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Using a survey of middle schools students from four editigidiverse schools, this
study examined whether intergroup attitudes and behavior nfkrericed by
interpersonal contact. Based on the contact thelomgs predicted that casual
contact, as defined by racial proportions within the sthand true interpersonal
contact, as defined by close friendships, would positivélyence perceptions of
and actions toward other ethnic groups. It was suggestethihatlationship would
indicate that contact had generalized the meaning otarpersonal interaction to
one of meaning for the larger group. It was further hypabdsbased on social
identity theory and an intergroup process model propos&idwer and Miller
(1984), that this relationship would be influenced by identityigrealience, or the
strength of a student's identity coupled with the degreeéhtoh the student perceived

negative group attention in the environment. If identiugrsalience was strong,
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then this relationship would be weak. Results of thidyindicate that having close
cross race friendships is related to positive intergroutp@ds and behavior. In
addition, group identity salience did not moderate thegicgiship between
interpersonal contact and intergroup relations, but inflee positive intergroup
behavior more than did cross race close friendshipasd findings are discussed in
terms of ways to structure cross-race interactiosshiools to positively influence
intergroup relations, and how future research might focu@mtergroup

experience of multiple races.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Tolerance and conflict among cultures have been impodpiustof
discourse for as long as history has been recordedn@heer in which groups of
different origin co-exist takes on special significancight of the globalization of
the world and the need to depend on others for sustenaned as weaceful
existence. Although understanding intergroup relations laklwide implications,
the increased diversity within the United States, coupleld tvé history of racial
tension, makes this an especially important endeauwbeisuccess of this nation.

Social scientists generally agree that intergroup relaonsist of the
behaviors and attitudes elicited when distinct groupsantéBrewer & Kramer,
1985; Forbes, 1997). Attitudes consist of the positive or ivegavaluation of
concepts or objects (Duckitt, 1993; Smith, 1994; Wicker, 1963rdmvup behavior
is considered actions in the context of multiple grapsckitt, 1993; Sherif &
Sherif, 1969). Past literature suggests the importance latling both thought and
actions when exploring outcomes and positive intervastaf intergroup relations
(Schofield, 1995a).

Both attitudes and behavior are aspects of intergroup relahon®ver,
attitudes and behavior function differently and have beand to be inconsistently
related (Duckitt, 1993; Wicker, 1969). Ajzen and Fishbein (1997) suggédsting

measures of specific as well as global attitudes arebsisg general patterns of



behavior. It is their belief that patterns of behawiather than single acts, provide a
more comprehensive measure of intergroup relations aneldi®nship between
attitude and behavior. Researchers, such as Jean Phisceynize the need for a
comprehensive measure of intergroup relations. In heldajgvent of a scale
designed to measure various aspects of intergroup relatimhidentity among
middle school students, Phinney (1992) created a scale Cihed-group
Orientation. The Other-group Orientation scale incaafes both specific attitudes
and a general pattern of behavior towards members of gritvaps when measuring
intergroup relations, as was recommended by Ajzen and Fshigiough
differently conceptualized, the idea that both attituatk lzehavior are integral to
intergroup relations is consistent among social scisntis

Although a general consensus has been reached that atilithe havior
should be included in the measurement of intergroup relatimesmajor area
without consensus in the social psychology literatukegog intergroup relations
involves the connection betwegmnerpersonalinteractions and intergroup relations
(Allport, 1962; Brown, 2000; Sedikedes, Schopler & Insko, 1998).eSauthors
contend that social group awareness is ever present|l améractions are based on
one's social group in relation to others (Sherif, HarVélite and Hood, 1961).
Others argue that interactions among people are stoiceyto-one, or interpersonal

(Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Turner, 1999). More likely is the cohitenthat these two



types of interactions exist along a continuum, and #tera of the interaction is not
easily distinguished (Brown, 2000; Turner, 1999).

One plausible response to the discussion that has plagcietissychology
regarding the connection between interpersonal and inigsgnteractions is contact
theory. According to Allport, if two different groups possed equal social status,
were in ordinary pursuits, engaged in genuine interactansjnteraction between
the groups was supported by authorities, exposure to membaesather group
facilitates the reduction of conflict and creates pesiintergroup experiences
(Allport, 1954). Allport’s version of contact theory sug@esthat when the above
mentioned environmental conditions are met, positivergnbup experiences would
occur because the opportunity of being around individuals fitfereht groups will
promote a shift in how the entire group is perceived (Atlpb#62). Although the
interaction between two people is interpersonal, teammg can be one of an
intergroup nature.

Contact theory was employed in a substantial podfdhe past research
conducted on intergroup relations in the United Stategaiticular, contact theory
was used in the context of intergroup relations in deggged public schools. The
mingling of racial groups, with little to no previous sigréfit contact, appeared to
provide a rich context from which to explore how groupsagmetg. In addition, it
was hoped that increasing interracial contact, basguliotiples of contact theory,

would prove useful in creating programming to improve inteataeiations.



Unfortunately, results of studies using contact theogy¢alict the intergroup
outcome of interpersonal interactions have beernveqal (Jackson, 1993; Schofield,
1995a; Smith, 1994).

One possible explanation for the equivocal findings otact theory is a
failure to clearly define interpersonal contact when@nipd the theory. Research has
found that true contact such as friendships, which aseeclnd less superficial, is
more predictive of intergroup relations than is casoatact individuals engage in by
mere proximity (Dutton, Singer, and Devlin, (1998); EllisoP&wers, 1994). This
has particularly been the case for African Amerigdibson & Powers, 1994;
Hammer & Gudykunst, 1987). Although close contact has lmerdfto be more
predictive of intergroup relations than is casual cttniaatterns of positive or
negative intergroup relations based on more superficiadumes of contact, such as
racial composition of schools, have emerged. Studidseafacial composition of
schools suggest optimal proportions at which casual coptactotes positive
intergroup attitudes, particularly among Caucasian populativengs, Strube, & Li-
Chen, 1995; Longshore, 1982a). In response to the variable ingsel and close
contact have on intergroup relations, Forbes (1984) suggesisn important task in
using contact theory to predict intergroup relations frot@rpersonal interaction
would be to distinguish whether the contact was of aatas true acquaintance

nature before determining its relationship to intergroupiogis.



While contact theory suggests that interpersonal inierageneralizes to
intergroup attitudes and behaviors, it fails to address tinagerlying processes that
allow this shift to occur. Understanding the underlying preeg®f interpersonal
contact could also provide a second explanation forgbh&ecal findings in the
contact theory literature.

Social identity theory has been offered as an espiam of the underlying
processes that allow interactions to travel alongrtteepersonal-intergroup
continuum. It suggests that cognitive and motivationalgsses within the individual
react to social cues. As humans, categorizing individraises naturally. As group
membership becomes more salient in the environmentgemidency to apply the
categories, or intergroup meaning, to interactions willease. While the
interpersonal-intergroup continuum and its influence by tyidg cognitive
processes have been suggested, few studies have actpéhed the validity of
applying social identity theory to explain how interp@santeractions give rise to
intergroup meaning.

Brewer and Miller (1984) provide a useful model for explotimg integration
of contact and social identity to explore the procedsasgive interpersonal contact
intergroup meaninglhey suggest that a reduction in emphasis on sociatetiides
will increase positive intergroup relations when individuadme in contact. This
model is consistent with the research of French, Saidamd Allen (2000) and

Turner (1982) which suggests that the strength of the ideian with one's group



and the positive or negative nature of the group perceptidreienvironment, both
mediate the relationship between interpersonal coatatintergroup relations. The
person with whom one is interacting can become reptatee of the group to which
the individual belongs.

It is the author's contention that Brewer and Miflariodel which combines
the general principles of contact theory and social igettiteory can provide a better
portrayal of how intergroup relationships are influencedbdty the individual and
social environment. Based on contact theory, previous Eubiave suggested that a
relationship exists between interpersonal contact dedgioup relations; however,
few have actually examined how this relationship may béditéed by social
identity. This study will address two possible explanationgquivocal findings in
contact theory literature regarding the intergroup/intesqueal relationship: the
differentiation between casual and true contact whidinekethe interpersonal
experience, and the underlying processes which allow thecafppti of intergroup
meaning. This study will examine the intergroup/interpersaationship among
middle school students.

Early adolescence within schools provides a great opportunexplore how
interpersonal contact affects intergroup relationshipdy Bdolescence is an
important period of identity formation and peer group infeee(Carter, Detine-
Carter & Benson, 1977; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). Schdols al social

structure in which environmental factors can be exploretividfual perceptions of



social identity can be obtained, and associationdbeanade between the individual,
the environment, and intergroup relationships.

Utilizing middle school students' self reports, this stisdyased on Brewer
and Miller's proposed model. The study first exploredacrtheory using the
concepts of casual and true acquaintance contact. Thidomasby examining the
relationship between the opportunity for casual intestamntact, as measured by
racial proportions in schools, and the intergroup attiarebehavior among middle
school students. The study then explored the relatiohgtvpeen more intense
contact, as measured by friendships, and the intergrawmatand behavior among
middle school students. Finally, in an effort to test merged ideas of contact theory
and social identity theory, this study tested the hymiéat the salience of group
identity moderates the relationship between interpersmmabct and intergroup
relations. The salience of group identity was determinetthdymportance of identity
to the individual and the individual's perception of groupeptance in the

environment.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The first section of this literature review explorees history of intergroup
relations. The next section addresses the past studieofrioup relations in schools.
Measures and definitions of intergroup relations are dgmll The next section
introduces interpersonal contact and contact theorysé&ti&on following explores
the major conflict in the study of intergroup relation$jch is how to reconcile the
relationship between interpersonal contact and intergeffapts. Social identity
theory is offered as a means of reconciling the mriatiip between interpersonal
contact and intergroup relationships. It is suggestedritegrating social identity
theory with contact theory may better explain hbwe level of interpersonal contact
and individual processes, such as social group identity, ®rgefluence intergroup
relations among students. In the final section, a susnetatement of the problem is

given, along with several questions, around which the stadydesigned.

History of the Study of Intergroup Relations

Social scientists have long recognized the importanceddrstanding how
people get along. The initial explorations of intergrouati@ens were conducted
under the disciplines of sociology and political scie(@ewer & Kramer, 1985). At
the turn of the 20 century, the writings of economists, such as KarlXvtard Max

Weber, focused on the effects of industrialism on psligociety, and social thought
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among classes (Haidenko, 1989; Morrison, 1995). These wré&mgsasized
economic and political rather than cultural differen@e®ng groups as the source of
intergroup conflict and cooperation (Forbes, 1997). Sociahdogists, who
extended theories of intergroup relations to include culamdlracial foci, began to
conceptualize groups as having a collective psyche (Rapoport, 1Bébavior in

riots and group unrest were explained in accordance vathehef in a group psyche.
Based largely on the idea that groups maintain universasjrand the premise that
entire communities were affected by intergroup unresgractions among different
social and ethnic groups were largely interpreted from theppetive of group

conflict and cooperation (Rothbart & John, 1993; Sherifl.etl961).

Social psychologists, whose field was primarily coned with psychological
processes among groups, found the focus on ethnic intergelatipms a fascinating,
yet difficult, shift. The study of intergroup relationssuaade complex because
significant emotions and ownership were attached to ethoigpgnembership and
these attachments often defied rationality. For exapipbthbart and John (1993)
point out that many stereotypes are not realistic bedhagepremise is generally
based on lack of, or limited exposure to other groups.chsfild (1989) points out,
although generally lacking a factual base, some stereotypg€ontain what appears
to observable truth based on historical conditions.example, the belief that African
Americans were less intelligent may have derived froatusion from experiences

and materials which were used to gauge level of intelligdndas review of conflict



among groups based on ethnic differences, Forbes (1997) segpthe complexity of
researching and addressing a cultural versus political ooato focus:

In short, there is something strange, even mysterioust @bhnic conflict,
unlike class conflict or other conflicts of economic iests, which are more
open to inspection, more compatible with reasonableaedsmuch easier to

understand (p. 14).

Intergroup Relations Research in the United States

Following World War I, social scientists in the Unit8tates began to focus
on domestic issues of race. This focus began subsequéstitelusion of African
Americans in American military troops, the observatiofisross-race experiences
abroad, and the intergroup interactions which occurreahwbeps returned to the
United States. (Dovidio, Gaertner & Kawakami 2003; Tyack, 198%}he mid
1940’s, studies of intergroup relations focused largely oftsantusettings of
housing, military, and industry (Brophy, 1946; Singer, 1948).

By the early 1960’s, the tide in domestic issues of nademerican shifted
toward addressing the social injustices legalized andigeddhroughout the nation,
and efforts were made to correct these social illga€Kky1995). One of the main
areas that was considered to possess potential terif@spositive change, and
where discriminatory practices were blatant, was th#igpachool system. It was
acknowledged by federal regulators that the existing segreghiedt®n system was
inherently discriminatory. In addition, professionalshe social sciences contended

that segregation was detrimental to the psychologichbdncational developmental
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of African American children. Subsequently, the Unitedest&upreme Court ruled

in the case of Brown versus the Board of Educatiofopieka, Kansaghat separate

schools were inherently unequal and ordered that sceségregate (Fisher &
Sorenson, 1996). Soon after this mandate to integrate Amemddic schools,
studies of intergroup relationships began to focus on $&£hsan important arena of
socialization, education, and change (Braddock, Dawkini&afr, 1995).

Since the mid 1980’s, research of intergroup relationshipshools has
progressed from studying what was previously conceptualizétiasol
desegregation” to globally understanding the impactaélraontact on students’
relationships. The focus on cross-race interactigaitcularly significant given the
increase in general immigration and in particular the odgrowth of the Hispanic
population as indicated in the 2000 Census. For examplejilem immigrates were
calculated to reside in metropolitan areas in the Wi8tates in 1990 census, twenty-

nine million were documented in the 2000 Census.

Defining and Measuring Intergroup Relations

Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) offer this definition of intergroeiptions:
"... any aspect of human interaction that involves imtiais perceiving themselves
as members of a social category, or being perceived bysodls belonging to a social
category."” While intergroup relations is the broad teased to describe the process

that occurs when separate groups interact, other terrhsasuethnic conflict” and

11



“intergroup behavior” are often used interchangeably wiigrgroup relations
Forbes, 1997; Mummendey & Wenzel, 1999; Taylor & Moghaddam, 1987).

The use of ethnic conflict and intergroup behavior has begecized when
used interchangeably with intergroup relations (Taylor &kkxdam, 1987). For
example, Mummendy and Wendzel (1999) suggest that ethniectasmhot only
illustrative of the tendency of social psychologydous on the most problematic and
inadvertently negative aspects of intergroup interactibadso imposes a narrow
lens from which to view intergroup relations. In additid aylor and Moghaddam
(1987) suggest that the focus on “intergroup behavior”, wheeritdéng cross group
interactions, neglects cognitive processes and insteadds®n just observable
aspects of intergroup relations.

It is Taylor and Moghaddam’s (1987) contention that a cohgsive review
of intergroup relations would include intergroup behaviows @ititudes, directed at
studying both problems and solutions. Similarly, Brewer arahter (1985) maintain
that the study of intergroup relations is based on how@s and behaviors are
shaped by the existence of social categories and boundzefese we further
discuss the current study of intergroup relations by seciahtists, it may be helpful
to discuss the definition and measurement of its core coemps, attitude and

behavior.
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Intergroup Attitude According to Shelton (2000) "most formal measures of

attitude and most research on attitude are concernegeatbie's affective or
evaluative reactions to other people, institutions, ideaaspects of the physical
environment." Similarly, Wicker (1969) defines attitudes @iadp positive or
negative evaluations of concretely or abstractly rsged concepts or objects.
Attitudes are often conceptualized and measured in terasa@jnitive component,
or beliefs, and an affective component, or feelinge@ated with the object of
interest (Shelton, 2000; Wicker, 1969). While he agrees tthtdomponents exist,
Wicker (1969) does not distinguish between the cognitive dadtake components
and points to the tendency for these aspects to helgdtogether in verbal
measures of attitude.

A review of literature indicates that the assessroéattitudes toward other
groups among adult populations often requires confirming prejeiatements,
attributing negative characteristics to group membersgmessing feelings about a
hypothetical interracial situation. (Dowden & Robinsd®93; Duckitt, 1993).
Typically, the assessment of attitude employs a direthod that requires an
individual to judge racial statements as more or lesspsiive on a Likert scale:
these methods have been found to be reliable indicatargergroup attitudes
(Cunningham, Preacher & Banaji, 2001; Duckitt, 1993). Howegeunningham et
al. (2001) note, indirect approaches may be more usefatlucing bias created by

the item. Some indirect or implicit methods of measyattitude, such as the
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measurement of physiological response and response latkneyist. These
methods are increasingly becoming popular, but as alsd hgt€unningham et al.,
the validity and reliability of implicit methods ane meed of further exploration.

Direct methods of evaluating intergroup attitudes are afsed in the study
of intergroup relations in both adults and school age @nldfor example in Bratt's
2002 study of Norwegian adolescents, students were asked uatevidde personality
traits of different ethnic groups. Although direct methof assessing attitudes are
useful, Phinney, Ferguson and Tate (1997) note that using seeriabtypes is often
depersonalizing and does not lend itself to the naturalement of schools.
Phinney et al. (1997) suggest rating peers who are represermtéthe population in
positive or negative terms which are familiar to a stitideenvironment would be a
more useful means of measuring intergroup attitudes. Gensigith this, measures
of intergroup attitude in school settings typical includdifgs of being around or
interacting with cross race members. For exampliaranalysis of racial change at
Wexeler Middle School, a school designed to creatgrated racial experiences,
interviews with students were used to assess whethedatihad changed
negatively or positively (Schofield, 1989).

In summary, attitudes are positive or negative evalostid experiences that
are typically measured through verbal means. Pasitliter would suggest that
attention be given to the cognitive and affective componghés assessing

intergroup attitudes among students. While divergent meaassessing intergroup

14



attitude are often proposed, Ajzen and Fishbein (1997) suggéstdthuding a
measure of specific as well global attitudes would provid®ee comprehensive
measure of intergroup relations.

Intergroup BehaviorSherif and Sherif (1969) define intergroup behavior as “the

actions of individuals belonging to one group when thesradt, collectively or
individually, with another group or its members in termshefr group membership."
Behaviors are distinctive as observable or overt pimema, an example of which
might include discrimination. Behavior, in contrasatttudes, is considered to be
situationally determined (Duckitt, 1993). Although attitudesaonsidered
consistent and related to the individual's belief gysteehavior is theorized to be
influenced by the present circumstance.

The past intergroup literature has found a variety of w@gssess intergroup
behavior. In a study which evaluated an instrument fasoneng prejudice towards
groups, trained observers used behavior cues, such asanailpsoximity during
cross race social interactions, to measure intergoebpvior (McConnell & Leibold,
2001). In addition, much of the past research on intergoebpvior involved an
experimental condition in which a resulting behaviarbserved after an intergroup
situation has been staged (Duckitt, 1993). For exampé&esiody which assessed
white college students’ self-reported willingness to gosand release interracial
publicity photographs, students comfort level and partiopatias measured by

observers at an actual photography session.
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Although outside observers were often used to asseasibein intergroup
settings involving college students and adults, more r@esaarch of intergroup
relations in public schools often relies on self-reépdistudents to determine whether
students engage in intergroup behavior (Carlson, Wilsoragytdve, 2003; Singleton
& Asher, 1979). One example of students’ self-reportetgnoup behavior is
demonstrated by Schofield (1979) who relied on middle schodésts to report with
whom they sat during lunch as a measure in intergrougvimeh This focus on
perception of engaging in specific activities with memloédifferent groups is
useful as it is more likely to provide a representatibimtergroup behavior for the
individual.

In summary, behavior is an observable occurrencectitabe measured
through direct observations or self-reports. Researntuxcted in schools often uses
self-report measures that allow expression of a vaoiebghaviors. This is especially
important as researchers suggest that measures thagaraetermultiple samples of
behavior are most useful and more representative ofjnatigp relations than
measuring a single act (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1997).

In the past, social scientists have explored the gaacd attitude and
behavior together and assumed that some relationship. éixsts assumed that as
evolved creatures, humans are guided by cognitive proceskeslasequently
behavior followed attitude. Attitude was conceptualized bgessocial scientists as a

latent variable, the expression of which was behavitp¢/, 1954; Defluer &

16



Westile, 1963). It was also postulated that the probaloifiey behavior occurring
could be predicted with the knowledge of attitude (Wicker, 1969).

More recently, it has been suggested that the rel&ipbgtween attitude and
behavior is not as clear and direct, or may not existekample, in contrast to the
assumption that behavior follows attitude, some reked@monstrates the opposite
effect, i.e. attitude follows behavior. One exampléhas inverted relationship would
be cognitive dissonance. Investigations of cognitiveotig@ace suggest that a change
in attitude might occur to align thoughts with behaviora#son, 1992).

One possible reason for the lack of predictability enrdlationship between
attitude and behavior are the different external as asgeihternal influences on
thoughts and actions. Trafimow (2000) suggests that intergnovippnments, in
particular, may produce inconsistencies in private attitaddspublic behaviors. For
example, in a longitudinal study conducted at a liberal usitye Rothbart and John
(1993) found that although white students stated that theyedlopialities of
African American and Asian students, their company vedsought. As early as
1934, anecdotal evidence of the weak relationship betweenepattaude and public
behavior was evident when hotel and restaurant proprietposted anti-Chinese
sentiment but documentation of visits indicated thaseesproprietors were willing
to serve Asian customers (Wicker, 1969). This lack of steiscy between private
attitudes and public behavior as it pertains to intergrelgionships in desegregated

settings is best summarized by the conclusion of Seldofi995a):

17



Although it is difficult to substantiate this conclusi@he possibility of
positive cross-race behavior in a racially stereotygredronment) on
anything other than a logical basis, it seems obviousrtteatacial behavior
is more likely than intergroup attitudes to be changed bggtegation.
Unless a school is completely resegregated internb#yamount of
interracial contact had to increase in a newly degegee environment. In

contrast, attitudes do not have to change (p.610).

Although attitude and behavior appear to function diffeyemthd no certain
connection has been made between the two, both thoasgdhtsctions are considered
to be integral elements in the measurement and investigatintergroup relations.
Researchers, such as Jean Phinney, recognize the neexbifopr&hensive measure
of intergroup relations that includes both attitude and\aehan her assessment of a
scale designed to measure various aspects of intergetations and identity among
middle school students, Phinney (1997) created a scale Cihed-group
Orientation which touches on both specific attitudes agelreral pattern of behavior
towards members of other groups.

In addition to the complexity of the concepts that soeea it, the area of
intergroup relations sparks much discourse in social pgyghdased on the
determination of when an intergroup process has actuadiyred. For example,
Taylor and Moghaddam’s (1987) warn that although divergent graupsbe
present, the presence of representatives from two gr®uaps necessarily an

example of an intergroup relationship.
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The Relationship Between Interpersonal Contact andgiriep Relations

In his book on group processes, Brown (2000) reiteratge Al 1962
assertion that determining the relationship between int®pal processes and
intergroup relations is the great problem of social psydolin their book on
intergroup processes, Sedikedes, et al. (1998) attempte bhe gap between
theories based on individual versus group cognition andvimebathey call for the
need to more effectively incorporate these issueseaticlg effective and useful
dialogue about intergroup relations.

As mentioned above, social psychologists' study efgmbup relationships
began to focus on issues of communal conflict and ubesstd on group
membership at the beginning of thé"2@ntury. From this group perspective,
intergroup relations are thought to be collective in natamd acted out based on
other groups' lack of membership to one's own group. From #viguint, the nature
of all interactions between people is thought to be detedrby group membership
(Turner, 1999)A larger group psyche as the solitary means of describteggroup
attitude and behavior, as suggested by Zimbardo (in Brown, 200 leerif et al.
(1961), has been rejected by many exploring intergroup groufot@mfd contact.
For example, Fisk and Taylor (1984) suggest that perceptiadhe social world are
based on how individuals process information, rather beav the group does.

According to Fisk and Taylor, we rely on perceptionslilgavailable in the
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environment to form opinions in an attempt to consergmitive processes; this
conservation is viewed by some as group or social cogniceording to Fiske and
Taylor, this conservation should not be mistaken follable of individual thought at
the root of attitudes and behavior. While they do not contréakcpresence of
individual thought, Turner (1982) and Condor and Brown (1988) caagainst
neglecting group cognition and suggest that environmental$aszotrigger a mass
group reaction based on how people identify themseh@allgo rather than
individually.

The incorporation of psychological ideology has broaddmav theories and
processes of intergroup relations are conceptualizedsHifien the social
psychology perspective on intergroup relations was laigéiyenced by the
psychological emphasis on individual processes. This ps&ygical emphasis tends
to denote intergroup relationships as being an extensioom@f personal perceptions
and interpersonal contact. Acknowledgment was givehaadea that individuals
react differently in intergroup conflict conditions. Soaghors even argue there is
no such thing as a group cognition, only individual perceptibins, there is no
collective meaning given to groups based on interactionsigpeople (Turner &
Oakes, 1986). Interactions from this perspective are thoodfe based on individual
characteristics and of an interpersonal rather thizngroup nature (Turner, 1999).
In a less restrictive description, Jackson (1993) distihgsisnterpersonal contact

from intergroup contact by broadly describing it as anyastnh which group
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membership is not prominent. This distinction is coasistvith the Taylor and
Moghaddam (1987) definition of intergroup relations as beiregactions that elicit
thoughts of belonging to a group.

Brown and Hewstone (1986) suggest that the confusion in uaddnsg the
roles of intergroup and interpersonal effects when paofgeact largely stems from
the lack of theoretical distinctions between the tamj the loose manner in which
terminology is used. Tajfel (1978) suggests three importatinciions between
interpersonal and intergroup interactions. The most itapocriterion that indicates
intergroup meaning is that two distinct social categoriepegsent. The second
criterion is the consistency among members regardingdegs and behaviors. The
third criterion is the consistency of individual attitsdewards other group members.
The absence of any of these criteria would indicatatanpersonal interaction. These
criteria overlook two important issues. As mentionethe previous discussion, the
relationship between behavior and attitudes is diffiuftredict and has been found
to be inconsistent. In addition, the necessary inclusidhe three criteria suggests an
all or nothing distinction between interpersonal and grtsip interactions, which is
rarely possible. All definitions of intergroup procegses that two distinct groups
must be present, but many definitions either state hieagitoup must be in
agreement, or the individual must consistently belteeesame about all group
members. Hence, by most intergroup definition standards twolpf the three

criteria would need to be supported in order suggest agiotgy process.
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Brown (2000) and Turner (1999) characterize interpersonahaadyroup
behaviors as lying on a continuum, with aspects of integmal and intergroup
characteristics included more or less in each intermamong people. While this is a
useful manner in which to incorporate the seemingly @img types of interactions,
some distinctions are proposed that may provide morngydarthe continuum of
interpersonal and intergroup interactions.

It may seem intuitive that two people interacting ana-to-one basis is
interpersonal. While this interaction can be behaviodslscribed as interpersonal,
the distinction between whether an intergroup or integel process has occurred is
not merely based on the number of individuals who intefide quality and content
of the contact among people is what is considered by B{@@00) to be the true
indicator of whether the interaction was interpersanaklated to the larger group. In
many social situations, it is impossible for an obsetg distinguish whether the
interaction is one of an intergroup or interpersomdlire. An observer of the
interaction can attempt to make distinctions, but @itety the interpersonal or
intergroup implications of an interaction are cognitivatyg psychological
determined by the individual (Brown 2000).

Consistent with the proposition by Brown that thelpersonal versus
intergroup meaning of a situation is one of a personal eatu definition of
intergroup relations provided by Taylor and Moghaddam (1987) suggesétha

situation that elicits thoughts of group membergbipan individualis a situation of
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an intergroup nature. Although this definition suggests agypsocess and fails to
address the demonstration of behavior, the intergroup distiqerovided by Taylor
and Maghaddam does suggest that the individual, ratherttbantéraction, is the
impetus for defining an intergroup interaction. It caneéfere be concluded that the
interpersonal to intergroup connection of an interadsadetermined by the
individual in the experience.

While at its origin an interaction may be interpersptiere are specific
situational variables that are thought to aid in the ghiterception to intergroup.
One such variable is theorized to be the perceptioregbittsence and importance of
one's group (Brown 2000). In particular, individuals whoesaipersonal group
characteristics such as race, gender, or religionarained in the content of an
interaction are likely to be influenced by this perceptioraddition, the
environmental condition perceived to be related to group mesmipge.g. prejudice
or discrimination) can influence whether the exchamggssfrom an issue that affects
personal identity to becoming an issue that affectsatiget group, or social identity
(French et al., 2000; Turner, 1982). This explanation sugdegtadt only is it
necessary to explore an individual's perception, buayt be necessary to explore
whether environmental cues have facilitated the shifitergroup perception. Any
useful dialogue designed to explore the relationship lestweerpersonal and
intergroup relations would have to incorporate the degree hwhoughts of group

identity are elicited by the environment (Brewer & MiJl&©84). The connection
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between interpersonal and intergroup processes willlbateliscussed from a
theoretical perspective that incorporates the influefa®cial identity. But as means
of defining and measuring intergroup processes has beessisgut would be

useful to address the definition and measurement of insenpelrcontact.

Defining and Measuring Interpersonal Contact

Researchers of interpersonal contact suggest thatahewarying levels of
contact which influence the meaning of interracial expess. For example, in his
exploration of interpersonal contact, Forbes (1997)agmplthat there are two types
of contact, one being casual, and other true acquaint@asaal contact is that which
is engaged in by mere presence, while true acquaintanc istilch individuals
actively engage. Carter et al. (1977) suggest that theslevels have different
implications for intergroup relations. Following i®&ef exploration of casual and
true acquaintance interpersonal contact with their sugg@stiluence on intergroup
relations.

Casual Interpersonal Conta€asual interpersonal contact is the contact individuals

engage in by merely being in the presence of those vendifferent (Forbes, 1997).
The racial composition of an environment is often iniileaof the casual cross-racial
interpersonal contact in which individuals will enga§@élman & Welch, 1993;
Stein, Post & Rinden, 2000). In their study of the imp&ciatact on racial attitudes,

Sigelman and Welch (1993) used racial composition of nepuedt school and
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neighborhood as a measure of casual contact. Steih.(2000) conceptualized
racial proportion of neighborhoods as being a measurasofal contact as well.
Race proportion was typically used to measure interpalsontact in past studies of
intergroup relations which explored students’ relationsimgehools (Schofield,
1995a). It was assumed that as the proportion of othempears increases and the
proportion of same race peers decreases, probabilityesfroup behavior, would
increase (Blau 1994).

Scientist creating intergroup hypotheses based on casuattassumed
positive intergroup results: however, research on casumact was not conclusive.
In fact, research indicates that the actual and pestliikelihood of intergroup
relationships based on the assumption of casual cafgastnot match. Joyner &
Kao (2000) found that students who attend 70% same race seneaglot
dramatically more likely to have interracial friendshipan students attending 100%
same race schools.

In an effort to reconcile contradictory informatigasearchers of intergroup
relations suggest that certain racial proportions of @jouls lead to a balance that
fosters more positive attitudes (Davis et al., 1995; Lomgsh982a; Longshore
1982b). Davis' et al. (1995) study on the effects of group mesmipesf White and
African American college students found that group atmargptvas most favorable
when either group was in the majority and least faveravhen neither group was in

the majority. Specifically, when African Americansadeaup approximately 30% of
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the group, intergroup perceptions were more positive, amhvfrican Americans
made of 50% of the group, relationships were least poséiter 50%, the
intergroup atmosphere improved significantly. These finddegaonstrated a
nonlinear, or a "U" model of the relationship betweemtinaber of African
American students and the intergroup relations of stud€his.nonlinear pattern is
consistent with Patchen's (1982) findings in his exploraifaniddle and high
schools which indicate that when the populations ofcaftiAmericans was between
10-50%, relationships between blacks and whites generallsewed, and both
groups reported avoidance and unfriendly contact. Patchedisadso found that
when the population indicated a clear African Americajonity, relationships
among groups were best: avoidance decreased, unfriendactdetreased, and
friendly interactions reported by White students incregBatchen, 1982).

The research of casual contact in schools, as ismnabed in the previous
studies, was often interpreted from the perspectiveackblvhite relations. In
addition to examining the general opinion of white studemsrds African
American students or African American students towdndlerstudents, research was
often written from the perspective of exploring th@aut of the exposure to African
American students to changes racial attitudes of white stsidéew studies of casual
contact have incorporated the opinions of other ethnic grsuph as Hispanics.
Rather than gathering opinions of general racial attitutiappears that a more

useful reframe for exploring casual interpersonal cantey be to consider a group's
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racial proportion in relation to others, and explorinthé minority or majority status
of one's own race is a better indicator of intergratipudes of discomfort and
avoidance. This is particularly important given thatgbeulation status of the
United states shifts from a clear White majority, andchareasingly diverse minority
population. The increase in the population of Hispanic icaas in the United
States' school system means exploring the experafreasual interpersonal contact
with a variety of ethnicities will have to be conseelér In increasingly racially mixed
schools, the change of racial composition greatlctgfehe chance of being in the
presence/ proximity of, and participating in casual inteqpekscontact with, students
of varying races.

True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contdotcontrast to casual interpersonal contact,

true acquaintance interpersonal contact involves mdnrgeeangagement in
interaction with another individual (Forbes, 1997). Btady exploring intergroup
relations, Sigelman and Welch (1993) used respondent's artsvisesquestion of
whether or not they had "close personal friends" fodiner racial groups as a
measure of close interpersonal contact. Similarlylitdan and Teixeira (1987) used
reports of friendships in contrast to classroom ra@aimosition to differentiate
between global and individual level interracial intei@ats.

Pettigrew (1998) noted that to affect intergroup relatidns,important that
situations allow the opportunity for friendship. Duttonakt(1998) also found that

exposure is not sufficient for interracial acceptanoerag children - acquaintance is
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also necessary. Similarly, in their discussiontendevelopmental context of
interracial friendship, Carter et al., (1977) suggestedatt@airding to Levingers'
theory of attraction, the development of raciatattes is based on three levels of
relatedness; awareness, superficial interaction, andality. He proposes that
interracial interaction that allows mutuality involvas emotional investment, and
further allows friendship and true acceptance.

The impact of true acquaintance on intergroup relationshgsbe especially
important for early adolescence. Early adolescendeipériod when cross group
processes appear to have the most influence and impaahéida8l Smith, 1985). In
a longitudinal study conducted by Jelinek and Brittan (197&)egace friendship
patterns were found to increase the greatest betweeg#s of 10 and thirteen. This
pattern was also determined in a study by Singleton and £k®é®), who found that
children first tested in the third grade later showedareased preference for same
race peer in the sixth grade. While some authoruatitrithese increases in same
race peer selection to the development of racial @wvess, these choices are
consistent with other social and interpersonal devedopah changes occurring in
early adolescence. When comparing children first testddrahgrade and later test in
sixth, Singleton and Asher (1979) found that the particgpdaetmonstrated a general
increase in number of friends chosarrall. In addition, they tended to rate one
another more positively. Steinberg & Silverberg (1986) foinad the reliance on

peer influence on the formation of identity increasecefirly adolescents. These
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findings indicate an increasing importance of peerscésons and an increase in
intensity of interpersonal relationships.

Not only is true interpersonal contact an important gspestudents’ lives,
but research has supported that it has a significant inopaiotergroup relations.
Results of school based research on cooperative leandilcgtes that classrooms
which created closer interpersonal experience positiaéilyenced respect and liking
among peers in ethnically diverse classrooms (Johnsbnsdo & Maruyama, 1984,
Weigel, Wiser & Cook, 1975).

In summary, interpersonal contact has been concédals consisting of
two levels: casual and true acquaintance contact. Casegdersonal contact is that
which takes place by mere presence. In research regantingroup relations in
schools, racial proportions often have measured cagegbersonal contact. In
contrast, true acquaintance interpersonal contacatismhich individuals actively
engage. In schools, friendship choices typically hagasured true acquaintance
interpersonal contact. As mentioned, both are impobttathe study of intergroup
relations and desegregation. The findings mentioned aboverstipgicthe
distinction between causal and true acquaintance cantgcbe particularly
important to intergroup relations among early adolesagatstudents. Research
findings also suggest that true acquaintance contadgitisvtiich has the most impact

on interracial attitudes (Forbes, 1997; Sigelman & WeléB3).
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Although true acquaintance has been found to have a stromgget on
intergroup relations, it would be negligent to overlook thpact of casual interaction
among students in interracial environments. Given thialsstcatification of
American society, casual cross-race interpersonaacbwill be more common that
true acquaintance (Rothbart & John, 1993). In addition, casuaédct is significant
because it can facilitate the opportunity for cross-faeadships in interracial
environments (Ellison & Powers, 1994; Stein et al., 2000). Botks of contact
influence perceptions of interracial relations, withrenoasual contact particularly
affecting perceptions for White Americans (Sigelman & &Mell993). In contrast,
close friendship relations have been found to be partigutaportant for intimate
communication and social interaction for African Aman students (Ellison &
Powers, 1994; Hammer & Gudykunst, 1987).

Stein et al. (2000) point out that, with the exceptioSigkelman and Welch
(1993), previous research has failed to examine both feaiticesitact together.
Further examination of the Sigelman and Welch study teteat while the two
concepts are explored, no comparison is made regardekhevicasual or true
contact is more influential to intergroup relations.

The idea that increased interpersonal contact is if@pioto positive
intergroup relations has historical roots in Unites States relations. Social activists
and political officials attempting to integrate schoalshe U.S. relied on research

regarding groups which suggested that racial interaction wlidreduce prejudice
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and stereotyping. While many important lessons about integraave been learned
by exploring intergroup relations and students in the edunadtsystem, the study of
intergroup relations among students in desegregated schtahsysised more
guestions than it was able to address. Some studieat@a@iqositive influence on
intergroup relations, some suggest a negative impact, ame isdicate no impact at
all. For example, a review of research regarding gnéerp relations in desegregated
school settings conducted by Jackson (1993) concludes thmateshoresults of new
interracial contact failed to show large positive etféebut led to long term positive
effects for intergroup relations. A review of intergporesearch by Schofield (1995a)
concluded that results were inconsistent and variedilmsschool environment and
ethnicity studied. In addition both Schofield (1995a) and&®1(1997) suggest that
many studies of desegregation and contact focused on atiittinditle to no

attention given to behavior (for comprehensive reviees,Jackson, 1993; Schofield,
1995a; Smith, 1994). These mixed results have left many queabons whether
increasing the opportunity for cross race interpersonaheb has the desired positive

effects on intergroup relations.

Contact Theory
Researchers and proponents of desegregation origisalyreed and hoped
that the opportunity for different races to interacind lead to positive interactions

among racial groups in schools. These assumptions weed ba contact theory.
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Contact theory predicts that contact between mendietéferent races fosters
positive racial attitudes while absence of this corfteters stereotyping, prejudice,
and ill will towards others (Allport, 1954; Forbes, 1997). Adog to contact theory,
the positive effects of intergroup contact are thouglitet enhanced when conditions
are conducive to positive interaction. Specificalhggde conditions included equal
status among the groups, the groups are in pursuit of a cogoad, there is
cooperation between the groups, and when the contacicisos®ed by authorities
(Allport, 1954). It is believed that direct and extendedrattgon with out-group
members provides positive information that is contragyraviously held negative
beliefs and assumptions (Ellison & Powers, 1994). Thenale of contact theory
seemed to fit with the changing structure of the educaistem. Subsequently,
much of the past research which explored intergroup retatroschools was based
on contact theory (Forbes, 1997; Rogers, Henningan, Bow&nitiller, 1984).
Research of intergroup relations in desegregated settagsd lon contact
theory, has been criticized by investigators summariziaeditérature (Schofield,
1995a; Smith, 1994). One criticism is that many researahersed that equal status
and authority support conditions were inherent to desegoeg@mith, 1994). It is
now clear that desegregation was implemented in atyari@vays in public schools.
Ensuring compliance with the federal mandate to desegregatérgely left to local
municipalities. Little attention was given to bestgbiges for implementation and

strategies for integrating minority students into theiculum and culture of majority
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schools (Fisher & Sorenson, 1996; Hawley & Rist, 1977)ns€quently, conditions
of contact theory that were purported to foster pasintergroup relations were
rarely, or at the most, haphazardly met in schoolrenments (Rogers et al., 1984).
For those who attempted to operationalize the congitidicontact theory, it was a
difficult task and these conditions were measured iareety of manners (Forbes,
1997; Smith, 1994).

Research of intergroup relationships based on contacytred@md heavily on
comparisons between desegregated and non-segregated s¢hayd. 8y using
desegregation as the independent variable of contact agict changes in
intergroup relationships were measured, variations withingdegated schools
significantly affect research results. The inconsisteanner in which desegregation
was implemented made measuring the conditions of camaty difficult, and often
rendered comparisons between schools useless in dategrthie intergroup effects
(Jackson, 1993; Schofield, 1995a; Smith, 1994). Brewer and Ni%84) argue that
these conditions, although intuitive, were not basedheary. According to Brewer
and Miller’'s argument, based heavily on social-identigotry, eliminating status
differences runs the risk of arousing the need to rdslesdtastatus differences. In
addition, they note that although introducing cooperatiterdependence creates an
environment for positive intergroup contact, the speaif@ner in which cooperative

interactions must be structure do not lend to easy gé&rarah. Brewer and Miller
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argue that conditions such as equal status and cooperagikgependence are more
likely to emerge as eesultof positive intergroup relations.

By the end of desegregation, the above mentioned snitclead many
researchers to move beyond believing in the necessitaliof the conditions of
contact theory be met in order to see effects ofambin intergroup relationships.
More focus has been given to individual perceptions efritergroup experience and
understanding factors that moderate the relationship betwgpersonal contact
and intergroup relationships (Brewer & Miller, 1984, Sigelmawelch, 1993;
Dovidio et al., 2003).

In summary, many challenges were found in using the doiti@ary as an
explanation of outcomes when different races interelowever, the concept of
contact in and of itself has been useful as a methedpbring intergroup
relationships. The essence of contact theory isthah people interact, a shift in
perceptions occurs from the individual or interpersosadlito the group (Brewer &
Kramer, 1985). Generalization is essential to contetiry, and the
conceptualization of contact is consistent with the ishentioned above, that
interpersonal interactions would positively influencerngteup relationships. With
this said, the above clarification of casual and trterjpersonal contact may aid in
more appropriately measuring the intergroup effects &fserace interaction.

Although true acquaintance contact, rather than casatd@ may be more

useful in determining how interacting with others affentsrgroup relationships,
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Pettigrew (1998) pointed out that the contact theorydi#ls not account for how
dyadic interactions created by contact may generaiagérgroup behaviors and
attitudes. Some authors suggest that while issues of th@emeént such as authority
and cooperation are evaluated in the conditions of cbtitaory, theprocesshy

which the situation affects intergroup relations hasbeetn addressed.

Social Identity Theory

One theory that has been suggested as being usefull&nexgp the process
of contact theory, and thereby explaining the relatignbetween interpersonal
contact and intergroup relations, is social identigotly. Social identity theory has
often been used to describe the nature of intergrouporedaips and provides an
explanation for the possible underlying cognitive processgsay be occurring
during interactions. It assumes that individuals definevaluate themselves relative
to group membership instead of personal characteristics akdtovmaintain a
positive identity in this context (Forbes, 1997; Turner, 198BS, social identity
theory includes emotional and evaluative processe®tieatr when considering one's
identity (Turner & Oakes, 1986). This is not to suggest thaetisea social versus
personal self, rather social identity has been coadeas a part of the self that is
elicited by social circumstances (Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1998¢ial identity theory

attempts to relate intergroup behavior to the socialestnlt suggests conditions
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under which we attempt to maintain or change the grouat&n in order to obtain
or maintain a positive social identity (Taylor & Moghadddra87).

While social identity theory is the overarching the@ggial categorization is
the process of social identity that affects perceptudrighers. According to social
categorization, individuals increasingly organize thegia world into discrete
categories based on the presence and meaning of the gtegprgaAs these
categories become more discrete, they also increasaotional significance or
salience, and subsequently lead to viewing greater diffeseamaeng those outside
the group and increased similarities of those withingtioeip (Brewer, 1996; Forbes,
1997; Tajfel, 1979). In particular, when a negative attribusagiven to one's group,
the individual is motivated to protect the larger group idiy which she has come
to define herself in the environment. This process is demisith research that
indicates that there is a tendency to pick similar mesfor one's primary social
group even when the opportunity allows for cross growgraction (Blau, 1994).
Natural tendencies such as social categorization anadupdrias can lead to positive
affect for those within the group and negative affectdose outside the group,
dependent on the positive or negative nature, and signdfecof the attributes given
to one's social category in relation to others.

Our social, historical, and cultural lives make somegmaieations, such as
gender and race, seem a natural ordering of American Raz® is a particularly

strong category by which people group themselves becatise obvious physical
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and cultural differences that are present (Rothbaxl#,J1993). Many who interact
with children express concern that social categorizasiaften unwittingly promoted
though the encouragement of pride in social group diffe®r@iven the United
States' social history, attempts to ignore group diffsxsrare unrealistic and likely
unproductive. While seemingly negative, the encouragemeitfefences based on
group category can have positive consequences as pride'sngooup has been
found to be particularly important for the positive itignand psychological
development of children, particularly minority childréagnzales & Cauce, 1995).

Social categorization does not indicate the cohessseoga group or how the
group perceives others. Rather it explains how cohesitthn groups and
perceptions toward others occur based on the salienaggeation given to the group,
created by the environment. Similarly, group, or social itlens not determined
alone by the salience given to it by the environment, bsiaitso dependent on the
importance given by the individual (Thompson, 1999). Thermdes of a strong
identification with a group, and the absence of nega&tieronmental salience for
those who strongly identify with a group, may meanma@rpersonal interaction may
not affect how an individual feels about the represmmat@group with which they are
interacting.

Pettigrew (1998) concluded that positive interpersonal contiélt other
groups is most effective when group meaning is not madeipeotrin an interaction.

Similarly, Dovidio, et al. (2003) suggest that categoriesak and personalization of
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identity are crucial to moderate the relationship betvietempersonal contact and
intergroup relations. White and Burke (1987) indicate thaintipertance of identity

is based on the evaluation of group identity as wethasommitment to the identity.
Gurin, Miller and Gurin (1980) found that identification amhsciousness were
influential in one’s orientation to acting collectiyeds a group. These two issues,
strength of group identification and the negative or p@&siheaning applied to the
group in the environment (from here on to be collecfiveinceptualized and referred
as "identity group salience"), appear to be crucial in deteng whether an

interpersonal interaction will be given intergroup meaning.

Combining Social Identity and Contact to Explore Intergroef@afbns

It is clear from social identity theory that condits in the environment

influence the way we think and act. Brewer and MillE3§4) make this assertion:

Because it deals with the reciprocal relationships betwtectural features
of the social environment and perceptions and motivatibtieandividual
level, social identity theory provides a useful intelyeframework for the

study of intergroup contact and its effects (p. 283).

Brewer and Miller (1984) provide a useful model for explotimg integration
of contact and social identity in the study of intergreelationsThey suggest that a

reduction on emphasis of difference in social idertégreases negative out-group
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evaluation and subsequently increases positive intergegafmons. According to

Brewer and Miller:

Participants must first abandon social-category idgatta primary basis for
organizing information, replacing it with more individuatingdgpersonalized
information processing before other changes in intergacapptance will

emerge (p. 296).

Their proposed model appears in figure 1. In this model, deditp be
applied to desegregation environments, cooperative interdependeocesidered the
contact variable whose influence on changing socialdot®ns is moderated by

perceptual-cognitive variables.
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Figure 1. Model of the process of intergroup contact eff¢C) Model 3.

Note From_Groups in Contact: The Psychology of Desegraggtio297) N. Miller
and M. B. Brewer, 1984, Place: Academic Press. Copytigd4 Academic Press.
Adapted with permission.

In their suggested exploration of this model, Brewer aiiéiMpropose
several important steps. First, it is necessary tasme participant involvement in
the contact situation. Next would be an assessmeaheamotional significance of
the group categorization. Following this would be to as#as differential response
to intergroup relationships. They go on to suggest a progréabaratory
experiments that would test this model, but point outl#istratory research cannot
fully capture the complex nature of intergroup relatiops that are inherent to

research of real-world conditions, such as raciaikeohschools.

40



This model strongly supports the proposition that idemityences the
relationship between intergroup relations and interpatsmmtact. While identity
group salience may be an explanation of the shift marmnterpersonal to an
intergroup interaction, few studies have been conductquetfieally examine this
shift in perception. The link between an individual attifiigroup characteristics
when salience of group membership has increased has bkelewenented (Sharif
et al., 1961; Simon, Panteleo & Mummendey, 1995). In addsiknaies have been
conducted that broadly explore the relationship betweerp@rsonal and intergroup
attitudes and behaviors. The incorporation of group ideptiécesses when exploring
the relationship between interpersonal interactions@edgroup relations, however,
has not been explored. In order to test theoriegptiogiose to explain the shift from
interpersonal to intergroup interactions through underlying twgrmprocesses, there
are several important tasks, consistent with to tdesened important by Brewer and
Miller.

The first task in exploring the interpersonal/intergroeiptionship is to
determine the actual level of interpersonal interadtiomhich the person participates
(i.e. participant involvement in Brewer and Miller’'s ded). Based on Carter et al.
(1977) and Forbes (1997), determining interpersonal interagbaitd include casual
and true acquaintance contact interactions that havdissgme for the individual.
Assessing an individual’s perception of contact would betiest indication of an

interpersonal interaction. The subjective nature ofggeion however, makes

41



interpersonal contact a difficult concept to measuraddition, an individual's
assessment of the interpersonal nature of contact isecessarily a conscious
process. Using an objective measure of both casual @athterpersonal contact that
can be consistent across individuals would be an irmpbpart in exploring the
interpersonal/intergroup relationship.

The next task in exploring the interpersonal/intergralgtionship is to
attempt to measure the cognitive and motivational peesethat contribute to the
interpretation of interactions (i.e., assessmetth@emotional significance of the
group categorization). This could be accomplished bydasiging how strongly an
individual identifies with her social category, as vaslwhether or not negative
group thoughts are elicited by the environment. While it itequifficult to measure
actual cognitive categorization processes, we can meastreranental and
emotional factors thought to evoke this response. Thom(000) utilized
experiences of racism which include discrimination andamests of insulting
comments against one's group to explore salience of gteapty. Following social
identity, if salience of the individuals’ group identigyraised, and that person
strongly identifies with this category, then thosessroace interpersonal interactions
should have a positive relationship with intergroup attgualed behaviors. This
relationship would suggest that group identity has faaiitéahe connection between

interpersonal contact and intergroup relations.
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The final step in exploring the interpersonal/intergrogiptionship is to
measure intergroup processes (i.e., assess the ditg¢response to intergroup
relationships). This would include measuring sentiment towerdatrger group to
which members of differing social groups belong. In addjtibwould be important
to understand whether or not individuals are open to and acéumgiage in activities
with other groups.

As was pointed out by Sigelman and Welch (1993) contacit ithe only
issue known to influence perceptions and intergroup relatindsidual
characteristics such as gender and socioeconomic sifitas significant means by
which we group ourselves, are often confounded with ressaks. These must also
be considered in the study of interpersonal contactraechroup relations.

During the desegregation era, as in many current educasigsteins, schools
generally strove to reduce or ignore differences amoogpg; in order to reduce
conflict among ethnic students (Gonzales & Cauce, 1995). iRatzarly a salient
issue among children. In fact, exposure to other groups megasethe focus on
differences (Dutton et al., 1998). In addition, as schibetome more diverse,
differences will have to be addressed both in curricidmohsocial aspects of public
schools.

As was mentioned above, the acknowledgment of difteeamong students
does not necessarily correlated with negative intenagtiDutton et al. (1998) also

found that students attending racially mixed schools hae fniends from other
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groups. In contrast, students at nonintegrated schookadisither races more.
Nonetheless, along with acknowledging differences, dshwitl be challenged to
provide experiences that will facilitate the growthpositive intergroup relations.

In the spirit of exploration and solution, this studgmines the experience of
students in mixed racial environments. To suppress or ighibeeences that are
experienced on a daily basis is neither prudent nor pessibderstanding the
relationship between interpersonal contact and intergielapons in middle school
will not only provide insight to cooperative living but mag@abkuggest areas to focus

for positive intervention for intergroup relationsan increasingly diverse world.
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Statement of the Problem

This study is an exploration of how interpersonal aoninfluences the
intergroup attitudes and behaviors of middle school studeswsrd theories to
explain the connection between interpersonal contattrdaergroup relationships
among students have been proposed. The most common e¢xplaridhe
relationship is contact theory. Contact theory suggbatshe opportunity to interact
with individuals from different groups may promote a simfhow the entire group is
perceived by an individual. According to contact theargreased interaction with
individuals outside one's group will decrease negative perosmioout the group to
which they are perceived to belong. When contact tHemsybeen tested in research,
however, the results have been inconclusive. Studieslikalyeresulted in equivocal
findings because the nature of contact most usefultermeling the interpersonal-
intergroup relationship has neither been clearly defined orwistently utilized.

The literature regarding interpersonal contact suggedgtthere are two main
levels that affect intergroup relationships: casual intsgyel contact and true
acquaintance interpersonal contact. Research has faunddquaintance
interpersonal contact to be more predictive of intargrattitudes and behaviors.
Although this finding has been supported in existing studiesatagerpersonal
contact remains an important variable as it is thet wm®mon interracial contact in
which individuals engage. Casual interpersonal contacpecedly important in

multiethnic environments; multiethnic environments are sitnatio which the level
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of casual contact is beyond the individual's controis $tudy explored the
relationships between both casual and true acquaintaecpantonal contact and
intergroup behaviors and attitudes. This study also explohether true
acquaintance interpersonal contact is more predictiv@ergroup behaviors and
attitudes than is casual acquaintance interpersonalatonta

Although the contact theory suggests that interpersotexhbictions can
generalize to intergroup attitudes and behaviors, reseltsradlear as to what type of
interracial environments can influence whether interpersimteractions generalize
to attitudes and behaviors toward other groups. In additidividual underlying
processes that may influence this generalization haiveesm explored within
contact theory. To scientists exploring intergrouptiehs, and social activists hoping
to make a difference in these interactions, undersigritie process of contact, rather
than the outcome, may provide clues to prevention @fictervention in conflict
among groups.

Social identity theory has been offered as an espiam of the underlying
cognitive and motivational processes that drive the infleerf contact on an
individual's outlook towards groups different from one's o®ocial identity
suggests that we all have a tendency to categorize peopimilar or different, and
we are more likely to identify with those who are $amand build a social identity
based on the similarities. In addition, we all maKkeré&d to maintain a positive social

identity. Social identity theory proposes that negaitiference given to one's group
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will negatively affect social identity, subsequentlysiag an effort to restore a
positive identity by applying negative attributes toward ofreups. Two factors, the
level of identity one has with one's group, and thel leizaegative focus on one’s
group in the environment, collectively called group idgrgdlience, combine to
determine what level of significance interpersonal atgons have on intergroup
relations.

An integration of social identity theory with contalseory would suggest that
if group identity salience is low (the combination of Igroup identity and limited
environmental focus on the group), interpersonal contélanfluence intergroup
attitudes and behaviors. Specifically, positive interpssoontact will generalize to
positive intergroup relations. If the identity group sadeis high (positive group
identity combined with negative environmental focus on to@gjy, then even
positive interpersonal contact with members in otheugsawill not generalize to
positive intergroup relations because the individual iSvatgd to maintain a
negative view of other groups.

Based on Brewer and Miller's model (1984), this study fsteid contact
hypothesis, which suggests the existence of a relationstweén interpersonal
contact and intergroup relations. The relationship betweémcasual interpersonal
contact, as measured by the racial proportions in one'siseimal true acquaintance
interpersonal contact, as measured by self-reported mwhbeoss-race close

friendships, and intergroup attitudes and behaviors was dasztnA comparison
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between casual and true interpersonal contact wasrthda to determine which had
the stronger relationship with intergroup attitude and behavio

The study next examined if group identity salience modetagecklationship
between interpersonal contact and intergroup relatidms.tested the hypothesis that
the synthesis of social identity and contact theoay ivest explain the relationship
between interpersonal interactions and intergroup rektiips. The proposed model

that was tested is as follows:

SOCIAL IDENTITY

Identity Group
Salience
True
Acquaintance
Contac \
INTERGROUP RELATIONS
Intergroup Attitude
Casual Contact —> >

Intergroup Behavic

Student
Characteristics

Figure 2. Proposed Model: Relationship Between Interper&madact and

Intergroup Relations
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This study is organized around four sets of questions:
Question #1a. Does casual interpersonal contact afiecgroup attitudes?

Question #1b. Does casual interpersonal contact affesgroup behavior?

Question #2a. Does true acquaintance contact affecfiotey attitudes?

Question #2b. Does true acquaintance contact affectioigr behavior?

Question #3a. Which type of interpersonal contact - casualie acquaintance - has
the stronger effect on intergroup attitudes?
Question #3b. Which type of interpersonal contact - casualie acquaintance - has

the stronger effect on intergroup behavior?

Question #4a. Does identity group salience moderate thet efftrue interpersonal
contact on intergroup attitudes?
Question #4b. Does identity group salience moderate tbet eff true interpersonal

contact on intergroup behavior?
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Participants

The participants in this study included 2202 sixth, seventheigith grade
students attending four public middle schools in a metit@potity in the
Southwestern portion of the United States. Participaate evenly divided between
the sexes (50% girls, 50% boys) and among grades (34% sixthse82%th, 34%
eighth). The ethnic backgrounds of the students in this statlyded Hispanic
(42%), White (34%), and African American (24%). The leviedducation of the
students’ mothers included elementary (5%), some high 5¢t@f%), high school
(29%), some college (19%), and college graduate (35%).

The schools provided a variety of ethnic backgrounds includfngah
American, White/Anglo, and Hispanic. Although information Asian American
and Native American students was collected for theraligiroject, only the
categories of Hispanic, African American, and Whiteiactuded in the analysis for
this study, as Asian American and Native American stisdesmprised a negligible
portion of the schools population. The selection obsthalso provided a range of

socioeconomic brackets.
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One of the middle schools (designated hereafter Séjomintained a
majority Hispanic (71%), and minority African Americét0%) and White (18%)
student population. This school was located in a multiethoiver to middle class
inner city neighborhood. Sixty percent of the participaep®rted receiving free or
reduced lunch. The modal level of parental educationdtr parents was completion
of high school. School district data indicate that APthe students at this school
were economically disadvantaged.

Another of the schools (designated hereafter SchpobBtained a relatively
equal number of Hispanic (35%) and White (44%) students, anditginamber of
African American (21%) students. This school was lat#@tean inner city
neighborhood that was racially balanced for White argb#hic residents. Sixty-
three percent of the participants reported that vedeon free or reduced lunch. The
modal level of parental education for both parents waption of high school.
School district data indicate that 51% of the studest® economically
disadvantaged.

The third school (School C) contained a relatively equahber of African
American (49%), and Hispanic students (33%), and a mindritytote students
(13%). This school was located in a historically Africamerican neighborhood in
which the Hispanic population was increasing to equal thébauwot African

American residents. It was located in a lower to midttss inner city neighborhood.
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School district data indicate that 79% of the studesmi® economically
disadvantaged.

The final school (School D) contained a majority ofite’ (67%), and a
minority African American (5%) and Hispanic (24%) studefitss school was
located in a predominately white middle to upper class neigbbadrin the inner city.
School district data indicate that 21% of the studesmi® economically

disadvantaged.

Procedure

Data for this study were derived from a survey of stugleaiuded in the
project "Barriers to Intergroup Relations Among Diversaith in Middle Schools"
(see Carlson, Lein, Schott, & Uppal, 1998 for a full dipsion of this study).
Permission to conduct the original study was obtainea ffee school district
administration, school principals, and the universityimé subject review board.
For all schools, the study used passive parental conse@icéive participant assent
procedures for the collection of survey data. With tteeption of school "D", all
students in the school were invited to participate. Sciwoincluded a
representative sample of the students at the scheibérk were sent to the parents
informing them of the study and requesting a returned foranaall to the school if
they did not want their child to participate. Parentaedsent was denied for less than

1% of the students, and less than 3% of the students detdiparticipate. The
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classroom teacher provided non-participating students atiteerwork. University
graduate students administered the self-report survey ddsignassess the multiple
ecological domains of self, school, peer relationsilia and neighborhood social
systems" (Carlson & Lein, 1998). Students received a p@ndib folder with a

university logo on it at the completion of the survey.

Measures

The variables that were used to explore the questiathssistudy consist of
items and scales developed for the original self-repadysconducted by Carlson
and Lein (1998) and sub-scales from the Multigroup Ethnictikyevieasure
(Phinney et al. 1992). The variables include: (a) Casuapletsonal Contact, (b)
True Interpersonal Contact, (c) Intergroup Attitudes]ritBrgroup Behavior, (e)
Identity Group Salience and (g) student background variablad€devel, gender,
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status). See Appendix A fieat of items in each scale.

Casual Interpersonal Contackhe level of Casual Interpersonal Contact was

assigned to each student by dividing the overall numbeudésts at that school by
the number of students within a student's ethnic group. Toygpional measure of
Casual Interpersonal Contact reflects the opportunitgriass race contact within a
school. Information regarding school racial compositi@s obtained from the Texas

Education Agency Website for the time frame corresporirttata collection. For

53



this variable, lower proportions indicate a higher incigeofccross race casual
interpersonal contact.

True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contdotresearch on contact theory, the

number of cross-race friendships is used to theoreticailyct true acquaintance
interpersonal contact. True Acquaintance Interpersooafact with individual
members of other racial groups was measured by one geeeralith six follow-up
guestions assessing the number of close friends ofamettimicity. The item stem
was "About how many close friends do you have who are TI#.question was
repeated for each of the ethnic groups of Hispanic/LatiegidéaAn American,
Black/African American, White/Anglo. Response optiamduded, "0 = none," "2-3
= a few," and "4-5 =many". The items were coded as "nsfig"a few" =1, and
"many" =2. The final score is a sum of the item respsiisr number of friends
belonging to ethnic groups other than one's own. A higresadicates students with
higher reported incidence of true acquaintance interpdrsontact.

Intergroup Attitude Five items that assess a student's preference to iacreas

the presence of other ethnic groups within the school ussd as a measure of
Intergroup Attitude. Specifically, students were asked tcorepo the statement, "It
would be nice to have more [ethnicity] students here." {Hm was repeated for the
three ethnic options of African American, Hispanic,aksiNative American and
White. These items were answered on a 4-point Likel® saaging from "very

comfortable" to "very uncomfortable.” The intergrougtatle score is a sum of
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responses for ethnic groups other than one's own, sdearsdaded four items was
created for African American students, Hispanic studamis White students. High
scores indicate a positive attitude towards other grdups.scale was used in the
original study with six items (which included addition#ir@c groups) and
demonstrated an internal consistency of .69 (Carlsori&, [1998). For this study,
the five item scale yielded an internal consistencp®f .The lower internal
consistence obtained in this study likely reflectsuse of fewer items. The internal
consistency of the scale for African American studevds .51, for Hispanic students
.51, and for White students .56.

Other-group OrientatiarStudents' attitudes toward intergroup behavior were

measured using the Other-group Orientation subscale oh&s Multigroup Ethnic
Identity Measure (Phinney, 1992). According to Phinney, thiscalé is an
assessment of disposition toward and interactiorts @tfinic groups other than one's
own. This subscale served as a proxy for intergroup behewvihis study. The six
items of this subscale include statements such asteh epend time with people
from ethnic groups other than my own", "I am involved invétaes with people from
other ethnic groups" and "l enjoy being around people from eginaigps other than
my own". See appendix A for a complete list of iteMegative items were reversed
to create the composite. These items were answeradtgoint Likert scale ranging

from strongly disagrees to strongly agree. High ssordicate students who
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expressed favorable attitudes toward interaction withiegroups different from
one’s own.

This six-item scale showed a reliability of .71 for hgghool students, and
.74 for college students (Phinney 1992). This scale was alddrutee original study
of intergroup relationships in two of the four schoolsrfrine present and had an
internal consistency of alpha .69 (Carlson & Lein, 199)r this study, scale
indicated internal consistency was .52.

Identity Group Salience For this study, an Identity Group Salience scale was

developed by combining the 14-item Ethnic Identity scale afri#yi's Multigroup
Ethnic Identity Measure as a gauge of group identity (Phinney, 1882)he 3-item
perceived discrimination scale developed for the originealys(Carlson & Lein,
1998). Gurin, Miller and Gurin (1980), and White and Burke (1987) have
conceptualized the importance of group identity as incatpw the level of
identification with one's group and perceptions of injusbicgroup inequity. Similar
to the present study, an adaptation of Phinney's Ethnic Identty was used by
French, et al (2000) to create a measure of group identigteGroup Esteem.
Group identity consisted of 14 items rated on a 4-posiescom strongly
disagree to strongly agree. Students responded to suchestédeas "I have spent
time trying to find out more about my own ethnic group, saghistory, traditions,

and customs" and "l feel a strong attachment towardswnyethnic group”. The
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total score was derived by reversing negative items, snghagross items, and
obtaining the mean (Phinney, 1992).

Perception of group discrimination was measured with 3 it@msse items
were answered on a 4-point Likert scale ranging fraongly disagrees to strongly
agree. Students were asked to respond to the statemédrase"been called names at
school because of my racial/ethnic group”, "I have segative words about my
racial/ethnic group at school”, and "I feel that otherstditie people from my
racial/ethnic group”. The items assessed how studenthéetace/ethnic group is
perceived in the school environment. The perceived distaimin scale has been
found, based on data administrations, to be a reliabésumne yielding a factor of
discrimination, with an internal consistency of .80 (&am & Lein, 1998).

Group identity and salience of discrimination were ested to z-scores and
summed to construct the Identity Group Salience scadghefliscores indicated
stronger Identity Group Salience. The reliability of $usle was explored and
yielded a good internal consistence where the alpha was .76.

Student Backgroundtudent background variables include grade level,

gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Gradewsagbetermined by a

guestion which asked, "what grade are you in?" Gender wasmiete by a question
which asked "Are you a boy or a girl?" The items wemrded as "boy" = 1 and "girl"
= 2. Ethnicity was assessed by the student labeling hisgli@n a given number of

choices including: Hispanic/Latino/Mexican American; Bladkican American;
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White/Anglo; Asian/Asian American; Native American; Muacial; or other. The
items of interest were coded as Hispanic = 1, AfricareAtan = 2 and White = 3.
The present study used maternal education level as a prosgdioeconomic status.
This measures of SES is consistent with similar surgsearch (Lamborn, Mounts,
Steinberg & Dornbusch, 1991). Students responded to a questicim asked for the
highest level of education attained by mother or guardiame. response categories
included elementary, some high school, high school, sotfege, and college
graduate. The items were coded as elementary = 1, somedfigol = 2, high school

= 3, some college = 4, and college graduate = 5.

Hypotheses and Plan of Analyses

The measures presented in the previous section wereousst the
hypotheses in this research. Descriptive analyses wemnpleted to test for
population differences in grade, gender, ethnicity, an@beoanomic status for the
dependent variables.

Following the preliminary analyses, the hypotheses vested. Pearson
Product Moment was used to calculate correlations anfengredictor variables and
examined for multicollinearity. The first hypothesis exagd the relationship
between Casual Interpersonal Contact and Intergroup Atitaroie Other-group
Orientation. The second hypothesis examined the reddtipmetween True

Interpersonal Contact and Intergroup Attitudes and Qjheup Orientation. These
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two levels of interpersonal contact were compared tamétie which has the
stronger effect on intergroup attitudes and orientatiorally, the hypothesis that
Group Identity Salience moderates this relationship wsiede Multiple regression
was used to test the effect of intergroup attitude and-gtioerp orientation at
different levels of salience. Analyses were conduate@dch of the dependent
variables intergroup attitudes and other-group orientation.

Hypothesis l1alt was hypothesized that casual interpersonal contaaid
significantly contribute to the prediction of intergroaftitudes. As the number of
students from other races within the school increastsgroup attitudes will be
more positive.

Hypothesis 1blt was hypothesized that casual interpersonal contagid
significantly contribute to the prediction of other-gpoorientation. As the number of
students from other races within the school increaskesr-group orientation will be
more positive.

Plan of AnalysisMultiple regression was used to test the prediction of

intergroup attitudes and other-group orientation from causaipiersonal contact. In
the analysis of hypothesis 1a., intergroup attitude wgessed on those population
variables found to be significant for intergroup attitudasual interpersonal contact
was next added to the regression. In the analysis otlimggie 1b., other-group

orientation was regressed on those population variadlesl fto be significant for
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other-group orientation. Casual interpersonal contastneat added to the
regression.

Hypothesis 2alt was hypothesized that as number of friends framarot
groups increases, intergroup attitudes will become moreyeosit

Hypothesis 2blt was hypothesized that as number of friends froraroth
groups increases, other-group orientation will become mosgive.

Plan of AnalysisMultiple regression was used to test the prediction of

intergroup attitudes and other-group orientation from true actgungie interpersonal
contact. In the analysis of hypothesis 2a., intergrdtiffo@e was regressed on those
population variables found to be significant for intergrotpuale. True acquaintance
interpersonal contact was next added to the regresbidhe analysis of hypothesis
2b., other-group orientation was regressed on those popwati@bles found to be
significant for other-group orientation. True acquaintanterpersonal contact was
next added to the regression.

Hypothesis 3alt was hypothesized that true acquaintance interpersonal
contact would be more predictive of intergroup attituties tcasual interpersonal
contact.

Hypothesis 3blt was hypothesized that true acquaintance interpersonal
contact would be more predictive of intergroup behavioais casual interpersonal

contact.
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Plan of AnalysisMultiple regression was used to test the prediction of

intergroup attitudes and other-group orientation when botratasd true
acquaintance interpersonal contact are included in tidelmio the analysis of
hypothesis 3a., intergroup attitude will be regressed on fia@dation variables
found to be significant in previous regressions. Casuaipgetsonal contact and true
acquaintance contact was next added to the regressiotaistered regression
coefficients were compared to determine which variabdetha stronger effect on
attitudes. In the analysis of hypothesis 3b., othemgarientation was regressed on
those population variables found to be significant formgneup orientation. Casual
interpersonal contact and true acquaintance contactnegteadded to the regression;
standardized regression coefficients were compared ¢ongiee which variable has
the stronger effect on other-group orientation.

Hypothesis 4alt was hypothesized that Identity Group Salience would
moderate the relationship between interpersonal coatacintergroup attitudes. As
identity group salience increases, the relationship vadken.

Hypothesis 4blt was hypothesized that Identity Group Salience would
moderate the relationship between interpersonal coatatcother-group orientation.
As identity group salience increases, the relationshipweihken.

Plan of AnalysisThe procedure outlined in Baron and Kenny (1986) for

testing moderators was used. In the analysis of hypothasisitergroup attitude was

regressed on those variables found to be significanttenrgioup attitude in previous
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regressions. Causal interpersonal contact, true acquasntaegpersonal contact, and
group identity salience were next added to the regressioti@guBhe interaction
term for identity salience and true acquaintance integoei contact were next
added. Moderator effects were indicated by the signifietiect of the interaction
while controlling for true acquaintance and casual integ@&l contact.

In the analysis of hypothesis 4b., other-group oriematias regressed on
those population variables found to be significant formgneup orientation. The
dependent variable other-group orientation was next regt@sstrue acquaintance
interpersonal contact, causal interpersonal contadtgeoup identity salience. The
interaction term for identity salience and true acdaaice interpersonal contact will
be next added. Moderator effects were indicated by gmfisant effect of the

interaction while controlling for true acquaintance ansbighinterpersonal contact.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This study addressed four sets of questions regarding intgrgetationships
among middle school students. These questions were: assl interpersonal
contact affect intergroup attitudes and other-group ori@matioes true acquaintance
contact affect intergroup attitudes and other-group ori@matrhich type of
interpersonal contact - casual or true - has the grogffect on intergroup attitudes
and other-group orientation; and does identity group sa&ieraderate the effect of
true interpersonal contact on intergroup attitudes and-gtio&ip orientation.
An alpha level of .05 was used for all statisticailseA list of the key variables, their

description and the meaning of high and low scores aeel list reference in Table 1.
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Table 1

Key Variablesin the Study

Variables

Description

Score M eaning

Casual Interpersonal Contac®Proportion:

# in group/
school population

\ Proportion =t Casual
Contact

True Acquaintance Contact

# of cross-race friends

t Score =t True contact

Intergroup Attitude

3 items: It would be nice
to have more
students.

t Score = more positive
intergroup

attitude

Other-group Orientation

Proxy for intergroup
behavior

t Score =1 Intergroup
behavior

Identity Group Salience

Ethnic identity +
Perceived discrimination

t Score =1 ldentity group
salience

Note.For example, a proportion of .13 indicates a higher le/€asual
Interpersonal contact than .67.
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Preliminary Analyses

The level of Casual Interpersonal Contact was caledfor and assigned to
each student. The proportional value assigned to Hisgaudents at school A = .71,
Hispanic students at school B = .35, Hispanic studenthabbk€ = .49, and
Hispanic students at school D = .24. The proportionalev&dr African American
students at school A = .10, African American studenseladol B = .44, African
American students at school C= .33, and African Amerstadents at school D =
.05. The proportional value for White students at schoel.A3, White students at
school B = .21, White students at school C = .13, and Whiteests at school D =
.67. For this variable, lower proportions indicate a dighcidence of cross race
casual interpersonal contact.

Means, standard deviations, and ranges for the varialdeal@nd true
interpersonal contact, intergroup attitudes and other-groeptation, and identity
group salience were calculated and are shown in Talle Pables 3, 4, 5, and 6,
sample differences based on grade, ethnicity, gend®iSBS8 were calculated for
each of the dependent variables. Significant differeneze considered in
subsequent analyses.

Table 3 shows differences between intergroup attitude aed-gtbup
orientation based on school grade level. No significédfgrdnces were found among

sixth, seventh and eighth grades for either intergroitpdet (4, 1965] = 2.32,
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Table 2

M eans and Standard Deviations of the Variables

Variables _n M SD Range
Intergroup Attitude 1978 6.06 1.65 2-10
Other-group Orientation 1797 17.52 3.43 6 - 58
Casual Interpersonal Contact 2019 43 21 .05-.71
True Interpersonal Contact 1960 1.95 1.03 0-4
Identity Group Salience 1933 .01 1.47 -5.2-43

Note. Variations in the sample size reflect missingudat
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Table 3

M eans, Standard Deviations, and F Scores of the Dependent Variables by Grade

Variables Sixth Seventh Eighth F
(n=667) (r=614) (r=672)
Intergroup Attitude _M  6.03 5.94 6.20 2.32
SD 175 1.66 1.54
(n=589) (r=558) (r=632)
Other-group M 17.44 17.56 18.40 81
Orientation
SD 3.44 3.74 3.11

Note. Variations in the sample size reflect missingudat
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p =.055) or other-group orientation[df 1789] = .40,_p= .81). Grade level
was not considered in subsequent analyses.

Table 4 shows differences in intergroup attitude and other-gnoemgtation
based on ethnicity. Significant differences were foun@veeh White and Hispanic
students for intergroup attitude[@-1975] = 9.78,_p< .001). Hispanic students
expressed significantly more positive attitudes towardsgo@mong other groups
than White students. Significant differences were fourieiden White and Hispanic
students, and between White and African American stud@ntéher-group
orientation (2, 1796] = 13.51, g .001). Both Black and Hispanic students reported
seeking and actually engaging in more cross-race intenattan White students.
Subsequently, ethnicity was considered in the analyssstbe hypotheses.

Table 5 shows differences based on gender. Significdatefites were
found between boys and girls for both intergroup attitite, 1967] = 5.95,_p< .05)
and other-group orientation[@ 1793] = 28.17,_pg: .001). Girls reported a more
positive attitude towards being among different ethnic grempdsseeking out and
engaging in cross ethnic interaction. Subsequently, geralecensidered in the
analyses of all the hypotheses.

Table 6 shows differences based on socioeconomic staitugasured by
mother's level of education. Significant differencestii@ variable intergroup attitude
were found between students whose mothers attended sgimschool and those

students whose mothers were college graduates. Signifi¢mnences for the
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Table 4

M eans, Standard Deviations, and F Scores of the Dependent Variables by

Ethnicity
Variables Hispanic AA White F
(n=832) (r=474) (r=672)
Intergroup Attitude _M  6.2% 6.11 5.83 9.78***
SD 1.60 1.88 1.53
(n=753) (r=420) (r=624)
Other-group M 17.65 18.06 16.99p 13.51%**
Orientation
SD .66 .66 .75

Note. Variations in the sample size reflect missingudat

AA - Denotes African American.

aDenotes significant differences between Hispanic andé/étudents
pDenotes significant differences between African Aeamiand White students
*p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 5

M eans. Standard Deviations, and F Scores of the Dependent Variables by

Gender
Variables Female Male F
(n=988) (=981)
Intergroup Attitude _M  6.15 5.96 5.95*
SD 1.62 1.68
(n=901) (r=894) F
Other-group M 17.94 17.08 28.17***
Orientation
SD 3.41 3.39

Note. Variations in the sample size reflect missingudat
*p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 6

M eans. Standard Deviations, and F Scores of the Dependent Variablesby SES

Intergroup Elementary Some High some college F
Variable High school college grad

(n~=89) (r=209) (r¥530) (=343) (=645)

Attitude M 6.02 6.28 6.23, 6.00 591, 3.87***
SD 1.86 1.69 1.64 1.57 1.63
(n=75) (n=196) (1=490) (=309) (=596)
Other-group_M 17.28 17.76 17.76 17.60 17.31 1.49
Orientation
SD 3.24 3.03 3.27 4.08 3.33

Note. Variations in the sample size reflect missingudat

aDenotes significant differences between Some Higlo&lcdind College Graduate
pDenotes significant differences between High SchoolGuoittge Graduates
*p<.05 *p<.01 **p<.001
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variable intergroup attitude were also found between tsigEnts whose mothers
finished high school and those students whose motherscokege graduates [
1811] = 3.87,_px .01). Those students whose mothers attended somechigbl er
were high school graduates reported a more positivaddtiowards being among
different ethnic groups than those students whose madthergraduated from
college. Based on socioeconomic status, there weddfacences in intergroup
attitude found in this study [# 1661] = 1.49,_p= .20). Subsequently,
socioeconomic status was considered in the analysks bypotheses regarding
intergroup attitude.

In summary, preliminary descriptive analyses found etly@ngder, and SES
differences for the dependent variable intergroup attiasdeell as ethnicity and
gender differences for the dependent variable other-groeptation. Subsequently,
ethnicity, gender, and SES were included in the analysidyipotheses 1a, 2a, 3a,
and 4a. Ethnicity and gender were included in the andtysidypotheses 1b, 2b, 3b,
and 4b.

Correlations among the variables were calculated aaochieed for
multicollinearity. The results are shown in Table Expectedly, SES and ethnicity
were moderately correlated. Although other variablesveld significant correlation,
these correlations were not strong enough to suggeshtti@bllinearity presents a

problem for this study (Williams, 1986).
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Table 7

Intercorrelations Among Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Sex --

2. Ethnicity -.02 --

3. SES .06* 54x* --

4. Casual Contact .00 =37 - 17 --

5. True Contact -.03 - 11** -.11** -.07** --

6. Attitude -.09** -.08** -.06* -.04 - 17 --

7. Behavior - 13** - 08** -.04 -.16** 21 16% -
N=1734

*p <05, **p <01
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Hypotheses Testing

la. Does casual interpersonal contact significantlyribute to the prediction of

intergroup attitudes?

It was hypothesized that casual interpersonal contaglvaignificantly
contribute to the prediction of intergroup attitudes. dsvurther predicted that as the
number of students from outside one's racial group withis¢heol increases,
intergroup attitudes would be more positive among middleddiudents. This
hypothesis was supported. After controlling for gender, eitgnand socioeconomic
status, the predictor variable casual interpersonal codémonstrated a significant
relationship with intergroup attitude and accounted for & %he variance H(

1801) = 11.67, p<.001 (see Table 8).

1b. Does casual interpersonal contact significantlyrdmrie to the prediction of

other-group orientation?

It was hypothesized that casual interpersonal contaglvaignificantly
contribute to the prediction of other-group orientatidnvds further predicted that as
the number of students from within one's racial group wittsareol increased,
other-group orientation would be more positive. Lowepprdons of ones own
group indicated a higher incident of casual interpersangbet. This hypothesis was
supported. After controlling for gender and ethnicity, casuatpersonal contact

demonstrated a relationship with other-group orientation aswbated for 5% of the
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Table 8

Multiple Regression Analysis for Casual Contact Predicting | ntergroup Attitude

Variable b SEB Beta t

Blockl
Gender -.57 13 -.10 -4.27%%
Ethnicity -.32 .09 -.10 -3.48**
SES -.01 .07 -.01 -.10
R°=.019

Block2
Gender -.58 13 -.10 -4.30%**
Ethnicity -.42 10 -.13 -4 39
SES -.01 .07 -.01 .20
Casual Contagt -.50 .35 -.08 -3.37**

R?=.025 Change inR=0.006

aCasual Contact = Casual Interpersonal Contact
*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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Table 9

Multiple Regression Analysis for Casual Contact Predicting Other-group

Orientation
Variable b SEB Beta t

Block 1
Gender -.86 .16 -.13 -5.38***
Ethnicity -.32 .09 -.08 -3.51 %
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.86 .16 -.13 -5.38***
Ethnicity -.63 .01 -.16 -6.54%+
Casual Contagt -3.64 40 -.22 -9.00***

R? = .07 Change inR= .05

aCasual Contact is the variable Casual InterpersonaiaCobn

< 001
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2a. Does true acquaintance contact significantly cart&ito the prediction of

intergroup attitudes?

It was hypothesized that true interpersonal contactdwaighificantly
contribute to the prediction of intergroup attitudes. dsurther predicted that as the
number of close friends from outside one's racial gincgases, intergroup attitudes
would be more positive. This hypothesis was supported. mtegersonal contact
was a significant predictor of intergroup attitude@,A766) = 20.28, g .001 (See
Table 10). The results of the regression indicated #ffizt, controlling for gender,
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status, the predictor bkajdrue interpersonal contact,
demonstrated a relationship with intergroup attitude and ateddor 2.4% of the
variance.

2b. Does true acquaintance contact significantly cant&ibo the prediction of other-

group orientation?

It was hypothesized that true interpersonal contactdwaighificantly
contribute to the prediction of other-group orientatidnvds further predicted that as
the number of close friends from outside one's rgec@lp increased, other-group
orientation would be more positive. This hypothesis svggported. True
interpersonal contact was a significant predictor ofregneup orientation,(8, 1761)
=8.17, p<.001 (See Table 11). After controlling for gender and ettynitie results
of the regression indicated that the predictor variable interpersonal contact
demonstrated a relationship with other-group orientation aswbated for 4% of the

variance.
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Table 10

M ultiple Regression Analysis True Contact for Predicting | ntergroup Attitude

Variable b Beta

Block 1
Gender -.59 -.10 -4.35%**
Ethnicity -.33 -.10 -4.35%**
SES .01 .01 - 3.53*+*
R =.02

Block 2
Gender -.57 -.10 -4.20%**
Ethnicity -.28 -.08 -3.02**
SES .03 .01 49
True Contagt 44 .16 6.66***

R? = .044 Change inR=.024

aTrue Contact = True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contact

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 11

M ultiple Regression Analysisfor True Contact Predicting Other-group

Orientation
Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.84 .16 -.12 -5.20%**
Ethnicity -.33 10 -.08 -3.56%**
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.78 .16 -11 -4.,94***
Ethnicity -.23 .10 -.06 -2.55%*
True Contagt .65 .08 .20 8.17***

R? = .06 Change in R= .04

alrue Contact is the variable True Acquaintance Interpatgoontact
**p<.01 **p<.001
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3a. Which type of interpersonal contact - casual ordoggiaintance - has the

stronger effect on intergroup attitudes?

It was hypothesized that true acquaintance interpersongdct would be
more predictive of intergroup attitudes than casualpeteonal contact. This
hypothesis was supported. Although the overall model wasfisant, K5, 1762) =
17.58, p< .001, comparison of regression coefficients fronfitied regression
equation revealed that true interpersonal contact waeragsr predictor of
intergroup attitude (Beta = .16) than casual interpersamact (Beta=-.09). In
addition, casual interpersonal contact was not signifiadoen true interpersonal

contact was taken into account. See Table 12.

3b. Which type of interpersonal contact - casual oraagiaintance - has the

stronger effect on other-group orientation?

It was hypothesized that true acquaintance interpersontda would be
more predictive of more positive other-group orientatltan casual interpersonal
contact. This hypothesis was not supported. The oveaalehwas significant, (&,
1761) = 7.55,_px .001, and the comparison of regression coefficienesated that
casual interpersonal contact (Beta = -.20) was a strgmgdictor of other-group

orientation than true interpersonal contact (Beta=3&§ Table 13.
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Table 12
M ultiple Regression Analysis for Predicting | ntergroup Attitude

Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.59 .08 -.06 -4 .35%**
Ethnicity -.32 .05 -11 -3.48%x*
SES .02 .04 -.00 -.22
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.59 31 -.10 -4 . 37***
Ethnicity -.43 14 -.13 -4.39**
SES .02 .10 .01 .32
Casual Contact -1.20 .35 -.09 -3.40**
R? = .026 Change in®= .006

Block 3
Gender -.57 .36 -.10 -4, 22%**
Ethnicity -.36 13 -11 -3.65**
SES .04 .07 .02 .58
Casual Contagt -.91 .35 -.07 -2.60**
True Contagt A2 .07 .15 6.32***

R? = .048 Change inR=.022

aCasual Contact = Casual Interpersonal Contact
pTrue Contact = True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contact
*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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Table 13

M ultiple Regression Analysis for Predicting Other-group Orientation

Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.84 .16 -.12 -5.20%**
Ethnicity -.33 .09 -.08 -3.56%**
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.84 .16 -.12 -5.33***
Ethnicity -.63 10 -.16 -6.55%**
Casual Contagt -3.66 41 -.22 -8.97***
R? = .07 Change in R=.05

Block 3
Gender -.79 .16 -.12 -5.08***
Ethnicity -.52 10 -.13 -5.35%**
Casual Contagt -3.28 41 -.20 -8.09***
True Contagt .58 .08 A7 7.55%**

R? = .09 Change inR= .02

aCasual Contact = Casual Interpersonal Contact
pTrue Contact = True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contact

< 001
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4a. Does identity group salience moderate the effectefitterpersonal contact on

intergroup attitudes?

It was hypothesized that identity group salience would naadehe
relationship between interpersonal contact and intergatiipdes. It was predicted
that as identity group salience increased, the reldtiprngould weaken between
interpersonal contact and intergroup attitudes. This hypstivas not supported.
The interaction term was not significant (see Table THhgse results suggest that
increased social identity in adverse conditions doésffiect the relationship

between interpersonal contact and intergroup attitude.

4b. Does identity group salience moderate the effecuefibterpersonal contact on

other-group orientation?

It was hypothesized that identity group salience would naadehe
relationship between interpersonal contact and other-groeptation. It was
predicted that as identity group salience increaseseligonship would weaken
between interpersonal contact and other-group orientdtldia.hypothesis was not
supported. The interaction term was not significant {sdse 15). Although this
hypothesis was not supported, main effects revealed thitydgroup salience was a
significant predictor of other-group orientatio(g,t1761) = 7.55, g .001. As

identity group salience increased, other-group orientégmame more positive.
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Table 14
M ultiple Regression Analysis for Predicting M oderator Effects on I ntergroup
Attitude

Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.22 .08 -.07 -2.73**
Ethnicity -.23 .05 -.12 -4, 2] %%
SES -5.65 .04 -.00 -.14
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.20 .08 -.06 -2.50*
Ethnicity -.21 .06 -11 -3.67%*
SES 1.24 .04 .01 32
Casual Contagt -.25 .20 -.03 -1.21
True Contagt 33 .04 21 8.67
Group Salience 3.2 .03 .03 1.27
R?= .07 Change in &= .05

Block 3
Gender -.20 .08 -.06 -2.50**
Ethnicity .21 .06 -11 -3.67%*
SES 1.28 .04 .01 .33
Casual Contagt -.25 .20 -.03 -1.21
True Contagt .33 .04 21 8.68***
Group Salience .00 .06 .05 1.01
True Contagtx 00 .03 -.02 - .45

Group Salience
R?=.07 Change in®=0

oCasual Contact = Casual Interpersonal Confglatje Contact = True Acquaintance Interpersonal
Contact * p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 15

M ultiple Regression Analysis for Predicting M oderator Effects on Other-group

Orientation
Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.84 .16 -.12 -5.20%**
Ethnicity -.33 .09 -.08 -3.56**+*
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.76 15 -11 -5.16%**
Ethnicity - .40 .09 -.10 -4 42%%*
Casual contagt -2.48 .39 -.15 -6.42%**
True contagt .53 .07 .16 7.36%**
Group Salience T7 .05 .32 14.94***
R?= .09 Change in &= .07

Block 3
Gender -.76 15 -11 -5.17%**
Ethnicity -.40 .09 -.10 -4, 42%x%
Casual Contagt -2.48 40 -.15 -6.20***
True Contagt .54 .08 .16 7.22%**
Group Salience .84 A1 .35 7.55%**
True Contagtx .00 .05 -.05 -.98

Group Salience

R? =.20 Change in& .11

aCasual Contact is the variable Casual InterpersonaiaCbn

pTrue Contact is the variable True Acquaintance Interpatsoontact

**p<.01 **p<.001
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Multiple regression was subsequently conducted to deterh@neontribution
of identity group salience to the prediction of out-groupntation. After controlling
for gender, ethnicity, casual, and true interpersonabetrthe predictor variable
group identity salience demonstrated a relationship athier-group orientation that

accounted for 11% of the variance (see Table 16).

86



Table 16

Multiple Regression Analysis for Predicting Out-group Orientation from

Identity Group Salience

Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.84 .16 -.12 -5.20%**
Ethnicity -.33 .09 -.08 -3.56%**
R*=.02

Block 2
Gender -.79 .16 -.12 -5.08***
Ethnicity - .52 .10 -.13 -5.08***
Casual contagt -3.28 41 -.20 -8.09***
True contagt .58 .08 A7 7.55%**
R?= .09 Change in & .07

Block 3
Gender -.76 15 -11 -5.16%**
Ethnicity -.40 .09 -.10 -4 42w
Casual Contagt -2.48 .39 -.15 -6.42%**
True Contagt .53 .07 .16 7.36%**
Group Salience g7 .05 .32 14.96***

R? = .20 Change in& .11

aCasual Contact is the variable Casual InterpersonaiaCobn
pTrue Contact is the variable True Acquaintance Interpatsoontact

**p<.01 **p<.001
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Exploratory Analyses

School differences were not explored in previous hypethékhe following
analyses were designed determine if there were signiifiggpulation differences
based on school. Sample differences based on scleoeloalculated for each of the
dependent variables. Significant differences were coreida additional analyses.

Table 17 shows differences based on school. SignificHatehces were
found between school B and School C for intergroup atti(BB: 1968] = 3.67,_
.05). Significant differences were found between schoah®all other schools (A,B,
and C) for other-group orientation[8 1803] = 46.80,_pgc .001). School B reported
more positive attitude towards being among different ettwoaps than school C,
and school D reported significantly more negativeuatés engaging in cross ethnic
interaction. School was considered in the subsequeahyses of hypotheses 2a and

2b.
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Table 17

M eans, Standard Deviations, and F Scores of the Dependent Variables by School

Variables SchoolA  School B School C School D F
(n=533) (=601) (=529) (=306)
Intergroup M 12.45 12.51 12.0¢ 12.03 3.67*
Attitude
SD 272 2.38 3.10 3.63
(n=487) (r=567) (=457) (=293)
Other-group _M 17.87, 17.94, 17.98; 17.52,.q4 46.80***
Orientation
SD 3.26 .66 3.16 3.43

Note. Variations in the sample size reflect missingudat
aDenotes significant differences between School BSsitol C
pDenotes significant differences between School A areb& D
<Denotes significant differences between School BSsitol D
dDenotes significant differences between School C aho& D
*p<.05 ***p<.001
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2a. Does true acquaintance contact significantly cartito the prediction of

intergroup attitudes?

It was hypothesized that true interpersonal contactdwaighificantly
contribute to the prediction of intergroup attitudes. dsurther predicted that as the
number of close friends from outside one's racial gincygases, intergroup attitudes
would be more positive. This hypothesis was supported. mtegersonal contact
was a significant predictor of intergroup attitude@,A762) = 9.68, g .001 (See
Table 18). The results of the regression indicated #ffizt, controlling for gender,
ethnicity, socioeconomic statwmd school, the predictor variable, true interpersonal
contact, demonstrated a relationship with intergroupudtitand accounted for 2.3%
of the variance.

2b. Does true acquaintance contact significantly cant&ibo the prediction of other-

group orientation?

It was hypothesized that true interpersonal contactdwaighificantly
contribute to the prediction of other-group orientatidnvds further predicted that as
the number of close friends from outside one's rgec@lp increased, other-group
orientation would be more positive. This hypothesis svggported. True
interpersonal contact was a significant predictor ofregineup orientation,(4, 1768)
= 38.55, _p<.001 (See Table 19). After controlling for gender, ethpieind school,
the results of the regression indicated that the pi@dvariable true interpersonal
contact demonstrated a relationship with other-group otientand accounted for

3.2% of the variance.
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Table 18

M ultiple Regression Analysis True Contact for Predicting | ntergroup Attitude
(with School | ncluded)

Variable b SEB Beta t

Block 1
Gender -.58 14 -.10 -4.28***
Ethnicity -.26 .10 -.08 -2.69**
SES .02 .07 .01 22
School -.13 .07 .05 -1.86
R*=.022

Block 2
Gender -.56 13 -.10 -4.20%**
Ethnicity -.24 .09 -.08 -3.02**
SES .03 .07 .01 49
School -.09 .07 -.03 -1.21
True Contagt 43 .07 .16 6.54***

R? = .045 Change inR=.023

aTrue Contact = True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contact
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
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Table 19

M ultiple Regression Analysis for True Contact Predicting Other-group
Orientation (with School | ncluded)

Variable B SEB Beta T

Block 1
Gender -.81 .16 -.12 -5.11%**
Ethnicity -.05 .10 -.01 - .53
School -.58 .08 -.18 -6.91%**
R*=.048

Block 2
Gender =77 .16 -11 -4.88***
Ethnicity .01 .10 -.02 .06
School -.52 .08 -.16 -6.27***
True Contagt .61 .08 .18 7.92%**

R? = .08 Change in R=.032

aTrue Contact = True Acquaintance Interpersonal Contact
**p<.01 **p<.001
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The general purpose of this study was to explore theoesiip between

interpersonal contact and intergroup relations. This eapdn was based on Brewer
and Miller's model that theorized the relationship betwetampersonal interaction
and intergroup attitudes and behavior was moderated bylitwecgaof identity. The
first step towards exploring this revised model was tangxa the hypotheses derived
from contact theory. These hypotheses suggested thatsadreass-race
interpersonal contact would positively influence thergrteup attitudes and behavior
among adolescent middle school students. Contact thenrlg suggest that the
generalization from the interpersonal to the intergreupl is likely (Allport 1954).
This study attempted to address this question in a differanter than past literature
by exploring which type of cross race interpersonaladniould most strongly
related to intergroup attitudes and behavior. Based on ths afd-orbes (1997) and
Carter et al. (1977), interpersonal contact was concdyptiligided into two types:
casual and true acquaintance. Measured by racial propariitims school
population, casual interpersonal contact increased amithber of student's outside
one's group increased within a school. The number of-cagssfriends a student
reported was used to measure true interpersonal contdetr-gdoup orientation,

which was used as a proxy for intergroup behavior, and attibweked other groups,
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were used to measure intergroup relations. Ethnicity, §&8e and gender were
also considered because of the contribution they maikéstgroup relations.

The second step proposed to explore Brewer and Mitteriel of the
connection between interpersonal contact and intergieapons was to investigate
whether this relationship was moderated by a student's sébglonging to and
sensitivity about the racial group of which he or sheensember. Identity group
salience was defined as how strongly an individual idestWith the group
combined with the sense that the group is not accepted enthronment. Social
identity theory would suggest that salience of the groumtiiyewvould influence the
strength of the relationship between interpersonalambrtind intergroup relations
(Thompson 1999, Verkuyten 2002, Dovidio et al. 2003). HypotHigticaidentity
group salience is strong, then cross-race interpersongdct would not be enough to
overcome the need to secure positive group identity. Sequosigve group identity
would consist of harboring negative attitudes and demomgina¢gative behaviors
toward outside groups. A weak identity group salience, keweavould facilitate
increased cross-race contact positively influencing inbeqgrelations. Although the
potential for group identity salience to influence the r@testhip between
interpersonal contact and intergroup relations is suggbgtBdewer and Miller's
model and in other social identity literature, few stadiave been conducted to

examine the moderating effect of this variable.
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Summary of Results

The results of this study yielded four main conclusiong. firist three of these
conclusions were based on the proposed hypothesesrsthadin conclusion
involved the testing of the intergroup-interpersonal i@tsthip suggested by contact
theory. This study supported the contact theory’s poditiahinterpersonal
interactions influence intergroup relations. Results mteid that increased exposure
to members of other groups on both superficial and in-deptlslsvperedictive of
reported positive behaviors and attitudes towards other groups.

The second main conclusion was based on the assurtipioincreased
cross-race true contact would be more predictive ofgnbeip attitudes and behavior
than merely being among different groups would be. This gtuchd that casual
interpersonal and true interpersonal contact serve gdogdbrtant, albeit different,
functions for intergroup relations. True contact waserpredictive of intergroup
attitude while casual contact was more predictive of stuslegported intergroup
behavior.

The third main conclusion involved the primary variable tdnest, identity
group salience. Results did not support the premiseca@lgdentity theory that the
relationship between interpersonal contact and intergielapons is moderated by
increased salience of and identification with the grimwyhich an individual

belongs. However, identity group salience does appeaayaaplimportant role in
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intergroup relations: it was more strongly associateéd student’s reports of positive
behavior towards other groups than both casual and true irgenaé contact.

The final conclusion involves the syntheses of alfthdings based on the
hypotheses. The factors it takes to influence intergrobpwver and intergroup
attitude are subtly different, but create a patterndtaivs us to think about how we

may structure a school environment to support positive cexgshnteractions.

Interpersonal Interactions and Intergroup Relations

The findings regarding close friendships are consistéhtliterature
regarding the influence of friendships on intergroup retatias well as the assertions
of social scientist in this field (Dutton et al. 1998;tigeew, 1998). In particular,
Dutton et al. (1998) found that true acquaintance significamdlypositively affects
intergroup relations among students. It appears that cleselships promote an
emotional investment that allows attitudes and reporédyior to transcend
superficial differences, as was suggested by Levinger'sytlid@ttraction (Cater et
al. 1977).

Although the literature regarding whether close friendsimfhgences
intergroup relations consistently reports that it daesature on the influence of
casual contact on intergroup attitude and behavior ian@tys as conclusive. The
positive effects, particularly on intergroup attitudes aften contraindicated. The past

inconsistency as to whether increased diversity leadssitie intergroup attitudes
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and behavior is particularly present in the many stuafieacial proportions in
integrated school environments (Schofield, 1995a). In fabwgh significant, the
association between casual interpersonal contachégrgjioup attitude in this study
was relatively weak. Casual contact accounted for # pondion (.03%) of the
variance of intergroup attitudes while variances of therotariables considered in
this study account for substantially more (ranging fé8mto 11%).

Although the casual interpersonal contact and intergrelaponship
association is inconsistently supported in contactrthiterature, conclusions of past
research suggested that unbalanced ethnic populations webtihoal influences the
behavior of students in a variety of ways, and mayebpansible for the divergence
in findings. In some cases heterogeneity in the schonicgblopulation resulted in
increased and positive intergroup relationships, but otls@sctudents engaged in
less cross race interaction in heterogeneous envirdar(featchen, 1982; Davis et
al., 1995; Longshore, 1982a; Moody, 2001). In particular, Moody (200bpfthat
in moderately heterogeneous environments intergroup behmpooved, but in the
most highly heterogeneous environments intergroup behawbnei@ Exploratory
analyses which compared schools found that student wéodatt school D, which
demonstrated relatively less heterogeneity, were signifig more likely to be open
to intergroup behavior. The positive influence of casualpersonal contact on
attitude and reported behavior in this study could have $eéecause many of the

racial proportions considered were moderately heterogesneonsistent with those
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proposed by Moody to be supportive of positive intergroupioas. Multiethnic
proportions in this study ranged from 5% to 71%, with only sof®@ol maintaining a
relatively equal number of Hispanic, African Americand White students. Future
research may benefit from more closely examiningenspecific proportions of
casual contact in order to clarify contradicting results

Although casual contact accounted for less of themaé in intergroup
attitudes than true contact, results of this study inditfat casual contact is as
important as true contact when considering the implaabmatact on global intergroup
relations. Past literature suggests, and this study hypatesiat true contact would
be most important to both intergroup attitude and behavionettheless, results
indicate that merely being in a diverse environment appedns more predictive of
whether students reported positive attitudes toward ttiegawith other groups.
This is consistent with Schofield’s intuition that elige environments are bound to
affect the intergroup behavior of individuals. It appehas thange in behavior will
be influenced by a desegregated environment, but attitudess m#leable quality

and requires a more substantial influence, such asa ctoss-race relationship.

Social Identity and Intergroup Relations

Social identity theory suggests that positive group ideahd a negative
perception of treatment of one's group would weaken tagamship between true
contact and intergroup behavior and attitudes. Subsequentiyy@ageractions

with members of other groups would not be sufficient to teraet the natural
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tendency to ascribe negative attributes to outside grotpsfindings of this study
did not support this assumption: identity group saliendendt moderate the
relationship between close interpersonal contact aacgioup attitudes and
behavior. Although the first main finding of this study wbsuggest that
interpersonal contact influences intergroup thought andres;tthe results of this
study still leave unclear what underlying cognitive procedéms aterpersonal
interactions to influence the way individuals thinks atamg interact with those
different from themselves. It is possible that becafdbe subjective and personal
nature of identity, ethnicity, and perception, it mayidifft to fully understand, or at
least measure, the factors that allow this shift taiocc

The literature regarding identity suggests that the adgwciaetween identity
and perception of discrimination would negatively infloemelations with other
groups. However, proponents of identity theory do suggasstiong identity alone,
without perceptions of negative environmental influence, cauldtion in this
positive manner. It is possible that the identity compboéthe identity group
salience measure was more powerful than the negateesbf perceptions of
discrimination in the environment. The positive or neganature of either one of
these components may have influenced the ability of ijegntoup salience to
moderate the relationship between interpersonal inttenscand intergroup attitudes
and behaviors. Alternative ways to consider how thesahtas influence this

relationship may also need to be considered. For exanyds, a weak identity
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sublimate the power of negative environmental messages abe's group? Does a
strong identity function to encourage intergroup interadtidight of negative
environmental messages? These are only a few posséleative ways this factor
may function for different individuals.

As mentioned above, past research has conceptualizedyidgaup salience
as a moderating factor that increases the impacterpietsonal contact on intergroup
relations. Although the importance of one's identityugrdid not moderate the
relationship between interpersonal contact and intergielapons, identity group
salience did demonstrate a more direct role in theoextodn of intergroup relations.
The results of this study indicate that as identity galgnce increased, students
reported more positive orientation towards other groups.lewfie results from a
study conducted by Phinney et al. (1997) suggest that attitude tonasdgroup and
contact with other groups were the most significant inftesron intergroup attitude,
group identity salience has not been explored fodiitect influence on intergroup
behavior. Exploring the direct role of identity groupesate in intergroup behavior
may be especially important considering identity grougseaé contributed to 11%
of the variance of other-group orientation while thepps®ed predictor true
acquaintance contact contributed only 4 percent.

Because of the unexpected nature of this finding, thete dear explanation
as to why an individual’s decision to interact with otgssups might be influenced

by identity group salience. As intergroup behavior was foarigktinfluenced by less
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personal contact, which could be viewed as an environnfantal, it is possible that
the environmental factors in general (such as whetheotoyou see negative

messages about your group) play a significant role ingraep behavior.

Intergroup Relations: Understanding Attitude and Behavior

The issues it takes to influence intergroup behavior vemgergroup attitude
are different, yet related in a manner that suggest metlow supporting positive
cross race interactions in schools. For exampgelieof this study found significant
differences in attitude based on socioeconomic st&ES); in particularly, students
of families with higher SES demonstrate more negatitirides. Because attitude is
more strongly influenced by close cross race friendshtipsay be especially
important in school with students from families witgiSES to pay attention to and
encourage close cross race interpersonal interactidrey desire to improve the
cross race attitudes of their students. They may alsoueage families of these
children to increase the significance of the inteaacthey have with members
outside their ethnic group. Similarly, White students weoeentikely to demonstrate
negative intergroup behavior, so focusing on diversifying thergkaavironment
would also be beneficial to those schools with larget®\fopulations. It is
important to note, as was found in this study, that sooim@mic status and ethnicity

present a strong relationship in the United Statesnlh isurprise that those with high
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SES and white students present similar patterns, as ssuaferttior are more likely
to be of low Socioeconomic status (Maruyama, 2003).

Finally, intergroup attitudes and behavior operated inndisy separate
manners. Attitudes appear to be influenced more by demognapiables such as
income and close relationships, while intergroup behavimiflieences by the
immediate environment, such as the presence of otheygpéars to be easier to
predict behavior based on casual contact: howevenadstis a variable that takes
more substantial qualities, such as socioeconomigsstahd close friendships to
change. The conclusions of this study supports Trafim@@60) proposition that
attitudes and behaviors are affected by the public and pse#te

Although the conclusion has been that getting studemtseiact with cross
race members is the most important factor in promotiagerpositive intergroup
relations, it appears that intrinsic qualities, sucldastity group salience, may
provide more substantial influence than external quabties as contact. It is still
unclear how interpersonal contact leads to intergroupi@ést and behavior. None-
the-less, it is comforting to know that there maysbeial and environmental

interventions that may aid in creating more posititergroup relations.

Limitations of This Study

One limitation of the current study is the measureroémttergroup attitude

and behavior. The reliability of these measures, whddermate, was significantly
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lower than when used in previous studies. This differencéd have influenced the
ability of these instruments to measure the conceptopen

In addition to this limitation, classroom contact nieave been a more
appropriate measure of casual contact. Considering tragkaagices, school
population may not have accurately represented the day tmdtact students have
with one another. Nonetheless, classroom contambre difficult to measure in
middle school during which students routinely switch @ass

In addition to instrumentation and measurement, a linntation of this
study involved the weak associations among the signifiaztnbmes. Many of the
variables accounted for a low percentage of the varifomdée construct they were
predicting. However, these low percentages are signtficansidering the difficulty
of measuring psychological concepts, and the consistemicyvhich they yielded
results in this and previous studies. Nonetheless lg#s that variables other than
casual or true interpersonal contact play a significaletin predicting intergroup
attitudes and behavior. This study neglected to includeblasi&know to significant
influence students’ attitudes and behavior, such as péaemty, and peer opinions.

Another possible limitation was the failure to addtéespossibility of
students responding in a social desirable manner. Althoagh#zi and Volpato
(2003) found that scales measuring prejudice of high schoalrawersity students
were not correlated with social desirability, it sholddnoted that this could be an

issues for middle school students. Adolescence is a atagach identity formation
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and peer influence are significant. For this reasondéisee to report positive
responses in self report measures is an issue thateeadyto be considered when
exploring intergroup relations among middle school students.

A final limitation of this study involved the clumping adces together when
determining the influence of interpersonal contact cergroup relations. There is
clear research evidence that ethnicities functiorecsfitly in regard to issues of
friendship and interpersonal interactions. It may haenbmore effective if race of
close friend and individual group intergroup attitude and wéwentanto

consideration.

Implications for Research and Schools

In conclusion, this study suggests several ideas fdretldeof intergroup
relations and for schools. First, being a minorityischool is associated with
negative intergroup behavior, or a higher tendency to seesame race interaction,
but not necessarily negative intergroup attitudes. The choiergage same race
peers should be investigated by researchers and educatoter ik if within
school separation is having a negative influence on teggimaup environment within
schools. However, it should be cautioned that incoeasgroup interaction is not
necessarily negative and could be developmentally apprejfoiathe formation of

positive identity (Gonzales & Cauce 1995). Administrasresencouraged to nourish
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cross race interaction, but understand that seeking sar@enteraction does not
necessarily mean students harbor negative attitudes afb@utgroups.

Second, if the desire is to increase intergroup behaviearticular, the
environment should encourage positive group identity and disg@ualemonstration
of discrimination. Above interpersonal contact, gtisdied found that identity group
salience was predictive of positive intergroup behavioroftald (1995b) suggests
administrators and teachers in school can fostetiyp®sacial relations by making
expectations regarding the respect of peers' rights’,dad encouraging the
expression of activities associated with a varietyuttcal backgrounds.

Third, if the desire is to encourage both positive attéwated behavior, events
should be structured to encourage true and significanper®vnal contact among
students. Examples of this would be increased heterogewithiy classrooms and
cooperative learning experiences that require teamwatkalfaboration (Slavin,
1985, Cook, 1984, Schofield 1995b). In fact, Hansell and Slavin (198deed
that cooperative learning teams increased intergroup belwrisistently for seventh
and eighth grade students among all ethnic groups and both gergéared in their
study. This has important implications considering thiedihces in intergroup
attitudes and behavior based on ethnicity and gender fouha istudy.

This study was intended to explore means of creatingiymsitergroup
relations based in the interpersonal interaction idtifa school students. It is hoped

that the conclusions are helpful in generating idedsaaenues for intervention in
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developing positive intergroup relationships today that stisdeill continue to foster

and promote in their future.
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APPENDIX A: STUDY SCALES

Intergroup Attitude alpha = .39
African American Students' ltems:

It would be nice to have more Hispanic students here.

It would be nice to have more White students here.

Hispanic Students' Iltems:
It would be nice to have more African American studentgh
It would be nice to have more White students here.

White Students' ltems:
It would be nice to have more African American studentgh
It would be nice to have more Hispanic students here.

Other-group Orientation (6 items) alpha = .52

1. | often spend time with people from ethnic groups other tiaown

2. | like meeting and getting to know people from other ethrougs

3. | sometimes feel it would be better if different ethgioups didn't try to mix
together(R)

4. | don'ttry to become friends with people from otemic groups (R)

5. laminvolved in activities with people from other ethgioups

6. | enjoy being around people from ethnic groups other than my ow

(R) indicates items that were reverse scored.
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Identity Group Salience
Group Identity (14 items) alpha =.78

1. My ethnicity/culture is important to me

2. | have spent time trying to find out more about my etgnoup such as history,

traditions and customs

| am active in organizations or social groups that inclmdstly members of my

own ethnic group

| have a clear sense of my ethnic background and whatitsie me.

| think a lot about how my life will be affected by rathnic group membership

| am happy that | am a member of the group | belong to

| am not very clear about the role of my ethnicityrn life (R)

| feel I have a strong sense of belonging to my own etmoiap

| understand pretty well what my ethnic group membership nteams, in terms

of how | related to my own group and others.

10.In order to learn more about my ethnic background, | héea talked to other
people about my ethnic group

11.1 have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its accomplistisnen

12.1 participate in cultural practices of my own group, suelfio@d, music, or
customs

13.1 feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group

14.1 feel good about my cultural or ethnic background

w

©oOoNO O A

Perception of discrimination (3 items) alpha = .63

1. | have been called names at school because of nal/edlcnic group.
2. | have seen negative words about my racial/ethnic groughabk
3. | feel that others don't like people from my racialfethgroup.

These scales were combined to create the Identity Gralign&e, alpha = .76.
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