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Abstract: The General Evaluation Scale (GES) has been widely employed to assess attitudes toward

outgroups, including ethnic and religious prejudice. However, validation within the Indonesian

context has not been conducted. Using two studies (Study 1, religious prejudice; Study 2, ethnic

prejudice), we provide evidence of psychometric properties of a six-item GES for measuring ethnic

and religious prejudice based on factor structure, composite reliability, and convergent validity in

Indonesia. The results demonstrate an acceptable model fit for a single-factor structure characterized

by high internal consistency (McDonald’s Omega/ω = 0.93 in Study 1, ω = 0.94 in Study 2). Further-

more, the scale exhibits solid convergent validity, as evidenced by its correlations with the blatant

and subtle prejudice scale (r = −0.44 in Study 1, r = −0.74 in Study 2) and the feeling thermometer

scale (r = 0.60 in Study 1, r = 0.78 in Study 2). In summary, this research unequivocally establishes

the GES as a valuable instrument for measuring religious and ethnic prejudice in the Indonesian

context, underpinned by its robust psychometric properties. Nevertheless, it underscores the need for

further investigations with diverse samples and varying social contexts to bolster the scale’s reliability

and applicability.

Keywords: ethnic prejudice; religious prejudice; the general evaluation scale; validation

1. Introduction

Understanding outgroup attitudes in various social identities has become a crucial
need in today’s multicultural society characterized by cultural diversity and a wide range
of belief systems (Verkuyten et al. 2023; Visser et al. 2023). Negative attitudes or prejudice
toward outgroups based on social identity, such as ethnicity and religion, can lead to
significant detrimental consequences for individuals and society as a whole (Kite et al.
2023). Ethnoreligious prejudice has the potential to disrupt social harmony by creating
tension and division within communities, pitting different groups against each other,
leading to social conflict, tension, and even violence (Hossain 2023; Tondok et al. 2022).
Furthermore, these intergroup negative attitudes can hinder the realization of inclusive
societies where all individuals, regardless of their background, can fully participate and
benefit from the community’s opportunities and resources (Mayhew and Rockenbach 2021;
Saroglou 2016).

Theoretically, prejudice refers to a preconceived and unjustified attitude or feeling,
usually negative toward a group and its members based on their perceived characteristics
(Allport 1966; Nelson 2016). Like prejudice in general, ethnic and religious prejudice can
manifest as discrimination, bias, or stereotyping, leading to social exclusion and intergroup
conflicts (Kite et al. 2023; Nelson 2016). Ethnic and religious prejudice is not confined to any
specific ethnic or religious group; it is a global concern that transcends national, cultural,
and religious boundaries (Saroglou et al. 2020). Prejudice, as viewed by Gordon Allport
(Allport 1954) in his book ‘The Nature of Prejudice’, is considered the root of intergroup
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conflicts. The consequences of prejudice can be far-reaching, affecting psychological well-
being, social cohesion, and even political stability (Kollar and Fleischmann 2022). Hence,
possessing a robust psychometric measurement of ethnic and religious prejudice is vital, as
it permits a quantitative evaluation of the scope of these biases, facilitating the creation of
evidence-based interventions and policies.

Social scientists have created and developed numerous instruments for measuring
intergroup prejudice, which have been extensively used in diverse intergroup relations,
including those rooted in ethnic and religious identities. Some of these prejudice measure-
ment tools include the Allophilia Scale (Pittinsky et al. 2011), the Bogardus Social Distance
Scale (Bogardus 1928), the Feeling Thermometer Scale (Converse et al. 1980), the Subtle
and Blatant Prejudice Scale (Pettigrew and Meertens 1995), and the General Evaluation
Scale (Wright et al. 1997). In the field of social science research, the General Evaluation
Scale (hereafter GES) is the second most commonly utilized assessment instrument after
the Feeling Thermometer Scale. This prominence owes to its straightforwardness and
adaptability in appraising attitudes toward outgroups across various social contexts and
demographic groups (Lolliot et al. 2015).

In intergroup relations research, social scholars have extensively employed the GES
to assess attitudes toward diverse outgroups based on social identities such as race and
ethnicity (Zhang et al. 2023), religion (Stathi et al. 2020), immigrants (Jolley et al. 2023),
asylum seekers and refugees (Vezzali et al. 2022), foreign people (Lissitsa et al. 2022),
lesbian, gay, or LGBTI individuals (Vezzali et al. 2023), individuals with disabilities (Lindau
et al. 2018), obese people (Vezzali et al. 2023), people with schizophrenia (Stathi et al. 2020),
elderly people (Drury et al. 2017), other student-faculty in the university (Yetkili et al. 2018).
Thus far, the GES has been used with various ingroup samples, including: elementary
school (Kushnirovich and Lissitsa 2022), high school (Bayram Özdemir and Özdemir 2020),
university (Stathi et al. 2020), adults (Drury et al. 2017), retired adults (Crisp and Abrams
2008), and citizens (Visintin et al. 2017). In addition, the GES has been utilized across a
range of research designs encompassing cross-sectional (Vezzali et al. 2023), longitudinal
(Meleady et al. 2021), and experimental (Tassinari et al. 2023) designs.

Furthermore, the GES has been widely employed in multiple countries, including
China (Wang et al. 2019), Cyprus (McKeown and Psaltis 2017), Estonia (Jasinskaja-Lahti
et al. 2021), England (Jolley et al. 2023), Finland (Tassinari et al. 2023), France (Adam-
Troian et al. 2020), Germany (Royal 2022), India (Reimer et al. 2020), Indonesia (Yustisia
2016; Yustisia and Hudijana 2021), Israel (Kushnirovich and Lissitsa 2022), Italy (Vezzali
et al. 2022), Ireland (McKeown and Psaltis 2017), the Netherlands (Vedder et al. 2017),
Nigeria (Cocco et al. 2023), South Africa (Jolley et al. 2023), Spain (Eller et al. 2017), Sweden
(Bayram Özdemir and Özdemir 2020), Turkey (Adam-Troian et al. 2020), United Arab
Emirates (Lalljee et al. 2009), the UK (Jolley et al. 2023), and the USA (Stark 2020). In
conclusion, the GES has demonstrated its versatility and widespread utility in diverse
research settings across age groups, designs, and countries, offering valuable insights into
intergroup attitudes, including religion and ethnicity, which are the focus of this study.

The article by Wright et al. (1997) on the extended contact effect introduced the GES
for assessing outgroup attitudes, using six bi-polar adjective pairs items separated by a
7-point semantic differential scale. These items are presented on opposite ends of two
anchors (e.g., 1 = negative to 7 = positive). The GES serves as a metric for intergroup
attitudes, encompassing both the positivity or negativity and the degree of valence and
extremity of the attitudes. As an illustration, in the earlier example of negative and positive
attitudes, a score of two represents a more negative attitude than does a score of four.
Swart and colleagues (Swart et al. 2011) modified the six-item GES into a shorter version
consisting of 4 items by removing items number 1 and 6 from the full version of the GES.
The short version of the GES uses a 5-point rating scale. The GES compiled by Wright et al.
(1997) originally had a 7-point scale. Nonetheless, some researchers have modified it to a
6-point scale (Costarelli and Gerłowska 2015; Yustisia and Hudijana 2021), a 5-point scale
(Vezzali et al. 2023), and an 11-point scale (Healy et al. 2017). Thus, there are variations
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in the scaling of the GES among researchers. However, in this study, we used a 7-point
scale as used by Wright et al. (1997). In Wright et al. (1997) study the six items of the
GES were unidimensional constructs and had a reliability alpha Cronbach of 0.90. Other
researchers also found that the GES has very good internal consistency reliability estimates
(Kushnirovich and Lissitsa 2022; Vezzali et al. 2023).

2. Context of Ethnoreligious Prejudice in Indonesia

We conducted this research in Indonesia, a nation characterized by cultural, ethnic,
and religious diversity, encapsulated by the national motto of ‘Unity in Diversity’ (Ardi
et al. 2021). Located in Southeast Asia, Indonesia ranks as the fourth most populous nation
globally, with over 270 million people. Furthermore, this country consists of 17,000 islands
and is home to 1340 distinct ethnic groups and 733 different languages (Mu’ti 2023).

Indonesia currently recognizes six official religions, namely Islam, Christianity, Catholi-
cism, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Confucianism, although there are also other belief systems
and ancestral religions (Suntana et al. 2023; Wijaya Mulya and Schäfer 2023). Religion
plays a central role in Indonesian society, shaping social interactions and daily routines (Al
Qurtuby 2023). Religion stands as a fundamental pillar of Indonesia’s state ideology, with
mandatory courses on individual religions in both public schools and universities (Mulya
and Aditomo 2019). Indonesia’s 270 million people are composed of about 86.93 percent
Muslims, 7.47 percent Protestants, 3.08 percent Catholics, 1.71 percent Hinduism, 0.74 per-
cent Buddhism, 0.03% Confucianism, and 0.05 percent other belief systems and ancestral
religions (BPS-Statistics Indonesia 2022). In the context of interreligious relations in Indone-
sia, history shows that conflicts between the two majority religions, Islam and Christianity,
are often triggered by issues related to religious conversion. The spread of religions in the
form of Islamization and Christianization is a highly sensitive matter among Muslims and
Christians in Indonesia (Kanas et al. 2017; Putra and Wagner 2017). Therefore, in Study 1 (in-
terreligious prejudice), we focused on identity-based religious attitudes among university
students who adhere to Islam and Christianity, the two largest religions in Indonesia.

Indonesia is a country with a diverse range of ethnic groups. The largest ethnic group
is the Javanese, constituting the majority, followed by the Sundanese, Batak, Minangkabau,
Bugis, and many others. Additionally, there are various smaller ethnic groups dispersed
throughout the archipelago (Ananta et al. 2015). One of the minority ethnic groups in
Indonesia is the ethnic group from East Nusa Tenggara. Among university students in
Indonesia, ethnic conflicts sometimes occur, such as the several cases of university-student
clashes in Malang from 2014 to 2017 involving Javanese and East Nusa Tenggara ethnic
university students (Adelina et al. 2017; Parela et al. 2018). Hence, in Study 2 (ethnic
prejudice), we examined the prejudice of Javanese university students as the majority
ethnic group toward university students from East Nusa Tenggara, one of the minority
ethnic groups in Indonesia.

Ethnoreligious identities play a crucial role in Indonesian society, as sentiments based
on ethnoreligious identities have become the primary sources of social and political conflicts
(Harsono 2019; Al Qurtuby 2023). As an example, during the 2017 Jakarta Gubernatorial
Election, the socio-political circumstances was manipulated to influence religious and
ethnic sentiments for political gain of certain parties (Sumaktoyo 2021). The extensive
ethnoreligious diversity in Indonesia, with the potential to generate social conflicts, serves
as a cultural context for validating the GES measurement tool, enabling the creation of
evidence-based interventions and policies. Therefore, cross-cultural adaptation is needed
to ensure the quality and equivalency of the Indonesian version of the GES. According to
Beaton et al. (2000), cross-cultural adaptation refers to a procedure where the scale items
are translated, evaluated, and modified to align with the cultural context in which the scale
will be employed.
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3. The Present Research

The existing body of literature has shown that the GES has been used extensively
to assess attitudes towards various outgroups, in different countries, and with various
research samples (Tassinari et al. 2023; Vezzali et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023). However, to
the best of our knowledge, the GES has not yet been validated in Indonesia. Our exhaustive
search did not yield any studies in the Indonesian context or in other countries that have
validated the GES in measuring any intergroup attitudes, including ethnic and/or religious
prejudice. We conducted a thorough search for references on PsycINFO, Google Scholar,
ERIC, and Scopus using keywords such as ‘GES’, ‘General Evaluation Scale’, ‘validation’,
‘Indonesia’, and ‘Indonesians’. Nevertheless, we found no references to validation studies
of the GES in the Indonesian context, confirming its cultural sensitivity and adaptability.
Therefore, to address this gap, this research aims to assess the psychometric properties of
the Indonesian version of the GES, focusing on factor structure, composite reliability, and
criterion validity.

The purposes of this study were threefold. First, we employed confirmatory factor
analysis (hereafter CFA) to confirm the single-factor structure of the Indonesian version of
the GES. Second, we assessed internal consistency using the composite reliability formula
to calculate the internal consistency of the Indonesian version of the GES. Finally, we
determined the convergent validity of the Indonesian version of the GES by establishing
correlations between its total scores and those of other instruments that measure attitudes
toward outgroups, namely the Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale (hereafter BSPS) and the
Feeling Thermometer Scale (hereafter FTS). We expected that the Indonesian version of the
GES would have a significant negative correlation with the BSPS and a significant positive
correlation with the FTS. These three objectives were examined through two separate
studies, one focusing on religious prejudice (Study 1) and the other on ethnic prejudice
(Study 2). This research, which validated the ethno-religious prejudice scale using The
GES in the context of Indonesia, can provide a profound understanding of the dynamics
of intergroup relations, generate valuable academic knowledge, and serve as the basis for
effective intervention policies.

4. Materials and Methods

4.1. Research Design and Procedure

This research was a quantitative cross-sectional survey design, using a convenience
sample of students from several universities in Surabaya, the second-largest city in In-
donesia. We conducted CFA to assess the overall fit of the internal structure, calculated
composite reliability to determine internal consistency, and examined criterion validity by
assessing the correlation of the Indonesian version of the GES with the BSPS (Pettigrew and
Meertens 1995) and the FTS (Converse et al. 1980), two other instruments measuring out-
group attitudes. This research has been approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the
University of Surabaya. We provided informed consent to ensure that participants willingly
agreed to take part in this research. Informed consent encompassed a detailed explanation
of the research’s objectives, participants’ rights, and data privacy before participants were
asked to complete an online questionnaire.

4.2. Participants

We recruited 200 university students as participants for both Study 1 and Study 2.
This sample size was chosen based on the criteria recommended by Comrey and Lee
(Comrey and Lee 2013) (a minimum of 200 to ensure adequate sample size) and Gorsuch
(Gorsuch 2014) (five subjects for each item, with a minimum N of 100). In Study 1, the
participants included 100 females and 100 males aged 18–24 years (M = 20.37, SD = 1.23).
The participants identified themselves as either Muslim (N = 100) or Christian (Protestant
and Catholic, N = 100). In Study 2, there were 100 females and 100 males aged 18–25 years
(M = 20.50, SD = 1.46). All participants identified themselves as ethnically Javanese, which
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is the largest ethnic group in Indonesia. Among them, 116 (58%) had both Javanese parents,
while 84 (42%) had one Javanese parent.

4.3. Instruments

Three self-reported scales used in these two studies were the GES, the BSPS, and the
FTS. To ensure objectivity and minimize potential bias from researchers towards the three
measurement tools used in this study, researchers ensured the reliability and validity of
the instruments, as well as preserved the integrity of the research findings. To achieve
this, the research followed the guidelines provided by the International Test Commission
(ITC) (International Test Commission 2017). Cross-cultural adaptation of measurement
instruments aims to achieve equivalence between the original instrument and the adapted
version (Epstein et al. 2015; Hernández et al. 2020). To achieve this goal, we conducted
four stages. First, two independent translators translated the instruments from English to
Indonesian. Second, two reviewers assessed the accuracy of the translations, resulting in
the Indonesian version of the instruments. Third, two different independent translators,
distinct from the first translator, translated the Indonesian version of the instruments back
into English to refine the Indonesian version. Finally, a pilot test was conducted to assess
participants’ understanding of the Indonesian version of the instruments.

The General Evaluation Scale. We used an adapted version of the original GES in
the Indonesian language, comprising six items measuring a single construct of the out-
group attitude (Wright et al. 1997). Participants were asked to ‘describe how you feel
about [outgroup] in general’ using six bi-polar adjective pairs items, separated by a 7-point
semantic differential scale: warm-cold*, negative-positive, friendly hostile*, suspicious-
trusting, respect-contempt*, admiration-disgust*. The asterisk-highlighted items were
reverse-scored, with a higher score indicating a more positive outgroup attitude and less
outgroup prejudice. These items are presented on opposite ends of two anchors (e.g.,
1 = hostile to 7 = friendly). Thus, the GES measures intergroup attitudes by capturing both
valence and extremity. For example, in the case of the hostile-friendly pair, a score of two
represents a more negative attitude than a score of four. The GES is approximately balanced,
containing both positively and negatively directed adjective pairs. In Study 1, we used
the GES to assess interreligious prejudice. For Muslim participants, they expressed their
attitudes toward predominantly Christian outgroups (Catholic and Protestant). Conversely,
the Christian participants expressed their feelings toward Muslims as an outgroup. In
Study 2, we used the GES to assess ethnic prejudice. All participants who identified as Ja-
vanese expressed their feelings toward the East Nusa Tenggara ethnic group as an outgroup.
Higher values indicate a more positive attitude toward the outgroup or lower prejudice.

The Feeling Thermometer Scale. The Indonesian version of the FTS (Converse et al.
1980) was used to measure outgroup attitude. Originally this instrument used a continuum
scale of 100 (0, cold to 100, warm). Positive feelings are labeled as warm feelings and
negative feelings are equivalent to cold feelings. Some researchers modify this with a
7-point semantic differential scale (1 = least warm and 7 = most warm) (e.g., Cocco et al.
2023; Shaver et al. 2016). In this study, we used the Feeling Thermometer Scale with
a continuum scale of 0 to 100. In Study 1, participants rated their feelings toward the
outgroup (Christian outgroup for Muslim participants, and Muslim outgroup for Christian
participants). Meanwhile, in Study 2, the participant rated their feelings toward East Nusa
Tenggara Ethic as an outgroup. Higher scores indicated positive outgroup attitudes or
lower prejudice.

The Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale. For the purposes of this study, the 10-item
BSPS (5 for blatant prejudice and 5 for subtle prejudice) was based on the original scale
developed by Pettigrew and Meertens (71, α = 0.85). Responses were measured on a
5-point Likert-type scale with anchors at 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.
The internal consistency levels for the BSPS in the present study were McDonald’s Omega
(ω) = 0.87 (Study 1, religious prejudice) and ω = 0.91 (Study 2, ethnic prejudice). A higher
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score indicated a more pronounced level of prejudice. In contrast, a lower score reflected a
lower level of prejudice.

4.4. Statistical Analysis

Internal structure. Internal structure validity determines how well a scale’s actual
structure is consistent with the hypothesized structure of the construct it measures (AERA
et al. 2014). The GES scale was developed as a single-factor structure scale (Lolliot et al. 2015;
Wright et al. 1997). The internal structure validity of the GES consists of 6 items tested using
CFA first order with robust maximum likelihood (MLR) estimation. Confirmatory factor
analysis is a psychometric evaluation method that enables the systematic evaluation of an
alternative factor structure defined in advance through systematic fit assessment procedures
and calculates the associations between latent constructs, accounting for measurement
errors (Kline 2023).

To evaluate model fit, we used three measures of absolute fit indices: the standardized
Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and
Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI). Chi-square was not used in this study as a model fit index because
it tends to be sensitive to the sample size (Brown 2015). Furthermore, we employed two
measures of incremental/comparative/relative fit indices: the Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and the Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI). A satisfactory model fit is indicated when the coefficient
of SRMR ≤ 0.08 (Schreiber et al. 2006), RMSEA < 0.08 (Kline 2023; van de Schoot et al.
2012), GFI ≥ 0.95 (Schreiber et al. 2006), CFI ≥ 0.95 (Kline 2023; van de Schoot et al. 2012),
TLI ≥ 0.95 (Schreiber et al. 2006). SRMR/RMSEA values below 0.08 indicated an acceptable
fit and values less than 0.05 suggested a good fit. GFI/CFI/TLI values higher than 0.90
indicated an acceptable fit, and values higher than 0.95 represented a good fit (Kline 2023).

Internal consistency reliability. Internal consistency reliability is considered satisfactory
when Cronbach’s alpha is ≥0.70 and McDonald’s Omega (ω) ≥ 0.70 (Trizano-Hermosilla
and Alvarado 2016). As suggested by some scholars, McDonald’s Omega (ω) provides a
more unbiased estimate of the reliability (McNeish 2018). Hence, in this study, we employed
McDonald’s Omega (ω) to evaluate the internal reliability of the adapted GES scale. A
reliability coefficient of ω < 0.50 indicates unacceptable internal consistency, 0.51–0.59 poor
consistency, 0.60–0.69 questionable consistency, 0.70–0.79 acceptable consistency, 0.80–0.89
good consistency, and >0.90 excellent consistency (Kottner et al. 2011).

Convergent validity. Convergent evidence validity of a scale is obtained when
the scale demonstrates a strong and statistically significant correlation with other mea-
sures that are theoretically expected to assess the same or similar construct (AERA et al.
2014). (Schober et al. 2018) suggested the standard cut-points of correlational coeffi-
cients were: 0.00–0.10 = negligible correlation; 0.10–0.39 = weak; 0.40–0.69 = moderate,
0.70–0.89 = strong, 0.90–1.00 = very strong. In this study, we assessed convergent validity
by examining the correlation between the total scores of the Indonesian version of the
GES and those of other instruments that measure attitudes toward outgroups, namely the
BSPS and the FTS. All the statistical analyses in this study were conducted using the JASP
(Jeffrey’s Amazing Statistics Program) version 0.18.0 for MacOS (JASP Team 2023).

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive Analysis

Before analyzing the GES’s psychometric properties in the Indonesian version, we
checked item adherence to basic statistical assumptions, including normal distribution. The
descriptive data for the mean (M), standard deviation (SD), skewness, and kurtosis of the
items are presented in Table 1 (Study 1, religious prejudice; Study 1, ethnic prejudice).

Table 1, Study 1 reveals values of skewness ranging from −0.51 (item 5) to 0.01 (item 1).
For kurtosis, values varied between −0.55 (item 4) and 0.17 (item 5). In study 2, values of
skewness range from −1.13 (item 5) to −0.61 (item 6). For kurtosis, values range from −0.63
(item 4) to 0.01 (item 6). Curran et al. (1996) pointed out that issues related to non-normality
occur when skewness surpasses 2.0 and kurtosis exceeds 7.0. In our dataset, all absolute
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values of skewness and kurtosis remain within these specified thresholds. The average
scores in both studies range from 4.53 (item 6) to 5.40 (item 5) in Study 1; and between 5.09
(item 6) and 5.42 (item 5) in Study 2. The higher the score, the more positive the attitude
or the lower the prejudice towards the outgroup. The component loadings and corrected
item-total correlation (hereafter CITC) of the Indonesian version of the GES are shown in
Table 2.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis of the GES items in two studies.

Item (Describe How You Feel about
[OUTGROUP] in General)

M SD Skewness Kurtosis

Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2

1 . . .warm-cold * 4.65 5.22 1.35 1.74 0.01 −1.01 −0.36 0.31
2 . . .negative-positive 4.75 5.34 1.32 1.66 −0.13 −1.16 −0.43 0.72
3 . . .friendly-hostile * 5.08 5.39 1.41 1.65 −0.25 −1.05 −0.40 0.44
4 . . .suspicious-trusting 4.54 5.13 1.48 1.69 −0.03 −0.92 −0.63 0.10
5 . . .respect-contempt * 5.40 5.42 1.43 1.75 −0.51 −1.06 −0.40 0.20
6 . . .admiration-disgust * 4.53 5.09 1.33 1.74 −0.09 −0.67 0.01 −0.54

Note. * unfavorable item, each item used a 7-point semantic differential scale. For the mean, the hypothetical
mean is 4. In Study 1, the ‘outgroup’ for Muslim samples is Christian; conversely, for Christian samples, the
outgroup is Muslim. In Study 2, the outgroup is the East Nusa Tenggara ethnic minority, as evaluated by the
Javanese ethnic majority.

Table 2. Component loadings and CITC of the GES items in the two studies.

Item (Describe How You Feel about
[Outgroup] in General)

Component Loading CITC

Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2

1 . . .warm-cold * 0.93 0.90 0.80 0.85
2 . . .negative-positive 0.90 0.89 0.88 0.85
3 . . .friendly-hostile * 0.83 0.88 0.86 0.83
4 . . .suspicious-trusting 0.80 0.86 0.77 0.86
5 . . .respect-contempt * 0.80 0.80 0.73 0.77
6 . . .admiration-disgust * 0.76 0.75 0.77 0.72

Note. * unfavorable item.

In Study 1, the standardized factor loadings of items ranged from 0.76 (item 6) to
0.93 (item 1); and from 0.75 (item 6) to 0.90 (item 1) in Study 2. The CITC ranged from
0.73 (item 5) to 0.88 (item 2) in Study 1; and from 0.72 (item 6) to 0.86 (item 4) in Study 2.
Component loading and CITC indicate the extent to which an item correlates with the factor
or construct measured by the model (Hair et al. 2019). The data in Table 2 show component
loadings above 0.5 and CITC values above 0.3, indicating that all items in the Indonesian
version of the GES are correlated with the construct measured by the GES model.

5.2. The Evidence of Validity Based on Internal Structure

Model indices fit for the single-factor structure of the Indonesian version of the GES in
Studies 1 and 2 using CFA are shown in Table 3.

As shown in Table 3, in both Study 1 and Study 2, all the absolute fit indices indicate a
good fit (SRMR ≤ 0.08; GFI ≥ 0.95, RMSEA < 0.08). The relative or incremental fit indices
(CFI and TLI ≥ 0.95) also indicate a good fit.

5.3. Evidence of Internal Consistency Reliability

The results of unidimensional McDonald’s Omega (ω) reliability coefficients of the
Indonesian version of the GES in Studies 1 and 2 are shown in Table 4.
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Table 3. The goodness of fit of the single-factor structure of the Indonesian version of the GES.

Fit Index
Index

Criteria

Study 1 Study 2

Study 1 Study 2 Study 1 Study 2

Absolute Fit
Indices:

SRMR ≤0.08 0.02 Good fit 0.02 Good fit
RMSEA [90% CI] <0.08 0.07 (0.04; 0.10) Good fit 0.06 (0.03; 0.09) Good fit
GFI ≥0.95 0.99 Good fit 0.99 Good fit

Relative Fit
Indices:

CFI ≥0.95 0.98 Good fit 0.99 Good fit
TLI ≥0.95 0.97 Good fit 0.98 Good fit

Note: SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual), RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation),
GFI (Goodness-of-Fit Index), CFI (Comparative Fit Index), TLI (Tucker–Lewis Index.

Table 4. Component loadings and CITC of the GES items in the two studies.

Scale
Reliability: McDonald’s ω (95% CI/Confidence Interval)

Study 1 Study 2

The Indonesian version of the GES 0.93 (0.92; 0.95) 0.94 (0.93; 0.95)

As can be observed in Table 4, the measures of internal consistency reliability in both
of these studies demonstrate excellent levels of reliability, with McDonald’s Omega (ω)
values of 0.93 and 0.94, respectively.

5.4. Evidence of Validity Based on Relations to Other Variables: Convergent Validity

The results of the convergent validity of the Indonesian version of the GES in correla-
tion with the Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale (BSPS) and The Feeling Thermometer Scale
(FTS) are shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Convergent validity: Pearson’s correlation coefficient.

Scale
Study 1 (N = 200) Study 2 (N = 200)

BSPS FTS BSPS FTS

The Indonesian version of the GES −0.44 *** 0.60 *** −0.74 *** 0.78 ***
Note: *** p < 0.00; BSPS (the Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scale) FTS (the Feeling and Thermometer Scale).

The table above illustrates that the Indonesian version of the GES exhibits a negative
correlation with the BSPS: r = −0.44 (Study 1) and r = −0.74 (Study 2). Conversely, the
Indonesian version of the GES shows a positive correlation with the FTS: r = 0.60 (Study 1)
and r = 0.78 (Study 2). Using data from Indonesia, a multi-ethnoreligious society, this
study aimed to determine the psychometric properties of the GES in its factor structure,
composite reliability, and criterion validity to measure religious prejudice (Study 1) and
ethnic prejudice (Study 2) in an Indonesian context. Both of these current studies emphasize
the robustness of the GES as an acceptably valid scale for assessing outgroup attitudes based
on religious and ethnic identities in the Indonesian sample, a highly multicultural country.

6. Discussion

6.1. Factor Structure and Internal Consistency

One of the central objectives of this research was to evaluate the factor structure and
internal consistency of the Indonesian version of the GES. Consistent with the original GES
(Wright et al. 1997), our findings in Table 3 show that the Indonesian version of the GES
constitutes a single construct of outgroup attitude in both Study 1 (religious prejudice) and
Study 2 (ethnic prejudice). The results of the CFA analysis indicate that all three absolute
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fit indices used in this research are met in three parameters, both Study 1 and Study 2.
These absolute fit indices, namely SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual), GFI
(Goodness-of-Fit Index), and RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) indicate a
good fit because SRMR < 0.08 (Schreiber et al. 2006), GFI > 0.95 (Schreiber et al. 2006),
RMSEA < 0.08 (Kline 2023; van de Schoot et al. 2012). Thus, it can be concluded that the
internal structure validity of the Indonesian version of the GES, as a single factor consisting
of six items, is valid for measuring both religious prejudice (Study 1) and ethnic prejudice
(Study 2) in the Indonesian context.

The results of Study 1 indicate an acceptable model fit for a single-factor structure
of the Indonesian version of the GES scale, which is consistent with prior research on
measuring religious outgroup negative attitudes or interreligious prejudice (Mazziotta
et al. 2015; Stathi et al. 2020). Study 2 yields congruent results, aligning with prior studies
on assessing racial or ethnic prejudice (e.g., Bayram Özdemir and Özdemir 2020; Cocco
et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023). These findings affirm the appropriateness of the GES scale
for evaluating attitudes towards outgroups, in line with prior research conducted across
diverse cultural and sociopolitical settings.

6.2. Internal Consistency

In terms of internal consistency, it is important to highlight the impressive reliability
coefficients obtained through McDonald’s Omega (ω) analysis in both Study 1 (ω = 0.93)
and Study 2 (ω = 0.94) as shown in Table 4. These coefficients are indicative of the GES’
excellent reliability which is greater than 0.90 (Kottner et al. 2011; Saliasi et al. 2021) in
measuring ethnic and religious prejudice within the Indonesian context. In this study, we
used the GES with a 7-point scale, consistent with the original GES developed by Wright
et al. (1997).

Several prior studies that also employed the GES with a 7-point scale reported good
consistency (α = 0.80–0.89) (e.g., Stark 2020) and excellent consistency >0.90 (e.g., Jolley et al.
2023; Meleady et al. 2020; Van Assche et al. 2019; Wang et al. 2019). Several other studies
have utilized the GES with a 6-point scale, including those conducted in an interreligious
relations context in Indonesia (Yustisia and Hudijana 2021; Yustisia 2016). Yustisia (2016)
investigated 110 Muslim university students’ attitudes toward Christians, and the GES
demonstrated a reliability coefficient (α) of 0.83. Furthermore, Yustisia and Hudijana (2021)
conducted two studies employing the GES. The first study involved 126 Muslim public
high school students aged 15 to 18 and reported a GES reliability coefficient (α) of 0.87.
The second study included 112 participants from a more fundamentalist Islamic Boarding
School and 230 participants from a more moderate Islamic Boarding School, all aged 12
to 19, and reported a GES reliability coefficient (α) of 0.80. These studies (Yustisia 2016;
Yustisia and Hudijana 2021) exhibited a good consistency of GES’s α between 0.80 to 0.89
(Kottner et al. 2011; Saliasi et al. 2021). Other studies have employed the GES with a 5-point
scale, demonstrating a satisfactory reliability (Kushnirovich and Lissitsa 2022; Mazziotta
et al. 2015). In another study, the GES was utilized with an 11-point scale, yielding an α

value of 0.96 (Healy et al. 2017). In summary, our study, in line with prior research, confirms
the GES’s suitability as an outgroup attitudes measurement scale across various scales,
including 7-point, 5-point, 6-point, or 11-point scales.

6.3. Convergent Validity

Convergent validity, which contributes to establishing construct validity, relies on the
fundamental concept that assessments of closely related constructs should demonstrate
strong correlations (AERA et al. 2014; Taherdoost 2016). In our research, we assessed the
convergent validity of the Indonesian version of the GES by examining correlations between
its total scores and those of other instruments measuring attitudes toward outgroups,
namely the BSPS and the FTS, in both interreligious (Study 1) and interethnic (Study 2)
contexts among university students in Indonesia.
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As expected (see Table 5), higher GES scores, indicating more positive attitudes (Wright
et al. 1997), negatively correlate with higher BSPS scores, signifying greater negative
attitudes or prejudice toward outgroups (Pettigrew and Meertens 1995). In line with
(Schober et al. 2018) categorization, the correlation coefficients between the GES and BSPS
in both studies fall within the moderate to strong range. Furthermore, as assumed, a higher
total score on the GES is associated with a higher FTS score. A higher FTS score indicates
more positive outgroup attitudes or a lower prejudice (Converse et al. 1980). The stronger
the GES-FTS correlation compared to the GES-BSPS correlation in both our studies supports
the assertion by (Lolliot et al. 2015) that the GES and FTS are the two commonly used tools
for assessing outgroup attitudes across diverse contexts and demographics. Therefore, our
study robustly validates the GES by demonstrating its significant correlations with both
BSPS and FTS in the assessment of ethnoreligious prejudice in an Indonesian sample. These
findings strongly support the GES as a valid psychological scale for evaluating attitudes
toward ethnoreligious outgroups in Indonesia. In summary, this research contributes to the
growing body of literature confirming the GES’s applicability and psychometric properties
in diverse cultural and intergroup settings.

6.4. The GES and Ethoreligious Prejudice in Indonesia

Expanding on the above discussions concerning the psychometric properties of the
GES, encompassing factor structure, composite reliability, and convergent validity, this
research highlights the GES as an indispensable scale for comprehending ethnoreligious
prejudice in the Indonesian context. The descriptive data in Table 1 shows that the mean
scores for all items in both studies are above four, which is the hypothetical mean. This
data suggests that, overall, the university students participating in this study tend to have
relatively high levels of ethno-religious prejudice. In essence, students and educational
institutions, such as universities, play a crucial and strategic role in reducing social prej-
udices by equipping individuals with knowledge, attitudes, and competencies to live
harmoniously in social diversity (Tondok et al. 2022; Sugihartati et al. 2020; Bukhori 2017).

Scholars such as Al Qurtuby (2023) and Harsono (2019) underscore the significance
of ethnoreligious identities in shaping the societal landscape, emphasizing ethnoreligious
identities’ pivotal role in contributing to social and political tensions and conflicts in In-
donesia. Given that Indonesia is a country that is so ethnically and religiously complex,
socio-political as contextual factors of intergroup relations (Guimond et al. 2014) can con-
tribute to varied experiences of ethnoreligious relations within different communities in
Indonesia. For instance, in the 2017 Jakarta Gubernatorial Election, socio-political condi-
tions were manipulated to exploit religious and ethnic sentiments for political purposes
(Sumaktoyo 2021). Other contextual factors, between 2011 and 2019, a series of worldwide
bombing incidents, including those in Indonesia, allegedly carried out by radical Muslim
groups and sometimes involving women, were reinforced by intensive media coverage.
This, in turn, strengthened prejudice and discrimination against veiled Muslim women in
daily life in Indonesia (Inderasari et al. 2021).

This study finds that the GES proves valuable in accurately depicting ethnoreligious
prejudice in Indonesia through tailored psychometric testing. This testing ensures that the
instrument is finely tuned to capture the complexities of Indonesia’s diverse sociocultural
landscape, providing researchers and policymakers with nuanced insights into the multi-
faceted nature of religious and ethnic tensions. The accurate portrayal of socio-political
measurements, as emphasized by Horton and Brown (2018), forms a foundational corner-
stone for evidence-based interventions and policies. In essence, this research sheds light on
the pivotal role of the GES in understanding and addressing religious and ethnic prejudice
in Indonesia. By combining insights from psychometric testing with scholarly observations
on ethnoreligious identities, the study contributes to a comprehensive understanding of
the complex interplay between these identities and the socio-political landscape. The GES,
with its nuanced and evidence-based approach, stands as a valuable resource in guiding
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interventions and policies aimed at fostering a more harmonious and inclusive societal
environment in Indonesia.

7. Implications, Limitations and Future Directions

7.1. Implications

The psychometric validation of the Indonesian version of the GES has significant
implications for research in intergroup relations and policy interventions in Indonesia and
other diverse societies in three ways. First and foremost, this research underscores the value
of the GES as a valid and reliable instrument for assessing ethnic and religious prejudice in
Indonesia. In other words, this study contributes to the expanding body of literature which
measures prejudice, particularly in multicultural societies characterized by ethnoreligious
diversity. Therefore, researchers and policymakers can employ this scale to measure
outgroup attitudes and perceptions toward various social identity groups. Its simplicity
and strong psychometric properties make it a valuable tool for monitoring changes in
intergroup relations over time and evaluating the effectiveness of interventions aimed at
reducing prejudice, fostering social cohesion, and promoting intergroup understanding.

Second, our study, consistent with earlier research, affirms the appropriateness of the
GES as a single-factor structure scale with excellent consistency reliability for measuring
outgroup attitudes, regardless of whether it is implemented on 5-point, 6-point, 7-point, or
11-point scales. When deciding on the preferred scaling for the GES, several scaling options
may be considered, allowing researchers to adapt the scale to their specific needs.

Third, the positive correlations of the Indonesian version of the GES with the BSPS
and FTS confirm its convergent validity, indicating its comprehensive measurement of
different prejudice dimensions. The GES’s versatility enables a nuanced understanding
of individuals’ outgroup attitudes, spanning from overt biases to subtle, implicit forms
of prejudice.

7.2. Limitations and Future Directions

While this research represents a significant step in validating the GES for measuring
ethnoreligious attitudes or prejudice in a multicultural society context, several limitations
must be acknowledged for future researchers. Firstly, although this study strongly sup-
ports the GES’s validity in Indonesia, it’s important to approach the generalization of
these results to other cultural and societal contexts with caution. Variations in cultural
nuances and sociopolitical conditions may impact the scale’s effectiveness differently since
conditional factors can impact individuals’ responses to attitudinal scales. Therefore, fur-
ther research is needed, encompassing diverse samples and examining its performance in
various social contexts.

Secondly, this study focused exclusively on ethnic and religious prejudice. To enhance
the GES scale’s versatility and relevance, future investigations could explore its suitability
for measuring prejudice against other social identity dimensions, such as gender, age, sexual
orientation, race, socioeconomic status, or other aspects of the socio-political landscape.
Furthermore, social-political conditions serve as a crucial social setting that can influence
the ethnic and religious experiences of various communities. Therefore, further research
can validate the GES by considering social-political conditions as a factor influencing
intergroup prejudice.

Thirdly, the samples in this study primarily consisted of young adults aged 18–25 and
university students samples, which limits the generalizability of the findings to broader
age and social groups. Future research should aim to include more diverse age cohorts and
social groups to assess the scale’s applicability across the entire socially diverse population.

Fourth, this research employs a quantitative method, thus limiting the exploration
of a deeper understanding of ethno-religious prejudice through the social construction of
language. Socially constructed meanings play a crucial role in understanding stereotypes
towards outgroups. Therefore, future research could adopt a qualitative approach, such as
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cognitive interviews, to uncover stereotypes towards outgroups, which would then serve
as semantic differential adjectives on the GES scale.

Lastly, while this study used the BSPS and FTS as criterion measures, other validated
scales could provide further insights into the GES’s validity. Comparing it with a broader
range of measures would strengthen the scale’s construct validity. Moreover, future studies
could benefit from examining discriminant validity by assessing the scale’s ability to
distinguish between attitudes toward different outgroups. Discriminant validity analyses
would provide a more comprehensive understanding of the scale’s measurement properties.

8. Conclusions

This is the first study to validate an Indonesian version of the GES. We propose that
this Indonesian version of the GES is a valid and reliable instrument for measuring ethnic
and religious prejudice within the Indonesian context. Its strong psychometric properties,
including internal consistency, composite reliability, convergent validity, and adaptability to
different scales, make it a valuable outgroup for the measurement of attitudes measurement
for researchers and practitioners working in multicultural settings. However, researchers
and practitioners should consider this study’s limitations when applying the GES in diverse
cultural and sociopolitical contexts.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.S. and M.S.T.; methodology, R.A. and M.S.T.; software,
M.S.T.; validation, all authors; formal analysis, R.A. and M.S.T.; investigation, M.S.T.; resources, S.S.;
data curation, M.S.T.; writing—original draft preparation, M.S.T.; writing—review and editing, S.S.
and R.A.; visualization, M.S.T.; supervision, S.S.; project administration, M.S.T.; funding acquisition,
S.S. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was by the Indonesian Research, Technology, and Higher Education (RIS-
TEKDIKTI) for Doctoral Dissertation Research under Contract No. 751/UN3.LPPM/PT.01.03/2023.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declar-
tion of Helsinki, and approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the University of Surabaya
(122/KE/X/2022 for Study 1; 110/KE/IX/2022 for Study 2).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data that support the findings of this study are available on request
from the first author. The data are not publicly available due to their containing information that
could compromise the privacy of research participants.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
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