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Introduction

Interventions for sensitizing children to issuestes to diversity, social justice, and antiracisave
been developed and applied in schools in many desraround the world (Banks, 2006; Benson & Paoline
1997; Connolly, Fitzpatrick, Gallager, & Harris, @) Derman-Sparks & Brunson-Phillips, 1997; Grant &
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Sleeter, 1998; Harris, Nikels, Mims, & Mims, 20(M¢Farland, Siebold, Aguilar, & Sarmiento, 2007). An
array of intervention paradigms have been formdlateorder to understand and to confront racism and
ethnocentrism, major challenges in contemporaryiefes (Boyd & Arnold, 2000; Sefa Dei, 2008).
According to Levy Paluck (2006) curriculum intertien studies have been conducted, yet, evidentleeaf
impact is rarely reported and their theoretical empthnings are, often not clearly delineated. Beyull
Arnold (2000) point out that a great deal of dipemecy exists between theory, practice and teachers’
understandings, and this adds to the difficultiesconducting empirical validation of the intervemts.
Moreover, in their review of violence preventionagegies, Eisner and Malti (2012) report thatdiftkogress
has been made in “expanding the evidence basd7(}), “developing and testing prevention strat€giesl
in “improving knowledge of mechanisms and activenponents” (p.172). Yet, administrators, educators
psychologists and policy makers in many parts efworld are discussing and developing programmes to
deal with social justice, inclusion, and the soe@all emotional issues involved in racism (Aveligg@07;
Bartolo, 2010; Bartolo, Borg, Cefai, & MartinellR010; Daniels, 2010; Forlin, 2010). This sort of
problematization is also happening in Greece.

Educators, parents, pupils and administrators ieeGr have had to confront and deal with the
complex problems that contemporary societies fagennsocial and economic upheaval results in breakdo
in social relations and increase in the incidenteaoism, discrimination, and conflict. Our resgamland
intervention originated from a call for support rfroa group of educators in Thessaloniki Greece. 8hes
teachers noted that their ‘diverse’ classrooms wdifficult to manage and that they needed help in
developing an intervention that would help the sttwside community to develop positive attitudes and
behaviors towards ‘different’ others. The objectofehis paper is to describe an antiracism intetiee and
an evaluation of its effectiveness. To the authkrowledge, there are virtually no other empirigal
validated anti-racism interventions for childrersdébed in the literature. Given the dearth okaesh on

anti-racism interventions for children, this stutlys aims to contribute to filling the gap in thiga.

Program description

The intervention was first developed, applied avdlwated in order to help students and educators
learn to respect and include children with diffees in abilities within their classrooms (Triliva,
Anagnostopoulou, Hatzinikolaou, Chimienti, & Mastkou, 2009). It was later expanded to include
differences and commonalities in gender, ethniagtyjfure, race, appearance, and religious beli¢fsvas
during this problematization phase regarding bdtboty and intervention strategies, that a paradigm
sensitize children to the social and emotional @sses involved in racism, was designed and imple&den
This development was based on a needs assessmmehictad in the schools, as well as research which
underlined the need for such programming (Korongragouni-Areou, Roussi-Vergou, Zafiropoulou, &
Piperakis, 2008; Mattheou, Roussakis, & Theoch2@®)6; Motti-Stefanidi et al., 2008; Moutsios, 200
Zoniou-Sideri & Vlachou, 2006). The newly expandedgram called Neither better nor worse, just

different’ (Triliva, Anagnostopoulou, & Hatzinikolaou 2008)rwsisted of seven modules aiming:
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e« To help students recognize and express emotionstamgbply these skills in understanding
instances of discrimination, bias, prejudice, aighsatization;

* To celebrate similarities and differences;

« To promote social awareness—empathy, perspecetkied, and valuing one’s own and others’
experiences as meaningful sources of knowledge;

¢ To understand the mechanisms of how stereotypedajev

* To recognize ways through which stereotypes caoveeturned and how marginalized people’s
voices, histories and contributions can be recldime

« To develop effective communication techniques ialidg with controversy, conflict and bias
and in challenging inequality and oppression;

* To take positive social action against biasesgstgpes, and prejudice, and critically appraise
how inequalities, marginalization, and oppressi@tdme part of the social milieu (critical

consciousness raising).

Intervention methods

Experiential group exercises, inter-group contactd a reflective practice approach, were the
pedagogical methods applied to help the studentdyzs and think critically about their experiences
regarding diversity, social justice, and racismpé&nential approaches have been used widely inrgltye
training (Levy Paluck, 2006). They allow for the-construction and dialectical generation of megsiand
enable learners to value that mutual understanflmgrishes through dialogue and critical reflection
processes which are relational in nature (HeroAp1®ostle, 1993). These forms of experience petha
participants with opportunities to learn from eather and to co-construct knowledge regarding piegu
from their particular context. The cooperative aotective nature of the activities privileged kredge that
develops from the students’ own initiatives, insggtand praxis (Freire, 2005). Engagement in expégal
activities, along with the concomitant critical lesttion, is reported to cultivate a sense of comitguand
collective responsibility (Levy Paluck, 2006). Tteachers who implemented the program activitiesewer
sensitized to their own biases, provided with suigen as to how to bring bias and discriminatissuies into
discussion through experiential activities.

In this paper we present the outcomes of theffitat modules outlined above. The impact of the last
three modules was not assessed because the evaloegihodology required was difficult to implemenhhe
modules used in the inquiry reported here focukmowledge acquisition and the development of social
skills in dealing with discrimination and racisithe modules which were not included focus on igreup
dialogue and collaboration, and the applicatiorsafial justice initiativies in school communiti@eachers
implemented exercises consisting of role-plays,utations, artistic expression, pantomimes, inteugr
contact and educational drama. For example, i sthrceress’ exercise, the children were askedddheir
imagination to draw a sorceress and to list alldtigbutes that characterize her. Using reflectjuestions,

the teacher helped the children gain insight ifte processes of stereotypical thinking and theosoci
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emotional mechanisms involved. Finally, the childreere asked to draw ‘the sorceress’ without the
stereotypical characteristics that they originalyibuted to her.
In accordance with the learning objectives of thet ffour modules, we expected that after the
intervention, the students will have:
1. Increased their ability to recognize and name #ffecstates involved in dealing with diversity,
bias, prejudice and discrimination;
Increased their understanding that people are siotiéar than different;
Increased social perspective and empathy for divetfsers; and
Increased knowledge that generalization is a basioponent of biased behavior and the

subsequent development of fear and avoidance respon

M ethodology
Study design

A pre—post program evaluation design was utilisedissessing possible changes in the variables
defined above. The pre-intervention assessment ptaade a few weeks prior to the commencement of the
antiracism program, and was carried out by thesobasn teachers. The second assessment took pleee t
weeks after the end of the intervention and was isidtered by volunteer research assistants. The
intervention was implemented during one full acaideyear, and the experiential activities were eatrout

on a weekly basis for approximately two hours.

Participants

The sample consisted of 202 elementary school stadeom 10 public schools in Thessaloniki,
Greece. Only 180 of the students participated ith lppe and post assessments, as the remaining 22 we
absent at either the pre or post assessment. Ofl8Bestudents, 69 (38.3%) wer&® Zraders (from
classrooms of 15, 13, 23, and 18 students resgdglis1 (28.3%) were'3graders (from classrooms of
10, 16, and 11 students respectively), 17 (9.4%ew€ graders (from one classroom), and 43 (23.9%)
were 3" graders (from classrooms of 16, 12, and 15 stsderspectively). Eighty-eight (48.8%) were male
and ninety-two (51.0%) were female. The vast majoof the students were Greek (85.6%) and the rest
came from Albania, Georgia, Bulgaria or Turkey. Haenple consisted of varying abilities and dis#b8i
and religious backgrounds. The children’s parentsvided informed consent for their children to
participate in the study. The children’s responsese number coded and remained anonymous, adhering
to the relevant ethical code of conduct. The clamsr teachers received bi-weekly group supervision
conducted by two psychologists and a specialigh@ application of health promotion programming at

school.

Measures
The pre and post intervention variables includedestts’ understanding that people are more similar
than different, their ability to recognize and namaféective states accurately, the development afato
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perspective and empathy, and lastly, their comprgba that generalization is a basic componentiasdal
behavior and the subsequent development of feaaamidance responses.

Two short stories were developed to measure tivasmbles. Both stories contained
fictional animal characters, which were treatedainhf based on popular stereotypes. After reading each
story, the students were asked a series of opeedeqgdestions. This formatllowed children to speak
freely and to evaluate more precisely the particalaances of their understandings. The type of mora
reasoning vignettes used in this study have beemdfto be valid and reliable methods in assessidgment
and emotional attributions in social exclusion (M&illen, & Gasser, 2012), children’s moral judgnis
and emotion attributes in retaliation as opposediriprovoked aggression (Gasser, Malti, & Gutzwiller
Helfenfinger, 2012),social understanding and perspective takifgr( Darling, 2002; Selman, 2003;
Woolgar, Steele, Steele, Yabsley, Fonagy, 2001yaharientation in judgments dealing with cultuneda
ethnic conflict (Garrod et al., 2003) and in sotyimomplex social problems (Kim, 2012).he two stories

used in the pre and post evaluation were the fafigw

Story 1

Riri is one of four kittens of a stray cat living & neighborhood of our city. The children of the
neighborhood named all the kittens, and tried tal fpeople who were interested in adopting themofihe
kittens were adopted with the exception of Riricdntrast to the other kittens, Riri was black, d@he people
who adopted the other kittens refused to take ftertheir homes, saying: ‘No, we don’t want a bl&iken;
it will bring us bad luck!

The respective questions were:

1. How do the kittens feel now that they have agla stay?

2. How does Riri feel?

3. Does Riri look like the other kittens?

Questions 1 and 2 aimed at investigating the abil@rability to recognize and name affective states
accurately. Question 3 aimed at investigating thiien’s understanding that people are more sintilan

different.

Story 2.

Petros is a boy living in an apartment with his figgznNo animals are allowed in his apartment
building, and he has never come into close conteth animals. One day, on his way to school, he
encountered a dog named Lina. The dog barked andafer him. Since then, whenever Lina approached
him, Petros ran away as fast as he could. Moreacsiace that incident, Petros did not only beconraidfof
Lina, but whenever he heard a dog barking he bedaigietened and started crying. His parents tolthimot
to be afraid of dogs, but his fear did not subsigetros started avoiding all places where it waely to
encounter dogs, such as the local park. He alsdestahinking of ways to defend himself in casevbald be
‘attacked’ by a dog, and began carrying a stickitbauld be used in defense against a possiblelattac

The respective questions were:
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1. Do you think that Petros should avoid Lina? Why?
2. Do you think that Petros should avoid all dog&v?
Question 1 aimed at investigating social perspectaking and empathy. Question 2 aimed at
investigating knowledge that generalization is aiba@omponent of biased behavior and the subsequent

development of fear and avoidance responses.

Procedures

The instructions to the teachers and researchtastssvere the following:

Inform the children that they will participate infantasy game, during which they will read stories
and will answer some questions on their compreloensf the stories. Explain that there are no ‘rigbt
‘wrong’ answers. Each student is free to answeh&ishe feels. If a student asks you, ‘What showldté?’
please respond, ‘This is a fantasy game, you caik tbr imagine or guess. There are no right or wgon
answers.” Make sure that each child answers forHierself and that they do not copy other students’
answers. If you are teaching first or second gradrj will have to read the stories aloud. If thedgnts ask
you to explain the meaning of a word, you shoukishshem, but please do not help students by giviam
verbal or non-verbal hints (e.g., If they do nodarstand the question, ‘How does Riri feel?’ yoaudtin't
assist them by saying, ‘How do you think Riri femsv that she is all alone? Is she happy or unhappy
Make sure that all students have answered all thestions. Keep in mind that questions are twofold,
requiring both a simple answer and a justificatiointhe answer. The students should answer botly Gére

also answer, ‘I do not know.’

Data transformation

Data consisted of the children’s responses to thestipns that followed the stories. A coding
scheme was developadposteriorito code the answers to the open-ended questiorsuhdergraduate and
two graduate psychology students and one of thecipal researchers coded the data and developed the
categories. All answers were carefully scrutiniaed all cases examined. The criteria developed thene
applied by the research team to all questions surenthat no responses were left out. All resporisat
were difficult to classify were thoroughly examinadd the criteria were further refined until allregd
regarding the appropriateness of the categoryllffjrmne of the principal investigators ran a rbligly check
on a subsample of 30% of the data to ensure tlegt were correctly categorized. A concordance rate o
100% was tabulated on the classified responseseli®cedures were undertaken to ensure the tigiabi
the coding and categories.

In the final coding scheme four categories werater@ for the answers to the questions:
‘How do the kittens feel now that they have a plaxstay?’ and ‘How does Riri feel?’

1. Vague emotion: This category included answers widelkcribe emotional experience in a

general and vague way (e.g., ‘nice’ or ‘well’)
2. Single emotion: This category included answers tisiccurately name one emotion (e.g., ‘they

are happy’ or ‘she is sad’)
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Complex emotion: This category included answersctwhaccurately describe two or more
affective states (e.g., ‘the kittens are happyaweeha home but lonely because they do not have
each other’)

Other: This category included answers that coutdorocoded in the previous categories (e.g., ‘I

do not know,” no answer, incomprehensible answer.)

Three categories were created for the answerstqubstion: ‘Does Riri look like the other kittehs?

1.

Yes: This category included answers that could lr@nsarized into ‘Yes, she is similar in
everything but the color.’

No: This category included answers that could barmsarized into ‘No, she is different.’ (e.g.,
‘she is a black thing’ or ‘she is a monster’)

Other: This category included answers that coutdorocoded in the previous categories (e.g., ‘I

do not know’ or ‘nothing’ or no answer or an incareipensible answer)

Three categories were created for the answersetqubstions: ‘Do you think that Petros is doing the

right thing by avoiding Lina?’ and ‘Do you thinkahPetros is doing the right thing by avoidingdags?’

1.
2.
3.

Yes: This category included affirmative answerg.(éyes’ or ‘sure’)
No: This category included negative answers (&g.,0r ‘no way’)
Other: This category included answers that coutdoeocoded in the previous categories (e.g., ‘I

do not know’ or no answer or a contradictory ansareain incomprehensible answer)

Finally, three categories were created for théfjoation of the answers to the previous questions:

1.

Fear: This category included answers revolving radoiear of the dog (e.g., ‘Petros is shaking
with fear’), or showing an attempt to avoid physitarm from a barking dog or getting
contaminated by a sick dog (e.g., ‘She will attatk’ or ‘She has fleas’).
Understanding: This category contained answershwvient beyond Petros and his behavior to
commenting on issues related to aggression. Sosveeas included:

justified the dog’s aggressive behavior (e.g., ‘Sl@n’t want to harm him’ or ‘She only
wanted to play’)

showed increased understanding of the harmful cpresees of aggression (e.g., ‘If he
attacks, she will strike back’)

showed understanding that Lina is one dog and éleawior characterizes only her (e.g., ‘Not
all dogs are the same’ or ‘Some dogs are not agigesk

contained the possibility of a positive outcome.(€he may become friends with Lina’).
Other: This category contained answers that coatde coded in the previous categories (e.g.,

‘I do not know’, ‘nothing’, no answer, and an incprahensible answer).

Recapitulation of hypotheses

Having explicated and delineated the children’saeams and how they were evaluated, it is important

now to take a look at the research hypothesescaagdrationalize and recapitulate them accordingly.

ISSN 2073-7629
© 201< CRES/ENSE!( Volume 6, Number2, Novembe 2014 pp 9



e ‘How do the kittens feel?’ and ‘How does Riri feelt was hypothesized that after the
intervention, fewer children would employvagueemotion and more children would employ
either asingleor acomplexemotion

« ‘Does Riri resemble the other kittens?’: It was tiyyesized that more children would answer
‘Yes’and fewer children would answeNo’

« ‘Do you think that Petros is doing the right thibg avoiding Lina?’ and ‘Do you think that
Petros is doing the right thing by avoiding all d8g It was hypothesized that more children
would reply No’ that Petros is not doing the right thing in avogditina and in avoiding all
dogs.

* Regarding the justification for the answers to & two questions, it was hypothesized that
fewer children would provide answers in the catggafr ‘fear’ and that more children would

provide answers in the category ahtlerstanding’.

Analyses

All answers were transformed into dichotomous fair® for non-occurrence and 1 for occurrence
of an answer). This means that new items wereeuneane for each possible answer to the originastjons.
For example, regarding the question: ‘Do you thin&t Petros is doing the right thing in avoidingha?’
three items were created, representing the ocagres. non-occurrence of the answers ‘yes,” ‘nal an
‘other’. Because of the dichotomous nature of thewers, the dependent variables modeled in the/sesl
hereunder, are the ‘success’ probabilies.e., the probabilities that an answer occurred,the numbers of
participants giving these answers. The hypothe$dbheostudy were transformed accordingly to repmese
changes in probability of answers rather than imioers of participants.

Typical inferential statistical analyses make arsrassumption that measurements are independent
from each other. As Arnold (1992) explains, howetlis assumption is particularly problematic isearch
in educational settings, where the measures ahgemded not only by the participants’ charactessstbut
also the classroom, school and/or the districtitjesl Hence, since students’ answers are affdoyetthese
contexts, they are interrelated (McCoach, 2010k Statistical analysis that deals with this problana
allows the modeling of this non-independence isrdfighical Linear Modeling (see Nezlek & Zyzniewski,
1998; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). A special casée$é¢ models is used in this study because themati
a binary variable taking on a value of either A dsee Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002, 294-309). HLM saftwv
was used to run these analyses.

A presentation of the model that tests each ofhymotheses is described below. The dependent
variable isg, is a probability and takes values from the inaf@.1]. On account of this constraint in the
values of¢, the following transformation is necessary:= log [p/(1-9)] (1). The added value of this
transformation is that the dependent variaplean now take on any real value. The level-1 equadif this
model is:n = o + B(INTERVENTION) (2). In this equation, INTERVENTIONs a binary variable that
takes the values 0 (denoting the condition befbeeintervention) or 1 (denoting the condition aftiee
intervention). Note that, because no control grevgs included in this study§;(INTERVENTION) is
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equivalent toB,(TIME). Consequentlyp, represents the individual-levglbefore the intervention (Time 1),
while B, represents the effect of the intervention on tliévidual-leveln (Time 2).

If the data were not nested, the level-1 equatiaulgl represent the entire model, resembling a
logistic regression analysis (see Pampel, 2000eder, because the data are nested, two equatiens a
added to take this into accouf$= voo+ W (3) andB, = y10(4). These equations model the level-1 (individual-
level) coefficients as a linear function of leve{ass-level) coefficients. In particular, in etjaa (3), Bois
modeled as a linear function @f, which represents the gramg i.e., then for all the participating classes,
and @ which represents the related error term. Moreduwegguation (4)p,is modeled as a linear function of
v10,Which represents the change in thior all the participating classes. Equation (3swatended to include
the effectyy, of the participants’ grade before the intervent{@RADE): By = Yoo + Yo1 (GRADE)+ W (5).
Thus, the full model tested here comprised equsatfah (4), and (5).

A typical HLM analysis uses a t-ratio to test thil inypotheses that each of the related coeffisiént
0. Here, we are only interested in the coefficigptandy;o. In particular, a;qthat is different from 0 denotes
that there is a statistically significant intenienteffect. In addition, &g, that is different from O denotes that
there is a statistically significant grade effd€tgrade has a significant effect @ it is necessary to test
whether the intervention effect is larger. The rhylpothesis thago;= y10 can be tested by means of a chi-

square test.

Results
Descriptive statistics

The following tables 1-3 illustrate the relativedathe absolute frequencies at the different gradels
at the pre- and post-intervention measurementssfodents’ answers that are relevant to the study’s
hypotheses. There are three important pieces ofnrdtion that are of interest in these tables.tFthe
relative frequencies in the pre-intervention measwents at different grades provide information oasible
developmental trajectories. Second, the pre- ara gbst-intervention frequencies per grade provide
information on the intervention effects. Finalljhet comparison between the post-intervention and pre
intervention frequencies at the subsequent gradeige information on the relative contributions of
development in conjunction with the intervention.

Table 1 displays the frequencies of the answerghenfeelings of the kittens and Riri and the
similarity between them. There was a considerabbnge in the feelings of the kittens betwe&hahd &
grades, with a decrease in the incidencevague emotions and an increase in the incidencesiofple
emotions. On the other hand, in the pre-interventaéative frequencies there was no unidirecti@hange in
the feelings of Riri. The incidence oBgue emotions decreases df §rade, increases at’4grade and
decreases again al' §rade. In the question on the similarity betweén &d the other kittens, negative
answers peaked at@rade, while positive answers peaked"ageade.
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Tablel. Relative (and absolute) frequenciesin pre- and post-intervention measur ements of feelings and

similarity

How do the kittens feel? How does Riri fed? DOSOE:Q Lf;‘:,;ethe

Grade Vague Single | Complex | Vague Single | Complex Yes No
2% | pre | 812 (56)] 10.1(7)|] 5.8(4)| 84.1(58)] 10.1(7)| 2.9(2)| 11.6(8) 84.1(58)
Post| 72.5(50)| 24.6 (17)] 2.9 (2)| 63.8(44)| 29.0 (20)] 7.2(5)| 14.5(10)| 79.7 (55)
3° | pre| 627 (32)| 31.4(16)] 3.9(2)| 56.9(29)| 41.2(21)] 2.0(1)| 25.5(13)] 45.1(23)
Post| 37.3(19)| 45.1(23)] 15.7 (8)| 39.2(20)| 31.4 (16)| 29.4 (15)| 66.7 (34)] 13.7 (7)
4" | pre | 647 (11)| 29.4(5)| 5.9(1)| 82.4(14)] 17.6(3)| 0.0(0)| 41.2(7)| 41.2(7)
Post| 58.8 (10)| 23.5(4)| 17.6 (3)| 64.7(11)| 35.3(6)| 0.0(0)| 52.9(9)| 41.2(7)
5" | pre| 442 (19)| 39.5(17)] 9.3(4)| 62.8(27)] 20.9(9)| 9.3(4)| 30.2(13)| 58.1(25)
Post| 53.5(23)| 32.6(14)] 7.0(3)| 53.5(23)| 30.2(13)| 11.6(5)| 65.1(28)| 20.9 (9)

The effect of the intervention varies accordingaie and according to the question, but not at all

grade levels. For instance, af grade, there was an increase in the incidencéngile emotions in the

questions concerning both Riri and the other kittext 3¢ grade, on the other hand, there was an increase in

the incidence of simple and of complex emotionsareing the kittens, while an increase in the incadeof

complex emotions was only evident with regards ith. ®n the similarity question, the interventioffegts

were in the expected direction at all grades aggl tere more pronounced in grades 3 and 4.

Finally, the comparison between the post-intengentand pre-intervention measurements at the

subsequent grade yields mixed results. In therdtiguestion, at" grade, there was a decrease in the

incidence of the vague emotion from pre- to postrirention, and the post-intervention incidence laager

than the incidence at the pre-intervention"agBade. This implies that the intervention effeaisviarger than

the developmental effect. On the other hand, withiea same age groups, there was an increase in the

incidence of the simple emotion from pre- to pogeiivention, but the post-intervention incidences \waver

than the incidence at pre-intervention &t#ade. This suggests that the intervention effestronger than

the developmental effect. Similar conclusions arached concerning the similarity question. Thus, th

developmental effect betweefi”and 3 grade is larger than the intervention effect dtg@ade, while the

intervention effect at'8grade is larger than the developmental effect etw8' and 4" grades.

Table 2 displays the frequencies of the answersPetros, Lina and all dogs. The following
developmental trajectories were observed: avoidgreaked at grade 5 and, somewhat less, at grade 3;

generalization peaked at grade 4 and was less egipatr grade 5; fear as justification for avoidiniga
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peaked at grade 3 and, somewhat less, at gratkabas a justification for avoiding all dogs pedke grade
4; and finally, understanding as a justificatiom fmt avoiding Lina and all dogs peaked at gradd@te
intervention effects regarding Petros, Lina anddaljs were in the expected direction. The mostqupoed
effects in relation to avoiding Lina and all dogglahe related justifications appear at grade ball, the
comparison between the pre and post-interventioth@tnext grade yields mixed conclusions. In some
grades, the intervention effects were in a directiidfferent from the development effect. For ins@nin
grade 2, the intervention brought a decrease imnitidence of the avoidance of Lina, while develepiried
to an increase. In some other grades, the intéoreahd the development effects were in the sameetitn.
For instance, at grade 4, the intervention and Idpweent brought a decrease in the incidence of the

avoidance of all dogs, but the intervention efieas larger.

Tablell. Relative (and absolute) frequenciesin the pre- and post-intervention measur ements of
avoidance and generalization

Do you think Petros Do you think Petros
isdoing theright Why? is doing theright Why?
thing by avoiding thing by avoiding
Lina? all dogs?
Grade Yes No Fear Under standing Yes No Fear Under standing
nd
2 i 24.6 (17)| 69.6 (48)| 39.1 (27) 17.4 (12)| 20.3 (14)| 76.8 (53)| 23.2 (16) 34.8 (24)
P 20.3 (14)| 75.4 (52)| 20.3 (14) 43.5(30)| 10.1(7)| 85.5(59)| 11.6 (8) 46.4 (32)
3 Pre
47.1 (24)| 39.2 (20)| 56.9 (29) 7.8 (4)| 33.3(17)| 60.8 (31)| 39.2 (20) 27.5 (14)
— 23.5(12)| 66.7 (34)| 25.5 (13) 43.1 (22)| 11.8 (6)| 84.3 (43)| 11.8 (6) 54.9 (28)
4" Pre
35.3(6)| 52.9(9)| 41.2(7) 235 (4)| 41.2(7)| 47.1(8)| 47.1(8) 17.6 (3)
— 17.6 (3)| 70.6 (12)| 17.6 (3) 52.9 (9)| 17.6(3)| 64.7 (11)| 17.6 (3) 41.2 (7)
th
2 i 58.1 (25)| 37.2 (16)| 51.2 (22) 27.9 (12)| 39.5 (17)| 53.5 (23)| 32.6 (14) 37.2 (16)
— 14.0 (6)| 81.4 (35)| 16.3 (7) 53.5(23)] 7.0(3)|90.7 (39)| 4.7 (2) 55.9 (24)

Inferential statistics

Table 3 displays the values of the coefficiepisyio and the related significance tests for each of the
answers hypothesized to change. The results shadvgtade is not a significant predictor of the amsnin all
but two items. This means that the valueydaind, consequently, the probabilifythat a participant gives a
particular answer) is on average the same in atigs. The one exception concerns the answers to the
guestion ‘Does Riri resemble the other kittens#his case, there are significant grade effects. ditections

of these effects are not important; what matteestheir values compared to the intervention effeCts-
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square values were 1.19 and 3.14, which were atistitally significant (df=1, p>0.05), suggestitiat, on
average, the intervention and grade effects aralequ

Tablelll. Effects of the grade (yo;) and theintervention (yy) on the dependent variablen for
each of theitems and related significance

Vague emotion -041| -2.0 ns.| -041| -1.8 n.s.

Complex emotion 0.19| 1.0 n.s. 041 1.0 n.s.

Vague emotion -0.20| -0.9 ns.| -0.80| -3.4 0.001

Complex emotion 0.15| 0.5 n.s. 1.44| 3.2 0.01

Yes 0.59| 3.2 0.05 1.15| 4.6 0.001

No -0.62| -25 0.05| -0.99| -4.0 0.001

Yes 0.20| 11 ns.| -1.08| -4.3 0.001

No -0.16| -0.9 n.s. 1.03| 44 0.001

Fear 0.02 0.1 n.s.| -1.29| -5.3 0.001

Understanding 0.21| 14 n.s. 1.44| 5.8 0.001

Yes 0.18| 1.3 ns.| -1.33| -45 0.001

No -0.19| -1.2 n.s. 1.15| 44 0.001

Fear 0.04| 0.2 ns.| -141| -4.8 0.001

Understanding 0.06| 0.5 n.s. 0.80| 3.6 0.001

The results also show that the intervention isgaiBtant predictor of the answers in all but three

items. The three items are the answer ‘no’ to thestjon: ‘Do you think that Petros is doing thehtithing
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by wanting to retaliate against all dogs?’ andahswers ‘vague’ and ‘complex’ to the question ‘Howthe
kittens feel?’ In order to interpret the statisigaignificant intervention effects, it is necegs#o transform
the estimated values back into the ‘success’ probabilitie®or each item. This is feasible with the following
equation:p = 1 / (1+ exp @)) (6). The values ofy are equal too (pre intervention) angoo + v10 (POSt
intervention). The direction of the changespiagreed with the hypothesized changes. For instam¢eow
do the kittens feel?’ the probability of respondinghe category ofague emotionlecreased from 66.8% to
57.2% and the probability of responding in the gatg of complex emotiomcreased from 6.0% to 8.7%.
Similarly, in the question ‘How does Riri feel?’ettprobability of answering within the categorywafgue
emotiondecreased from 73.3% to 55.2% and the probabiligwaring with acomplex emotiomesponse
increased from 3.4% to 12.9%. In other words, icoadance with our hypothesis, the inadequate or
insufficient description of affective states desesh and the identification of one or more affectstates
increased after the intervention.

In the question: ‘Does Riri resemble the othereki?’ the probability of an affirmative answer
increased from 20.7% to 45.3% and the probabilitgs aegative answer decreased from 64.1% to 3919%.
was observed, however, that notwithstanding theifsignt changes in these probabilities, the greffiect is
also significant (and equal in size to the intetveneffect). In particular, the probabilities ai affirmative
answer are 32.1%, 46.0%, 60.6%, 73.5%, and 83.3%héof" 2 39 4" and %' grade, respectively, and
the probabilities of a negative answer are 49.0%1%, 21.8%, 13.0%, and 7.4% for the five grades,
respectively. In other words, in accordance with loypotheses, the identification of similaritiecrieased
after the intervention. This increase, howeverdsde be approached with caution because iderttditaf
similarities also increased with grade.

In the question: ‘Do you think that Petros is dothg right thing by avoiding Lina?’ the probability
of an affirmative answer decreased from 40.4% tG%83 and the probability of a negative answer iaseel
from 50.5% to 74.1%. Regarding the justificatiortlu$ answer, the probability of children respomgivithin
the categoryear decreased from 47.8% to 20.1%, and the probalgfitgnswering within the category of
understandingncreased from 17.4% to 47.0%. Similarly, in theestion: ‘Do you think that Petros is doing
the right thing by avoiding all dogs?’ the probékpibf an affirmative answer decreased from 31.0%Q.6%
and the probability of a negative answer incredsaah 63.4% to 84.6%. In justifying their answerttos
guestion, the probability of the children respoigdinith thefear category decreased from 32.5% to 10.5%
and the probability responding within the categofyunderstandingncreased from 31.0% to 50.0%. In
accordance with our hypotheses, the avoidance esrtuf behaviors decreased and the approach bekavio
and empathic understanding increased.

In this kind of analysis, reliability describes tregio of the true variance relative to the obsdrve
variance. According to Raudenbush and Bryk (206@jh reliability shows that there is large vari#bilof
the mean probabilities at level 2 or that the sangiite is large. In most models tested here, ibtiab were
0.320 (true variance represents 32.0% of the t@aance) or higher. The only exception is theatality of

the model testing the changes in the probabildfethe answecomplex(to the question ‘How do the kittens
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feel?”), which is relatively low (0.168). AlthougHLM corrects for low reliabilities, the results amrning

this model should be approached with caution.

Discussion

Research on emotions and intercultural educatio@yiprus (Zembylas, 2012) has highlighted the
emotional ambivalence that children experiencetaedmportance of children’s ‘emotional construngbin
how they perceive and, consequently, respond tterdiit cultures. According to our analyses the
participants’ ability to recognize and identify eoos changed significantly in the post-interventio
assessment phase. The ability to recognize théi@mabconsequences of behaviors form the basisfmal
motivation in general and pro-social behaviors €Bixerg & Miller, 1987; Hoffman, 1983). Likewise ese
prerequisite social and emotional capabilitiescamesidered fundamental in sensitizing childrenitf@ence,
social justice, anti-violence and antiracism bebaxs (Harris et al., 2007; Nikels et al., 200Qualitative
evaluations conducted by the teachers indicatechthiding the emotions activities at the startha program
allowed them to weave emotional expression intth&llmodules and classroom activities.

Significant changes in children’s understandingiafilarities and differences were evident in post-
intervention assessments. Perhaps the role-playsijlations and imaginary interactions with same-age
cohorts from different cultures, religions, racasd abilities, as well as person-to-person conitasbme of
the activities, helped in reducing fear or ‘steypat threat’ and in increasing the projection obipive traits
and affect (Crisp & Turner, 2009). The developmehan empathic stance toward others who are ihitial
considered to have stereotypical negative trads, theen documented in research using imaginatayetpl
intervene and to ameliorate such negative attituales bias tendencies (Farr Darling, 2002). Hence,
simulations, experiential role-play and criticafleetion that aim to bolster empathic understansiand
perspective taking, may be effective techniquesige in antiracial pedagogy endeavors. In additiois
evident that positive interpersonal contact thaboigperative, rewarding, mutually beneficially aahctioned
by school authorities and parents, is also an t&fgeanethod in reducing prejudice and discriminatio
(Berryman-Fink, 2006). Teachers’ qualitative egsilons highlighted the effectiveness of the afonretioaed
techniques, and further elaborated how the classrdonate changed dramatically as students becaare m
mindful of each other and of their differences.

The findings provide evidence that the studenteemed their ability to understand and articullage t
function of generalization in prejudicial thinkinglt appears that the experiential activities hapoaitive
impact in that the students developed skills iticaily appraising the socio-emotional mechanisnfgerent
in racism. As Thompson (1997) has emphasized, wbeh issues are brought into the classroom thratgh
and performance, children are moved to reframe thailerstandings and deepen their experienceswf ho
such difficult social-emotional issues are playatlwithin relationships and contexts.

In summary, these findings contribute to the litera that explores the psychological and social
impact of antiracism programming, a literature fisatoluminous on theories and policies, but spaisen it
comes to research on the impact of programmingcbod children (Walter 1999). It appears thatdheup
discussions, dialogue and problem solving on petspetaking, haming emotions and identifying bias
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simulations and role plays, enhance children’s tstdadings of complex social-emotional situationsvhat
Farr Darling (2002) describes as constructing gmstin morally sensitive ways. The classroom entens

in understanding similarities and differences, greagagement in art and imaginative praxis, idgnif and
naming emotions, and perspective taking, aideddddml to come into contact in an empathic way with
different others and to develop understandingsematypes, bias, and discrimination.

There are, however, several limitations in thiglgturhe main outcome variables were the individual
gains made by the program participants and there we control group comparisons. The interpersona
skills and behaviors of the children were not assgésnd this impedes our ability to fully evaludie impact
of the intervention. A caveat mentioned by sevéathers in our study pertains to the tendencyoofes
students to provide the ‘socially desirable’ answering exercises. These comments suggest thdieeac
should be alert when they see a ‘facile’ changgtudents’ behavior as it may reflect a skin-deepp@nce
to the demands of the situation. In addition, altfiothe inferential analysis showed that at prerirgntion,
grade effects were not apparent, there was noagroup comparison in this study and this alsoidishes
the power of the findings. Similarly, the small noen of participants, together with the fact thagyttwere
from 10 schools and different grades, limited thleustness of the findings, as well as the undedsiga as
to what was happening at the classroom level.

Further investigation of how programming teahsitizes children to the underlying mechanisms
of racism may be carried out in seeking to chakeagd reduce prejudice, bias and discriminatiote T
evaluation of such programming through the use aih lgualitative and quantitative methodology isoals
essential if teachers and other professionals wgrkn schools are to gain knowledge of the thecaéti
underpinnings of antiracism programs, the intenaeninethods that can be applied, and the benégitsdan

be obtained by students, classrooms, schools anthaaities at large.
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