers assessed the
social distance levels of black and white South
African undergraduate students. The quantitative
and qualitative data have placed the social
distance in the context of minority-majority
psychology, homophilous interaction, classstratification, individualism and collectivism. The
salience of understanding social proximity in terms
of intergroup behavior will assist diversified work
groups, school settings, university settings and
other forms of social interaction.
This study indicates a number of areas in which
further research would be valuable. The black
South African student attitudes toward out-group
yielded three components after factor analysis
was complete. This third component of neutrality
(neither intimate nor non-intimate) was an
interesting emergence and further analysis could
be useful. At core, research is required concerning
identity. In as diverse a nation as South Africa,
and by extension in many other countries, defining
group affiliation is a challenge. Another interesting
angle could be research in terms of class
stratification versus race stratification, perhaps
linked with reparative empowerment initiatives
in order to gauge socioeconomic minority and
majority issues. Additionally, a comparative social
distance survey among all Gen Y undergraduate
students at a predominantly Afrikaans-speaking
university, correlated with a predominantly
English-speaking university, will yield further
interesting and useful information. Regular social
distance studies for comparative purposes will
EFFECTIVE EXECUTIVE
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also yield interesting information and will also
indicate whether progress is being made from
an interaction point of view.
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Appendix 1: Measurement Instrument
Social Scale A
Below are some statements regarding possible social situations in which some people feel comfortable
while others do not feel as comfortable. For each question, circle the number that corresponds with
how comfortable you would feel in the situation described. Please use the following scale to complete
the sentence:
I WOULD BE: BLACK / WHITE (circle appropriate option)
Very
Uncomfortable

Moderately
Uncomfortable

1

2

Slightly
Neither
Uncomfort- Comfortable Nor
able
Uncomfortable
3

Slightly
Comfortable

4

Moderately
Very
Comfort- Comfortable
able

5

6

7

1.

… having a black person as the premier
of my province

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2.

… having a black person rent my house
from me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3.

… having a black person as a dance
partner

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4.

… having a black person as president
of South Africa

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5.

… having a black person as my
personal physician

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6.

… having a black person as my spiritual
counselor

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7.

… having a black person as someone
I would date

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8.

… having a black person as my
roommate

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9.

… having a black person sit next to me
in a dining hall

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10.

… having a black person marry a
brother or sister of mine

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11.

… having a black person as my
academic advisor

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12.

… having a black person kiss me
in public

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13.

… having a black person as a lover

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14.

… having a black person on a sports
team with me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15.

… having a black person baby-sit
my child

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16.

… having a black person interact
with me as a police officer

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Appendix 1 (Cont.)
Social Scale B
Below are some statements regarding possible social situations in which some people feel comfortable
while others do not feel as comfortable. For each question, circle the number that corresponds with
how comfortable you would feel in the situation described. Please use the following scale to complete
the sentence:
I WOULD BE: BLACK/WHITE (circle appropriate option)
Very
Uncomfortable

Moderately
Uncomfortable

1

2

Slightly
Neither
Uncomfort- Comfortable Nor
able
Uncomfortable
3

Slightly
Comfortable

4

Moderately
Very
Comfort- Comfortable
able

5

6

7

1.

… having a white person as the
premier of my province

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2.

… having a white person rent my
house from me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3.

… having a white person as a
dance partner

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4.

… having a white person as president
of South Africa

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5.

… having a white person as my
personal physician

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6.

… having a white person as my
spiritual counselor

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

7.

… having a white person as someone
I would date

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8.

… having a white person as my
roommate

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9.

… having a white person sit next to
me in a dining hall

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10.

… having a white person marry a
brother or sister of mine

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11.

… having a white person as my
academic advisor

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12.

… having a white person kiss me
in public

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13.

… having a white person as a lover

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

14.

… having a white person on a sports
team with me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15.

… having a white person baby-sit
my child

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16.

… having a white person interact
with me as a police officer

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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