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 The purpose of these studies was to examine the predictors of African American 

and European American adolescents’ attitudes toward affirmative action (Study 1) and 

school desegregation (Study 2) policies. It was hypothesized that support for both 

policies would be higher among adolescents who (1) attended more racially diverse 

classes, (2) held less prejudiced racial attitudes, (3) were more aware of historical and 

continuing racial inequality and discrimination, (4) described themselves as politically 

liberal, and (5) had engaged in more racial identity exploration. Participants in both 

studies included African American and European American adolescents ages 14 to 17 

attending a high school in the Midwestern U.S.  On the first day of data collection in both 
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studies, adolescents completed assessments of the hypothesized predictor variables in the 

context of their high school social studies classrooms. On the second day of data 

collection, adolescents learned about either an affirmative action (Study 1) or a school 

desegregation (Study 2) policy that had been proposed for their school. Immediately 

following the policy presentations, adolescents reported their opinions of the policy in 

open-ended and forced-choice formats. Across studies, results indicated that African 

American and European American adolescents often held significantly different views of 

race, racism, and race-related policies. In general, African American adolescents were 

more aware of racial discrimination, endorsed more positive views about African 

Americans, and were more supportive of affirmative action and school desegregation 

policies than European American adolescents. Predictors of individuals’ views of race-

related policies also varied by participant race. Among African American adolescents, 

higher awareness of interracial disparities and discrimination predicted stronger support 

of affirmative action and school desegregation. Among European American adolescents, 

in contrast, higher awareness of interracial disparities and discrimination predicted 

weaker support of affirmative action and school desegregation. More work is needed to 

examine the origins of differences between African American and European American 

adolescents’ understanding of, and beliefs about, race in society.
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Chapter One: 

Introduction 

 Since the beginning of the civil rights movement in the latter half of the twentieth 

century, educational institutions, employers, and U.S. government officials have debated 

race-related policies such as affirmative action and school desegregation. For example, 

the Civil Rights Act of 1964 began decades of debate regarding the equitable 

implementation of affirmative action goals (see Wittig, 1996). Heated debate continues to 

surround these issues. For example, the U.S. Supreme Court recently issued rulings in 

Parents Involved in Community Schools Inc. v. Seattle School District and Meredith v. 

Jefferson County (Ky.) Board of Education, both of which involved the use of racial 

desegregation policies in public school districts.  

Affirmative action and school desegregation policies have significant and wide-

ranging effects on the educational and economic opportunities of race-minority 

individuals (Murrell & Jones, 1996; Orfield, 1998). For example, Murrell and Jones 

(1996) reported that, in a nationwide sample of private employers that had voluntarily 

implemented affirmative action hiring practices, such practices were associated with 

significant increases in the racial diversity of employees. Desegregation and affirmative 

action policies in universities have also been credited with significant gains in the racial 

diversity of university student bodies (Orfield, 1998), and with decreases in earnings gaps 

between European American and African American professors (Block & Walker, 1982). 

Given the far-reaching implications of such policies, it is important to understand the 

process by which individuals develop attitudes about affirmative action and school 
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desegregation, as well as the factors that influence this process. Unfortunately, 

developmental psychological work has not yet addressed these issues. In this dissertation, 

I investigate several factors that may influence the development of attitudes toward two 

race-related policies, affirmative action and school desegregation, during adolescence. 

This dissertation is divided into six chapters, this being the first. In the second 

chapter, I review the psychological literature on adults’ attitudes toward affirmative 

action and school desegregation. In the third chapter, I define components of racial 

attitudes and describe racial attitude assessment tools. The fourth chapter reviews existing 

research on the factors that may influence racial attitudes among adolescents. In the fifth 

chapter, I discuss possible influences on the development of race-related political 

attitudes during adolescence. Finally, the sixth chapter presents a pair of studies that 

examined the roles of racism awareness, political orientation, and racial attitudes in 

shaping adolescents’ attitudes toward affirmative action and school desegregation.  
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Chapter Two: 

Attitudes Toward Affirmative Action and School Desegregation 

Attitudes Toward Affirmative Action 

Affirmative action is a term given to a variety of policies aimed at remedying 

previous gender, racial, and other social inequalities in domains such as education and 

employment. Historically, higher education and many employment sectors in the U.S. 

(e.g., legal administration, medicine) were inaccessible to members of racial minorities. 

Within recent decades, affirmative action policies have been instituted with the goal of 

creating student bodies and employee populations that better reflect the nation’s racial 

composition. There are a variety of affirmative action strategies available to higher 

education and employment institutions. Within universities, examples of affirmative 

action include scholarship programs available only to racial minority students and college 

recruitment programs directed at high schools with predominantly non-European 

American student bodies (VanderWaerdt, 1982). Examples of affirmative action policies 

used by employers include efforts to match the racial composition of individuals hired 

with the racial composition of the applicant pool and the use of racial group quotas 

during the hiring process (Block & Walker, 1982). Most forms of affirmative action also 

include opportunities for employees or students to seek legal redress for instances of 

racial discrimination (VanderWaerdt, 1982). 

Affirmative action policies have been controversial since their first 

implementation during the 1970s, with large portions of the population holding 

ambivalent views of such policies. Surveys of adults consistently find racial differences 
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in attitudes toward affirmative action. At the group level, European American individuals 

are more likely to oppose such policies than African American and Latino individuals 

(e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996; Elizondo & Crosby, 2004; Kravitz et al., 1996). 

Although many individuals assume that motivation to protect one’s racial ingroup 

produces these group differences, little empirical work supports the notion that personal 

interest directly influences attitudes toward affirmative action (see Kluegel & Smith, 

1983). The relatively large within-racial group variation that characterizes attitudes 

toward affirmative action (e.g., Kemmelmeier, 2003; Mack, Johnson, Green, Parisi, & 

Thomas, 2002) further suggests that there is more to such attitudes than whether the 

policy benefits one’s racial ingroup. 

Research suggests that adults’ racial attitudes influence their views of affirmative 

action (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996; McConahay, 1986). Because affirmative action 

policies aim at benefiting historically underprivileged racial groups, individuals who hold 

biases against such groups may oppose affirmative action. A good deal of correlational 

work supports the notion that individuals who hold prejudicial racial attitudes are more 

likely to oppose affirmative action than their less-prejudiced peers (Dovidio & Gaertner, 

1996; James, Brief, & Dietz, 2001; Williams et al., 1999).  

 Others have proposed that individuals’ perceptions about the motivation behind, 

and consequences of, affirmative action also affect attitudes toward such policies. For 

example, Dovidio and Gaertner (1996) report that European American adults were 

especially likely to support an affirmative action policy if they had received messages 

that emphasized the policy’s effectiveness in rectifying the consequences of historical 
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racism. Other research has suggested that individuals are likely to oppose affirmative 

action policies if they believe that such policies violate individualistic or meritocratic 

values (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996; Kemmelmeier, 2003; Levy, West, & Ramirez, 2005, 

2006). According to this work, the messages that individuals receive about race-related 

policies may influence attitudes toward those policies.  

Attitudes Toward School Desegregation 

Reversing an earlier decision, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in 1954 that racial 

segregation in public schools was unconstitutional. The decision brought school 

desegregation to the forefront of race-related psychological research. Early research in 

the area focused primarily on interracial differences in adults’ attitudes toward 

desegregation. Studies indicated that, at the group level, European American adults were 

more likely to oppose desegregation than were African American and Latino adults 

(Branthing, 1985; Formisano, 1991; Greenberg & Hutto, 1958; Grossack, 1957; Kelley, 

1974; Killian & Haer, 1958; Kimble, 1980; McClendon, 1985; McClendon & Pestello, 

1982; Nicoletti & Patterson, 1974; Schofield, 1995; Walker, 1954; Yun & Kurlaender, 

2004). Research demonstrating substantial intra-racial variation in desegregation 

attitudes, however, spurred further research on the roots of attitudes toward desegregation 

(Killian & Haer, 1958; Nicoletti & Patterson, 1974; Weinstein & Geisel, 1962). 

Subsequent research investigated the hypothesis that acceptance of school 

desegregation would increase over time as individuals were exposed to arguments in 

favor of the practice (see Zaller, 1987). Consistent with this hypothesis, European 

American adults displayed marked opposition to racial desegregation of public schools 
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immediately after the Supreme Court’s ruling (Walker, 1954), but showed increasing 

acceptance of the policy over time (Greenberg & Hutto, 1958; Knapp & Alston, 1972; 

Muir, 1974). The idea that European Americans have largely come to favor desegregation 

policies is challenged, however, by the continuing phenomenon of “White flight.” That 

is, many European American parents have pulled their children out of public schools in 

racially integrated urban communities and enrolled them in predominately European 

American private or suburban public schools (Caldas & Bankston, 2001; Formisano, 

1991; Orfield, 1978). This trend challenges the notion that, in the fifty years since the 

Brown v. Board of Education ruling, European Americans at the group level have wholly 

abandoned their original opposition to the desegregation of schools. 

Another explanation for opposition to school desegregation is that, like opposition 

to affirmative action, it is rooted in racial prejudice (Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996; 

McConahay, 1982). In support of this view, correlational work with European American 

adults has found significant associations between anti-African American prejudice and 

opposition to school desegregation policies (e.g., Killian & Haer, 1958; McClendon, 

1985; McClendon & Pestello, 1982; McConahay, 1982; Walker, 1954). This hypothesis 

may apply across racial groups as well. Although quite dated, a qualitative study by 

Weinstein and Geisel (1962) found that African American adults who opposed school 

desegregation did so because they wished to avoid interactions with European American 

individuals. No recent work, however, is available to support or contest the notion that 

anti-European American biases promote opposition to school desegregation among 

African American or Latino individuals.  
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Rational choice theory, which focuses on individuals’ personal interests, has also 

been presented as an explanation for European Americans’ opposition to desegregation. 

In the 1970s, many school districts in the U.S. adopted active school desegregation 

policies, often called busing, by which school districts redistributed students to different 

school buildings as a means of increasing the racial diversity within each school. Heath 

(1976) argued that individuals who expected busing to benefit themselves or their racial 

group would be more likely to support the practice than individuals who did not expect 

busing to benefit themselves or their racial group. Consistent with this view, several 

studies found that personal interests predicted attitudes toward busing (e.g., McClendon, 

1985). For example, among African American college students in the 1950s, students 

majoring in education opposed school desegregation because they feared losing 

employment opportunities to European American educators at the hands of prejudicial 

employers (Ragland, 1956). Other research found that European American parents 

opposed school desegregation because they anticipated interracial hostility in newly 

desegregated schools (Weinstein & Geisel, 1962), and because they deemed the long bus 

rides required by desegregation unfair and unnecessary (Nicoletti & Patterson, 1974).  

It has been suggested, however, that adults who explain their opposition to school 

desegregation in terms of its unfairness or impracticality (e.g., “My child shouldn’t have 

to change schools when other children don’t have to just so a school can be more 

diverse”) may merely be masking covert racial prejudices (see Kimble, 1980). In other 

words, compared to expressions of racial prejudice, appeals to fairness, reasonable 

commute times, and educational equality are more socially acceptable reasons to invoke 
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when explaining one’s opposition to school desegregation. Individuals may therefore call 

upon these justifications publicly to defend their opposition to racial desegregation, 

although their opposition to racial desegregation may be based primarily on covert racial 

prejudice (see Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996; McConahay, 1982).  

Conclusion 

Affirmative action and active school desegregation remain matters of debate in 

the judicial system and among the lay public. Research suggests that individuals’ 

constructions about the need for, and consequences of, such race-related policies 

influence their attitudes toward those policies. Both endogenous and exogenous forces 

are likely to affect these constructions. Some research indicates that the content of 

messages about affirmative action or school desegregation policies – specifically, 

allusions to individualism, meritocracy, historical discrimination, and fairness – affects 

individuals’ attitudes about such policies. Additionally, much research points to the role 

that racial biases may play in determining attitudes toward affirmative action and 

desegregation. Thus, understanding the origins of adolescents’ racial attitudes may 

contribute to an understanding of the development of their race-related political attitudes. 

I next review theory and research concerning the development of racial attitudes. 
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Chapter Three: 

Components and Measurement of Racial Attitudes 

 Within the field of psychology, the concepts of race and racial attitudes have been 

the subjects of a great deal of theoretical and empirical debate. The definition and 

assessment of these concepts are matters of particular contention. In the following 

sections, I describe my use of the terms “race” and “ethnicity” within this paper, outline 

the components of racial attitudes, and describe some of the measures that have been 

used to assess racial attitudes. 

Definitions of Race and Ethnicity 

 The terms “race” and “ethnicity” are often used interchangeably within the 

psychological literature on intergroup attitudes to refer to individuals’ membership in 

groups commonly referred to as “White,” “Latino,” “Asian American,” and so forth.  

Few researchers agree, however, on the definitions of and relation between these two 

terms (see Banton, 2001; Modood, Berthoud, & Nazroo, 2002). Traditionally, race has 

referred to “sets of physical [human] characteristics that cluster together… in particular 

geographic regions” (Shreeve, 1994). A strictly biological or physical definition of race, 

however, has been called into question by recent research comparing the genetic variation 

between and within racial groups (see Helms, Jernigan, & Mascher, 2005; Rosenberg et 

al., 2002). Theorists have argued, therefore, for the inclusion of cultural factors in the 

definition of race (Helms et al., 2005). 

On the other hand, most researchers and theorists define ethnicity as an entirely 

cultural, rather than a biological, trait (e.g., Banton, 2001; Quintana, 1994; Rotheram & 



 

10 

Phinney, 1987). Ethnicity is membership in an ethnic group, which comprises individuals 

who perceive themselves, and whom others perceive, to share a distinct culture, historical 

consciousness, and geographical origin (Banton, 2001; Rotheram & Phinney, 1987). This 

definition, however, can also be problematic because of its lack of precision. Within any 

large group of people (e.g., Asian American) there are smaller ethnic groups (e.g., 

Chinese American, Korean American), and within each of these subgroups, there are yet 

smaller groups that also may be considered distinct ethnic groups (e.g., Mandarin 

Chinese, Han Chinese). The boundaries that distinguish an ethnic group, therefore, are 

fluid and may depend on the context in which they are applied. 

Thus, the definitions of both race and ethnicity are matters of theoretical debate. 

Further, available developmental work suggests that children view both ethnic and racial 

groups as essential (i.e., innate, natural) rather than as socially constructed (Hirschfeld, 

1995). More work is clearly needed to settle the matter. In the meantime, I use the term 

race to refer to membership in groups such as “African American,” “Latino,” “European 

American,” and so forth. 

Attitudinal Constructs 

 Social psychologists generally define attitudes as having three components: 

affective, cognitive, and intentional/behavioral (Breckler, 1984). With respect to racial 

attitudes, the affective component includes emotional responses to members of a 

particular racial group. When these emotional responses are negative, they are generally 

termed prejudice (Allport, 1954). The cognitive component of racial attitudes includes 

beliefs about the qualities, traits, and roles of members of a particular racial group, often 
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referred to as stereotypes (Secord & Backman, 1974). The behavioral component of 

racial attitudes includes behaviors or intentions regarding members of particular racial 

groups. When these behaviors favor one racial group over another, they are termed 

discrimination (Linn, 1965). In this paper, I focus primarily on racial prejudice and 

stereotyping. 

Recent research has distinguished between implicit and explicit components of 

racial prejudice. The difference between implicit and explicit prejudice lies in the degree 

of control that individuals have over the attitude. Implicit prejudice is automatically 

activated and not necessarily subject to the conscious control of the individuals who hold 

the attitude (Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 2000). Individuals may be unaware of their 

automatic and implicit responses to members of racial groups. Explicit prejudice, on the 

other hand, is an expression of prejudice that is subject to the conscious control of 

individuals (see Devine, 1989; Devine & Monteith, 1999; Wilson et al., 2000). Implicit 

and explicit racial prejudice may be differentiable components of racial attitudes. 

Theoretical and empirical work continues to investigate the relations among explicit and 

implicit racial attitudes, and to determine the behavioral or cognitive correlates of these 

two components of racial attitudes (Cunningham, Preacher, & Banaji, 2001). 

Another matter of empirical debate is the relation between ingroup and outgroup 

racial attitudes. Positive ingroup attitudes are thought to be central to the psychological 

health of racial minority individuals (e.g., McLeod & Owens, 2004; Roberts et al., 1999). 

Some theoretical work, however, suggests that ingroup positivity is associated with 

outgroup prejudice (Bigler & Liben, 2006; Tajfel, 1978). Although empirical work has 
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supported this prediction, there is growing evidence that ingroup positivity does not 

necessarily lead to outgroup prejudice (see Aboud, 2003). Thus, it is important that 

assessment tools distinguish between ingroup and outgroup attitudes when assessing 

explicit and implicit racial prejudice.  

Measurement of Explicit Racial Prejudice 

Explicit measures of racial prejudice typically ask individuals to indicate the 

degree to which they feel positively or negatively toward members of a racial group. 

Several approaches to the assessment of explicit prejudice exist in social psychological 

literature. Katz and Braly (1933) developed one of the earliest measures of explicit racial 

prejudice, which asked individuals to rank their preferences for several racial groups. 

This measure is not commonly used, however, due to adults’ increasing unwillingness to 

appear racially biased (Gilbert, 1951; Karlins, Coffman, & Walters, 1969). Bogardus’ 

Social Distance Scale (1958) is a second approach to assessing explicit racial attitudes, 

but it is also subject to socially desirable responding. Measures such as the Modern 

Racism Scale (McConahay, 1986) and the Symbolic Racism Scale (Henry & Sears, 2002; 

Sears, 1988) have been developed to minimize socially desirable responding. These 

measures were specifically designed to tap prejudice against African Americans, 

however, and thus may not be useful for assessing attitudes toward other racial groups.  

In developmental research, the most common approach to assessing explicit racial 

prejudice is to ask children to rate the degree to which particular racial groups are 

associated with positive and negative traits (e.g., kind, honest, dirty, bossy). This 

approach is implemented in measures such as the Preschool Racial Attitude Measure II 
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(PRAM II; Williams & Roberson, 1967), the Chicano Racial Attitude Measure (Bernat & 

Balch, 1979), the Multi-response Racial Attitude Measure (Doyle & Aboud, 1995), and 

the Black/White Intergroup Attitude Scales (BIAS; Hughes & Bigler, 2007). Children 

and adolescents who assign more positive traits to ingroup than outgroup members or 

more negative traits to outgroup than ingroup members are determined to be racially 

prejudiced. Trait-based approaches to measuring explicit racial prejudice have frequently 

been used with child as well as with adolescent samples (e.g., Hughes & Bigler, 2007; 

Kiesner, Maass, Cadinu, & Vallese, 2003; Phinney, Ferguson, & Tate, 1997; Romero & 

Roberts, 1998; Van Oudenhoven, Groenewoud, & Hewstone, 1996; Verkuyten, 1996).  

Measurement of Implicit Racial Prejudice 

 Measures of implicit racial prejudice assess the presence of automatic or 

uncontrolled prejudicial responses to members of particular racial groups. One recently 

developed measure of implicit racial prejudice is the Implicit Association Test (IAT; 

Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). The IAT measures implicit racial bias by 

comparing individuals’ response times when associating positive and negative words 

with faces of people from different racial groups. If individuals have more difficulty 

categorizing positive words with racial outgroup faces than ingroup faces, or more 

difficulty categorizing negative words with racial ingroup faces than outgroup faces, then 

those individuals are thought to hold implicit biases (i.e., prejudice) against the racial 

outgroup. Although research has successfully measured adults’ implicit bias (e.g., 

Greenwald et al., 1998; Wittenbrink, Judd, & Park, 1997) and children’s implicit bias 
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(e.g., Baron & Banaji, 2006) using the IAT, no published research to date has measured 

adolescents’ implicit racial prejudice using the IAT.  

Conclusion 

Racial attitudes are typically conceptualized as including three components: 

affective (prejudice), cognitive (stereotyping), and behavioral (discrimination). Racial 

prejudice has further been defined as having both implicit and explicit components. 

Research with children, adolescents, and adults has employed a variety of operational 

definitions of racial prejudice. Although many of these measures assess ingroup racial 

attitudes simultaneously with outgroup racial attitudes, there are theoretical reasons to 

measure ingroup and outgroup racial prejudice as separate constructs. One recently 

developed measure that differentiates explicit ingroup and outgroup racial attitudes is the 

BIAS, a trait-based scale of racial stereotyping and prejudice (Hughes & Bigler, 2007). 

The BIAS appears to be a valid and reliable scale for use with adolescent samples. Thus, 

I plan to use this measure in the proposed research, along with the Implicit Association 

Test. 
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Chapter Four: 

The Nature of Racial Attitudes in Adolescence 

 Research has investigated many exogenous and endogenous factors hypothesized 

to shape adolescents’ racial attitudes. In the following chapter, I review this research. 

Exogenous Influences 

 Environmental forces have long been thought to affect the development of racial 

prejudice and stereotyping (e.g., Allport, 1954). The four environmental factors that have 

received the most empirical attention are interracial contact, parents, peers, and media. 

Interracial contact. A number of theoretical perspectives agree that interracial 

contact is likely to reduce racial prejudice. According to traditional intergroup theory, for 

example, intergroup contact reduces intergroup prejudice by increasing familiarity with 

members of outgroups (Allport, 1954; Sherif & Sherif, 1953), and by placing interacting 

individuals within a common ingroup (Sherif & Sherif, 1953, Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000). 

This prediction led many educators and researchers to expect the racial desegregation of 

U.S. schools to reduce racial prejudice significantly. Indeed, many studies of the relation 

between interracial contact and racial prejudice among adolescents support this 

hypothesis (e.g., Ben-Ari & Amir, 1986; Phinney et al., 1997; Van Oudenhoven et al., 

1996). In other cases, however, increased interracial contact or exposure to other racial 

groups has been associated with higher levels of racial prejudice among adolescents (e.g., 

Masson & Verkuyten, 1993; Verkuyten, 2003).  

Researchers have turned to contextual factors to explain the inconsistent results 

across studies. Amir (1969), for example, hypothesized that intergroup contact within 
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racially diverse schools leads to improvements in racial attitudes only when individuals 

interact in contexts that provide equal status among racial groups. If racial groups within 

a diverse school have unequal status in any domain (e.g., academic, economic), 

interracial contact is unlikely to reduce adolescents’ racial biases, possibly because the 

lack of equality may provide stereotype-confirming evidence (Bigler & Liben, 2006). 

High schools across the U.S. that practice academic tracking, for example, often host 

upper-level courses that contain mostly European American and Asian American 

students, and lower-level courses that contain mostly African American and Latino 

students (Moody, 2002). Racially integrated schools in which classrooms remain racially 

segregated create contexts that fail to meet equal status criteria, and are therefore likely to 

promote, rather than to reduce, racial prejudice and stereotyping among adolescents 

(Hallinan & Sorenson, 1985; Moody, 2002; Rosenbaum, 1980; Schofield, 1986). 

Parents. Contrary to lay opinion, empirical research has largely failed to support 

the hypothesis that parents have a strong influence on their children’s racial attitudes. 

Aboud and Doyle (1996a), for example, assessed the explicit racial attitudes of White 

Canadian mothers and their eight- and nine-year-old children. Mothers’ attitudes and 

children’s attitudes were statistically unrelated. In addition, when children were asked to 

predict their mothers’ racial attitudes, they made predictions that matched their own 

views but not their mothers’ actual views. Aboud and Doyle suggested that the lack of 

association between mothers’ racial attitudes and children’s predictions of their mothers’ 

racial attitudes was the result of children’s limited perspective taking abilities. Unable to 
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imagine the perspective of other individuals, children simply projected their own views 

onto those of their mothers. 

Adolescents’ perspective taking abilities are considerably more advanced than 

elementary-school age children (Selman, 1980), and as Aboud and Doyle suggested, 

there is stronger evidence for correspondence between adolescents’ and parents’ racial 

attitudes. Carlson and Iovini (1985) measured the racial attitudes of African American 

and European American adolescent boys and their fathers, and asked adolescents to 

predict their fathers’ racial attitudes. Results indicated that adolescents were relatively 

accurate when predicting their fathers’ racial attitudes. This accuracy, however, was not 

consistently responsible for correspondence between adolescents’ and fathers’ levels of 

racial prejudice. Only among European American father-son dyads were parental racial 

attitudes significantly correlated with adolescent racial attitudes. Other research has 

suggested that European American adolescents’ racial attitudes are related to their 

mothers’ racial attitudes as well (O’Bryan, Fishbein, & Ritchey, 2004). There is little 

evidence, however for correspondence in racial attitudes among race-minority 

adolescents and their parents. 

The mechanism of parental influence on adolescent racial attitudes continues to be 

a matter of debate. Carlson and Iovini’s (1985) findings challenge the idea that 

adolescents implicitly guess and match their parents’ racial attitudes. Another possible 

source of influence is explicit discussion of race between parents and adolescents. Parents 

are increasingly likely to impart messages regarding interracial relations, racial pride, and 

racial knowledge when their children reach adolescence, so it is possible that these 
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discussions strengthen the relation between parents’ racial attitudes and adolescents’ 

racial attitudes (Phinney et al., 1997). Parents of Latino and African American 

adolescents are especially likely to discuss matters of racial pride and bias with their 

adolescent children (Hughes, 2003), although little work has directly investigated the link 

between such messages and adolescents’ racial attitudes. Particularly puzzling is the 

greater correspondence in parent-adolescent attitudes among European Americans 

compared to African Americans (Carlson & Iovini, 1985), in light of the seemingly 

greater prevalence of parental racial socialization messages among African Americans 

compared to European Americans (Hughes, 2003). 

Peers. Compared to children, adolescents spend more time in peer and dating 

contexts, outside the supervision of adults. Peer groups may therefore play an important 

role in shaping adolescents’ racial attitudes (Feiring & Lewis, 1993). Available evidence, 

however, has indicated that adolescents are not strongly influenced by their peers in 

matters of social and moral attitudes (Young & Ferguson, 1979). Ritchey and Fishbein 

(2001) found that the racial attitudes of European American adolescents in ninth and 

eleventh grades did not correlate significantly with the racial attitudes of their friends. 

Kiesner and colleagues (2003), however, found significant correlations among friends’ 

racial attitudes within a sample of race-minority adolescents. This racial difference may 

be due to the relative infrequency of discussions about matters of race within European 

American adolescent peer groups (Ritchey & Fishbein, 2001). According to this line of 

thought, if European American friends discussed racial attitudes with each other, they 

would influence each other’s levels of racial prejudice. For example, Aboud and Doyle 
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(1996b) report that White Canadian children’s levels of racial prejudice were 

significantly influenced following discussions about race with other White Canadian 

peers. 

Very little research has investigated the role of choice of dating partner in 

determining adolescents’ racial attitudes. Older adolescents (college students) who have 

dated members of racial outgroups typically have more tolerant racial attitudes than 

individuals who have not dated members of racial outgroups (Fiebert, Karamol, & 

Kasdan, 2000; Yancey, 2002). The correlational nature of these studies makes it 

impossible, however, to determine the direction of effect between dating racial outgroup 

members and racial attitudes. Nonetheless, these studies converge to suggest that peers 

(including dating partners) are unlikely to influence adolescent racial attitudes unless 

matters of race are explicitly discussed in peer contexts, although more research on the 

topic is warranted.  

 Media. Use of media increases dramatically during adolescence. Adolescents 

estimate that they spend one-third of their waking time in the presence of television, 

radio, print, or other media (Fine, Mortimer, & Roberts, 1990). Media are an important 

source of information about race for adolescents, making it possible for media portrayals 

of racial groups and interracial relations to influence adolescents’ racial attitudes (Larson, 

1995; Roberts, 1993). According to many theorists (e.g., Bandura, 1977; Bigler & Liben, 

2006; Williams & Morland, 1976), media that present racially segregated or stereotypical 

messages are responsible, at least in part, for adolescents’ racial biases.  
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According to a five-year analysis of television programming sponsored by 

Children Now (2004), media representations of race are often stereotypical and 

segregated. According to this report, nearly three-quarters of primary characters in prime-

time shows are European American. Non-European American characters are usually non-

recurring or are ancillary to the primary (European American) characters of the show. 

The racial diversity among television casts is at its minimum during the peak hour of 

adolescent television viewing (eight o’clock p.m.), and racial segregation is the most 

pronounced in situation comedies, the genre most watched by adolescents. Furthermore, 

racial stereotypes are propagated in television programming, with more race-minority 

characters than European American characters portrayed as criminals. Thus, the 

television that adolescents view is likely to be racially segregated, stereotyped, and 

dominated by European American characters. Not all of the stereotypical or segregated 

images of racial groups reach every adolescent, however. Adolescents choose the media 

that they consume according to their personal interests (Fine et al., 1990; Larson, 1995). 

Thus, the existence of racially stereotyped media may not influence adolescents 

uniformly. Rather, adolescents may choose programs according to their level of 

endorsement of racial stereotypes or biases, and these programs may serve to bolster their 

existing racial views.  

Endogenous Influences 

 Several sources of individual variation have been theorized to affect racial 

prejudice and stereotyping. In this section, I review research concerning the roles of 

racial exploration and self-esteem in shaping adolescents’ racial attitudes. 
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Racial exploration. Racial exploration refers to engaging in or learning about 

behaviors perceived as typical of one’s racial ingroup (see Rotheram & Phinney, 1987). 

Racial exploration is likely to increase when individuals reach adolescence (Cross, 1978; 

French, Seidman, Allen, & Aber, 2006; Phinney, 1992; Rotheram & Phinney, 1987). 

According to several theoretical perspectives, racial exploration increases racial ingroup 

pride because it increases the salience of racial group membership (Abrams & Hogg, 

1988; Bigler & Liben, 2006; Nesdale, Durkin, & Maass, 2005). Romero and Roberts 

(1998) found support for this hypothesis among a racially diverse sample of adolescents. 

It remains unclear, however, whether increases in ingroup pride due to racial exploration 

are accompanied by increases in outgroup prejudice. Some work has suggested that early 

in adolescence, when individuals are beginning to engage in racial exploration, racial 

pride is associated with outgroup prejudice. Later in adolescence, after individuals have 

achieved more fully developed racial identities, racial pride is associated with positive 

views about racial outgroups (Rotheram & Phinney, 1987). 

Self-esteem. Intergroup theory predicts that self-esteem motivates individuals to 

develop intergroup biases, and that intergroup biases are associated with enhanced levels 

of self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). Some correlational research among children and 

adults has supported these predictions (e.g., Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Crocker, Thompson, 

McGraw, & Ingerman, 1987; Seta & Seta, 1996). Research among adolescents has also 

reported significant correlations between self-esteem and racial prejudice (Kiesner et al., 

2003; Verkuyten, 1996). No experimental evidence is available, however, to investigate 

the causal relation between the two variables among adolescents. 
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Conclusion 

 It is challenging to make generalizations regarding influences on adolescents’ 

racial attitudes based on existing research. One challenge to interpreting this body of 

work is its lack of replication; interesting results are often unconfirmed. A second 

challenge to interpreting this body of research is its reliance on measures with 

undocumented reliability and validity. Future research would benefit from the 

development of racial attitude measures that have been psychometrically validated in 

research with adolescents. Standardizing racial attitude assessment in the literature would 

aid the interpretation of findings and perhaps produce more replication. A third challenge 

is the area’s reliance on correlational designs, which cannot demonstrate the causal 

mechanisms by which various environmental or endogenous factors influence racial 

attitudes. For example, correlational studies concerning the strength of relation between 

the racial attitudes of adolescents and their parents are interesting and important, but they 

cannot determine the direction of causality between parents’ and adolescents’ racial 

attitudes (i.e., parents may shape their children’s views, or the reverse could be true).  

Most importantly, there is very little developmental theorizing on the factors 

unique to adolescence that shape racial attitudes. Such theoretical work could provide 

much-needed insight regarding the development of racial attitudes between childhood 

and adulthood. Particularly lacking are theoretical accounts of the role of cognitive 

development in adolescents’ racial attitudes, and the emergence of an understanding of 

race relations in adolescence. Social psychological research assumes adults can reason 

and hold opinions about the intersections of race and public policy, but developmental 
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research on such issues is scarce. If psychological research is to chart the trajectory of 

racial attitudes from childhood into adulthood, it is imperative to understand the 

pathways through which a political understanding of race develops during adolescence. 

The following chapter will discuss possible factors in the emergence of race-related 

political attitudes in adolescence.  
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Chapter Five: 

The Development of Race-related Political Attitudes During Adolescence 

Little empirical work has investigated the emergence of adolescents’ views of 

race-related policies. Contrary to traditional social learning perspectives of adolescents as 

passive recipients of socialization messages (e.g., Maccoby, 1984), recent studies indicate 

that adolescents play an active role in the formation of their political views, often 

initiating political discussions with their parents (McDevitt, 2006). Adolescents’ general 

political attitudes (e.g., anticipated party affiliation) are similar to parental attitudes, 

possibly because adolescents’ early exploration of political matters occurs in the context 

of family discussions (e.g., Connell, 1972; Glass, Bengtson, & Dunham, 1986; Jennings 

& Niemi, 1981; Valentino & Sears, 1998). Despite the parent-adolescent correspondence 

in political attitudes, there is considerably less intergenerational similarity in attitudes 

toward specific race-related issues (e.g., school desegregation, Jennings & Niemi, 1981). 

Thus, although parental attitudes may influence adolescents’ general political views, they 

may play a smaller role in shaping adolescents’ views of race-related policies.  

It may be that, as is the case with racial attitudes, adolescents’ views of race-

related policies are the consequence of exogenous and endogenous variables. Several 

theoretical perspectives predict that environmental contexts (e.g., perceived social norms, 

interracial contact) affect children’s understanding of race (Bigler & Liben, 2006; 

Nesdale et al., 2005; Tajfel, 1978). These messages may also influence adolescents’ 

views of race-related policies. Additionally, cognitive ability is theorized to influence 

racial attitudes by shaping children’s understanding of racial groups (Aboud, 1988; Bigler 
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& Liben, 2006; Nesdale et al., 2005). Cognitive development that occurs during 

adolescence may likewise shape adolescents’ understanding of race-related matters. The 

psychological salience of race is also theorized to influence children’s racial attitudes 

(Bigler & Liben, 2006). The increased psychological salience of race that results from 

adolescents’ racial identity exploration may therefore play a role in determining their 

views about race-related policies (see Rotheram & Phinney, 1987). Below I outline more 

specifically the roles that endogenous and exogenous factors may play in determining 

adolescents’ views of race-related policies. 

Classroom Racial Diversity 

Several theoretical perspectives highlight the role that interracial contact plays in 

determining individuals’ racial attitudes, including intergroup theory (Gaertner & 

Dovidio, 2000; Sherif & Sherif, 1953) and developmental intergroup theory (Bigler & 

Liben, 2006). Empirical tests of this theorizing have found that, given certain 

circumstances, interracial contact has positive consequences on racial attitudes of 

children and adolescents (e.g., Ben-Ari & Amir, 1986; Phinney et al., 1997). 

Circumstances necessary for positive interracial contact include contexts in which groups 

interact meaningfully and share equal status, and in which contact is endorsed by an 

authority figure such as a teacher (Amir, 1969). Thus, racially diverse classrooms may 

promote interracial contact that leads to positive interracial views (Hallinan & Sorenson, 

1985; Moody, 2002). Although no research has investigated the link between interracial 

contact and attitudes toward affirmative action or school desegregation, adolescents – 



 

26 

particularly European American adolescents – who experience higher levels of equal-

status interracial contact may hold more favorable views of such policies. 

Endogenous Influences 

Perspective-taking ability. According to several theoretical perspectives, 

cognitive development affects children’s thinking about race (e.g., Aboud, 1984, 1988; 

Bigler & Liben, 1993, 2006; Katz & Zalk, 1978). Although such theories do not 

explicitly extend into adolescence, it is likely that the increasingly sophisticated 

perspective taking abilities that characterize adolescence – specifically, the abilities to 

take the collective perspectives of others and to integrate those perspectives – affect 

adolescents’ emerging views of race-related policies. 

One of several major cognitive developments that characterize adolescence is 

growth in perspective-taking ability. According to Selman (1980), adolescent growth in 

perspective-taking ability is predicated upon entry into the formal operational stage of 

cognitive development, at which point adolescents can understand abstract and 

multifaceted concepts (Inhelder & Piaget, 1958). Selman proposed that adolescents’ 

increased appreciation for the abstract and multifaceted system of social interaction 

enhances perspective-taking abilities. Thus, during adolescence individuals develop the 

ability to engage in third person, or mutual, perspective taking. Adolescents at this level 

can construct the abstract and collective perspectives of social groups, and emphasize the 

importance of adherence to group norms when describing peer networks.  

Adolescents who have acquired mutual perspective-taking ability are able to 

reason about race relations in new ways. This is because at the mutual perspective-taking 
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level, adolescents are newly able to reason about collective group perspectives, such as 

the perspective of a racial group (Quintana, 1994; Quintana & Vera, 1999). This 

cognitive ability allows adolescents to reason about the impact of race-related policies, 

such as school desegregation and affirmative action, on racial groups as a whole. 

Adolescents are also able to reason about the collective attitudes that individuals who 

share racial group membership may hold regarding such policies. The development of 

mutual perspective-taking ability, therefore, may be an important first step toward the 

formation of attitudes toward race-related policies. 

Racial bias. Adolescents’ racial biases are likely to influence their attitudes 

regarding race-related policies. By definition, racial attitudes predict behaviors directed 

toward racial groups as well as judgments concerning policies that differentially affect 

members of various racial groups. Adolescents with racially non-biased attitudes should 

be more likely than their racially biased peers to endorse policies aimed at helping 

historically oppressed racial groups. Thus, for example, adolescents who view African 

Americans positively may be more likely to endorse affirmative action than adolescents 

who view African Americans negatively. 

Political orientation. Adolescents’ increasingly sophisticated perspective-taking 

abilities (Selman, 1980) and their newly acquired abstract and hypothetical reasoning 

skills (Inhelder & Piaget, 1958, 1964) may prompt adolescents to form political opinions 

(see Connell, 1972; Glass et al., 1986; McDevitt, 2006). One such political opinion is 

endorsement of the Protestant work ethic (PWE). The PWE is the belief that anyone can 

succeed if he or she exerts enough effort. Previous work (Levy et al., 2005) has 
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demonstrated that some adults interpret the PWE to mean that preferential treatment of 

certain racial groups is unfair because it violates the notion that hard work is the only 

requirement for success. This interpretation, referred to as the equity interpretation of the 

PWE, has been linked to lower levels of altruism (i.e., donating to charitable causes, see 

Levy et al., 2006). If adolescents also employ the equity interpretation of the PWE, 

endorsement of the PWE may be associated with opposition to race-related policies that 

deal with educational or occupational attainment (e.g., affirmative action). 

Another political orientation that adolescents may use to guide their views of 

race-related policies is adolescents’ valuing of civil liberties. Civil liberties such as 

freedom of self-expression and personal agency are rooted in ideals of individual 

autonomy. Adolescents who strongly value civil liberties may be especially resistant to 

race-related policies that restrict personal freedoms in the name of improving race 

relations or curbing societal racism. For example, adolescents who highly value civil 

liberties may interpret busing and other school desegregation policies as unacceptable 

because such policies violate the freedom of parents to choose the schools that their 

children attend. 

Racial exploration. Racial exploration includes a variety of activities related to 

learning about one’s racial group and understanding its role in society (Cross, 1978). 

These activities may include discussions about one’s racial group with peers, family 

members, and other close adults, or attending racially focused cultural events (e.g., 

festivals celebrating Mexican American art or African American traditions). Because 

racial exploration increases the psychological salience of race among adolescents, it 
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might influence reasoning about race in society. For example, racial exploration has been 

linked with heightened awareness of interracial relations (Jefferson & Caldwell, 2002), 

and with reasoning about moral dilemmas (Moreland & Leach, 2001). Adolescents who 

engage in racial exploration, and who are more aware of the role of their racial group in 

current race relations, might be especially supportive of race-related policies aimed at 

mitigating the negative influences of racism against historically stigmatized racial groups. 

Knowledge of racial inequality and discrimination. Adolescents’ awareness of 

historical racial discrimination and continuing racial inequalities may influence their 

thinking about affirmative action and school desegregation. Elementary-aged children 

who learn about racial discrimination in school express more tolerant racial views than 

other children (Hughes, Bigler, & Levy, 2007). Helms (1990) has theorized that 

European American adults who are aware of continuing interracial differences in 

occupational, educational, and economic attainment may be more likely than other adults 

to hold more positive views of racial outgroups. This desire may, in turn, promote 

endorsement of affirmative action or school desegregation. No research, however, has 

examined the possibility that knowledge of racism promotes endorsement of policies 

such as affirmative action or school desegregation, which aim to ameliorate the effects of 

racism. 



 

30 

Chapter Six: 

Adolescents’ Views of Affirmative Action and School Desegregation 

The studies presented in this dissertation examined African American and 

European American adolescents’ attitudes toward affirmative action (Study 1) and school 

desegregation (Study 2). Based on existing theoretical and empirical work, I expected 

endogenous and exogenous factors to predict adolescents’ views of the policies. With 

respect to exogenous influences, I expected higher levels of classroom diversity to predict 

endorsement of affirmative action and school desegregation, because diverse classrooms 

may lead to interracial contact, which promotes positive racial views (Amir, 1969).  

I also predicted that several endogenous factors would influence adolescents’ 

policy views: racial attitudes, racial exploration, knowledge of racism and racial 

inequality, and political orientations. I predicted that positive attitudes toward historically 

oppressed racial groups (i.e., African Americans) would predict positive views of 

affirmative action and school desegregation, because both types of policies aim at 

benefiting stigmatized racial groups. I predicted that higher levels of racial exploration 

among adolescents would predict greater endorsement of both policies because racial 

exploration heightens awareness of interracial relations. I also expected that greater 

knowledge of racism and racial inequality would predict greater endorsement of 

affirmative action and school desegregation, based on previous work showing that 

lessons that increased children’s knowledge of historical racism produced increases in the 

valuing of racial fairness (Hughes et al., 2007).  
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I hypothesized that three specific political orientations would influence 

adolescents’ views of affirmative action and school desegregation policies. Based on 

Jennings and Niemi’s finding (1981) that liberally oriented adolescents support school 

desegregation more than their peers, I predicted that adolescents who anticipate affiliating 

themselves with the Democratic Party would support both policies more than their peers. 

Based on research with adults (e.g., Levy et al., 2005), I also predicted that adolescents 

who strongly endorse an equity interpretation of the Protestant work ethic (i.e., special 

treatment is unfair) would be less supportive of affirmative action than their peers 

because affirmative action policies often provide special consideration for historically 

underprivileged groups. Finally, I predicted that greater civil liberties valuing would 

predict lower endorsement of school desegregation because school desegregation policies 

may be interpreted as limiting parents’ freedom to choose the school their children attend. 

Study 1: Adolescents’ Views of Affirmative Action 

Method 

Participants 

 Participants included 101 adolescents (50% female) attending a public high 

school in the Midwestern U.S.  Students at the school come from a variety of socio-

economic backgrounds. The population served by this school is approximately 52% 

African American, 45% European American, 2% Asian American, and 1% Latino. 

According to teachers’ reports, interracial relations at the school have been primarily 

positive in recent years. Isolated hostilities, which appeared to be at least partially race-

motivated, have emerged between small groups of African American and European 
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American students. Teachers reported that most students were aware of such conflicts, 

but that students viewed them as rare events in a generally peaceable interracial climate.  

The sample of this study was approximately 52% European American and 48% 

African American. Two Latino students were in the original data set, but due to low cell 

sizes I omitted them from the data analyses reported here. The age range was 14 to 17 

years (M = 15.58, SD = 1.15). I recruited students enrolled in twelve of the high school’s 

social studies classes to participate in the study. These twelve classes were taught by two 

European American and one African American teacher. Teacher race was not related to 

any variables in this study. Every student was sent home with a letter addressed to his or 

her parents that described the study and invited parents to give consent for their child’s 

participation. Only those students whose parents consented, and who themselves agreed 

to participate (48% of recruited students), were included in the study. All other students 

completed the procedure and measures as required by their teachers, but their responses 

were not available for data analysis. Sample distributions across age, gender, and race are 

presented in Table 1. 

Overview of Procedure 

 Data collection took place over two days at the beginning of the school year. On 

the first day of data collection, I entered social studies classrooms and asked students to 

complete individual pretest surveys. Students completed (in this order) measures of 

Protestant work ethic endorsement, civil liberties valuing, demographic variables, explicit 

racial attitudes, racial identity affirmation and exploration, perceptions of interracial 

disparities, knowledge of historical racism, perceptions of legal institutional racism, and 
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attributions for current interracial disparities. Participants also completed a measure of 

implicit racial bias. On the second day of data collection, I showed students in social 

studies classrooms a computer-projected presentation about a proposed affirmative action 

policy that had been designed for their high school. Students received a script of the 

presentation so they could follow along or refer to it later in the procedure. At the 

conclusion of the presentation, students completed surveys to report their views of the 

policy. When all students had completed these surveys and returned them to the teacher 

or to me, I disclosed to students the nature of the study. Following the debriefing, the 

teacher and I led a class discussion on the history of affirmative action and contemporary 

debates surrounding the issue.  

Pretest Measures 

Classroom racial diversity. I assessed classroom racial composition while 

adolescents completed self-report measures. Following the method used by Hughes and 

Rivas-Drake (2007), I computed the proportion of students in the classroom who were 

African American, European American, Latino, and Asian American. The standard 

deviation of these four proportions represents each social studies classroom’s racial 

diversity score. For example, the racial diversity score of the school as a whole (52% 

African American, 45% European American, 2% Asian American, and 1% Latino) was 

equal to 0.27. Possible scores ranged from 0 (equal distribution of races in a classroom; 

i.e., proportions of .25, .25, .25, and .25) to 0.5 (classroom comprised of students from 

only one racial group; i.e., proportions of 1, 0, 0, and 0). Thus, higher scores represent 

lower levels of classroom racial diversity. 



 

34 

Demographic questionnaire. On the first day of data collection, participants 

indicated their age, gender, racial background, parental occupation, and anticipated 

political party affiliation. Participants also reported the highest level of education attained 

by each of their parents (if living). Responses included “some high school” (0), “high 

school” (1), “some college” (2), “college” (3), “some graduate school” (4), and “graduate 

school” (5).  I computed composite parental education scores by averaging each 

participant’s responses regarding his or her parents’ education levels. Possible scores 

range from 0 to 5.  Eight students provided responses for only one parent, and in those 

cases this single score was used in place of a two-parent average. 

Protestant work ethic (PWE) endorsement. Participants completed a two-item 

measure of PWE endorsement (Levy et al., 2005, 2006), which has been used with child 

and adult samples. Adolescents rated their agreement with each of two statements on a 

five-point scale (4 = strongly agree, 0 = strongly disagree). The first statement was, 

“Anyone can work hard and succeed, because people in different groups have similar 

abilities and the potential to do well.” This statement, referred to as the equality 

interpretation of the PWE, is considered pro-minority because it emphasizes the inherent 

equality of all racial groups. The second statement was, “Hard work is all that’s necessary 

for success, so it isn’t fair to give preferences to race minority groups like Blacks or 

Latinos.” This statement, referred to as the equity interpretation of the PWE, is 

considered anti-minority because it suggests that current interracial disparities are the 

fault of racial minority groups, rather than of racial discrimination. I expected 

endorsement of the equality interpretation of the PWE to be negatively related to 
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endorsement of the equity interpretation because the two statements reflect different 

views regarding racial minority groups, but responses on the two items were unrelated (p 

= .61). Thus, I used item 2 alone to score equity interpretation of the PWE. Scores could 

range from 0 (weak endorsement) to 4 (strong endorsement). 

Civil liberties valuing. Participants completed a five-item measure, designed for 

this study, to assess their valuing of civil liberties (see Appendix A). The measure asked 

adolescents how strongly they endorse or oppose five hypothetical laws regarding 

freedom of personal expression and agency (e.g., a law requiring cyclists to wear 

helmets). Adolescents rated each hypothetical law on a five-point scale, ranging from 

strongly agree (4) to strongly disagree (0). I calculated adolescents’ civil liberties valuing 

scores (CLV) by computing the average response to each of the five items on the 

measure, and thus scores have a possible range from 0 (high civil liberties valuing) to 4 

(low civil liberties valuing). Cronbach’s α coefficients for this and other multi-item 

measures (described below) are presented in Table 2. 

Implicit Association Test. Participants completed the Implicit Association Test 

(IAT, Baron & Banaji, 2006). This computer-administered measure assessed implicit 

biases toward European American and African American individuals. It consisted of five 

blocks of tasks during which participants were trained to classify words as positive or 

negative, and to classify faces as African American or European American (see Baron & 

Banaji, 2006, for a complete description of the procedure). This procedure measured 

implicit racial biases by assessing participants’ positive or negative associations with 

African American and European American faces. IAT scores reflect automatic tendencies 
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to react more positively (or negatively) to one racial group than to another racial group. 

For example, if a participant categorized European American faces with positive words 

more quickly than the participant categorized African American faces with positive 

words, that participant was deemed to have implicit pro-European American attitudes. 

Possible scores on the IAT range from -900 to 900, with positive scores indicating 

implicit pro-European American bias and negative scores indicating implicit pro-African 

American bias. 

Black/White Intergroup Attitude Scales. Adolescents completed a measure of 

explicit racial prejudice. The Black/White Intergroup Attitude Scales (BIAS, Hughes & 

Bigler, 2007) assessed individuals’ stereotypes (BIAS-S) and positive and negative 

evaluations (BIAS-P) of both African Americans and European Americans (see 

Appendix B). The stereotyping scale consisted of 10 traits, 10 occupations, and 10 

activities, half of which are stereotypically associated with African Americans, and half 

of which are stereotypically associated with European Americans. Each item asked 

participants to indicate the proportion of African American people or European American 

people who are characterized by that item. For example, one item asked, “How many 

White people work as business executives?”  On all questions, response options included, 

“almost all” (4), “a lot” (3), “some” (2), “not many” (1), and “hardly any or none” (0). 

Four subscales comprise the BIAS-S: (1) stereotypical views of African Americans (s-

AA), (2) counter-stereotypical views of African Americans (x-AA), (3) stereotypical 

views of European Americans (s-EA), and (4) counter-stereotypical views of European 

Americans (x-EA). Scores on each subscale represent the average of adolescents’ ratings 
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of each racial group on target stereotypical or counter-stereotypical items, and thus have a 

possible range from 0 to 4.  

The BIAS prejudice scale (BIAS-P) consisted of 5 positive traits (happy, 

generous, honest, pretty, nice) and 5 negative traits (dishonest, cruel, awful, selfish, 

unkind) that are not stereotypically linked with African American or European American 

groups. As was the case with the stereotyping scale, each question on this scale asked 

participants what proportion of African Americans or European Americans are 

characterized by each trait. For example, one item asked, “How many White people are 

selfish?”  Response options were identical to response options on the stereotyping scale. 

Four subscales comprise the BIAS-P: (1) positive attitudes toward African Americans 

(+AA), (2) negative attitudes toward African Americans (-AA), (3) positive attitudes 

toward European Americans (+EA), and (4) negative attitudes toward European 

Americans (-EA). Scores on each subscale represent the average of individuals’ ratings of 

each racial group on the target positive or negative items, and have a possible range from 

0 to 4.  

Half of the participants first rated European American people on all the items (i.e., 

stereotyping and prejudice scales) and then rated African American people on all items, 

and the other half of participants completed the BIAS in the reverse order. 

Racial affirmation and exploration. Adolescents completed a measure of racial 

affirmation and exploration that was adapted from Phinney’s Multigroup Ethnic Identity 

Scale (1989) and has been used previously with racially diverse adolescent samples (e.g., 

French et al., 2006). The measure consisted of seven statements, and adolescents rated 
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each statement on a four-point scale ranging from “very true” (4) to “not at all true” (1). 

Three of the seven statements comprised the racial affirmation scale: “I want to raise my 

children to be aware of their own cultural or racial/ethnic background,”  “I feel good 

about being in my racial/ethnic group,” and, “I feel comfortable among people of my own 

group and at least one other group.” The other four statements comprised the racial 

exploration scale: “I talk with my friends about our racial/ethnic group and how it affects 

our lives,” “I have talked with my parents or other adults about what it means to be a 

member of my racial/ethnic group,” “I have thought about whether being a member of 

my racial/ethnic group will affect my future goals,” and, “My parents or other adults 

taught me about my racial/ethnic background.” I computed racial affirmation scores and 

racial exploration scores by averaging adolescents’ responses on the appropriate items. 

Scores on each scale have a possible range from 1 (low levels of affirmation or 

exploration) to 4 (high levels of affirmation or exploration). 

Knowledge of historical racism. Adolescents completed a four-item questionnaire 

designed to assess their knowledge of historical discrimination. This multiple-choice 

questionnaire took the form of a quiz, and assessed adolescents’ knowledge of the history 

of racial discrimination and the civil rights movement within the U.S. (Appendix C).  

Knowledge of historical racism was scored as the number of items that adolescents 

answered correctly, and therefore scores could range from 0 (no correct responses) to 4 

(all correct responses). 

Perceptions of legal institutional racism. Four additional questions on the history 

quiz were designed to tap adolescents’ perceptions that legal racism persisted in U.S. 



 

39 

institutions in the latter half of the 20th century. For example, one item asked, “When was 

the last war during which Black U.S. soldiers served in racially segregated divisions and 

were forced to fulfill ‘suicide missions’ that were almost certain to fail?” Response 

options included, “Korean War (1950-1953),” “Vietnam War (1961-1975),” and “Iraq 

War (2002-present).” See Appendix C for the full measure. Adolescents who chose the 

first response option on any question received a score of 0 for that item. Adolescents who 

chose the second response option received a score of 1, and adolescents who chose the 

third response option received a score of 2 on that item. Thus, the more recently 

adolescents thought one form of institutional racism had been practiced, the higher their 

score for that item was. Adolescents’ scores on these four items were averaged to create 

composite scores of adolescents’ perceptions of legal institutional racism. Adolescents 

could also select the response, “I was never taught this in school” for each item, and such 

responses were not included in composite scores. Possible scores ranged from 0 to 2, with 

higher scores indicating greater perceptions of persistent legal institutional racism.  

Perceptions of interracial disparity. Adolescents completed a measure designed 

to assess their awareness of current racial inequality (Bigler, Pahlke, & Lamb, in 

preparation). This 18-item questionnaire tapped adolescents’ knowledge of multiple 

domains of racial inequality (e.g., economic attainment, health outcomes, educational 

attainment). For each of nine target traits, adolescents were asked to estimate the 

proportion of African American and European American individuals characterized by 

that trait (e.g., “Out of every 10 Black adults in the U.S., how many own a home?” see 

Appendix D).  I created disparity scores for each trait by computing the difference 



 

40 

between responses about African Americans and European Americans. For example, if 

an adolescent responded that 6 out of 10 African American adults own a home and 9 out 

of 10 European American adults own a home, then the adolescent’s disparity score for 

that trait would be 3. I created composite disparity scores by calculating the average of 

the difference scores across the nine scale traits. Possible scores ranged from 0 to 10, 

with higher scores indicating greater perceptions of interracial disparity. A participant 

who answered all items correctly (according to available statistics from 2003-2007) 

would receive a disparity score of 2.11 (see Appendix D). 

Attributions of interracial disparity to racism. The final pretest scale assessed 

adolescents’ attributions for interracial differences. Adolescents rated the degree to which 

they believed current group-level differences between European American and African 

American people were due to (1) African Americans’ historical lack of political and 

economic freedom, and (2) continuing discrimination against African Americans. 

Adolescents rated the validity of each explanation from 1 (“definitely not an accurate 

reason”) to 7 (“definitely an accurate reason”). Ratings of the two explanations for 

interracial differences (i.e., historical racism and ongoing racism) were significantly 

correlated, and thus I created a composite score for attributions of disparity to racism by 

averaging adolescents’ ratings of these two items. Possible scores ranged from 1 to 7, 

with higher scores indicating greater attributions to racism. 

Presentation of Affirmative Action Policy 

After all students in a classroom had completed the pretest measures, I showed the 

class a multimedia presentation describing a proposed affirmative action policy that had 
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been designed for their high school. The cooperating teachers and I asked all students not 

to discuss the policy with each other until everyone had completed the posttest measures 

that immediately followed the presentation.  

During the policy presentation, students viewed a computer-projected slideshow 

of pictures accompanied by a male voice describing the proposed affirmative action 

policy (see script, Appendix E). This policy would provide all interested graduating 

African American and Latino students with in-school help in completing college 

applications. While the narrator described the policy, the slideshow depicted scenes of a 

college campus, African American students meeting with guidance counselors, racially 

diverse groups of college graduates, and students assembling and mailing college 

applications. The presentation lasted 2 minutes, and adolescents received a copy of the 

narrator’s policy description to read during the presentation or to refer to as participants 

considered their opinions of the affirmative action policy. 

Posttest Measures 

Immediately following the presentation, I passed out posttest surveys and 

requested that students not speak with each other until every student had completed the 

surveys and returned them to the teacher or to me. 

Policy endorsement scale. The posttest first assessed adolescents’ opposition to or 

endorsement of the policy by asking adolescents to respond to three statements regarding 

their views of the policy. Adolescents rated each statement on a five-point scale ranging 

from 0 (very low endorsement) to 4 (very high endorsement). See Appendix F.  
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Open-ended attitude justification. The survey also asked adolescents to provide 

their reasons, in an open-response format, for their support of or opposition to the policy 

(i.e., “In the space below, please describe the reasons for your opinion of whether the 

policy in the video should get adopted. It means a lot to us to know why you feel the way 

you do, so please be as complete as possible in your answer”). 

Experimenter-provided rationales.  Adolescents also were asked to rate their level 

of agreement with three positive and three negative statements related to the affirmative 

action policy. The three positive statements were, “This policy helps students who have 

been affected by racism in their own lives” (endorsement via personal racism), “This 

policy helps to make up for the fact that the college admissions process is typically easier 

for White students than it is for students of color” (endorsement via uneven playing 

field), and, “This policy helps make up for inequalities created by historical racism” 

(endorsement via historical racism). The three negative statements were, “This policy 

attracts too much attention to race but we need a colorblind society” (opposition via 

colorblind ideal), “This policy gives people special treatment because of their race, but 

people should only get extra help if they need it” (opposition via individual needs), and, 

“This policy makes it easier for unqualified people to get into college” (opposition via 

lower standards). Adolescents rated their level of agreement with each statement on a 

five-point scale, ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). These six 

statements were presented in a scrambled order (i.e., alternating positive and negative 

statements). Moreover, the order of the six policy statements was counterbalanced across 
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the sample so that half of the students first rated a positive statement, and the other half of 

the students first rated a negative statement. 

Policy support scores. Adolescents’ responses on the three endorsement scale 

items were significantly correlated with their ratings of three experimenter-provided 

positive statements (rs range from .34 to .76, M = .53, SD = .15, ps < .01). Therefore, I 

averaged adolescents’ responses on the three endorsement scale items and on the three 

positive policy statements. This created a composite policy support score, with possible 

scores ranging from 0 (very weak policy support) to 4 (very strong policy support). 

Debriefing 

Following completion of the posttest measures, I told students about the nature of 

the study and informed them that the school was not considering the policy described in 

the presentation. I discussed my hypotheses and asked adolescents what questions they 

had about the study. This disclosure was followed by a discussion, led by the classroom 

teacher and myself, about the history of affirmative action in the U.S. and ongoing 

debates surrounding the issue. 

Results 

Overview of Analyses 

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics for the primary variables in Study 1. In 

preliminary analyses, I examined relations among demographic characteristics and pretest 

variables. I first determined whether there were any correlations among demographic 

characteristics (i.e., relations among age, gender, race, and parental education). Next, I 

examined effects of age, race, and gender on pretest variables. I then examined relations 
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among pretest variables (e.g., correlations among civil liberties valuing and racial 

attitudes). Following these preliminary analyses, I used stepwise linear regression 

analyses to test hypotheses regarding adolescents’ attitudes toward the affirmative action 

policy. In the final set of analyses, I examined adolescents’ open-ended attitude 

justifications regarding the affirmative action policy.  

Relations among Demographic Characteristics 

I performed analyses to determine whether demographic characteristics (i.e., age, 

gender, race, and parental education) were distributed equally across the sample. Results 

of chi-square tests indicated that there were no significant differences in the distribution 

of race across age, χ2(3) < 1.00, p > .80. There were also no significant differences in the 

distribution of gender across age, χ2(3) < 3.00, p > .40. Age and parental education 

shared a small but statistically significant negative correlation, r = -.21, p < .05. A 

between-subjects analysis of variance with participant race and gender entered as 

independent variables and parental education entered as the dependent variable tested for 

influences of race and gender on parental education. Results indicated a significant main 

effect of race, F(1, 97) = 8.17, p < .01. European American adolescents reported their 

parents to have completed higher levels of formal education (M = 3.13, SD = 1.28) than 

African American adolescents (M = 2.88, SD = 0.97).  

Tests of Group Differences in Major Variables 

I performed several between-subjects analyses of variance with each pretest 

variable entered as a dependent variable, and with age (14-15 years old, 16-17 years old), 

gender (female, male), and participant race (African American, European American) 
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entered as independent variables. Results indicated that out of 72 possible main or 

interaction effects involving gender, only four  (5.6%) were significant. I therefore 

removed gender as an independent variable from the analyses reported below, which 

included only age and participant race as between-subjects variables. 

Classroom diversity. Results indicated a significant main effect of age on 

classroom diversity, F(1, 97) = 4.48, p < .05. Comparison of group means indicated that 

16- and 17-year-olds had classrooms that were more racially homogenous (M = .30, SD = 

0.07), than 14- and 15-year-olds (M = .28, SD = 0.05). A typical classroom of a 16- or 

17-year-old participant might be, for example, 66% one racial group (e.g., European 

American), 28% another racial group (e.g., African American), and 4% a third group 

(e.g., Asian American). A typical classroom of a 14- or 15-year-old might be 58% one 

racial group, 38% another racial group, and 4% a third group.  

Protestant work ethic endorsement. Endorsement of the equity interpretation of 

the PWE did not vary across age or racial groups (ps > .50). Overall, adolescents reported 

moderate levels of endorsement of the idea that it is unfair to treat race groups differently 

because hard work is the only thing necessary for success (M = 2.26, SD = 1.33). 

Civil liberties valuing. Results indicated a significant effect of age, F(1, 97) = 

16.31, p < .001. Comparisons of group means indicated that 14- and 15-year-old 

participants valued civil liberties more (M = 3.23, SD = 0.38) than 16- and 17-year-old 

participants (M = 2.74, SD = 0.70).  

Implicit Association Test. Results revealed a significant age-by-race interaction 

effect, F(1, 97) = 11.92. Post-hoc independent-samples T-tests revealed that there were 
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no race differences in IAT scores among 14- and 15-year-olds (p > .05; overall M = 

18.27, SD = 56.80). Among 16- and 17-year-olds, European American adolescents had 

significantly more pro-European American IAT scores (M = 56.69, SD = 66.79) than 

African American adolescents (M = 4.39, SD = 67.00, t(57) = 3.25, p < .01).  

Stereotyping of African Americans. Stereotyping of African Americans did not 

vary significantly across age or racial groups (ps > .05). Overall, adolescents reported 

moderately stereotyped views of African Americans (M = 2.57, SD = 0.37). 

Counter-stereotyping of African Americans. Counter-stereotypical views about 

African Americans also did not vary significantly across age or racial groups (ps > .20). 

Overall, adolescents reported low-to-moderate counter-stereotyping of African 

Americans (M = 1.67, SD = 0.36). 

Stereotyping of European Americans. Results indicated a significant effect of race 

on stereotyping of European Americans, F(1, 97) = 8.25, p < .01. African American 

participants had more stereotypical views of European Americans (M = 2.47, SD = 0.41) 

than European American participants (M = 2.19, SD = 0.61).  

Counter-stereotyping of European Americans. Results indicated a significant 

effect of race on counter-stereotyping of European Americans, F(1, 97) = 19.12, p < .001. 

European American participants had more counter-stereotypical views of European 

Americans (M = 1.95, SD = 0.51) than African American adolescents (M = 1.54, SD = 

0.47).  

Positive attitudes toward African Americans. Positive attitudes toward African 

Americans did not vary significantly across age or racial groups (ps > .05). Overall, 
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adolescents reported moderately positive attitudes toward African Americans (M = 2.22, 

SD = 0.47). 

Negative attitudes toward African Americans. Results indicated a significant main 

effect of age on negative attitudes toward African Americans, F(1, 97) = 25.32, p < .001. 

Sixteen- and 17-year-olds had significantly more negative views of African Americans 

(M = 1.93, SD = 0.41), than 14- and 15-year-olds (M = 1.51, SD = 0.48). There was also a 

marginally significant effect of race, F(1, 97) = 3.92, p = 0.05. European American 

participants had more negative attitudes toward African Americans (M = 1.84, SD = 0.58) 

than African American participants (M = 1.67, SD = 0.35).  

Positive attitudes toward European Americans. Results indicated a significant 

effect of race, F(1, 97) = 5.70, p < .05, and a significant age-by-race interaction effect, 

F(1, 97) = 14.16, p < .001, on positive attitudes toward European Americans. 

Independent-samples T-tests revealed that among 14- and 15-year-olds, positive attitudes 

toward European Americans did not vary across racial groups (p > .30). Among 16- and 

17-year-olds, European American adolescents had more positive views of European 

Americans (M = 2.46, SD = 0.40) than African American adolescents (M = 1.89, SD = 

0.50, t(57) = 4.81, p < .001).  

Negative attitudes toward European Americans. Results indicated a significant 

effect of age on negative attitudes toward European Americans, F(1, 97) = 12.14, p < 

.001. Sixteen- and 17-year-olds had more negative attitudes about European Americans 

(M = 1.86, SD = 0.40) than 14- and 15-year-olds (M = 1.54, SD = 0.58).  
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Racial exploration. Results indicated a significant main effect of race in racial 

exploration levels, F(1, 97) = 31.45, p < .001. African American adolescents had higher 

levels of racial exploration (M = 2.57, SD = 0.83) than European American adolescents 

(M = 1.68, SD = 0.76). Results also indicated a significant effect of age on racial 

exploration levels, F(1, 97) = 6.26, p < .05. Sixteen- and 17-year-old adolescents had 

higher levels of racial exploration (M = 2.28, SD = 0.94) than 14- and 15-year-old 

adolescents (M = 1.93, SD = 0.83).   

Knowledge of historical racism. Results indicated a significant effect of age on 

knowledge of historical racism, F(1, 97) = 6.27, p < .05. Fourteen- and 15-year-old 

adolescents had more knowledge of historical racism (M = 2.69, SD = 1.00) than 16- and 

17-year-old adolescents (M = 2.19, SD = 1.14).  

Perceptions of legal institutional racism. Results indicated a significant effect of 

race on perceptions of legal institutional racism, F(1, 97) = 12.95, p < .01. African 

American adolescents had higher perceptions of legal institutional racism (M = 0.18, SD 

= 0.20) than European American adolescents (M = 0.06, SD = 0.11).  

Perceptions of interracial disparity. Results indicated a significant effect of race 

on perceptions of interracial disparity, F(1, 97) = 27.70, p < .001. African American 

adolescents perceived greater interracial disparity (M = 1.98, SD = 0.89) than European 

American adolescents (M = 1.26, SD = 0.54). Overall, both groups underestimated 

contemporary interracial disparities. 

Attributions of disparity to racism. Results indicated a significant age-by-race 

interaction effect on attributions of disparity to racism, F(1, 97) = 8.72, p < .01. 
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Independent samples T-test revealed that, among 14- and 15-year-olds, European 

American adolescents attributed interracial disparities to racism more strongly (M = 5.85, 

SD = 0.61) than African American adolescents (M = 5.09, SD = 1.54, t(37) = 2.13, p < 

.05). Among 16- and 17-year-olds, however, African American adolescents attributed 

disparities to racism more strongly (M = 5.67, SD = 1.68) than European American 

adolescents (M = 4.85, SD = 1.00, t(57) = 2.27, p < .05).  

Policy support. Results indicated a significant effect of race, F(1, 97) = 29.79, p < 

.001, a significant effect of age, F(1, 97) = 6.14, p < .05, and a significant age-by-race 

interaction effect on adolescents’ support of affirmative action, F(1, 97) = 11.53, p < .01. 

Independent samples T-tests revealed that, among 14- and 15-year-olds, policy support 

did not vary significantly across racial groups (p > .05, overall M = 2.60, SD = 0.63). 

Among 16- and 17-year-olds, however, African American adolescents were significantly 

more positive toward the affirmative action policy (M = 3.55, SD = 0.27) than European 

American adolescents (M = 2.33, SD = 1.00, t(40) = 5.16, p < .001).  

Relations among Age, Parental Education, and Pretest Variables  

I examined whether age or parental education was significantly related to pretest 

variables by calculating correlation coefficients among age, parental education, and 

pretest variables (see Table 4). Age was significantly positively related to negative views 

of African Americans and European Americans, and was negatively related to classroom 

diversity, civil liberties valuing, and knowledge of historical racism. Parental education 

was negatively related to endorsement of the equity interpretation of the PWE, 

stereotyping of European Americans, and perceptions of legal institutional racism.  
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Relations among Pretest Variables 

 I next examined relations among pretest variables. Because there were significant 

racial group differences in several of the pretest variables, I calculated correlation 

coefficients among pretest variables separately for each racial group. These correlations 

are presented in Tables 5 and 6.  

 Relations among pretest variables among African American participants. Results 

indicated several significant relations among pretest variables among African American 

participants (see Table 5). For example, there was a strong positive relation between 

positive attitudes toward European Americans and stereotyping of European Americans. 

There was also a strong positive relation between negative attitudes toward European 

Americans and counter-stereotyping of European Americans. Explicit negative attitudes 

toward European Americans also shared a strong negative relation with implicit pro-

European American bias (as measured with the IAT). Racial exploration was positively 

related to stereotyping of African Americans and positive attitudes toward African 

Americans. Stereotyping of African Americans was also positively related to knowledge 

of historical racism, perceptions of legal institutional racism, perceptions of interracial 

disparity, and attributions of disparity to racism. See Table 5 for all the correlation 

coefficients among pretest variables among African American participants. 

Relations among pretest variables among European American participants. 

Results indicated many significant correlations among pretest variables among European 

American participants. There was a strong significant relation between implicit pro-

European American bias (as measured by the IAT) and negative explicit attitudes toward 
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African Americans. There were many positive relations among explicit racial attitude 

components. For example, stereotyping of African Americans was positively related to 

negative attitudes toward African Americans and to positive attitudes toward European 

Americans. See Table 6 for all correlation coefficients among pretest variables among 

European American participants. 

Hypothesis Testing 

Because African American and European American adolescents at the group level 

differed significantly on a number of pretest variables and on levels of policy support, I 

performed separate analyses examining predictors of African American participants’ and 

European American participants’ views of the proposed affirmative action policy, using 

policy support scores as the outcome variable in each analysis.  

Model selection. There were a total of 210 possible predictors of participants’ 

policy support scores, including demographic variables, pretest variables, and two-way 

interaction terms. Entering all of these variables as predictors in a regression on 

adolescents’ policy support scores was likely to create misleading or inaccurate 

regression models (Akaike, 1974; Schwarz, 1978). The first step of hypothesis testing 

was, therefore, to use the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC, Akaike, 1974) to determine 

which variables were the most potent predictors of adolescents’ views. This procedure 

produced a subset of variables that I included in subsequent regression analyses on 

adolescents’ policy support scores. In the case of African American adolescents’ views, 

the AIC indicated that the following eight candidate predictors should be included in the 

analysis: positive and negative attitudes toward European Americans, stereotyping of 
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African Americans, knowledge of historical racism, perceptions of legal institutional 

racism, perceptions of interracial disparity, attributions of disparity to racism, and the 

interaction between perceptions of interracial disparity and attributions of disparity to 

racism. In the case of European American adolescents’ views, the following twelve 

variables were indicated as candidate predictors: equity interpretation of the PWE, racial 

exploration, positive and negative attitudes toward European Americans, stereotyping 

and counter-stereotyping of European Americans, positive attitudes toward African 

Americans, knowledge of historical racism, perceptions of legal institutional racism, 

perceptions of interracial disparity, attributions of disparity to racism, and the interaction 

between perceptions of interracial disparity and attributions of disparity to racism. 

Support of affirmative action among African American adolescents. I included the 

eight candidate variables as predictor variables in the first step of a stepwise linear 

regression with African American adolescents’ policy support scores as the outcome 

variable. In the second step of the regression, I entered age and gender. In the third step 

of the regression, I entered two-way interaction terms among age, gender, and the 

candidate variables. The results indicated that a model including seven of the candidate 

variables predicted a significant amount of the variance, F(7, 38) = 9.32, p < .001, R2 = 

.632, R2
adj = .564. The second and third steps of the regression did not significantly 

contribute to the model’s predictive power (p > .05). High support of affirmative action 

among African American adolescents was predicted by more positive attitudes toward 

European Americans (β = 0.56, p < .001), more knowledge of historical racism (β = 0.29, 

p < .05), more perceptions of legal institutional racism (β = 0.28, p < .01), lower 
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perceptions of interracial disparity (β = -1.00, p < .05), lower attributions of disparity to 

racism (β = -0.68, p < .05), and the interaction between perceptions of disparity and 

attributions of disparity to racism (β = 1.59, p < .01). Among African American 

adolescents who perceived higher levels of interracial disparity (based on a median split), 

those who attributed disparity to racism were more supportive of affirmative action than 

those who did not attribute disparity to racism. Among African American adolescents 

who perceived lower levels of interracial disparity, attributions of disparity to racism did 

not influence support of affirmative action (see Figure 1). 

Support of affirmative action among European American adolescents. I entered 

the twelve candidate variables as predictor variables in the first step of a stepwise linear 

regression with European American adolescents’ policy support scores as the outcome 

variable. In the second step of the regression, I entered participant age and gender, and in 

the third step of the regression I included two-way interaction terms among the candidate 

variables and age and gender. Results indicated that four of the candidate variables 

together predicted a significant amount of the variance, F(4, 47) = 3.31, p < .05, R2 = 

.220, R2
adj = .153. Age, gender, and their interaction variables did not contribute 

significantly to the model’s predictive power (p > .70). Among European American 

adolescents, high support of affirmative action was predicted by more negative attitudes 

toward European Americans (β = 0.34, p < .05), greater perceptions of interracial 

disparity (β = 2.19, p < .05), greater attributions of disparity to racism (β = 1.01, p < .05), 

and the interaction between perceptions of disparity and attributions of disparity to racism 

(β = -2.57, p < .01). Among European American adolescents who perceived higher levels 
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of interracial disparity (as determined by a median split), those who attributed disparity to 

racism were less supportive of affirmative action than adolescents who did not attribute 

disparity to racism (see Figure 2). 

Open-ended Attitude Justifications Regarding Affirmative Action 

Two independent raters coded adolescents’ responses to the survey question, “In 

the space below, please describe the reasons for your opinion of whether the policy in the 

video should get adopted,” into one of eight categories (Cohen’s κ = .91). Four of the 

categories reflected negative reasoning about the affirmative action policy: desire that the 

program be race-blind (i.e., available to students of all races), skepticism regarding the 

policy’s perceived aim to “pay back” for historical racism, belief that the program would 

be too costly, and belief that the program would not increase college application rates 

among African American and Latino adolescents. Four of the categories reflected 

positive reasoning about the affirmative action policy: belief that the policy would 

provide African American and Latino adolescents with necessary knowledge about 

college admissions, belief that the policy would encourage African American and Latino 

adolescents to apply, desire to increase educational and occupational attainment for 

African American and Latino students, and belief that the policy would make the college 

admissions process less discriminatory. This eight-category coding system was designed 

to summarize the open-ended responses in as parsimonious yet informative a way 

possible. Examples of each category of response appear in Table 7.  

Chi-square analyses revealed significant racial differences in open-ended 

reasoning about the affirmative action policy, χ2(7) = 37.49, p < .001. See Table 8 for the 
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percentages of African American and European American adolescents who made 

responses in each category. In general, the reasoning of European American adolescents 

was more negative, and the reasoning of African American adolescents was more 

positive. For example, three types of negative reasoning were used exclusively by 

European American adolescents: discomfort with the idea that the policy offered 

compensation for historical racism, concern with the cost of the program, and belief that 

the program would be ineffective. More African American adolescents than European 

American adolescents believed that the policy would provide minority adolescents with 

the information they needed to apply to college. Additionally, more African American 

adolescents than European American adolescents expressed the desire to increase the 

educational and occupational attainment of minority students.  

I next examined whether policy support scores varied among adolescents who 

used different types of open-ended reasoning about the policy. I entered policy support 

scores (i.e., averaged ratings of policy endorsement items and positive rationale items) as 

the dependent variable in a one-way analysis of variance, with open-ended justification 

category as the between-groups independent variable. I performed separate analyses for 

African American and European American adolescents because there were racial group 

differences in reasoning about the policy and in policy support scores.  

Results indicated that policy support varied across open-ended justification 

groups among African American adolescents, F(4, 38) = 4.10, p < .01. Bonferroni post-

hoc analyses indicated that support of affirmative action was stronger among African 

American adolescents who reasoned that the policy would increase educational and 
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occupational attainment for African Americans and Latinos than among African 

American adolescents who reasoned that the policy would encourage African American 

and Latino adolescents to apply to college. Policy support scores did not vary 

significantly among other open-ended justification groups of African American 

participants.  

Among European American participants, policy support also varied significantly 

across open-ended justification groups, F(7, 40) = 6.41, p < .001. Bonferroni post-hoc 

analyses indicated several significant differences among open-ended justification groups. 

Policy support was higher among those European American adolescents who reasoned 

that the policy would (a) make the college admissions process less discriminatory and (b) 

provide African American and Latino adolescents with necessary knowledge about 

college admissions, as compared to their European American peers who (c) reasoned that 

the program should be race-blind, (d) opposed the policy’s perceived intention to 

compensate for historical racism, and (e) thought the policy would not increase college 

application rates among African American and Latino adolescents.  

Discussion 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the factors that influence 

adolescents’ views about an affirmative action policy that had been designed for their 

school. I began, however, by examining whether the variables that I hypothesized to 

affect views about affirmative action were characterized by racial differences. Results 

indicated a host of significant racial group differences in these variables, as well as in 

policy support. Specifically, African American adolescents scored significantly higher 
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than their European American peers on measures of (a) stereotyping of European 

Americans, (b) racial exploration, (c) perceptions of interracial disparity, (d) perceptions 

of legal institutional racism, (e) attributions of disparity to racism (among 16- and 17-

year-olds), and (f) support of affirmative action. European American adolescents, in 

contrast, scored significantly higher than their African American peers on measures of (a) 

implicit pro-European American bias (IAT), (b) counter-stereotyping of European 

Americans, (c) negative attitudes toward African Americans, (d) positive attitudes toward 

European Americans (among 16- and 17-year-olds), and (e) attributions of disparity to 

racism (among 14- and 15-year-olds). These results indicate that African Americans and 

European Americans have very different perceptions of race and racism by the time they 

reach high school. 

With respect to views about affirmative action, I predicted that several factors 

would promote adolescents’ support of the proposed policy, including positive views of 

African Americans, racial exploration, knowledge of racism and racial inequality, and 

affiliation with the Democratic Party. I also expected that endorsement of the equity 

interpretation of the PWE would promote opposition to affirmative action, and that 

students in more racially diverse classrooms would be more supportive of the policy. 

Results provided support for some of my hypotheses.  

Views about African Americans, as tapped by explicit and implicit measures, 

were unrelated to support of affirmative action among African American and European 

American participants. Instead, attitudes toward European Americans predicted policy 

support. African American participants who held less negative views about European 
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Americans supported the policy more strongly than their peers. African American 

adolescents with less negative views about European Americans may be more inclined to 

seek opportunities historically dominated by European Americans, such as higher 

education, and thus they may be more positive toward policies that promote such 

opportunities, including affirmative action. In contrast, European American participants 

who held less negative views about European Americans were less supportive of the 

policy than their peers. European American adolescents with more negative views about 

their racial ingroup may be more supportive of affirmative action policies because they 

are less idealistic about their ingroup; that is, their more negative ingroup attitudes may 

reflect an acknowledgement of negative ingroup characteristics, such as racial bias, that 

are accompanied by the perceived need for affirmative action.  

The finding that views about European Americans, but not views about African 

Americans, predict affirmative action attitudes is a potentially important addition to the 

literature on adults’ attitudes toward affirmative action. Such research has focused nearly 

exclusively on attitudes toward African Americans; studies of adults’ policy views have 

not investigated the possibility that attitudes toward European Americans may also 

influence individuals’ policy views (e.g., McConahay, 1986). Future research may 

benefit from examining the possible relation between views about affirmative action and 

attitudes toward European Americans among adults from all racial backgrounds.  

Findings supported the hypothesis that awareness of historical racism and 

perceptions of current interracial disparity promote support of affirmative action among 

African American adolescents. Knowledge of historical racism and perceptions of legal 
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institutional racism both predicted greater support of the affirmative action policy. 

Furthermore, results indicated that African American adolescents who perceived greater 

levels of interracial disparity, and who attributed that disparity to racial discrimination, 

were supportive of affirmative action. Among African American adolescents, awareness 

of the roots of racial inequity may guide individuals’ views of race-related policies.  

The relation between awareness of racism and support of affirmative action 

among European American adolescents, however, was very different. Contrary to my 

hypotheses, European American adolescents who perceived greater levels of interracial 

disparity, and who attributed that disparity to racism, were less supportive of affirmative 

action than their peers. There are a number of possible explanations for this finding. One 

possible explanation is that European American adolescents who are especially aware of 

racism may wish to avoid further stigmatization of African Americans, and they may 

view affirmative action policies negatively because such policies draw attention to race in 

a potentially stigmatizing manner. Such adolescents may define racial fairness as helping 

students regardless of race, rather than offering help to specific racial groups. As one 

participant wrote, “Isn’t there a better way to do this? Without bringing race in?”   

A second possible explanation, which has been presented in work from 

Geschwender (1968), is cognitive dissonance. According to this reasoning, most 

European Americans – even those who are aware of racism – implicitly oppose 

affirmative action because it threatens the status quo. Thus, when asked about their views 

of affirmative action, “racism-aware” European American individuals experience 

cognitive dissonance between their implicit negative responses to the policy and their 
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recognition of illegitimate European American privilege. These individuals may resolve 

the dissonance by finding additional reasons, such as the violation of meritocratic or race-

blind ideals, to oppose affirmative action. Thus, racism-aware European Americans may 

hold attitudes toward affirmative action that are more negative than those of less racism-

aware European Americans. It is unclear from these data whether either explanation is 

applicable, and future research should investigate each possibility. 

Results did not support my hypotheses concerning the role of political 

orientations in influencing views of affirmative action. Neither an equity interpretation of 

the Protestant work ethic nor anticipated affiliation with the Democratic Party was 

significantly related to adolescents’ support of affirmative action. The reason for this may 

lie in the timing of adolescents’ political development. In middle adolescence, political 

ideologies are still developing (Sears & Levy, 2003), and thus they may not consistently 

be related to views of specific policies.  

Results also did not support the hypothesis that racial exploration would be 

positively associated with support for affirmative action policies. I expected to find a 

relation between these two variables because racial exploration is thought to heighten 

awareness of interracial relations (Cross, 1978), and I expected heightened awareness of 

interracial relations to lead to support of the policy. Results suggest, however, that an 

awareness of interracial relations may not necessarily lead to policy support. For 

example, European American adolescents who are more aware of European American 

privilege in the domain of higher education may not necessarily desire to extend the same 

privilege to other racial groups. Instead, they may justify the racial difference in status 
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and thus advocate taking no action – that is, not adopting an affirmative action policy. 

For example, one European American participant wrote, “I just don’t think this would 

really convince Black/Latino kids to go to college. I think they just don’t want to go to 

college, and that’s that.” 

Finally, my expectation that higher levels of classroom racial diversity would 

promote support of affirmative action was not supported. One possible explanation for 

this finding is that the measure of racial diversity (i.e., diversity level within one 

classroom) was an inaccurate index of students’ overall experiences with classroom racial 

diversity. Given that most of the participants were in “tracked” (i.e., advanced placement 

versus regular) classrooms, however, it seems likely that the racial diversity of students’ 

social studies classrooms would reflect the racial diversity of their other classrooms. 

Another possible explanation for this finding is that those students who are in more 

racially diverse classrooms may not perceive the need to work toward increasing the 

racial diversity of other educational contexts. In other words, even though being in a 

racially diverse classroom may increase students’ positive interracial views, the 

experience may also lead students simultaneously to think that most other educational 

settings are already diverse, thereby reducing their perception that there is a need for 

affirmative action policies. 

Adolescents’ open-ended justifications for their attitudes about affirmative action 

also provided interesting data concerning adolescents’ views. Generally speaking, 

European American adolescents were more negative and less positive in their attitude 

justifications than African American adolescents. The type of justification used 
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distinguished those adolescents who were more supportive from those who were less 

supportive of the policy. For example, all of the European American adolescents who 

used the “Not effective” justification were in the bottom half of the range of policy 

support scores (see Table 8). Among African American adolescents, all who used the 

“Race-blind” justification were in the bottom half of the range of policy support scores, 

and all who used the “Fairer admissions” justification were in the top half of the range of 

policy support scores. It is unclear from these data whether open-ended attitude 

justifications regarding the policy are a cause or an effect of policy support. For example, 

if European American adolescents heard that this affirmative action policy effectively 

raises college application rates among racial minorities, their policy support scores might 

increase, or adolescents might find another way to justify their persistent negative 

attitudes toward affirmative action policies. Future research can examine more closely the 

relation between attitudes and reasoning about this policy. 

 

Study 2: Adolescents’ Views of School Desegregation 

 A second study examined the generalizability of the findings of Study 1 by testing 

many of the same predictions regarding adolescents’ views of a second race-related 

policy: school desegregation. Study 2 also provided the opportunity to examine 

differences in adolescents’ reasoning about various race-related policies. For example, 

valuing of civil liberties seems more closely tied to the issue of mandatory desegregation 

than it is to affirmative action; it may, therefore, play a larger role in influencing attitudes 

toward school desegregation than it does in influencing attitudes toward affirmative 
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action. Therefore, my hypotheses in Study 2 matched those in Study 1, with the exception 

that I did not expect PWE endorsement to predict adolescents’ views of school 

desegregation. Instead, I expected stronger civil liberties valuing to predict lower support 

of school desegregation.  

Method 

Participants 

 Participants included 109 adolescents (45% female) who were students at the 

same public high school described in Study 1. Participants in Study 2 did not include any 

of the participants in Study 1, Study 2 participants were recruited from twelve different 

social studies classrooms. These classes were all taught by European American teachers. 

The sample of this study was approximately 59% European American and 41% African 

American. One Asian American student and one Latino student were in the original data 

set, but were omitted from the data analyses reported here. Participants ranged in age 

from 14 to 17 years (M = 15.62, SD = 1.12). All students enrolled in 12 of the high 

school’s social studies classes were recruited to participate in the study. Every student 

was sent home with a letter addressed to his or her parents that described the study and 

invited parents to give consent for their child’s participation in the study. Only those 

students whose parents consented, and who themselves agreed to participate, were 

included in the study (49% of students recruited). All other students completed the 

procedure and measures as required by their teachers, but their responses were not 

available for data analyses. Sample distributions across age, gender, and race are 

presented in Table 1. 
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Overview of Procedure 

 Data collection took place over two days at the beginning of the school year. On 

the first day of data collection, I entered social studies classrooms and asked students to 

complete individual pretest surveys. Pretest measures were identical to those used in 

Study 1. On the second day of data collection, I showed students in social studies 

classrooms a computer-projected presentation describing a proposed school 

desegregation policy that had been designed for the students’ school district. At the 

conclusion of the presentation, students completed surveys to report their responses to the 

policy. When all students had completed these surveys, I disclosed to students the nature 

of the study. Following the debriefing, the teacher and I led a class discussion on the 

history of school desegregation and ongoing debates surrounding the issue.  

Pretest Measures 

 Pretest measures in Study 2 were identical to those used in Study 1. Cronbach’s α 

coefficients for multi-item measures used in this study are provided in Table 2. 

Presentation of School Desegregation Policy 

After completing the pretest measures, participants viewed a multimedia 

presentation in class describing a proposed school desegregation policy that had been 

designed for the students’ school district. The cooperating classroom teachers and I asked 

all participants not to discuss the policy with each other prior to the completion of the 

posttest measures.  

During the policy presentation, students viewed a computer-projected slideshow 

of pictures accompanied by a male voice describing the proposed school desegregation 
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policy (see script, Appendix G). This policy would reassign 40% of the district’s 

elementary school students to attend different schools in the district so that each school 

could have a student body that was as racially diverse as possible. While the narrator 

described the policy, the slideshow depicted scenes of community activities within the 

school district, elementary school classrooms, and elementary-aged students traveling to 

and from school. The presentation lasted approximately 2 minutes, and adolescents 

received a copy of the narrator’s policy description to read during the presentation or to 

refer to as participants considered their opinions of the school desegregation policy. 

Posttest Measures 

Immediately following the presentation, I distributed posttest surveys and 

requested that students not speak with each other until all students in the classroom had 

completed the surveys and returned them to the teacher or to me. 

Policy endorsement. Adolescents rated their opposition to or endorsement of the 

policy on three items identical to those used in Study 1. See Appendix F.  

Open-ended attitude justification. As in Study 1, adolescents were asked to 

explain their attitudes about the school desegregation policy in a free-response format.  

Experimenter-provided rationales.  Adolescents were also asked to rate their level 

of agreement with three positive and three negative statements related to the school 

desegregation policy. The three positive statements were, “This policy makes sure that 

children of all races have access to the same schooling opportunities and resources” 

(endorsement via equal access), “This policy will help children become more comfortable 

with kids from other races” (endorsement via interracial comfort), and, “This policy 
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makes learning environments more racially diverse, and kids learn better when they’re in 

racially diverse classrooms” (endorsement via improved learning). The three negative 

statements were, “This policy attracts too much attention to race but we need a colorblind 

society” (opposition via colorblind ideal), “This policy forces people go to a certain 

school when everyone should be able to decide what school to go to” (opposition via 

forced schooling), and, “This policy hurts education because children of different races 

have different cultural backgrounds and learning styles, and children learn more in 

classrooms with peers who are similar to them” (opposition via different learning styles). 

Adolescents rated their level of agreement with each statement on a five-point scale, 

ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). These six items were presented 

in a scrambled order (i.e., alternating positive and negative statements). The order of the 

policy statements was counterbalanced across the sample so that half of the students first 

rated a positive statement, and the other half of students first rated a negative statement. 

Policy support scores. As in Study 1, adolescents’ responses on the endorsement 

scale items were all significantly positively correlated with their ratings of three 

experimenter-provided positive policy statements (rs range .31 to .74, M = .61, SD = .14, 

ps < .05). I therefore created composite policy support scores by averaging adolescents’ 

responses on these six related items. Possible policy support scores ranged from 0 (very 

weak support of school desegregation) to 4 (very strong support of school desegregation).  

Debriefing 

Following completion of the posttest measures, I told adolescents about the nature 

of the study and explained that the information presented in the policy presentation (e.g., 
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racial diversity information for the district’s elementary schools) was fabricated. Students 

were also reminded that the school district was not considering the policy described in the 

presentation. I then described the study’s hypotheses and asked adolescents what 

questions they had about the study. This explanation was followed by a class discussion 

about the history of school desegregation in the U.S. 

Results 

Overview of Analyses 

As in Study 1, my preliminary analyses examined relations among demographic 

characteristics and pretest variables. I first determined whether there were any 

correlations among demographic characteristics (i.e., relations among age, gender, race, 

and parental education). Next, I examined effects of age, race, and gender on pretest 

variables. I then examined relations among pretest variables (e.g., correlations among 

civil rights valuing and racial attitudes). Following these preliminary analyses, I used 

stepwise linear regression analyses to test hypotheses regarding adolescents’ attitudes 

toward the school desegregation policy. In the final set of analyses, I examined 

adolescents’ open-ended reasoning about the school desegregation policy. Summary 

statistics for major variables in Study 2 are presented in Table 9. 

Relations among Demographic Characteristics 

I performed analyses to determine whether demographic characteristics (i.e., age, 

gender, race, and parental education) were distributed equally across the sample. Results 

of chi-square tests indicated that there were no significant differences in the distribution 

of race across age, χ2(3) = 4.28, p = .37, or gender groups, χ2(1) = 1.60, p = .21. Results 
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indicated, however, that gender was differentially distributed across age, χ(3) = 15.81, p 

< .01. Inspection of cell counts indicated that the imbalance existed among the youngest 

participants in the study. Specifically, among the 14-year-olds in the sample, 91% were 

female. As in Study 1, age and parental education shared a small yet statistically 

significant negative correlation, r = -.19, p < .05. A between-subjects analysis of variance 

with participant race and gender entered as independent variables and parental education 

entered as a dependent variable tested for relations among race, gender, and parental 

education. Results indicated no significant differences in parental education between 

genders, F(1, 105) = 0.76, p = .39. A significant difference between race groups did 

emerge, however, F(1, 105) = 20.98, p < .001. An inspection of the means indicated that 

European American adolescents reported their parents to have completed higher levels of 

formal education (M = 3.21, SD = 1.43) than African American adolescents (M = 2.19, 

SD = 0.92).  

Tests of Group Differences in Major Variables 

I performed several between-subjects analyses of variance with each pretest 

variable entered as the dependent variable, and with age (14-15 years old, 16-17 years 

old), gender (female, male), and participant race (African American, European American) 

entered as independent variables. Results indicated that out of 72 possible main or 

interaction effects involving gender, only three (4.2%) were significant. I therefore 

removed gender as an independent variable from the analyses reported below, which 

included only age and participant race as between-subjects variables. 
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Classroom diversity. Classroom diversity did not vary significantly across age or 

race in this study (ps > .05). Overall, classrooms in the study were slightly less diverse 

(M = 0.28, SD = 0.06) than the school in general. A typical classroom involved in this 

study might, for example, have 58% of one racial group (e.g., African American), 38% of 

another group (e.g., European American), and 4% of a third racial group (e.g., Asian 

American).  

Protestant work ethic endorsement. Results indicated a significant effect of race 

on adolescents’ endorsement of the equity interpretation of the PWE, F(1, 105) = 33.10, p 

< .001. Comparison of group means indicated that European American participants 

endorsed the PWE more strongly (M = 2.56, SD = 1.27) than African American 

participants (M = 1.31, SD = 0.74).  

Civil liberties valuing. Results indicated a significant main effect of age on 

valuing of civil liberties, F(1, 105) = 12.61, p < .01. Fourteen- and 15-year-old 

participants valued civil liberties more strongly (M = 2.92, SD = 0.77) than 16- and 17-

year-old participants (M = 2.45, SD = 0.79). There was also a significant main effect of 

race on civil liberties valuing, F(1, 105) = 25.36, p < .001. African American participants 

valued civil liberties more strongly (M = 3.06, SD = 0.61) than European American 

participants (M = 2.40, SD = 0.83).  

Implicit Association Test. Results revealed a significant main effect of race, F(1, 

105) = 8.83, p < .01, and a significant race-by-age interaction effect, F(1, 105) = 12.85, p 

< .01. Post-hoc independent-samples T-tests revealed that there were no race differences 

in IAT scores among 14- and 15-year-olds (p > .70; overall M = 34.29, SD = 67.01). 
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Among 16- and 17-year-olds, European American adolescents had significantly more 

pro-European American IAT scores (M = 62.35, SD = 48.96) than African American 

participants (M = -14.54, SD = 55.85, t(56) = 5.58, p < .001).  

Stereotyping of African Americans. Results indicated a significant main effect of 

race, F(1, 105) = 9.16, p < .01, and a significant race-by-age interaction effect, F(1, 105) 

= 8.11, p < .01, on stereotyping of African Americans. Independent samples T-tests 

revealed no significant race differences among 14- and 15-year-old participants (p > .80; 

overall M = 2.48, SD = 0.30). Among 16- and 17-year-olds, African American 

participants had more stereotypical views of African Americans (M = 2.65, SD = 0.37) 

than European American participants (M = 2.25, SD = 0.38, t(56) = 4.00, p < .001).  

Counter-stereotyping of African Americans. Results indicated a significant main 

effect of age, F(1, 105) = 4.04, p < .05, and a significant race-by-age interaction effect, 

F(1, 105) = 4.02, p < .05, on counter-stereotypical views about African Americans. 

Independent samples T-tests revealed that among African American participants, counter-

stereotyping of African Americans did not vary across age groups (p > .90, overall M = 

1.66, SD = 0.37). Among European American participants, 16- and 17-year-olds had 

more counter-stereotypical views about African Americans (M = 1.82, SD = 0.31) than 

14- and 15-year-olds (M = 1.54, SD = 0.40, t(62) = 3.21, p < .01).  

Stereotyping of European Americans. Results indicated a significant race-by-age 

interaction effect on stereotyping of European Americans, F(1, 105) = 19.43, p < .001. 

Independent samples T-tests revealed that among 14- and 15-year-olds, European 

Americans stereotyped European Americans significantly more (M = 2.61, SD = 0.43) 
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than African American participants (M = 2.33, SD = 0.37, t(49) = 2.37, p < .05). Among 

16- and 17-year-olds, however, African American participants stereotyped European 

Americans significantly more (M = 2.70, SD = 0.32) than European American 

participants (M = 2.30, SD = 0.41, t(55) = 3.98, p < .001).  

Counter-stereotyping of European Americans. Results indicated a significant 

main effect of race on counter-stereotyping of European Americans, F(1, 105) = 7.54, p < 

.01. European American participants had more counter-stereotypical views about 

European Americans (M = 1.81, SD = 0.39) than African American participants (M = 

1.58, SD = 0.47).  

Positive attitudes toward African Americans. Results indicated a significant main 

effect of age on positive attitudes toward African Americans, F(1, 105) = 15.34, p < .001. 

Sixteen- and 17-year-old participants had more positive attitudes toward African 

Americans (M = 2.32, SD = 0.56) than 14- and 15-year-old participants (M = 1.98, SD = 

0.44). There was also a significant main effect of race, F(1, 105) = 47.30, p < .001. 

Comparison of group means indicated that African American participants had 

significantly more positive attitudes toward African Americans (M = 2.51, SD = 0.53) 

than European American participants (M = 1.91, SD = 0.37).  

Negative attitudes toward African Americans. Results indicated a significant main 

effect of race on negative attitudes toward African Americans, F(1, 104) = 9.61, p < .01. 

European American participants had more negative attitudes toward African Americans 

(M = 1.84, SD = 0.83) than African American participants (M = 1.38, SD = 0.56).  
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Positive attitudes toward European Americans. Results indicated a significant 

main effect of age, F(1, 105) = 20.12, p < .001, and a significant main effect of race, F(1, 

105) = 70.36, p < .001, on positive attitudes toward European Americans. There was also 

a significant race-by-age interaction effect, F(1, 105) = 7.56, p < .01. Independent 

samples T-tests revealed that among African American participants, positive attitudes 

toward European Americans did not vary by age (p > .20; overall M = 1.74, SD = 0.36). 

Among European American participants, 14- and 15-year-olds had more positive 

attitudes toward European Americans (M = 2.62, SD = 0.40) than 16- and 17-year-old 

participants (M = 2.09, SD = 0.35, t(62) = 5.57, p < .001). 

Negative attitudes toward European Americans. Results indicated a significant 

main effect of age on negative attitudes toward European Americans, F(1, 104) = 28.61, 

p < .001. Sixteen- and 17-year-old participants had more negative attitudes toward 

European Americans (M = 2.09, SD = 0.53) than 14- and 15-year-old participants (M = 

1.54, SD = 0.56). There was also a main effect of race, F(1, 104) = 16.17, p < .001. 

African American participants had more negative attitudes toward European Americans 

(M = 2.09, SD = 0.66) than European American participants (M = 1.64, SD = 0.48).  

Racial exploration. Results indicated a significant main effect of race in racial 

exploration levels, F(1, 105) = 90.52, p < .001. African American participants reported 

significantly higher levels of racial exploration (M = 2.82, SD = 0.85) than European 

American participants (M = 1.47, SD = 0.49).  

Knowledge of historical racism. Results indicated a significant effect of race on 

knowledge of historical racism, F(1, 105) = 22.26, p < .001. European American 
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participants had more knowledge of historical racism (M = 3.50, SD = 1.45) than African 

American participants (M = 2.24, SD = 1.40).  

Perceptions of legal institutional racism. Results indicated a significant main 

effect of age on perceptions of legal institutional racism, F(1, 105) = 5.91, p < .05. 

Sixteen- and 17-year-old participants had higher perceptions of legal institutional racism 

(M = 0.34, SD = 0.45) than 14- and 15-year-old participants (M = 0.15, SD = 0.22). There 

was also a significant main effect of race, F(1, 105) = 4.36, p < .05. African American 

participants had higher perceptions of legal institutional racism (M = 0.34, SD = 0.39) 

than European American participants (M = 0.18, SD = 0.35).  

Perceptions of interracial disparity. Results indicated a significant main effect of 

age on perceptions of disparity, F(1, 105) = 4.56, p < .05, and a significant age-by-race 

interaction effect, F(1, 105) = 4.94, p < .05. Independent samples T-tests indicated that 

among 14- and 15-year-olds, perceptions of disparity did not vary across racial groups (p 

> .50; overall M = 2.22, SD = 1.08). Among 16- and 17-year-olds, African American 

participants perceived significantly greater disparity (M = 2.02, SD = 0.93) than European 

American participants (M = 1.48, SD = 0.88, t(56) = 2.93, p < .01).  

Attributions of disparity to racism. Results indicated a significant main effect of 

age on attributions of disparity to racism, F(1, 105) = 4.57, p < .05. Sixteen- and 17-year-

old participants attributed interracial disparity more strongly to racism (M = 6.01, SD = 

0.77) than 14- and 15-year-old participants (M = 5.65, SD = 1.06).  

Policy support. Results indicated a significant main effect of race, F(1, 103) = 

16.55, p < .001, and a significant race-by-age interaction effect F(1, 103) = 9.34, p < .01, 
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on support of school desegregation. Independent sample T-tests indicated that among 14- 

and 15-year-olds, policy support scores did not vary across racial groups (p > .50; overall 

M = 2.76, SD = 0.97). Among 16- and 17-year-olds, African American participants were 

more positive toward the policy (M = 3.28, SD = 0.39) than European American 

participants (M = 2.01, SD = 1.03, t(56) = 5.91, p < .001).  

Relations among Age, Parental Education, and Pretest Variables  

I examined whether age and parental education were significantly related to 

pretest variables by calculating correlation coefficients among age, parental education, 

and pretest variables (see Table 10). Age shared significant positive correlations with 

classroom diversity, negative attitudes toward European Americans, positive attitudes 

toward African Americans, counter-stereotyping of African Americans, perceptions of 

legal institutional racism, and attributions of disparity to racism. Age was significantly 

negatively correlated with civil liberties valuing, positive attitudes toward European 

Americans, and perceptions of interracial disparity. Parental education was significantly 

positively related to positive attitudes toward European Americans, and was negatively 

related to civil liberties valuing, negative attitudes toward European Americans, positive 

attitudes toward African Americans, and attributions of disparity to racism.  

Relations among Pretest Variables 

I next examined relations among pretest variables. Because there were significant 

racial group differences in several of the pretest variables, I calculated correlation 

coefficients among pretest variables separately for each racial group. These correlations 

are presented in Tables 11 and 12.  



 

75 

Relations among pretest variables among African American participants. Results 

indicated many significant relations among pretest variables among African American 

participants (Table 11). For example, there was a strong positive relation between 

negative attitudes toward African Americans and counter-stereotyping of African 

Americans. There were also significant positive relations between stereotyping of African 

Americans and stereotyping of European Americans, positive attitudes toward African 

Americans, and negative attitudes toward European Americans. Explicit negative 

attitudes toward European Americans also shared a strong negative relation with implicit 

pro-European American bias. Attributions of interracial disparity to racism were 

negatively related to implicit pro-European American bias, civil liberties valuing, and 

counter-stereotyping of European Americans. Attributions of disparity to racism were 

also positively related to stereotyping of European Americans and negative views of 

European Americans.  

Relations among pretest variables among European American participants. 

Results also indicated many significant correlations among pretest variables among 

European American participants (Table 12). For example, implicit pro-European 

American bias shared a strong negative relation with negative attitudes toward African 

Americans. Positive attitudes toward African Americans were positively related to 

counter-stereotyping of African Americans, and positive attitudes toward European 

Americans were positively related to stereotyping of European Americans. Perceptions of 

interracial disparity shared a positive relation with stereotyping of African Americans, 
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stereotyping of European Americans, negative attitudes toward African Americans, and 

positive attitudes toward European Americans.  

Hypothesis Testing 

Because African American and European American adolescents differed on a 

number of pretest variables as well as on levels of policy support, I performed separate 

analyses examining predictors of African American participants’ and European American 

participants’ views of the proposed school desegregation policy.  

Model selection. As in Study 1, I used the Akaike Information Criterion procedure 

to identify a subset of possible predictor variables to include in regression analyses on 

adolescents’ support of school desegregation. The results of the AIC procedure for this 

study indicated the following six variables be considered in the model of African 

American adolescents’ policy views: positive attitudes toward European Americans, 

negative attitudes toward African Americans, counter-stereotyping of African Americans, 

perceptions of interracial disparity, attributions of disparity to racism, and the interaction 

between perceptions of interracial disparity and attributions of disparity to racism. 

Regarding European American adolescents’ policy views, eight candidate variables were 

indicated: civil liberties valuing, negative attitudes toward European Americans, counter-

stereotyping and stereotyping of European Americans, positive attitudes toward African 

Americans, knowledge of historical racism, perceptions of legal institutional racism, and 

attributions of disparity to racism. 

Support of school desegregation among African American adolescents. I entered 

the six candidate variables as predictor variables in the first step of a stepwise linear 
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regression with African American adolescents’ policy support scores as the outcome 

variable. In the second step of the regression, I entered participant age and gender, and 

the third step of the regression included two-way interaction terms between the candidate 

variables and age and gender. Results indicated that four of the candidate variables 

together predicted a significant amount of the variance, F(3, 39) = 40.48, p < .001, R2 = 

.757, R2
adj = .738. Age, gender, and their interaction variables did not contribute 

significantly to the model’s predictive power (p > .15). High support of school 

desegregation was predicted by lower perceptions of interracial disparity (β = -3.11, p < 

.001), lower attributions of disparity to racism (β = -0.57, p < .05), and the interaction 

between perceptions of interracial disparity and attributions of disparity to racism (β = 

2.72, p < .001). Among African American adolescents who perceived higher levels of 

interracial disparity (as determined by a median split), those who attributed disparity to 

racism were more supportive of school desegregation than adolescents who did not 

attribute disparity to racism. Among African American adolescents who perceived lower 

levels of interracial disparity, attributions to racism did not influence support of the 

policy (see Figure 3). 

Support of school desegregation among European American adolescents. I 

entered the eight candidate variables as predictor variables in the first step of a stepwise 

linear regression with European American adolescents’ policy support scores as the 

outcome variable. In the second step of the regression, I entered participant age and 

gender, and the third step of the regression included two-way interaction terms between 

the candidate variables and age and gender. Results indicated that a model comprised of 
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six of these variables predicted a significant amount of the variance, F(6, 57) = 36.52, p < 

.001, R2 = .820, R2
adj = .798). Age, gender, and their interaction variables did not 

contribute significantly to the model’s predictive power (p > .10). High support of school 

desegregation was predicted by more positive attitudes toward African Americans (β = 

0.19, p < .05), less stereotyped attitudes toward European Americans (β = -0.20, p < .01), 

lower valuing of civil liberties (β = -0.38, p < .001), less knowledge of historical racism 

(β = -0.52, p < .001), lower perceptions of legal institutional racism (β = -0.14, p < .05), 

and lower attributions of disparity to racism (β = -0.40, p < .001). 

Open-ended Attitude Justifications Regarding School Desegregation 

Two independent raters coded adolescents’ responses to the survey question, “In 

the space below, please describe the reasons for your opinion of whether the policy in the 

video should get adopted,” into one of seven categories (Cohen’s κ = .92). Four of the 

categories reflected negative reasoning about the school desegregation policy: desire that 

student assignment to schools not be race-based, belief that the policy would worsen race 

relations within the district, belief that it would be easier on students and families to 

retain neighborhood elementary schools, and belief that parents should be able to decide 

which school their children attend. The other three categories reflected positive reasoning 

about the affirmative action policy: belief that the policy would reduce children’s racial 

biases, belief that the policy would improve academic performance by allowing students 

equal access to district resources, and belief that the policy offered children a more 

realistic view of society. This seven-category coding system was designed to summarize 
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the open-ended responses in as parsimonious yet informative a way possible. Examples 

of each category of response appear in Table 13.  

I performed a chi-square analysis to determine whether racial differences existed 

in adolescents’ open-ended reasoning about the school desegregation policy. The 

percentages of African Americans and European Americans using each type of reasoning 

are presented in Table 14. Results indicated that attitude justification significantly varied 

by race, χ2(6) = 19.97, p < .01. More European American adolescents than African 

American adolescents believed that it was easier on students and families to go to school 

close to one’s home. More African American adolescents than European American 

adolescents expressed the belief that the school desegregation policy would reduce 

children’s levels of racial prejudice. Finally, the belief that the policy would improve 

quality of education was expressed exclusively among African American participants.  

I next examined whether support of the policy varied among adolescents who 

used different types of open-ended reasoning about the policy. I entered policy support 

scores (i.e., averaged ratings of policy endorsement items and positive rationale items) as 

the dependent variable in a one-way analysis of variance, with open-ended justification 

category as the between-groups independent variable. I performed separate analyses for 

African American and European American adolescents because there were racial group 

differences in reasoning about the policy.  

Results indicated that policy support varied significantly across open-ended 

justification groups of African American participants, F(3, 30) = 54.20, p < .001. 

Bonferroni post-hoc analyses indicated that, compared to every other open-ended 
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justification group, policy support was significantly lower among African American 

adolescents who believed that the policy would worsen race relations within the district. 

Among European American adolescents, policy support also varied across open-

ended justification groups, F(3, 54) = 78.77, p < .001. Bonferroni post-hoc analyses 

indicated several significant differences among groups. As was the case among African 

American participants, European American participants who believed the policy would 

worsen race relations were less supportive of the policy than their peers who provided 

other types of justifications. European American adolescents who expressed the belief 

that the policy (a) would reduce children’s racial biases, or (b) offered children a more 

realistic view of society were more supportive of the policy than other groups of 

European American participants.  

Discussion 

The primary purpose of Study 2 was to replicate and extend the findings from 

Study 1 by examining adolescents’ judgments concerning a different race-related policy: 

school desegregation. As in Study 1, results indicated significant racial group differences 

in adolescents’ views of race and racism, as well as in support for school desegregation. 

African American adolescents had higher scores than their European American peers on 

measures of (a) civil liberties valuing, (b) stereotyping of European Americans (16- and 

17-year-olds), (c) positive attitudes about African Americans, (d) negative attitudes about 

European Americans, (e) perceptions of interracial disparity (16- and 17-year-olds), (f) 

perceptions of legal institutional racism, and (g) policy support (16- and 17-year-olds). In 

contrast, European American adolescents had higher scores than their African American 
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peers on measures of: (a) implicit pro-European American bias (IAT; 16- and 17-year-

olds), (b) stereotyping of European Americans (14- and 15-year-olds), (c) counter-

stereotyping of European Americans, (d) negative attitudes about African Americans, (e) 

positive attitudes about European Americans, and (f) knowledge of historical racism. 

These data replicate those of Study 1 and are important in that they suggest that by the 

time adolescents leave high school, African Americans and European Americans 

perceive race, racism, and race-related social policies in distinctly different ways. 

As in Study 1, I also examined the predictors of adolescents’ views of school 

desegregation. As I expected, attitudes toward African Americans predicted support of 

school desegregation among European American participants. Specifically, more positive 

attitudes toward African Americans predicted greater support of the school desegregation 

policy. These findings support previous work that has postulated anti-African American 

prejudice to be responsible, in part, for some European Americans’ opposition to school 

desegregation practices (see Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996). Additionally, lower levels of 

stereotyping of European Americans also predicted support of the policy among 

European American adolescents. The relation between lower stereotyping of European 

Americans and greater support of school desegregation may indicate that more flexible 

views of one’s racial ingroup promote support of desegregation efforts. 

Perceptions of racism were also related to support of school desegregation among 

African Americans and European Americans. The nature of this relation, however, varied 

across racial groups. African American adolescents who perceived larger interracial 

disparities and who attributed these disparities to racism were more supportive of school 
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desegregation than their peers. Among European Americans, however, the relation 

between racism awareness and support of school desegregation was reversed. Knowledge 

of historical racism, perceptions of legal institutional racism, and attributions of 

interracial disparity to racism were negatively related to support of the policy. This 

difference may be due to European American adolescents’ desire not to draw attention to 

race for fear either of stigmatizing African Americans or of being perceived as racist for 

drawing attention to race, as may have been the case in Study 1.  

The results of Study 2 offer partial support for the hypothesis that political 

orientations influence attitudes toward school desegregation. Among European American 

adolescents, stronger civil liberties valuing was related to less positive views about the 

school desegregation policy, as predicted. Anticipated affiliation with the Democratic 

Party was not related to policy support, however. Among African American adolescents, 

there were no relations among any political orientations and policy support. The lack of 

relation between Democratic affiliation and policy support may be due to adolescents’ 

still-developing political identities. It may also reflect a change in the meaning of party 

affiliation. Racially desegregated schools may be less central to Democratic dogma now 

than it was in the 1970s, and affiliation with the Democratic Party may no longer 

necessarily indicate higher valuing of racially desegregated schools (see Democratic 

National Committee, 2004; Republican National Committee, 2004).  

Adolescents’ open-ended responses to the policies again provided interesting 

insights into their views about school desegregation. As was the case in Study 1, African 

Americans – at the group level – were slightly more positive and less negative in their 
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responses to the proposed policy than European Americans. Furthermore, as was the case 

in Study 1, justification type also distinguished those adolescents who were more 

supportive of the policy from those who were less supportive. For example, all of the 

adolescents who reasoned that the policy was likely to worsen race relations had below-

median policy support scores. Additionally, adolescents who reasoned that the policy 

would reduce children’s racial prejudice or that the policy would help schools reflect the 

real world tended to have above-median policy support scores. Again, these findings are 

interesting but do not answer the question of whether changing adolescents’ perceptions 

about the policy (e.g., by presenting data indicating that the policy improves, rather than 

harms, race relations) might change adolescents’ attitudes toward the policy, or whether 

adolescents would merely use a different type of justification for their negative policy 

views in light of additional information. 

General Discussion 

Incendiary debate continues to surround the equitable remediation of interracial 

disparity in the U.S.  Since the 1960s, it has proven particularly difficult to engineer 

affirmative action and school desegregation policies that garner popular support, as was 

illustrated by recent Supreme Court cases concerning both types of policies. Nonetheless, 

affirmative action and school desegregation policies have the potential to transform the 

economic and educational horizons of many individuals from historically underprivileged 

racial groups. Given the fierce controversy and the potential benefits associated with 

these policies, it is important to understand the factors that influence individuals’ 

attitudes toward affirmative action and school desegregation.   
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Adolescence may be an especially significant time in the formation of attitudes 

regarding race-related policies. Cognitive developments that characterize adolescence 

enable individuals to think about the intersections of race and public policy (see Sears & 

Levy, 2003; Selman, 1980) and to consider the perspectives of diverse segments of 

society on race-related policies (Quintana, 1999). Therefore, the primary purpose of these 

studies was to examine variables that influence adolescents’ attitudes toward race-related 

policies. I examined the relations among African American and European American 

adolescents’ racial attitudes, awareness of racism and interracial disparity, political 

orientations, and views about affirmative action (Study 1) and school desegregation 

(Study 2). I predicted that racial attitudes, awareness of racism and interracial disparity, 

and general political orientations would influence adolescents’ attitudes about these two 

policies. 

Although the primary focus of these studies was on examining individual 

differences that predict adolescents’ judgments concerning affirmative action and school 

desegregation, results of these studies indicated a substantial difference in policy support 

across racial groups. In both studies, African American adolescents were more supportive 

of the policies than European American adolescents. These results replicate findings of 

other studies documenting racial differences in adults’ views of affirmative action and 

school desegregation (e.g., Elizondo & Crosby, 2004; Yun & Kurlaender, 2004). 

Interestingly, results indicated that race differences in adolescents’ attitudes about both 

policies emerged among 16- and 17-year-olds, but were not present among younger 
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adolescents. This raises the question of why such differences are present in mid-

adolescence but not earlier.  

One possible explanation is that older adolescents have been exposed to more 

socialization messages from racial ingroup members regarding these policies. According 

to this explanation, the racial gap in policy support should widen as exposure to 

socialization messages increases over adolescence and early adulthood. Another possible 

explanation, following work from Quintana (1994) on the development of racial 

perspective-taking ability, is that in middle adolescence individuals place more emphasis 

on adhering to racial group norms than they do in early or late adolescence. According to 

Quintana, mid-adolescents emphasize “allegiance or loyalty to their ethnic group’s… 

psychological or social characteristics” (1994, p. 440). Adolescents at the group level 

strive to behave according to perceived racial group norms, which might include specific 

views of race-related policies. According to this explanation, the racial gap in policy 

support should widen during middle adolescence but narrow in late adolescence and early 

adulthood, when individuals place less emphasis on conforming to ingroup norms and 

instead focus on the diversity of perspectives within a single racial group. 

Results also revealed group-level differences between African American and 

European American adolescents in racial attitudes and awareness of interracial disparity 

and discrimination (see Table 15). Generally speaking, African American adolescents 

perceived greater interracial disparity, attributed disparity more to racism, and perceived 

more legal institutional racism than European American adolescents. European American 

adolescents had more pro-European American implicit and explicit attitudes, and 



 

86 

endorsed more counter-stereotypic views of European Americans than African American 

adolescents. These findings are important for many reasons.  A “racial divide” in thinking 

about race among adults in the United States is well documented and occasionally draws 

widespread attention from the media when race-related tensions surface (e.g., the O.J. 

Simpson trials, Hurricane Katrina). These data suggest that differences in how Americans 

think about race emerge by adolescence and may, therefore, shape important 

developmental outcomes such as desire for conact with outgroup members, views of 

intergroup relations, and civic engagement. These data also support existing theoretical 

work (Cross, 1978; Quintana, 1994) proposing that adolescents focus on the 

characteristics and status of racial ingroups more than outgroups. Further work is needed 

to understand the developmental timing and etiology of racial group differences in views 

about race and racism. 

African American and European American adolescents may hold markedly 

different perceptions of the world of race because their parents or other adults take 

different approaches to racial socialization. For example, Hughes (2003) has argued that 

European American parents rarely engage in any form of racial socialization, whereas 

African American parents frequently address race and racism with their children 

beginning in middle school. Little is known about European American parents’ decisions 

(not) to discuss race with their children. European American parents may view race and 

racism as irrelevant to their children’s development, and thus may not broach the topic 

(see Hughes & Johnson, 2001). Another possibility is that European American parents’ 

own racial biases lead them to feel uncomfortable discussing matters of race or European 
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American privilege (see Dovidio, Gaertner, Kawakami, & Hodson, 2002). A third 

explanation is that European American parents decide not to discuss race and racism with 

their children because they believe that a colorblind approach would more effectively 

prevent their children from holding racial biases (see Levy et al., 2005). More work is 

needed to examine these explanations regarding the relations among race, parental racial 

socialization, and adolescents’ perceptions of societal racism and interracial disparity.  

I expected support of affirmative action and school desegregation to be stronger 

among those adolescents who held positive racial attitudes, and findings offered some 

support of this hypothesis. In Study 1, African Americans’ support of affirmative action 

was predicted by less negative outgroup attitudes (i.e., toward European Americans). 

Racial attitudes were not related, however, to African American adolescents’ support of 

school desegregation in Study 2. Among European American adolescents, support of 

affirmative action was related to more negative ingroup views. In Study 2, on the other 

hand, support of school desegregation among European Americans was predicted by 

more positive outgroup attitudes and less ingroup stereotyping. These findings suggest 

that, depending on the issue addressed by a specific race-related policy, various 

components of racial attitudes may have more or less influence over adolescents’ policy 

views. More work is needed to replicate and extend these findings.  

I hypothesized that racism awareness would promote policy endorsement, and this 

prediction was also partially supported. Among African American adolescents, 

heightened awareness of racism and its consequences on interracial disparities was 

related to greater support of affirmative action and school desegregation. Among 
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European American adolescents, however, the opposite relation emerged among these 

variables: European American adolescents who were more aware of racism were less 

supportive of both policies.  

This racial difference is particularly surprising in light of research concerning the 

consequences of racism awareness among elementary-aged children. Hughes and 

colleagues (2007) reported that learning about racism was associated with higher levels 

of racial fairness valuing among African American and European American children. In 

these studies, however, racism awareness did not have similar consequences across racial 

groups. Valuing of racial fairness may mean different things to African American and 

European American adolescents. For example, African American adolescents (at the 

group level) may tend to define racial fairness in terms of achieving racial equity (i.e., 

redressing historical and continuing racial biases), whereas European American 

adolescents at the group level may tend to define racial fairness in terms of equal 

treatment (i.e., adopting a colorblind ideal). Future work should examine the 

developmental and individual differences that can account for these findings.  

These studies did not offer substantial support for the hypothesis that adolescents’ 

political orientations guide their views of race-related policies. Although stronger civil 

liberties valuing among European American adolescents predicted lower support of 

school desegregation, no other relation among political orientations and policy views 

emerged in the two studies. The non-significant relations among political orientations and 

views of race-related policies may reflect still-developing political ideologies. The 

development of political belief systems often extends into adulthood (Sears & Levy, 
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2003). According to Chandler (1987) and Perry (1970), adolescents who have not 

developed a cohesive belief system may hold attitudes about specific issues that are 

unrelated to their general views in the same domain. Adolescents who have not adopted a 

cohesive ideology regarding the treatment of race in society may hold views about a 

policy that do not reflect their general political attitudes.   

Adolescents explained their attitudes about these policies using many different 

arguments, and the type of attitude justification adolescents used distinguished 

adolescents who were more supportive of the policies from those who were less 

supportive. Support of affirmative action was highest among those who reasoned that the 

policy would make the college application process fairer and among those adolescents 

who reasoned that the policy would increase the educational and occupational attainment 

of African American and Latino students. Support of school desegregation was highest 

among adolescents who believed the policy would reduce children’s racial prejudices and 

among those who believed the policy would improve educational opportunities. These 

results support the notion that adolescents’ attitudes toward race-related policies are 

related to their perceptions of racism and racial disparity, although the direction of 

influence between the two variables is indiscernible from the results presented here. 

Social psychological research with adults has suggested that the framing of 

messages about race-related policies significantly influences views of such policies 

(Dovidio & Gaertner, 1996). Adolescents’ justifications for their views suggest ways in 

which policies like affirmative action and school desegregation might be framed to 

maximize policy support. For example, support of affirmative action was highest among 
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adolescents who thought the policy would increase racial minorities’ educational and 

occupational attainment. The presentation of data concerning the effectiveness of 

affirmative action policies for promoting educational and occupatonal attainment might, 

therefore, be a particularly persuasive framing for such policies. In Study 2, support of 

school desegregation was highest among adolescents who viewed the policy as helping to 

reduce children’s racial biases. Thus, messages that address the consequences of school 

desegregation policies for race relations might provide a particulalry effective framing for 

this policy. It is important to note again, however, that these data are merely correlational 

and it is possible that the positivity or negativity of individuals’ views shaped the 

particularly justification they chose (rather than vice versa). 

These studies raise questions regarding the origins of adolescents’ perceptions of 

racism and the causes of interracial disparity. Little developmental work has examined 

the trajectory of children’s awareness of and attributions for interracial disparity. The 

data from these studies suggest that by middle adolescence African American and 

European American adolescents are aware of differences across racial groups, and in 

some cases attribute these differences to racism. Future work is needed to examine these 

perceptions. They may be the cumulative result of civil rights history curricula, for 

example, or they may result from many factors including racial socialization messages, 

racial identity exploration, and cognitive development.  

Future research should also examine the role of cognitive ability in shaping 

adolescents’ emerging attitudes toward race-related policies. Adolescents’ attitude 

justifications regarding these policies often suggested the use of sophisticated 
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perspective-taking skills. For example, regarding the proposed affirmative action policy, 

one European American adolescent imagined the perspective of racial outgroup members 

when he wrote: “This is an important policy because sometimes minority kids may think 

from their families or whoever that they don’t need to go to college. But if someone else 

who can help them is encouraging them to pursue it, that would be great.” Responses like 

this one suggest that some adolescents rely on higher-level perspective-taking skills to 

reason about race-related policies. More work is needed, however, to examine whether 

younger adolescents reason about these policies by taking the perspective of hypothetical 

outgroup members, and whether individuals’ reasoning about race-related policies 

changes as a function of gains in perspective-taking ability. 

Summary and Conclusion 

In sum, the data from these studies suggest that by ninth grade, African American 

and European American adolescents, at the group level, have very different conceptions 

about race and its role in American society. Their views of affirmative action and school 

desegregation policies are influenced by racial group membership, racial attitudes, and 

awareness of racism. Adolescents justify their attitudes toward these policies by 

reasoning in several domains, including general principles of fairness, the policies’ 

effects on race relations, and the concerns of their own and other racial groups. More 

research is needed to understand further the links among racism awareness and thinking 

about the just treatment of race in society. In particular, research should investigate the 

roles of cognitive development and racial socialization experiences in determining 

adolescents’ views of racial inequalities and policies that aim to address such inequalities. 



 

92 

Results from subsequent work in this vein are likely to be useful for developing social, 

legal, and educational policies that pomote the optimal development of children from all 

racial and ethnic backgrounds.
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Tables 

Table 1 

Studies 1 and 2: Sample Distribution by Age, Gender, and Race 
 
 Age in Years Gender Race  

           African European 
  N 14 15 16 17 Female Male American American 

 

Study 1: Affirmative Action 101 25 17 34 25    50   51      49     52  

Study 2: School Desegregation 109 22 29 27 31    60   49      45     64 

Note. Numbers represent cell counts. 
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Table 2 

Studies 1 and 2: Cronbach’s α Reliability Coefficients for Pretest and Posttest Multi-item Scales 
 
 Number Studies 
 Of Items 1 and 2 Study 1 Study 2 

Pretest Measures 

Civil Liberties Valuing 5 .65 .63 .66 

Positive Views of  5 .72 .71 .73 
 African Americans (+AA) 

Negative Views of  5 .87 .75 .92 
African Americans (-AA) 

Stereotyping of  15 .78 .77 .79 
African Americans (s-AA) 

Counter-stereotyping of  15 .79 .78 .81 
African Americans (x-AA) 

Positive Views of  5 .74 .73 .76 
European Americans (+EA) 

Negative Views of  5 .82 .77 .87 
European Americans (-EA) 

Stereotyping of  15 .87 .90 .82 
European Americans (s-EA) 

Counter-stereotyping of  15 .87 .89 .85 
European Americans (x-EA) 

Racial Affirmation 3 .32 .39 .22 

Racial Exploration 4 .84 .86 .83 

Perceptions of Racial Disparity 9 .78 .77 .78 

Posttest Measures 

Endorsement Scale 3 .87 .85 .85 

Positive Reasoning 3 .80 .80 .85 

Negative Reasoning 3 .54 .35 .57 

  Policy Support 6 .83 .85 .91 
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Table 3 

Study 1: Summary Statistics for Pretest and Demographic Variables 
 

 African Americans European Americans Total 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Parental education 2.88 (0.97) 3.13 (1.28) 3.00 (1.13) 

Equity interpretation of PWE 2.24 (1.22) 2.27 (1.44) 2.26 (1.33) 

Civil liberties valuing 2.88 (0.50) 3.00 (0.74) 2.94 (0.64) 

s-AA 2.60 (0.34) 2.54 (0.39) 2.57 (0.37) 

x-AA 1.71 (0.28) 1.63 (0.43) 1.67 (0.36) 

s-EA 2.47 (0.41) 2.19 (0.61) 2.32 (0.54) 

x-EA 1.54 (0.47) 1.95 (0.51) 1.76 (0.53) 

+AA 2.30 (0.38) 2.15 (0.54) 2.22 (0.47) 

-AA 1.67 (0.35) 1.84 (0.58) 1.75 (0.49) 

+EA 2.02 (0.49) 2.30 (0.47) 2.17 (0.50) 

-EA 1.67 (0.53) 1.79 (0.49) 1.73 (0.50) 

Racial exploration 2.57 (0.83) 1.68 (0.76) 2.14 (0.91) 

Knowledge of historical 2.53 (1.14) 2.27 (1.07) 2.40 (1.11) 
   racism 

Perceptions of legal 0.18 (0.20) 0.06 (0.11) 0.12 (0.17) 
   institutional racism 

Perceptions of interracial 1.98 (0.89) 1.26 (0.54) 1.61 (0.81) 
   disparity 

Attributions of disparity 5.47 (1.64) 5.29 (0.98) 5.37 (1.33) 
   to racism 

Policy support 3.06 (0.66) 2.40 (0.79) 2.72 (0.80) 

Opposition via colorblind 2.51 (0.92) 2.87 (0.82) 2.69 (0.88) 
   ideal 

Opposition via individual 2.96 (0.71) 3.71 (0.46) 3.35 (0.70) 
   needs 

Opposition via lower  2.18 (0.93) 2.04 (0.97) 2.11 (1.31) 
   standards 
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Table 4 

Study 1: Correlation Coefficients among Age, Parental Education, and Pretest Variables 
 

 Age Parental education 

Parental education  -.21*    - 

Classroom diversity   .22* -.06 

Equity interpretation of the PWE   .07 -.28* 

Civil Liberties valuing  -.45*** -.10 

s-AA   .02 -.11 

x-AA   .06 -.08 

s-EA  -.14 -.28* 

x-EA   .10 -.04 

+AA  -.19 -.03 

-AA   .42*** -.14 

+EA  -.16 -.05 

-EA   .30** -.18 

Racial exploration   .17  .05 

Knowledge of historical racism  -.22*  .01 

Perceptions of legal institutional racism  -.03 -.22* 

Perceptions of interracial disparity  -.17 -.18 

Attributions of disparity to racism  -.15 -.16 

* p < .05     ** p < .01    *** p < .001
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Table 5 

Study 1: Correlation Coefficients among Pretest Variables among African American Participants 

        Pretest Variable 

    2 3   4     5    6   7   8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17 

1. Diversity .06 -.46**   .06   -.10    .07 -.13  .08 -.16  .29 -.11  .15  .01 -.13 -.12 -.19 -.03  

2. PWE   .15   .32*    -.41**    .31*  .12  .10 -.12  .19  .05 -.23 -.40** -.31* -.29* -.29* -.41**  

3. CLV     .01   -.05    .12  .04 -.15 -.11 -.24  .07 -.29* -.42**  .10  .09  .32* -.04 

4. IAT       -.18   -.05 -.21 -.49***  .02 -.16  .01 -.76*** -.05 -.04  .06 -.12 -.41**  

5. s-AA       -.23  .39** -.09  .25 -.11  .20  .07  .42**  .30*  .29*  .49***  .40***  

6. x-AA       .10  .36*  .15  .53***  .25  .17 -.11  .09 -.13 -.24 -.15 

7. s-EA        .20*  .38** -.08  .66***  .24  .05  .37* -.08  .13 -.02 

8. x-EA         .26  .40**  .22  .79***  .31*  .13  .10 -.53***  .40**  

9. +AA         -.29*  .42**  .13  .50***  .55***  .10 -.28  .00 

10. -AA          -.03  .38**  .03 -.39** -.03 -.26  .08 

11. +EA            .14  .21  .27 -.04 -.02 -.37*  

12. -EA             .32*  .12 -.06 -.20  .38* 

13. Racial exploration             .29*  .35* -.28  .25 

14. Historical racism              .03  .10  .15  

15. Legal institutional racism               .00  .11 

16. Perceptions of disparity               .21 

Note. Pretest Variable 17 represents Attributions of Interracial Disparity to Racism 
n = 49    * p < .05   ** p < .01    *** p < .001
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Table 6 

Study 1: Correlation Coefficients among Pretest Variables among European American Participants 

 Pretest Variable 

    2 3  4   5  6 7  8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17 

1. Diversity .07 -.17  .28*   .24  .17  .13 -.12 -.03  .26  .16  .17  .17 -.13 -.17  .22 -.27 

2. PWE   .37**  .28*   .35*  .34*  .62*** -.03 -.05  .44**  .27  .46** -.10  .18 -.14  .25  .11 

3. CLV   -.17   .12  .02.  .13  .26 -.02 -.20  .01  .14 -.29*  .17  .02  .44**  .25 

4. IAT      .59***  .31*  .28*  .02 -.28*  .91***  .43**  .45**  .18  .16 -.29*  .30* -.59**  

5. s-AA      .43**  .34*  .51**  .00  .69***  .54***  .57*** -.05  .07 -.13  .48*** -.17 

6. x-AA       .67***  .08  .52***  .46***  .38**  .55*** -.12  .13 -.13  .10  .01 

7. s-EA       -.03  .31*  .45**  .54***  .51*** -.14  .28* -.10  .09  .02 

8. x-EA         .01  .10  .22  .42** -.34*  .04  .04  .35*  .15 

9. +AA         -.15  .27  .02  .09 -.19  .21 -.18  .38*  

10. -AA           .49***  .57***  .06  .14  .34*  .29* -.46**  

11. +EA            .17  .02  .01  .18  .20 -.20 

12. -EA            -.31*  .25 -.39*  .33* -.08 

13. Racial exploration            -.26  .49*** -.28* -.37**  

14. Historical racism             -.23  .13 -.34* 

15. Legal institutional racism              -.30*  .10 

16. Perceptions of disparity              -.06 

Note. Variable 17 represents Attributions of Interracial Disparity to Racism 
n = 52    * p < .05   ** p < .01    *** p < .001
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Table 7 

Study 1: Examples of Open-ended Attitude Justifications 

 Sample Response 

Race-blind “It sounds like this is going to help some kids, but I wonder if it’s a good idea to 
make it a race thing. Isn’t there a better idea for how we can help without making it 
about race?”  

 “I don’t think this policy is all that great because it still wouldn’t help non-ethnic 
students, and some of them might need the same help.”  

Against “I know this is meant to make up for slavery and stuff, but I just don’t see how this  
“payback” could do that.”  

 “I’m not really sure if I’d like this policy adopted. I’ve never been a big fan of trying 
to make up for discrimination.”  

Too costly “I wonder about the cost to the school.”  

 “Would it be expensive? That might worry me.”  

Not effective “They might as well try but I doubt students would actually put in the effort to go get 
help. If they aren’t going to ask their parents for help, why would they ask a 
counselor?”  

 “I think Black/Latino kids just don’t want to go to college, and that’s that. This policy 
wouldn’t really change things.”  

Needed “We should definitely do this because it would help a lot of kids who don’t know  
knowledge who else to ask for help, if their sisters and brothers or parents haven’t ever done it.”  

 “Helping Black and Latino students apply would be good because their parents and 
stuff may not know how to help them with applications the way White parents and 
Asian parents know.”  

Needed “This is a great idea because some minority students never get encouraged to apply at 
   motivation all and this would help them with that.”  

 “I think racial minorities could use some help getting motivated to apply to college 
and stuff sometimes, and this would really help that.”  

Increase “I like this policy because helping minorities go to college is one of the best things 
   attainment we can do to make the economic differences between us go away.”  

 “I would support this so we can have minorities work in high-paying areas and make 
the rich classes more diverse.”  

Fairer “This is a good policy. The application process isn’t supposed to be racist but it still 
   admissions is because it doesn’t worry about underprivileged groups.”  
 “Any help we can get is appreciated. They say it’s not about race. Sometimes  
  they don’t mean it to be it just it. This helps us.” 
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Table 8 

Study 1: Percentages of Participants’ Open-ended Attitude Justifications 
 

  Race-   Against    Too    Not   Needed   Needed     Increase      Fairer 
 N Blind “Payback”   Costly Effective Knowledge Motivation  Attainment  Admissions 

Supportive 25   0.0      0.0     0.0     0.0     37.5      0.0        43.8       18.8 
African 
Americans 

Unsupportive 24 14.8      0.0     0.0     0.0     33.3    22.2        29.6         0.0 
African 
Americans 

All African 49   9.3      0.0     0.0     0.0     34.9    14.0        34.9         7.0 
Americans 

 
Supportive 25 20.8      0.0   20.8     0.0       8.3    25.0        16.7         8.3 

European 
Americans 

Unsupportive 27 20.8    20.8     0.0   45.8       0.0      4.2          8.3         0.0 
European 
Americans 

All European 52 20.8    10.4   10.4   22.9       4.2    14.6        12.5         4.2 
   Americans 

Total 101 15.4      5.5     5.5   12.1     18.7    14.3        23.1         5.5 

Note. Categorization into Supportive and Unsupportive groups is based on a median split within each racial group.
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Table 9 

Study 2: Summary Statistics for Pretest and Demographic Variables 
 

 African Americans European Americans Total 

 M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Parental education 2.19 (0.92) 3.21 (1.14) 2.79 (1.17) 

Equity interpretation of PWE 1.31 (0.74) 2.56 (1.27) 1.96 (1.20) 

Civil liberties valuing 3.06 (0.61) 2.40 (0.83) 2.67 (0.81) 

s-AA 2.58 (0.37) 2.36 (0.34) 2.45 (0.37) 

x-AA 1.66 (0.37) 1.68 (0.38) 1.67 (0.37) 

s-EA 2.54 (0.39) 2.46 (0.45) 2.49 (0.42) 

x-EA 1.58 (0.47) 1.81 (0.39) 1.72 (0.44) 

+AA 2.51 (0.53) 1.91 (0.37) 2.16 (0.53) 

-AA 1.38 (0.56) 1.84 (0.83) 1.65 (0.76) 

+EA 1.74 (0.36) 2.36 (0.46) 2.10 (0.52) 

-EA 2.09 (0.66) 1.64 (0.48) 1.83 (0.61) 

Racial exploration 2.82 (0.85) 1.47 (0.49) 2.27 (0.98) 

Knowledge of historical 2.24 (1.40) 3.50 (1.45) 2.98 (1.55) 
   racism 

Perceptions of legal 0.34 (0.39) 0.18 (0.35) 0.25 (0.37) 
   institutional racism 

Perceptions of interracial 2.11 (0.96) 1.89 (1.02) 1.98 (1.00) 
   disparity 

Attributions of disparity 5.77 (0.91) 5.89 (0.95) 5.84 (0.93) 
   to racism 

Policy support 3.12 (0.76) 2.35 (1.03) 2.66 (1.00) 

Opposition via colorblind 2.58 (0.91) 2.05 (0.90) 2.26 (0.94) 
   ideal 

Opposition via forced 2.44 (0.73) 3.09 (0.68) 2.83 (0.77) 
   schooling 

Opposition via different  1.81 (1.48) 1.73 (1.11) 1.77 (1.20) 
   learning styles 
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Table 10 

Study 2: Correlation Coefficients among Age, Parental Education, and Pretest Variables  
 

 Age Parental education 

Parental education  -.21*    - 

Classroom diversity   .22* -.06 

Equity interpretation of the PWE   .02 -.03 

Civil liberties valuing  -.29** -.26** 

s-AA  -.05 -.06 

x-AA   .26**  .00 

s-EA  -.02 -.10 

x-EA  -.03  .13 

+AA   .40*** -.33*** 

-AA  -.15  .12 

+EA  -.46***  .40*** 

-EA   .47*** -.35** 

Racial exploration  -.09  .03 

Knowledge of historical racism  -.03  .05 

Perceptions of legal institutional racism   .24*  .08 

Perceptions of interracial disparity  -.33** -.10 

Attributions of disparity to racism   .23* -.30** 

* p < .05     ** p < .01    *** p < .001 
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Table 11 

Study 2: Correlation Coefficients among Pretest Variables among African American Participants 

Pretest Variable 

   2    3  4    5   6  7   8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17 

1.   Diversity -.02 -.07 -.06   -.23 -.14 -.07 -.12 -.08 -.14 -.07  .07 -.23 -.03 -.13 -.01  .21 

2. PWE   .05 -.24    .05  .02  .29  .12  .05  .19  .04  .33 -.12 -.08 -.15 -.20  .24 

3. CLV    .42**   -.19 -.35* -.22 -.04 -.04 -.26  .18 -.34*  .29  .12 -.21  .06 -.42**  

4. IAT      -.42** -.19 -.54*** -.12 -.56*** -.07  .11 -.91***  .28  .09 -.25 -.16 -.33*  

5. s-AA      .43**  .34*  .51*  .00  .69***  .54***  .57*** -.05  .10  .30*  .11 -.10 

6. x-AA       .67***  .08  .52***  .46***  .38**  .55*** -.12 -.21 -.07 -.29 -.03 

7. s-EA       -.03  .31*  .45**  .54***  .51*** -.14  .22 -.10  .05  .37*  

8. x-EA         .01  .10  .22  .42** -.34* -.27 -.10 -.34* -.34*  

9. +AA         -.15  .27  .02  .09  .23  .34*  .33*  .12 

10. -AA           .49***  .57***  .06 -.38* -.15 -.45*  .03 

11. +EA            .17  .02 -.15 -.31* -.29 -.16 

12. -EA            -.31*  .00  .28  .24  .32* 

13. Racial exploration             .17 -.22 -.03 -.16 

14. Historical racism             -.14  .07 -.12 

15. Legal institutional racism               .46*  .06 

16. Perceptions of disparity               .03 

Note. Variable 17 represents Attributions of Interracial Disparity to Racism 
n = 45    * p < .05   ** p < .01    *** p < .001 
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Table 12 

Study 2: Correlation Coefficients among Pretest Variables among European American Participants 

Pretest Variable 

  2   3   4     5  6   7   8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17 

1.  Diversity -.19* -.26* -.34**   -.21  .19 -.14 -.12  .48*** -.45*** -.39**  .03 -.01  .19  .21 -.29*  .00 

2. PWE  -.30*  .37*    .05  .23  .29*  .39** -.06  .36** -.07  .36**  .51*** -.35**  .08  .27*  .19 

3. CLV   -.10   -.11 -.16 -.17 -.18 -.17  .06  .33* -.23 -.22  .18 -.43*** -.01  .37**  

4. IAT       .23  .17  .24  .48*** -.31*  .83***  .26*  .49*** -.14 -.30*  .10  .08  .08 

5. s-AA     -.13  .66***  .20 -.16  .42**  .54***  .04 -.03  .05  .02  .49*** -.29*  

6. x-AA      -.19  .25  .61*** -.03 -.41**  .30*  .27*  .23  .10 -.48***  .53*** 

7. s-EA        .46*** -.17  .41**  .68***  .18  .09  .12 -.12  .66*** -.18 

8. x-EA        -.09  .44***  .16  .82*** -.02 -.13  .23  .18  .29*  

9. +AA         -.58*** -.40**  .05  .16  .46***  .03 -.53***  .29*  

10. -AA           .49***  .30* -.10 -.34**  .05  .53***  .09 

11. +EA           -.17 -.23 -.20 -.13  .77*** -.30* 

12. -EA            -.10 -.18  .34** -.12  .33** 

13. Racial exploration             .58*** -.61*** -.30*  .33**  

14. Historical racism             -.30* -.24  .19 

15. Legal institutional racism              .00 -.14  

16. Perceptions of disparity              -.32*  

Note. Variable 17 represents Attributions of Interracial Disparity to Racism 
n = 64    * p < .05   ** p < .01    *** p < .001 
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Table 13 

Study 2: Examples of Open-ended Attitude Justifications  
 
 Sample Response 
Race-blind “Making a big deal of race is counter to the point, which is to teach kids race 

doesn’t matter anymore.”  

 “It’s hypocritical to make a huge deal out of race in order to live in a racism-free 
world.”  

Worse race “No this wouldn’t help! The kids wouldn’t be friends, they might resent each 
relations other.”  

 “It might be insulting the schools that are mostly Black as not being good enough 
for Black kids. It’s making trouble where it isn’t there already.”  

Better close to “It just seems like a lot of trouble for just a small reason. I don’t think it’s 
 home important enough to make kids leave their school to go far away.” 

  “This policy would force kids to leave their friends behind.” 

Parental decision “I would rather let parents decide which community their kids go to school in.”  

 “It would be unfair to students and their parents to force them to go to schools 
outside their community by force. That isn’t what their parents wanted moving 
into a neighborhood.”  

Reduce racial “This is a good policy that kids will be with other races on a daily basis. 
prejudice Then they will be more comfortable with diversity.”  

 “If this policy is adopted maybe kids will grow up to care more about each other 
and not about skin color.”  

Improved/fairer “Evening out the schools is a great idea because some of the schools have  
schooling better programs and I feel this is more fair.”  

 “This is good because minority students might do better in school at new 
schools.”  

Reflects real “Let’s try this – it will prepare kids for how the world is in reality and they  
    world need to know how to get along in a diverse society.”  

 “I think this should get adopted because diversity is growing in our country 
  and our schools should show that to our kids.”  
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Table 14 

Study 2: Percentages of Participants’ Open-ended Attitude Justifications 

 

   Worse Better  Reduce Improved/ Reflects 
  Race- Race Close to Parental  Racial Fairer Real 
 N Blind Relations Home Decision Prejudice Schooling World 

Supportive 24  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 76.2  4.8 19.0 
African 
Americans 

Unsupportive 21  6.7 26.7  6.7  0.0 46.7 13.3  0.0 
African 
Americans 

All African 45  2.8 11.1  2.8  0.0 63.9  8.3 11.1 
Americans 

Supportive 32  0.0   0.0 10.0  0.0 83.3  0.0  6.7 
European 
Americans 

Unsupportive 32  3.3 43.3 50.0  3.3  0.0  0.0  0.0 
European 
Americans 

All European 64  1.7 21.7 30.0  1.7 41.7  0.0  3.3 
   Americans 

Total 109  2.1 17.7 19.8  1.0 50.0  3.1  6.2 
Note. Categorization into Supportive and Unsupportive groups is based on a median split within each racial group. 
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Table 15 

Studies 1 and 2: Summary of Group Differences in Primary Variables 
 
 Study 1 Study 2 

 Effect type Nature of effect Effect type Nature of effect 

Classroom racial diversity Age 14-15 > 16-17 None 

Equity interpretation of PWE None  Race EA > AA 

Civil liberties valuing Age 14-15 > 16-17 Age 14-15 > 16-17  
   Race AA > EA 

IAT Interaction 16-17: EA > AA Interaction 16-17: EA > AA 

s-AA None  Interaction 16-17: AA > EA 

x-AA None  Interaction EA: 16-17 > 14-15 

s-EA Race AA > EA Interaction 14-15: EA > AA 
    16-17: AA > EA 

x-EA Race EA > AA Race EA > AA 

+AA None  Age 16-17 > 14-15  
   Race AA > EA 

-AA Age 16-17 > 14-15 Race EA > AA 
 Race EA > AA 

+EA Interaction 16-17: EA > AA Interaction EA: 14-15 > 16-17  

-EA Age 16-17 > 14-15 Age 16-17 > 14-15  
   Race AA > EA 

Racial exploration Age 16-17 > 14-15 Race AA > EA 
 Race AA > EA 

Knowledge of historical Age 14-15 > 16-17 Race EA > AA 
     racism 

Perceptions of legal Race AA > EA Age 16-17 > 14-15  
     institutional racism   Race AA > EA 

Perceptions of interracial Race AA > EA Interaction 16-17: AA > EA 
     disparity 

Attributions of disparity Interaction 14-15: EA > AA Age 16-17 > 14-15  
    to racism  16-17: AA > EA 

Policy support Interaction 16-17: AA > EA Interaction 16-17: AA > EA 

Note. “14-15” refers to 14- and 15 year-olds, and “16-17” refers to 16- and 17-year-olds. “AA” refers to 
African American participants, and “EA” refers to European American participants. 
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Figures 

Figure 1. Study 1: Support of Affirmative Action among African American Adolescents as 

Predicted by an Interaction Between Perceptions of Interracial Disparity and Attributions of 

Disparity to Racism 
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Figure 2. Study 1: Support of Affirmative Action among European American Adolescents as 

Predicted by an Interaction Between Perceptions of Interracial Disparity and Attributions of 

Disparity to Racism 
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Figure 3. Study 2: Support of School Desegregation among African American Adolescents as 

Predicted by an Interaction Between Perceptions of Interracial Disparity and Attributions of 

Disparity to Racism 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Civil Liberties Valuing Scale 

Directions: Below are some descriptions of hypothetical laws or rules. Some of these are 
real laws or rules and some are not. We want to know if you think they should be rules or 
laws where you live.  
 
 

1. It should be the law that all people in automobiles must wear seatbelts. 

 Strongly agree  Agree  Not sure  Disagree  Strongly disagree 

 

2. It should be against the law to use derogatory names for other groups of people (e.g., 

religious or ethnic groups). 

 Strongly agree  Agree  Not sure  Disagree  Strongly disagree 

 

3. It should be against the law for people to smoke in public places like restaurants and 

shopping malls. 

 Strongly agree  Agree  Not sure  Disagree  Strongly disagree 

 

4. It should be against the law to sacrifice animals, even if it is part of a religious 

practice.  

 Strongly agree  Agree  Not sure  Disagree  Strongly disagree 

 

5. It should be against the law to burn, desecrate, or otherwise destroy the U.S. flag. 

 Strongly agree  Agree  Not sure  Disagree  Strongly disagree 
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 Appendix B 

Black/White Intergroup Attitude Scale 

Directions: How do you feel about Black people and White people? Your answers are 
completely anonymous. No one – not even your teacher or the experimenter! – will know 
what your answers are. Circle your answer to each of the questions below. When you 
finish answering, bring your sheet to the front for the rest of the questionnaire. (Note to 
readers: The second half of the questionnaire was identical to this but had the target 
group of “African Americans/Black people,” instead of “White/Caucasian people.”) 

How many White/Caucasian people… 
Work as doctors?     Dance? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Eat gourmet food? Are cruel? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as maids? Play hockey? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as police officers? Are curious? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as schoolteachers? Are street-smart? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 
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Work as business executives? Study and do homework? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are snobby? Play basketball? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are uneducated? Are awful? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as garbage collectors? Are happy? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as firefighters? Are honest? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are ambitious? Work as waiters? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 
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Are criminal? Play soccer? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are trusting of others? Are dishonest? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Use slang when they talk? Are smart? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are generous? Are nice? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Wear expensive athletic shoes? Go to museums? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as bus drivers? Are unkind? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 
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Go to the movies? Work as scientists? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are athletic? Are poor? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are educated? Work as grocery baggers? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Are pretty or good-looking? Are uptight? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Work as fast food servers? Are selfish? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 

Talk on the phone? Listen to rap music? 
  Almost all  Almost all 
  A lot  A lot 
  Some  Some 
  Not many  Not many 
  Hardly any or none  Hardly any or none 
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Appendix C 

Knowledge of Historical Racism and Perceptions of Legal Institutional Racism 

Directions: Below are 8 multiple-choice questions about U.S. history. For each question, 
circle the answer that you think is the correct one. Remember that this is not a test, and 
that no one at this school will be able to see your score. Just do your best!  (Note to 
readers: The items below were presented in a scrambled order and without headings.) 

Knowledge of Historical Racism Items: 

1. What court case said that it was all right for there to be separate schools for White 
and Black students, as long as the schools were equal? (Note to readers: Correct 
answer is C.) 

a. Brown v. Topeka Board of Education 
b. Shelley v. Kramer 
c. Plessey v. Ferguson 
d. I was never taught this in school. 

2. Paul Robeson was an African American individual who had his passport taken away 
by the U.S. government after he did what? (Note: Correct answer is B.) 

a. Registered as the first African American student at Yale law school 
b. Refused to sign a petition stating he was not a Communist 
c. Refused to participate in the 1956 Olympics in Melbourne 
d. I was never taught this in school.  

3. When the Daughters of the American Revolution banned Marion Anderson, an 
African American opera singer, from singing at the Constitution Hall auditorium, 
how did First Lady Eleanor Roosevelt respond? (Note: Correct answer is B.) 

a. She asked Joan Sutherland to sing in Marion Anderson’s place. 
b. She withdrew her membership from the Daughters of the American Republic. 
c. She asked President Roosevelt to intervene on Marion Anderson’s behalf. 
d. I was never taught this in school. 

4. What did the NAACP do in response to the unethical and racist practices of the 
famous Tuskegee Study (1932-1972)? (Note: Correct answer is A.) 

a. Sued for monetary damages and treatment of the surviving participants 
b. Pressed charges of manslaughter against the head investigators of the study 
c. Helped U.S. Senators to write a law defending the rights of research 

participants 
d. I was never taught this in school.  
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Perceptions of Legal Institutional Racism 

5. When was the last year that some banks required all of their Black customers to pay 
more money for loans than their White customers had to pay? 

a. 1978 
b. 1988 
c. Still true today 
d. I was never taught this in school. 

6. What was the last war during which Black U.S. soldiers served in racially segregated 
divisions and forced to fulfill “suicide missions” that were almost certain to fail? 

a. Korean War (1950-1953) 
b. Vietnam War (1961-1975) 
c. Iraq War (2002-present) 
d. I was never taught this in school. 

7. It was legal to prevent a Black person from renting a house in a neighborhood that 
didn’t want Black people living there until when? 

a. 1970s 
b. 1990s 
c. Still true today 
d. I was never taught this in school. 

8. When was the last person sent to U.S. prison for marrying someone of another race? 
a. 1965 
b. 1983 
c. 2001 
d. I was never taught this in school 
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Appendix D 

Perceptions of Interracial Disparity  

Picture graphs are used to give people information quickly. For the following questions, 
please make your best guess about how the picture graphs should look by circling the 
number of figures to represent the number that is your best guess to each question. It’s 
okay if you don’t know the exact number – we’re just interested in your best guess! 
 
 
1. Think about White people in the United States. Out of a group of 10 White people, 

how many do you think graduate from high school? Circle the number of stick 
people to show what you think. (Note to readers: Correct answer is 8.) 

 
2. Think about Black people in the United States. Out of a group of 10 Black people, 

how many do you think graduate from high school? (Note: Correct answer is 6.) 

 
3. Think about White people in the United States. Out of a group of 10 White people, 

how many do you think have health insurance? (Note: Correct answer is 9.) 

  
4. Think about Black people in the United States. Out of a group of 10 Black people, 

how many do you think have health insurance? (Note: Correct answer is 8.) 

 
 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
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5. Think about White people in the United States. Out of a group of 10 White people, 
how many do you think are diagnosed with diabetes? (Note: Correct answer is 1.) 

 
6. Think about Black people in the United States. Out of a group of 10 Black people, 

how many do you think are diagnosed with diabetes? (Note: Correct answer is 1.) 

 
7. Think about White adults in the United States. Out of a group of 10 White adults, 

how many do you think own a home? (Note: Correct answer is 8.) 

  
8. Think about Black adults in the United States. Out of a group of 10 Black adults, 

how many do you think own a home? (Note: Correct answer is 5.) 

 
9. Think about Black people who graduate from high school in the United States. Out 

of a group of 10 Black high school graduates, how many do you think go to college? 
(Note: Correct answer is 4.) 

 
10. Think about White people who graduate from high school in the United States. Out 

of a group of 10 White high school graduates, how many do you think go to college? 
(Note: Correct answer is 5.) 

 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 
 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 
0 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

0 
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11. This question is a little bit different. Think about all of the Black babies in the United 

States. Out of 1,000 Black babies, how many do you think die before their first 
birthday? (Note: Correct answer is 14.) 

 
12. Think about all of the White babies in the United States. Out of a group of 1,000 

White babies, how many do you think die before their first birthday? (Note: 
Correct answer is 6.) 

 
13. Think about all of the Black adults in the United States. Out of a group of 100 Black 

adults, how many do you think want to work but can’t find a job? In other words, 
how many are unemployed?  (Note: Correct answer is 7.) 

14. Think about all of the White adults in the United States. Out of a group of 100 White 
adults, how many do you think want to work but can’t find a job? In other words, 
how many are unemployed? (Note: Correct answer is 3.) 

 
15. Think about all of the White adults in the United States. Out of a group of 10 White 

adults, how many do you think make more than $50,000 a year? (Note: Correct 
answer is 4.) 

 

None 

 
 

0 
 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20 

None 
 
 

0 
 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

0 
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16. Think about all of the Black adults in the United States. Out of a group of 10 Black 
adults, how many do you think make more than $50,000 a year? (Note: Correct 
answer is 3.) 

 
17. Think about all of the White 6th graders in Ohio. Out of a group of 10 White 6th 

graders in Ohio, how many do you think met the standards on the Ohio 
Achievement Science Test? (Note: Correct answer is 8.) 

 
18. Think about all of the Black 6th graders in Ohio. Out of a group of 10 Black 6th 

graders in Ohio, how many do you think met the standards on the Ohio 
Achievement Science Test? (Note: Correct answer is 4.) 

 
 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

 

0 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

None 

 

 

0 
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Appendix E 

Affirmative Action Policy Presentation Script 

More than ever, a college degree is an important steppingstone toward achieving 

your professional goals. One of the hopes of Princeton High School is that it will prepare 

you for a college education. We hope to educate all of our students so that they can apply 

to, be admitted to, and graduate from a college or university. But our student body is not 

applying to college at the rate we would like them to. Last year, for example, fewer 

African American and Latino students applied to college than Princeton High School had 

hoped would apply. Our school board feels that its goal for a 75% college application rate 

could be met if counseling staff helped under-represented racial minority students apply 

to college. Through careful research, the school board has determined that one of the 

major hurdles to overcome in the college application process is the organizational effort 

and time commitment it requires. Getting all of the papers in order required of a college 

application can be an overwhelming task! The school board is considering a new policy 

that would help under-represented racial groups apply to college. If the policy is adopted, 

Princeton High School’s counselors would provide interested African American and 

Latino graduating seniors with in-school guidance in completing college applications. 

This additional guidance would help students collect the necessary application materials, 

organize them, and mail them in on time. And of course, there would be no fee for these 

guidance sessions. The Princeton City School District school board believes this new 

policy will help considerably to raise college application rates of under-represented racial 

minority students, and we are excited to see the policy put to work. 
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Appendix F 

Posttest Policy Endorsement Measure 

Directions: Answer the questions below as honestly as you can. Your responses will be 

kept completely confidential and no one at your school will have access to your answers. 

 
1. What is your opinion about the policy our school board may adopt? (Mark one) 

 I definitely support the adoption of this policy. 

 I somewhat support the adoption of this policy.  

 I’m not sure whether I support the adoption of this policy. 

 I somewhat oppose the adoption of this policy. 

 I definitely oppose the adoption of this policy. 

 
2. Do you think that other school districts should adopt a policy like this one? (Mark 

one) 

 Other school districts should definitely adopt this policy. 

 Other school districts should probably adopt this policy. 

 I’m not sure whether other school districts should adopt this policy.  

 Other school districts should probably not adopt this policy. 

 Other school districts should definitely not adopt this policy. 

  
3. If this policy gets adopted, will it help the school district and its students? (Mark one) 

 It would help very much. 

 It would help a little. 

 I’m not sure.  

 It would not help at all, but it wouldn’t hurt the school or its students. 

 It would hurt the school and its students. 
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Appendix G 

School Desegregation Policy Presentation Script 

The Princeton City School District thrives with cultural and historical diversity. 

One of the hopes of Princeton City Schools is that we will utilize this rich community 

diversity to create optimal learning environments for all students, all the way from 

preschool through twelfth grade. But the classrooms that make up the Princeton City 

School district may not be as good as possible because they are highly racially segregated 

in the elementary schools. Last year, for example, 80% of the African American students 

in our elementary schools attended the same school. That means the remaining 20% of 

Princeton’s African American elementary students were spread thinly over the seven 

other schools in our district, creating classrooms without much racial diversity. The racial 

diversity of each elementary school could be much better. The school board wants to 

create a more even distribution of racial groups across our eight elementary schools. So it 

is considering a policy that would re-assign the district’s elementary school students to go 

to schools that are as racially diverse as possible. This re-assignment process would mean 

that 40% of the district’s children would begin attending a different school next fall. As 

always, school buses would take students to their new elementary schools. Because our 

district is not very large, this re-assignment would not lengthen students’ bus rides at all. 

Instead, students who have been reassigned to a different school would merely ride the 

bus in a different direction to that new school – but not for any longer than usual. This 

policy would change the face of our elementary school classrooms, making sure that each 

child gets to go to school with a diverse set of classmates.  
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