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Abstract

The present study was designed to iévestigate the effect of the classroom
‘structure and the classroom ciimate of desegregated schools on the out-
group frigndships and ethnic attitudes of white, black, and Mexican
American fourth-grade students in a iarge, southwestern school district.
A path analysis that investigated both the interethnic attitudes of the
fourth gradeis and changes in interethnic attitudes from fourth to fifth
grade found that (a) the higher the percentage of outgyoup members in a
 class, the more outgroup friends the white and Mexican American students
had; (b) tﬁe more the outgroup members in a class displayed hostility
toward the ingroup, the more negative were the ingroups' attituégs/%;;ard
the oﬁtgroup among blacks and whites in gemeral; (c) the mofé';qual the
social class and achievement levels of the whites and mino#&ties—in a
class, the more minority friends the white students had; ;;d the greater
_the discrepancy between the whites and the Mexican Ameficans the more
whzte friends the Mexican Americamns had and the more favorable their
attztudes toward whites were; and (d) the higher the self-esteem of the
whites in a class, the more positive their ethnic attitudes. These

. results were discussed within the context of a general model of factors

that 1n‘1uence the outcomes of desegregated schools. ,"
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General Background

Although our s;ciety }s built on ideals that stress faimess and
equal opportﬁnity for al1, it“is clear that these ideals are not always
attained. The existence of prejudice and racial discrimination-often
blocks the way to true equality in our soéietf. In this report we will
be concerned with school desegfegation, one of America'’s most important
SOCial‘expgrimgnts.  We will outline why desegregation was expected to _
reduce prejudicé.and discrimination and we will rév;ew the evidence con-
cerning the effects of desegregation. We will also review the lijterature
on the development of racial attitudes. Finally, we will @resent data
from our stud} of the effects of desegregation in Dallas, Texas.

We define racial attitudes as attituges tdward soci;ily defined
racial and ethnic g18§ps or toward members of those groups. Racial
attitudes, like all other attitudes, may be tﬁought of as having three
compcnents: cognitive, affective and behavioral. The cognitive com-
ponent consists of the processes involved in subdividing the social
world into distinct groups, the sets of traits attributed to the groups
(stereotypes), and sets of beliefs concerning the groups. The affective
component consists of the evaluations of members of the other groups
(particu¥arly the evaluations of the traits they possess) and the affec-
tive tone associated with the beliefs about the groups. The behavioral
component is comprised of predispositions to act in a positive or nega- -
tive wanner toward members of a group on the basis of their group member-
ship. These predispositions may or may not result in overt behavior.
When they do result in overt behavior and the behavior is negative, we

will label this behavior discrimination.
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The Development of Racial Attitudes >

‘ The first, and pérhaps still the most prominent, theoretical des-
cription of tge development of racial attitudes was proposed by Goodman
(1952, 19645. Accordiné to this theory, the cognitive component of ra-
cial attitudes develops first, somewhere between the ages of 3 and S.

The diétinctions among groups then take on evaluative connotations in
the period from approximately 5 to 7 years of age. Epll integration of
racial attitudes (where there is consistency among the cognitive, affec-
tive, and behavioral components) occurs around the ages o} 8 to 10 years.
A somewhat more elaborate version of this approach has recently been pr;-
posed by Katz (1976). Her eight-stage model includes a stage prior to
the emergence of the cognitive comporent of racial attitudes in which
the child is assimilating race-relevant information. Further, she de-
emphasizes the distinc?ion between the stages at which the cognitive and
. affective components emerge and suggests that both may emerge simultane-
ously. She believes that these two éomponents become consolidated about -
‘age 5. This consclidation is accompanied by a cdhtrasting of differences
between groups and assimiiation of perceived differences within groups.
In the last set of developmental stages, the evolving racial attitudes
become more elaborate and crystall%?e into the fully integrated atti-
tudes proposed by Goodman. |

.The evidenchfrom studies of racial attitudes provides some support
for both Katz's theory and Goodman's'theorf. 'However, befbre»we discuss
this evidence, we will briefly present an overview of the kinds of
measures most often used to assess racial attitudes. The method that

has been most widely used in young children is the doll preference
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tecﬁhique developed by‘blark and Clark (1947). This technique, and its
many variants, uses black and white dolls, pictures, animals or other
stimili that are presented to children. The children are then asked
such questions as, "Which doll looks nice?", "Which doll looks bad?",
"Which doll would you like to play with?", and "Which doll looks like
you?". The reasoning behind this technique is that the bla;k and white

’ stimuli represent black and whitg people and thﬁs, the‘children's choices
can be taken as an index of their racial atr tudes. Although the doll
techniqué can be criticized on a number of grounds (e.g., Banks, 1976;
Brand, Ruiz & Padilla, 1974; Katz, 1976; Stephan & Rosenfield, 1979) the
results from these studies are often remarkably similar to those obtained
using'more direct measures of racial preferences,-racial attitudes, and
racial classification abilities. ‘

>{>0ne of these other, more direct, techniques of measuring racial at-

-

‘titudes is the Preschool Racial Attitude Measure (PRAM). The PRAM uses“
short stories fhﬁf are read to children. The children are then asced fo
decide whether a black or white person displayed the traits of the pro-
tagonist. The traits'may giﬁher-be positive (e.g., smart, friendly,
good) or negative (stupid, mean, bad). In this report, we will review

data from both indirect and direct measures of racial attitudes.

The Cognitive Comgpnent of Racial Attitudes

Studies of the cognitive component of racial attitudes have examined
both racial classification ability and ethnic stereotyping. The results

" . ) *
of studies of racial classification ability vary somewhat, but gererally

it appears that this ability begins to zmerge at about three years of




age and becomes reasonably well established about the time childyen
enter school. For example, Clark and Clark (1947) asked their subjects,
"lee me the doll that looks like a white (colored) child. They found .
that for both blacks and whites, 77% of the three-year-olds, 94% of the
five-year-olds, and 100% of the sev;n-year¥olds responded correctly.
. Using the Morland Picture Interview, which requires children to make 10
of 12 correct clasaifiéations, Williams and Morland (1976) report that
16% of the black three-year-olds and 23% of the white three-year-olds
co:rectly classified racial pictures, whereas 58% of blackAfive-year-olds
and 87% of white five-year-olds made corréct claasifigations. | .
In addition to racial classification abilities, some aspects of
stereotyping also appear during the preschool years. " In the dolll
s?udies the children are generally asked, "Which doll looks nice?", and
"which dall looks bad?”. While these questi?ns are evaluative in nature,
they do ask the child about some specific attributes of blacks and whites
("nice' and "™ad™) that a;e part of children's and adol..:cents'’ stereo-‘
types (Brigham, 1974; Lerner & Knapp, 1976). In response to these ques-
tions, both black and white preschool children read to choose the white
doll as looking nice and the black doll as looking bad, although whites
do this more frequently than do blacks (Asher & Allen, 1993 Greenwald &
Oppenhelm, 1968; Gregor & McPhe*son, 1966% Hraba & Grant, 1970; and Fox &
Jordan, 1973, ﬁound this pattern for whites but not ror blacks). ‘By

grade 4, chkildren appear to have assimilated many of the characteristic

traits of stereotypes of blacks and whites (Brigham, 1974).




The Affective Component

The affective componeht of racial attitudes has been extensively
studied by Williams and Morland {1976) using the PRAM. Because the PﬁAM
asks éhildren to decide whether a white or black person possesses a posi-
tiv; or.negative trait, the child's choices provide an index of how posi-
tively or negatively they evaluate whites and blacks. The results fro;

a wide var%ety of samples that have been given-ﬁ?e PRAM are quite con-
sistent. At the preschool level, both blacks and whites attribute more
positive traits to whites than to Blacké; but whites do this to a greater
degree than blacks. For early school-age children, mo change in this pro-
white bias has been moted for blacks, but for whites it appears that the
pro-white bias decreases somewhat after the second grade. At the ;unior
high level whites continue to evaluate whites most positively, while
blacks display a pro-black bias. _

o

The Behavioral Cqépgnent

Studies employing the doll technique have often included a question
relevant to the behaviora} component of racial attitudes. This question
is, "Give me the doll that you would like to play with.” The racial pre-
ferences that are:expre§sed on this‘tvpe of measure suggest a predisposi-
tion to play with children from a given group. These predispositions
may or may not be related to actual intergfoup behavior, 5 topic we will
take up éhortly, but the responses to this question may be taken as an
index of racial prefecrence. In responding to these questions, the
general trend of the results is that whites Show a high level of prefer-_

ence for white dolls. This preference is apparent among preschool chil-
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dren and does not change during the early school years (Asher & Allen,
1969; Fox & Jordan, 1973; Greenwald & OpQ;nheim,,l968; Gregor & McPherson;
— 19663 Hraba & Grant, 1970). Black preschool chiidren”31$o evidence a
. preference for white dolls, although they prefer white dolls pless than
white preschoolers do (Greenwald & Oppenheim, 1968; McAdoo, 1970).
Early school age black children appear to show either no preference be-
tween groudps or a préference for blacks (Gregér & McPhérsod, 1966; Fox &
| Jordan, 1973). These general trends for racial preference differ from -
— the trends for racial evaluation but they have been fupporfed in other
studies using-;imilar indirect measures of racial prefefence (Goodman,
19643 Porter,:l971; Radke & Trager, 1950; Stevenson & Stewart, 1958).
A technique developed by Morland {1962) also proviées data on be-
havioral prédispositions. This technique inwoives asking children
- whether they would prefer to play with a white or black person who ap--
pedrs in photographs. Williams and Morland (1976) have summarized 11
studies using the technique. Whites again show a strong preferer.e for
whites in the p;eséhool years and this preference does not change from
preschool age to school age children. Black preéchoélers again brefer
whites, but early school age blacks prefer blacks.
Since thejreseafch éhows that white children have strong pro-white
evaluations and preferences even in their preschool years while they do
" ot develop good,racial classificafion skills until’ age 5 (Williams &
Morland, 1976), it would appear that whites acquire strong racial evalu-
ations and preferences before they acquire‘racial classification skills.
The'éic?ﬁre for blacks is more complex. Blacks become prograssively

better at classifying the races with age and they show an increased pre- .
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ference for blgéks as.they get older. However, this developm;;tal trend
ﬂ&'pféfézpnce for black playmates i; not mirrored in the evaluative data
in which ilacks displa& a pro-white bias from preschool, age through the
elementaEy school years. These apparent disjunctions between the c&gni;
tive,‘evaluative and behavioral components of racial attitudes raise a
question about whether these three components of children's racial atti-
tudeiuare actually related. Om the basis of studies indicating that
racial preferences among blacks and white; do not vary as a function of
classification abilities, Williams and Morland (1976) conclude that
"Childr;n's awareness of rasial classification has little systematic
relati;nship to.their réspgnses to the preference...items™ (p. 231).

Thus, thes; studies hint that the clear éevelopmentil progression
outliﬁéd by Goodman (196§) does no; exist. As suggested by Katz (1976),
children may independently acquire information on the cognitive and
‘ a;fecti;é components of racial attitudes. In additiom, their behavioral
preferences may also emerge:independently of the other two components of
racial -attitudes. This suggests that the acquisition of racial attitudes
_ is consicarably more complicated than has géﬁerally been thought. C(lass-
ification skills depend on cogritive abilities that can deal with ‘e
mltidimensional schemata that are necessary to distinguish between
groups. Thus, it seems reasomable to expect a’blear developmental trend
for this component, a trend that would follow cognitive development.
Evaluative reactions, on thé other hané; are acquired fror socialization
agents such_as parents, siblings, teachers, and the media. The faet that

the affective componentAof racial attitudes is dependent on individual

socialization experiences could account for its independence from class-

-
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ification ab;liéies which rely more on purely cognitive processes.

While the existence of evaluative responses depends on exposure to
race specific socialization experiences, and the acquisition of classi-
_ fication skills depends on the!éé%elopment of certain cognitive skills,
-the development of behavioral preféréﬁces may be subject to yet a dif-
ferent set of acquisition prétesses. Behavioral preferences may be more
determined by situational constraints. For example, positive feeliéés
about other group members are unlikely'to b2 reflected in behavioral
preferences if jugroup peers are opposed to interactions with outgroup
@embe;s. 3:-"larly, in some families, children may be directiy pro-
hibited from playing with members ;f other groups despite having positive
“(or neutral) feelings about the group. Thus, all the components of intér-

racial attitudes may have very diffevent origins and, hence, may be some-

what independent.

Intergroup Friendship Choices

In addition to the numerous studies of childrew™s racial attitudes
that have been done in the last 40 years, a small mumber of studies have
examined childrem’s intergroup friend$hip behavior. The overall conclu-
sions that emerge from these studies point to a developmental trend ;f
increagfngly ethnocentric friendship choices in‘intezfacial-séttings:
For ex;iple, nursery school children appear not to discriminate on the -
basis of race (Porter, 1971) but by elementary school, ingroup choices
do begin to emerge. Moreover, segregation by sex is more prevalent than

segregation by race at the elementary school level. However, race

typically becomes a more iﬁportant factor in friendship choices by the
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end of elementary school and contimues to be more important thereafter

(Schofield, 1980). An indication of the hfgh levels of athnocentrism

" displayed by older school age children cam be seen in the high frequency

of i:.ngmup choices that students make when they are asked tc indicate
who their best f&iend; are (Ge;ard & Miller, 1976; ﬁosenbe{g & Simmons,
i97I). For instance, {n Rosenberg and Simmons' (1971) study of junior
high school students, over 95% of the students' "third best friends"
were ingroup membérs. (The percentages were eveg.higher fbr first and‘
second hest friends). . ' |

The élear ethnoceqtrism that exists for older child?en in both be- »

havior and attitudes indicates that there is a loose consistency between

the components of racial attitudes and actual interracial behavior. As

we will noée shortly, however, the correlations-between attitudes and
behavior and among the various components pé racial attitﬁdes are never
very high. This probably reflects the different acquisition processes
associated with behavior and with the various components of racial atti-
tudes. ‘ . ) .

i; our attempt to analyze thé differénp acquisition processes in
intergroup behavior.and the different types of aéquisifion processes that
are'associatgd with the three components of racial attitudes, we do not
mea;\tg imply that there is anything inevitable about these processes.

. AW :
siits we have presented do point to the existence of some general

rmative. trends, but there still remains considerable variation among

~children 4n their racial attitudes.

-



School Desegresation and Racial Atti

The belief that school experiences -affect racial attitudg$ was’
: .clea'i-ly_ reﬂgatad in the testimony given by social "scient' ts in the

S : o :
..1954 Supreme Couxt decision in the Brown vs. Board of Education case om

-

.scnool desegregation. ' o
Social scientists made two types of comtributions to the Brown de-
‘cesion. They tes‘tified in the individual trials, and they filed and

emicus curiae (friend of the -court)‘_ frief.  The amicus curiae brief that

+was filed was written hy Kenneth Clark, Isidor Chein, and Stuart Cook,
and signed by 32 social scienmtists (Allport et al., 1953). The brief
outlined the effects of segregation on prejudi::e and self-esteem. It

stated that: |

-Segregation, prejudices and discrimination, and their social
— ‘'concomitants potentially -damage the persomality of all children ...
" Minority group children leamn the inferior status to which they .-
are.assigned ... they often react with feelmgs of inferiority
and a sense of personal humiliation ... ;

Some children, usually of the lower soc:.o—economc classes,
may react by overt aggression and hostility directed toward
their own group or members of the dom:.nant group. (Allport:
etal., ?p 429-430) e e |

: . W:.th reference to the mgact of segregat:.on and u:s concom-
R itants on.children of the majority group ... children who léarn
the prejudices of our society are also being taught to gain = -
- personal statis in an unrealistic.and- nonadapt:.ve way ... by
comparing themselves to members of the minority group ... The
° culture pérmits and at times encourages ‘them to direct their -
feelings of hostility and aggression against ... mnonty '
groups ... (Allport et al., pp. 430-434)

- g o : The soc:.al science brief: was concemed pnmarily in’.fli prejudice and |

self-%“tmem, but it is clear ‘rom the test:.mony of the soc:.a.l sc:.entists
in the individual trials that they believed that self-esteem and pre-

judice affected the school achievement of minority students. .These
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three variables were perceived to be interrelated in a vicious circle.
White prejudice was regarded as the cause of segregation, and segregation
was thought to lead to low self-esteem among blacks. This;in turn
affects the black student's‘motivation to learn, as well as their echieve-
ment. Low self-esteem and frustration over low achievement are then

) tnroed outwat& in the form of prejudice toward whites. The low-esteem
and low achievement of blacks and their antlpathy toward whites rein-
forces white prejudice and the circle is complete.

It was reasoned that desegregation would break this vicious ciscle
by denyiog an institutionalized sanction for white prejudice. If the
behavior of whites was changed, their attitudes were expected to chaoge
to be conmsistent with their behavior. Further, in desegregated schools,
the self-esteem of blsc;s should increase because they would no longer
be stamped with the badge of 1nferzor1ty represented by segregation._

It was =xpected that these" ‘increases in self-esteem would be associated
with increased achievement and reduced prejudice toward whites., The
improved faciiities in desegregated schools and the opportunity to" inter-
act with white students’could also contr:bute to improvements in black
kachlevement. Intergroup contact in desegregated schools was expected

to reduce the prejudices of both groups. _

The empirical data collected sigce 1954 do-not support the optimis-
tic predictions made by the social scientists.' In summarizing theite-'
solts‘of 80 studies of the effects of desegregation on piejudice, self-

- o esteen and achievement, one of us recentIy wrote?- ‘

| It is tentatively concluded that (a) desegregation genezally

does not reduce the prejudices of whites toward blacks,, (b) the
- self-esteem of blacks rarely increases in desegregated schools,

‘e
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(c) the achievement level of blacks sometimes increases and

rarely decreases in desegregated schools, and (d) desegrega-

tion leads to increases in black prejudice toward whites

about as fregquently as it leads to decreases. (Stephan,

1978, p. 217) . , '

While the data indicate that desegregation did not have many of the
effects it was expected to have, this conclusion must be viewed as only
tentati&e for several reasons. For exéﬁplé, most”of these studies were
done during the initial phases of desegregation programs amd- their re-

- sults ma& not generalize to the long-term effects of desegregation. .
-Also, the desegregation plans that have been studied vary from community
to commmity, as did the age of the children studied and the ethnic
composition of the schools. Because of these and other reasons (see
Stephan, 1978), the long-term effects of weil-plammed and well-éxecuted
desegregation plans is still somewhat of a question mark.

One of the great gaps in the literature concerns the effects 6f
desegregation on Mexican Américans. Precious little i§ known}coﬁcerning
the outcomes of school desegrecatlon for Mexican Amer1~ans Of'tﬁe
publlShEd studles examlnlng racial preaudlce after school desegregation,
few inclnde data on Mexican Americans. Green and Gerard (1974) employed_'
- a 11k1ng measure to examl;e interethnic attitudes of blaZ;s, whztes,
and Mexlcan Amer1cans from Klndergarten to 6th grade after one vear of
desegregation. They found that all three groups chose members of their
own group as friends more frequéntly after desegregatior than beforé.
Stephan and Rosenfield (1978) in the study to be rev1ewed next, examined
the 1nterethn1c at+1tudes of 6th graders from the above three ethnlc
groups. The data from these and other stud;es on the effect of desegre-

" gation on Mexican Americans are so incomplete that no conclusions con-
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cerning its effects can bé diawn. One difficulty in collecting data has
been that in some southwestern school aistricts (e.g., Austin, Texas)
Mexican Americans have been counted as white, in an apparent effart to
impede the process of desegregation.

When one considers thé’groﬁing proportion of minority citizemns in
the U.S. who are hispanic, the increasing voice of Hispanics in American
life, and the increésingly critical nature of our U.S.-Mexico border
problems, this lack of information is shockiﬂg. In 1979 Hispanics in
the U.S. numbered 12.1 million persons. The Hispamic population is
young, compared to the overall pogulation. (Cuirent Population Reports,
1979). Further, ﬁispanics have a mean educational attéiﬁment level of
10.2 years, as compared wit§:12.4 years for atl races (Current Popula-
tion Reﬁorts, 1978). lBoth the young age'of the population and the

lowered educational attainment suggest that issues involving school de-

segregation are of particular importance for this ethmic group -

Orzg;ns of the Present Study

W1th this background we would now like to examine the results of

some of our own research into thlS area. In our initial study of de-

‘segreﬁatlon we analyzed its’ ef‘ects on rac1al attltudes, self-esteem,

and interracial contact. One of the limitations of many of the previous
studies on desegregation is that they examine the effects of desegrega-
tion on only one variable at é time. This makes if impossible to examine
the iﬁterrelationships among the‘variables; Another important limit;-

tion of many.previdus studies is that the effectsjof'desegregation were

- analyzed only for blacks and whites.‘ Recently, as a result of the Keyes |
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case in Denver, members‘of_the‘nation's second largest minority,
Mexican Americans, have begﬁn to be included in desegregation plans. In
our study, we attempted to examine the effects of desegregation on
Mexican Americans as well as on blacks and whites. The majority of de- i
segregation studies have employed cxoss-éeétional designs or have used
longitudinal designs with no control grbup, but in our study members of
all three ethnic groups were studied both before and eight months after
éeéegregation. The data that we will preséét eoncern‘the effects of
desegregatioﬁ on 6th grade students in a southwestern school district
during the first year after désegregation was implemented (1974).
7 Since each student rated all three ethnié'gfaﬁbé;mit i;_éossible to
examine attitudes toward both the ingroup and the two outgroups.. The
results for the racial attitudes revealed two importamt findings. First,
all three groups were highly ethno;entric, disp;aying mo;é posiﬁive
attitudes toward théif'ingroup than toward the outgroups. Second, the
attitudes of}previopsly segregated blacks aﬁd‘whites"(but'not Mexican
; Américans).toward éli threeiethnic-groups.yere more negativewafter de-
segregation than before. The first fésult.és consiétent with a large
‘literature indicating that all human éiou@s*tend to be efhnbcentric
' (LeVine & Campbell, 1972). The second result is interesting because it
points to another-problem_yitﬁ many previous studies of éesegregationl
'Typically,-most investigators onx&'éxamine attitudes toward the outgroup.
- However, we}measured a;titudes éoward the ingroug as'wéllj;§ toward the
‘outgroup. Had we only assessed outgroup‘;tfitﬁdes, we would have con-
cluded that deségregatidﬁxled fo increases in prejudice,;just'as many

.previous investigators have,concluded. The data from the attitudes

17
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toward the ingroup indicate that such conclusions may be misleading,
however. Instead, it appears that desegregation caused previously segre-
gated blacks and whites to become more negative toward other people

c:rener:al:!.y, including members of thelr own grovp. -This suggests that

"1ncreases in prejudice that have been attributed to desegregation nav

not have been the result of increasing interzacial antagonism, but
rather may have been due to the students' experiences during the first
year of desegregation. The initial phases of desegregation are often
characterized by high levels of anxlety and hostility due to the oppos1-
tion and conflict out of which desegregatlon plans arise, and to con-

fusion over th°1r implementation. These frustrations apparently resu}t

in hostility that is directed toward other people in general, not just

members of ethnic outgroups.

The finding that Mexican Americans dld rot dlsplay more negatlve \
attltudes after desecrega+1on than_beﬁore 1s at flISt surprising. Pur--
ther 1nvest1gat10n, howeve:, suggests that thls_result may be attr:bufa—
ble to the fact that most of the,Mexicap Americans atténd;d é "desegre-
géted school” that contained less than 10% moie‘éémbers of otherlethéic
groups than the segregated school fﬁéy haqupreviously atteﬂéedf Thus,
théy;experiéﬁéed minimal desegfegatign and cﬁtlﬁ hardly be expected to
have ré5ponded as did sfudents who experienced the disruptions associated

The results on our 1nter-ethn1c cortact measure :evealed nigh 1evels
of ethnocentrism in all three Groups. In addlt;on, dgsegregatlon appeared

to have -no effects on informal interethnic contact. An analysis of the

relationship between inter-ethnic contact and racial attitudes indicated
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that the two were significantly correlatee, but only moderately
(xr = .28). .
For the self-esteem measure it was found that blacks scored the

-

highest and Mexican Americans the lowest. DeEEgregation lowered the
self-esteem of blacks from segregated backgrounds but raised the self-
esteem of blacks from integrated backgrounds. Desegregation had no
effects on the self-esteem of Mexican Americans or whites. Thns, while
the self-esteem of blacks was not generally low, desegregation did have
some negative effects on it. The most likely explanation of these results
is that blacks use other blacks as their social comparison groué. Dur-
ing the initial phases of desegregation, the blacks from segregated
beckgrounds experienced considerable difficulty adjusting to their new

school environmert as indicated by the negative changes in their racial

~attitudes. These students may have made negative social comparisons to -

‘blacks from integraped backgrounds whoee_previous experiences probably
enabled them to’cope with desegiegation more effectively.. These results
a:e'also consistent with anothe: laxge scale stud& of thé-effect; of
desegregation oenself;esteem conducted by Geraré and Miller.(1975).

They also found that blacks from segregated backgrounds experienced an

' initieludrop in self-esteem. In addition, tﬁey found that black self-

esteem rebounded to pre-desegregation levels within two yeafs. ;
Overall; these resui®s are quite consistent with previous studies‘
. . :
of desegregation. They;ihg;cete,'as have the4majority of other studies. -
that desegregation does not reduce prejudice, increase inter-ethnic

contact, or raise the self-esteem of minority students. The ethnocen-

' tiism that was found for both attitudes and behavior indicates that by
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the 5th grade, children are displaying a clear pattern of ingroup evalu-
ative preference. Pufther, the correlations between attitudes and -be-
havior suggest that there is some integration between.the evaluative
component of racial %ttitudes and actual behavior. These conclusions
are strengthened'by the fact that most of these résults wefé replicated
in a second study of desegregated}schools (Stephan & Rosenfield, 1979).
In this study, we were primarily interested in a more thorough examina-
tion of mirority group self-esteem, but we also examined racial atti-
tudes and behavior.

There is a long standing controversy concerning self-rejection
among'blgcks and other minorities. This issue was central to the argu-
méﬁtsrprgsented by social scientists in the Brown trial. The results
of the doli‘éfﬁdies and other studies using similar techniques have oftem
been clted as evidence of self-reJectlon among blacks. However, before
we can 1nterpret tﬁahfandlngs that" young Black3~ok-en prefer and identify
with the white stimuli as an index of black self-reJect1on, tﬁree—zmpll-

cit assumptions must be made. First, it must be assumed that choosing
the white stimli implies a rejection of the black stimili. Second, it
mst be assﬁmed that the white and black stimuli represemt white and
black people, and thus, that regectlon of the black stimuli-may be taken
as an 1nd1cat10n of a regectlon of black people. Third, it must be
. assumed that reaectlng black people implies a rejection of the self on.
_the part of the black children. |
‘. leen the tenuousness of these three: assumptlons and the weakness
of the eyldence for them, it seemed to us that a more dlrectiapproach

to the issue of self-rejection among blacks. was needed. In order to =
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address this issue we studied 5th grade black students aad comparisom
groups of Mexican American and white students who were atténding school
in a small Texas town. e

The results for our self-esteem measure indicated that blacks were
not significantly lower in self-esteem than whites, élthough the Mexican
dmericans were. However, whem social class and achievement levels were
controlled, even this latter difference fell below significance. Thus,
most of tﬁe differences in self-esteem between the three ethnic groups
in our sample were due to differences in their social class backgrounds
and academic achievement.

The results from the attltude and contact measures supported the
findings in the prevxous study. All three ethnic groups had highly
ethnocentric attitudes and behavior patterms. In addition, just as in the
previous study, it was found that the attitudes and behavior measures

| were,moderétely corrélated in all three groups (mean r = .29).
The most intriguiné finding in this study was that the self-esteem
;of the blacks and their ethnocemtrism (an index'cou:paring their v:.ew of
_ blacks to.their views of Méxican Americans and whites) were positively»
correlated (r = .35). This indicates that black children who rejected
. blacks tended to reject themselves as well. The correlations between,
éélfgestéem and ethﬁocéntrié attitudes were mot Signifi;ant for whites
or !exlcan Amer1cans Thus, these resul ts do show supporf for the as-
- -"sumptlon that, ag blacks, rejection of self is related to regectlon
of other blacks.\ '

-The results comp the overall level of self-esteem among the

three ethnic groups replicates. those of our previous investigation




(Stephan & Rosenfield, 1978a) which found no indication of black self-

rejection. fﬁey are also consistent with a number of ‘other studies .

using direct measures of black self-esteem ig which blacks were not found .
to have lower self-esteem than whites or were actually found to have higher
self-esteem than whites, or were actually found to be highe; than whites in
self—gsteem (Eduards,dl97&; Hodgkins & Stakenas, 1969: McDonald & Gymther,
1965; Powell & Fuller, 1970; Stephan & Kennedy, 1975). When all of these
studies are considered in coﬁjunﬁtion with the small number of studies show-
ing that blacks have lower self-esteem than whites (e.g;, Deutsch, 1960;
Gerard & Miller, 1975; Williams & Byars, 1968), it seems reasonable to con-
clude that >lacks are not generally lower in self-esteem than are whites,
but that Mexican Americans often are (Colgnan.gg_gi., 1966; Gerard & Miller,
1975; Stephan & Kennedy, 1975; Stephan & Rosenfield, 1978a). However it
should be pointed out that in many of the studies finding such differences,
social class and achievement were not controlled.

Even though the results of Stephan and Rosenfield:11979) indicate
thatiblacks éo nét reject themselves (a conclusion reached by several
others who have reviewed the evidence, Banks, 1976; Edwards, 1974) :h;re
was clear support for the assumption.ﬁadg in tﬁe?doll studies, that Blacks
who reject. their ethﬁic group also tend to reject ;hemse;ves.

Although many sociél'scientists thought that, under certain circum-
stances, desegregation could heip destrdy inter-ethnic hostility, it is
clear that most current deségregation.plans-do not provide appropriate
ciréumstances for the elimination of ethnic antagoni;ﬁ. Allport (1954),
Aamir (1969), and Cook (19725 are:.among the inveskigato;s to systematic-

ally study the conditions that are necessary for inter-ethnic contact to

reduce prejudice. amir (1969) points out that the degree of cooperation
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_vs. competition in the desegregated setting is an important determinant
of whether or not desegregation will reduce prejudice. He based his
conclusion on the results of studiecs which indicared that competition
is likely to heigl*en inter-ethnic temsions, while cooperation tends to
Iessen it,\‘Unfbrtunately, in most schools, competition is an iﬁtegral'
part of the grading system while cooperation is rarely practiced. It is
not surprising, then, that competition between whites and minorities in'
desegregated schools leads to inter-ethnic hostility.

Amir (1969) also pointed ou% that inter-ethmic contact should be
informal and between equal status rembers of the ethmi: groups if inter-
ethnic relations are to be improved. Desegregation rarely leads to in-
formal, equa;-status contact, however. As one of our earlier studies
(Stephan & Rosenfield, 1978a) and other studies by Gottlieb and
Ten Houten (1965) have shown, desedredat1on typically does mot lead to '

increases in 1nfbrmal 1nterethn1c contact. It is also rare for whites

‘and minorities to meet on an equal status basis in desegregated schools.

-

-Whites usually are from higher socioeconomic status backgrounds (é.g.,

: Stephan ‘& Rosenfield, 1979), have higher academic achievement scores

(e.g., Gerafd & Miller, 1975; Stephan &.Rosenfield, 1979), and are
accorded.mofe status and respectvby the faculty and staff of the school.
These status differentials reiﬁfbrce negative stereot&pes of minority
croups rather than destroy them, thus 1nh1b1 ing improvements in inter-

ethnic relatlons.

-

The final condition that Amir feels is important for reduc1n6 pre-
Judlces is support from public officials. ' When public offlclals encour-

- age people to resist desegregation efforts, there are likely to be racial
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problems and conflic*s in the schools. On the other hand, Pettigrew
(1971) has found that where officials favor intergroup contact, inter-
ethnic relatioes typically improve. |

It is c¢lear, therefore, that desegregation plgps, as they are most
often implemented, are not likely to signific;ntl} reduce racial hostil-
ities. Nevertheless, it is st 11 likely that some students will show de-
creases in prejudi;e even though most ﬁay.not: By identif?ing some of
the’ characteristics that determine whether an individual will increase
or decrease in préﬁudice, it may be possib%e to shed light on ways of
designing desegregation pians that will be more successful.

Identifying Conditions for Decreasing Prejudice

Although a mmber of Studies have examined factors that arve related
_to»individual'differences in prejudice, very little research has been
done to investigzate the calses of changes in prejudice, espgcially within
a desegregated school. Examining_factors thataare related to individual
differences in prejudicé, however, does éiovide a starting point for
identifying variables that may cause changes in prejudice. After
briefly discussing a number of these factors, we willapresent the re-
sults of a study that examined how some of these factors affect prejudice

-

during desegregation. -

Situational Factors

One situational factor that is a very important determinant of pre-
judice is informal interethnic contact. Amir (1969) discussed its

importance in reducing prejudice, and both of our previous studies found

b
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thapllack of contact and prejudice were related (Stephan & Rosenfield;
19?§d3 1979). -Although desegregation does ;ot usuaily lead to overall
inéreases in informal interethnic contact, one would expect that those
students who do show increases in inter-ethnic contact would also show
decreases in prejudice. |

Amir (1969) also pointed to the importance oé cooperation and equal-
status contact as f&ctors in reducing prejudice in interethnic contact
‘situations. Thus, although cooperative experiences may not be widespread, >
and although it may be unusual for whites and minorities to have equal -
status in the éésegregated schools, where teachers use cooperative tech-
niques and where-whites and minorities do come together with equal status,
prejudice should decrease. ‘ o —

Other situational factors that may help reduce prejudice include
having large percentages of ‘each ethnic group in the classroom (as
-opposed to "token" désegregatién), desegregation of .th.e teaching staffs,
aud'support within the schpol for desegregation. ﬁhere there are lgrge
numbers of students from other ethnic groups in one's class, the oppor-
 tﬁnities for close confact increase, and that should decrease prejudice
_(Sk. John, 1975). Where the teaching staffs are ﬁesegregated, competent
minority teachérs serve as role models who contradict negatiQe stereo-
types of minorities and.undermine prejudice (Cohen, 1980). And where
desegrégation {s.supported, close interethnic comtact will be encouraged
and rewarded.

—
" Individual Differences

A number of individual difference variables have also been shown to

’
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be related to pre?'udicg. For examgle, our earlier studies (Stephan &
Roseafield, 1978a)°1979) and a study by Trent (1957) showed that ‘self-
esteem and prejudice were related . These results sppport the idea that
one is unllkely to be acceptmg of others 1f one does not accept oneself.

Another vanable that has been shown to be related to preaudmi;

e
authontananlsm (Adormno, FE%nkel-answ:.c)B;,\ Levmson, & Sanford, 1950).

Authoritarianism is a personality syndmme that s marked by ngid:.ty in

personality and beliefs, conventlonahty in es, and an inclination
to be power and status oriemted. A number of "nvest:.ga'tors have shown
that authoritarian people tend to be hlghly preJud:Lced toward almost all
outgroups (Adorno et al., 1950; Roberts & Rokeach, 1956). This prejudice
is usually attributed to the-harsh and threatening discipline that
authoritarian people are thought to be subjected -to in childhood. The
hostility engendered by this harsh discipline is then displqced onto
disliked outgroups (Harding, Pmshanék}_, Kntnet, & Chein, ;:%\thereby ’
resulting in a high level of-prejudice. ' ) z~ ' -

The next study that we will discuss examines the effect of these
variables on prejudice -during desegregatxon (Stephan & Rosenf:.eld, 1978b j-
The following five potential detemmants of pregudlce were mvest:.gated'
(a) the amount of close contact the students had with members of the
outgroups, (b) the students' levels of self-es_teem, (c¢) their parents’
attitudes toward integration (an indicatinn of their parents' racial ’
a_ttitudes), (d) their parent’s aut_hotitarianism, end (e) their 'patent'e
puni'tiveness. . | - . T

Two hundred and thirty students in 5th and 6th grade classes in a

Southwest school district were recruited to participate in this study.
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Over the two years of thefstudy a substantial number of students was
'lost to attrifion. The data from the remaining students were analyzed by
a multiple regre331on, with the f1ve determinants of pre;ud1ce as pre- |
dlctbrs and changes in prejudice as the dependent var1able. Because of
the small number of children from whom we had complete data (65 whites.
and less than 40 blacks or Mexican Americans), we dec1ded to>11m1t our
anal}sis to the white children. ' _ ) v

The results from the regression showed that 43% of the variance in
changes in preaud1ce was explained by the five factors. The analysis
also showed that'changes in inter ethnic contact, changes in self-esteem,j
: §aréntal puditiveness, and earental authpritarianisy eere all either
significantly or marginally significantly related to chaqges in preju-
“dice. As’ expected, increases in inper-ethnic contact and increases in
eeiffesteemAwere‘associared with decreases in prejudice, while‘high
- parental punifieehess and high paréntal authoritarnianism both were re-

- lated to inc;eaees in chjldren's prejudices. The oniy variable that was
not reiated tovehildreh's prejudice was parents' attitudes toward inte-
gratibn.

This latter findieg wae surprising given the fact that prebious
 researchers have often found that;paéents' and children's interethnic-
attitudes are related. To indestigate»wﬁy no relationship was fbund,
the correlations among all of the variables were exadined. This search
revealed fhet‘parents' attitudesitoward integration ‘were significantly
corIEIated-with their children’s prejudices where no other factors were
controlled. Hoyeée?, when a nuﬁber of partial correlationélwere com-
puted, it was found that the relatiomship between parents'vattitudes
tcsard integration and childien’e prejudices was only'effecfedigg??nter-
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ethni; contact. In éther words, when contact was controlled, the cor-
relation between paremts’ attitudes foward desegregation and children's
prejudices was reduced substantially aﬁd, in fact, became nonsiggificant.
Theée results suggest that interethnic contact mediates the relationship

/ :
between parents' attitudes toward integration and children's prejudices.
Apparently, parents who have negative.attitudes towarﬂ ihtegration exert
pressures on their children to.avoid ;onéact with minorities, which

in turn prevénts the children from deveiﬁping'more positive interethnic

‘attitudes. : ' ’ i .

The Dallas Study

This brings us to a consideration of the study that was funded by

the present grant. After considering the results of therprevious inves-

7" tigations, we began to realize that it may be more usef:l to focus on

the ‘Situational determinants of prejudice in desegregated classes rather
thén on the personality or parentai determinants of prejudice. The major

reason fbr this change in emphas1s was the fact that omne usually can do

little. SE change chlldren s personalztles or their parents' child-

rearing practlces. Situatlonal factors, on the other hand, are often

under the control of teachers and‘éqministrators; and thus are good tar-

gets for intervenéégps designed to create more positive interethmic

‘relations.

The results of Stephan and Rosenfieia’(l978b), and the work of otheriﬁ
investigators, indicate that both the-classroom social structure and the

classroom social climate can have a substantial impact on the prejudices

=
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of the students in the classes.

The social sfructure of'theiqlasszoom includes variables like the
percenfage of each ethnic group in the class -(St. John & Lewis, 1975)
énd the social stratification of’the ethnic groups with respect to such
statu§ dimensions as social class and gcademic achievenent (St. John &
.Lewis, 1975). The social climate of the class, on the cther hand, refers
to whether or not the class atmosphere is conducive fo interethnic har-
mwony. The class atmosphere can be strongly affected by such factors as
the teacher's attitude toward interethnic relations (Gerard & Miller,
197s5), ﬁhe'relative power (or powerlessness) of the different ethnic
groups in the school's facuity (Cohen, 1986), and the'éxtenf to which
cooperation is eﬁéburaged over competitioﬂ (e.g., DeVries & Edwards,
1974; Weigel, Wiser, & Cook, 1975). Our study examines both the social
strﬁcture and'thé social climate of the class:oom to assess how they in-

fluence the prejudices of Mexican American, black, and white students in

desegregafed schools in Dallas, Texas.

Social Structure Variébles

One social structure variabié that may be important’ in reducing
prejudice is the relative status of the whites and minorities in the"
desegregated ciassroom. Many authors hﬁve stressed the need for gﬁggéf
Status ihterethnic contact for desegregation to reduce prejudice (e.g.,
Allport, 1954; Amir, 1969; Cohen, 19803 Cook, 1972; Pettigrew, 1975;
St. John, 1975; Schofield & Ségar, 1977). Although most of these authors‘
‘have talked about equal status in tsxms of the students' roles within the

desegregated settings, it also seems likely .that the students® status
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characteristics (such as social class or achievement level)'can have a
' great effect on prejudice.: For example, if white stﬁeents attendvschool
‘ﬁith minority students who are below them on salient status dimensions
such as socioecbnemic status (SES) or academic achievement, it is likely
that this contact will increase the white students' prejudices because
it can reinforce negative stereot§pes. But, contact wzth m1nor1t1es who
- are equal to or above the whites in soc1al class and/or achlevement
could reduce the whites' pregudlces because it may destroy their nega-
tive stereotypes. tikewise,rthe minorify groups' feelings of hostility
‘toward whites may be reduced if the statuses of:the groups are relatively
equal or the minorities are higher than the whites. Thus, the social
class an§ acaﬂemic achievement of the minofities in the desegregated
classes could increase or decrease' prejudice, . depending upd# whether
the mincrities are above or below the whites on these dimensions. |
Another important structural variable that may affect prejudice is
the percentage of minorities in the desegregated classes. As the minor-
1ty percentage increases,. opportunltzes for intimate 1nterethn1c contact
"increase. Although superf1c1§l contact does not always lead to reduc-
tions in prejudice, intimate contact does appear to decrease prejudice
f(Stephanu& Rosenfield l978b) Some studies have found that the number
of magurlty-mlnor1ty frzendshlps is highest in classes where-the per-
centage of minorities is the highest. However, these effects may be mle-
leading, since these same tendencies would be evident if the friendship
choices were racially ramndom (St. John, 1975). Additional evidence

concerning the effect of minority percentage on white prejudice is

clearly needed.




. 28

Social Climate Variables

'One social climate factor that has yet tn be investigated is the
amount of hostility students encounter from other ethnic czoups. It is
‘ likely that students fiom one group who attend school with students from
another group who have very negative attitudes toward them will react by
becoming hostile toward‘the othex group, since balance theory (Heider,
1958)‘suggests that we.will dislike those who dislike us. This may be
especially true ef whites who have never had extensive contact with
minorities, and thus might be offended bx unexpécted minority hostility.
We predieted that.students attending classes with outgroups who have very
negative attitudes toward them, will Be more prejudiced tdward the out-
groups than will Students attending classes with outgroups who~have more
positive attitudes toward their group.

. An additionai social climate variable that may affect prejudice is
self-esteem. As we noted above, those pe091e who are highest in self-
acceptance (self-esteem) are also those who are the most accepting of
other people.. Thus, in classes where the members of a givem group have
high self-esteem, the atmosphere should be more conducive to‘acceptance
of outgroup members, and there should be more positive interethnic rela-
tidns._ ' o

In addition to the relationships already discussed, one other camsal
possibility was initiaily included. Some of the students in our-sample
were bused for puruoses of desegregation. We examined the possibility
that buSing might have an effect on the students preaudices, but found
that it was unrelated to prejudice and for this reason, we dropped it .

from the model.
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Method
The subjects were fourth grade students from Dallas, Texas. The

‘district's overall ethnic composition was 39% white, 46% black, 14%

Mexican American, and 1% Asian and American indian. Our subjects were
taken fro 104 different classes in 34 intermediate schools. The.ethnic
breakdown of these -schools was 55% white, 30% black, 14% Héxican American,
and 1% Asi.an and America-n Indian:; The white-minority breakdown within
the fourth grade classes in these schools ranged from 81% white and 19%
minority to 14% white and 86% minority. ;

The data were collected during the 1976-77 school year, which was
the f:.rst year of a court-ordered desegregation plan. Desegregatlon was
pnmanly achieved by mandatory busing. Over 17,000 students were bused
for desegregation purposes during the 1976-77 school year. Busing was
confined to grades 4-12 within specific subdi;:tﬁcts which were réquired |

to approximate the district’s ethnic composition within plus or mimus 5%.

" The majority (56%) of the stu_dem:s who ;éere bused were black. In addi-

‘t:Lon, desegregatlon was also achieved by voluntary ‘busing. Students in

the majority in any school could choose to. be bused to any other school
if their ethnic group was in the minority in that school (majority-to-
minority transfez;s), and Mexican American studemts in the mmonty in any

school could choose to be bused to any school which offered a bilingual

' program (minor}ty-—to—majority transfers). During the 1976-77 school year

nearly 1,600 students (92% of whom were black) participated in the
majority-to-minority transfer program, and 34 Mexican American students

became minor;'.ty-to-umjority transfers. Finally, the teaching staffs of

" each school in the district had been desegregated since 1971.
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Status was computed on two dimensions; academic achievement and

socioeconomic status (SES). For academiz achievement, a composite

| grade-equivalent score on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills'(ITBS) was Ccome

puted for each étﬁdent by avéraging his/her grade-equivalent scores on
readihg, mathematics, vocabulary, ianguage, and work-study skills on the
ITBS administered during September '1976. To cbtain a measure of, the
averdgé achievement level of a given group in aA;iass, the ITBS scores
of all the members of that group in the class were averaged. It is
important to note that with only a few exceptions the students stayed in
intact classes throughout the school day. That is, although the students
may have gone from class;oom to clasérﬁom for different subjects," the ?
vast majority of the claés would go together.  Thus, a student had vir-
tually the same classmates in every class.. To compute a student's rela-
tive achievement score (the ag?ievement level of the outgroups in a
student's class relative to his/her achieveﬁent level), the average
achievement score for the outgroup in fhg stu&ént’s clas; was subtracted
from'£he studeﬁ;'s aéhievement score. ) | ;
Our measure of a student's socioeconomic status (SES) was a compos-
ite of his/her scores on four social status dimensions. These dimensions
were his/her family's size, material possessions, social and culturél
activities, and use of a second language (Sheehan & Marcus, Note 1). For
example, to obtain a measure of their family's material possessions, the
students were asked such questions as whether or not their %amily (a) has
two Or more cars, (b) owns (as opposed to rents) its home, and (c) has an

electric dishwasher. To measure their family's social ahd‘cultural

activities, the students were asked such questions as whether or not.they
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(a) have had private lessons, (b) belong to clubs requiringldues, and
(é) have parents who bélong to study, civic, or social clubs. The alpha
reliabilities of the fﬁur social status dimenéions'averaged .65.. Rela- /4//
t1ve SES for a student was computed by subtracting the average SES of the
outgrour members 'in the student s class from the SES of the student.
These SES data were collected during January of 1977.
Our initial analyses showed that the two status dimensions (SES and
} achlevement) were highly related (r = 74), and that the relative status
’ measures were also virtuallylcollinear (r = .72). Becéuse achievement
and SES were so highly related, and because they were expected to have
similar effects on the other variables in the moéel, they were combined
to form a single status dimension. The achievement and SES scores were
first converted to z scores and then added together to form a,composite
status measure. ,Relativew§tatus was again computed by subtracting the.
'average‘status score of the outgroup members in a student's class from
) the student's status score. |
‘A1l of the attifude data were collected during January 1977.
Included were'twotmeasures of attituaes toward the other ethnic groups. h
The first was a measure of white versus minority friendship, which was
composed of three items. - The items were: "Think of your close.friends.
How many of them are white?”, "If you could have anyone you wanted for
your close friends, hbw-many would be white?", and "Think of whom you
would most like to have for your classmates. How many of -them would be
white?" The possible answers to each of these items were "All of them"
1), "Most of them™ (2), "About half™ (3), "A few" (4), and "Nome" (5).

The way the items were scored means.that students with high scores on
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these items were those who either wished to have, or had, a high percent-
age of their friends r: classmateslwhq were minorities. It is important
to mote that these . ~-« a1 not measure Fhe EEEEE£.°f minority friends
a student ﬁ;d, but rather the propoxtioh of their féiends that were
minorities or that they would like to be minorities. Th?se fhree items
were summéd to form an index of "minority friendship™ for the white
students. For minority students these items were reverse scored to yield
an index of white friendship. This measure was found to have an, alpla
reliabil;fy of .77. |

The other attitude measure asked each student to answer three ques-
tions about eacﬁ of the thrée'ethnic groups‘(whites, blacks, and
Hexican Americans). For example, thré; of tl;e questions were: "Can (&5.,
whites) be trusted?", "Do you get angry just thinking about (e.g.»

blacks)?", and "Are (e.g., Mexicin Americans) OK?" 1he answers to each

quesfion were then summed to form a composite of attitudes toward each
gioup. High scores indicated uegati&e attitudes toward the group. The
whites' attitudes toward blacks and Mexican Americans were next summed:
to form a composite index of their attitudes toward minorities. Thé
whites®’ attitudes toward the two eéthnic groups were summedvbecause pre-
vious studies have shown that white students'»attitudes toward these two
groups are basically undifferentiated (Stephan & Rosenfield, 1978a). In
the case of black and Mexican American subjects their attitudes on the
three items regarding whites were summed and used as an index of preju-
dice toward the dominant groﬁp. This measure was found to correlate
significantly (r = .32) with the minority friendship measure, and it had

an alpha reliability of .68. This correlation is similar to the attitude
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behavior correlations obtained in our previous studies. )

[

This measure also provided the basis for the measure of the out-
groups' attitudes toward the ingroup. For each class; the attitudes of
the two minorify groups toward the whites were ﬁveraged to obtain the
average attitude toward the whites. The attitudes of the whites toward
the two minority groups were averaged to obtain an index of their prej-
udice agaihst minorities. Higher nﬁmbers on this index indicate more
hostility't;wa;d the group.

Self-esteem was measured by én Il-item séﬁlé developed previously
‘or use in the school system (Vitale, Note 2). This scale was priharily '
designed to measure academic self-esteem. The students responded either
yes or no to.items such as "Are you proud of your schoolwcrk?” and "Can
you give a good report in front of the class?" High“numbers on the scale
reflected high self-esteem. The alpha reliability of this scale was .72.

A path analysis was performed to evaluate the efficacy of the pro-
posed model of the determinants of preiudice in desegregatédAschools
(Figure 1). Because many of our measures were actually measures on the
classroom and not measures on ;he individual (e.g., p;rcentage of minor-
ities in the class, the average'attifudés toward the ingroup, etc.),
using the’individual student as the qpit of analysis is somewhat inap-
propriate because their scores on the;é\g?;iables would not be independ-
ent., Also, using individuaivscofes would\Efgd to unde;egéimate the
effects of the classroom-level variables. Tﬁé\;eason-fbr this under-
estimation is that within each ciass therevis coﬁéi@ezable_va:iation in
prejudice, but all the_stﬁdents in eaéh class sti11\>e¢eive,the same

: \\.\
score on each classroom-level measure.. Thus, if we used the individual
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as the unit of analysis, we would guarantee that our classroqm-level
measures could not account for any_of the variation in prejudice within
the classroom, which would tend.to underestimate their importarcze. As a
result, we elected to use the classzoom as the unit of analysis. In the
classroom analyszs, each class is one "subject," and the data for each
variable is the average over the students from each group on that varia-
ble. Only classes w1th at least three students from the group bexng
analyzed were used in this analysis.

Because the model is recursive (that is, there is no reciprocal
causation), the patk coefficients can ;e estimatedbe ordinary least
‘squares if certain assumptions are made (Duncan, 1975). Among these
assumptions are (a) the residual causes of the variables in the model
are uncorrelated with the variabies preceding them in the model, and
hence, are uncorrelated with each other; and (b) there are no variables
not specified in the model that are highly correlated thh the prelictors
and are substantial determinants of the endogenous variables (see Duncan,
1975, for more information concerning the assumptions underlying path
analysis). ” '

Examining the friendship measure first (Figure 1) it ean be seen
that the model explains white friendship with mimorities and Mexican
American friendship with whites more effectively than black friendship
with whites. There are significant determinants in our model for each of
the three gioups.sbr whites relative status is a significant piedictor of
minority friendship (B = -.42, p‘<.01).and_so is the percent of minorify

‘group membe‘rs in their classes (B = .37y p<.0l). -The higher the status-

of the minorities relative to the whites the greater the mzno*1ty fr1end-“mﬁﬂnyw .
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’ship and the higher the percentage of minority students the more white
K students formed friemdships with minorities.
For blacks, the only significant predictor is hostility from whites
(B = -.18, p<.01l). When the whites are more hostile toward blacks, the
blacks ieciprocate. For Mexican Americans relative status (B = .41,
p<.0l), and percent white (B = .61, p<.0l)'are significant and hostil-
ity from whites (B = -.22, p<.l2) is marginally significant. As the
status of the Mexican Americans decreases relative to the status of the
whites, ::he ‘desixe to izave white friends increases. The finding for the
ratio of whites in the class indicates that as the percent of white
students iecreases, so does friendship with them. Hostility directed

toward Mexican Americans by whites tends to be reciprocated, although

this is not a pewerful effect.

The results for attitudes toward the outgroup (as opposed to friend-'
ship) indicate that for whites, self-esteem was related to prejudice
(B = -.23, p< .05) as was hostility directed toward them by minority
group members in their classes (B = -40, p<.01l) (see Figure 2). As.
self-esteem increased their nrejudice decreased, and as hostility
increased it ';was responded to in kind. For blacks only hostility from
whites predicted prejudice (B = .16, p <.10) and again this effect

operated in the expected reciprocal fashion. Among Mexican Americanms

status relative to whités (B = -.31, p(\OS) and the percent of white

-.32, p<.05) predicted their attitudes.

v students in their classes (B

As was the case with the friendship measure, Mexican Americans were least
prejudiced in classes.yhere the status of the whites was highest and

where the percentage of whites 4o *igh.
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Thgse analyses were repeated using change scores calculated on the
basis of a survey conducted one yé;?'éfter the original data were obtained.
For all three groups, the model accounted for less variance in the longi-
tudinal then in the cross-sectional data. This would be expected if for
no other reason than measufemenf error, but other factors outside the
model, such as history and maturation effects, almost cerfainly contri-
buted to the diminished effects. Thelsignificant predictors were exactly
the same for whites and blacks in this analysis as in the original anal-
ysis, but for Mexican Americans none of the predictors in the ‘longitudinal
analysis were significant.

/ :
Disgussion

. Before Siscussing the results of this study they probably should be
put in pefséective by considering some of the limitations df the study.
While our measures are as reliable as most measures used with students at
this age, their imperfections probably contiibuted to the reduced power
o# the longitudinal analyses. Like most studies of .desegregation, this
study examined students at one grade level in one regiom of the country
at a specific point in time and its conclusions are limited by the
variables that were included. Also, the community in which the study was
done has its own unique history of desegregation and intergroup relations.
In additioﬁ, this study focuses on 2 relatively recently implemented de-
segregation plan. However, it should be noted that in none of the re-
sults did busing play a significant role in predicting race relations.
Unlike most studies of deéeg{egation (Gerard & Miller, 1975, is an

exceéfion), we obtained both cross-sectional and longitudinal data,

: 34
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which gives our results a robustness that is atypical in this area.
Also‘in.Eontiast to most other studies, we focused on relations between
variables rather than the outcomes of desegregation. Thus, our results
provide us with insights into the processes operating within desegregated
schools that affect race relations. o .

Three factors emerge as being of séecial signifiéance in this study. )
First, for whites and Mexican Americans their status relativ: to the |
other groups is clearly an important predictor of intergroup .relations.
Although many researchers have focused on thé\importance of relative
st#tué‘within intergroup interaction situatioms (Allport, 1954; Amir, "
1969; Cohen, 1980; Aronson et al., 1978) most of them tend to Heemphasize
status charactgristics that the students bring to the situation. Our
measure was built from two such dimensioms, parental social class and
academic achigvement levels. The results of this study suggest that
these status characteristics are important for two of the three'groups we
s?udied; Where status inequalities in the classroom mirror those of
the society atilarge,-intergroup attitudes anq contact deteiierate for .
ﬁembers of the majority group. These findings'a:e extremely distressing
because they imply that members of the dominant groups are unlikely to
interact with members of minority groups.who enter this situation at lower
levels on these stétus dimensions. On the other hand, members of'one of
the minority groups, Mexican Americans, were most reluctant to interact
with whites who were similar in status to them.

The rather intriguing finding that Mexican Americans have or would
like to have more white friemnds in classes where the status discrepancies

are large rather than small is open to a variety of interpretatioms. It

i

40



[N ) i R v .
- . R ) "
. . . . : -
. .
-~ . - .
- - »
, . o | 38
- . - s .
-

- is poss:Lble that- relat:we equa.hty of status creates a more competn::L -

4 L e SN

atmospher% be‘tween Hex:.can Amer-'&ans and whités that is acutely felt
prmanly' by the Mex:.can -Americans. “Thus;.’ in classes waere Mexlcan
Amer:.can ;tudem:s approxmate the status levels of whites there n\ay be
- a eonf.b.ct that is uaged for dominance ax;d control in the class. Thz.s
is a mcrocosm of what DeVipe and Campbell (1972) dzscuss as real:Lst:Lc
- droup conflict. theory. This theory is concerned w:.th economic and polit-
- feal conflict between ethnic groups that occupy sz.mlar (typlcally low)
Jposn::.ons in -the status hlerarchy. Where status mequaln::.es are great
the domindnce relationships are clear and there is less conﬂlct and
hos ility. T o ‘ ) )
~ - ©  fAnother explamation is based on t;xe studies that have found that
Mexican Amencans hav'e.ldwer self-esteem than biacks“or whites. Even if
tkus self-esteem difference is attnbutable to soc:.al class dlfferences
(Stephan & Rosenf:.eld, 1979) in the classroom the dlfferences w:.ll be :'
\ - ‘Feai, If Mexican Amer:Lcans are generally lower in self-esteem than mem-
B - ber‘s of the other group they may feel a greater need to fing ways of-
raising their self-esteem. It is possible that low self—esteem Mexican R E,
Americ_a;'z .Students would like to have high status friends in an effort to
bolster their self-imaées.» The most inviting explanatz.on dis that the

Mexican Americans, like the whites, prefer to assoclate Wlth high status

t

otL In the case ot the whites this means that as the status of the . . .
minority dmup member* in the:.r elasses increases they are more l.dsery

to, have. friends who are minority group members. Likewise, to the extent

that the whn:e students in their classes are high in status the Mexican

: Amencans are more lJ.kely to want them'as f{riends. At present there is

4
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no way to determine which of these explanations is correcf. Research by
several feams of'inveetigatoys sﬁggest that the problems created by’
status differentials can be overebme in the classroom setting by eech:

N " niques such as those developed by Cohen (1980) or Aronson et al. (1978).

Iy is heartening to find that the blacks appear to be less semsitive to
these differences in status. It may be more important for them to have
equal. status in the situation than on dimensions outside of the situation.
a The second factor that emerges.from éhéee analyses is the percent of
_ - each, group that is peeseet in the classroom. Again, it'appea;§ that
Ay, hites and Mexican Americans are most affected by thisrfhctor, although
‘_—_‘\:;zsuous stadies suggest that- 1t is also 1mportant for blacks (St. John,
1§7S). There is a fascinating s;lemma here, nowever. For both groups,
~as the ratio cf’outcroup to ingroup members increases, 1ntergroup rela-

- - tions tend to 1mprove (this effect is l;near as shown by an analysis for
curvilinearity that tested the p0551b111ty that equal mmbers- of minority
and maaorzty group members would be opt1mal) The problem, of course, is

;f”Q that as the percefit of one erroup 1ncreases, the percent of the other
group decreases. Thus, while the attitudes of one group toward the

other are i roving due to increased o rthltles for interaction and
mp pPpo

7
exposure tc a wider range of outdroup mem rs, relatlons between the
X

second group and the first will te dete 'o ing. This effect is espe-
¢ . .
cially.strong for whites in our st&d : 1y suggests that for this

avoided.

The third factor that is important in these analyses is hostility

A}
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from outgroups. The importance of this factor has ne;er beenias clearly
- established as it has in this study. The problem in thefﬁhft has been
that there arerarely sufficient data at a classroom level of analysis to
| investigate the effects of this factor. Our results indicate, in a man-
" per that is consistent with balance theory (Heider, 1958), that groupe
that are disliked will‘in turn dislike the-groups that dislike them.
wWhat we are describing here'is a classical vicious circle »f interacting
caqsel factors. To the extent that blacks dislike whites, the whites
_can be expected to reciproeate leading “to increased disliking of whites
among the blacks. Unless feedback loops of this nature are interrupted
- by interveetions desighed to deesgalate the mounting tensions, it is
easy to understand how open conflict can.result. Tﬁese findirgs help us
to understand how tension between groups build to a cllmax They also
can be used to p1n901nt classrooms where 1ntervent10ns,are most needed.
There were some differences in the predxctors of prejudice and
friendship, particularly for the whites. After considering the differ-
ential_s;cializafion of attitudes and behavier that we discussed in an
earlier section of this report, it should not come as a surprise to find
such discrepancies. It is worth considering the resulfs for whites in’
some detail, because they appear to have a readily intelligible explana-
tion. The minority friendship scale measured the proportion of a
student's friends that are, or that he/she would-like'to be, minority
group‘members. One.would.expect minority ffiendship to increase as
minori;y percentage increased‘if on%y because the;e are more opportuni-
ies available for minority~friendship. Of course, one would expect |

this increase in minority friendship to eventually lexd to more positive
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‘attitudes toward the minority group as a whole, but this gemeralization

fo the entire group is likely to lag behind fhé actual or desired forma-

* tion for friendships. These effects might be especially strong in the

present study, since many of the students were going to new schools énd
hence were just beginning to form new friendships.

In a simil#rvmanner, equal-status contact between whites and minof-
ities may increase cross-racial fiiendship, but it may not immediately

alter the whites' atfitudes, A number of studies have shown that people

. choose friends of their own status or higher, even within their own race

(Hollingshead, 1949; St. John & Lewis, 1975; Tudor, 1971). But, as noted
above? it may take time before these changes in minority friemndship are
geﬁeralized to the entire group. Also, it is possible that whites who
have oﬁly a limited experience with minorities 6} equal'or‘highbr status
may not feel .that these minorities are representative‘df minorities i;
general. Résearch on attribution thecry has shown that when'behavior
contradiCtS our preconceptions, we attribute the behavior to»other fac-
tors (Kellay, 1971; Rosenfield & Stephan, l§77). Thus, whiteshwho expect
minority group members to be unintelligeht may not chanée-their beliefs
about minority groups when they encounter small number§ of intelligent’
minority‘students, but,'rather, may think'that these individuals are
"exceptions” who had "lucky breaks" (Pe%tigrew, 1979). It.may take manf
experiences with a vaiiety of intelligent minority students before whites
wh§ believe that minority group:members'aré uniptelligent will change

their attitudes toward the group in general.

14



Concluding Comments

The results of th:.s study demounstrate the :.mportance of toth class-
room stmcture and classroom climate as determinants of intergzoup rela-
tions in desegregated schools. Taken togetf;er ﬁth our prévious i-esearch
and the studies of other mvestlgators, the present study suggests a wide
range of \fa\\ors that effect the outcomes of school desegreaatzon.

V It is clear that desegregation does not have one smple, predz.ctable
effect on intergroup relations. Instead, it has many different effects
on different children depending on a variety of situational factors.
Figure 2 shows a model summarizing many of the factors that determine
how desegregafion will affect intergroup relatioms. This model groups
many qf th's important determislants of intergroup relations' during deseg-
regafion ints_ categories, anc shows many of the variables that. are
included in them. The primary factors aze listed below.’

 School and Classroom Structure. Allport (1954), Amir (1969), and

others have pointed out the importance of informal, equal-status and
cooperative interethnig contaét in reducing prejudice. School and /
classroom structures that encourage this type of contact will help de-
crease prejudice. Most of fhese structural factors fit into two groups°
- those that increase informal contact between the ethnic groups and those
that increase respect for minority groups. When there are a number of

' structural factors that increase informal interethnic contact (eeg.s
seating patterns which mix the ethnic groups) and where they negate the
‘cultural stersotype ('e'.g. , where there is a black principal or; a number

of competent, influential black feachers), the chances of decreasing
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| prejudice are greatly enhanced. One must remember, however, that be-

cause‘eiibiases in memory and attribution processes, it may take a number

of experiences with non-stereotypic behavior from outgroup members before

>

stereotypes and prejudices can be changed.

School and Qassroom Climate. The climate of a school or classroom

“can either be conducive to positive interethnic relations, or it can very

effectively inhibit them. Where teachers frown on interethnic contact,

and where interpersonal.:glationships involve outbursfs of hostility and

" apger, little positive interethnic contact will occur. But where the

role models show interethnic harmony and encourage interethnic inter-

action, much more positive interethfiic contact will occur.

Cultural Environment. The cyltural enyiroqmeht can havé'many of the
same effects as the school structure and schoél climate. Where the -cul-
ture supports segregafion and seriously threatens iﬁterethnic friend-
ships, few children will be independent emough to have extensive inter-
ethnic_contact. Similarly, if tﬁe culture downgrades.mino:ities, it will
take a concerted effort in the school to negate it. On the other hand,
if the students come from an environment in which interethnic contact is
supported and considered to be normal (e.g., if they come from a natu-
rally integrated nelghbovhood), the l;kellhood of their maklng new inter-
ethnic contacts in school is increased.

Family Environment. Because children are responsive to the social-

izing influence of their families as well as to the influence of the
general culture, the examples that their families set will also influence
the children. If the family supports interethnic contact through their

ideas and actions, the children should be more wiiling‘to wmake inter-

46
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ethnic contacts. In contrast, if they show only hostilit} toward out-
group members, and if they display harsh and rigid childfrearing prac-
tices that engender displaced hostility in their children, the children
are ﬁnlikely to develop positive aftitudes toward outgroups.

Individual Differences. Finally, children may differ greatly on

personality diﬁénsions wﬁich.affect their interpersonal relations and,
hence, their interethnic relations. fhose who generally reject others,
who have mainly hostile and negative relations with other people,=w111
not be favorably disposed to outgroup members and will rarely hiave any
pasitive experiences Qith outgroup meﬁbers. ‘waever, those who have
little hostility to displace on others, and those who generally'have good
relationships with others, will be more likely to develop‘friendships
with Outgroép members and become less preﬁudiced.

The number and the'éomplexity of the factors that affgct prejadice
during desegregation point to the neéa,farlméking infbrmed/hecisic;s in
desiéning the structure and atmosphere of the desegregatéd schools:
Arged Withlthe knoblédge of the ways to best decrease prejudice, deseg-
regafion programs Ean be highly successful. But where administrators
reluctantly implement desegregatibn plans ﬁith-little knqwledge of how
to produce interethnic harmony,‘the desegregation effbrts.may have little

chance of redudir, interethnic hostility.
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Figure 1
Path Models for the Determinants

of Intergioup Friendship Among o

Blacks, Whites, and Mexican Americans

Self-Esteem

. 02

Status Relative to

Other Groups

‘\ .
Outgroup

N 2>  Friendships
Ratio of Minority to - : .
o Ledd |

- Majority Groups

Hostility from

Outgroups

NOTE: The xmmbers that are not in parentheses or brackets refer to wh:.tes,
the pumbers in parentheses refer to blacks, and the numbers in

brackets refer to Mexican Americans.
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Figure 2

Path Models for Determinants
of Prejudice Among

Mexican Americans, Blacks, and Whites

Self-Esteem

Status Relative to-

Other Groups

~ Hostility from
Outgroups-.
v
NOTE: The numbers that are not in parentheses or brac!-cets refer'to
| phites, the numbers in _parentheses refer to blacks, and the

mumbers in bré&cets_ refer to Mexican. Americans.
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' - Fiqure3 = - _ \\
Factors Affecting Prejudice During Desegregation

School and Classroom Structure

Structures affectina contact
Seating patterns that mix ethnic groups-
RAcademic and “playcround" activities that
min ethnle grouss
Satisfyiag interethnic cooperative exper-
iences ;
Students come from comparable SES and ac-
ademic backgrounds (where feasible)
Structure affectinc stereotypes

Equal treatment of all ethnic groups with-
in the classroom and school

Student power within the,school shared by
the ethnig groups

Power and status of the statf shared by
the ethnic qroups

Competert, responsible minority staff mem-
bers

All ethnic groups reSpected by staff

Activities in which minorities excel are
supported and respected

Studenits come from comparable SES and ac-
ademic backgrounds (where feasible)

Cultural Environment\»

Environmental factors affecting coptact

Live in lntegrated nelgnborhood
Support of desegregation by the offjcials
and ‘the populace '
Set good public examples of interezimn
cooperation
Eliminate any vestiges of segregation
Environmental factors affecting stersstyzes

Show resgect for all ethnic groups

Eliminate any vestiges of segregatic:

A1l groups should have power and szaghﬁJ

Minorities should‘hold their share of im-
portant, respected public positic:s

— -
,—-..lﬁ}“ilY Environment - v
i t

Family factors affecting contact

Support of 1nterethnic relationships
Set examples-for positive interethnic re-
lations ,
Family factors affecting stereotype

School and Classroom Climate

Goda'xnterethnlc relations anong staff men-
bers

Positive interethnic cooperation among stu-
dents -

Teachers encourage interethnic contact

Students have little interethnic hostility

Friendships stressed more than grades
L}

Respect for minority groups
Supportive child-rearing practices that
will not result: in displaced hostility

Individual Differenges

- High self-acceptance

Low authoritarianism

High SES and high educational attainment
Little hostility in relations with nthers
High sociability

S
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