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Abstract 

 

Cross-Race Student-Teacher Relationships and the Transition to 
Kindergarten 

 

Yamanda Fay Wright, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  Rebecca S. Bigler 

 
Previous research suggests that young children expect individuals who are 

members of the same social group (e.g., race, gender) to have warmer and closer 

relationships than individuals who are members of different social groups. Such an 

expectation may act as a barrier to academic achievement for children assigned to cross-

race teachers, particularly during kindergarten. To investigate the effect of student-

teacher relationships on academic achievement, kindergarten students (N = 70; 27 

European American, 14 African American, 25 Latino, 4 Asian American) were assigned 

to a teacher who was depicted as having either warm cross-race (experimental condition) 

or warm same-race (control condition) relationships. The consequential effects on 

students’ perceptions of the their student-teacher relationship quality and school 

performance was examined. Results indicated that students who viewed a presentation 

emphasizing their teacher’s positive same-race relations, and who were paired with a 



 v 

same-race (but not cross-race) teacher, perceived closer, more supportive relationships 

with their teachers than their peers. Similarly, African American and Latino students who 

viewed a presentation emphasizing positive same-race relations perceived closer relations 

with their teachers than their European American and Asian American peers. Overall, 

students who viewed a presentation emphasizing positive cross-race relations showed 

better work habits in the classroom. Unexpectedly, the experimental manipulation was 

ineffective at countering children’s explicit beliefs about others’ racial biases. Potential 

implicit mechanisms of change in perceptions of the student-teacher relationship are 

discussed. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

One of the most pressing and persistent problems facing the American education 

system is the discrepancy in academic achievement across racial and ethnic groups. 

Despite decades of attention to the problem, European American and Asian American 

children continue to outperform African American and Latino children at every grade 

level (KewalRamani, Gilbertson, & Fox, 2007). These “achievement gaps” are evident at 

the beginning of formal schooling (i.e., kindergarten) and widen across elementary, 

middle, and high school. The gap is also especially persistent between African American 

and European American students (Phillips, Crouse, & Ralph, 1998; Vanneman, 

Hamilton, & Anderson, 2009). In a longitudinal study of a nationally representative 

sample of 20,000 elementary school students, Fryer and Levitt (2006) found that African 

American students’ performance tends to fall behind by an average of .10 standard 

deviations each year as European American students’ scores steadily improve. 

Furthermore, the discrepancies that characterize national-level data are especially 

pronounced in certain geographic regions of the United States (Kirby, Berends, & Naftel, 

1999).  

Large-scale policy initiatives designed to reduce racial achievement gaps, such as 

the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, have been largely unsuccessful at improving low-

achieving, African American students’ performance (Lagana-Riordan & Aguilar, 2009). 

It is possible that these policies have been ineffective because they do not address issues 

of race directly. Rather than addressing the ways in which race per se affects academic 

outcomes, school programs typically strive for “race-blind” interpretations of, and 

approaches to, inequalities in students’ school performance (Gay, 2000).  The primary 

purpose of the present study is to provide an experimental test of the hypothesized role of 
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cross-race student-teacher relationships in exacerbating racial achievement gaps. The 

experimental manipulation is, in essence, an intervention program aimed at improving 

cross-race student-teacher relationships, thereby reducing achievement gaps in the first 

year of formal schooling (i.e., kindergarten). 

Causes of the Black-White Achievement Gap 

One possible reason that racial achievement gaps have been so difficult to 

eradicate is that they are multiply determined.  That is, racial discrepancies in 

achievement are likely to be the result of a host of factors. One factor known to play a 

role in producing achievement gaps is socioeconomic status (SES). Duncan, Brooks-

Gunn, and Klebanov (1994) found that, across the entire United States, African American 

children are more likely than European American children to come from single-parent 

households, low-income families, and “ghetto” neighborhoods (i.e., communities in 

which at least 40% of the members live below the poverty line).  Each of these 

socioeconomic variables was found to be associated with negative cognitive and 

behavioral outcomes among youth, including below average IQ prior to the start of 

primary school and high rates of externalizing behavior problems. For these reasons, 

some researchers have suggested that socioeconomic status (SES) may be a more 

meaningful predictor than race of ethnic minority students’ academic achievement (e.g., 

Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, Smith, Duncan, & Lee, 2003). However, the empirical support 

for this assertion has been inconsistent (Sirin, 2005). A handful of studies have even 

shown that, after controlling for socioeconomic variables such as family income, the 

majority of difference between African American and European American students’ 

scores remains (Fryer & Levitt, 2004; Yeung & Conley, 2008). Although SES may 

explain initial racial discrepancies in achievement, other factors appear to play a role. 
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Importantly, the factors that contribute to achievement gaps are not generalizable 

across racial and ethnic groups.  Minority groups’ academic performance show unique 

trajectories across grade levels. The Latino-White achievement gap does not typically 

continue to widen after primary school (Fryer & Levitt, 2006), and Asian American 

students tend to flourish in most academic environments throughout grade school 

(KewalRamani, Gilbertson, & Fox, 2007) despite being an underprivileged minority in 

some regions. There is also evidence that immigrant children and American-born children 

of recent immigrants outperform their second- and third-generation counterparts despite 

pervasive cultural, language, and socioeconomic barriers (Han, 2006; Palacios, 

Guttmannova, & Chase-Lansdale, 2008). These lines of evidence converge to suggest 

that African American children’s underperformance is not solely attributable to racial 

discrepancies in SES or home environment, but may also be related to their social status 

as African American children within diverse classrooms. 

Some research findings suggest that the school environment is likely to play an 

influential role in exacerbating the relatively small achievement gap that exists between 

African American and European American students at the beginning of formal education. 

Observational studies correlating individual differences, SES, family dynamics, and 

school-related factors with academic performance suggest that interpersonal and 

economic conditions within schools may account for more of the variance in achievement 

between racial groups than SES. Specifically, the student-teacher relationship is perhaps 

the most important factor predicting early academic success among school-related factors 

(Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Through the provision of emotional, organizational, and 

structural support, teachers determine children’s access to educational resources and their 

orientation to learning, thereby greatly affecting educational outcomes (Curby, Rimm-

Kaufman, & Ponitz, 2009). Positive student-teacher relations have been linked to 
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improved cognitive and emotional development quite robustly, as indicated by 

standardized tests in math and reading, rates of behavior problems, and overall, teacher-

reported improvement (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). 

Negative student-teacher relations, on the other hand, have the potential to delay 

students’ social and cognitive development, particularly in kindergarten. The transition to 

kindergarten is often particularly stressful for young children because they move from 

spending most of their time either at home with a primary caregiver or in intimate, low-

pressure environments (e.g., daycare centers) to spending a great deal of each day in 

school with unfamiliar adult figures and peers (Hofferth & Sandberg, 2001). Student-

teacher relationships are especially influential among kindergarten children, who are just 

beginning their school careers and the process of developing academic identities, 

motivations, and goals (Hamre & Pianta, 2001). Furthermore, gaps that originate during 

this transitional period are the most difficult to remedy (McClelland, Acock, & Morrison, 

2006), and family wealth has less of an impact on math and reading progress than other 

sociological factors such as interpersonal relationships during this stage (Yeung & 

Conley, 1998). It is therefore tremendously important that young children develop strong, 

positive bonds with their teachers, who can help them thrive in the elementary school 

environment. 

Student-Teacher Relationships and Race 

Findings from longitudinal studies in educational psychology support the notion 

that pervasive racial differences in the quality of student-teacher relationships among 

African American and European American students are likely to magnify the relatively 

small racial discrepancies in academic achievement that exist in kindergarten. 

Throughout grade school, African American and Latino students experience more 
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conflict (Hamre & Pianta, 2001) and have fewer positive interactions (Tenenbaum & 

Ruck, 2007) with their teachers than European American students. Certain antisocial 

tendencies are overrepresented among ethnic minority children and especially in African 

American boys from low-income backgrounds, including aggressive behaviors (Meehan, 

Hughes, & Cavell, 2003), overactive-disruptive peer play, disengagement from social 

interaction, and difficult temperament (Mendez, Fantuzzo, & Cicchetti, 2002).  In 

general, African American children appear more likely than European American children 

to face socio-cultural barriers to forming close bonds with teachers and classmates in 

diverse classrooms. Given that social relationships at school greatly influence children’s 

cognitive and psychosocial development, it is possible that negative student-teacher 

relationships jeopardize valuable social resources that would otherwise adequately 

scaffold African American children’s education. 

Heavily influenced by Bowlby’s theory of attachment, Hamre and Pianta (2001) 

argue that children’s early relationships with preschool and kindergarten teachers set the 

stage for future schooling. In their longitudinal study of the consequences of early 

student-teacher relationships for adjustment to the school environment (as defined by 

teachers’ subjective assessments), Hamre and Pianta reported that teachers rated their 

relationships with boys and African American children as having more conflict than their 

relationships with girls and European American children. Moreover, teachers’ ratings of 

the student-teacher relationship were predictive of children’s academic outcomes across 

grade school. Even when controlling for basic understanding of course content, students 

had worse behavioral and academic outcomes (e.g., lower course grades at the end of the 

school year) when they received lower subjective ratings from teachers (e.g., conduct 

demerits, general “relational negativity,” teacher ratings of students’ work habits, etc.). 

Teacher’s subjective ratings predicted academic success in math and language arts 
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courses later in elementary school and into early high school. It follows, then, that the 

extent to which African American kindergarten students develop ‘secure’ attachments to 

their teachers may partially determine their academic and behavioral outcomes. It is 

imperative that researchers investigate the potentially harmful effects of poor cross-race 

student-teacher relationships on African American students’ academic adjustment. 

Race-Related Factors Affecting Student-Teacher Bonds 

Several factors are likely to contribute to the formation of poor relationships 

between teachers and African American students. For example, the degree to which 

teachers endorse racial stereotypes about intelligence or conduct may affect their 

relationships with African American students. It has been shown that teachers’ 

expectations about students’ academic outcomes greatly influence their ability to 

effectively scaffold students’ learning (Brophy & Good, 1970; Dusek & Joseph, 1983). 

African American students are members of a negatively stereotyped group, and thus—to 

the extent that their teachers endorse negative racial stereotypes related to achievement—

they are likely to form less close and supportive student-teacher bonds. Moreover, recent 

research within social psychology indicates that many individuals endorse implicit racial 

stereotypes that are outside of individuals’ conscious awareness and are especially likely 

to affect behavior when individuals are under cognitive load (Greenwald, Banaji, 

Rudman, Farnham, Nosek, & Mellott, 2002), as is likely to be true within many 

classroom situations. Although previous research has not examined implicit attitudes 

among elementary school teachers, it seems possible that teachers’ implicit stereotyping 

of African American students’ academic potential could negatively affect the quality of 

their relationships with African American students.  
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A second factor that is likely to affect student-teacher relations is whether 

students are members of their teachers’ racial ingroup. Research on children’s intergroup 

attitudes documents that even children expect to have warmer and closer relationships 

with individuals who are members of the same social group (e.g., race, gender) than with 

individuals who are members of different social groups (Brown & Bigler, 2002). 

Children as young as three years have been shown to have more positive attitudes 

towards members of their own than other social groups, including members of randomly-

assigned novel groups (Patterson & Bigler, 2006). Importantly, both children and adults 

show ingroup biases. An enormous literature within social psychology demonstrates that 

individuals routinely show ingroup favoritism and sometimes (albeit less often) outgroup 

discrimination in their attitudes and behavior (Tajfel, 1970). Teachers’ ratings of 

students’ performance are often affected by the ethnicity and gender of the child, as well 

as whether there is a student-teacher ethnic match (Saft & Pianta, 2001). Furthermore, 

children and adults have been shown to believe that such biases are normative in their 

culture (Abrams, Rutland, & Cameron, 2003; Abrams & Rutland, 2008).  

It seems highly likely that teachers and students enter school settings with (a) 

more favorable attitudes toward members of their own racial groups, and (b) the 

expectation that other individuals (children and adults) have the same preference for 

members of their racial ingroups. Such biases are particularly troubling in the context of 

an increasingly homogenous teaching force in the United States. Approximately 85% of 

kindergarten teachers are European American and approximately 98% are female 

(Heaviside & Farris, 1993). As a consequence, African American children are 

disproportionately assigned to cross-race teachers, and African American boys are even 

more likely to be assigned to an outgroup teacher with the added consideration of gender. 
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Interventions for Improving Student-Teacher Relationships 

Teacher-targeted interventions. The existing literature on teacher-targeted 

interventions is scarce, but what does exist focuses on educating teachers about how to 

teach effectively in culturally diverse classrooms (Sleeter, 2008; Sleeter, 2010). Overall, 

there is very little empirical evidence that such programs are effective. Those research-

based programs that have attempted to reduce achievement gaps via multicultural 

education training for teachers have typically resulted in only limited improvement in 

underprivileged children’s academic outcomes (Sleeter & Grant, 1987). 

Student-targeted interventions. Although African American and Latino students 

report poorer relationships with their European American teachers than their European 

American peers, few interventions with school-aged children address issues of race 

directly. Instead, most student-targeted interventions aim to improve African American 

and Latino children’s academic self-esteem or situational cognition generally, addressing 

such race-neutral phenomena as belonging uncertainty (Walton & Cohen, 2007), self-

integrity (Cohen, Garcia, Apfel, & Master, 2006), and disidentification (i.e., personal 

identification with negative stereotypes resulting in low self-esteem with regard to 

academics; Crocker & Major, 1989).  Although some of these interventions have been 

reported to increase elementary school-aged children’s academic achievement, most 

programs are aimed at middle and high school students. 

Interventions for elementary school-aged African American and Latino children 

have also typically sought to reduce antisocial behaviors among youth in general (e.g., 

Brotman, Calzada, Huang, Kingston, Dawson-McClure, Kamboukos, Rosenfelt, Schwab, 

& Petkova, 2011). These interventions presume that ethnic minority students simply 

require more attention and nurturing than European American children. However, it may 

be the case that teachers’ efforts to connect with African American students are not as 
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successful as with European American students because their affirmations are not 

explicitly race-specific, and minority children need self-relevant positive models for 

interacting with their teachers. Eliminating racial achievement gaps may require insights 

that are uniquely about the African American and Latino experience in the United States 

and how it affects minority children’s relationship with school and teachers in school. It 

is possible that African American and Latino students feel more detached from their 

European American teachers and that this detachment, in turn, perpetuates a reciprocal 

cycle of underperformance. 

Although intervention studies aimed at closing racial achievement gaps have 

made strides in the right direction, much is left to be desired in the way of ensuring that 

African American and Latino students perform to their fullest potential. My master’s 

thesis contributes toward this goal by examining the effectiveness of an intervention 

program intended to increase the quality of classroom interactions between European 

American teachers and ethnic minority students and to moderate its consequent effects on 

ethnic minority students’ intergroup attitudes and behavior. 

The Present Study 

The nature of cross-race student-teacher relationships is likely to play a role in 

sustaining racial achievement gaps. Specifically, a “recursive cycle,” as defined and 

elaborated by Cohen (2009), may exist partly because African American and Latino 

children have fewer positive initial interactions with European American elementary 

school teachers than their European American peers, which may result in African 

American and Latino students’ gradual disengagement from school over time. Therefore, 

an intervention focused on early student-teacher relationships may improve at-risk 

students’ orientation to schooling by characterizing cross-race student-teacher 



 10 

relationships as a source of encouragement and support (rather than merely instruction or 

discipline). Such an intervention should serve to decrease African American and Latino 

students’ anxiety about biased teacher evaluations and improve teachers’ self-efficacy in 

fostering a more successful learning environment for students from diverse backgrounds.  

The primary purpose of the present research is to test the hypothesis that African 

American and Latino kindergartners who are assigned to European American teachers 

depicted as having close, warm, cross-race relationships (cross-race affection condition) 

will show better academic attitudes and performance compared to African American and 

Latino kindergartners who are assigned to European American teachers depicted as 

having close, warm, same-race relationships  (same-race affection condition). It is 

possible that such a manipulation, if effective, operates via changes to (a) students’ 

perceptions and behaviors, (b) teachers’ perceptions and behaviors, or (c) both students’ 

and teachers’ perceptions and behavior. Importantly, I collected data useful for 

identifying the mechanisms by which change, if found, was produced. The present study 

focuses specifically on African American and Latino students’ relationships with 

European American teachers because racially stigmatized children seem most at risk for 

early, poor outcomes associated with race (e.g., rather than low-income students), but all 

children who started kindergarten in the fall of 2010 were invited to participate the study. 

I sought to test eight key hypotheses (summarized in Table 1). With respect to the 

students, I hypothesized that, among children with a cross-race teacher, those children in 

the cross-race affection (CRA; experimental) condition would perceive (a) other children 

and adults to be less racially biased (hypothesis 1), (b) their teachers to be less racially 

biased (hypothesis 2), (c) their relationships with the teacher to be more positive 

(hypothesis 3), and (d) themselves to be more competent in school (hypothesis 4) than 

those children in the same-race affection (SRA; control) condition. Similarly, among 
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children with a cross-race teacher, I expected those children in the cross-race affection 

(CRA; experimental) condition to have higher grades and standardized test scores 

(hypothesis 5) and fewer behavioral problems (hypothesis 6) than those children in the 

same-race affection (SRA; control) condition. With respect to teachers, I hypothesized 

that European American teachers in the cross-race affection condition would feel more 

efficacious with respect to instructing cross-race students (hypothesis 7), and would 

perceive their cross-race students to feel more positively toward them (hypothesis 8), 

than teachers in the SRA condition. 
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Chapter 2:  Method 

Participants 

Participants included 70 (36 female; 27 European American, 14 African 

American, 25 Latino, 4 Asian American) kindergarteners, ranging in age from 4 to 6 

years, from a single, large suburban elementary school in the southwestern United States. 

According to district records, the elementary school enrolled 149 kindergarten students 

(31% European American, 21% African American, 38% Latino, 5% Asian American, 4% 

Biracial/Other). Thus approximately 47% of the school’s kindergarten class enrolled in 

the present study. The ethnic demographics of this kindergarten sample was 

representative of the school population overall; additional detailed analyses of sample 

representativeness are outlined below. The distribution of students across experimental 

conditions is presented in Table 2. 

The 70 participants were assigned to seven kindergarten teachers (7 female; 5 

European American, 1 African American, 1 Asian American), all of whom consented to 

participation in the study. The distribution of teachers across experimental conditions 

appears in Table 3. 

Procedure 

During the summer of 2010, each of the seven kindergarten teachers at the 

participating school were given the opportunity to participate in a study of the effect of 

“student-teacher relationships” on the transition to kindergarten. All seven teachers 

agreed to participate. One week before the start of the school year, teachers were (a) 

randomly assigned to one of two conditions: a cross-race affection (CRA) condition or a 

same-race affection (SRA) condition (described in detail below), and (b) given explicit 

instruction concerning the experimental protocol. Parental consent was obtained for each 
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participating child during a parent-teacher orientation meeting prior to the first day of 

instruction. 

The experimental manipulation began on the first day of instruction with a 

“welcome” activity designed to influence children’s perception of the closeness and 

warmth of their teachers’ cross-race relations. Over the following two months, teachers 

also displayed two photographs that conveyed the especially warm, close same- or cross-

race relations described during the welcoming activity. 

Then, within one month of the start of school and again after 6 months, trained 

experimenters administered brief interviews with students whose parents consented to 

their participation in the study. For students, the follow-up sessions (T1, T2) involved 

completing a small battery of questionnaires administered in one-on-one interviews by 

trained experimenters. These interviews included questions concerning students’ views 

about themselves, their peers, their teachers, and their school (see Appendix B). 

Additionally, teachers were asked to fill out a questionnaire packet at the same two 

follow-up points (T1, T2). Teachers’ questionnaires focused on their relationships with 

each individual student in their classrooms and on their self-efficacy with regard to 

working in diverse classrooms. At the end of the school year, demographic information, 

achievement scores, and disciplinary records were obtained from the school district for 

three time points (T1, T2, T3). These time points coincided with the two follow-up 

sessions and a final, year-end assessment. A schedule of the follow-up sessions and 

school terms is presented in Table 4. 

Experimental Manipulation 

Overview. Teachers in both conditions engaged in two activities during the first 

day of school. In the first 20-minute activity, teachers introduced students to themselves 
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and to some of their “favorites” via a customized poster board (see Appendix A). In the 

activity, teachers presented one of their favorite: (a) colors (e.g., red), (b) animals (e.g., 

cats), (c) seasons (e.g., winter), and (d) activities (e.g., teaching). To introduce the target 

stimulus during presentation (d), teachers pointed to a photo of a student corresponding to 

the class’s assigned condition and stated, “One of these children is a student that I just 

loved teaching. It is THIS student. This is ______. I just LOVED teaching ______. 

[He/she] was not too sure that [he/she] liked school at first but I spent some extra time 

with _____ and soon [he/she] was very happy. I loved to teach ____ and [he/she] loved to 

learn.” To make the first activity more enjoyable, the presentation was accompanied by 

coloring booklets for the children.  

In the second activity, teachers introduced their students to one of their “best 

friends,” depicted in a framed photograph of the teacher with an adult woman 

corresponding to the class’ assigned condition.  Teachers again recited a short script to 

draw students’ attention to the target stimulus, stating, “This is ______. I have known her 

for a long time. She is one of my dearest, closest friends and that is why I like to keep a 

picture of her in my class.” Following this brief presentation, the framed photograph was 

displayed in a prominent area of the classroom (e.g., facing outward on the teacher’s 

desk) for two months. 

Cross-Race Affection (CRA) Condition. In this condition, teachers pointed to a 

photograph of a cross-race child when discussing the favorite activity (teaching). In 

addition, each teacher presented a photograph of herself embracing a cross-race 

individual during the second presentation.  

Same-Race Affection (SRA) Condition. In this condition, teachers pointed to a 

photograph of a same-race child when discussing their favorite activity (teaching). In 
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addition, each teacher presented a photograph of herself embracing a same-race 

individual during the second presentation. 

Child Measures 

Academic Record. The school district provided information about demographics, 

grades, standardized test scores, absences, and disciplinary referrals for every child who 

participated in the study. Children’s report card grades, attendance records, and conduct 

records were obtained at the end of each school quarter. End-of-year scores on the 

Developmental Reading Assessment served as a measure of students’ standardized test 

performance (DRA2; Beaver, 2006). The DRA2 evaluates student’s verbal fluency and is 

commonly used in the state of Texas as a standardized measure of students’ academic 

progress relative to other students in the state.  

Manipulation check. The manipulation check consisted of two components 

(Appendix C).  First, it assessed children’s recognition memory for the target individuals 

depicted during the experimental manipulation  (i.e., “favorite student” and “best friend”; 

target task).  Second, it assessed whether children perceived the teacher as broadly liking 

the target individuals’ racial group (generalization task). 

 Knowledge of racial bias. The Perceived Racial Biases of Others scale (PRBO; 

designed by the author) assessed children’s awareness of others’ racial biases. The scale’s 

8 items include 4 items depicting children (2 girls, 2 boys) and four items depicting adults 

(2 women, 2 men). Each items asks whether a target individual (4 African American, 4 

European American) would prefer to be friends with a same-race individual, a cross-race 

individual, or both a same- and a cross-race individual equally. 
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Personal relationship with the teacher. Children’s global scores on the Student-

Teacher Relationship Scale (STRS; Pianta, 1992) were used to assess their perceptions of 

the quality of their relationships with teachers (Appendix H).  

Perceived competence. The Perceived Competence Scale for Children (PCS; 

Harter, 1982) was used to assess children’s confidence about their ability to succeed in 

the school environment (Appendix D). Harter (1982) found the PCS to be highly reliable 

with Cronbach alphas of .76, .78, .83, and .73 for its cognitive, social, physical, and 

general subscales, respectively. The physical subscale was not considered for the present 

study. 

Teacher Measures 

Pretest outcome expectations. Prior to the experimental manipulation, teachers 

completed a brief information sheet that included one item (designed by the author) 

gauging their outcome expectations for the study (see item 1, Appendix H).  

Personal relationship with each student. The Student-Teacher Relationship 

Scale  (STRS; Pianta, 1993) served as a measure of teachers’ positive affect toward each 

child (Appending G). Birch and Ladd (1998) reported all three subscales of the STRS to 

be a reliable, with Cronbach's alphas of .88, .94, and .72 for the closeness, conflict, and 

dependence subscales, respectively. 

Self-efficacy for teaching in diverse classrooms. At Time 1, two items 

(designed by the author) assessed teachers’ self-efficacy with regard to teaching in 

ethnically diverse classrooms (see items 2 and 3, Appendix H).  
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Chapter 3:  Results 

Overview of Data Analyses 

Data analysis consisted of four steps.  In the first step, I examined the sample’s 

representativeness by comparing the (a) racial/ethnic, (b) language, and (c) economic 

backgrounds as well as the end-of-year (d) academic achievement, (e) disciplinary 

records, and (f) teacher ratings of students who participated in the study to those of 

students whose parents declined participation. In the second step, I conducted a 

manipulation check, examining children’s memory for information crucial to the 

experimental manipulation and its effect on their perceptions of their teachers’ intergroup 

attitudes. In the third and crucial step, I used analyses of variance to test hypotheses 

concerning the effects of experimental condition (i.e., same-race affection versus cross-

race affection) on dependent variables related to both students’ and teachers’ perceptions 

of their relationships. In the fourth step, I used analyses of variance to test hypotheses 

concerning the effects of experimental condition on students’ academic achievement 

across the first year of school. 

Representativeness of Sample 

As described earlier, I obtained demographic information, achievement scores, 

disciplinary records, and teachers’ ratings of student-teacher relationship quality for all 

children in the 2010-2011 kindergarten class at the participating school (N = 149). These 

data allowed me to test whether those children whose parents consented to participation 

in the study differed significantly from those children whose parents did not consent to 

participation within these domains. Results are summarized in Table 5. 
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Ethnicity. A chi-square analysis indicated that students from the four 

racial/ethnic groups studied were equally represented among participants and non-

participants, χ2(3, N = 143) = 2.538, p = .47. 

English language proficiency. A chi-square analysis indicated that English as a 

Second Language (ESL) students were equally represented among participants and non-

participants, χ2(1, N = 149) = 0.008, p = .93. 

 Economic disadvantage. A chi-square analysis indicated that participants and 

non-participants were equally likely to be eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, χ2(1, N 

= 149) = 1.398, p = .24. 

Report card grades. Three separate independent-samples t tests of students’ 

grades (mathematics, language, work habits) revealed that participants and non-

participants performed equally well in language, t(139) = 0.870, p = .15, and work habits, 

t(138) = -0.383, p = .56. Participants performed better than non-participants in 

mathematics, however, t(138) = 1.612, p = .01.  

Attendance. An independent-samples t test using number of days absent as the 

dependent variable indicated that participants and non-participants did not differ in their 

yearly attendance rates, t(138) = 1.076, p = .70. 

Standardized test scores. Scores on the DRA2 range from 0 to 28. In the state of 

Texas, each student must have a score of 4 or higher to meet the benchmark for verbal 

fluency in kindergarten. An independent-samples t test revealed that participants and non-

participants did not score differentially on the DRA2 at the end of the school year, t(135) 

= 0.518, p = .47. Furthermore, a chi square analysis revealed that participants and non-

participants were equally likely to meet the state criterion for proficiency, χ2(1, N = 137) 

= 0.649, p = .42. 
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Disciplinary records. The school district provided information about students’ 

minor, moderate, and serious infractions throughout the academic year. An independent-

samples t test of students’ total disciplinary referrals revealed a marginally significant 

difference between participants’ and non-participants’ everyday behavior, t(147) = 3.878, 

p = .051. Follow-up independent-samples t tests for each level of infraction showed that 

participants and non-participants did not differ in the average number of moderate and 

serious disciplinary referrals, such as conferences with a primary caregiver, t(147) = 

2.177, p = .14, and suspensions, t(147) = 1.783, p = .18, but did differ in their average 

number of minor infractions, such as “time-outs” in the classroom. Participants received 

more minor disciplinary referrals than non-participants, t(147) = 5.277, p = .02. 

Teacher-reported student-teacher relations. Three separate independent-

samples t tests using Time 1 ratings of student-teacher relationships (closeness, conflict, 

dependence) as the dependent variables revealed that participants and non-participants 

did not differ in the quality of their initial interactions with teachers. This was true for 

closeness, t(143) = -0.377, p = .17, conflict, t(143) = 0.471, p = .79, and dependence, 

t(143) = 0.894, p = .35. 

Check of Experimental Manipulation of Cross vs. Same Race Affection 

Target task.  A recognition task was used to assess children’s memory for target 

stimuli presented during the experimental manipulation (i.e., the photographs shown by 

their teachers on the first day of school). At both Times 1 and 2, children were presented 

with two sets of four photographs (2 African American and 2 European American 

individuals) and asked to identify (a) the target former student and (b) the target best 

friend (see items 2 and 5, Appendix C).  Children received 0 points for selecting an 

incorrect target of the incorrect race, 1 point for selecting an incorrect target of the correct 
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race, and 2 points for selecting the correct target, and thus total scores across the two time 

points ranged from 0 to 8. A 2 (condition; CRA vs. SRA) X 2 (student-teacher match; 

same-race vs. cross-race dyad) X 2 (stimulus type; child vs. adult target) X 2 (time) 

repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted. Means are presented in Table 6. Results 

indicated no significant main effects or interactions. Overall, children showed good 

memory of the intervention materials; combined adult and child target accuracy scores 

were above chance at both Time 1, t(62) = 23.945, p < .001, and at Time 2, t(64) = 

17.999, p < .001. 

Generalization task. I next examined whether the photographs shown by 

teachers affected students’ perceptions of teachers’ general liking for same- versus cross-

race others. That is, I examined whether children in the two conditions (CRA and SRA) 

showed differential ratings for their own teachers’ fondness for cross-race others. To do 

so, I conducted separate 2 (condition; CRA vs. SRA) X 2 (student-teacher match; same-

race vs. cross-race dyad) ANOVAs of children’s ratings of their own teachers’ (a) same-

race affection and (b) cross-race affection (i.e., “How much do you think your teacher 

likes people who look like this?”). Means are presented by condition in Table 7. Results 

indicated no significant main effects or interactions on students’ ratings of their teachers’ 

racial biases.   

Knowledge of racial bias. The number of times (of 8 possible) that children gave 

an in-group biased response served as the dependent variable in a 2 (condition; CRA vs. 

SRA) X 2 (racial status of student; stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized) ANOVA. Means are 

presented in Table 8. Results indicated no significant effects of experimental condition or 

student racial status. Additionally, a paired-samples t test comparing the 4 items depicting 

children to the 4 items depicting adults revealed that children’s knowledge of others’ 

racial biases did not differ for child and adult others, t(64)=-1.42, p = 0.16. Overall, 
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children reported that others prefer same-race individuals over cross-race individuals; a 

one-sample t test revealed that the number of in-group biased responses (M = 5.02, SD = 

1.56) was well above chance (2.67 out of 8 possible points), t(64)=12.151, p > .001. 

Student-Teacher Relationship Outcomes 

Student perceptions of student-teacher relationship. The STRS consists of 8 

items, and thus students’ global STRS scores for their perceptions of the student-teacher 

relationship ranged from 8 to 32.  Students’ condition (SRA vs. CRA) and whether they 

matched their teacher’s ethnicity were included as variables in analyses of students’ 

scores.  Participants’ racial status (stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized) was also included as 

a between-subject variable. Although these analyses lacked the power to detect three-way 

interactions among condition, student-teacher match, and student racial status, inclusion 

of the factor nonetheless allowed me to detect overall variations by student racial status.  

Time 1. A 2 (condition) X 2 (student-teacher match; same-race vs. cross-race 

dyad) X 2 (racial status) ANOVA revealed two significant two-way interactions on 

students’ perceptions of the student-teacher relationship at Time 1. Means are presented 

in Table 9.  First, there was an interaction between experimental condition and student-

teacher match, F(1, 59) = 4.610, p < .05. Follow up analyses showed that, for students 

who matched their teacher’s race, presentation of same-race targets (SRA) resulted in 

higher ratings of the student-teacher relationship than did presentation of cross-race 

targets (CSA). For students who did not match their teacher’s race, there was no 

difference in the effect of experimental condition. Second, there was an interaction 

between experimental condition and students’ racial status, F(1, 59) = 7.001, p < .05. 

Among racially stigmatized students (all but two of whom did not match their teachers’ 

race), assignment to the SRA condition unexpectedly resulted in improved perceptions of 
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the student-teacher relationship compared to racially stigmatized students in the CRA 

condition. There was no effect of condition among racially non-stigmatized students.  

Time 2. A 2 (condition) X 2 (student-teacher match; same- vs. cross-race dyad) X 

2 (racial status) ANOVA revealed no significant effects of condition, student-teacher 

match, or racial status on students’ perceptions of the student-teacher relationship at Time 

2. 

Teacher perceptions of student-teacher relationship. Three separate subscales 

of the T-STRS (closeness, conflict, dependence) served as measures of teachers’ 

perceptions of student-teacher relationship quality, and thus three separate 2 (condition) 

X 2 (student-teacher match; same- vs. cross-race dyad) X 2 (racial status; stigmatized vs. 

non-stigmatized) ANOVAs were conducted for each follow-up time point (T1, T2). 

Means are presented in Table 10.  

Time 1. Results indicated two significant two-way interactions on teachers’ 

perceptions of closeness. First, there was an interaction effect of experimental condition 

and student racial status, F(1, 61) = 4.696, p < .05. Among racially non-stigmatized 

children, presentation of same-race targets (SRA) resulted in lower teacher-reported 

closeness than did presentation of cross-race targets (CSA). There was no effect of 

experimental condition among racially stigmatized children. Second, there was an 

interaction effect of student-teacher match and racial status on teachers’ perceived 

closeness, F(1, 61) = 4.912, p < .05. Among cross-race student-teacher dyads, 

relationships with racially stigmatized students were perceived as having more closeness 

than relationships with non-stigmatized children. There was no effect of racial status 

among non-matched dyads.  

There were no significant main effects or interaction effects on teachers’ 

perceptions of conflict in student-teacher relationships. 
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With respect to dependence, results indicated main effects of student-teacher 

match, F(1, 61) = 4.430, p < .05, and racial status, F(1, 61) = 5.057, p < .05. Teachers 

perceived (a) students of a racial background other than their own to be more dependent 

(e.g., clingy) than students who shared their own racial background and (b) European 

American and Asian American children as more dependent than African American and 

Latino children. 

Time 2. A second set of 2 (condition) X 2 (student-teacher match) X 2 (racial 

status) ANOVAs showed no main effects or interaction effects on closeness, conflict, or 

dependence at Time 2.  

Correlations among student and teacher ratings of relationship over time. To 

examine associations between students’ and teachers’ perspectives, I computed Pearson 

correlations between all outcome measures related to their perceptions of their relations 

and their general intergroup attitudes. Both correlations among measures and across the 

follow-up time points (T1, T2) were considered. Results are presented in Table 11.  

Most notable, analyses revealed that students’ and teachers’ perceptions of their 

relations were unrelated at Time 1 but were related at Time 2, p < .05. Additionally, 

teachers’ perceptions of their relations with each student appear to be highly consistent 

across time points. Teacher-reported ratings of closeness at Time 1 were significantly 

related to their perceptions of closeness at Time 2, p < .01. Teacher-reported conflict at 

Time 1 was significantly related to their perceptions of closeness, conflict, and 

dependence at Time 2, p < .01. Finally, teacher-reported dependence at Time 1 was 

significantly related their perceptions of conflict and dependence at Time 2, p < .01. In 

contrast, children’s perceptions of their relations with their teacher showed little 

consistency from Time 1 to Time 2, suggesting that children’s views converge with their 

teachers’ views over time. In addition, children’s general understanding about others’ 
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racial biases did not appear to be related to their perceptions of the student-teacher 

relationship at either time point.  

Student Achievement Outcomes 

Overview. As described earlier, I expected condition effects on students’ 

achievement outcomes. I also expected that effects would be moderated by whether 

students and teachers were members of the same racial group. For example, the effects of 

seeing a European American teacher discuss an affectionate cross-race relationship might 

have differential effects on African American and European American students’ 

academic outcomes. Thus a student-teacher match (i.e., same- versus cross-race dyads) 

factor was included in all analyses.  Other research has indicated effects of student racial 

status on academic outcomes, and thus I also included a racial status factor in analyses, 

categorizing students as either racially stigmatized (African American and Latino) or 

non-stigmatized (European American and Asian American). Again, these analyses lacked 

the power to detect three-way interactions among condition, student-teacher match, and 

student racial status; however, the inclusion of the factor nonetheless allowed me to 

detect overall variations by student racial status.  

Perceived competence. I examined children’s self-reported competence at Time 

2 on three subscales: cognitive, social, and general self-worth. A separate 2 (condition; 

SRA vs. CRA) X 2 (student-teacher match; same- vs. cross-race dyads) by 2 (racial 

status; stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized) ANOVA was conducted for each subscale.  

Cognitive competence subscale. Results indicated a significant interaction effect 

of condition and student-teacher match on students’ ratings of their own cognitive 

competence, F(1, 58) = 5.188, p < .05. Means are presented in Table 12. Among students 

who matched their teacher’s race, children in the CRA condition rated themselves as 
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being less cognitively competent than children in the SRA condition. There were no 

effects of condition among students in same-race student-teacher dyads. There was also a 

significant interaction effect of condition and racial status on students’ ratings of their 

own cognitive competence, F(1, 58) = 4.306, p < .05. Among racially stigmatized 

students (again, all but two of whom had cross-race teachers), children in the CRA 

condition unexpectedly rate themselves as less cognitively competent than students in the 

SRA condition. There was no parallel effect among racially non-stigmatized children. 

However, perceived cognitive competence was high among both non-matched (M = 3.41, 

SD = 0.62) and racially stigmatized students (M = 3.35, SD = 0.65). 

Social competence subscale. Results revealed no effect of condition, student-

teacher match, or racial status on students’ perceptions of their own social competence.  

General self-worth subscale. Results indicated a main effect of condition on 

students’ ratings of their own general self-worth, F(1, 58) = 6.710, p < .05. Students in 

the CRA condition rated themselves as having lower self-worth than students in the SRA 

condition. However, generally, CRA students’ perceived self-worth was relatively high 

(M = 3.34, SD = 0.60). 

Report card data. To examine the effect of experimental condition on children’s 

report card grades, a separate 2 (condition; SRA vs. CRA) X 2 (student-teacher match; 

same- vs. cross-race dyads) ANOVA analyses was conducted for each of the three school 

quarters of interest (T1, T2, T3) in three subject areas (Work Habits, Mathematics, 

Language Arts). Means are presented in Table 13. Results indicated a main effect of 

condition on Work Habits during Time 2, F(1, 57) = 6.329, p < .05, and Time 3, F(1, 59) 

= 5.667, p < .05, and no effects elsewhere. Students in the SRA condition received poorer 

evaluations of their focus and engagement in school than did students in the CRA 

condition. Although there were no significant effects on students’ mathematics or 
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language arts grades, there were trends suggesting a marginally significant influence of 

student-teacher match on students’ end of year scores in both subjects. Namely, the 

results show that students who were paired with a same-race teacher tended to have 

higher Quarter 4 scores in mathematics, p = .059, and language arts, p = .053, compared 

to students paired with a cross-race teacher. 

Standardized test scores. A 2 (condition; SRA vs. CRA) X 2 (student-teacher 

match; same- vs. cross-race dyads) X 2 (racial status; stigmatized vs. non-stigmatized) 

ANOVA showed no significant effects of experimental condition, student-teacher match, 

or racial status on children’s standardized test performance. Also, none of the factors 

appeared to have an affect when analyzed separately. Means are presented in Table 13. 

Disciplinary records. A series of 2 (condition; SRA vs. CRA) X 2 (student-

teacher match; same- vs. cross-race dyads) X 2 (racial status; stigmatized vs. non-

stigmatized) ANOVA showed no significant effects on students’ minor, moderate, 

severe, or total referrals. Means are presented in Table 13. 

Descriptive Data on Teachers 

Pretest outcome expectations for experimental manipulation. Of the seven 

teachers who participated in the study, six completed a brief pretest questionnaire. Using 

a 5-point Likert-type scale, teachers rated their outcome expectations for the study. Five 

out of 6 teachers responded to the statement “I expect that the study manipulation will be 

successful” neutrally (i.e., “Don’t know/Not sure”)—and only one teacher responded 

positively (i.e., “Moderately agree”). 

Self-efficacy. Of the seven teachers who participated in the study, six completed 

items that assessed their feelings of self-efficacy with respect to teaching in culturally 

diverse classrooms. The first item asked teachers how “confident” they feel in working 
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with African American versus European American students. All of the six teachers who 

responded answered this item neutrally (i.e., “Equally confident in working with Black 

and White students”). The second item asked teachers to rate their level of agreement 

with the statement, “I am vigilant about giving equal attention to Black and White 

students.” Interestingly, while 3 out of 6 teachers responded neutrally to the second item 

(i.e., “Neither agree nor disagree”), the remaining 3 out of 6 teachers responded 

negatively (i.e., Strongly disagree”). 

Cross-race relationships. To examine teachers’ actual relationship quality with 

cross-race others, I examined teachers’ ratings of relationship quality in race-matched 

dyads versus non-unmatched dyads. Means are presented in Table 14. Overall, there was 

no observed difference in teachers’ reported closeness with same- versus cross-race 

students, t(66)=-0.72, p = 0.93. However, there were significant differences in perceived 

conflict and dependence. Teachers reported more conflict, t(66)=-1.42, p = 0.04, and 

more dependence, t(66)=-1.08, p = 0.04, in their relationships with cross-race students 

than in their relationships with same-race students. Furthermore, a linear regression with 

teacher outcome expectations as the predictor revealed a highly significant positive 

association with teachers’ perceived closeness with students at Time 1, R2 = .221, F(1, 

61) = 16.973, p < .001. Teachers who more strongly endorsed the statement “I expect that 

the study manipulation will be successful” at pretest were more likely to perceive close 

relations with their students at Time 1, regardless of dyad type. 
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Chapter 4:  Discussion 

The quality of the relationships that children develop with their classroom 

teachers is robustly associated with their academic achievement (Ladd, Birch, & Buhs, 

1999; Wentzel, 2002; Crosnoe, Johnson, & Elder, 2004). Moreover, student-teacher 

relationship quality and achievement are likely to be causally related. Previous 

longitudinal research has found that children who develop warm and supportive 

relationships with their teachers show higher achievement over time (e.g., Pianta, Belsky, 

Vandergrift, Houts, & Morrison, 2008), although the exact mechanisms via which these 

beneficial relationships arise are yet unknown.  I hypothesized that children’s 

assumptions about the potential for positive interactions with their teachers may guide the 

relationships’ actual development, and furthermore, that these assumptions may be 

affected by teachers’ and students’ racial group membership.  More specifically, I 

hypothesized that students who are assigned to cross-race teachers would have a more 

difficult time developing close, affectionate student-teacher relationships than students 

assigned to same-race teachers. Additionally, given the seemingly integral role of these 

relationships in shaping children’s academic success, I hypothesized that those students 

who are assigned to cross-race teachers that appear to have close, affectionate 

relationships with cross-race individuals would show improved student-teacher 

relationships and academic achievement relative to those students who are assigned to 

cross-race teachers that appear to have close, affectionate relationships with same-race 

individuals. 

Children’s Views Of Others’ And Their Teachers’ Racial Ingroup Biases 

It is useful to begin by considering whether kindergarten children believe other 

individuals show preference for members of their own racial groups.  If children did not 
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endorse such views, there would be fewer reasons to expect that the experimental 

manipulation used here would affect students’ perceptions of their relationships with 

teachers or their academic outcomes. Consistent with my hypothesis, children—at the 

group level—began kindergarten with the clear expectation that other individuals 

typically prefer relationships with same-race individuals above those with cross-race 

individuals.  

I next tested whether students attended to and remembered the experimental 

manipulation, and, if so, whether the manipulation did, indeed, affect their views of their 

own teachers’ racial group biases. Overall, results indicated that the experimental 

manipulation was salient and memorable. Children were able to recognize both the child 

and adult target presented during the welcome activity well above chance at both follow-

up time points. The experimental manipulation did not, however, affect students’ beliefs 

about their teacher’s racial biases. After the welcome activity, children in the 

experimental and control group rated their teachers’ liking of cross-race (and same-race) 

individuals equivalently. Despite endorsing the belief that African Americans and 

European Americans–at the group level–typically prefer members of their racial ingroup, 

students in neither condition perceived their own teachers’ as strongly biased. The 

discrepancy between children’s views of hypothetical others and their perceptions of their 

teachers’ racial attitudes might be explained by cognitive limitations. It is possible that 

older children would show a higher tendency to generalize their beliefs about adults to 

their teachers. 

Student-Teacher Relationships 

Although the experimental manipulation appeared to have little direct influence 

on students’ perceptions of their teachers’ racial preferences, it was still possible that it 
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affected their perceptions of the student-teacher relationship (e.g., through an implicit 

mechanism). I next tested whether, among those students with a cross-race teacher, those 

students who saw their teachers had warm cross-race relations (CRA condition) 

developed more close student-teacher relationships than their peers who saw their 

teachers had warm same-race relations (SRA condition). Interestingly, an effect of 

experimental condition appeared only among those students with same-race (rather than 

cross-race) teachers.  Among students with a same-race teacher, those students in the 

same-race affection condition perceived greater closeness with the teacher than those 

students in the cross-race affection condition. That is, assignment to a teacher whose 

behavior suggested a preference for her own racial group (SRA condition) afforded an 

advantage to students of her same racial group. Although this outcome is inconsistent 

with some of my hypotheses—and the overall aim of the intervention—it is perhaps not 

surprising given children’s tendency to assume that others are biased toward their racial 

ingroup. It appears that the experimental manipulation served to reinforce children’s 

preexisting assumptions about others’ racial attitudes. Seemingly reassured by teachers’ 

explicit display of affection for same-race others, those students with a same-race teacher 

perceived their own relationship with the teacher to be more close and affectionate than 

did children in non-matched dyads. 

Unexpectedly, presentation of same-race targets of affection (SRA condition) also 

afforded an advantage over presentation of cross-race targets of affection (CRA 

condition) among African American and Latino (but not European American and Asian 

American) children, despite the fact that nearly all of these children were paired with 

cross-race teachers.  In other words, racially-stigmatized students who were presented 

with evidence that their teachers had a same-race bias perceived themselves to have 

closer relationships with their teachers than students who were presented with evidence 
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that their teachers had a cross-race bias. This finding runs contrary to my expectations 

and is difficult to explain. It is possible, however, that teachers in the same-race (but not 

cross-race) affection condition were especially concerned about its effects on the ethnic 

minority children in their classrooms and therefore sought to make those students feel 

especially welcome and supported in their classrooms. 

Results concerning teachers’ ratings of student-teacher relationships were also 

often at odds with my hypotheses. For example, teachers who presented same-race targets 

(SRA) rated their relationships with European American and Asian American (but not 

African American and Latino) children as being more close and affectionate than did 

teacher who presented cross-race targets (CRA). In other words, it was ultimately the 

same-race affection condition (rather than the cross-race affection condition) that 

produced an advantage. As was true of the effect of condition on students’ perceptions of 

the student-teacher relationships, these findings such that European American children 

who are assigned to European American teachers may have an advantage in forming 

close student-teacher relationships, perhaps because their European American teachers 

are highly likely to model same-race affection. 

In addition, results of analyses of teachers’ perceptions of the quality of student-

teacher relationships indicated that teachers reported more negative interactions (i.e., 

higher conflict and dependence) with racially stigmatized students and unmatched dyads. 

These findings appear to support my hypothesis that cross-race student teacher 

relationships are lacking in closeness and affection relative to same-race student-teacher 

relationships.  

Overall, the effects of the experimental manipulation on student-teacher 

relationships were moderated by children’s racial status and whether they were paired 

with the teacher in same- or cross-race dyads. The welcome activity was more influential 
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for same-race student-teacher dyads and African American and Latino children than for 

cross-race dyads and European American and Asian American children, respectively. 

Interestingly, children’s explicit beliefs about hypothetical others’ racial biases did not 

predict differences in their perceptions of the student-teacher relationship. Throughout 

the experiment, SRA and CSA students were equally aware of others’ racial biases. 

Finally, it is important to note that all effects of condition and student ethnicity 

disappeared by Time 2.  That is, student-teacher relationships appeared to be influenced 

by the experimental manipulation (in conjunction with participant ethnicity) only at the 

start of the school year. Over time, students’ perceptions appeared to align more closely 

with their teachers’ perceptions of the relationship and were unrelated to group variables 

(i.e., condition, student-teacher match, racial status). 

Academic Achievement 

Of the three subject areas evaluated in kindergarten at the participating school 

(Mathematics, Language, Work Habits), the experimental manipulation affected Work 

Habits in the direction expected. Presentation of same-race targets (SRA) resulted in 

lower grades in Work Habits than did presentation of cross-race targets (CRA). That is, 

teachers reported that their students were more engaged and focused in the classroom if 

their students had received explicit evidence against the assumption that others are biased 

toward their racial ingroup.  

Interestingly, the experimental manipulation did not affect other, more objective 

areas of children’s academic achievement such as their Mathematics and Language 

grades or their standardized test performance, nor did it affect their rates of misbehavior. 

It is possible that Mathematics and Language were not affected in the same way as Work 

Habits (or teacher perceptions) because they are more objective areas of assessment. 
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Limitations and Future Directions 

These data suggest that students’ perceptions of teachers’ racial attitudes may 

play a role in the initial formation of student-teacher relationships, and, to the extent that 

this is true, students appear to benefit from being assigned to classrooms with same-race 

teachers who model affection for same-race individuals. These benefits were not highly 

consistent, however, and were not stable over time. Nor did these benefits affect students’ 

academic or behavior outcomes.   

It is important to use caution in interpreting and generalizing the findings for 

several reasons.  First, these data were derived from a single, racially-diverse elementary 

school.  Results may be different among schools with differing demographics and 

climates. Second, the effects within this sample are likely to have been underestimated 

due to a lack of statistical power. With a larger sample size, detection of additional 

effects such as three-way interactions among condition, student-teacher match, and racial 

status would be possible. Finally, the disconnect between students’ and teachers’ 

perceptions of their relationships may point to an underlying effect of teachers’ tendency 

to answer quasi-evaluative, race-related questions in a socially desire manner, thereby 

diluting some of the results. 

Previous research shows that the student-teacher relationship plays a critical role 

in sustaining children’s academic achievement, particularly during the first years of 

formal education. My findings suggest that children enter school with potentially harmful 

assumptions about their ability to relate to teachers, and such assumptions may 

temporarily change the course of the student-teacher relationship if left unchallenged. 

That an intervention method as brief and simple as a 30-minute presentation can affect 

students’ perceptions of their relationships with teachers speaks to the tremendous role of 

children’s expectations about social relationships in school. Continued exploration of 
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these effects will contribute to theoretical understanding of the causes of “achievement 

gaps” across racial groups, as well as to the design of potential interventions for 

improving cross-race student-teacher relationships in schools. 
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Table 1: Dependent Variables 

 DV Hypothesis 

Students 1) Knowledge of others’ 
racial biases 
 

Stronger belief that other individuals hold racial 
biases among CRA children compared to SRA 
children 
 

 2) Perception of the teacher’s 
cross-race affection 
 

More positive perceptions of the teacher’s cross-
race attitudes among CRA children compared to 
SRA children 
 

 3) Perception of the student-
teacher relationship  

More positive perceptions of the quality of the 
student-teacher relationship among CRA children 
compared to SRA children 
 

 4) Perceived competence  Higher perceived competence among CRA 
children compared to SRA children 
 

 5) Grades, standardized test 
scores 

Higher grades and standardized test scores among 
CRA children compared to SRA children 
 

 6) Behavioral problems Fewer behavioral problems among CRA children 
compared to SRA children 
 

Teachers 7) Self-efficacy with respect 
to teaching cross-race 
students 
 

Higher self-efficacy with respect to teaching cross-
race students among CRA teachers compared to 
SRA teachers 

 8) Perception of the cross-
race student-teacher 
relationships 

More positive perception of cross-race student-
teacher relationships among CRA teachers 
compared to SRA teachers 
 

Note. CRA = cross-race affection condition (experimental); SRA = same-race affection 
condition (control). 
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Table 2:  Distribution of Students by Racial Status, Student-Teacher Dyad Type, and 
Condition 

Condition Matched Dyads Non-Matched Dyads 

Same-Race Affection (SRA) 
 

TOTAL N = 30 

 Stigmatized ( N = 16) N = 1 
 

N = 15 

 Non-stigmatized (N=14) N = 10 
 

N = 4 

 Total SRA 
 

N = 11 N = 19 

Cross-Race Affection (CRA) 
 

TOTAL N = 40 

  Stigmatized (N =23) N = 1 
 

N = 22 

  Non-stigmatized (N = 17) 
 

N = 10 N =  7 

  Total CRA 
 

N = 11 N =  29 

Note. Stigmatized = African American and Latino students; Non-stigmatized = European 
American and Asian American students. 
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Table 3: Distribution of Teachers and Student-Teacher Dyads Across Conditions 

Teacher ID Teacher Race Teacher 
Condition 

Teacher 
Outcome 

Expectations 

Matched 
Dyads 

Non-matched 
Dyads 

Teacher 1 European 
American 

SRA Neutral N = 3 N = 7 

Teacher 2 European 
American 

SRA Neutral N = 3 N = 3 
 

Teacher 3 European 
American 

CRA Moderately 
agree 

N = 6 N = 11 

Teacher 4 European 
American 

SRA Neutral N = 4 N = 5 

Teacher 5 European 
American 

CRA No data  N = 2 N = 4 
 

Teacher 6 Asian American 
 

CRA Neutral N = 2 N = 13 

Teacher 7 African American SRA Neutral N = 2 N = 5 

Note. Teacher outcome expectations are based on their pretest agreement with the statement “I 
expect that the study manipulation will be successful.” 
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Table 4:  Schedule for Administration of Study Measures and School Assessments 

 Time 1 
(Aug 2009) 

Time 2 
(Feb 2010) 

Time 3 
(May 2010) 

Follow-up measures 
 

   

 (S) Manipulation check 
 

   

 (S) Knowledge of racial bias 
 

   

 (S) Perceived competence  
 

   

 (S) Student-teacher relationship  
 

   

 (T) Student-teacher relationship  
 

   

 (T) Self-efficacy 
 

   

School assessments 
 

   

 Report card grades 
 

   

 Disciplinary records 
 

   

 Standardized testing 
 

   

Note. (S) = Student-reported; (T) = Teacher-reported 



 39 

Table 5: Participant and Non-Participant Sample Characteristics 

 Participants (n = 70) Non-participants (n = 79) 
 M (SD) % M (SD) % 
Demographic characteristics     
 European American  0.39  0.24 
 African American  0.20  0.23 
 Latino  0.36  0.40 
 Asian American  0.06  0.05 
 Other ethnicity/biracial  0.00  0.08 
 Eligible for free/reduced price lunch  0.42  0.57 
 ESL  0.09  0.11 
Report card grades     
 Mathematics 2.90 (0.23)  2.81 (0.35)*  
 Language arts 2.85 (0.26)  2.80 (0.32)  
 Work habits 2.82 (0.38)  2.80 (0.31)  
 Absences 6.57 (5.36)   7.70 (6.44)  
Standardized test scores     
 Developmental Reading Assessment 4.16 (0.24)  3.89 (0.22)  
Disciplinary referrals     
 Time-out  1.00 (4.38)  0.42 (0.94)*  
 Contact primary care-giver 0.77 (3.17)  0.58 (1.28)  
 Suspension from class/bus 0.29 (1,40)  0.18 (0.55)  
 Total referrals 2.03 (8.77)  1.18 (1.65)  
Teacher ratings of relationship (STRS)     
 Closeness subscale 4.12 (0.08)  3.96 (0.07)  
 Conflict subscale 1.51 (0.10)  1.63 (0.10)  
 Dependence subscale 1.43 (0.10)  1.49 (0.09)  
Note. Report card grades, standardized test scores, and disciplinary referrals are end-of-year 
assessments. Teacher ratings of relationship are Time 1 ratings. STRS = Student-Teacher 
Relationship Scale; ESL = English Second Language. 
*p < .05.  
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Table 6: Mean Recognition Memory for Targets at Manipulation Check 

 Child target 
M (SD) 

Adult target 
M (SD) 

Combined 
M (SD) 

Time 1 1.74  
(0.64) 

1.52 
(0.78)  

3.24 
(1.07) 

Time 2 1.32  
(0.92) 

1.49 
(0.79)  

2.82 
(1.26) 

Note. Scores range from 0 to 2 with higher scores indicating better memory. 
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Table 7: Student Ratings of Teacher’s Same- and Cross-Race Affection by Condition 

 SRA CRA 
 M (SD) M (SD) 
Student Ratings of Teacher’s Same-race Affection 
 Time 1 3.50 

(0.86) 
3.30 

(1.06) 
 Time 2 3.40 

(0.97) 
3.35 

(0.99) 
Student Ratings of Teacher’s Cross-race Affection 
 Time 1 3.07  

(1.07) 
3.24  

(1.12) 
 Time 2 3.37 

(0.85) 
3.36  

(0.83) 
Note. Scores range from 0 to 4 with higher scores indicating stronger liking. 
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Table 8: Student Knowledge of Racial Bias by Target Type and Condition 

 SRA CRA 
 M (SD) M (SD) 
Among children 2.30 

(0.95) 
2.53 

(0.96) 
Among adults 2.80 

(0.96) 
2.56 

(1.02) 
Total 5.10 

(1.24) 
4.94 

(1.80) 
Note. Each subscore represents the total number of “same-race” responses 
across four items; Composite scores are out of 8 possible points overall. 
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Table 9: Student Perceptions of Student-Teacher Relationship by Racial Status, Dyad 
Type, and Condition 

  SRA CRA 

  Matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 

Non-matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 

Matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 

Non-matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 
Time 1     
 Stigmatized 4.00 

 
3.21 

(0.49) 
2.50 

 
3.00 

(0.44) 
 Non-stigmatized 3.25 

(0.57) 
2.97 

(0.44) 
3.24 

(0.37) 
3.35 

(0.48) 
Time 2     
 Stigmatized 3.75 

 
3.28 

(0.37) 
n/a 3.35 

(0.36) 
 Non-stigmatized 3.31 

(0.51) 
3.34 

(0.33) 
3.34 

(0.34) 
3.27 

(0.56) 
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Table 10: Teacher Perceptions of Student-Teacher Relationship by Condition 

  SRA CRA 
  M (SD) M (SD) 
Time 1   
 Closeness  3.87 

(0.60) 
4.31 

(0.54) 
 Conflict  1.41 

(0.73) 
1.45 

(0.84) 
 Dependence 1.42 

(0.86) 
1.58 

(0.92) 
Time 2   
 Closeness 4.45 

(0.49) 
4.73 

(0.43) 
 Conflict 1.78 

(1.07) 
1.52 

(0.85) 
 Dependence 1.61 

(0.87) 
1.80 

(1.04) 
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Table 11:  Correlations Among Student-Teacher Relations Measures 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Time 1         
 1. (S) Closeness         
 2. (T) Closeness .05        
 3. (T) Conflict -.16 -.17       
 4. (T) Dependence -.13 -.17 .64**      
 Descriptives         
  M 3.15 4.12 1.43 1.51     
  SD 0.48 0.60 0.79 0.89     
  Minimum 2.00 2.80 1.00 1.00     
  Maximum 4.00 5.00 4.67 5.00     
           
Time 2         
 5. (S) Closeness .15 .17 -.17 -.01     
 6. (T) Closeness .19 .41** -.35** -.10 .26*    
 7. (T) Conflict .12 -.15 .83** .55** -.10 -.25*   
 8. (T) Dependence -.08 .09 .51** .62 -.05 .10 .60**  
 Descriptives         
  M     3.33 4.62 1.61 1.73 
  SD     .39 .47 .94 .98 
  Minimum     2.37 3.40 1.00 1.00 
  Maximum     4.00 5.00 5.00 4.50 
Note. (S) = Student-reported; (T) = Teacher-reported 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001 



 46 

Table 12: Student Perceived Competence by Dyad Type and Condition at Time 2 

 SRA CRA 

 Matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 

Non-matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 

Matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 

Non-matched 
Dyads 

M (SD) 
Cognitive 3.51 

(0.50) 
3.46 

(0.60) 
2.97 

(0.53) 
3.34 

(0.64) 
Social 3.44 

(0.69) 
3.52 

(0.42) 
3.27 

(0.63) 
3.41 

(0.51) 
General 3.70 

(0.40) 
3.67 

(0.41) 
3.20 

(0.57) 
3.38 

(0.61) 
Note. Figures above are averages across each subscale. Individual items scores 
range from 0 to 4, with higher scores indicating greater perceived competence. 
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Table 13: Mean Achievement Scores by Condition at Times 1, 2, and 3 

 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 
 SRA CRA SRA CRA SRA CRA 
 M 

(SD) 
M 

(SD) 
M 

(SD) 
M 

(SD) 
M 

(SD) 
M 

(SD) 
Report card grades       
 Work habits  2.65 

(0.43) 
2.76 

(0.40) 
2.66 

(0.44) 
2.89 

(0.24) 
2.68 

(0.45) 
2.91 

(0.24) 
 Mathematics 2.19 

(0.45) 
2.32 

(0.29) 
2.59 

(0.39) 
2.69 

(0.37) 
2.84 

(0.36) 
2.92 

(0.18) 
 Language Arts  2.20 

(0.40) 
2.36 

(0.45) 
2.62 

(0.58) 
2.58 

(0.38) 
2.86 

(0.24) 
2.85 

(0.25) 
Standardized test scores       
 DRA     4.00 

(1.98) 
4.27 

(1.95) 
Disciplinary referrals (year-end)       
 Time-out      1.43 

(5.74) 
.68 

(3.04) 
 Contact primary care-giver     1.10 

(3.37) 
.65 

(3.03) 
 Suspension from class/bus     0.50 

(2.06) 
.15 

(0.53) 
 Total      3.03 

(11.09) 
1.48 

(6.57) 
Note. DRA = Developmental Reading Assessment 
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Table 14: Mean Teacher Rating of Student-Teacher Relationship Quality by Dyad 
Type at Time 1 

 Same-race Dyads 
M (SD) 

Cross-race Dyads 
M (SD) 

Closeness 4.03 
(0.13) 

4.15 
(0.09) 

Conflict 1.23 
(0.12) 

1.52 
(0.13) 

Dependence 1.33 
(0.11) 

1.59 
(0.15) 
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Appendix A 

FAVORITES! 
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Appendix B  
 

Response Sheet 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NO, not at all         NO, not too much  YES, a little             YES, a lot 
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Appendix C 
 

Manipulation Check (Child) 
 
During the first week of school, your teacher told you about some of her favorite things. 
 

1. Which picture shows her favorite animal? 

              
 

2. Which picture shows the student that she loved to teach?  

 
3. What did you think when you saw the picture of the student that Ms. [Name] 

loved to teach?  
____________________________________________________________________ 

 

b . 

c . 

d . 

a . 

a . 

b. 

c . 

d . 



 52 

4. This is the correct picture of the student that your teacher loved to teach.  (Point 
to the correct answer ___  from the previous question.) How much does this 
girl/boy look like you? 
 

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

 
 
 

5. Which picture shows your teacher’s best friend from the picture on her desk?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

6. What did you think when you saw the picture of her best friend? 
 
 
 

a . 

b . 

c . 

d. 



 53 

7. This is the correct picture of your teacher’s best friend.  (Point to the correct 
answer  ___ from the previous question.) How much does her best friend look like 
you?  
 

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 
 
 

8. How much do you think your teacher likes people who look like this?  
 

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 
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9. How much do you think your teacher likes people who look like this?  

 
“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 
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Appendix D  

Perceived Competence Scale (Child) 

Some	  kids	  _______.	  Is	  that	  true	  for	  you?	  	  
1. 	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  good	  at	  schoolwork.	  	  	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

2. 	  	  	  	  	  	  Have	  a	  lot	  of	  friends.	  	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

3. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Do	  well	  at	  sports.	  	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

4. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  sure	  of	  themselves.	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

5. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Do	  well	  in	  school.	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

6. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  popular	  with	  kids.	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

7. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  happy	  with	  the	  way	  they	  are.	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

8. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  better	  at	  sports	  than	  others.	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
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9. 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Are	  just	  as	  smart	  as	  others.	  	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
10. Do	  well	  at	  new	  sports.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
11. Are	  easy	  to	  like.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
12. Feel	  good	  about	  the	  way	  they	  act.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
13. Can	  figure	  out	  answers.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
14. Finish	  schoolwork	  quickly.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
15. Are	  good	  kids.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
16. Like	  to	  do	  things	  with	  other	  kids.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
17. Make	  friends	  easily.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
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18. Remember	  things	  easily.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
	  

19. Are	  good	  enough	  at	  sports.	  	  
	  

“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
20. Are	  sure	  they	  act	  right.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
21. Understand	  what	  they	  read.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
22. Are	  important	  to	  their	  classmates.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
23. Are	  the	  first	  kids	  chosen	  for	  games.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
24. Are	  liked	  by	  most	  kids.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  

	  
25. Like	  to	  play	  (not	  watch)	  games.	  	  

	  
“Really	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  not	  true”	   “Sort	  of	  true”	   “Really	  true”	  
1	   2	   3	   4	  
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Appendix E 

Perceived Racial Biases of Others (Child) 

For this activity, I’m going to ask you about best friends. 
1. Who do you think is this WOMAN’S best friend? (Researcher: point to images.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Who do you think is this MAN’S best friend?  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(a) This woman? 
 

                        (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?”                

(b) This woman? 
 

(a) This man? 
 

                       (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This man? 
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3. Who do you think is this WOMAN’S best friend? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Who do you think is this MAN’S best friend?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(a) This man? 
 

                          (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This man? 
 

(a) This woman? 
 

                          (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This woman? 
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5. Who do you think is this GIRL’S best friend? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

6. Who do you think is this BOY’S best friend? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

(a) This boy? 
 

                   (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This boy 
 

(a) This girl? 
 

                       (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This girl? 
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7. Who do you think is this GIRL’S best friend?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

8. Who do you think is this BOY’S best friend? 
 
 

 

(a) This boy? 
 

                  (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This boy? 
 

(a) This girl? 
 

                     (c) Or both? 
 
If “both,” then ask, “If you had to pick only ONE person, which person 
would you pick?” 

(b) This girl? 
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Appendix F  

Student-Teacher Relationship Survey (Child) 

How true s the following sentence? (Ask the child to indicate the most appropriate 
number for each item.) 

1. The	  teacher	  is	  my	  friend.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

	  
2. I	  am	  having	  a	  hard	  time	  getting	  along	  with	  the	  teacher.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

	  
3. When	  I	  am	  upset,	  I	  go	  to	  the	  teacher.	  	  

	  
“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 
	  

4. It	  is	  okay	  if	  the	  teacher	  hugs	  me.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

	  
5. I	  get	  upset	  when	  the	  teacher	  is	  not	  around.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

	  
6. I	  get	  mad	  at	  my	  teacher	  a	  lot.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

	  
7. Sometimes	  it	  seems	  like	  the	  teacher	  is	  tired	  of	  me.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 

	  
8. My	  teacher	  makes	  me	  feel	  good	  about	  myself.	  	  
	  

“No, not at all” “No, not too much” “Yes, a little bit” “Yes, a lot” 
1 2 3 4 
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Appendix G 

Student-Teacher Relationship Scale (Teacher) 

The following questions refer to your relationship with the student assigned Child ID 
#________ 
Please reflect on the degree to which each of the following statements currently applies to your 
relationship with this child.  (Mark the most appropriate number for each item.) 

 
    Definitely 

does not 
apply 

Not 
really 

Neutral, 
not sure 

Applies 
somewhat 

Definitely 
applies 

1 I share an affectionate, warm relationship with this 
child. 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 This child and I always seem to be struggling with 
each other (i.e., having a hard time getting along). 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 If upset, this child will seek comfort from me. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 This child is uncomfortable with physical affection 
or touch from me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 This child reacts strongly to separation from me. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 This child is overly dependent on me. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 This child easily becomes angry at me. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 It is easy to be in tune with what this child is 
feeling. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Dealing with this child drains my energy. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

10 When this child is in a bad mood, I know we're in 
for a long and difficult day. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Despite my best efforts, I'm uncomfortable with 
how this child and I get along. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 This child whines or cries when he/she wants 
something from me. 

1 2 3 4 5 

13 My interactions with this child make me feel 
effective and confident. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix H 

Teacher Descriptive Questions 

1. (Pretest) I expect that the study manipulation will be successful. That is, I expect 
that the manipulation of the pictures will improve students’ academic outcomes. 

a. Strongly disagree 
b. Moderately disagree 
c. Don’t know/Not sure 
d. Moderately agree 
e. Strongly agree 

 
2. When it comes to teaching in ethnically diverse classrooms, I feel: 

a. Much more confident in my ability to help Black students than White 
students 

b. Somewhat more confident in my ability to help Black students than White 
students 

c. Equally confident in my ability to help Black students and White students 
d. Much more confident in my ability to help White students than Black 

students 
e. Somewhat more confident in my ability to help White students than Black 

students 
 

3. I am equal about giving attention to Black and White students. 
a. Strongly disagree 
b. Moderately disagree 
c. Neither agree nor disagree 
d. Moderately agree 
e. Strongly agree 
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