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Abstract 

 Despite the stated value of diversity in higher education and changing U.S. 

demographics, predominately White institutions continue to struggle with racial issues.  

White students’ racial attitudes contribute to the problem.   This study examined 

differences in racial attitudes in White, traditional age, 18 to 22 -year -old, full- or part –

time, undergraduate college students in northeastern Pennsylvania based on type of 

intergroup contact with students of color (SOC), while controlling for pre-college and 

college classroom diversity exposure.  Racial attitudes, the dependent variable, were 

assessed using the Color-Blind Racial Attitude Scale, which was incorporated into a 

researcher-designed instrument.  This instrument also assessed participants’ types of 

interaction with SOC, the independent variable; pre-college and college classroom 

diversity exposure, study covariates; as well as participants’ perceptions of the race and 

relationship quality of the SOC with whom they interact, the subject of supplementary 

analysis. One-way ANCOVA results indicated that, after adjustment for pre-college 

diversity exposure, there was a statistically significant difference between White 

students’ type of interaction with SOC and their racial attitudes.  Post hoc analysis 

indicated statistically significantly higher total CoBRAS scores for participants with no 

SOC interactions versus participants with a combination of informal and structural SOC 

interactions.  No statistically significant differences were found between White students’ 

type of interaction with SOC and their racial attitudes after adjustment for pre-college 

diversity exposure.  Descriptive statistics and frequencies were utilized to analyze racial 

attitudes of participants in each of the eight categories of SOC interaction type and 

participants’ pre-college and college classroom diversity scores. Supplemental analysis 



utilizing Spearman’s correlations was conducted to determine if associations existed 

between participants’ racial attitudes and perceived quality of interactions with SOC.  

Results indicated statistically significant weak, negative correlations between 

participants’ racial attitudes and their relationship perceptions of their Resident Advisors 

and one of their Orientation Advisors, and a statistically significant moderate, positive 

correlation between participants’ racial attitudes and their relationship perceptions of 

students who are Two or More Races living in residence halls. 

 

Key Words: intergroup contact, race, racial attitudes, color-blind racial attitudes, White 

students’ racial attitudes  
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Chapter 1  

Statement of the problem 

Introduction 

United States (U.S.) higher education emphasizes the value of diversity.  The 

American Council on Education issued a document explaining how diversity augments 

the educational experience, encourages personal growth and a healthy society, improves 

communities and the workplace, and boosts the United States economic effectiveness 

(American Council of Education Board of Directors, 2012).  Diversity is identified by the 

American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) as a high-impact 

educational practice, a program or activity that appears to "engage participants at levels 

that elevate their performance across multiple engagements and desired-outcomes 

measures such as persistence” (Kuh, 2008, p. 14).  The ability to "learn from and work 

collaboratively with individuals from diverse cultures, races, ages, gender, religions, 

lifestyles, and viewpoints" (Casner-Lotto & Barrington, 2006, p. 16) is identified as a 

required skill for workplace success in the 21st century.  This sentiment is reinforced by a 

2018 study of business executives and hiring managers, indicating an employer 

preference for hiring recent college graduates who have experience working with diverse 

populations (Hart Research Associates, 2018). 

Emphasis on diversity may be driven by the rapidly changing racial demographics 

of the United States.  In 2044 the U.S. is projected to become a majority-minority nation. 

At this point, for the first time in the history of the nation, the non-Hispanic White-only 

population will make up less than 50 percent of the nation's total population.  For those 

under the age of 18, the U.S., as of 2014, was already close to becoming a majority-
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minority nation with 52 percent of that population non-Hispanic White-only (Colby & 

Ortman, 2015).  These impending demographic shifts make it imperative that students 

learn the skills necessary to live and work in a diverse democratic society.  

Despite the stated value of diversity in higher education and changing U.S. 

demographics, American colleges and universities continue to struggle with issues of race 

on campus.  This strife is especially true within Predominately White Institutions (PWIs), 

colleges and universities where White students make up 50% or more of the student 

body.  Repeated incidents of racial slurs directed at Black students at the University of 

Missouri at Columbia in November 2015 resulted in protests culminating in the 

resignation of the campus chancellor and president (Administrators, Students and 

Activists Take Stock Three Years after 2015 Missouri Protests, 2018).    

Controversy arose in April 2019 after a video of an Ohio University student using 

racial slurs while reciting a rhyme circulated on social media (“Racist Video Showing 

Ohio University Students Circulated on Social Media,” 2019).  Syracuse University 

experienced student protests and scrutiny from the Governor after a series of racial and 

anti-Semitic incidents that occurred over 15 days in November of 2019 (Randle, 2019).   

In November 2022 alone, campus signs and vehicles at Grinnell College were vandalized 

with racist and white supremacist graffiti (Several Racist Incidents Occur on the Campus 

of Grinnell College in Iowa, 2022), a Black student at the University of Kentucky was 

physically attacked by a White student yelling racial slurs (White Student Yelling Racial 

Slurs Attacks Black Student Worker at the University of Kentucky, 2022), and at Lehigh 

University, a Black student had racial slurs shouted at him and was then punched in the 
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face (Black Student at Lehigh University in Pennsylvania Victimized in Racist Attack, 

2022). 

White students often enter institutions of higher education with little exposure to 

differences.  This may lead to biased assumptions and uncomfortableness when exposed 

to diverse individuals or placed in diverse settings (Peters et al., 2016).  White students 

from segregated neighborhoods are more likely to come to college with racial biases 

(Jayakumar, 2015).  Anxiety about intergroup contact may decrease the likelihood of 

outgroup interactions (Rodenborg & Boisen, 2013).  Research on cross-racial interactions 

at PWIs indicates that White students report significantly less cross-racial interaction than 

students of color.  Being a member of a majority population gives White students the 

privilege of avoiding contact with students of color (Strayhorn & Johnson, 2014).  

Pursuant to the American Psychological Association (2020) guidelines, terms specifying 

particular racial and ethnic groups, such as “Black”, “Asian American”, and “White”, are 

capitalized in this paper.  References to collective racial and ethnic groups, such as 

“students of color” or “underrepresented groups”, are not capitalized. 

 Racial issues on college campuses may be enacted in various ways.  The 

situations which took place at the University of Missouri at Columbia, Ohio University, 

Syracuse University, Grinnell, the University of Kentucky, and Lehigh, as mentioned 

previously, involved the use of racial slurs, racially charged graffiti, and racially-based 

threats or physical assaults.  These are examples of overtly racist acts (Administrators, 

Students and Activists Take Stock Three Years after 2015 Missouri Protests, 2018; Black 

Student at Lehigh University in Pennsylvania Victimized in Racist Attack, 2022; “Racist 

Video Showing Ohio University Students Circulated on Social Media,” 2019; Several 
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Racist Incidents Occur on the Campus of Grinnell College in Iowa, 2022; White Student 

Yelling Racial Slurs Attacks Black Student Worker at the University of Kentucky, 2022; 

Randle, 2019).   

 Racism on college campuses may also be enacted through microaggressions.  

Microaggressions may be defined as "brief, everyday exchanges that send denigrating 

messages to people of color because they belong to a racial minority group" (Sue et al., 

2007, p. 273).  Microaggressions may occur unconsciously through subtle slights or 

dismissive glances, gestures, and tones and may be so pervasive and automatic in 

everyday interactions that they can often be dismissed and viewed as unintentional and 

harmless.  Three forms of microaggressions have been identified: microassault, 

microinsult, and microinvalidation. 

 Microassaults involve obvious racial denigrations primarily characterized by a 

nonverbal or verbal attack designed to offend or upset the intended recipient through 

name-calling, avoidant conduct, or purposeful discriminatory action.  Microinsults 

involve communications that express disrespect and insensitivity and degrade a person's 

racial heritage or identity.  Microinvalidations involve communications that discount, 

deny, or nullify the thoughts, feelings, or experiences of an individual of color (Sue et al., 

2007).   Racial microaggressions differ from general rudeness in that they are constant 

and continual in the lives of individuals of color, are cumulative, and signify an enduring 

problem of stress.  Microaggressions are also a continuous reminder of the target group’s 

lower standing in society and symbolic of systemic and institutional injustices (Sue et al., 

2019). 
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 Students experience diversity in a higher education setting in three ways: 

structural diversity, informal interactional diversity, and classroom diversity.  Structural 

diversity refers to the numerical representation of diverse groups on campus.  Structural 

diversity alone does not ensure meaningful interaction.  Informal interactional diversity 

commonly occurs outside of the classroom and may include interactions in residence 

halls, campus events, and informal discussions. Frequency and quality are believed to 

play a vital role in the meaning students place in informal interactional diversity.  

Classroom diversity focuses on content knowledge and experience with diverse peers in a 

classroom setting (Gurin et al., 2003).    

Researchers have hypothesized that informal and classroom interactions with 

racial diversity would promote learning and democracy -related outcomes.  Examples of 

learning outcomes include "active thinking skills, intellectual engagement and 

motivation, and a variety of academic skills" (Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002, p. 

334).  Examples of democracy outcomes include "perspective-taking, citizenship 

engagement, racial and cultural understanding, and judgment of the compatibility among 

different groups in a democracy" (Gurin et al., 2002, p. 334).  

Informal interactional diversity was discovered to be particularly influential in 

accounting for higher levels of intellectual engagement and self-assessed academic skills 

and citizenship engagement and racial/cultural engagement for students of all races.  

White students with significant amount of informal interactional diversity and classroom 

diversity experience most often considered differences compatible with democracy and 

were most engaged with racial/cultural issues (Gurin et al., 2002).  Frequent positive 

interactions with faculty and satisfaction with campus racial climate have positively 
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impacted the learning outcome of self-perceived critical thinking (SPCT) for students of 

color and White students (Cole & Zhou, 2014a).  Interactional diversity, in particular, 

may arouse critical thinking skills in students who are less prepared to develop critical 

thinking skills via academic experiences. This appears to be particularly true for White 

students (Pascarella et al., 2014). 

Frequent cross-racial interactions of both a positive and a negative quality have 

been found to positively impact students' social agency – the desire to improve society 

and to become an agent of social change.  When students' experience with cross-racial 

interaction is generally positive, added interactions can enhance the positive impact on 

the social agency.  Students' perception of the campus climate tempers the effects of 

students' frequency of cross-racial interaction.  Students who view the campus climate 

more negatively tend to report higher levels of social agency as they participate in greater 

levels of cross-racial interaction (Denson & Chang, 2015).  Similarly, service-learning 

has increased students' civic-mindedness by providing students with authentic 

experiences with diverse community members who are likely different from the students' 

in-group (Cole & Zhou, 2014b). 

Theoretical Framework: Intergroup Contact Hypothesis 

Intergroup contact hypothesis is a social psychological theory advanced by 

Gordon Allport in the early 1950s.  The premise of the theory is that bias originates from 

a lack of outgroup knowledge and exposure.  Increased interaction with individuals from 

the outgroup should expand knowledge of that group, thereby leading to decreased 

hostility and prejudice.  
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 Allport perceived that certain conditions were optimal to achieve successful 

intergroup contact and bias reduction: equal status, cooperation, common goals, and 

support of authorities.  Cook (1978, as cited in Shook & Fazio, 2008) explained that 

equal status between participants decreases the impact of negative stereotypes associated 

with a lower-status group.  Sherif et al. (1961, as cited in Shook & Fazio, 2008) described 

cooperation and shared goals as necessary to overcome competition between groups and 

encourage participants to depend on one another to reach shared goals.  Deutsch and 

Collins (1951, as cited in Shook & Fazio, 2008) explained that support of authorities 

enables intergroup contact by delineating social norms and serving as a method of 

guiding individuals' behavior (Shook & Fazio, 2008).   

 In 1998, Pettigrew proposed a reformulated theory of intergroup contact.  

Pettigrew’s reformulated theory speculates that with optimal intergroup contact, prejudice 

is reduced through four overlapping and interacting processes: learning about the 

outgroup, changing behavior, generating affective ties, and in-group reappraisal.  New 

learning shifts negative in-group members’ beliefs about the outgroup.  Adjusting to new 

situations involves adjusting behaviors to meet new expectations.  Positive experiences 

with outgroup members reduce anxiety and can create empathy for outgroup members.  

In-group norms and customs are questioned, leading to a less narrow-minded view of 

outgroups (Pettigrew, 1998). 

 Pettigrew posits that productive intergroup contact relates more closely to long-

term close relationships than initial acquaintanceships and requires time for cross-group 

friendships to develop.  As a result, the fifth condition for optimal intergroup contact was 

added to Allport’s original theory, friendship potential.  Friendship potential suggests the 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 8 

possibility of extensive and recurring contact in various social contexts and close 

interactions, which provide opportunities for self-disclosure.   

 Friendship potential and Allport’s original four optimal conditions, |A| in Figure 

1, allow in-group members to view outgroup members at an initial point of contact as 

people who may share similar interests and values, |C| - Decategorization in Figure 1.  As 

relationships develop, if the in-group member sees the outgroup member as a typical 

member of the outgroup, the in-group members’ feelings about the relationship may be 

generalized beyond the individual outgroup member to the larger outgroup, |D| - Salient 

Categorization in Figure 1.  Ideally, over time and with continued interactions, 

recategorization, |E| in Figure 1, occurs as in-group members consider themselves and 

outgroup members as part of a single, common group 

 (Pettigrew, 1998).  As opposed to decategorization, which attempts to eliminate 

categorization of outgroup members, recategorization involves bias reduction through a 

novel, more inclusive, category (Cunningham, 2004).  

 

Figure 1. Reformulated Contact Theory (Pettigrew, 1998) 
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 Participants’ past experiences and personal characteristics, |B| in figure 1, 

influence the nature of intergroup interactions and its outcomes.  In-group members’ 

level of prejudice toward outgroups may impact whether individuals pursue or avoid 

intergroup contact. Islam and Hewstone, Stephan, Stephan and Stephan, Wilder, and 

Wilder and Shapiro (1993; 1992; 1985, 1989, 1992, 1996; 1993a,b; and 1989, as cited in 

Pettigrew, 1998), found that high intergroup anxiety and perceived intergroup threat also 

impeded contact as well as its positive effects.  Feelings of anxiety and perceived threat 

often result from a lack of prior outgroup experience (Pettigrew, 1998). 

 Intergroup contact takes place within social institutions and societies.  Kinloch 

(1981, 1991, as cited in Pettigrew, 1998) states that institutional and societal norms shape 

the form and effects of intergroup contact situations.  In societies where in-group and 

outgroups are not perceived as equal, and interactions between groups are not supported 

by authorities, such as occurred in South Africa between racial groups under Apartheid 

policy, the larger social context inhibits any positive impact of intergroup contact 

(Pettigrew, 1998). 

Research has indicated that intergroup contact primarily relates negatively and 

significantly to prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).  A meta-analysis of intergroup 

contact hypothesis research revealed that most studies reported positive effects and 

indicated significant average effects across experiments, which lowered measured 

prejudices by 0.39 standard deviations.  Intergroup contact studies involving mental or 

physical disabilities were determined to be most effective at reducing prejudice.  Studies 

involving ethnic, racial, religious, and immigrant studies were also found to significantly 
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lower prejudice but to a lesser extent than those involving disabilities (Paluck et al., 

2018). 

Research has also indicated that the generalized impact of intergroup contact 

could extend beyond the individual outgroup members directly involved within the 

immediate situation to the entire outgroup, to outgroup members in other situations, and 

outgroups not involved in the contact situation.  Studies involving all four of Allport's 

stated conditions were a significant predictor of contact-prejudice impacts.  That said, the 

exact inverse relationship between contact and prejudice remained even when the contact 

situation was not structured to match all of Allport's conditions; however, not as strongly.  

Support of authorities may play a key role in facilitating positive contact results 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).   

Three items have been identified as mediating intergroup contact and bias: 

knowledge, anxiety, and empathy and perspective-taking.  Anxiety was found to be the 

strongest of the three mediators.  Anxiety, empathy and perspective-taking, and 

knowledge were found to be intercorrelated.  Anxiety correlates significantly and 

negatively with empathy and perspective-taking and with knowledge.  Empathy and 

perspective-taking and knowledge were determined to be generally unrelated.  Though 

empathy and perspective-taking and anxiety were significantly and negatively related, the 

two variables mediated contact-prejudice association and accounted for half of the 

covariance between contact and prejudice in the associated study.  This implies that 

emotional factors play a more significant role in mediating contact-prejudice associations 

than cognitive processes (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). 
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Conceptual Framework 

 The present study incorporates Gurin, Dey, Gurin, and Hurtado’s (2003) vision of 

how diversity is experienced by students within a higher education context into 

Pettigrew’s reformulated intergroup contact theory in order to examine how variations in 

intergroup contact between White students and students of color (SOC), the independent 

variables, may influence White students’ racial attitudes, the dependent variable.  A 

specific focus is placed on intergroup contact occurring through informal interactional 

diversity experiences.  Research has shown particular impacts on student learning and 

democracy outcomes as well as on students’ social agency as a result of informal 

interactional experiences (Cole & Zhou, 2014a, 2014b; Denson & Chang, 2015; Gurin et 

al., 2002; Pascarella et al., 2014).  Figure 2 illustrates the author’s conceptualization of 

this framework. 

 

Figure 2. Author’s Conceptualization of Intergroup Contact in Higher Education Context 

Higher education can be assumed to support the optimal conditions for intergroup 

contact to reduce prejudice, item |A| in figure 2: equal status as students, common goals 

of degree attainment, intergroup cooperation in classroom projects, student organizations, 
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and in on-campus living environments, support of campus authorities, and the potential 

for friendships to develop.  Students come to college with their own unique set of 

experiences and characteristics, item |B|.  The college environment provides various 

means for in-group members to experience diversity, particularly through opportunities 

for informal interactions with outgroup members. Over time, and within the context of 

the norms within larger U.S. society, these repeated informal interactions with outgroup 

members, SOC, may influence in-group members’, White students, racial attitudes, item 

|D|. 

 Pre-college characteristics, such as high school experiences with SOC and 

diversity exposure through structural, informal interactions, and classroom content, may 

also impact White students' racial attitudes.  Exposure to diversity through college course 

content and formal programming may also play a role in shaping in-group racial attitudes.  

Both pre-college characteristics and college classroom exposure to diversity are control 

variables in this study.  Intervening variables, such as the perceived race of the SOC 

involved in the intergroup interaction, and the perceived quality, positive, neutral, or 

negative, of the intergroup contact, can mediate between intergroup contact and White 

students’ racial attitudes. 

Purpose  

The purpose of this quantitative study using a cross-sectional online survey is to 

test the intergroup contact theory that contact between in-group members, White students 

attending college at Predominately White Institutions (PWIs), and outgroup members, 

(SOC) at PWIs, can influence in-group member racial attitudes.  Measures of White 

student racial attitudes (DV) for White students with various levels of exposure to SOC at 
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three PWIs located in northeastern Pennsylvania are compared while controlling for pre-

college characteristics and college classroom exposure to diversity.  

The first level of the independent variable, exposure to students of color in 

leadership positions, is defined as White students who interact with students of color who 

are Resident Assistants, student organization presidents or vice-presidents, athletic team 

captains, or orientation leaders.  The second level, informal interactional exposure to 

students of color, will be defined as White students who interact with students of color 

informally in non-leadership roles as roommates, teammates, organization members, 

friends, or romantic partners.  The third level, structural exposure to students of color, 

will be defined as White students who indicate interactions with SOC, which are 

impersonal and involve limited or no interpersonal contact such as occurs in passing 

interactions in campus facilities, in residence halls, or as classmates.   Combinations of 

leadership, informal interactional, and structural exposure to SOC add five additional 

levels: 1.) leadership & structural; 2.) informal & leadership; 3.) informal & structural; 

4.) informal, leadership & structural; and 5.) none/no interaction. 

The dependent variable, White students’ racial attitudes, is defined as a mixture 

of negative feelings and stereotypes toward a particular outgroup or outgroups and a 

belief system that sees the social structure of American society as open, fair, and 

equitable no matter the color of one's skin (McClelland & Linnander, 2006).  The control 

variable pre-college characteristics will be defined as high school structural diversity, 

high school informal interactional exposure to SOC, and high school exposure to 

classroom diversity, i.e., enrolled in high school classes with content focused on 

diversity, social justice, or both or attended high school programs focused on diversity, 
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social justice, or both.  The control variable college classroom exposure to diversity will 

be defined as enrollment in college courses with content focused on diversity, social 

justice, or both or attended college-sponsored programs focused on diversity, social 

justice, or both.  Intervening variables will include the perceived race of the SOC and the 

perceived quality of contact with the SOC. 

Research Question 

The following question guides this research: What are the differences in racial 

attitudes in White, traditional age, 18 to 22 -year -old, full- or part –time, undergraduate 

college students in northeastern Pennsylvania based on type of exposure to students of 

color – exposure to SOC in leadership positions, informal interactional exposure to SOC, 

structural exposure to SOC, or exposure to SOC in combinations of leadership, informal 

interactional, and structural situations - when controlling for pre-college characteristics 

and college classroom diversity exposure? 

Sub Problems 

Based on the stated research question, the following sub problems will also be explored: 

1. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions? 

2. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in informal interactional situations? 

3. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in structural situations? 
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4. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in combinations of leadership, 

informal interactional, and structural situations? 

5. What are the pre-college characteristics scores for White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania? 

6. What are college classroom diversity exposure scores for White college 

students in northeastern Pennsylvania? 

7. What are the differences in racial attitudes in White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, or 

who have informal interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to 

SOC, or combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

exposure to SOC when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college 

classroom diversity exposure? 

Hypotheses 

 H10:  There will be no differences in racial attitudes in White college students 

in northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, 

or who have informal interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to 

SOC, or combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

exposure to SOC when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college 

classroom diversity exposure. 

 H1a:  There will be differences in racial attitudes in White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, or 

who have informal interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to 
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SOC, or combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

exposure to SOC when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college 

classroom diversity exposure. 

Definition of Terms 

 College Students: For the purpose of this study, college students are defined as 

undergraduates between the ages of 18 and 22 enrolled in a four-year private or public 

college or university in Lackawanna or Luzerne counties in northeastern Pennsylvania.  

 White Students:  College students who self-identify as White. 

 Students of Color (SOC):  For the purpose of this study, students of color are 

defined as college students whom White students perceive as American Indian or 

Alaskan Native, Asian, Black or African American, Latinx or Hispanic, Middle Eastern 

or North African, White, two or more races, or Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.  White 

students’ racial perceptions may or may not coincide with the actual racial group with 

whom students of color self-identify. 

 Predominantly White Institutions (PWI): The Higher Education Act defines a 

minority institution as an institution of higher education whose enrollment of a single 

minority or a combination of minorities is more than 50 percent of the institution's total 

enrollment (U.S.C. Title 20 - EDUCATION, n.d.).  For the purpose of this study, a 

predominantly White institution is defined as an institution of higher education where 

White students make up more than 50 percent of the total enrollment. 

Racial Attitudes:  Racial attitudes are defined as a mixture of negative feelings 

and stereotypes toward a particular outgroup or outgroups and a belief system that sees 
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the social structure of American society as open, fair, and equitable no matter the color of 

one's skin (McClelland & Linnander, 2006).  For the purpose of this study, racial 

attitudes will be measured by scores on the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale 

(CoBRAS) (see Appendix A). 

 Informal Interactional Exposure to SOC:  Informal interactional exposure to 

SOC refers to the actual experiences White students have with SOC at an institution of 

higher education (Gurin et al., 2003).  For the purpose of this study, informal 

interactional exposure is defined as interactions between White students and SOC, which 

are sustained, ongoing, and involve personal contact.  Examples include roommate 

relationships, teammates, organization members, friendships, and dating relationships.  

Informal interactional exposure to SOC will be measured by participant responses to the 

following questions:  

● Think of your closest college friend(s). Once you have identified your closest 

college friend(s), please use the drop down menu and select the race/ethnicity 

category which best describes how you would characterize your friend(s) 

race/ethnicity. You may enter this information for up to three close college 

friends. 

● Think about your teammates. In column one, select each of the race/ethnicity 

categories that you believe are represented in your team. In column two, use the 

drop-down menu to indicate whether you consider your relationship with your 

teammates of each identified racial/ethnic category as positive, neutral, or 

negative. 
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● Think about the members of the organization in which you are most active. In 

column one, select each of the racial/ethnic categories that you believe are 

represented in the membership of this organization. In column two, use the 

dropdown menu to rate your general relationships with organization members of 

each identified racial/ethnic category as positive, neutral, or negative.  

● Think of your roommate(s). Once you have identified your roommate(s), in 

column one, select each of the racial/ethnic categories that you believe best 

describes your roommate(s). In column two, use the drop-down menu to rate your 

relationship with the roommate(s) of each identified racial/ethnic category as 

positive, neutral, or negative. 

● Think of the individual(s) involved in your most recent dating relationship, other 

than yourself. In column one, select each of the racial/ethnic categories that you 

believe best represents the race/ethnicity category of your dating partner(s). In 

column two, use the drop-down menu to indicate whether you consider your 

relationship with the individual(s) within each represented race/ethnicity category 

to be positive, neutral, or negative. 

 Classroom Exposure to Diversity:  For the purpose of this study, classroom 

exposure to diversity is defined as knowledge about race and ethnicity derived from 

formal classroom settings or in institution -sponsored events that may influence White 

students' racial attitudes (Gurin et al., 2003).  Classroom exposure to diversity will be 

measured by participant responses to the following questions: 

● As a college student have you taken classes focused on diversity, 

multiculturalism, and/or social justice? 
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● As a college student have you been involved in school-related programming 

focused on diversity, multiculturalism, and/or social justice? 

 Structural Exposure to SOC:  Gurin et al. (2003) define structural diversity as 

the numerical representation of diverse groups on a college campus.  Structural diversity 

provides opportunities for intergroup contact but does not guarantee in-group and 

outgroup interaction.  For the purpose of this study, structural exposure to SOC is defined 

as interactions between White students and SOC, which are impersonal and involve 

limited or no interpersonal contact.  Examples may include encountering SOC through 

the daily course of activities, such as walking across campus, in dining or campus 

facilities, living in the same residence hall, or sharing space within a classroom setting.  

Structural exposure to SOC will be measured by participant responses to the following 

questions: 

● Reflect on your residence hall. Think about the individuals that live in your 

residence hall.  In column one, select each of the racial/ethnic groups that you 

believe is represented within your residence hall. In column two, use the drop-

down menu to indicate whether you consider your general relationships with 

building residents within each represented race/ethnicity category to be positive, 

neutral, or negative. 

● Reflect on your current classes. Think about your classmates. In column one, 

select each of the racial/ethnic groups that you believe is represented within your 

classes. In column two, use the drop-down menu to indicate whether you consider 

your general relationship with classmates within each represented race/ethnicity 

category to be positive, neutral, or negative. 
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● Consider your use of campus facilities such as the dining hall (or other campus 

dining options), the gym, the library, or computer labs.  In column one, select 

each of the racial/ethnic groups that you believe you generally encounter when on 

campus. In column two, use the drop-down menu to indicate whether you 

consider your general relationship with individuals you encounter within each 

represented race/ethnicity category to be positive, neutral, or negative. 

 Leadership Positions:  For the purpose of this study, leadership positions will 

refer to students of color who assume positions of authority as athletic team captains, 

student organization presidents or vice-presidents, Resident Assistants, or orientation 

leaders. Exposure to SOC in leadership positions will be measured by participants’ 

responses to the following questions: 

● Think of your team captain(s). Once you have identified your team captain(s), 

please use the drop down menu and select the race/ethnicity category which best 

describes how you would characterize your team captain(s) race/ethnicity.  In 

column two, use the drop-down menu to rate your relationship with each team 

captain as either positive, neutral, or negative. You may enter this information for 

up to three team captains. 

● Think of your organizations top officers, such as the President and Vice 

President(s).  Use the drop down menu in column one to select the race/ethnicity 

category which best describe how you would characterize each of your 

organizations top officers. In column two, use the drop-down menu to rate your 

relationship with each officer as either positive, neutral, or negative. You may 

enter this information for up to three organization officers. 
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● Think of your current Resident Advisor/Resident Assistant (RA). Once you have 

identified your current RA please use the drop down menu in column one and 

select the race/ethnicity category which best describes how you would 

characterize your RAs race/ethnicity. In column two, use the drop-down menu to 

rate your relationship with your RA as either positive, neutral, or negative. 

● Think back to your New Student Orientation Advisor/student leader(s). Once you 

have identified your New Student Orientation (NSO) Advisor/student leader(s), 

please use the drop down menu and select the race/ethnicity category which best 

describes how you would characterize each of your NSO Advisor/student 

leader(s) race/ethnicities. In column two, use the drop-down menu to rate your 

relationship with each identified NSO Advisor/student leader(s) as either positive, 

neutral, or negative. You may enter this information for up to three NSO 

Advisor/student leader(s). 

Quality of Contact: For the purpose of this study, quality of contact will be 

defined as positive, neutral, or negative.  Quality of contact will be measured by 

participants’ rating of their various relationships as described above as either positive, 

neutral, or negative. 

Delimitations 

1. This study is delimitated to White, full- or part –time, undergraduate students over 

the age of 18 enrolled at three higher education institutions located in northeastern 

Pennsylvania.  

2. This study is delimitated to an eight month period. 

3. Assessment of racial attitudes are delimitated to scores on the CoBRAS. 
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Limitations 

 Instrument Validity.  Components of an instrument designed by the researcher 

(see Appendix C) may not accurately measure what it was designed to measure, item 

validity, or cover the range of the subject area intended, sampling validity (Terrell, 2016). 

 Self-Reported Data.  The ability to verify self-reported data is limited (Labaree, 

2020).  Social Desirability Bias, respondents answering questions to reflect what they 

believe to be socially admirable rather than accurate responses (Holbrook & Krosnick, 

2010), in this case not appearing racist, may limit the generalizability of the results of this 

study. 

 Generalizability due to Location.  As this study focuses on students attending 

college in northeastern Pennsylvania, results may not represent colleges or universities 

with a higher percentage of students of color or schools in a more racially diverse area 

(Terrell, 2016).  

Assumptions 

 The researcher assumes that respondents met the stated criteria for inclusion, 

White undergraduate college students over the age of 18 from a four-year private or 

public college or university in Lackawanna or Luzerne counties in northeastern 

Pennsylvania.  The researcher assumes that study participants will understand the survey 

questions. The researcher assumes that study participants will respond honestly and that 

anonymity will limit social desirability bias and promote honest and accurate responses.   
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Significance of the Study 

 Though U.S. institutions of higher education emphasize the value of diversity 

(American Council of Education Board of Directors, 2012; Casner-Lotto & Barrington, 

2006; Kuh, 2008), colleges and universities, particularly predominately White 

institutions, continue to struggle with racial diversity (Administrators, Students and 

Activists Take Stock Three Years after 2015 Missouri Protests, 2018; “Racist Video 

Showing Ohio University Students Circulated on Social Media,” 2019; Randle, 2019).   

As U.S. demographics shift (Colby & Ortman, 2015) and the nation becomes more 

racially diverse, finding ways to reduce racial prejudice becomes imperative.  In addition 

to the larger societal goals associated with reducing racial prejudice, PWIs need to 

recognize their own financial interest in reducing racial prejudice on their campuses.  As 

the non-Hispanic White population declines, institutions of higher education will need to 

create a cultural climate that will attract and retain increasingly racially diverse 

populations.   Predominately White colleges and universities would be well served by 

exploring ways to reduce racial biases of White students. 

 Intergroup contact appears to be an effective way to reduce racial prejudice 

(Paluck et al., 2018; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2008).  Previous research on intergroup 

contact in a higher education setting has looked at the context of the intergroup contact - 

within residence halls, in classrooms, within student organizations.  Little research has 

been conducted as to the impact that students of color in leadership roles, such as 

Resident Advisors, athletic team captains, Orientation Advisors, may have on White 

students’ racial attitudes.  Subsequently, possible correlation between White students’ 
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perception of the quality of their interactions with SOC in leadership roles has been 

underexplored.  This study will attempt to address these gaps in knowledge. 

 White students are significantly less likely to interact across races than SOC and, 

when cross-racial interactions do occur, interactions often involve racial stereotypes, such 

as Black students are not academically prepared, come from poverty, criminals, athletes, 

and/or fans of hip-hop, and macro- and microagressions including racial slurs, stares, 

poor service, being mistaken for other Black students, and avoidance (Harper, 2013).  At 

PWIs, residence halls may be a White student’s first encounter with racial diversity.  As 

such, White students’ negative racial attitudes have the potential to decrease SOC sense 

of belonging within the residence hall community through microaggressions, contribute 

to a sense of isolation among SOC, and may create a negative perception of the larger 

campus climate (Harwood et al., 2012; Hotchkins & Dancy, 2017).  Results from this 

study could be utilized by Housing & Residence Life staff to develop staff training and 

residence hall programming designed to reduce racial bias among White students and 

create opportunities which support positive intergroup interactions.  

Findings from this research will also be useful to offices at PWIs which mentor 

and hire or elect student leaders.  As U.S. demographics change, employers seek 

graduates who are able to work collaboratively with diverse populations (Casner-Lotto & 

Barrington, 2006; Hart Research Associates, 2018). Student Activities/Engagement 

Offices, Athletic Departments, and Housing & Residence Life staff and others involved 

in leadership work could utilize findings from this research to develop programs to 

identify and mentor students of color for leadership positions and educate White student 

leaders on cultural competence.  Such programs have the potential to create a greater 
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number of structured opportunities for intergroup contact.  White students have less of an 

opportunity to avoid intergroup cross-racial contact if they must interact with SOC in RA 

roles, as officers in student organizations, and athletic team captains.  Such interactions 

may increase potential for reducing racial bias among White PWI students while 

developing desirable job skills for all students.  Seeing more SOC in campus leadership 

positions may improve perceptions of the campus racial climate and may improve 

recruitment and retention of SOC.   
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Chapter 2 

Review of Literature 

Race and Higher Education 

Higher education often equates student success in terms of retention, persistence 

to graduation, and grade point average.  Although these may appear to be objective 

standards, studies have found that differences exist by race.  A 2010 study assessed the 

impact of perceived discrimination on student satisfaction, enrollment persistence, and 

graduation at a racially mixed campus where no single racial/ethnic group constituted a 

majority of the student body.  Results indicated a rise in reports of occasionally or 

frequently experiencing or witnessing one or more forms of insensitive behaviors, from 

42.1 percent in 1994 to 45.6 percent in 2006.  The highest percentages of reports of 

insensitive behavior over this period were language-based, followed by race/ethnicity.  

African American students reported experiencing or witnessing the highest percentage of 

insensitive behavior based on race/ethnicity.  American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, 

and Hispanic students reported the second, third, fourth -highest percentages in this order.  

White students reported experiencing or witnessing the lowest percentage of insensitive 

behavior based on race/ethnicity within the 1994 to 2006 time span (Miller & 

Sujitparapitaya, 2010).   

Researchers surmised that the highest level of perceived threat, experiencing or 

witnessing insensitive behavior, may occur more among diverse racial/ethnic minority 

groups than Whites. These perceptions may result in feelings of alienation or social 

isolation.  As such, at racially mixed institutions of higher education, students may 
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experience more uncertainty and competition, leading to fractionalization, resulting in 

SOC and White students joining segregated organizations (Miller & Sujitparapitaya, 

2010). 

A 2016 qualitative study of barriers to success for African American and Latino 

males found that stereotyping and stereotype threat, discrimination, and the need for 

supportive friends contributed to a lack of persistence.  Participants identified perceptions 

of being belittled, treated as ignorant, being addressed with no expectation of success, 

and a lack of social support, friends, and a social network as specific barriers (Dulabaum, 

2016). 

Hall (2017) stated that African and Hispanic American males are under-

represented in higher education and maintain low academic achievement compared to 

peers.  Lower graduation and retention rates can lead to diminished long-term wealth 

accumulation, more significant income discrepancy between races and education levels, 

and weakening the nation's intellectual capital and global competitiveness.  Hall (2017) 

conducted a qualitative study to determine what academic and non-academic factors 

might support or hinder academic persistence for these two groups. 

Racial microaggressions emerged as a theme.  Many of the participants reported 

having experienced acts of microaggressions.  While some students perceived the acts as 

barriers, others described the acts, though problematic, as a motivator that encouraged a 

focus on persistence and completing their degree.  Participants noted faculty and staff as 

a source of microaggressions.  While some faculty supported SOC by providing 

meaningful challenges and establishing personal connections, other faculty acted as a 

barrier by stereotyping SOC as unable to speak English, as athletes, as having lower 
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intellectual capacity, and by holding lower expectations for SOC.  Students also reported 

that White peers held similar stereotypes.   

A lack of structural diversity also emerged as a theme.  Lack of a larger peer 

group was found to be a potential barrier to success for SOC.  Failure of PWIs to reach a 

critical mass of racially diverse students may inhibit SOC involvement and connection to 

the institution (Hall, 2017). 

Martin, Spenner, and Mustillo (2017) conducted a quantitative study examining 

racial differences in academic performance for students enrolled in an elite, private 

university.  Results indicated that in the first year, average GPAs for Whites and Asians 

were almost one-half of a letter grade higher than for Black students and one-quarter of a 

letter grade higher than for Latinx students.  At the end of the fourth year, the gap 

between Whites and Blacks had declined to almost one-quarter, and between Whites and 

Latinx had declined to almost one-sixth of a letter grade.   

Researchers attributed almost half of the gap between Whites and Blacks and 

Latinx students to family background characteristics, such as gender, socioeconomic 

status, and parents' education levels, as well as high school grades and standardized test 

scores.  Course difficulty and major choice were determined to be factors in racial 

achievement gaps.  Additionally, student perceptions of the campus and classroom 

environments were significant factors explaining GPA gaps between races.   

Reports of conflict, tension, or harassment on campus and perceptions of an 

unwelcoming or hostile classroom environment resulted in negative declines in GPA.  

Black students felt a more hostile classroom environment and were the racial group most 
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likely to report being treated stereotypically by faculty compared to White students.  

More than three in five Black study participants reported discrimination from faculty, 

staff, or other campus community members.  For White students, that number was one in 

five, and for Latinx and Asian students, that number was one in three (Martin et al., 

2017). 

National data of six-year outcomes for students who started college at four-year 

public institutions in Fall 2012 show that Asian students had the highest completion rate 

of 76.7 percent, followed by White students at 72.1 percent, Hispanic students at 57.4 

percent, and Black students at 47.6 percent (p.16).  The race and ethnicity of this cohort 

of 775,919 students were 67.9 percent White, 13.5 percent Latinx, 12.7 percent Black and 

5.9 percent Asian (Shapiro et al., 2018).  This data reflects a 24.5 percentage point gap 

between overall completion rates of Black and White students and a 14.7 percentage 

point gap between Latinx and White students (Shapiro et al., 2019). 

Data of six-year outcomes for students who started college at four-year private 

non-profit institutions in Fall 2012 show that Asian students had the highest completion 

rate of 86.2 percent, followed by White students at 82.1 percent, Hispanic students at 

72.3 percent, and Black students at 56.2 percent (p.24).  The race and ethnicity of this 

cohort of 323,937 students were 73.3 percent White, 9.7 percent Latinx, 11.3 percent 

Black and 5.6 percent Asian. This data reflects a 25.9 percentage point gap between 

overall completion rates of Black and White students and a 9.8 percentage point gap 

between Latinx and White students (Shapiro et al., 2018). 

A 2019 review of literature by Banks and Dohy indicated that when GPA and 

SAT scores of White students and SOC are compared, SOC were found to have higher 
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dropout rates than Whites.  White perceptions of racial inferiority contributed to dropout 

rates by making SOC feel they do not belong in PWIs where they experience 

institutional, implicit, and blatant acts of racism from both students and professors.   Such 

instances of racism contribute to SOC feelings that they do not belong at PWIs leading to 

disengagement, underperformance, and higher dropout rates (Banks & Dohy, 2019).   

Patton, Sanchez, Mac, and Stewart (2019) examined diversity, equity, inclusion, 

and justice initiatives implemented in higher education between 1968 and 2018.  Authors 

found that although the majority of institutions of higher education incorporate a 

commitment to diversity and inclusion into mission statements, critical diversity efforts 

are often the first to be cut or minimized when making financial decisions.  Implied in 

this finding is a contradiction between institutional claims and institutional actions 

(Patton et al., 2019). 

A 2019 study by Arellano and Vue examined discourses of campus racial climate 

surrounding a student-led campus speak-out at a PWI in the Pacific Northwest.  

Researchers found that claims of racism from SOC are deemed to have credence when 

racism is overt.  This serves to minimize more common instances of racism that operate 

covertly.  Acts of racism tend to be framed as acts of individuals which neglect the more 

extensive racial system in which the act is embedded.  When racism takes the form of an 

overt comment, though the comment may be criticized, freedom of speech is often cited, 

which establishes racism as a matter of individual opinion.  This functions to minimize 

racism as an isolated act and shifts away from examining institutional and systemic 

racism.  In this way, racial inequities are normalized by institutions of higher education 

and are then interpreted as being beyond the scope of institutional action. Students 
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identified faculty as the group most likely to perpetrate acts of racism in a classroom 

setting (Arellano & Vue, 2019).   

White Racial Attitudes and Impact for White Students 

In 2011, researchers conducted a series of five studies examining Whites’ 

reactions to diversity.  The first study revealed an implicit bias among Whites which 

associated diversity with exclusion rather than inclusion.  The second study found that 

when Whites were explicitly included in the depiction of diversity, this bias was not 

exhibited.  Study three indicated that Whites were less likely to connect diversity and 

more likely to associate colorblindness with their self-concept than people of color.  

Study three also indicated that individuals who related diversity with self-concept were 

more likely to advocate for diversity.  Study four further supported the finding that 

Whites’ who feel excluded from diversity messaging were less likely than people of color 

to support diversity in an organizational workplace.  The fifth study showed that Whites' 

need to belong impacted support for diversity; White individuals who exhibited higher 

rates of needing to belong preferred colorblind organizational messaging to 

organizational messaging advocating for multicultural diversity (Plaut et al., 2011).  

Goodman, Kivel, and Spanierman and Heppner (2001; 2002; 2004, as cited in 

Todd, Spanierman, and Poteat, 2011) describe the psychosocial costs of racism to Whites 

as “the negative cognitive (e.g., distorted view of reality), behavioral (e.g., living in 

segregated neighborhoods), and affective (e.g., guilt about unearned privilege) 

consequences of dominant group membership in a White supremacist system” (Todd et 

al., 2011, p. 508).   Todd, Spanierman, and Poteat (2011) conducted a longitudinal study 

of White undergraduates which examined if and how racial affect, White empathy, guilt, 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 32 

and fear, change throughout the college experience and if and how participating in more 

or fewer diversity activities, such as enrollment in diversity courses, participation in 

diversity programs, and inter-racial friendships, impacts racial affect.  Authors 

hypothesized that males and females and students with high versus low levels of 

colorblindness (the belief that race should not and does not matter (Neville et al., 2000), 

e.g. when a White individual claims they do not see color when engaging with people of 

color) would have different models of racial affect change.  Authors also hypothesized 

that more significant periods of participation in diversity courses and programming 

would result in increased levels of White empathy and guilt, that periods of increased 

inter-racial friendships would lead to decreased White fear, and that, cumulatively, 

students who on average are more involved in diversity activities would have higher 

average levels of White empathy and guilt and lower average levels of White fear across 

the first four years of college. 

Results indicated patterns of change for all three aspects of racial affect 

throughout the college experience and that students' level of colorblindness at college 

entry moderated pattern trajectories. Students with high levels of colorblindness at entry 

showed a downward trend in White empathy in the first year, upward trends in second 

and third years, and a downward trend in the fourth year of college.  Students with low 

levels of colorblindness showed an upward trend during the first year of college, a 

downward trend in the second and third years, and an upward trend for the fourth year 

(Todd et al., 2011).   

In terms of White guilt, students with higher levels of colorblindness at entry 

showed an upward trend over the initial two and a half years of college, followed by a 
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downward trend through the fourth year.  Students with lower levels of colorblindness at 

entry showed an initial downward trend which ultimately leveled off through the fourth 

year.  In terms of White fear, students with high levels of colorblindness at entry showed 

an upward trend in the first year, downward trends in the second and third years, and an 

upward trend in the fourth year of college.  The opposite pattern was found for students 

with low levels of colorblindness; a downward trend during the first year of college, an 

upward trend through the second and third years, and a downward trend during the fourth 

year (Todd et al., 2011). 

When students enrolled in more diversity courses or participated in more diversity 

programming, they reported higher levels of White guilt.  Students who reported higher 

levels of participation in diversity activities over four years of college than other 

participants were found to have higher average levels of White guilt across the four years 

of college.  Participants who enrolled in more diversity courses over the four years of 

college were found to have lower average levels of White fear across the four years of 

college.  Students who reported more inter-racial friendships also reported less White 

fear.  Students with cumulatively higher average levels of White empathy and lower 

average levels of White fear were more likely to indicate cross-racial friendships over 

four years (Todd et al., 2011).   

A 2013 study by Lowe, Byron, Ferry, and Garcia found that White students were 

less likely to notice race and instances of racism on campus, are hesitant to talk about 

race and racism, and more likely believed there to be minor, if any, campus racial climate 

issues.  White students overwhelmingly indicated that they felt accepted, were never 

uncomfortable, and felt like they belonged at the institution.  White students felt that 
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increasing racial diversity would have little impact on their college experience.  White 

students justified a lack of campus racial diversity by invoking a diversity of beliefs and 

by mentioning the number of diversity-related events held on campus.  Strong feelings of 

acceptance led White students to project their own experience into other racial groups 

(Lowe et al., 2013). 

A 2014 study of perceived status threat from racial demographic shifts found that 

recognizing reported racial demographic shifts impacted White Americans' political-party 

inclinations and ideology.  White American participants, all identified as independent, 

who was made aware of racial demographic shifts reported being more conservative and 

gave a more significant endorsement of conservative policy, both race- and non-race-

related, than participants who were not made aware of racial shifts.  The effects were 

mediated by group status threat, the idea that racial shifts would lead to a loss of White 

social status.  The conservative shift disappeared when participants received assurance 

that racial shifts would not disrupt the current racial hierarchy (Craig & Richeson, 2014).   

A 2014 quantitative study by Yeung and Johnston investigated campus culture 

and climate indicators on a minority-majority campus and how perceptions of campus 

climate and culture differ between targeted and non-targeted groups after a racially biased 

incident.  Results indicated that, despite not being a numerical majority on campus, White 

students held a more positive sense of belonging on campus than Asian, Black, and 

Latinx students.  White students also experienced discrimination and bias significantly 

less frequently than Asian, Black, and multiracial students.  These findings indicate 

institutional culture and practices which may be structured towards and more relevant to 

White students. 
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Results also indicated that although perceptions of campus culture did not differ 

across all racial groups after a racially biased incident, differences in perceptions of 

campus climate were found.  Though the racially biased incident had targeted Asian 

students, Black students reported greater frequency of conversations across differences 

and more negative perceptions of cross-racial interactions.  These results indicate that 

broader campus incidents can impact members of racial groups differently, even among 

non-targeted racial groups.  Results also indicated that campus culture might be a more 

stable construct than that of campus climate.  The endurance of campus culture may help 

explain why, despite being a majority-minority campus, White students perceived both 

culture and climate more positively than students of other races (Yeung & Johnston, 

2014).   

Neville, Lewis, Poteat, and Spanierman (2014) conducted a study exploring 

changes to White students' colorblind racial ideology over four years of college.  

Researchers found differences in students' colorblind racial attitudes (CoBRAS) at 

college entry and in students' CoBRAS scores as they advanced through college.  Gender 

was linked to differences in CoBRAS scores at college entry, with females exhibiting 

lower levels of CoBRAS than males.  Females also showed a more significant decrease in 

CoBRAS than males over time. 

Students who had expressed greater interest in social justice issues had lower 

CoBRAS at entry; however, this variable did not impact CoBRAS levels over time.  

Students who reported taking more diversity courses and participating in more diversity 

activities showed significantly more significant decreases in CoBRAS scores each year 

than other students.  More exposure to diversity-related cultural and intellectual activities 
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over four years of college significantly impacted how student participants considered 

racism (Neville et al., 2014).  

Students who reported having a more significant number of interracial friends 

showed greater decreases in CoBRAS each year.  White students who reported having 

more Black friends had the most significant decreases in CoBRAS levels each year.  

Colorblind Racial Attitude Scale (CoBRAS) scores for White students who reported a 

larger number of Latinx friends decreased at a lesser rate each year than White students 

who reported no close Latinx friends.   Interracial friendships between White students 

and American Indian or Asian Americans had no significant effects on White CoBRAS 

scores (Neville et al., 2014). 

Hurtado, Ruiz Alvarado, and Gillermo-Wann (2015) explored pre-college 

socialization factors and college experiences associated with a heightened salience of 

racial identity for college students and its relationship to campus climate perceptions.  

Results indicated that underrepresented students spend more time thinking about their 

race than do White students.   Even at diverse campuses, over half of White student 

respondents never or seldom considered their race.   

Family, friends, and coworkers were a primary source of pre-college socialization 

for students at a four-year institution.  This form of socialization helped shape students' 

knowledge about racial/ethnic groups and framed how students conceptualize their own 

and others’ races.  Enrollment in courses focused on equity and inclusion issues, 

engaging in campus-facilitated co-curricular diversity activities, and participation in in-

depth out -of -class conversations about issues regarding racial diversity were all found to 

have strong relationships to racial identity salience for students (Hurtado et al., 2015).   
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Jayakumar conducted a 2015 quantitative study exploring the relationship 

between pre-college residential segregation or pre-college diversity experiences, college 

experience with diversity, and post-college colorblind ideology.  Descriptive statistics 

indicated that Whites from segregated neighborhoods showed a higher propensity toward 

colorblind ideology than Whites from desegregated neighborhoods pre-college.  

Colorblind ideology declined in some individuals over four years of college; however, 

the difference between groups was insignificant.  However, ten years after college entry, 

colorblind ideology had increased in both groups and was not significantly different 

between groups. 

White students who started college with strong colorblind racial attitudes 

frequently have strong colorblind racial attitudes ten years later.  Involvement in cross-

racial engagement and campus diversity experiences during college reduced colorblind 

racial attitudes post-college.  Experiencing a positive campus racial climate, a perception 

of cross-racial community, and multiethnic diversity through coursework and residential 

encounters during college reduced colorblind ideology after college.  Cross-racial 

interactions during college, combined with the factors described above and post-college 

experiences, were linked with a decrease in colorblind ideology six years after college 

graduation for Whites from segregated pre-college environments (Jayakumar, 2015).   

Classroom and structured co-curricular activities during college were linked to 

reduced post-college colorblind racial ideology for Whites from either pre-college 

environment.  Whites from either pre-college environment who participated in Greek life 

were more likely to hold colorblind ideologies post-college.  Whites who lived a racially 
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integrated lifestyle and socialized across races after college had lower levels of colorblind 

ideology six years after graduation (Jayakumar, 2015). 

Differences between SOC and White students were found in a 2015 quantitative 

study that explored the relationship between campus racial climate and student attitudes 

about the benefits of diversity.  Students of color were more in agreement with the belief 

that SOC was as productive and as qualified as White students and less concerned about 

the possibility of overlooking a qualified White student in the admissions process in favor 

of an applicant of color.  Students of color tended to enroll in schools within the college 

with an average higher concentration of SOC (Ward & Zarate, 2015).   

White students enrolled in schools within the college where there was less support 

for institutional efforts to increase campus diversity.  Beliefs about the productivity of 

SOC and concerns about reverse discrimination were found to significantly predict 

attitudes about diversity as beneficial to scholarship and the campus in general for White 

students.   

White students enrolled in schools where peers supported institutional efforts to 

increase diversity or in schools with a higher percentage of faculty of color had a more 

favorable attitude regarding the benefits of diversity.  Analogously, being surrounded by 

peers who firmly believe that the institution should increase and address diversity 

impacted White students' attitudes about the benefits of diversity.  The contribution of 

peer influence was independent of White students' perceptions of SOC and concern for 

reverse discrimination (Ward & Zarate, 2015).   
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White students and SOC at schools with selective admissions programs were 

found to have more favorable attitudes about the benefits of diversity.  Students appear to 

believe that diversity is beneficial when it is the result of a more selective and fair 

admissions process.  This might imply that students disapprove of institutional diversity 

if it is promoted at the expense of admitting the best students.  Study shows that the more 

competitive the admissions process, the more its students agree with the benefits of 

having a diverse student body (Ward & Zarate, 2015). 

Warikoo and de Novais conducted a qualitative study exploring race frames 

expressed by White students at elite U.S. institutions and how these race frames may be 

shaped by their college experience (2015).  The researchers defined race frames as lenses 

by which people recognize the role of race in society.  Four race frames were identified: 

colorblind frame, diversity frame, culture of poverty frame, and power analysis frame.   

The colorblind racial frame is an individualistic attitude towards race relations 

and is equivalent to colorblind racial attitudes/ideology.  Those who operate within this 

frame perceive that race has little social meaning, does not matter, and acts accordingly, 

ignoring racial identities and differences.  The diversity racial frame is a group -oriented 

approach toward race relations that recognizes and appreciates differences.  Those who 

hold a diversity racial frame perceive race as a positive cultural identity that forms an 

individual's world views and cultural practices and believe there is value in cross-racial 

interactions (Warikoo & de Novais, 2015).   

Culture of poverty racial frames also utilize a cultural framework similar to a 

diversity racial framework.  The emphasis, however, is on negative cultural 

characteristics perceived to be held by minority cultures.  Power analysis racial frames 
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utilize a structural approach that focuses on unequal power relationships between racial 

groups in a given society (Warikoo & de Novais, 2015). 

Results indicated that 51 percent of participants, 24 out of 47, employed a 

colorblind racial framework while 85 percent, 40 out of 47, utilized a diversity racial 

frame.  Participants referenced more significant usage of a colorblind racial frame pre-

college due to segregated neighborhoods, secondary school experiences, and parental 

influence.   Structural diversity and the campus climate, including academic and co-

curricular diversity initiatives, were factors that fostered the development of a diversity 

framework.   The average participant attended college with slightly more than half as 

many Whites and twice as many Black and Latinx students than attended their high 

school (Warikoo & de Novais, 2015). 

Almost 50 percent of participants held both a colorblind and a diversity racial 

framework simultaneously.  The utilization of a dual racial framework impacts White 

students' perspectives on affirmative action and interracial interaction. While students 

expressed a belief that racial diversity has educational benefits, a diversity frame 

perspective, the colorblind concept that race should not matter led students to oppose 

affirmative action policies, particularly if the student perceived that the policy might 

cause them harm – i.e., reverse discrimination (Warikoo & de Novais, 2015).  

In terms of interracial interaction, this dual racial frameworks led White students 

to perceive exclusion by SOC.  Whites understood this exclusion to be inconsistent with 

their perception of the purpose of campus diversity, i.e., to enrich White's educational 

experiences.   Colorblind and diversity frameworks ignore inequalities that make same-
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race peer groups important to minority students on PWI campuses (Warikoo & de 

Novais, 2015).   

Smith and Mayorga-Gallo (2017) examined colorblindness and diversity 

ideologies.  The majority of race scholars describe Whites’ racial attitudes as colorblind.  

This ideology maintains that because race should not matter in determining individuals' 

life chances, then race does not matter.  Racial inequality is thus explained by focusing 

on individuals’ behaviors and ideas of culture. 

Diversity ideology is a White racial ideology that co-exists with colorblindness.  

Diversity ideology focuses on appreciation and lauding racial differences to accomplish 

colorblind ideals.  Diversity ideology allows Whites to recognize racial differences and 

racial inequalities without acknowledging the role the White individual and their 

decisions play in perpetuating this inequality.  They can view themselves as nonracist 

without ensuring equitable outcomes (Smith & Mayorga-Gallo, 2017).   

Yi, Todd, and Mekawi examined associations between colorblindness and 

inaction to address prejudice (2020).  Colorblindness was significantly and negatively 

linked with intergroup empathy and confidence in self-directed and intergroup action to 

reduce prejudice for White, Asian American, and underrepresented racial minority groups 

(Black, Latinx, Native American, Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Multiracial students 

from underrepresented groups).  Colorblindness was significantly and negatively linked 

with positive emotions during intergroup interactions and positively linked with negative 

emotions during intergroup interactions for White and underrepresented students.  White 

students were found to have significantly higher levels of colorblindness and significantly 

lower levels of intergroup empathy, confidence in intergroup action, and the likelihood of 
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self-directed and intergroup action to reduce prejudice than Asian American and 

underrepresented students (Yi et al., 2020).   

A higher level of colorblindness was indirectly linked with less confidence in and 

the likelihood of self-directed and intergroup actions to reduce prejudice through the 

affective variables of intergroup empathy and positive and negative emotions during 

intergroup interactions.  Colorblindness was linked to lower positive emotions during 

intergroup interactions, associated with less confidence in action.  Support of colorblind 

racial ideology was found to discourage action from reducing prejudice for all racial 

groups, thereby maintaining systems of inequality.  For White students, inaction to 

reduce prejudice serves to maintain group interests by maintaining dominant status.  

Adopting a colorblind racial ideology can serve as a barrier to recognizing personal 

biases and nullifies the perceived need for collective actions to combat prejudice across 

both majority and minority racial groups (Yi et al., 2020).   

Microaggressions 

As previously stated, racism on college campuses may also be enacted through 

microaggressions, "brief, everyday exchanges that send denigrating messages to people 

of color because they belong to a racial minority group" (Sue et al., 2007, p. 273). 

Harwood, Huntt, Mendenhall, and Lewis (2012) conducted a qualitative study exploring 

the experiences of SOC residing in residence halls at PWIs.  The study focused on two 

research questions: 1.) what are the interpersonal racial microaggressions experienced by 

SOC in residence halls, and 2.) how are these racial microaggressions exhibited at the 

environmental level within residence halls.  Four themes emerged: 1.) racial jokes and 
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verbal comments, 2.) racial slurs were written in shared spaces, 3.) segregated spaces and 

unequal treatment, and 4.) denial and minimization of racism. 

Racial jokes and verbal comments occurred at an interpersonal level and 

sometimes involved individuals with whom SOC felt they had a positive relationship.  

This relationship made it particularly difficult for SOC to confront the behavior.  

Comments and jokes highlighting the SOC minority group made SOC feel like outsiders 

within their residence hall communities.  Students of color also reported pranks that were 

not explicitly race -related but were felt to be targeted at them because of their race. 

When reported to residence hall staff, SOC often felt that such incidents were 

downplayed, which minimized and invalidated the SOC experience (Harwood et al., 

2012). 

Participants reported racial slurs written in shared spaces such as on room doors, 

in study rooms, and elevators.  Such slurs made SOC feel unwelcome, angry, and 

insulted.  Minimization and lack of response to such incidents from residence hall staff 

gave the appearance to SOC that such behaviors were tolerated at an institutional level 

which decreased SOC sense of belonging and made SOC feel unsafe (Harwood et al., 

2012). 

Segregated spaces and unequal treatment are forms of environmental, racial 

microaggressions, indicative of institutional racism, which send the message to SOC that 

they do not belong within a space.  Participants perceived residence halls as racially 

segregated and described a sense of discomfort and isolation due to a lack of SOC.  

Spaces with the highest concentration of SOC were perceived on campus as inferior 

spaces.  Students of color also reported selective enforcement of campus policies within 
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residence halls, with SOC being expected to show identification or open bookbags more 

often than White students.  These experiences left SOC with a negative view of residence 

halls, extracted an emotional cost, and decreased SOC sense of belonging (Harwood et 

al., 2012). 

A 2013 study by Harper indicated that White students are significantly less likely 

to interact across races than Black students.  When cross-racial interactions at PWIs did 

occur, they often involved microaggressive racial stereotypes.  Interactions with racial 

stereotypes contributed to Black students' perception of a hostile campus climate. 

Examples of microaggressions that contributed to perceptions of racial hostility included: 

White staring, verbal expressions of prejudice, poor service in college offices and 

facilities, and interpersonal offenses such as being mistaken for other Black students, 

avoidance, or requiring things of Black students which are not required of White 

students.  While individual acts of microaggressions may not exact harm, the cumulative 

effect may adversely impact SOC academic outcomes, wellness, and sense of belonging 

at PWIs (Harper, 2013). 

A 2014 quantitative study investigated the relationship between racial 

microaggressions and mental health.  Results indicated a significant negative relationship 

between mental health and microaggressions.  Those who see and experience 

microaggressions in their daily lives were more likely to show signs of adverse mental 

health such as depression, anxiety, negative affect, and lessened behavioral control.  

More total experiences with racial microaggressions were a likely predictor of additional 

mental health issues (Nadal, Griffin, et al., 2014).   
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Significant differences were found between Whites and all other racial groups in 

the study.  Black, Asian, Latinx, and multiracial participants experienced a larger number 

of racial microaggressions than Whites. No significant differences in the total amount of 

microaggressions between Black, Asian, Latinx, and multiracial participants were 

discovered (Nadal, Griffin, et al., 2014). 

Another 2014 quantitative study examined the relationship between racial 

microaggressions and self-esteem.  Researchers found a significant negative relationship 

between racial microaggressions and self-esteem.  White respondents experienced 

significantly less frequent racial microaggressions than Black, Asian, Latinx, and 

Multiracial respondents (Nadal, Wong, et al., 2014).   

Significant differences were found in the types of racial microaggressions 

experienced by racial groups.  Black and Latinx respondents reported more 

microaggressions regarding assumptions of inferiority than White respondents.  Black 

respondents reported more microaggressions related to second-class citizenship and 

assumptions of criminality than White, Asian, and Latinx respondents.  Asian Americans, 

Multiracial, and Latinx respondents were more likely than Black or White respondents to 

experience microaggressions related to exoticization. Asian respondents reported more 

environmental microaggressions than Black and White participants, and White 

respondents reported significantly less environmental microaggressions than Latinx and 

Multiracial respondents (Nadal, Wong, et al., 2014). 

Results signaled that racial microaggressions are a predictor of self-esteem.  The 

more racial microaggressions an individual experienced, the lower the individuals’ 

reported self-esteem. Microaggressions related to workplace and school settings and 
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second-class citizenship and criminality in particular significantly and negatively 

impacted students’ self-esteem (Nadal, Wong, et al., 2014).   

A 2017 study of the presence and power of racial microaggressions found 

differences between White respondents who had been exposed to a racial 

microaggression story and White respondents who had not.  Whites in the control group 

were more likely to view racial inequalities as stemming from biological inadequacies.  

White respondents exposed to a racial microaggression story were more likely to view 

racial inequalities as being caused by social forces.   While White respondents exposed to 

a racial microaggression story were less likely to see inequalities in biological terms, all 

White respondents were more likely to attribute the microaggression as specific to the 

individual action of the perpetrator rather than evidence of systemic racism.  Respondents 

of color were found to be more racially conscious of inequalities and their social causes 

than Whites.  Whites were more indifferent to the significance of racial inequality and 

were more likely to perpetrate or dismiss racial microaggressions.  The individuals most 

likely to commit microaggressions appear to be those who benefit most from the current 

racial and gender social order, White males (Hughey et al., 2017). 

Moragne-Patterson and Barnett (2017) found that experiences with acts of racism 

have physical, emotional, and mental health repercussions for SOC which extend beyond 

the actual act.  This is particularly true when the racist act is perpetrated by faculty and 

staff, individuals whom SOC expects to be more culturally aware and accepting than their 

contemporaries.  A 2018 study on racial microaggressions and psychological well-being 

found that racial microaggressions have a detrimental influence on the emotional health 

of students of color.  Experiences with microaggressions can produce a stronger ethnic 
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identity that may shield against the negative impact of microaggressions.  Ethnic identity 

was positively linked with self-esteem and academic self-efficacy (Forrest-Bank & 

Cuellar, 2018).   

A 2018 study explored White persons' attitudes regarding acceptability to state 

racially microaggressive comments to minorities in interpersonal interaction.  

Researchers found that the acceptability of racial microaggressions was positively linked 

with explicit prejudice and colorblindness and was negatively linked with ethnocultural 

empathy.  Focused on four types of racial microaggressions; victim -blaming, exoticizing, 

power evasion, and color evasion (Mekawi & Todd, 2018). 

Victim blaming consisted of microaggressions that maligned and accused racial 

and ethnic minority people and cultures of racial disparities.  Persons who felt that victim 

-blaming comments were acceptable were more likely to overlook blatant hatred toward 

minorities and to ignore the impact of racism.  Exoticizing refers to comments which 

objectify, sexualize, or exoticize and establish superiority by centering White beauty 

norms as a standard and deviations from these norms as "other."  Power evasion is similar 

to victim blaming in that both deny the role of racism; however, power evasion offers no 

maligning rationales.  Color evasion involves diminishing the importance of seeing or 

discussing race and ethnicity (Mekawi & Todd, 2018).   

White respondents indicated color evasion as the most acceptable form of 

microaggression, followed by power evasion, exoticizing, and victim -blaming.  The 

more acceptable respondents believed comments to be, the more likely they believed they 

might say such comments in the future.  Those respondents who reported a greater belief 

that racial microaggressions were unacceptable were linked to a greater willingness to 
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disagree with an individual who made a racially microaggressive statement.  This link 

was lowest for power evasion, which the authors attributed to the difficulty in addressing 

due to its lack of explicit racial and ethnic hostility (Mekawi & Todd, 2018). 

A 2019 quantitative study of racial microaggressions and traumatic stress 

indicated that more frequent occurrences of racial microaggressions were significantly 

linked to more significant traumatic stress symptoms.  As with self-esteem, 

microaggressions related to workplace and school settings were more connected to 

traumatic symptoms (Nadal et al., 2019).  

A 2019 study tested whether White students who had received higher or lower 

levels of information regarding racial and ethnic microaggressions would be able to 

identify incidents of racial and ethnic microaggressions.  The high-exposure group 

attended a one-hour lecture on the topic.  The low-exposure group read a scholarly article 

on microaggressions.  The control group read an article on positive psychology.  

Microaggression identification was measured by participants’ ability to identify and 

describe microaggressions after watching multimedia clips.  Researchers found no 

significant results regarding detection rates (Patterson & Domenech Rodríguez, 2019). 

Given the lack of findings in detection rates, researchers instead explored the 

impact of microaggression education on students’ colorblind racial attitudes (CoBRAS).  

Results indicated a significant decrease in White students' colorblind racial attitudes from 

pre- to post-intervention for participants in all three conditions.  This decrease occurred in 

overall CoBRAS scores and the Racial Privilege subset.  No significant changes were 

found in the Institutional Discrimination or Blatant Discrimination subsets.  Because the 

decrease in colorblind racial attitudes occurred across conditions, researchers attributed 
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the decrease to exposure to multimedia clips of microaggression and accompanying 

reflection rather than the information intervention (Patterson & Domenech Rodríguez, 

2019).   

Effects of White Racial Attitudes and Microaggressions on Students of Color 

A 2010 quantitative study explored the unique experiences Black and Latinx 

college students have with racism, impacting them academically and psychologically.  

Research questions focused on: the relationships among self-efficacy, academic and 

social engagement, and racism-related stress in SOC; if racism-related stress predicted 

academic motivation; and how race impacted the relationship between racism-related 

stress and academic motivation.   Findings suggested that SOCs are more likely to 

succeed with social support and that higher academic engagement levels positively 

influence motivation.  Racism-related stress, particularly institutional racism-related 

stress, negatively impacted academic motivation for Black and Latinx students, the 

magnitude of which was more remarkable for Black students.  Students with higher 

amotivation levels were more likely to question their college attendance and hold 

negative attitudes toward the school (Reynolds et al., 2010). 

A 2010 quantitative study by Wei, Liao, Chao, Mallinckrodt, Tsai, and Botello-

Azamarron examined the direct effect of perceived bicultural competence (PBC) on 

depressive symptoms and PBC a possible coping resource to moderate the relationship 

between minority stress and depressive symptoms.  Results supported the concept that 

SOC experience minority stress, a unique form of stress different from the general stress 

experienced by all students.  Examples of minority stress might include dealing with the 

low academic expectations of others and the need to prove oneself to others.  Bicultural 
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competence appeared to be a vital coping resource for SOC as higher levels of perceived 

bicultural competence were associated with lower levels of depressive symptoms.  

Students of color with higher levels of perceived bicultural competence may be better 

able to navigate the minority stress of attending a PWI (Wei et al., 2010). 

Harper (2013) takes the perspective that higher education institutions in the 

United States were created under White cultural norms, which have resulted in toxic 

campus climates for SOC.  Often, underrepresentation at PWI experience results in 

feelings of 'onlyness.'  Harper et al. (2011, as cited in Harper, 2013 p. 189) defined 

'onlyness' as "the psychoemotional burden of having to strategically navigate a racially 

politicized space occupied by few peers, role models, and guardian's from one's same 

racial or ethnic group."     

Onlyness involves underrepresentation on campus and the burden of feeling that 

one must represent their race, whether through the need to be continuously exceptional or 

the expectation of others that SOC will act as spokespeople for their race.  Such 

experiences can lead SOC to experience stereotype threats.  Stereotype threat, an 

internalized fear of affirming negative stereotypes associated with one's racial group, can 

lead to anxiety and poor academic performance (Harper, 2013). 

Harper states that stereotypes regarding Blacks, particularly Black males, found in 

media, popular discourse, and research focus on underperformance, disengagement, and 

dysfunctional behaviors, lowering expectations for success.   This creates a situation 

where Whites perceive that Black students come from low-income economic situations 

and secondary schools that did not adequately prepare them for college.  At the same 
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time, Black students experience anxiety about being cast as anti-intellectual and 

tokenized (Harper, 2013).   

A 2013 qualitative study of diverse learning environments found that African 

American students were the only racial group that described stereotypes and stereotype 

threat as a significant barrier to academic success.   Students perceived that faculty and 

classmates stereotyped Blacks as intellectually unqualified and undeserving of admission.  

These stereotypes may be expressed indirectly but are often expressed directly and 

verbally to Black students.  Due to power dynamics, students found it difficult to 

formally complain or address issues of stereotyping when faculty are the offenders.  

Stereotypes regarding intellectual capabilities impacted interactions with classmates as 

other students did not want to share notes or work in groups with them (Johnson-Ahorlu, 

2013).   

Participants described these stereotypes as a heavy burden that caused feelings of 

pressure and anxiety and ultimately negatively impacted their academic success.  

Students reported determination not to substantiate the stereotypes imposed upon them 

and felt responsible for proving that African Americans are intelligent, legitimate 

members of the campus community.  Underrepresentation in classrooms and campuses 

exacerbated this stereotype threat, creating additional pressure not to confirm racial 

stereotypes (Johnson-Ahorlu, 2013).   

A 2013 study by Lowe, Byron, Ferry, and Garcia found that SOC were 65 to 81 

percent less likely than White students to report a positive view of the campus racial 

climate.  Students of color indicated that they are repeatedly made aware of their race or 

ethnicity in everyday interactions across various contexts and were more likely to identify 
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the institution itself as the basis of dissatisfaction with the campus racial climate.  

Students of color reported feeling misled by the way the institution portrayed campus 

racial diversity and the idea that the institution overstates representation of SOC to attract 

other prospective SOC   Students of color perceived a lack of institutional support for 

diversity; that the institutions rhetoric did not match its practices and that the institution 

did not address the needs of SOC  Such experiences lead SOC to feel like guests at their 

PWI institution, continuously aware of their "otherness." They feel more pessimistic 

about the institution's racial climate (Lowe et al., 2013). 

Johnson, Wasserman, Yildirim, and Yonai (2014) found that unique forms of 

stress and different campus experiences influenced persistence decisions and feelings 

about the campus environment for SOC and White students.  Stress -related to the 

academic environment was an indirect negative influence on persistence for SOC.  This 

academic environment stress directly affected the commitment to the institution and 

indirectly impacted SOC's intent to return and make academic progress after the first and 

second years of college.  Encounters with and observations of racism on campus 

increased academic environment stress and negatively influenced feelings about the 

campus environment, which affected commitment to the institution and ultimately 

persistence decisions.  Entry characteristics were also found to impact persistence 

decisions for SOC.  Feeling prepared for the social environment and high school GPA 

had direct adverse effects on observations of racism for SOC.  Financial need negatively 

impacted SOC interactions with peers from other racial/ethnic groups (D. R. Johnson et 

al., 2014).   
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Hurtado, Ruiz Alvarado, and Guillermo-Wann (2015) found that subjection to 

incidents of discrimination and bias was strongly associated with how often students 

consider their race and influenced perceptions of campus racial climate.  Asian American 

students, in particular, reported significantly more discrimination and bias than their 

Latinx, White, and Black peers. Positive interracial interactions were found to be 

positively correlated with higher racial salience for students.  Institutional compositional 

diversity was also related to racial identity salience (Hurtado et al., 2015).     

Bourke (2016) found that SOC experienced PWIs differently than White students 

did.  Feelings of alienation could lead some SOC to reactions ranging from withdrawal 

from relations outside of their subcultures to withdrawal from the institution.  In order to 

better understand how race is experienced on campus, one must ask if the curriculum 

reflects diverse perspectives, in what ways and where SOC are involved on campus, and 

to what extent campus traditions and celebrations reflect the diversity of the student 

population (Bourke, 2016). 

A 2017 qualitative study exploring Black students’ perceptions of campus racial 

climate within a residence hall setting and their responses to being racialized uncovered 

three themes: 1.) finding our space, 2.) absent while present, and 3.) perpetual 

homelessness.  The theme of finding our space dealt with creating or joining spaces away 

from White peers to separate themselves from racial microaggressions, which SOC 

experienced in residence halls.  A component of this theme was that residence hall staff 

lacked the cultural competence to create environments where SOC did not have to 

experience racial incidents (Hotchkins & Dancy, 2017).   
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The 'absent while present' theme dealt with SOC's perception of a lack of Black 

cultural presence in residence hall artwork, pictures, and namesakes.  Participants 

interpreted this absence as discarding of Blackness and a type of environmental, racial 

aggression.  The monolithic presence of Whiteness within the PWI campus served as a 

barrier to academic and social advancement for participants (Hotchkins & Dancy, 2017).  

The final theme, perpetual homelessness, spoke to participants' experiences with a 

place and space exclusion or attempts to locate a racial authority.  Examples participants 

provided included repeatedly being singled out to show identification when entering their 

residence hall when White friends are not asked and White residents attempting to 

explain a Black student's Blackness – i.e., you are different from other Black students.  

Repeated incidents of this nature negatively impacted participants who often expressed 

regret about living in on-campus housing (Hotchkins & Dancy, 2017). 

A 2018 study examined how SOC serving as orientation leaders and admissions 

tour guides experience campus climate concerning their racial identities and student 

ambassador positions.  Participants reported inconsistencies and conflicts between the 

institution's diversity narrative and their own experiences.  Students of color reported 

microaggressions within classroom space.  These microaggressions often took the form 

of White students avoiding interactions with SOC, White students making statements that 

SOC did not belong in classes or at the college, or being tokenized by faculty and 

classmates.  Such actions left SOC feeling unwelcome and contributed to participants' 

identity -related stress (Linley, 2018). 

Participants reported negative racial experiences experienced in the context of 

their student ambassador positions.  Students of color were expected to answer all 
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diversity -related questions and work with students of the same racial backgrounds.  

Students of color expressed feeling used and exploited - that the admissions office 

viewed their value only in recruiting people of color.  Participants reported tension 

between expectations to paint the institution in the best light as a student ambassador and 

their own lived experience.  Respondents also reported experiencing negative racial 

experiences off-campus within the local community.  These off-campus experiences 

contributed to SOC perceptions of campus climate (Linley, 2018).   

A 2018 qualitative study of Black undergraduate students at a PWI explored how 

Black students contextualized campus racial climate within the larger racial climates of 

U.S. higher education and society. Four themes were discovered: perceptions of 

Blackness on campus, campus racial climate mirroring societal racial climate, 

experiencing and engaging in movements on campus, and the impact of racial climate on 

future planning.   Respondents perceived that stereotypes and attitudes surrounding 

Blackness caused fear in White students, which often resulted in negative and prejudiced 

behaviors enacted through microaggressions rather than overt acts of racism (Mwangi et 

al., 2018).   

Racial events in the larger society impacted respondents; the murders of Trayvon 

Martin and Tamir Rice and racially charged language used by politicians resulted in 

feelings of anxiety on campus.  Respondents felt that PWIs and White students had the 

privilege of ignoring these negative aspects while they could not.  Often these situations 

were not discussed on campus; however, when situations were discussed, the discussions 

were not well facilitated, and Black students were expected to represent their race.    
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Respondents also expressed discontent with steps that their intuitions were taking to 

engage racial issues feeling that it was not enough (Mwangi et al., 2018).  

Respondents’ experience of these issues on campus led to or reinforced the desire 

to become engaged in race-related activism. Respondents felt that White students did not 

understand the significance of such activism as White students did not believe that the 

Black students at their campuses were directly impacted.   Respondent's campus racial 

experiences led to an increased desire to positively represent the Black community and 

motivated them to take on leadership roles to provide opportunities for future Black 

students.  While positive, this also created a sense of pressure for these students to excel 

constantly.  This could be conceptualized through Harper’s (2013) term ‘onlyness’ 

(Mwangi et al., 2018). 

A 2018 mixed methods study attempted to discover the institutional mechanisms 

associated with ethnicity which shape differential experiences among Asian and Pacific 

Islander (AAPI) students.  Researchers focused on determining how AAPI 

undergraduates' campus experiences are racialized and if racialization varied across AAPI 

ethnic groups.  Researchers also sought to determine if there were differences between 

AAPI subgroups regarding their experiences with racial climate (Nguyen et al., 2018).   

From a compositional perspective, participants indicated a lack of AAPI faculty 

and staff members.  Southeast Asian and Filipinx students indicated a desire not just for 

more AAPI faculty and staff but for faculty and staff specifically from their ethnic 

backgrounds.  Students indicated that greater faculty and staff representation would 

provide not only inspiration but a greater sense of belonging.  Asian and Pacific Islander 

students statistically reported significantly lower levels of sense of belonging on campus 
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than White students.  Statistical differences were also found in the sense of belonging 

among AAPI subgroups.  Though AAPIs comprised a large portion of the campus 

population, AAPI subgroups with smaller populations did not feel a sense of belonging 

on campus (Nguyen et al., 2018). 

From a behavioral perspective, students engaged in interethnic interactions most 

often within formal campus settings, of which ethnic student organizations and ethnic 

student-run programs were most prevalent.  These ethnic organizations contributed to a 

greater sense of belonging.  Interethnic interactions tended to be described negatively.  

Interracial interactions were reported as the least frequent form of interaction.  Interracial 

interactions were primarily described as unfavorable. Among AAPI subgroups, 74.6 

percent of Filipinx, 73.9 percent of Southeast Asians, 70 percent of East Asians, and 67.3 

percent of South Asians reported experiencing negative and stereotypical views from 

community members of other races.  Compared to White students, AAPIs were more 

likely to feel that their campus was unappreciative of diversity (Nguyen et al., 2018).   

From a psychological perspective, most participants felt that the campus climate 

was isolating and unsupportive of AAPI students.  Compared to White students, AAPI 

students were more likely to feel that their campus was intolerant of diversity.  Students 

described feelings of being invisible and unrecognized within the larger student body and 

felt that their institution provided insufficient commitment and support to diversity and 

race-related issues.  Compared with White students, AAPI students were more likely to 

disagree that their race/ethnicity was respected on campus, with significant differences in 

levels of disagreement between different AAPI subgroups (Nguyen et al., 2018). 
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Boettcher, Eason, Earnest, and Lewis (2019) conducted a qualitative study that 

explored how SOC developed support networks within residence halls at PWIs.  

Establishing relationships within the residence hall community, Resident Advisors, 

friends and roommates, and custodial staff were critical in establishing feelings of 

connection.  Connection with other residents prepared SOC for experiences within the 

larger campus.   

Resident Advisors were viewed as essential individuals who could help SOC 

build support networks.  SOC needed to see other SOC in these leadership roles.  Friends 

assisted SOC in getting through difficult situations.  Engagement with roommates 

provided opportunities for SOC to increase their sense of connection and increased 

feelings of belonging and safety.  This often involved educating White roommates on 

campus about racial issues and privilege.  Connections with custodial staff created a 

sense of care for SOC and the feeling that adults within the community knew and 

interacted with them (Boettcher et al., 2019). 

A 2019 qualitative study explored how pre-college experiences influence a SOC's 

navigation of social interactions with the majority students at a PWI.  Found that SOC 

implements different forms of social adaptation based on high school ethnoracial 

composition.  Researchers identified three distinctive approaches used by SOC to 

navigate majority-White peer networks: integrators, marginalized segregation, and social 

adaptors.  Integrators from predominantly White high schools tended to engage easily 

with White peers emphasizing a shared focus on academic pursuits.  Integrators identified 

as SOC had the slightest interaction with other students of color, experienced little 
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discomfort with their minority status on campus, and were the least likely to report racial 

stereotyping or prejudice (A. M. Johnson, 2019). 

Marginalized segregators' came from segregated or mixed high schools.  

Marginalized segregators encountered difficulties working with White peers due to 

cultural differences and perceptions of their minority status on campus and racial 

stereotyping and prejudice.  Students of color falling into this category were more likely 

to establish ties with individuals of the same race or other SOC with whom they perceive 

cultural similarities (A. M. Johnson, 2019). 

The majority of study respondents were social adaptors.  Social adaptors 

encountered discomfort due to their minority status but navigated these incidents in ways 

that allowed them to engage White peers successfully.  Pre-college high school 

experience varied among this group.  Social adaptors who came from integrated high 

schools tended to focus on cultural similarities and seek relationships with same race or 

SOC peers but could easily engage with White peer networks.  Social adaptors from 

segregated or mixed high schools tended to seek to diversify peer networks however 

experienced discomfort engaging in White peer networks due to lack of experience and 

unfamiliarity with affluent White cultural norms (A. M. Johnson, 2019).   

As White culture shaped and controlled the dominant social capital of the 

institution studied, SOC coming from more integrated high schools were more easily able 

to utilize this social capital to create integrated academic peer networks and obtain more 

learning opportunities.  Though more likely to benefit from integrated academic peer 

networks, SOC from mixed or segregated high school environments were less likely to 
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develop such networks. This situation may perpetuate academic disparities (A. M. 

Johnson, 2019). 

Intergroup Contact Theory 

Lowe, Byron, Ferry, and Garcia (2013) conducted mixed methods research 

exploring how race, institutional climate, and interracial interaction in different campus 

locations simultaneously shape students' perceptions of racial climate.  Research 

questions focused on 1.) how do students, particularly SOC, focus on overall racial 

climate at a Southern PWI?, 2.) how does the frequency of interaction in different campus 

contexts impact these perceptions, and 3.) what other institutional or demographic 

features impact these perceptions?  Findings indicated that campus structural diversity 

could interrupt White students' projection of their own experiences onto other racial 

groups by increasing the potential for interracial interaction.  When such interracial 

interactions allow for self-disclosure and friendship potential, there is more significant 

potential for White students to understand that not all students experience the institution 

in the same way. 

The frequency of interracial interactions in the classroom was not significantly 

related to student perception of campus racial climate.  This finding was attributed to the 

range of experiences students reported within classroom settings – from positive 

interactions, which led to breakthroughs in understanding for students of all races, to 

reports from SOC of stereotyping and expectations that SOC represent their races in class 

discussions from fellow students as well as from faculty.  The frequency of interracial 

interactions within residence halls was also found not to have a significant impact on 

campus climate perceptions.  This is also attributed to the range of experiences reported, 
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from pleasant interactions to being forced to move out and being the butt of racial jokes 

and negative comments (Lowe et al., 2013).   

The frequency of interracial interactions in the campus dining hall positively 

influences students' campus racial climate perceptions.  Compared with students who 

reported frequent interracial dining experiences, students who reported never or seldom 

eating with others of different races or ethnicity were between 57 and 73 percent less 

likely to hold a positive view of the campus racial climate.  Those who reported 

sometimes having interracial dining experiences were 50 to 58 percent less likely to hold 

a positive view of the campus racial climate than students who reported frequent meals 

with students of other racial and ethnic groups.  Unlike other environments where 

interracial interactions may be at a more surface level or prone to political correctness 

expectations, eating frequent meals with individuals from different racial or ethnic groups 

may allow a more significant opportunity for informal and equal interactions, meaningful 

disclosure, and potential for a potential friendship.  Attention must be paid to the context 

of interracial contact (Lowe et al., 2013). 

Bowman and Park (2014) conducted a four-year longitudinal study of 2,932 

undergraduate students at 28 institutions to compare and contrast predictors of cross -

racial interaction (CRI) and interracial friendships (IRF).  Researchers conducted 

additional subgroup analysis to determine the degree to which relationships varied as a 

function of students' race or ethnicity.   

Overall results indicated that Asian American, Black, and Latinx students were 

found to have more CRI and IRF than White students.  Both CRI and IRF were also 

positively associated with perceived closeness to other races when entering college.  
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Religiosity when entering college, being female, and participation in ethnic student 

organizations were all significantly and positively related to CRI but significantly and 

negatively related to IRF.  Social science majors were found to engage in more CRI than 

students in other majors. Time spent socializing, and structural racial diversity was also 

positively related to CRI (Bowman & Park, 2014). 

Public university students were found to have lower IRF than private university 

students.  Students in math and engineering and arts and humanities majors were found to 

have greater IRF than social science majors.  Study abroad experiences, high school 

diversity exposure, and parental education were positively related to IRF.  Involvement in 

a religious student organization was negatively related (Bowman & Park, 2014). 

Results of CRI analysis by race/ethnicity indicated that structural racial diversity 

was positively related to CRI for Black and White students, with White students 

experiencing a significantly larger effect size than any other group.  High school diversity 

exposure was connected to greater CRI for White students with an effect size more 

extensive than other groups.  For Asian Americans, Blacks, and Whites, CRI was 

positively associated with closeness to other races.  Latinx students in arts and humanities 

majors were found to have greater CRI than Latinx students in social sciences, while 

Whites in social science majors had greater CRI than Whites majoring in arts and 

humanities (Bowman & Park, 2014). 

Results of IRF by race/ethnicity indicated that the relationship between structural 

diversity and IRF was positive for Whites, more so than for any other race/ethnicity, and 

that the relationship between IRF and structural diversity was inverse for Asian 

Americans and Latinx students.  High school diversity exposure was connected to greater 
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IRF for all groups.  Religiosity was found to affect Asian Americans, Blacks, and Latinx 

negatively and have no significant effects for White students.  Greek membership was 

negatively associated with IRF for White students in terms of involvement in student 

organizations, while membership in ethnic groups predicted higher IRF for Whites and 

lower IRF for Asian American, Black, and Latinx students (Bowman & Park, 2014). 

Students of color participated in more CRI and IRF than White students.  

Closeness to other races was positively related to CRI and IRF, leading researchers to 

posit that positive racial attitudes might assist in promoting casual encounters as well as 

close relationships across race and ethnicity (Bowman & Park, 2014).   

Results indicate the importance of structural diversity, particularly for White 

students. While SOC have no choice but to engage in intergroup contact, structural 

diversity increases White students' chances of intergroup contact.  The collegiate 

environment has a significant impact in breaking pre and post-college cycles of 

segregation (Bowman & Park, 2014). 

A 2014 study looked at the impact of stress and campus climate perceptions on 

persistence decisions of SOC and White students.  Social difficulty stress was determined 

to have an indirect impact on persistence decisions for White students.  Social difficulty 

stress was found to directly affect the commitment to the institution and indirect effects 

of intention to return and make academic progress by the end of the second year of 

college.  Researchers determined that opportunities for interracial interactions on campus 

reduced social difficulty stress and positively impacted White students' feelings about the 

campus environment (D. R. Johnson et al., 2014).   
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A 2014 quantitative study examined how student organizations, specifically 

ethnic, Greek, religious, career, service, arts, and intermural sports, can impede or 

facilitate interracial interaction and friendship.  Three questions guided the research: 1.) 

does the distribution of students of various racial/ethnic groups vary significantly 

between different student organizations, 2.) are students of varying races/ethnicities more 

or less likely to spend time with same-race peers in specific student organizations, and 3.) 

does participation in a particular type of student organization significantly predict having 

at least one close friend of another race/ethnicity during the fourth year of college (Park, 

2014). 

A student’s race/ethnicity was a strong predictor of interracial friendship.  

Compared to Latinx, Asian American, and Black students, White students were the least 

likely to have at least one close friend from another racial/ethnic group.  The distribution 

between different racial/ethnic groups significantly varied between different student 

organizations.  Whites made up a more significant percentage of Greek organizations and 

intermural sports.  Asian Americans have a more significant percentage of religious 

organizations and ethnic student organizations, and Black students are more significant in 

music/arts/theater organizations.  White students were more likely to participate in Greek 

organizations, while SOC were more likely to participate in service organizations (Park, 

2014). 

White students in Greek organizations were most likely to spend time with same-

race peers; religious organizations were the least racially isolated organization type for 

White students.  Students of color were overall less likely than White students to be in 

racially homogeneous student organizations and were inclined to participate in 
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organizations in which SOC were the majority or organizations that were majority White.  

Black and Asian Americans were more likely to spend time with same-race peers in 

ethnic organizations and religious organizations.  Latinx students were more likely to 

spend time with same-race peers in ethnic organizations and career organizations (Park, 

2014).   

Being a SOC was found to be associated with a higher probability of interracial 

friendship.  Racial differences in students' pre-college friend group and attending a 

structurally diverse college were found to be predictors of having at least one close friend 

of another race/ethnicity during the fourth year of college.  Involvement in Greek, 

religious, and ethnic student organizations were found to impact the chances of interracial 

friendships negatively.  The involvement of students in service, arts, career, and 

intermural sports organizations did not significantly impact interracial friendship (Park, 

2014). 

Bowman and Park (2015) conducted a longitudinal study of the impact of cross-

racial interaction and close interracial friendship on student outcomes.  Researchers also 

examined whether the potential outcomes associated with cross-racial interaction and 

interracial friendship differ as a function of a student's own race/ethnicity.  Cross-racial 

interaction was found to be positively associated with almost all outcomes assessed: ease 

of getting along with people from other races, belief that people from other races are 

hardworking, situational attributions for life outcomes of people of color, college 

satisfaction, self-reported growth, and post-college volunteering intentions.  Close 

interracial friendships were not found to be positively associated with any outcome.   
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Cross-racial interactions were positively and significantly related to college 

satisfaction and self-reported growth for students from all racial/ethnic backgrounds.  

However, the relationship was more substantial for Blacks, Asian American/Pacific 

Islanders, and Latino/Hispanics than for Whites.  Cross-racial interaction was found to 

significantly predict the ease of getting along with people from other races for all 

racial/ethnic groups except Whites. Cross-racial interaction was also positively associated 

with the belief that people from other races are hardworking among Latino/Hispanics, 

situational attributions for life outcomes of people of color among Whites and Asian 

American/Pacific Islanders, and post-college volunteering for Whites.  Close interracial 

friendship was positively and significantly associated with ease of getting along with 

people from other races for Latino/Hispanics, situational attributions for life outcomes of 

people of color among Asian Americans/Pacific Islanders, and emotional well-being 

among Whites (Bowman & Park, 2015). 

Findings supported the theory that weak social ties which facilitate frequent 

exposure to new situations and information can lead to the most significant opportunity to 

reach educational outcomes.  Conditions that foster cross-racial interactions may be 

different from those that foster close interracial friendships.  Universities should promote 

continuous, casual, and meaningful cross-racial interaction.  Examples might include 

roommate assignments, racially diverse classes, and diverse co-curricular activities 

(Bowman & Park, 2015).   
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Chapter 3  

Methodology 

Research Design 

 This quantitative study utilized a cross-sectional online survey to assess 

differences in racial attitudes in White undergraduate college students with different 

levels of exposure to SOC.  Categories of the independent variable for this study include 

1.) Informal Only, 2.) Leadership Only, 3.) Structural Only, 4.) Informal & Leadership, 

5.) Informal & Structural, 6.) Leadership & Structural, 7.) Informal, Leadership, & 

Structural, and 8.) None/No Interaction.  The dependent variable is White student racial 

attitudes.  Controls were set for pre-college characteristics and college classroom 

diversity experiences.  For the purpose of this study, the researcher served as a neutral 

bystander and will be independent of the study.  The research process was value-free in 

that the researcher attempted to exclude their personal values and follow a deductive 

approach.  Based on these characteristics, the use of a quantitative survey approach was 

appropriate (Terrell, 2016).   

Sample 

 The sample for this census study consisted of White undergraduate college 

students between the ages of 18 and 22.  Students were recruited from three, four-year 

private or public universities in Lackawanna or Luzerne counties in northeastern 

Pennsylvania.  Institutional data from the three institutions indicates a total White 

population of approximately 3510 students and a total of 1224 students of color.   
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 Upon receiving authorization from each institution, an email explaining the study 

was sent to all students via each institution's email system (Appendix F).  This email 

contained eligibility criteria as well as a link to the online survey.  After clicking the link, 

students completed an informed consent form before beginning the survey. 

Instrumentation 

The Color-Blind Racial Attitude Scale (CoBRAS). The Color-Blind Racial 

Attitude Scale (CoBRAS) was used as the measure of the dependent variable, the color-

blind racial attitudes of White undergraduate students.  It is a 20-item scale developed by 

Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, and Brown in 2000 to measure color-blind racial attitudes.  

Subjects are asked to rate each item on a 6-point scale ranging from 1, Strongly Disagree, 

to 6, Strongly Agree.  The CoBRAS instrument measures three factors, Racial Privilege, 

Institutional Discrimination, and Blatant Racial Issues (Neville et al., 2000) (see 

Appendix A for full CoBRAS instrument).   

Factor one, Racial Privilege, consists of seven questions, six of which are reverse 

scored, ranging from seven to 42.  Factor two, Institutional Discrimination, consists of 

seven questions, one of which is reverse -scored and a score range from seven to 42.  

Factor three, Blatant Racial Issues, consists of six questions, three of which are reverse 

scored and a score range from six to 36 (Neville et al., 2000).  Scores are added together 

and can range from 20 to 120, with higher scores indicating a more significant 

endorsement of color-blind racial attitudes (Keum et al., 2018).   

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for subscales of factors and total scores were 

determined to be acceptable at .83 for the Racial Privilege factor, .81 for the Institutional 

Discrimination factor, .76 for the Blatant Racial Issues factor, and .91 for the CoBRAS 
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total score.  Additional reliability testing has resulted in a Guttman split-half reliability 

estimate of .72 and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each factor and total score ranging 

from .70 for the Blatant Racial Issues factor to .86 for the CoBRAS total score (Neville et 

al., 2000). 

Content validity was established for the CoBRAS through expert feedback on 

content and clarity.  Concurrent validity was reported between scores on each factor and 

between total score and the scores of related measures of racial and social attitudes, the 

Global Belief in a Just World Scale and the Sociopolitical subscale of the 

Multidimensional Belief in a Just World Scale, which resulted in correlations ranging 

from .39 to .61.  The CoBRAS instrument was also significantly correlated with the 

Quick Discrimination Index, with correlations ranging from -.25 to -.83  (Neville et al., 

2000).     

 Researcher Designed Instrument.  An instrument was developed by the 

researcher for use in this study. The purpose of the instrument is to assess the 

independent variable, White students’ level of exposure to SOC, and to calculate co-

variables, pre-college characteristics and college classroom diversity exposure.  A pilot 

study was conducted to assess the reliability and validity of the survey.  Adjustments 

were made based on feedback related to question clarity, completion time, and ability to 

capture the intended data.  After adjustments, the instrument was subjected to 

professional review by a credentialed professional. 

The first four items of the instrument asked participants gender and, for screening 

purposes, age, undergraduate student status, and racial identity.  The 20 items in the 

Color-Blind Racial Attitude Scale (CoBRAS), as described above, then followed. 
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Participants then identified pre-college characteristics through four questions.  

Question one involved high school structural diversity, “Would you consider the student 

body of the high school you graduated from to be predominately, more than 50%, 

White?”  Question two focused on high school informal interactional exposure to peers of 

color via friendships, “Think of your closest high school friend(s). Once you have 

identified your closest high school friend(s), please use the drop down menu and select 

the race/ethnicity category which best describes how you would characterize your 

friend(s) race/ethnicity. You may enter this information for up to three close high school 

friends.”  Questions three and four dealt with high school classroom diversity exposure, 

“As a High School student did you take classes focused on diversity, multiculturalism, 

and/or social justice?” and “As a High School student were you involved in school-

related programming focused on diversity, multiculturalism, and/or social justice?” 

Participants received one point for every “yes” response and one point for each 

high school close friend of a race/ethnicity other than white.  Participants could score a 

maximum of six points: 6 = high pre-college diversity exposure, 0 = no pre-college 

diversity exposure.  This pre-college diversity exposure score was used as the measure of 

the first co-variable, pre- college characteristics of White undergraduate students. 

Participants then responded to two questions related to exposure to college 

classroom diversity; “As a college student have you taken classes focused on diversity, 

multiculturalism, and/or social justice?” and “As a college student have you been 

involved in school-related programming focused on diversity, multiculturalism, and/or 

social justice?”  Participants received one point for every “yes” response for a maximum 

of two points: 2 = high college classroom diversity exposure, 0 = no college classroom 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 71 

diversity exposure.  This college classroom diversity exposure score was used as the 

measure of the second co-variable, college classroom diversity exposure of White 

undergraduate students.   

The remainder of the instrument addressed participants’ levels of informal 

exposure to students of color in three categories of interaction; interactions with SOC in 

leadership positions, informal interactions, and structural interactions.  Responses to each 

question indicated whether or not the participant had exposure to SOC within each 

interaction category.  If exposure within an interaction category took place, the 

participant scored a “1”; if no exposure within an interaction category took place, the 

participant scored a “0.”  Ultimately, this scoring created eight levels of the independent 

variable: 1.) Informal Only, 2.) Leadership Only, 3.) Structural Only, 4.) Informal & 

Leadership, 5.) Informal & Structural, 6.) Leadership & Structural, 7.) Informal, 

Leadership, & Structural, and 8.) None/No Interaction. Participants were also asked to 

identify the perceived race of SOC with whom they interact and evaluate their perception 

of the quality of the contact; positive, neutral, or negative. 

Data Collection Procedure 

Before data collection, permission was obtained by the Marywood University 

Exempt Review Committee (ERC) and the ERCs or Institutional Review Boards (IRB) of 

other participating institutions (see Appendix E).  Surveys were conducted using 

Qualtrics, the official survey platform of Marywood University. Recruitment emails were 

sent out to potential participants after obtaining institutional permission from each 

participating institution (see Appendix F).   
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Recruitment emails were initially sent out three times over a five week-period at 

all three institutions. The first email was sent in late March 2022.  The second email was 

sent in early April, and the final email at the end of April.  Students had a total of 34 days 

from the initial email to complete the survey. Emails directed participants to an informed 

consent form and the survey link.   

Low initial response rates led to additional recruitment efforts.  A total of nine 

additional recruitment emails were sent out to potential participants at one of the 

participating private institutions; two in June 2022, three in July 2022, one on August 

2022, and three in October 2022.  Surveys at all three institutions remained open until 

November 16. 2022.  All data was scored as described in the previous 'Instrumentation' 

section.  Scored data was uploaded into SPSS for analysis.   

Data Analysis 

The researcher utilized a one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) test to 

answer the main research question, what are the differences in racial attitudes in White, 

traditional age, 18 to 22 -year -old, undergraduate college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania based on level of exposure to students of color when controlling for pre-

college characteristics and college classroom diversity exposure.  A one-way ANCOVA 

allows the researcher to determine whether there are statistically significant differences 

between the adjusted populations of various independent groups while incorporating a 

covariate.  To utilize a one-way ANCOVA, ten assumptions must be considered, four 

assumption related to study design and six related to data fit (Laerd Statistics, 2017). 

This research met the following assumptions related to study design: 
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1.) One dependent variable, White students’ racial attitudes, measured at the 

continuous level; 

2.) One independent variables, exposure to students of color, consisting of eight 

categorical, independent groups; 

3.) Covariates, pre- college characteristics and college classroom diversity 

exposure, measured at a continuous level; and   

4.) Independence of observations between each category of the independent 

variable. 

Once data has been collected, SPSS was used to test the remaining six assumptions: 

5.) The covariate should be linearly related to the dependent variable at each 

group of the independent variable;  

6.) There should be homogeneity of regression slopes;  

7.) The dependent variable should be normally distributed for each category of 

the independent variable; 

8.) There should be homoscedasticity;  

9.) There should be homogeneity of variance; and 

10.) There should be no significant unusual points in independent variable groups 

(Laerd Statistics, 2017). 

Descriptive statistics and estimates of adjusted means were presented for each of 

the eight groups of the independent variable, exposure to students of color. Results of the 

one-way ANCOVA were presented with a p-value <.05 used to assess significance.  If 

statistically significant differences were found, Bonferroni post hoc test were conducted 
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to determine differences between independent variable categories (Laerd Statistics, 

2017).  

Sub Problems 

Based on the stated research question, the following sub problems were also explored: 

1. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions? 

This question will be analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequencies. 

2. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in informal interactional situations? 

This question will be analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequencies. 

3. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in structural situations? 

This question will be analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequencies. 

4. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in combinations of leadership, 

informal interactional, and structural situations? 

This question will be analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequencies. 

5. What are the pre-college characteristics scores for White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania? 

This question will be analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequencies. 

6. What are college classroom diversity exposure scores for White college 

students in northeastern Pennsylvania? 

This question will be analyzed using descriptive statistics and frequencies. 
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7. What are the differences in racial attitudes in White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, or 

who have informal interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to 

SOC, or combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

exposure to SOC when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college 

classroom diversity exposure? 

This question will be analyzed using a one-way analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA). 

Supplemental Analysis 

 In addition to the research questions and sub problems discussed above, 

supplemental analyses were performed.  Spearman’s Correlations were utilized to 

determine if an association between perceived quality of interaction and White students’ 

racial attitudes, as defined by total CoBRAS scores, existed.  Spearman’s Correlation is 

appropriate if three assumptions are met: 

1.) There are two variables measured on a continuous and/or ordinal scale; 

2.) Variable represent paired observations; and 

3.) A monotonic relationship exists between the two variable (Laerd Statistics, 

2018). 

Spearman’s correlations calculate a coefficient which indicates the direction and strength 

of the association between the two measured variables (Laerd Statistics, 2018).  

Correlation coefficients range from -1 to +1. The closer the coefficient is to -1 or +1, the 

stronger the relationship.  A positive correlation indicates that as one variable increases, 
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the other variable is also apt to increase; a negative correlation indicates that as one 

variable increases the other decreases (Frost, 2021). The cutoff value, or p-value, used to 

reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis was set at .05.  As such, if 

p < .05, the alternative hypothesis is accepted and the null hypothesis is rejected (Laerd 

Statistics, 2018). 

A total of 12 Spearman’s correlations were conducted.  Five were conducted on 

data pertaining to White students’ Informal Interactions with SOC as college friends, 

athletic teammates, organization members, roommates, and as dating partners. For each 

of these five questions, a separate Spearman’s correlations were conducted with White 

students’ total CoBRAS scores as the dependent variable (DV) and White students’ 

perception of the SOCs race and their relationship – positive, neutral, or negative – as the 

independent variable (IV).   

Four Spearman’s correlations were conducted on data pertaining to White 

students’ Leadership Interactions with SOC as athletic team captains, organization 

officers, Resident Advisors, and New Student Orientation Advisors.  For each of these 

four questions, a Spearman’s correlation was conducted with White students’ total 

CoBRAS scores as the DV and the White students’ perception of the individual student 

leaders of color races and their relationship – positive, neutral, or negative – as the IV.  

Finally, three Spearman’s correlations were conducted on data pertaining to White 

students’ Structural Interactions with SOC, passing encounters within residence halls, in 

classes, and in campus facilities. For each of these three questions, a separate Spearman’s 

correlation was conducted with White students’ total CoBRAS scores as the DV and the 
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White students’ perception of their structural encounters with SOC race and their 

relationship – positive, neutral, or negative – as the IV.   

It should be noted that data collection related to Informal Interactions with 

students of color as college friends and the four categories of Leadership Interactions 

with SOC - as athletic team captains, organization officers, Resident Advisors, and New 

Student Orientation Advisors – asked participants to identify, if applicable, one-to-three 

specific individuals in those roles, select their perception of those individuals perceived 

race/ethnicity, and then rate their relationship with the specific individuals in those roles.  

Questions which collected data for the remaining four Informal Interactions categories - 

athletic teammates, organization members, roommates, and dating partners – and the 

three categories of Structural Interactions with SOC - passing encounters within 

residence halls, in classes, and in campus facilities – asked respondents to identify their 

perceptions of the races/ethnicities of general group/community members and to rate 

their general relationships with individuals within that racial/ethnic category.  As a result, 

Spearman’s Correlation output for Informal Interactions with SOC as college friends and 

the four categories of Leadership Interactions with SOC are reported as White students’ 

relationship perceptions for one to three specific individuals.  Spearman’s Correlation 

output for all other Informal and Structural Interactions are reported as White students’ 

race/ethnicity and relationship perceptions for each racial/ethnic category.   
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Introduction 

 This study investigated whether contact between in-group members, 

White students attending college at Predominately White Institutions (PWIs), and 

outgroup members, (SOC) at PWIs, can influence in-group member racial attitudes.  

Measures of White student racial attitudes (DV) for White students with various levels of 

exposure to SOC (IVs) at three PWIs located in northeastern Pennsylvania are compared 

while controlling for pre-college diversity exposure and college classroom exposure to 

diversity. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS®) v.28 software was used to 

enter and analyze the data related to White student racial attitudes and levels of exposure 

to SOC. 

Demographics and Response Rate 

 The target participants for this study were undergraduate college students, ages 18 

to 22, in Northeastern Pennsylvania, who identify racially as White. Data from the 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) was used to assess the number of White 

students at the three participating institutions (National Center for Education Statistics, 

n.d.).  A total of 3510 White undergraduate students were identified.   

Qualtrics sample size calculator (Qualtrics, 2020) was used to establish a sample 

size for this study.  Utilizing a confidence level of 95% and a margin of error of 5%, the 

ideal sample size was determined to be 347 respondents.  Ultimately 106 usable 

responses were received between the three institutions, a 3% response rate.  This small 
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sample size is less likely to generate significant results as smaller sample sizes produce 

larger standard errors (Urdan, 2017). 

Data Preprocessing 

 To begin, data was tested to ensure that the ten assumptions necessary to utilize a 

one-way ANCOVA were met for each covariate. It was determined that the covariate pre-

college diversity exposure violated the assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes 

as the interaction term was statistically significant, F(4, 93) = 2.630, p = .039.  As such it 

was not possible to proceed with the one-way ANCOVA procedure using the pre-college 

diversity exposure covariate. 

 It was determined that the covariate college classroom diversity exposure 

violated the assumption of normality; standardized residuals for interaction types and for 

overall model were not normally distributed, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05).    

Because the one-way ANCOVA is fairly resistant to deviations from normality – i.e. non-

normality does not substantially impact Type I error rate – the decision was made to 

proceed with the data (Laerd Statistics, 2017). It was then determined that the covariate 

college classroom diversity exposure also violated the assumption of outliers as there 

were cases with standardized residuals greater than 3 standard deviations. Because this 

covariate violated the assumptions of normality and of outliers, the decision was made to 

transform the dependent variable. 

In reviewing plots generated as part of the assessment of normality, it was 

determined that the dependent variable data, total CoBRAS scores was positively 

skewed.  An attempt was made to correct for a moderately positive skew of the dependent 
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variable utilizing SPSS® v.28 software’s square root function and instructions from 

Laerd Statistics (2017).   Further assessment showed continued violation of the 

assumptions of normality and of outliers.   

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences v.28 was then used to correct for a 

strongly, positive skew. A logarithmic transformation was applied utilizing instructions 

from Laerd statistics (2017).  This logarithmic transformation successfully resolved the 

issues with normality and outliers associated with the covariate college classroom 

diversity exposure.  Data using the college classroom diversity exposure covariate now 

met all assumptions of the one-way ANCOVA. 

Using the transformed dependent variable, data utilizing the pre-college diversity 

exposure covariate was retested.  The violation of the assumption of homogeneity of 

regression slopes had been resolved, the interaction term was not statistically 

significant, F(4, 93) = 1.963, p = .107.  It was determined that data using the pre-college 

diversity exposure covariate now also met all assumptions, allowing the researcher to 

proceed with the one-way ANCOVA procedure for both covariates. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Total CoBRAS scores range from 20 to 120, with higher scores indicating a more 

significant endorsement of color-blind racial attitudes (Keum et al., 2018).  Total 

CoBRAS scores for this study ranged from 20 to 120.  After transformation, total 

CoBRAS scores ranged from 1.30 to 2.08.  Table 1 below displays frequency information 

for total CoBRAS scores and the transformed total CoBRAS scores of all 106 

participants. 
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Table 1       
 

       

Frequencies: CoBRAS Scores and Transformed CoBRAS Scores 

 CoBRAS 

Scores 
Frequency % Valid % Cumulative % 

Transformed 

CoBRAS Scores 

Low 20.00 2 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.30 

21.00 1 0.9 0.9 2.8 1.32 

24.00 1 0.9 0.9 3.8 1.38 

25.00 4 3.8 3.8 7.5 1.40 

26.00 1 0.9 0.9 8.5 1.41 

27.00 2 1.9 1.9 10.4 1.43 

30.00 4 3.8 3.8 14.2 1.48 

31.00 3 2.8 2.8 17.0 1.49 

32.00 2 1.9 1.9 18.9 1.51 

33.00 3 2.8 2.8 21.7 1.52 

34.00 4 3.8 3.8 25.5 1.53 

35.00 2 1.9 1.9 27.4 1.54 

36.00 5 4.7 4.7 32.1 1.56 

37.00 5 4.7 4.7 36.8 1.57 

38.00 2 1.9 1.9 38.7 1.58 

39.00 2 1.9 1.9 40.6 1.59 

41.00 1 0.9 0.9 41.5 1.61 

Mid 42.00 6 5.7 5.7 47.2 1.62 

43.00 3 2.8 2.8 50.0 1.63 

44.00 2 1.9 1.9 51.9 1.64 

45.00 3 2.8 2.8 54.7 1.65 

46.00 4 3.8 3.8 58.5 1.66 

47.00 2 1.9 1.9 60.4 1.67 

50.00 2 1.9 1.9 62.3 1.70 

51.00 1 0.9 0.9 63.2 1.71 

52.00 2 1.9 1.9 65.1 1.72 

54.00 1 0.9 0.9 66.0 1.73 

55.00 2 1.9 1.9 67.9 1.74 

56.00 2 1.9 1.9 69.8 1.75 

57.00 1 0.9 0.9 70.8 1.76 

58.00 2 1.9 1.9 72.6 1.76 

63.00 1 0.9 0.9 73.6 1.80 

64.00 4 3.8 3.8 77.4 1.81 

66.00 1 0.9 0.9 78.3 1.82 

67.00 2 1.9 1.9 80.2 1.83 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 82 

High 68.00 2 1.9 1.9 82.1 1.83 

69.00 1 0.9 0.9 83.0 1.84 

70.00 1 0.9 0.9 84.0 1.85 

72.00 1 0.9 0.9 84.9 1.86 

73.00 1 0.9 0.9 85.8 1.86 

74.00 1 0.9 0.9 86.8 1.87 

75.00 2 1.9 1.9 88.7 1.88 

78.00 3 2.8 2.8 91.5 1.89 

80.00 1 0.9 0.9 92.5 1.90 

83.00 1 0.9 0.9 93.4 1.92 

88.00 1 0.9 0.9 94.3 1.94 

95.00 1 0.9 0.9 95.3 1.98 

103.00 1 0.9 0.9 96.2 2.01 

104.00 1 0.9 0.9 97.2 2.02 

115.00 1 0.9 0.9 98.1 2.06 

117.00 1 0.9 0.9 99.1 2.07 

120.00 1 0.9 0.9 100.0 2.08 

 
Total 106 100.0 100.0  Total 

 

 Of the 106 participants, 87 identified as “Female (Cisgender or Transgender)”; 15 

identified as “Male (Cisgender or Transgender)”; two identified as “Non-Binary/Third 

Gender”; and two responded “Prefer Not to Say”.  Consistent with literature (Neville et 

al., 2014), those who identified as “Male (Cisgender or Transgender)” had the highest 

unadjusted mean CoBRAS scores.  Table 2 below provides descriptive statistics from 

transformed total CoBRAS scores based on participant identified gender category. 

Table 2        

        

Unadjusted Means and Variability for Transformed Total CoBRAS Scores by Gender 

 n % M Mdn SD min max 

Gender               

Female (Cisgender or Transgender) 87 82 1.6426 1.6232 0.16059 1.30 2.08 

Male (Cisgender or Transgender) 15 14 1.7802 1.8195 0.19998 1.30 2.06 

Non-Binary/Third Gender 2 2 1.4978 1.4978 0.02927 1.48 1.52 

Prefer Not to Say 2 2 1.7798 1.7798 0.40788 1.49 2.07 
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Note: n = number of participants, M = Mean, Mdn = Median, SD = Standard Deviation,  

min = Minimum, max = Maximum         
 

 Racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern Pennsylvania, as 

defined by total transformed CoBRAS scores, for each of the eight categories of the 

independent variable, White students with various levels of exposure to SOC, are 

presented below in Table 3.  

Table 3 
       

        

Unadjusted Means and Variability for Transformed Total CoBRAS Scores by Interaction Type 

 n % M Mdn SD min max 

Categories of Exposure to Students of Color               

Leadership Interaction 1 1 1.5315 1.5315 - 1.53 1.53 

Informal & Structural Interaction 32 30 1.6276 1.6015 0.20768 1.30 2.08 

Structural Interaction 14 13 1.6363 1.6334 0.18084 1.38 1.88 

Informal, Leadership, & Structural   

  Interaction 
45 42 1.6545 1.6335 0.13313 1.41 2.01 

Informal & Leadership Interaction 2 2 1.7253 1.7253 0.27407 1.53 1.92 

Leadership & Structural Interaction 4 4 1.7506 1.7051 0.17402 1.56 1.94 

Informal Interaction  4 4 1.7776 1.8278 0.21882 1.48 1.98 

None/No Interaction 4 4 1.9073 1.8836 0.07568 1.85 2.02 

Note: n = number of participants, M = Mean, Mdn = Median, SD = Standard Deviation,  

min = Minimum, max = Maximum 

 

As shown above, White students interacting with students of color in leadership roles 

only had the lowest transformed total CoBRAS score mean.  White students who 

indicated no interactions with students of color had the highest transformed total 

CoBRAS score mean. 

The CoBRAS instrument measures three factors, Unawareness of Racial 

Privilege, Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination, and Unawareness of Blatant 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 84 

Racial Issues.  Scores for factor one, Unawareness of Racial Privilege, and factor two, 

Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination, range from seven to 42.  Scores for Factor 

three, Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues, range from six to 36 (Neville et al., 2000).  

Higher scores indicate a more significant endorsement of color-blind racial attitudes 

within each factor (Keum et al., 2018).  It should be noted that while total CoBRAS 

scores were transformed for this study, scores for each of the three CoBRAS factors were 

not. Table 4 below presents untransformed means and variability for each CoBRAS 

factor by interaction type. Tables 5, 6, and 7 present frequency data for each CoBRAS 

factor.   

Table 4 
      

       

Unadjusted Means and Variability for CoBRAS Factors and Interaction Type 

 n M Mdn SD min max 

Unawareness of Racial Privilege 106 21.3774 20.0000 8.86991 7.00 42.00 

Leadership Interaction 1 17.0000 17.0000 - 17.00 17.00 

Informal & Structural Interaction 32 20.0313 18.0000 9.49867 7.00 42.00 

Structural Interaction 14 22.0714 22.0000 9.84858 11.00 39.00 

Informal, Leadership, &  

Structural Interaction 
45 19.7556 19.0000 6.69177 7.00 40.00 

Informal & Leadership  

Interaction 
2 25.5000 25.5000 13.43503 16.00 35.00 

Leadership & Structural  

Interaction 
4 25.7500 27.0000 9.28709 15.00 34.00 

Informal Interaction  4 30.5000 33.0000 13.10216 14.00 42.00 

None/No Interaction 4 33.5000 34.5000 3.87298 28.00 37.00 

       

Unawareness of Institutional 

Discrimination 
106 16.7264 14.0000 7.87949 7.00 42.00 

Leadership Interaction 1 10.0000 10.0000 - 10.00 10.00 

Informal & Structural Interaction 32 16.0000 12.0000 10.16318 7.00 42.00 

Structural Interaction 14 14.3571 12.5000 6.10935 7.00 24.00 

Informal, Leadership, &  

Structural Interaction 
45 16.7111 15.0000 6.12232 10.00 31.00 

Informal & Leadership  

Interaction 
2 18.5000 18.5000 9.19239 12.00 25.00 

Leadership & Structural  

Interaction 
4 19.7500 15.5000 10.24288 13.00 35.00 
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Informal Interaction  4 19.2500 21.0000 6.50000 10.00 25.00 

None/No Interaction 4 26.2500 25.0000 5.31507 22.00 33.00 

       

Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues 106 11.8491 10.0000 6.91416 6.00 36.00 

Leadership Interaction 1 7.0000 7.0000 - 7.00 7.00 

Informal & Structural Interaction 32 11.8125 9.0000 8.25574 6.00 36.00 

Structural Interaction 14 10.3571 8.5000 5.01700 6.00 19.00 

Informal, Leadership, &  

Structural Interaction 
45 10.8889 9.0000 5.22765 6.00 33.00 

Informal & Leadership  

Interaction 
2 14.5000 14.5000 12.02082 6.00 23.00 

Leadership & Structural  

Interaction 
4 14.2500 14.5000 6.13052 8.00 20.00 

Informal Interaction  4 15.5000 13.0000 10.24695 6.00 30.00 

None/No Interaction 4 22.0000 19.5000 8.28654 15.00 34.00 

Note: n = number of participants, M = Mean, Mdn = Median, SD = Standard Deviation, min = 

Minimum, 

max = Maximum 
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Table 5 

 

 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 87 

Table 6 
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Table 7 

 

 Participants’ overall mean CoBRAS factor scores were highest for Unawareness 

of Racial Privilege, 21.3774 versus 16.7264 for Unawareness of Institutional 

Discrimination and 11.8491 for Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues.  When viewed by 

type of interaction with SOC, Leadership Interaction had the lowest mean scores and 

None/No Interaction had the highest mean scores of all interaction types for each of the 

three CoBRAS factors.  Other than Leadership Interaction, Informal & Structural 
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Interactions, and Informal & Leadership Interactions with SOC, the majority of 

participant scores for the remaining five interaction types in the Unawareness of Racial 

Privilege factor are in the mid- to – high score range, i.e. scores between 19 and 42.  The 

majority of participant scores across all eight interaction types for Unawareness of 

Institutional Discrimination and Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues fell into the low- to 

– mid score range, scores between seven and 30 for Unawareness of Institutional 

Discrimination and between six and 26 for Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues. 

 Table 8 below provides descriptive statistics for the covariates, Pre-college 

Diversity and College Classroom Diversity. 

Table 8 
      

       

Unadjusted Means and Variability for Pre-college & College Classroom Diversity Scores 

 n M Mdn SD min max 

Pre-college Diversity Scores 106 1.9434 2.0000 1.09397 0.00 6.00 

Classroom Diversity Scores 106 1.1415 1.0000 0.82160 0.00 2.00 

Note: n = number of participants, M = Mean, Mdn = Median,  

SD = Standard Deviation, min = Minimum, max = Maximum 

 

Frequencies of Pre-college and College Classroom Diversity scores are presented in 

Table 9. 

Table 9 
  

   
Pre-college & College Classroom Diversity Score 

Frequencies 

 Frequency % 

Pre-college Diversity Scores 
 

 

0.00 2 1.9 

1.00 41 38.7 

2.00 39 36.8 
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3.00 12 11.3 

4.00 10 9.4 

5.00 1 0.9 

6.00 1 0.9 

   

Collage Classroom Diversity Scores 
 

 

0.00 29 27.4 

1.00 33 31.1 

2.00 44 41.5 

Note: % = percent of total participants 

 

The majority of White student participants, 80 (75.5%), reported low levels of pre-

college diversity exposure, scores of 1.00 or 2.00; only two participants (1.9%) reported 

no pre-college diversity exposure.   Though 44 participants (41.5%) reported high levels 

of college classroom diversity exposure, a score of 2.00, the number of participants who 

reported no college classroom diversity exposure, 29 (27.4%), was higher than the 

number of participants who reported no pre-college diversity exposure. 

Sub Problems 

Sub problems stated in chapters one and three are addressed below: 

1. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions? 

White college students in northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in 

leadership positions made up one percent of this study (one participant).  With only one 

participant in this category, variability and frequency information is limited.  Score and 

mean for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Racial Privilege were 17.000, the lowest of 

the eight interaction categories, placing it at rank one of eight from lowest, one, to 

highest, eight.  Score and mean for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Institutional 
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Discrimination were 10.0000, the lowest of the eight interaction categories, placing it at 

rank one of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Score and mean for the CoBRAS 

factor Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues were 7.0000, the lowest of the eight 

interaction categories, placing it at rank one of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  

Mean total transformed CoBRAS score for this category was 1.5315, the lowest of the 

eight interaction categories, placing it at rank one of eight from lowest, one, to highest, 

eight.   

2. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in informal interactional situations? 

 White college students in northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in 

informal interactional situations made up four percent of this study (four participants).  

Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Racial Privilege ranged from 14 to 42 

with a mean of 30.5000, placing it at rank seven of eight from lowest, one, to highest, 

eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination ranged 

from 13 to 35 with a mean of 19.2500, placing it at rank six of eight from lowest, one, to 

highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues 

ranged from 6 to 30 with a mean of 15.5000, placing it at rank seven of eight from 

lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Total transformed CoBRAS scores for the four participants 

in this category ranged from 1.48 to 1.98 with a mean total transformed CoBRAS score 

of 1.7776, placing it at rank seven of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  

3. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in structural situations? 
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 White college students in northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in 

structural situations made up 13% of this study (14 participants).  Scores for the CoBRAS 

factor Unawareness of Racial Privilege ranged from 11 to 39 with a mean of 22.0714, 

placing it at rank four of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the 

CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination ranged from seven to 24 

with a mean of 14.3571, placing it at rank two of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  

Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues ranged from 6 to 19 

with a mean of 10.3571, placing it at rank two of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  

Total transformed CoBRAS scores for the 14 participants in this category ranged from 

1.38 to 1.88 with a mean total transformed CoBRAS score of 1.6363, placing it at rank 

three of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight. 

4. What are the racial attitudes of White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in combinations of leadership, 

informal interactional, and structural situations? 

White college students in northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in 

combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural situations made up 82% 

of this study (87 participants).  In all, an additional five interaction categories were 

created from combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

interactions. These are: Informal & Structural Interactions; Informal, Leadership, & 

Structural Interactions; Informal & Leadership Interactions; Leadership & Structural 

Interactions, and None/No Interactions. 

 Participants in the Informal & Structural Interactions category made up 30% of 

the study (32 participants).  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Racial 
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Privilege ranged from seven to 42 with a mean of 20.0313, placing it at rank three of 

eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of 

Institutional Discrimination ranged from seven to 42 with a mean of 16.0000, placing it at 

rank three of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor 

Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues ranged from 6 to 36 with a mean of 10.3571, 

placing it at rank four of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Total transformed 

CoBRAS scores for the 32 participants in this category ranged from 1.30 to 2.08 with a 

mean total transformed CoBRAS score of 1.6276, placing it at rank two of eight from 

lowest, one, to highest, eight. 

Participants in the Informal, Leadership, & Structural Interactions category made 

up 42% of the study (45 participants).  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of 

Racial Privilege ranged from seven to 40 with a mean of 19.7556, placing it at rank two 

of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight. Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness 

of Institutional Discrimination ranged from 10 to 31 with a mean of 16.7111, placing it at 

rank four of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor 

Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues ranged from six to 33 with a mean of 10.8889, 

placing it at rank three of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Total transformed 

CoBRAS scores for the 45 participants in this category ranged from 1.41 to 2.01 with a 

mean total transformed CoBRAS score of 1.6545, placing it at rank four of eight from 

lowest, one, to highest, eight. 

Participants in the Informal & Leadership Interactions category made up 2% of 

the study (2 participants).  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Racial 

Privilege ranged from 16 to 35 with a mean of 25.5000, placing it at rank five of eight 



INTERGROUP CONTACT AND WHITE RACIAL ATTITUDES 94 

from lowest, one, to highest, eight. Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of 

Institutional Discrimination ranged from 12 to 25 with a mean of 18.5000, placing it at 

rank five of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor 

Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues ranged from 6 to 23 with a mean of 14.5000, 

placing it at rank six of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Total transformed 

CoBRAS scores for the two participants in this category ranged from 1.53 to 1.92 with a 

mean of 1.7253, placing it at rank five of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight. 

Participants in the Leadership & Structural Interactions category made up 4% of 

the study (4 participants).  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Racial 

Privilege ranged from 15 to 34 with a mean of 25.7500, placing it at rank six of eight 

from lowest, one, to highest, eight. Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of 

Institutional Discrimination ranged from 13 to 35 with a mean of 19.7500, placing it at 

rank seven of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor 

Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues ranged from eight to 20 with a mean of 14.2500, 

placing it at rank five of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Total transformed 

CoBRAS scores for the four participants in this category ranged from 1.56 to 1.94 with a 

mean of 1.7506, placing it at rank six of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight. 

Participants in the None/No Interactions category made up 4% of the study (4 

participants).  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Racial Privilege ranged 

from 28 to 37 with a mean of 33.5000, the highest of the eight interaction categories, 

placing it at rank eight of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight. Scores for the 

CoBRAS factor Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination ranged from 22 to 33 with a 

mean of 26.500, the highest of the eight interaction categories, placing it at rank eight of 
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eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.  Scores for the CoBRAS factor Unawareness to 

Blatant Racial Issues ranged from 15 to 34 with a mean of 22.0000, the highest of the 

eight interaction categories, placing it at rank eight of eight from lowest, one, to highest, 

eight.  Total transformed CoBRAS scores for the four participants in this category ranged 

from 1.85 to 2.02 with a mean of 1.9073, the highest of the eight interaction categories, 

placing it at rank eight of eight from lowest, one, to highest, eight.   

5. What are the pre-college characteristics scores for White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania? 

 Pre-college characteristics scores for White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who participated in this study ranged from zero to six with a mean of 

1.9434. Of the 106 participants, 1.9% (two participants) reported no pre-college diversity 

exposure and 75.5% (80 participants) reported low pre-college diversity exposure – 

scores of one or two.  Twenty point seven percent (20.7%, 22 participants) reported 

moderate pre-college diversity exposure – scores of three or four.  One point eight 

percent (1.8%, two participants) reported high pre-college diversity exposure – scores of 

five or six. 

6. What are college classroom diversity exposure scores for White college 

students in northeastern Pennsylvania? 

Classroom diversity exposure for White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who participated in this study ranged from zero to two with a mean of 

1.1415. Of the 106 participants, 27.4% (29 participants) reported no classroom diversity 

exposure, 31.1% (33 participants) reported moderate classroom diversity exposure – a 
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score of one, and 41.5% (44 participants) reported high classroom diversity exposure – a 

score of two. 

7. What are the differences in racial attitudes in White college students in 

northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, or 

who have informal interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to 

SOC, or combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

exposure to SOC when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college 

classroom diversity exposure? 

Differences in racial attitudes in White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, or who have informal 

interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to SOC, or combinations of 

leadership, informal interactional, and structural exposure to SOC when controlling for 

pre-college characteristics and college classroom diversity exposure are addressed in the 

Results section below 

Results 

 An ANCOVA was run to determine the effect of interactions with SOC on White 

students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, after controlling for pre-

college diversity exposure. There was a linear relationship between pre-college diversity 

exposure and total CoBRAS scores for each interaction type, as assessed by visual 

inspection of a scatterplot. There was homogeneity of regression slopes as the interaction 

term was not statistically significant, F(4, 93) = 1.963, p = .107. Standardized residuals 

for the interaction types and for the overall model were normally distributed, as assessed 

by Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05). There was homoscedasticity and homogeneity of 
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variances, as assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot and Levene's test of 

homogeneity of variance (p = .126), respectively. There were no outliers in the data, as 

assessed by no cases with standardized residuals greater than ±3 standard deviations.  

After adjustment for pre-college diversity exposure, there was a statistically significant 

difference in White students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, 

between the types of interaction with SOC, F(7, 97) = 2.104, p < .05, partial η2 = .132.  

Post hoc analysis was performed with a Bonferroni adjustment.  Total CoBRAS scores 

were statistically significantly higher in the None/No Interaction category vs the Informal 

& Structural Interaction category (Mdiff = .298, 95% CI [0.003, 0.594], p < .05).  No other 

statistically significant differences between total CoBRAS scores and types of 

interactions with SOC were found.   

Table 10 
      

       
Unadjusted and Adjusted Means and Variability for Transformed Total CoBRAS    

Scores by Interaction Type with Pre-college Diversity Exposure as a Covariate 

  Unadjusted   Adjusted 

 N M SD  M SE 

Informal Only 4 1.7776 0.21882   1.772 0.086 

Informal & Leadership 2 1.7253 0.27407  1.742 0.122 

Informal, Leadership & Structural 45 1.6545 0.13313  1.653 0.025 

Leadership Only 1 1.5315 .  1.530 0.171 

Leadership & Structural 4 1.7506 0.17402  1.754 0.085 

Structural Only 14 1.6363 0.18084  1.638 0.046 

None/No Interaction 4 1.9073 0.07568  1.924 0.087 

Informal & Structural 32 1.6276 0.20768   1.626 0.030 

Note: N = number of participants, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation,   

SE = Standard Error       
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Table 11  
   

  
       

Pairwise Comparisons of Dependent Variable: Total Transformed CoBRAS Score with Pre-college 

Diversity Exposure as a Covariate 

     95% CIb 

(I) groups (J) groups Mdiff (I-J) SE Sig.b [LB , UB] 

Informal 

Only 
Informal & Leadership 0.030 0.149 1.000 [-0.450 , 0.509] 

 Informal, Leadership & 

Structural 
0.119 0.089 1.000 [-0.168 , 0.406] 

 Leadership Only 0.242 0.191 1.000 [-0.372 , 0.855] 

 Leadership & Structural 0.018 0.121 1.000 [-0.371 , 0.407] 

 Structural Only 0.134 0.097 1.000 [-0.178 , 0.446] 

 Informal & Structural 0.146 0.091 1.000 [-0.145 , 0.437] 

Informal & 

Leadership 

Informal, Leadership & 

Structural 
0.089 0.124 1.000 [-0.311 , 0.489] 

 Leadership Only 0.212 0.210 1.000 [-0.462 , 0.886] 

 Structural Only 0.104 0.130 1.000 [-0.313 , 0.521] 

 Informal & Structural 0.116 0.126 1.000 [-0.287 , 0.520] 

Informal, 

Leadership 

& 

Structural 

Leadership Only 0.123 0.173 1.000 [-0.432 , 0.677] 

 Structural Only 0.015 0.052 1.000 [-0.153 , 0.183] 

 Informal & Structural 0.027 0.039 1.000 [-0.100 , 0.154] 

Leadership 

& 

Structural 

Informal & Leadership 0.012 0.148 1.000 [-0.465 , 0.489] 

 Informal, Leadership & 

Structural 
0.101 0.089 1.000 [-0.186 , 0.388] 

 Leadership Only 0.224 0.191 1.000 [-0.390 , 0.837] 

 Structural Only 0.116 0.097 1.000 [-0.195 , 0.427] 

 Informal & Structural 0.128 0.091 1.000 [-0.163 , 0.419] 

Structural 

Only 
Leadership Only 0.107 0.177 1.000 [-0.461 , 0.675] 

 Informal & Structural 0.012 0.055 1.000 [-0.164 , 0.188] 

None/No 

Interaction 
Informal Only 0.152 0.122 1.000 [-0.241 , 0.545] 

 Informal & Leadership 0.182 0.148 1.000 [-0.293 , 0.657] 

 Informal, Leadership & 

Structural 
0.271 0.091 0.097 [-0.020 , 0.562] 

 Leadership Only 0.394 0.192 1.000 [-0.222 , 1.009] 

 Leadership & Structural 0.170 0.121 1.000 [-0.220 , 0.560] 

 Structural Only 0.286 0.098 0.118 [-0.028 , 0.601] 

 Informal & Structural 0.298* 0.092 0.046 [0.003 , 0.594] 

Informal & 

Structural 
Leadership Only 0.096 0.173 1.000 [-0.462 , 0.653] 
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Based on estimated marginal means 

     *. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

     b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni. 

Mdiff = Mean Difference, SE = Standard Error, Sig. = p < .05, CI = Confidence Interval, LB = Lower 

Bound, UB = Upper Bound 

 

An ANCOVA was run to determine the effect of interactions with SOC on White 

students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, after controlling for 

college classroom diversity exposure. There was a linear relationship between college 

classroom diversity exposure and total CoBRAS scores for each interaction type, as 

assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot. There was homogeneity of regression 

slopes as the interaction term was not statistically significant, F(6, 91) = .637, p = .700. 

Standardized residuals for the interaction types and for the overall model were normally 

distributed, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk's test (p > .05). There was homoscedasticity and 

homogeneity of variances, as assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot and Levene's 

test of homogeneity of variance (p = .200), respectively. There were no outliers in the 

data, as assessed by no cases with standardized residuals greater than ±3 standard 

deviations. After adjustment for college classroom diversity exposure, there was not a 

statistically significant difference in White students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total 

CoBRAS scores, between the types of interaction with SOC, F(7, 97) = 1.863, p = .08, 

partial η2 = .118.  Adjusted and unadjusted means and variability for transformed total 

CoBRAS scores with college classroom diversity exposure as a covariate are presented 

below in Table 12. 
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Table 12        

        
Unadjusted and Adjusted Means and Variability for Transformed Total COBRAS Scores  

by Interaction Type with College Classroom Diversity Exposure as a Covariate  

  Unadjusted   Adjusted 
 

 n M SD  M SE 
 

Informal Only 4 1.7776 0.21882   1.773 0.085  
Informal & Leadership 2 1.7253 0.27407  1.721 0.12 

 
Informal, Leadership & 

Structural 
45 1.6545 0.13313  1.656 0.025 

 
Leadership Only 1 1.5315 .  1.496 0.172  
Leadership & Structural 4 1.7506 0.17402  1.731 0.086 

 
Structural Only 14 1.6363 0.18084  1.630 0.046 

 
None/No Interaction 4 1.9073 0.07568  1.903 0.085 

 

Informal & Structural 32 1.6276 0.20768   1.633 0.03 
 

Note: n = number of participants, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, SE = Standard Error 

 

Supplemental Analysis Results 

Informal Interaction Results.  Five Spearman's rank-order correlations were run 

to assess, respectively, the relationships between 1.) White students’ perception of their 

three closest college friends race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores, 2.) White 

students’ perception of their athletic teammates race and relationship and total CoBRAS 

scores, 3.) White students’ perception of their student organization members race and 

relationship and total CoBRAS scores, 4.) White students’ perception of their roommates 

and total CoBRAS scores, and 5.) White students’ perception of their dating partners race 

and relationship and total CoBRAS scores. One hundred and six participants were 

recruited. Preliminary analysis showed relationships to be monotonic, as assessed by 

visual inspection of respective scatterplots.  No statistically significant correlation was 

found between White students’ perception of their three closest college friends race and 

relationship and total CoBRAS scores; between White students’ perception of their 
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athletic teammates race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores; between White 

students’ perception of their student organization members race and relationship and total 

CoBRAS scores; between White students’ perception of their roommates and total 

CoBRAS scores; or between White students’ perception of their dating partners race and 

relationship and total CoBRAS scores. Table 13 below provides Spearman’s correlation 

results for each type of Informal Interactions with SOC. As the relationships between 

White students’ perception of their three closest college friends, their athletic teammates, 

their student organization members, their roommates, their dating partners and total 

CoBRAS scores were not statistically significant we reject the alternative hypothesis and 

accept the null hypothesis for these relationships. 

Table 13      
 

 
     

 
Spearman's correlation results for Informal Interactions with SOC 

  
College 

Friends 

Athletic 

Teammates 

Organization 

Members 
Roommates 

Dating 

Partners  
College Friend 
1 

rs(102) = .048, p = 
.627 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
 

College Friend 

2 

rs(101) = -.094, p = 

.342 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
College Friend 

3 

rs(100) = -.056, p = 

.579 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
American 
Indian or 

Alaskan Native 
N/A rs(0) = -, p = - rs(4) = .683, p = .135 rs(2) = -, p = - rs(0) = -, p = - 

 

Asian N/A rs(1) = -, p = - 
rs(28) = .055, p = 

.774 
rs(0) = -, p = - 

rs(4) = .778, p = 
.069  

Black or 

African 
American 

N/A rs(7) = -, p = - 
rs(52) = -.032, p = 

.817 
rs(5) = -, p = - 

rs(8) = -

.078, p = .831 
 

Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander 
N/A rs(0) = -, p = - rs(4) = .488, p = .326 rs(0) = -, p = - rs(0) = -, p = - 

 
Latinx or 

Hispanic 
N/A rs(2) = -, p = - 

rs(39) = .056, p = 

.730 
rs(1) = -, p = - 

rs(7) = .414, p = 

.268  
Middle Eastern 

or North 

African 
N/A rs(0) = -, p = - rs(8) = .107, p = .768 rs(0) = -, p = - rs(0) = -, p = - 

 

White N/A 
rs(19) = -.130, p = 

.573 
rs(65) = -.153, p = 

.217 
rs(50) = .189, p = 

.180 
rs(56) = -

.023, p = .862  
Two or More 

Races 
N/A rs(2) = -, p = - 

rs(23) = -.146, p = 

.487 
rs(2) = -, p = - 

rs(1) = .866, p = 

.333  
Note: rs = correlation coefficient, (#) = Degree of Freedom (Number of Participants-2), p = cutoff value 

(p < .05), N/A = Not Applicable, rs(#) = -, p = - = No output  
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 Leadership Interaction Results. Four Spearman's rank-order correlations were 

run to assess, respectively, the relationships between 1.) White students’ perception of 

their Athletic team captains race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores, 2.) White 

students’ perception of their RAs race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores, 3.) 

White students’ perception of their student organization officers race and relationship and 

total CoBRAS scores, 4.) White students’ perception of their new student orientation 

advisors race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores.  One hundred and six 

participants were recruited. Preliminary analysis showed relationships to be monotonic, 

as assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot.  There was a statistically significant, 

weak negative correlation between White students’ perception of their RAs race and 

relationship and total CoBRAS scores, rs(44) = -.299, p < .05.  There was a statistically 

significant, weak negative correlation between White students’ perception of one of three 

of their new student orientation advisors race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores, 

rs(55) = -.264, p < .05.  Therefore, in these two relationships, we can reject the null 

hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis.   

No statistically significant correlation was found between White students’ 

perception of Athletic team captains race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores; 

between White students’ perception of their student organization officers race and 

relationship and total CoBRAS scores; or between White students’ perception of two of 

their new student orientation advisors race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores. 

Table 14 below provides Spearman’s correlation results for each type of Leadership 

Interaction with SOC.  As the relationships between White students’ perception of 

Athletic team captains, student organization officers, and two of three New Student 
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Orientation leaders race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores were not statistically 

significant we reject the alternative hypothesis and accept the null hypothesis for these 

relationships. 

Table 14     

     

Spearman's correlation results for Leadership Interactions with SOC 

  Team Captains 
Organization 

Officers 
Resident Advisors Orientation Leaders 

Leader 1 rs(19) = -.054, p = .816 rs(52) = -.048, p = .728 rs(44) = -.299, p < .05 rs(62) = -.155, p = .220 

Leader 2 rs(16) = -.345, p = .161 rs(49) = -.267, p = .058 N/A rs(55) = -.264, p < .05 

Leader 3 rs(12) = -.076, p = .795 rs(45) = -.178, p = .230 N/A rs(49) = -.151, p = .289 

Note: rs = correlation coefficient, (#) = Degree of Freedom (Number of Participants-2), p = 

cutoff value (p < .05), N/A = Not Applicable 

 

Structural Interaction Results. Three Spearman's rank-order correlations were 

run to assess, respectively, the relationships between 1.) White students’ perception of 

their classmates race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores, 2.) White students’ 

perception of their campus encounters with other students based on race and relationship 

and total CoBRAS scores, and 3.) White students’ perception of race and relationship of 

other residential students living in their residence halls and total CoBRAS scores.  One 

hundred and six participants were recruited. Preliminary analysis showed relationships to 

be monotonic, as assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot.  There was a statistically 

significant, moderate positive correlation between White students’ perception of race and 

relationship of other residential students living in their residence halls for students who 

are Two or More Races and total CoBRAS scores, rs(10) = .648, p < .05.  Therefore, we 

can reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis for this relationship. 
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No statistically significant correlation was found between White students’ 

perception of their classmates race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores; between 

White students’ perception of their general campus encounters with other students based 

on race and relationship and total CoBRAS scores; or between White students’ 

perception of other racial categories and relationship with other residential students living 

in their residence halls and total CoBRAS scores.  Table 15 below provides Spearman’s 

correlation results for each type of Structural Interactions with SOC.  As the relationships 

between White students’ perception of classmates, general campus encounters with other 

students, and residential students living in their residence halls - other than students 

perceived as being of Two or More Races - race and relationship and total CoBRAS 

scores were not statistically significant we reject the alternative hypothesis and accept  

the null hypothesis for these relationships. 

Table 15    

Spearman's correlation results for Structural Interactions with SOC 

   Residence Halls Classes Campus Encounters 

American Indian 

or Alaskan Native 
rs(3) = -, p = - rs(8) = -.038, p = .917 rs(10) = -.251, p = .432 

Asian rs(18) = .095, p = .691 rs(55) = -.090, p = .507 rs(55) = -.129, p = .341 

Black or African 

American 
rs(29) = -.117, p = .533 rs(74) = .105, p = .366 rs(77) = -.058, p = .612 

Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander 
rs(1) = .866, p = .333 rs(5) = .289, p = .530 rs(7) = -.174, p = .654 

Latinx or 

Hispanic 
rs(22) = -.271, p = .201 rs(63) = -.042, p = .741 rs(64) = .003, p = .983 

Middle Eastern or 

North African 
rs(1) = .000 p = 1.000 rs(21) = .034, p = .879 rs(23) = -.066, p = .756 

White rs(40) = -.062, p = .699 rs(91) = -.016, p = .875 rs(87) = .004, p = .969 
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Two or More 

Races 
rs(10) = .648, p < .05 rs(31) = -.011, p = .953 rs(36) = .098, p = .558 

Note: rs = correlation coefficient, (#) = Degree of Freedom (Number of Participants-2), p = cutoff 

value (p < .05), N/A = Not Applicable, rs(#) = -, p = - = no output 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion, Conclusions, Recommendations 

Summary 

A cross-sectional online survey was conducted to answer the primary research 

question, what are the differences in racial attitudes in White, traditional age, 18 to 22 -

year -old, undergraduate college students in northeastern Pennsylvania based on level of 

exposure to students of color when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college 

classroom diversity exposure.  Student participants were recruited from three, four-year 

private or public universities in Lackawanna or Luzerne counties in northeastern 

Pennsylvania.  One-hundred and six usable responses were ultimately collected.  One-

way ANCOVAs were run to answer the primary research question.  One-way ANCOVA 

results are summarized below, followed by an overview of descriptive statistical findings 

and a summary of supplementary analysis findings. 

One-way ANCOVA Result Summary 

A one-way ANCOVA was conducted to determine the effect of interactions with 

SOC on White students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, after 

controlling for pre-college diversity exposure.  After adjustment for pre-college diversity 

exposure, there was a statistically significant difference in White students’ racial 

attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, between the types of interaction with 

SOC. Post hoc analysis Total CoBRAS scores were statistically significantly higher in 

the None/No Interaction category vs the Informal & Structural Interaction category.  No 

other statistically significant differences between total CoBRAS scores and types of 
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interactions with SOC after controlling for pre-college diversity exposure were found.  

Based on these results we reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis, 

that there are differences in racial attitudes in White college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership positions, or who have informal 

interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to SOC, or combinations of 

leadership, informal interactional, and structural exposure to SOC when controlling for 

pre-college characteristics. 

A one-way ANCOVA was conducted to determine the effect of interactions with 

SOC on White students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, after 

controlling for college classroom diversity exposure. After adjustment for college 

classroom diversity exposure, there was not a statistically significant difference in White 

students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, between the types of 

interaction with SOC.  Based on these results we reject the alternative hypothesis and 

accept the null hypothesis, that there are no differences in racial attitudes in White 

college students in northeastern Pennsylvania who are exposed to SOC in leadership 

positions, or who have informal interactional exposure to SOC, or structural exposure to 

SOC, or combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural exposure to 

SOC when controlling for college classroom diversity exposure. 

Descriptive Statistic Overview 

When viewed by gender, participants who identified as Non-Binary/Third Gender 

had the lowest mean Total CoBRAS score (1.4978).  Participants who identified as 

Female had a mean total CoBRAS score of 1.6426, a lower mean than participants who 

identified as Male, 1.7802, and those participants who responded “Prefer Not to Say”, 
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1.7798.  Eights levels of the IV, exposure to SOC, were identified.  Unadjusted means of 

transformed total CoBRAS scores indicated that White students exposed to SOC through 

Leadership Interactions only had the lowest Total CoBRA score mean, 1.5315.  White 

students exposed to SOC through Informal & Structural Interactions were second, 

1.6276; Structural Interactions only were third, 1.6363; Informal, Leadership & Structural 

Interactions fourth, 1.6545; Informal & Leadership Interactions fifth, 1.7253; Leadership 

& Structural Interactions sixth, 1.7506; and Informal Interactions only seventh, 1.7776.  

White students who reported None/No Interactions with SOC had the highest total 

CoBRAS score mean, 1.9073. 

Total COBRAS scores are derived from three factors: Unawareness of Social 

Privilege, Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination, and Unawareness to Blatant 

Racial Issues.  Descriptive data indicated higher participant scores in the Unawareness of 

Racial Privilege factor, a total score mean of 21.3772 versus a total score mean of 

16.7264 for the Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination factor and a total score mean 

of 11.8491 for the Unawareness to Blatant Racial Issues factor.  Within each of the three 

factors, White students exposed to SOC through Leadership Interactions only 

consistently had the lowest factor score mean, 17.0000, 10.0000, and 7.0000, 

respectively.  White students who reported None/No Interactions with SOC consistently 

had the highest factor score mean, 30.5000, 26.2500, and 22.0000, respectively. 

Supplemental Analysis Summary 

Spearman’s correlations were run to assess relationships between White students’ 

perceptions of race and relationships and total CoBRAS scores in Informal Interactions 

with SOC, Leadership Interactions with SOC, and Structural Interactions with SOC.  
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Statistically significant, weak negative correlations were found between two types of 

Leadership Interactions, White students’ perception of their RAs race and relationship 

and total CoBRAS scores and between one of their new student orientation advisors race 

and relationship and total CoBRAS scores.  A statistically significant, moderate positive 

correlation was found for one type of Structural Interaction, White students’ perception 

of race and relationship of other residential students living in their residence halls for 

students who are Two or More Races and total CoBRAS scores.  For these three 

relationships we can reject the null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis.  For 

all Informal Interactions and other types of Leadership and Structural Interactions we 

reject the alternative hypothesis and accept the null hypothesis for these relationships. 

Discussion 

Gurin, Dey, Gurin, and Hurtado (2003) envisioned that students experience 

diversity in a higher education setting in three ways: structural diversity, informal 

interactional diversity, and classroom diversity.  Informal and classroom diversity 

interactions are believed to promote learning and democracy- related outcomes for 

students.  Informal interactional diversity experiences in particular have been linked to 

additional outcomes including higher levels of intellectual engagement and self-assessed 

academic skills (Gurin et al., 2002) as well as developing critical thinking skills 

(Pascarella et al., 2014).  There is evidence to suggest that students’ assessment of the 

quality of cross-racial interactions as positive or negative affects diversity-related 

outcomes (Denson & Chang, 2015). 

Intergroup contact theory posits that intergroup contact in situations where both 

the in- and out- groups have equal status, cooperate, share common goals, have the 
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support of authorities, and where friendship potential exists has the potential to increase 

in-group knowledge of the outgroup and lead to reduced prejudice.  In-group members 

past experiences can affect the nature of intergroup interactions and their outcomes 

(Pettigrew, 1998).  Findings from various studies have supported the idea that intergroup 

contact involving the stated conditions can reduce prejudice (Bowman & Park, 2014, 

2015; Lowe et al., 2013; Paluck et al., 2018; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006) 

 The present study incorporated Gurin, Dey, Gurin, and Hurtado’s (2003) vision of 

how diversity is experienced by students within a higher education context into 

Pettigrew’s reformulated intergroup contact theory in order to examine how variations in 

intergroup contact between White students and students of color (SOC) may influence 

White students’ racial attitudes.  Specific focus was placed on intergroup contact that 

occurred via forms of informal interactional diversity experiences, with controls in place 

for pre-college and college classroom diversity exposure.  

 Descriptive statistics appear to support intergroup contact theory.  Unadjusted 

means for the eight categories of informal interaction types between White students and 

SOC indicated lower total CoBRAS scores for White students who had intergroup 

contact with SOC than White students who indicated no contact with SOC.  White 

students who had intergroup contact with SOC also had lower adjusted mean total 

CoBRAS scores than White students who indicated no contact with SOC after controlling 

for pre-college diversity exposure and for college classroom diversity exposure. 

 One-way ANCOVA results showed a statistically significant difference in White 

students’ racial attitudes, as measured by total CoBRAS scores, between the types of 

interaction with SOC after controlling for precollege diversity exposure.  Post hoc 
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analysis determined that total CoBRAS scores were statistically significantly higher for 

participants reporting “None/No Interaction” with SOC versus students who reported a 

combination of “Informal & Structural” Interactions with SOC.  This study defined 

informal interactional exposure as interactions between White students and SOC, which 

are sustained, ongoing, and involve personal contact. Structural exposure to SOC was 

defined as interactions between White students and SOC, which are impersonal and 

involve limited or no interpersonal contact.   

Specific informal interactional exposure types examined were White students’ 

closest college friends, teammates, fellow organization members, roommates, and dating 

partners.  Specific types of structural exposure examined were other residents living in 

the participants’ residence hall, classmates, and other students using campus facilities.  

This study was unable to identify what specific combination of informal and structural 

interactions with SOC contributed to the statistically significant finding for this 

interaction category.  Previous research suggests that interracial structural interactions 

occurring in campus dining halls and in classrooms and informal interactional contexts 

such as roommate situations and diverse co-curricular activities – teammates and 

organization members – have the potential to be particularly impactful (Bowman & Park, 

2015; Lowe et al., 2013). 

When reviewing the adjusted means of total CoBRAS scores for all eight 

categories of interaction types with pre-college diversity exposure as a covariate, 

interaction types involving White students’ structural exposure to SOC were found to 

have the second, “Informal & Structural” (1.626); third, “Structural Only” (1.638); and 

fourth, “Informal, Leadership, & Structural” (1.653) lowest means.  Although no 
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statistically significant difference was found in White students’ racial attitudes, as 

measured by total CoBRAS scores, between types of interaction with SOC after 

controlling for college classroom diversity exposure, adjusted means of total CoBRAS 

scores for interaction types involving structural interactions were also found to be lower.   

Participants in the “Structural Only” category had the second (1.630), “Informal & 

Structural” participants the third (1.633), and “Informal, Leadership, & Structural” 

(1.656) participants the fourth, lowest mean total CoBRAS scores.  

This is consistent with previous research, which found that structural diversity is 

particularly important as it provides opportunities for intergroup contact (Bowman & 

Park, 2014; Gurin et al., 2003; Lowe et al., 2013).  This finding is particularly significant 

in light of the Supreme Courts’ recent decision in Students for Fair Admissions v. 

Harvard, 600 U.S. 181 (2023).  The Court held that race-based affirmative action 

programs in admissions processes violate the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 

Amendment, a finding which has the potential to reduce structural diversity on U.S. 

college campuses (20-1199 Students for Fair Admissions, Inc. v. President and Fellows 

of Harvard College (06/29/2023), 2023). 

Participants in the “Leadership Only” interaction category had the lowest 

unadjusted and adjusted mean total CoBRAS score of all eight categories of interaction 

type in each context. Only one participant fell into this category, however, limiting 

variability.  Other interaction types which included leadership interactions with SOC, 

“Informal & Leadership” and “Leadership & Structural”, displayed higher mean total 

CoBRAS scores, typically the fifth or sixth lowest means in each context. Additional 
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research is needed to determine if low mean total CoBRAS scores would persist if 

additional participants fell into the “Leadership Only” interaction type category. 

Spearman’s correlations were run to assess relationships between White student 

participants’ perception of their relationships in various contexts and their total CoBRAS 

scores.  Three statistically significant correlations were found, weak negative correlations 

related to two leadership positions – residence hall RAs and new student orientation 

(NSO) advisor - and one moderate positive correlation related to a structural interaction - 

individuals living in residence halls perceived as being “Two of More Races”.  As both 

correlations for leadership positions were weak and negative, total CoBRAS scores 

would slightly increase when participant perceived their relationship with their RA or 

NSO advisor as positive and slightly decrease when the relationship was perceived as 

negative.  This finding was unexpected.  Further research should be done to explore 

factors that may be involved in the relationships between these leadership positions and 

total CoBRAS scores.  

 While only two participants reported no pre-college diversity exposure, the 

majority of White student participants indicated relatively low pre-college diversity 

exposure.  This finding was in line with previous research which found that White 

students often arrive at college with limited exposure to racial diversity (Warikoo & de 

Novais, 2015).  Previous studies have also found that White students with less pre-

college diversity exposure tend toward significant usage of colorblind ideology 

(Jayakumar, 2015; Warikoo & de Novais, 2015).  Though correlation between pre-

college diversity exposure and participants total CoBRAS scores was not explored as a 

component of this study, findings from the previous studies cited indicate a likelihood 
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that participants with lower pre-college diversity exposure would have higher total 

CoBRAS scores. 

 The majority of participants reported college classroom diversity exposure.  That 

said, a surprisingly high percentage of participants, 27.4% (29 participants) reported no 

college classroom diversity exposure.  Though correlations between college classroom 

diversity exposure and participants total CoBRAS scores were not explored within this 

study, research suggests that participants reporting no college classroom diversity 

exposure would also have higher total CoBRAS scores (Neville et al., 2014). 

 The CoBRAS instrument measures three factors, Unawareness of Racial 

Privilege, Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination, and Unawareness of Blatant 

Racial Issues.  Unawareness of Racial Privilege had highest total unadjusted mean as well 

as the highest unadjusted means for each of the eight categories of interaction types of the 

three CoBRAS factors.  Limited pre-college diversity exposure and no or low college 

classroom diversity exposure may contribute to higher means for this CoBRAS factor.  

Educating students on racial privilege may have the potential to reduce White students’ 

negative racial attitudes at the three institutions studied.  Despite the potential, this 

approach would not be without its challenges. 

 Pettigrew (1998) recognized that intergroup contact takes place within social 

institutions and societies which have the potential to inhibit its positive impact.  Craig 

and Richeson found in 2014 that as U.S. racial demographics shift, and White Americans 

become aware of this shift, concerns arose regarding the loss of White social status.  

These concerns resulted in a shift to conservative ideology in order to avoid disruption of 

the current racial hierarchy.  These findings appear to be more relevant than ever given 
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the number of “Anti-Diversity, Equity, & Inclusion” bills proposed in multiple U.S. states 

in 2023 (Bryant & Appleby, 2023).  Such legislation creates a chilling effect on diversity 

initiatives and education, potentially negatively affecting White students’ racial attitudes. 

Applications/ Implications for Practice 

 Findings from this study have several implications for practice within the context 

of the three PWIs studied.  White students at these institutions enter with limited pre-

college diversity exposure and a significant percentage have no or limited classroom 

diversity exposure.  These factors contribute to negative racial attitudes, which may 

surface in the form of microaggressions towards SOC.  Microaggressions negatively 

affect SOC in multiple ways, including sense of belonging and retention.  Recruitment, 

retention, and completion rates of SOC, who will soon make up the majority of the U.S. 

traditional college-age population, would be improved by positively shifting White 

students’ racial attitudes.  

 It is important to note that efforts to shift White students’ racial attitudes must not 

come at the expense of SOC.  The purpose of admitting SOC into PWIs is not and should 

not be for the benefit of White students.  This would be exploitive and would serve only 

to perpetuate systemic racism with U.S. society as well as within the institution of higher 

education.  The phrase, “A Rising Tide Lifts All Boats” is applicable in this situation; 

efforts to shift White students’ racial attitudes must benefit all students.   

It is equally important to acknowledge the potential conflict this creates; ensuring 

the success of SOC threatens the current racial hierarchy.  This perceived threat has the 

potential to generate resistance.  Evidence suggests that explicitly including Whites in 
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depictions of diversity and diversity messaging reduces resistance (Plaut et al., 2011).  As 

such, explicit explanation of how intergroup contact benefits all involved – White 

students become more desirable to employers, institutions of higher education improve 

retention, recruitment, graduation, and employment rates – may reduce White student and 

institutional resistance to change efforts. 

That a statistically significant difference in White students’ racial attitudes, as 

measured by total CoBRAS scores, was found between the types of interaction with SOC 

after controlling for precollege diversity exposure would indicate that intergroup contact 

has the potential to positively change White students’ racial attitudes. “Informal & 

Structural” interactions with SOC may be particularly effective at changing White 

students’ racial attitudes.  Bowman and Park (2015) recommended that universities 

provide opportunities for continuous, casual, and meaningful intergroup contact.  

Examples from the literature of such contact include roommate and housing assignments, 

racially diverse classes, and diverse co-curricular activities (Bowman & Park, 2014, 

2015), as well as intergroup dining experiences (Lowe et al., 2013).  The author of this 

study suggests that peer mentoring may be another avenue for providing continuous, 

casual, and meaningful opportunities for intergroup contact.  When utilized in the context 

of specific activities, such as officer positions in student organizations, athletic teams, 

and student staff positions, peer mentoring may have the added benefit of creating 

leadership opportunities for SOC, which, in turn, could foster additional opportunities for 

intergroup contact. 

Raising awareness of racial privilege may also assist in positively affecting White 

students’ racial attitudes.  Literature has indicated that at PWIs as well as at more diverse 
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institutions, White students have the privilege of not having to consider their race as a 

component of their college experience (Hurtado et al., 2015; Lowe et al., 2013).  Asking 

students to consider how or in what ways their race has or has not influenced their college 

experience may be a good way to introduce the idea of racial privilege in a way which 

White students might find nonthreatening.   

Educating White students on microaggressions has been shown to reduce total 

CoBRAS scores as well as Unawareness of Racial Privilege factor scores.  Lectures, 

reading scholarly articles, and watching videos related to microaggressions and privilege 

followed by discussion have all been found to be effective means of educating White 

students in these areas (Bronder, 2016; Patterson & Domenech Rodríguez, 2019).  

Activities related to both awareness raising and education on microagressions could 

occur as part of course work, perhaps a required “University 100” course for first-year 

students, as part of training for campus leadership roles, or as part of a campus program.  

Academic departments, Student Activities/Engagement Offices, Athletic Departments, 

and Housing & Residence Life staff can utilize this information to strategically, and more 

effectively, plan trainings and programs, staff selection, housing placement, and student 

experiences with this goal in mind. 

In light of the current U.S. social climate, a strong institutional commitment 

would be required to pursue this goal.  Institutions would need to institute admission 

strategies that ensure a sufficient level of structural diversity to allow for intergroup 

contact.  Thoughtful curricular and co-curricular experiences that encourage and foster 

direct and indirect opportunities for intergroup contact and raise White students’ 

awareness of racial privilege would need to be created.  Assessment strategies would also 
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need to be developed. Policies to support these efforts would need to be established and 

enforced and appropriate resources allocated to see them through.   

Creating optimal conditions for successful intergroup contact to occur at these 

PWIs has the potential to benefit all students by improving persistence and reducing 

barriers for SOC while allowing their White students to gain the societal benefits and the 

required workplace skills described in the introduction of this study.  Improved campus 

racial climates resulting from changing White students’ racial attitudes has the potential 

to enhance the recruitment and retention of SOC.  Given the stated demographic shifts in 

the college-age population (Colby & Ortman, 2015), current public perception of the 

value of higher education (Blake, 2023), and the enrollment (Knox, 2023) and fiscal 

challenges many colleges and universities are facing (Lederman, 2023), improving the 

campus racial climate could ultimately assist these PWIs in achieving fiscal goals in these 

uncertain times. 

Limitations 

Several limitations emerged over the course of this study.  The first involved 

instrument validity.  Components of an instrument designed by the researcher may not 

accurately measure what it was designed to measure, item validity, or cover the range of 

the subject area intended, sampling validity (Terrell, 2016).  The researcher designed 

instrument utilized in this study asked participants to identify race and provide 

relationship assessments for specific individuals in certain informal and leadership 

interactions as well as race and relationships assessments of generalized groups of people 

on their campuses in all other informal and structural interactions.  Scoring and analysis 

methods for both categories, individual and generalized, were the same.  Data collected 
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from instrument questions focused on specific individuals emphasized relationship 

assessment over race assessment.  Data collected from instrument questions focused on 

generalized groups assessed race and relationship equally.  While the main research 

question was unaffected, the emphasis on relationship assessment for data focused on 

specific individuals did affect supplemental analysis.  Spearman’s correlations conducted 

using data focused on specific individuals were limited to relationships between White 

students’ perception of their relationship with specific individuals and the White 

students’ total CoBRAS score – assessed race was not a factor in the correlation.  For 

future research, adjusting questions or scoring for responses related to specific 

individuals may improve instrument validity, particularly for use in determining 

correlations. 

 Reliance on self-reported data was another identified limitation.  The ability to 

verify self-reported data is limited (Labaree, 2020).  Social Desirability Bias, respondents 

answering questions to reflect what they believe to be socially admirable rather than 

accurate responses (Holbrook & Krosnick, 2010), may have limited the generalizability 

of the results of this study.  White students’ assessments of their relationships with SOC 

in this study were more positive than anticipated.  Participants may have overstated their 

relationship assessments so as not to appear racist.   

 As this study focuses on students attending college in northeastern Pennsylvania, 

generalizability may be limited due to location.  Results may not represent colleges or 

universities with a higher percentage of students of color or schools in a more racially 

diverse area (Terrell, 2016).  
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Sample size was identified as a significant limitation of this study.  Qualtrics 

sample size calculator (Qualtrics, 2020) was used to establish sample size.  Utilizing a 

confidence level of 95% and a margin of error of 5%, the ideal sample size was 

determined to be 347 respondents.  Ultimately 106 usable responses were received 

between three institutions, a 3% response rate.  This small sample size is less likely to 

generate significant results as smaller sample sizes produce larger standard errors (Urdan, 

2017).   

In addition to small sample sizes, limited numbers of students in certain racial 

categories at the three institutions, and low numbers of SOC in some of the categories 

examined affected Spearman’s correlation results. Limited responses with a lack of 

variation in responses – i.e. all of the limited responses assessed the relationship as 

positive - resulted in Spearman’s correlation results with no values.  This was particularly 

true in the case of Informal Interaction with SOC as athletic teammates, roommates, and, 

to some degree, dating partners, as seen in Table 13. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

Findings from this study provide ample opportunities for additional research.  

After controlling for pre-college diversity exposure, mean total CoBRAS scores for 

White students who had intergroup contact with SOC in “Informal & Structural” contexts 

were statistically significantly lower than for White students who reported “None/No 

Interactions” with SOC.  Although specific types of informal interactional - closest 

college friends, teammates, fellow organization members, roommates, and dating 

partners - and structural exposures - other residents living in the participants’ residence 

hall, classmates, and other students using campus facilities - were identified for use in 
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this study, further research should be conducted to identify which combinations of 

informal and structural interactions contributed to this finding. 

Consistent with previous findings (Neville et al., 2014), those who identified as 

“Male (Cisgender or Transgender)” had the highest unadjusted mean CoBRAS scores.  It 

is interesting to note that participants who identified as “Non-Binary/Third Gender” had 

the lowest mean total CoBRAS score.  Further research should explore whether 

identification as “Non-Binary/Third Gender”, which could also be considered an 

outgroup status in current U.S. American society, may affect attitudes towards other 

outgroups, in this case SOC. 

No statistically significant findings for any combination of leadership interactions 

were found relative to the main research question of this study.  Though the “Leadership 

Only” interaction category had the lowest mean total CoBRAS score and the lowest mean 

total CoBRAS factor scores in every context, means were based on a singular participant.  

Means for all other interaction types involving leadership interactions trended higher.   

Statistically significant correlations were found between White students’ perceptions of 

their relationships with their RAs and with one of their new student orientation leaders 

and total CoBRAS scores were found; however, the nature of the correlations indicated 

that positive relationship perceptions resulted in slightly higher total CoBRAS scores and 

vice-versa. These findings indicate the need for further research into the impact of 

interactions with SOC in leadership positions on White students’ racial attitudes and the 

impact of White students’ relationship perceptions of SOC in leadership positions.   

Descriptive statistics for CoBRAS factors indicated that participants’ unawareness 

of racial privilege contributed to higher mean total CoBRAS scores.  Further research 
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should be conducted to determine what, if any, effects pre-college diversity exposure and 

college classroom diversity exposure may have on White students’ awareness of racial 

privilege. Data from such research, along with data on effective intergroup contact 

categories, could be utilized to identify and develop effective, developmentally 

appropriate, curricular and co-curricular methods of raising White students’ awareness of 

racial privilege. 

Conclusions 

 This study sought to contribute to the body of research on intergroup contact 

theory through the examination of differences in racial attitudes in White, traditional age, 

18 to 22 -year -old, full- or part –time, undergraduate college students in northeastern 

Pennsylvania based on type of exposure to students of color – exposure to SOC in 

leadership positions, informal interactional exposure to SOC, structural exposure to SOC, 

or exposure to SOC in combinations of leadership, informal interactional, and structural 

situations - when controlling for pre-college characteristics and college classroom 

diversity exposure.  A statistically significant difference was found in White students’ 

racial attitudes based on type of exposure to SOC when controlling for pre-college 

characteristics.  Post hoc testing identified a statistically significant difference in racial 

attitudes between White students with a combination of informal and structural exposure 

to SOC and White students who reported no interaction with SOC.  Descriptive statics 

and frequencies indicated low levels of pre-college diversity experience and that many 

participants reported little-to-no college classroom diversity exposure.  Statistics also 

indicated that raising White students’ awareness of racial privilege may positively impact 

their racial attitudes.   While low response rates prevent generalization beyond the 
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participants of this study and their respective institutions, results appear to support the 

idea that intergroup contact between White students and SOC at PWIs has the potential to 

affect White students’ racial attitudes.  Further research regarding the impact of specific 

categories of intergroup contact interactions at PWIs on White students’ racial attitudes is 

recommended in order to capitalize from the results of this study. 
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