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Abstract 

I investigated the relationship between bilingual education and children’s intergroup 

attitudes in order to better understand the potential prejudice-reduction value of bilingual 

education programs. I predicted that White children in bilingual classrooms would 

demonstrate more positive attitudes toward both contacted and non-contacted outgroups 

than would White children in English-only classrooms. Thirty-nine White fourth- and 

fifth-grade students completed a photograph activity and a self-report survey measuring 

their attitudes toward an ingroup, other White children, a contacted outgroup, Latino/a 

children, and a non-contacted outgroup, Asian-heritage children. Attitudes were 

operationalized as scores on four submeasures: ingroup/outgroup evaluation, friendship 

preference, perceived similarity, and acceptance. Analyses indicated that children in 

bilingual classrooms did not demonstrate elevated friendship preferences, perceived 

similarity, or acceptance toward the target outgroups, and classroom type did not interact 

with a target’s ethnicity to determine attitude. However, analyses indicated that children 

in bilingual classrooms demonstrated elevated evaluation of the three target groups of 

children as compared to children in English-only classrooms, suggesting that bilingual 

education promotes positive intergroup attitudes to a greater extent than do English-only 

classrooms. Overall, results point toward the importance of classroom type and the 

language of instruction when designing anti-prejudice programs in schools. 

Keywords: bilingual education, intergroup attitudes, intergroup contact, secondary 

transfer effect.



The Relation Between Bilingual Education and Children’s 

Intergroup Attitudes 

The demand for bilingual education programs in the United States has increased 

dramatically in the past decade, with more schools offering bilingual programs every year 

(Porter, 2017). In 2000, there were an estimated 260 bilingual education programs in the 

United States; by 2015, the estimate rose to 2,000 programs (Gross, 2016). The vast 

majority of these bilingual education programs are Spanish-English programs (Gándara 

& Escamilla, 2017). One database of 824 registered U.S. bilingual education programs 

reports that Spanish-English programs account for 95% of all entries (Center for Applied 

Linguistics, 2014). According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2018 report, the Hispanic 

population of the United States citizenry will become the majority ethnic group by 2060 

(Vespa, Armstrong, & Medina, 2018), a trend that helps to explain the increasing demand 

for English-Spanish educational programs as an increasing number of English language 

learners (ELLs) enter US schools. The dramatic expansion of bilingual education 

programs coincides with a time in the United States in which nationalism, xenophobia, 

and racially and ethnically-motivated discrimination are on the rise (Berman, 2017), all of 

which have contributed to the systematic opposition of non-English education (Freeman, 

1998). With the debate of bilingual education at an all-time high, psychological research 

investigating its academic and social outcomes is more vital than ever.  

Research on bilingual education in the United States has historically been focused 

on ELL outcomes. A large body of literature suggests that bilingual education is 

academically superior to English-only education for ELLs, as partial instruction in the 
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relevant minority language helps students from falling behind their peers in math, 

science, and social studies while they master English (Willig, 1985; Wright, Taylor, & 

Macarthur, 2000). Bilingual education programs have also been shown to teach English 

to ELLs better than English-only programs (Willig, 1985; Wright et al., 2000). In 

addition to academic benefits, previous research has established that bilingual education 

positively affects minority groups’ individual and collective self-esteem (Bougie, Wright, 

& Taylor, 2003; Cavazos‐Rehg & DeLucia‐Waack, 2009; Wright & Taylor, 1995) and 

identity formation (Poza, 2018).  

Although bilingual education programs originated in response to the needs of 

ELL students, today a sizable percentage of students in bilingual programs are native 

English speakers (Gándara & Escamilla, 2017). The rising number of majority-status 

children in bilingual programs highlights the need to study and understand the academic, 

social, and cognitive effects of bilingual education on native English speakers in addition 

to ELLs. To date, the majority of research conducted on majority-status children in 

bilingual education programs has focused on academic outcomes (Rossell & Baker, 1996; 

Willig, 1985) and suggests that such programs provide small to moderate benefits for 

language skills, mathematics, and reading in both English and the relevant minority 

language compared to English-only programs (Willig, 1985). Less, however, is known 

about the non-academic outcomes of bilingual education on majority students. To fill this 

gap, the present study investigates the relation between Spanish/English bilingual 

education programs versus English-only education programs and intergroup attitudes 

among White, English-speaking fourth- and fifth-grade students.  
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Ingroup and Outgroup Evaluation 

An extensive literature reports a preference among adults and children alike for 

members of one’s own identity group on the basis of language (Anisfeld & Lambert, 

1964), ethnicity (Tropp & Wright, 2003), race (Aboud, 1988), accent (Souza, Byers-

Heinlein, & Poulin-Dubois, 2013), socioeconomic-status (Régner & Monteil, 2007), and 

even randomly-assigned groups (Dunham, Baron, & Carey, 2011; Tajfel, 1978). This 

preference, also called ingroup favoritism, can be understood according to social identity 

theory (Tajfel, 1974). Social identity theory proposes that every individual has a social 

identity: a self-concept derived from perceived membership in a relevant social group. 

Individuals’ identities are thus tied up with their group memberships, which are 

determined by many factors such as race, gender, socioeconomic status, nationality, 

religion, political views, and social values. Language, another factor on which group 

membership is formed (Montaruli, Bourhis, & Azurmendi, 2011), is often conceptually 

or schematically tied to other group memberships, such as racial or ethnic groups (Weber, 

1978).  

Social identity theory further states that intergroup behavior can be predicted by 

an individual’s social identity (Tajfel, 1974). As a result of people’s motivation to 

maintain positive self-esteem (Tesser, 1988), individuals tend to think highly of the 

groups with which they identify and display ingroup favoritism toward them, often at the 

expense of showing prejudice for or discriminating against other outgroups (Tajfel, 

1978). Ingroup favoritism for one’s own linguistic group, for example, begins early in 

life. One study found that 6-month-old infants spend more time looking at someone who 

speaks their native language than someone who speaks a foreign language (Kinzler, 
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Dupoux, & Spelke, 2007). By 10 months of age, infants have been shown to act on this 

ingroup favoritism, preferring to take an object offered by a native-language speaker as 

opposed to by a foreign-language speaker (Kinzler, Dupoux, & Spelke, 2012). By 14 

months of age, young children preferentially imitate novel actions made by adults in their 

language group as opposed to those made by foreign-language adults (Buttelman, Zmyj, 

Daum, & Carpenter, 2013).  

Intergroup Contact Theory and Bilingual Education 

Under specific optimal conditions, interpersonal contact is one of the most 

effective ways to reduce prejudice between identity groups (Allport, Clark, & Pettigrew, 

1954). The reduction in stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination that occurs as a result 

of intergroup contact is mediated by increased understanding of the outgroup, increased 

empathy and perspective-taking, and decreased anxiety associated with contact 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). Positive intergroup contact is maximized when (a) members 

of the two groups hold equal status during the interaction, (b) the contact situation 

promotes cooperative interdependence between the members of the two groups, (c) the 

two groups work toward a common goal during intergroup contact, and (d) relevant 

authorities support the intergroup contact (Allport et al., 1954).  

Previous research suggests that bilingual education programs promote positive 

intergroup relations to a greater extent than do monolingual education programs. For 

example, one study found that White children in bilingual education programs showed 

greater positive evaluations of, friendship preferences for, and perceived similarity to 

Latino/a students than did White children in monolingual programs (Wright & Tropp, 

2005). Bilingual education programs may promote reduced prejudice toward students of 
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the relevant minority-language group by creating an environment that bolsters the 

optimal contact conditions theorized by Allport et al. (1954) to a greater extent than do 

monolingual programs.  

Equal Status. Language is an important marker of group membership (Edwards, 

2009; Montaruli, Bourhis, & Azurmendi, 2011). As such, the perceived status of a 

language is linked to the status of the corresponding group. Most schools in the United 

States instruct solely in English, sending the implicit message to students that English is 

the most important, relevant, and high-status language. Therefore, students who are 

proficient in English tend to perform better on an academic level, have increased access 

to class resources in English, and are seen as superior to students who are not equally 

proficient in English. What is more, English speakers generally occupy the majority of 

leadership positions in schools throughout the United States. Previous research has shown 

that people are more likely to show interest in scholarly activities and careers when they 

see themselves reflected in positions of leadership in that field (Campbell & Wolbrecht, 

2006). As such, the predominance of English-speaking leaders in schools bolsters 

English-speaking students’ identification with school authorities, leading to increased 

school interest and an elevated likelihood of aspiring to similar leadership positions. 

Through these processes, English-only schools implicitly lead students to associate status 

and success with English speakers and, by extension, the corresponding group – typically 

White majority-status students.   

Bilingual educational programs, on the other hand, strongly affirm the status and 

importance of the relevant minority language. Additionally, because knowledge of both 

languages is essential to academic success, members of the two groups hold equal status 
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during interactions. Rather than being in a privileged position of knowledge, English 

speakers must rely on minority students for expertise when learning in the relevant 

minority language, according equal status to both groups.  

Cooperative Interdependence and Common Goals. Cooperative 

interdependence between groups, especially when working toward a common goal, is 

another factor that has been theorized to produce optimal outcomes of intergroup contact 

as it requires group members to rely on each other’s expertise in order to achieve a 

common goal (Allport et al., 1954). In monolingual education programs, native English 

speakers almost always have the advantage and often assume a one-sided mentorship 

position to ELLs. In bilingual education programs, both linguistic groups possess unique 

expertise and have equal opportunity to assume the position of tutor and student. This 

reciprocal relationship promotes cooperation, interdependence, and respect between 

groups, maximizing positive intergroup attitudes and relationships.  

Authority Support. Finally, authority support for the intergroup contact is a key 

factor in the optimization of positive intergroup contact (Allport et al., 1954). The main 

authority figure in any school is the teacher. By speaking both English and the relevant 

minority language, the teacher provides clear support for the equal status of both 

languages and for positive cross-group interactions between the language groups. In 

conclusion, bilingual education programs may promote positive intergroup attitudes, 

especially toward members of the relevant minority-language group, as a result of the 

attainment of these four optimal contact conditions.  

In addition to Allport et al.’s (1954) four proposed optimal contact conditions, 

cross-group friendships are also an important factor in promoting positive intergroup 
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attitudes (Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy, 2003; Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 

2011). Perceived similarity is a key element in the formation of friendships (Fehr, 1996), 

and bilingual education programs have been shown to create an environment in which 

both cross-group friendships and perceived similarity are promoted to a greater extent 

than they are in monolingual education programs (Wright & Tropp, 2005). By learning 

the minority language and cooperating interdependently with minority-language children, 

White English-speaking children may perceive themselves to be more similar to their 

non-English-speaking classmates and thus be more willing to develop friendships that 

cross ethnolinguistic boundaries. In turn, increased friendships may lead to reduced 

prejudice toward members of the relevant minority-language group. 

A large body of previous research has provided evidence for Allport et al.’s 

(1954) intergroup contact theory and their proposed optional contact conditions, 

demonstrating that positive intergroup contact results in more positive attitudes between 

contacted group members (see Pettigrew, 2009). However, in order for this phenomenon 

to be valuable for social policy, the contact effects must generalize to the outgroup as a 

whole, a phenomenon called the generalizing effect. Without the generalizing effect, 

attitude change and prejudice reduction is limited to the individuals directly involved in 

the contact and yields less impact than attitude change that extends to the entire identity 

group. Change in an individual’s prejudice toward an entire outgroup is dependent upon a 

group-wide generalization of his or her changed attitudes toward individual contacted 

group members. The literature clearly indicates that positive attitudes produced by 

intergroup contact do generalize beyond the group members directly involved in 

intergroup contact to the group as a whole (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kawakami, 2003). 
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Pettigrew et al. conducted a meta-analysis in 2011 and found that the generalization 

effect is strongest when group membership is salient during contact, as originally 

theorized by Hewstone and Brown (1986). While linguistic group membership may not 

be particularly salient in monolingual classrooms, bilingual education classrooms 

facilitate continual awareness of ethnolinguistic differences between students of the two 

language groups through bilingual instruction. As such, bilingual education programs 

may facilitate the generalization of positive intergroup attitudes from the group members 

directly involved in contact to the group as a whole to a greater extent than do English-

only classrooms. 

One important potential confound to consider when comparing monolingual and 

bilingual classrooms in terms of intergroup contact and intergroup attitudes is the fact 

that bilingual education programs generally attract a more diverse student body, in terms 

of students’ race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and native language, than do 

monolingual education programs. One study found that bilingual education programs 

tend to attract two distinct types of families: relatively affluent and invested families 

seeking to develop their children’s foreign language skills in a diverse environment and 

less-affluent parents of non-native English-speaking students (Miller, Steele, Zamarro, 

Anderson, Slater, & Li, 2016). In Miller et al.’s (2016) study, the former group was 

primarily White and the latter group was primarily non-White. The resulting ethnically- 

and racially-diverse student composition might, in part, explain the relationship between 

bilingual education programs and reduced prejudice toward students of the relevant 

minority-language group. Indeed, previous research has suggested that White students in 

monolingual classrooms with greater ethnic diversity tend to have more positive attitudes 



9 

toward non-White students than do White students in predominantly or all White 

classrooms (Wright & Tropp, 2005), likely as a result of heightened intergroup contact. 

Although the higher ethnic diversity common to bilingual classrooms likely plays a role 

in the corresponding low rates of intergroup prejudice, previous research suggests that the 

positive effect of bilingual instruction on prejudice reduction toward minority children 

can only be partially explained by the greater representation of minority children in 

bilingual classrooms (Wright & Tropp, 2005). In other words, the quantity of contact 

alone does not produce the pattern of positive attitudes found among White children in 

bilingual classrooms. The quality of contact is also an important factor. As such, there is 

reason to believe that majority-status children in bilingual classrooms will demonstrate 

more positive attitudes toward minority-status children of the relevant ethnolinguistic 

group than do majority-status children in monolingual classrooms of similar racial and 

ethnic compositions.  

Secondary Transfer Effect of Intergroup Contact 

Recent research has expanded on Allport’s intergroup contact theory by 

theorizing that, in addition to intergroup contact causing a reduction in prejudice toward 

the outgroup involved in the contact, there is a secondary transfer effect (STE) of 

intergroup contact that results in a reduction in prejudice toward noninvolved outgroups, 

or secondary outgroups. Several studies have shown that reduced prejudice toward one 

contacted outgroup generalizes to other outgroups not involved in the initial contact, 

providing support for the STE (Pettigrew, 2009; Tausch et al., 2010). A longitudinal 

study by Pettigrew (2009), for example, evaluated the hypothesis that contact with an 

outgroup would cause a secondary reduction in prejudice toward noninvolved outgroups. 
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A sample of 2,559 German adults participated in a phone survey in 2002, of which 1,275 

contactees participated in a follow-up phone survey in 2004. The phone surveys included 

scales of prejudice toward six diverse outgroups: resident foreigners, Muslims, homeless 

people, gay men and lesbians, non-traditional women, and Jews. The second phone 

survey also included a three-item measure of positive contact with foreign residents over 

the past two years. Participants also responded to a two-item measure of German identity. 

The results provided evidence for the existence of the STE and showed that the effect is 

strongest when the contacted outgroup and secondary outgroup share cultural similarity 

or have similar perceived stereotypes, status, or stigma. This study also found that the 

relationship between intergroup contact and outgroup attitudes is bidirectional, such that 

contact predicts positive attitudes toward contacted and secondary outgroups, but a 

person’s general prejudice toward the outgroup also predicts both intergroup contact and 

attitudes toward the secondary, non-contacted outgroup. This phenomenon is referred to 

as the causal sequence problem and its existence limits the explanatory power of cross-

sectional studies to provide evidence for the STE. Although Pettigrew (2009) did detect a 

reverse causal order effect (in which more tolerant people sought out more positive 

contact and vice versa), the STE remained significant after controlling for bi-

directionality. Despite its success in controlling for the causal sequence problem, this 

study was limited by its failure to control for prior contact with the secondary outgroup 

and social desirability responding. 

Tausch et al. (2010) systematically sought to refute alternative accounts of the 

STE by responding to the limitations of Pettigrew’s (2009) study. Researchers conducted 

three cross-sectional studies in Cyprus (N = 1,653), Northern Ireland (N = 1,973), and 
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Texas (N = 275) and one longitudinal study in Northern Ireland (N = 411). The studies 

investigated contact between Greek and Turkish Cypriots and its association with 

attitudes toward the mainland outgroups (Study 1), contact between Irish Catholics and 

Irish Protestants and its association with attitudes toward racial minorities in Northern 

Ireland (Study 2 and 4), and contact between either Whites or Blacks and Latinos/as and 

its association with attitudes toward either Vietnamese or Asian Indians (Study 3). 

Participants completed an in-person interview (Studies 1, 2, and 4) or an online survey 

(Study 3) by answering questions about their level of intergroup contact with the primary 

outgroup and their attitudes toward the primary and secondary outgroup, as well as a 

measure of reappraisal of the ingroup (conceptualized as reduced private collective self-

esteem), contact with the secondary outgroup (Study 2, 3, and 4), social desirability 

(Study 3), and prior attitudes toward the secondary outgroup (Study 4). All four studies 

found that, consistent with the STE, intergroup contact predicted attitudes toward 

secondary outgroups, exceeding prior contact with the secondary outgroup (the 

secondary contact problem), socially desirable responding (the social desirability 

problem), and prior attitudes (the causal sequence problem).  

The mechanisms that mediate the STE are still contested and have not yet been 

firmly established (Pettigrew, 2009; Tasuch et al., 2010; Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012). 

One model posits that attitude generalization from the contacted outgroup to the 

secondary outgroup and a reduction in the strength of ingroup identity and bias, called 

ingroup reappraisal or deprovincialization, are the primary mediators between intergroup 

contact and attitudes toward the secondary outgroup (Pettigrew, 2009). Attitude 

generalization is the process by which attitudes toward one attitude object generalize to 
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other linked attitude objects. According to this view, improved attitudes toward the 

contacted outgroup generalize to the secondary outgroup as a result of positive contact. 

Pettigrew (2009), for example, demonstrated that prejudice toward foreigners reliably 

mediated the relationship between contact with foreigners and prejudice toward homeless 

people and homosexual people in Germany. Similarly, Tausch et al. (2010) found that 

contact with an outgroup led to positive attitudes toward that outgroup, which then spread 

to attitudes toward a secondary outgroup. This idea is consistent with Allport et al.’s 

(1954) hypothesis that people have a generalized outgroup attitude that is formed from 

attitudes toward specific outgroups. Ingroup reappraisal, or deprovincialization, is the 

process by which individuals come to realize that their ingroup’s values, customs, and 

norms are not universal or superior. The resulting broader worldview may leave 

individuals more open to accepting other outgroups, even those with whom they have 

never had contact (Pettigrew, 2009). 

Subsequent researchers have supported the mediating role of attitude 

generalization from the contacted outgroup to the secondary outgroup (Tausch et al., 

2010; Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012), but have failed to find evidence for the role of 

ingroup reappraisal as a mediator (Eller & Abrams, 2004; Tausch et al., 2010). The 

discrepancy in the literature may be a result of differing operationalizations of ingroup 

reappraisal; Pettigrew (2009) measured ingroup reappraisal through national pride, 

whereas Tausch et al. (2010) measured the construct through ingroup evaluation, and 

Eller and Abrams (2004) measured the construct through national identification.  Ingroup 

reappraisal may well be a mediator of the STE, but the term’s inconsistent 

operationalization has caused this relationship to remain unclear. Two other potential 
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mediators that have been identified are intergroup anxiety and perspective-taking 

(Berger, Benatov, Abu-Raiya, Tadmor, 2016; Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012). In a study in 

which researchers investigated 175 Italian secondary school students, contact with 

immigrants improved attitudes not only toward immigrants but also toward disabled 

people and homosexual people, with attitude generalization, intergroup anxiety and 

perspective-taking mediating the STE (Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012). These findings are 

summarized in the model depicted in Appendix A, in which contact with immigrants 

results in a reduction in anxiety and an increase in perspective-taking toward immigrants. 

Anxiety and perspective-taking toward immigrants, in turn, causes a decrease in anxiety 

and an increase in perspective-taking toward a secondary, non-contacted outgroup, in 

addition to a decrease in social distance toward immigrants. Finally, anxiety and 

perspective-taking toward a secondary non-contacted outgroup and social distance 

toward immigrants cause a decrease in social distance toward a secondary outgroup, thus 

demonstrating a secondary transfer of attitudes from the contacted outgroup, immigrants, 

to two non-contacted outgroups, disabled people and homosexual people. The mediators 

present in this model also suggest the existence of secondary transfer effects of 

intergroup anxiety and perspective-taking, in addition to the STE of intergroup contact.  

The STE may largely depend on affective factors, as hypothesized by Pettigrew 

(2009).  Attitude generalization has only been found to be a significant mediator of STE 

when measured affectively as opposed to cognitively (Pettigrew, 2009), and intergroup 

anxiety is a primarily affective process. The potential mediating role of perspective-

taking, however, indicates that the STE may also depend on cognitive factors (Vezzali & 

Giovannini, 2012). The uncertainty surrounding the explanatory processes underlying the 
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STE is not surprising given the meager literature on the STE. A meta-analysis indicated 

that, out of 515 studies published on intergroup contact in the 20th century, only 12 

investigated the STE, clearly demonstrating the need to further investigate this effect 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).  

Bilingual Education and the Secondary Transfer Effect of Intergroup 

Contact 

Though previous researchers have investigated the relationship between bilingual 

versus monolingual education and children’s intergroup attitudes, no researchers have yet 

investigated the relation between bilingual versus monolingual education and the STE. 

Bilingual education classrooms may promote the STE to a greater extent than do 

monolingual education classrooms of similar ethnic and linguistic student compositions 

for several reasons. First, attitude generalization may be facilitated in bilingual education 

programs more so than in monolingual education programs. Bilingual education 

programs have been shown to be associated with more positive attitudes toward children 

of the minority language by children of the majority language than have monolingual 

education programs (Wright & Tropp, 2005). Assuming that attitude generalization is in 

fact a mediator of the STE, as strongly supported by previous literature (Pettigrew, 2009; 

Tausch et al., 2010), children’s positive attitudes toward minority-status students should 

generalize to secondary outgroups, producing positive attitudes toward non-contacted 

students as well, and this effect should be more prominent in bilingual classrooms than in 

monolingual classrooms. 

 The optimal contact conditions that I hypothesize to exist in bilingual classrooms, 

in addition to promoting positive attitudes toward the minority-language group, may also 
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cause an ingroup reappraisal and increased perspective-taking, both of which may go on 

to mediate more positive attitudes toward secondary non-contacted outgroups through the 

STE. Previous research has indicated that positive intergroup contact leads to an ingroup 

reappraisal (Pettigrew, 2009; Verkuyten, Thijs, & Bekhuis, 2010) and increased 

perspective-taking of the contacted outgroup (Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012). The 

cooperative interdependence and equal status involved in intergroup contact in bilingual 

classrooms may cause students to take the perspective of the minority-language group 

and to reappraise their ingroup by realizing that their own values, customs, and norms are 

neither universal nor superior to those of other cultures. As suggested by previous 

research, ingroup reappraisal and perspective-taking may then mediate positive attitudes 

toward secondary outgroups through the STE (Pettigrew, 2009; Vezzali & Giovannini, 

2012).  

 Finally, bilingual classrooms may promote the STE to a greater degree than do 

monolingual classrooms of equal ethnolinguistic student compositions as a result of 

decreased intergroup anxiety. Positive intergroup contact, especially contact that meets 

Allport et al.’s (1954) optimal contact conditions, reduces anxiety between groups 

(Pettigrew et al., 2011). This initial anxiety reduction has also been shown to, by 

extension, mediate a reduction in anxiety toward secondary non-contacted outgroups, 

which in turn promotes positive intergroup attitudes (Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012). 

Assuming that bilingual programs promote positive intergroup contact, and in turn 

intergroup anxiety-reduction, these programs should also reduce anxiety and promote 

positive attitudes toward secondary non-contacted outgroups to a greater degree than do 

monolingual programs.  
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Previous research has indicated that the STE is strongest in cases in which the 

primary and secondary outgroups are either culturally similar or similar in terms of 

perceived stereotypes, status or stigma (Pettigrew, 2009). As such, the STE is likely to be 

strongest for secondary outgroups that are similar to the contacted group, either in real or 

perceived terms. However, because research investigating the STE is so limited, the 

constraints posed by the level of similarity between the contacted and non-contacted 

outgroups remain unknown. Latino/a and Asian-heritage children were used in this 

investigation as the contacted and secondary non-contacted outgroups, respectively, 

because of some similarities among the two groups in terms of perceived status and 

stereotypes, such as the stereotype of being an immigrant or a recent descendant of an 

immigrant.  

Current Study 
 

The purpose of the current study was to investigate the relationship between 

Spanish/English bilingual education programs versus English-only education programs 

and the intergroup attitudes of White, English-speaking fourth- and fifth-grade children. 

The study had a 2 (classroom type: Spanish-English bilingual versus English-only) X 3 

(target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed factorial design. Classroom type 

was a between-groups factor and target ethnicity was a within-groups factor. The design 

was quasi-experimental, as students were not randomly assigned to bilingual and English-

only classrooms; instead, parent preference played a substantial role in determining 

students’ classroom type. The outcome variable was the degree of positive attitude 

toward ingroup and outgroup members. Attitudes were operationalized as an evaluation 

score, a friendship preference score, a perceived similarity score, and an acceptance 
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score, with higher values on the first three measures and lower values on the last measure 

indicating a higher degree of positive attitude. The first three scores were measured 

during the photograph activity, and the final score was measured during the child 

acceptance survey.   

Given that past researchers (Aboud, 1988; Pettigrew, 2009) have demonstrated an 

ingroup favoritism effect amongst White children, I hypothesized that students in both 

classroom types would demonstrate more positive attitudes toward White targets than 

they would toward Latino/a or Asian-heritage targets (Hypothesis 1). I also hypothesized 

that the relationship between classroom type and children’s attitudes would depend on 

the target ethnic group, such that (a) though attitudes toward White children in the two 

classroom types would not differ, (b) classroom type would be linked with attitudes 

toward Latino/a children, such that students in bilingual classrooms would have more 

positive attitudes toward Latino/a children than would students in English-only 

classrooms, and (c) classroom type would be linked with attitudes toward Asian-heritage 

children, such that students in bilingual classrooms would have more positive attitudes 

toward Asian-heritage children than would students in English-only classrooms 

(Hypothesis 2). This hypothesis was based on research that bilingual classrooms do not 

decrease individual or collective self-esteem on the part of White children, and yet that 

these classrooms are associated with optimal contact settings and reduced prejudice 

toward the contacted outgroup. Based on previous research investigating the STE of 

intergroup contact (Pettigrew, 2009), I also proposed in this hypothesis that bilingual 

classrooms would be associated with reduced prejudice toward non-contacted outgroups. 

By extension, and given that I hypothesized comparable attitudes toward White targets 
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among children in both classroom types and more positive attitudes toward Latino/a and 

Asian-heritage targets among children in bilingual classrooms, I finally hypothesized that 

students in bilingual classrooms would demonstrate more positive attitudes, overall, than 

would students in English-only classrooms (Hypothesis 3).   

I chose to investigate White English-speaking majority-status children in this 

study, rather than Latino/a Spanish-speaking minority-status children, because a meta-

analysis of 505 studies investigating 250,000 participants from 38 countries found that 

establishing Allport et al.’s (1954) optimal contact conditions significantly predicts 

stronger contact-prejudice relationships among members of majority-status groups, but 

not among members of minority-status groups (Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005). Additionally, 

the relation between contact and outgroup attitudes tends to be weaker among minority-

status group members than among majority-status group members (Tropp & Pettigrew, 

2005) . 

Method 

Participants 

The participants were 39 White English-speaking children (24 girls and 15 boys) and 

one of each child’s parents. The children were drawn from 19 fourth- and fifth-grade 

classrooms in five schools in eastern Washington. The children were 9-11 years old (M = 

10.55, SD = 0.58). Eighteen participants were fourth-grade students (46%) and 21 

participants were fifth-grade students (54%). Fifteen (38%) of the children were enrolled 

in local English-only classrooms and 24 (62%) were enrolled in Spanish-English 

bilingual classrooms. Neither the gender nor the grade distribution of the participants 

differed across the bilingual classrooms and English-only classrooms, χ²(1, N = 39) = 
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0.02, p = .88; χ²(1, N = 39) = 0.003, p = .96, respectively. I studied older children, fourth- 

and fifth-grade students, to investigate whether the social correlates of bilingual 

education that previous research has identified in younger children, kindergarten to 

second-grade students, also apply to older children (Wright & Tropp, 2005).  

The two classroom types, Spanish-English bilingual and English-only, were similar in 

terms of the student-to-teacher ratio, length of school day, and resources available to 

students. The primary difference between the two classroom types was that children in 

bilingual programs received 50-80% of their instruction in Spanish, whereas children in 

English-only programs received 100% of their instruction in English. All participants 

enrolled in bilingual programs had been in the program for at least two years, and all 

participants in English-only classrooms had never been enrolled in a bilingual program. 

A second difference between the two classroom types was that bilingual classrooms had a 

significantly higher proportion of Latino/a students (M = 75%) than did English-only 

classrooms (M = 25%). For complete racial and ethnic demographic information, see 

Table 1. 

Table 1 
Schools’ Racial and Ethnic Demographics   
    English-Only  Classrooms                            Bilingual Classrooms                              
Ethnicity/Race                 N                   Percentage                     N                        
Percentage 
Am. Indian 17    1%              5 1% 
Asian 49    3%           14  2% 
Black 48    3% 7  1% 
Hispanic          445   25%         541 75% 
P. Islander               6    0%   1   0% 
White        1159  66%          145 20% 
Two or more 41   2%  41   1% 

  



20 

Children in bilingual classrooms self-reported that, out of their five best friends, 1.42 

were from Spanish-speaking families (SD = 1.51). Children in English-only classrooms 

self-reported that, out of their five best friends, 0.67 were from Spanish-speaking families 

(SD = 1.07). An independent samples t test indicated that this difference was not 

significant, t(35) = -1.54, p = .13. A chi-square test of independence demonstrated that 

children in bilingual classrooms and children in English-only classrooms also did not 

differ in terms of the racial and ethnic makeup of their entire friend group, χ²(4, N = 39) = 

2.48, p = .65; see Results section for more details. Additional chi-square tests of 

independence indicated that although the maternal education level of children in the two 

classroom types did not significantly differ, χ²(3, N = 38) = 6.54, p = .09, there was a 

significant difference in the paternal educational level, such that fathers of children in 

bilingual classrooms tended to be more educated than fathers of children in English-only 

classrooms, χ²(4, N = 37) = 10.43, p = .03, as shown in Table 2.   

Table 2 
Participant Paternal Education  
 

                          Bilingual __                 English-Only  __                   Total  
Education Level       N           N       N   
    

Less Than High School      1          1       2 
High School Diploma       1           3       4 
Some College        3           3       6 
Bachelor’s Degree        7          7                14 
Advanced Degree     11          0     11 
No Response        1          1         2  
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

I recruited participants through an Eastern Washington school district and by email. 

To recruit children who were dominant English speakers, I consulted school district staff 

members who had access to linguistic demographic data. With the consent of the 

corresponding school principal, I contacted several teachers and recruited students 
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through these teachers’ classrooms, handing out packets to dominant English speakers 

only. I used convenience sampling because of limited resources and time constraints. I 

obtained parental consent and child assent for each participant pair (see Appendices B 

and C, respectively). I also noted the racial and ethnic identification of each child on the 

parental survey to ensure that all participants were non-Hispanic White.  

I recruited participants from the selected five eastern Washington schools because 

the student populations of these schools were primarily composed of White and Latino/a 

children (52% and 40%, respectively). I collected information about students’ program 

placement through a survey administered to the principal of each school (see Appendix 

D). According to estimates made by the principals, 95% of White students in bilingual 

programs were assigned to their classrooms on the basis of parental preference for 

Spanish-English bilingual versus English-only instruction, as opposed to random 

classroom assignment. If parents did not request for their child to be placed in a bilingual 

classroom, the child was automatically placed in an English-only classroom.  

Design and Materials 

This study had a 2 (classroom type: English-Spanish bilingual versus English-

only) X 3 (target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed factorial design. 

Classroom type was a between-groups factor and target ethnicity was a within-groups 

factor. The outcome variable was the degree of positive attitude demonstrated, 

operationalized as the Ingroup/Outgroup Evaluation score, the Friendship Preference 

score, the Perceived Similarity score, and the Acceptance score. Higher values on the first 

three measures and lower values on the last measure corresponded to higher degrees of 
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positive attitude. The research plan and all procedures were approved by Whitman 

College’s Institutional Review Board.  

Photograph activity.  The materials for this activity were adapted from the Child 

Affective Facial Expression Set (CAFE; LoBue & Thrasher, 2015) and the corresponding 

procedure was adapted from work by Wright and Tropp (2005). Twelve head-and-

shoulders photographs of 4- to 6-year-old White, Latino/a, and Asian-heritage children 

were drawn from the CAFE set, which is composed of nearly 1,200 photographs of over 

100 children (ages two to eight) making seven different facial expressions (happy, angry, 

sad, fearful, surprise, neutral, disgust). I selected two neutral female photographs and two 

neutral male photographs of each target ethnicity (White, Latino/a, and Asian-heritage) to 

form my 12-photograph set. The children in the photographs ranged from 4.2 to 6.8 years 

old and the average age of each gender-ethnic pair differed by less than 1.2 years. During 

this activity, I asked children to sort the six photographs of children (two White, two 

Latino/a, two Asian-heritage) whose gender matched that of the child, referred to as 

gender-matched photographs, on a series of trials. Photographs of children of the 

opposite gender, by contrast, are referred to as opposite-gender photographs in this 

thesis. I used the standard request: ‘Pick all of the children who are ________ and put 

them in this box, and leave all the children who are not _________ on the table.’  On 

each trial, children could choose none, some, or all of the six photographs. The series of 

trials involved in this activity were divided into three subsections: Ingroup/Outgroup 

Evaluation, Friendship Preferences, and Perceived Similarity, as described below. The 

order of administering these three subsections was counterbalanced. The children’s 
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selection and rejection of White, Latino/a, and Asian-heritage targets was used to assess 

the three different outcome variables, one for each subsection.   

Ingroup/outgroup evaluation. I asked each child to sort the six gender-matched 

photographs in response to the following six items, selecting those: (1) who are good at 

lots of things; (2) who are smart; (3) who have lots of friends; (4) who are nice; (5) who 

are happy; and (6) who like school. For each trial, I noted the number of White, Latino/a, 

and Asian-heritage targets that the child selected. Specifically, I converted the number of 

selected photographs into a score, such that the child’s ingroup, Latino/a outgroup, and 

Asian-heritage outgroup score on each trial could be zero (no targets from that ethnic 

group selected), one (one target from that ethnic group selected), or two (both targets 

from that ethnic group selected). I added the scores from the six trials to create an overall 

Ingroup Evaluation measure (α = .79), a Latino/a Outgroup Evaluation measure (α = .75), 

and an Asian-Heritage Outgroup Evaluation measure (α = .69), each of which could 

range from zero to 12. The reliability of these measures was acceptable. Researchers of a 

previous study who tested the relationship between bilingual education and intergroup 

attitudes among White English-speaking kindergarteners to second-grade students found 

the Ingroup Evaluation measure and the Latino/a Outgroup Evaluation measure to have 

good reliability as well (respectively, α = .80 and α = .82; Wright & Tropp, 2005).   

Friendship preferences. I asked each child to sort the six gender-matched 

photographs according to which children in the photographs he or she would like as best 

friends. I tabulated choices separately for White, Latino/a, and Asian-heritage 

photographs and converted choices to scores. In this way, I created a White rating, a 

Latino/a rating, and an Asian-heritage rating, each of which could be zero (no targets 
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from that ethnic group selected), one (one target from that ethnic group selected), or two 

(both targets from that ethnic group selected). As such, the total score ranged from zero 

to two for each target ethnicity. 

Perceived similarity. I asked each child to sort the six gender-matched 

photographs according to which children in the photographs were most like the child. I 

tabulated choices separately for White, Latino/a, and Asian-heritage photographs and 

converted choices to scores. In this way, I created a White rating, Latino/a rating, and 

Asian-heritage rating, each of which could be zero (no targets from that ethnic group 

selected), one (one target from that ethnic group selected), or two (both targets from that 

ethnic group selected). As such, the total score ranged from zero to two for each target 

ethnicity. 

Child acceptance survey. Children responded to questions within three different 

submeasures: five questions assessing their level of Latino/a acceptance, four questions 

assessing their level of Asian-heritage acceptance, and two control questions assessing 

their level of White acceptance (see Appendix E). Survey questions were adapted from 

West, Caspi, and Little (2013) and measured acceptance on a 5-point scale (1 = high 

acceptance and 5 = low acceptance). Children responded to questions by circling face 

emojis, with more positive emotion on an emoji’s face corresponding to higher 

acceptance. This information was converted into a number score from one to five, and the 

number scores for each question were then averaged to produce a final score for each 

submeasure, ranging from one to five. As mentioned earlier, lower scores indicated 

higher levels of acceptance. Questions on the Latino/a Acceptance submeasure asked 

children how much they would like to go to a Quinceañera party, as well as how much 
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they would like to be friends with, and play at the park with, a Latino/a kid. Questions on 

the Asian-Heritage Acceptance submeasure asked children how much they would like to 

go to a Chinese New Year party, as well as how much they would like to be friends with, 

and play at the park with, an Asian-heritage kid. Questions on the White Acceptance 

submeasure asked children how much they would like to go to a St. Patrick’s Day party 

and a Sweet 16 birthday party. The three submeasures were bordering acceptable 

reliability (respectively, α = .67, α = .69, and α = .61). In previous research, the Latino/a 

Acceptance submeasure has been found to have a similar level of reliability as the one 

reported in this study (α = .66, according to West et al., 2013).  

As an addendum to this survey, I also asked children to report how many of their 

five best friends came from Spanish-speaking families and to characterize their overall 

friend group on a scale that included “all White,” “mostly White,” “about half White,” 

“mostly non-White,” and “almost all non-White.” These questions were included to 

extend investigations of children’s friendship preferences to include their self-reported 

real friendships. Previous research has suggested that White children in bilingual 

classrooms demonstrate higher friendship preferences for outgroup children than do 

White children in English-only education classrooms. As such, I was interested to see 

whether children in bilingual classrooms would also report higher real friendships with 

contacted and non-contacted outgroups than would children in English-only classrooms.  

Parent survey. Parents completed a short demographic survey, in person or at 

home, that included questions about their child’s age, racial and ethnic background, 

school and teacher name, linguistic background, number of years in a bilingual program 

(if applicable), and the educational attainment of both parents (see Appendix F). 
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Principal survey. The principal of each participating school completed a short 

survey that asked about the assignment of fourth- and fifth-grade students to bilingual 

versus English-only classrooms at their school. Questions included: (a) the percentage of 

native English-speaking White children enrolled in bilingual classrooms assigned to their 

classrooms on the basis of preferences expressed by their parents; (b) the percentage of 

native English-speaking White children enrolled in English-only classrooms assigned to 

their classrooms on the basis of preferences expressed by their parents; (c) the degree to 

which ‘special’ assignments based on parental preference had to do with preference for 

Spanish-English bilingual versus English-only instruction.   

Procedure 

I obtained parental consent and parents completed the parental survey before I 

tested each child. Children also completed a child assent form. Child participants met 

individually with me for 15-20 minutes in a quiet place in their school or at Whitman 

College. At the beginning of the session, I explained the photograph activity to the child. 

Before beginning the activity’s three subsections, and to ensure that the child understood 

the activity, the child completed a comprehension question in which I asked him or her to 

sort the photographs of three girls (one White, one Latina, one Asian-heritage) from the 

photographs of three boys (one White, one Latino, one Asian-heritage), using the same 

standard request that was used throughout the rest of the activity (see Appendix G for full 

script). The three gender-matched photographs used in this preliminary question were the 

same ones that would be used throughout the rest of the activity and were randomly 

selected from the six total gender-matched photographs. Previous research has shown 
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that, by this age, children can easily identify gender (Zucker, Yoannidis, & Abramovtch, 

2001).  

Next, the three opposite-gender photographs were removed and the remaining 

three gender-matched photographs were added to the three gender-matched photographs 

used in the comprehension question. All six gender-matched photographs were then 

shuffled and placed in front of the child. I made it clear that, for each trial, the child was 

free to choose as many or as few of the six photographs as he or she wanted. The child 

then completed the three subsections of the photograph activity in counterbalanced order, 

as explained in the Design and Materials section. Before each subsequent trial, I shuffled 

the six photographs again and placed them in random order in front of the child.  

After completion of all three subsections of the photograph activity, I assessed the 

child’s ability to sort the photographs by race and ethnicity by prompting him or her to 

think of one way in which the photographs might be sorted, and then do it. I then asked 

the child to explain the chosen sorting method. If the child sorted the photographs on the 

basis of race or ethnicity, I moved on to the next part of the study. If he or she did not sort 

the photographs on the basis of race or ethnicity, I asked him or her to think of a different 

way to sort the photographs. If the child did not sort the photographs on the basis of race 

or ethnicity the second time, I asked the child to attempt to sort the photographs on the 

basis of the children’s race, ethnicity, or skin color on the third time. After the child 

sorted the photographs a third time, I moved on to the next part of the study regardless of 

the child’s accuracy. The purpose of this question was to determine the level of 

sophistication of the child’s understanding of race and ethnicity. Specifically, I wanted to 
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determine whether children were able to think of Latino/a and Asian-heritage children as 

two distinct groups, rather than as one homogenous racial/ethnic outgroup.  

Next, I provided the child with definitions of the words “Latino/a” and “Asian-

heritage” (see Appendix H) to promote comprehension of the terminology that would 

appear in the Child Acceptance survey. Finally, the child completed the Child 

Acceptance survey. Following the study, I provided the child’s parent with a debriefing 

form (see Appendix I) and gave the child a choice of a pencil or an eraser as a prize for 

participation in the study. 

Results 

In the following analyses, unless otherwise stated, sphericity and homogeneity of 

variance are assumed. In all analyses, t tests are two-tailed and the significance level is 

set at a p value of .05 or less. Descriptive statistics for all main analyses can be found in 

Appendix J. The application G*Power 3 was used for power analyses (Faul, Erdfelder, 

Lang, & Buchner, 2007). For all power analyses, I used the sample size (N = 39) and 

reported power for standard small, medium, and large effect sizes. I reported power for a 

range of effect sizes because the meager amount of literature investigating intergroup 

contact and the STE in the bilingual classroom limits the accuracy of effect size 

estimations.  

Preliminary Analyses 

Understanding of activity. To infer whether the children understood the 

photograph activity and were able to follow my instructions, I examined their accuracy in 

sorting the target photographs on the basis of gender. Of 39 children, all successfully 
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sorted the six target photographs correctly by gender. Thus, it appears that children 

understood the task and were able to follow the directions.  

 Racial and ethnic comprehension. Thirty-two (82%) of the children were able to 

correctly sort the six photographs of children (two Latino/a, two Asian-heritage, two 

White) by race and ethnicity after the first, second, or third prompt. The remaining 

children grouped Latino/a and Asian-heritage children together as a single outgroup 

(13%) or were unable to complete the task (5%) after the third prompt. The success rate 

did not differ by classroom type, χ²(2, N = 39) = 3.43, p = .18.   

Photograph Activity: Evalutions, Friendship Preferences, and Perceived 

Similarity 

Ingroup/outgroup evaluations. I ran a 2 (classroom type: bilingual, English-

only) X 3 (target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design ANOVA on 

the dependent variable of Ingroup/Outgroup Evaluation scores. Classroom type was a 

between-groups factor and target ethnicity was a within-groups factor. Inconsistent with 

my first hypothesis, a significant main effect of target ethnicity did not emerge, F(2, 74) 

= 0.13, p =.88, partial η2 = .003, such that participants did not show a general bias for 

one target ethnicity, such as White children, over the other target ethnicities, such as 

Latino/a or Asian-heritage children, as shown in Figure 2. Consistent with my third 

hypothesis, there was a significant main effect of classroom type, F(1, 37) = 4.69, p = 

.04, partial η2 = .11, such that children in bilingual education classrooms demonstrated 

more positive evaluations, overall, of the three target ethnicities (M = 8.39, SD = 0.46) 

than did children in English-only classrooms (M = 6.80, SD = 0.58). Inconsistent with my 

second hypothesis, the analysis did not yield a significant interaction effect between 
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classroom type and target ethnicity, F(2, 74) = 0.43, p = .65, partial η2 = .01, such that 

the influence of classroom type on Ingroup/Outgroup Evaluation scores was not 

dependent on target ethnicity.  

 
Figure 2. Children’s evaluation scores as a function of classroom type and target 

ethnicity. Higher scores indicate more positive evaluation. Error bars indicate 95% CI.  

A post-hoc power analysis of the main effect of target ethnicity, using the 

correlation among repeated measures of .55, yielded an achieved power of .27 to detect a 

small effect, .95 to detect a medium effect, and .99 to detect a large effect. A post-hoc 

power analysis of the main effect of classroom type yielded an achieved power of .11 to 

detect a small effect, .44 to detect a medium effect, and .83 to detect a large effect. A 

post-hoc power analysis of the 2-way interaction between classroom type and target 

ethnicity yielded an achieved power of .27 to detect a small effect, .95 to detect a medium 

effect, and .99 to detect a large effect.  

Friendship preferences. I ran a similar 2 (classroom type: bilingual, English-

only) X 3 (target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design ANOVA on 

the dependent variable of Friendship Preference scores. Inconsistent with my first 

hypothesis, a main effect of target ethnicity did not emerge, F(2, 74) = 2.55, p = .09, 

partial η2 = .06, such that participants did not show a general bias for one target ethnicity 
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over the other two target ethnicities, as shown in Figure 3. Inconsistent with my third 

hypothesis, a main effect of classroom type did not emerge, F(1, 37) = 1.23, p = .28, 

partial η2 = .03, such that children in bilingual classrooms and children in English-only 

classrooms did not differ in terms of their demonstrated friendship preferences overall. 

Inconsistent with my second hypothesis, the analysis did not yield a significant 

interaction effect between classroom type and target ethnicity, F(2, 74) = 0.43, p = .65, 

partial η2 = .01, such that the influence of classroom type on Friendship Preference 

scores was not dependent on target ethnicity.  

 
Figure 3. Children’s friendship preference scores as a function of classroom type and 

target ethnicity. Higher scores indicate stronger friendship preferences. Error bars 

indicate 95% CI.  

A post-hoc power analysis of the main effect of target ethnicity, using the 

correlation among repeated measures of .32, yielded an achieved power of .19 to detect a 

small effect, .83 to detect a medium effect, and .99 to detect a large effect. A post-hoc 

power analysis of the main effect of classroom type yielded an achieved power of .13 to 

detect a small effect, .54 to detect a medium effect, and .91 to detect a large effect. A 

post-hoc power analysis of the 2-way interaction between classroom type and target 
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ethnicity yielded an achieved power of .19 to detect a small effect, .83 to detect a medium 

effect, and .99 to detect a large effect. 

Perceived similarity. I ran a third 2 (classroom type: bilingual, English-only) X 3 

(target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design ANOVA on the 

dependent variable of Perceived Similarity scores. Consistent with my first hypothesis, 

there was a significant main effect of target ethnicity, F(2, 74) = 18.12, p < .001, partial 

η2 = . 33. Paired-samples t tests indicated that participants viewed themselves as more 

similar to White targets (M = 1.46, SD = 0.46) than to Latino/a targets (M = 0.59, SD = 

0.85), t(38) = -4.39, p <.001, and as more similar to White targets than to Asian-heritage 

targets (M = 0.46, SD = 0.72), t(38)= -6.60, p <.001, as shown in Figure 4. There was no 

significant difference in perceived similarity between Latino/a and Asian-heritage targets, 

t(38)= -0.76, p = .45. Inconsistent with my third hypothesis, a main effect of classroom 

type did not emerge, F(1, 37) = 1.05, p = .31, partial η2 = .03, such that children in 

bilingual classrooms and children in English-only classrooms did not significantly differ 

in their attitudes overall. Inconsistent with my second hypothesis, the analysis did not 

yield a significant interaction effect between classroom type and target ethnicity, F(2, 74) 

= 1.70, p = .19, partial η2 = .04, such that the influence of classroom type on Perceived 

Similarity scores was not dependent on target ethnicity.  
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Figure 4. Children’s perceived similarity scores as a function of classroom type and 

target ethnicity. Higher scores indicate higher perceived similarity. Error bars indicate 

95% CI. 

A post-hoc power analysis of the main effect of target ethnicity, using the 

correlation among repeated measures of -.08, yielded an achieved power of .14 to detect a 

small effect, .62 to detect a medium effect, and .96 to detect a large effect. A post-hoc 

power analysis of the main effect of classroom type yielded an achieved power of .21 to 

detect a small effect, .82 to detect a medium effect, and .99 to detect a large effect. A 

post-hoc power analysis of the 2-way interaction between classroom type and target 

ethnicity yielded an achieved power of .14 to detect a small effect, .62 to detect a medium 

effect, and .96 to detect a large effect. 

Latino/a and Asian-Heritage Acceptance 
 

I ran a fourth 2 (classroom type: bilingual, English-only) X 3 (target ethnicity: 

White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design ANOVA on the dependent variable of 

Acceptance scores. Classroom type was a between-groups factor and target ethnicity was 

a within-groups factor. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had 
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been violated in the case of target ethnicity, χ2(2) = 11.50, p = .003, so the F ratios 

following the Greenhouse-Geiser correction are reported for the within-groups factor. 

Inconsistent with my first hypothesis, a main effect of target ethnicity did not emerge, 

F(1.56, 72) = 1.88, p = .17, partial η2 = .05, such that participants did not show a general 

bias for one target ethnicity over the other two target ethnicities, as shown in Figure 5. 

Inconsistent with my third hypothesis, a main effect of classroom type did not emerge, 

F(1, 36) = 0.11, p = .74, partial η2 = .003, such that children in bilingual classrooms and 

children in English-only classrooms did not significantly differ in their demonstrated 

attitudes overall. Inconsistent with my second hypothesis, the analysis did not yield a 

significant interaction effect between classroom type and ethnicity, F(1.56, 74) = 0.70, p 

= .47, partial η2 = .02, such that the influence of classroom type on Acceptance scores 

was not dependent on target ethnicity.  

 
Figure 5. Children’s acceptance scores as a function of classroom type and target 

ethnicity. Higher scores indicate lower acceptance. Error bars indicate 95% CI. 

A post-hoc power analysis of the main effect of ethnicity, using the correlation 

among repeated measures of .41, yielded an achieved power of .22 to detect a small 

effect, .88 to detect a medium effect, and .99 to detect a large effect. A post-hoc power 

analysis of the main effect of classroom type yielded an achieved power of .12 to detect a 
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small effect, .50 to detect a medium effect, and .88 to detect a large effect. A post-hoc 

power analysis of the 2-way interaction between classroom type and ethnicity yielded an 

achieved power of .22 to detect a small effect, .88 to detect a medium effect, and .99 to 

detect a large effect.  

Real Friendships 
 

I conducted a two-tailed independent samples t test on the participants’ self-

reported number of friends (out of their five best friends) who come from Spanish-

speaking families to test the statistical significance of the difference in the ethnic makeup 

of the close friends of children enrolled in the two classroom types. Analyses indicated 

that the ethnic makeup of the five best friends of participants in bilingual classrooms (M 

= 1.42, SE = 1.51) was not significantly different from the ethnic makeup of the five best 

friends of participants in English-only classrooms (M = 0.67, SE = 1.07), t(35) = -1.54, p 

= .13. A post hoc power analysis yielded an achieved power of .09 to detect a small 

effect, .32 to detect a medium effect, and .67 to detect a large effect. To test the statistical 

significance of the difference between classroom types in terms of the racial and ethnic 

makeup of participants’ entire friend group, ranging from “all White” to “almost all non-

White,” I ran a chi-square test of independence. The test indicated that the ethnic makeup 

of the entire friend group of participants was not significantly different between 

classroom types, χ²(4, N = 39) = 2.48, p = .65. A post hoc power analysis yielded an 

achieved power of .07 to detect a small effect, .28 to detect a medium effect, and .70 to 

detect a large effect. These results suggest that classroom type is not related to the 

friendship choices of children. 
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Exploratory Analyses 

Gender effects. I explored potential gender effects because past literature has 

suggested that grade-school girls demonstrate more prosocial behavior than do grade-

school boys, and I wondered if girls might also demonstrate more positive intergroup 

attitudes than do boys (Adler, Kless, & Adler, 1992). Children’s Ingroup/Outgroup 

Evaluation, Friendship Preferences, Perceived Similarity, and Acceptance scores were 

each analyzed using a 2 (participant gender: boys, girls) X 2 (classroom type: bilingual, 

English-only) X 3 (target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design 

ANOVA. There was a significant three-way interaction between classroom type, gender, 

and target ethnicity for Acceptance scores, F(2, 68) = 5.64, p = .005, partial η2 = .14, 

such that while boys in bilingual classrooms demonstrated lower levels of acceptance 

(i.e., higher scores) toward all three target ethnicities as compared to girls, boys in 

English-only classrooms demonstrated comparable rates of acceptance toward Latino/a 

and Asian-heritage targets as compared to that of girls, and it was only their acceptance 

of White children that was lower than that of girls, as shown in Figure 6. No main or 

interaction effects involving gender emerged for Ingroup/Outgroup Evaluation, 

Friendship Preference, or Perceived Similarity scores, suggesting that any gender 

differences impact certain dimensions of intergroup attitudes but not others.  
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Figure 6. Children’s acceptance scores as a function of classroom type, target ethnicity, 

and gender. Lower scores indicate higher acceptance. Error bars indicate 95% CI. 

 Grade effects. One goal of this study was to determine the range of the age 

groups that demonstrate a relationship between intergroup attitudes and bilingual 

education. As such, grade effects were analyzed in order to determine whether the 

attitudes of fourth- and fifth-grade students differed. Children’s Ingroup/Outgroup 

Evaluation, Friendship Preferences, Perceived Similarity, and Acceptance scores were 

each analyzed using a 2 (participant grade: fourth, fifth) X 2 (classroom type: bilingual, 

English-only) X 3 (target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design 

ANOVA. No significant main effects involving grade emerged, with all p values being 

greater than .25. One significant two-way interaction effect emerged for Friendship 

Preference scores between grade level and target ethnicity, F(2, 70) = 4.11, p = .02, 

partial η2 = .10, such that while fourth-grade students demonstrated similar friendship 

preferences for the three target ethnicities, fifth-grade students demonstrated significantly 

lower friendship preferences for Asian-heritage children (M = .86, SE = .20) than for 

Latino/a (M = 1.48, SE = .16) or White (M = 1.52, SE = .15) children. These results 

suggest that children, regardless of classroom type, may demonstrate some level of 

inconsistency over time in terms of their friendship preferences toward certain outgroups. 

Grade was not investigated in any further analyses.  

Parental education effects. Because a chi-square test of independence revealed a 

significant difference between the paternal education level of children in the two 

classroom types (see Methods section), I ran a 2 (classroom type: bilingual, English-only) 

X 2 (paternal education level: less than a bachelor’s degree, bachelor’s degree or more) X 
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3 (target ethnicity: White, Latino/a, Asian-heritage) mixed-design ANOVA on all 

dependent variables. Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been 

violated in the case of target ethnicity for Acceptance scores, χ2(2) = 7.70, p = .02, so the 

F ratios following the Greenhouse-Geiser correction were used for the within-groups 

factor. The analysis indicated no significant effects. Paternal education was not 

investigated in any further analyses. 

Discussion 
 

The educational classroom plays an important role in children’s academic and 

social outcomes. Previous researchers have demonstrated that certain classroom types 

and educational interventions promote language attainment (Willig, 1985), reduce 

prejudice between groups (Berger et al., 2016), and increase students’ personal and 

collective self-esteem (Bougie et al., 2003). Due to the classroom’s efficacy in 

influencing child outcomes (Willig, 1985), research investigating the prejudice-reduction 

capacity of different classroom types is vital. In this study, I explored the relationship 

between classroom type (Spanish-English bilingual versus English-only) and children’s 

intergroup attitudes as a means to investigate the potential prejudice-reduction value of 

bilingual education programs.  

During the current study’s racial and ethnic comprehension check, more than 80% 

of children were able to correctly sort the six photographs of children in the photograph 

activity into the three racial and ethnic groups under study: White, Latino/a, and Asian-

heritage. Therefore, it appears that the children were able to discriminate between 

different racial and ethnic outgroups and possess a more sophisticated understanding of 

race than “White” or “us” versus “not White” or “them.” This finding is supported by 
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previous literature demonstrating that 9- and 10-year-old children possess a literal 

understanding of ethnicity and race, and are able to readily discriminate between children 

of different races (Quintana, 1998). This finding is important for this study as it justifies 

the examination of the STE. Without the ability to discriminate between different racial 

and ethnic outgroups, a child’s secondary transfer of attitudes from one outgroup to 

another would be nonsensical. To such a child, a secondary outgroup would not exist in 

the first place.  

Turning to my main hypotheses, my first hypothesis was that participants in both 

classroom types would demonstrate more positive attitudes toward White targets than 

toward Latino/a or Asian-heritage targets. This hypothesis was not supported, as analyses 

failed to indicate that participants demonstrated a general preference (in terms of 

evaluation, friendship preference, or acceptance) for their racial ingroup, White children, 

over their racial and ethnic outgroups, Latino/a and Asian-heritage children, except in the 

case of perceived similarity. In the case of perceived similarity, White children did 

perceive themselves to be more similar to other White children than to Latino/a or Asian-

heritage children, the latter two of which White children perceived to be equally 

dissimilar from themselves. My second hypothesis was that though students in bilingual 

classrooms and students in English-only classrooms would demonstrate comparative 

levels of positive attitude toward other White children, students in bilingual classrooms 

would demonstrate more positive attitudes toward Latino/a children and Asian-heritage 

children than would students in English-only classrooms. This hypothesis was not 

supported, as analyses failed to indicate that children’s classroom type interacted with 

target ethnicity to determine intergroup attitudes. Instead, children in bilingual 
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classrooms evaluated all three target ethnic groups, including White children, more 

positively overall than did children in English-only classrooms. My third hypothesis was 

that children in bilingual education classes would demonstrate more positive attitudes, 

overall, than would children in English-only classrooms. This hypothesis was supported, 

as children in bilingual classrooms aggregately evaluated Latino/a children, Asian-

heritage children, and White children more positively than did children in English-only 

classrooms. 

The fact that there was a non-significant difference in terms of children’s 

evaluations of, friendship preferences for, and acceptance of ingroup versus outgroup 

members is inconsistent with my first hypothesis and the vast majority of the literature 

regarding ingroup/outgroup relations (Pettigrew et al., 2011; Wright & Tropp, 2003; 

Wright & Tropp, 2005). This finding may be due to my measures’ low validity. 

Specifically, the photograph activity was designed for younger children, and some 

children may have seen through the study’s purpose and followed demand characteristics 

by responding in an artificial or socially desirable manner. Or, due to the relatively high 

proportion of Latino students (39%) at the sampled schools, it is possible that the high 

level of contact caused the effect size of an ingroup favoritism effect to be small, such 

that the study’s power was unable to detect it. In this case, all children, regardless of 

classroom type, may have appeared to hold relatively equal attitudes toward children of 

different racial and ethnic groups.  

The finding that White children perceived themselves to be more similar to other 

White children than to Latino/a or Asian-heritage children is consistent with previous 

literature (Wright & Tropp, 2003). It is unclear, however, whether this finding reflects the 
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participants’ belief that children of other racial and ethnic groups are internally or 

fundamentally different from them or whether it simply reflects the participants’ 

awareness of the physical appearance differences between themselves and Latino/a and 

Asian-heritage children.   

Though I hypothesized that children’s attitudes toward specific groups of children 

would change as a function of their classroom type (Hypothesis 2), classroom type did 

not significantly interact with target ethnic group to determine children’s attitudes. 

Instead, children’s attitudes (specifically, evaluations) in bilingual classes were uniformly 

raised along all three target ethnic groups, as compared to the attitudes of children in 

English-only classrooms, demonstrating a main effect of classroom type. This finding 

suggests that bilingual classrooms indiscriminately promote positive attitudes toward all 

children, rather than promoting positive attitudes toward specific groups as a result of 

optimal intergroup contact and the STE. Bilingual classrooms may indiscriminately 

promote positive attitudes toward all identity groups of children as a result of these 

classrooms’ emphasis of multiculturalism and open-mindedness. Or, it could be that 

bilingual classrooms do, in fact, promote positive intergroup attitudes toward contacted 

minority-status groups through the optimization of contact conditions and toward non-

contacted groups through the STE, but that they also promote positive attitudes toward 

ingroup members as a result of, for example, a heightened awareness of the benefits of 

diversity – including the diversity that they themselves represent.  

Any elevated positive evaluation of Latino/a children that contributed to students 

in bilingual classrooms demonstrating more positive attitudes overall than students in 

English-only classrooms may reflect the optimization of contact conditions in bilingual 
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classrooms leading to an elevation of positive attitudes as theorized by Allport’s 

Intergroup Contact Theory (1954). This is to say, participants in bilingual classrooms 

may have evaluated Latino/a children more highly than did participants in English-only 

classrooms because of the unique prejudice-reduction qualities of their classroom 

environment, including the existence of equal status among groups, cooperative 

interdependence between groups, and authority support for contact. However, because 

bilingual classrooms had a significantly higher proportion of Latino/a students than did 

English-only classrooms in this study (respectively, M = 75% and M = 25%), this result 

could simply be a reflection of a higher quantity of contact overall, rather than a higher 

quality of contact, given that contact quantity has been shown to be positively related to 

positive intergroup attitudes (Allport et al., 1954; Wright & Tropp, 2005).  

Any elevated positive evaluation of Asian-heritage children among children in 

bilingual classrooms that contributed to more positive attitudes overall among children in 

these classrooms may reflect the existence of a stronger STE in bilingual classrooms than 

in English-only classrooms. This is to say, the optimal contact conditions and resultant 

high-quality intergroup contact present in bilingual classrooms may have facilitated a 

stronger STE in bilingual classrooms than in English-only classrooms, despite the fact 

that intergroup contact existed in both classroom types. As such, positive attitudes toward 

secondary, non-contacted outgroups may have been inflated to a greater extent in the 

former classroom type. However, this demonstrated STE of positive attitudes may simply 

be a result of the higher quantity, rather than quality, of contact with the primary 

outgroup in bilingual classrooms than in English-only classrooms, given that the strength 

of the STE has been shown to be majorly mediated by the amplitude of the initial contact 
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with the primary outgroup (Pettigrew, 2009). Due to the confounding variable of 

differing racial and ethnic demographics between classroom types, I was unable to 

establish the role of contact quality, in addition to contact quantity, in determining the 

strength of the STE. Regardless, this study provides support for the existence of a STE of 

intergroup contact. 

Although participants in bilingual classrooms demonstrated more positive overall 

evaluations than did participants in English-only classrooms, the two classroom types did 

not differ in terms of friendship preferences, perceived similarity, or acceptance. This 

finding suggests that bilingual classrooms promote some dimensions of positive attitude, 

such as evaluation, while not affecting others, such as friendship preferences, perceived 

similarity, or acceptance. Similarly, no racial or ethnic differences were found between 

the real friendships reported by children in bilingual classrooms and those reported by 

children in English-only classrooms, either in terms of children’s five best friends or their 

entire friend group. This finding is unexpected, especially considering that bilingual 

classrooms were comprised of 75% Latino/a children while English-only classrooms 

were comprised of only 25% Latino/a children. Given that a higher level of intergroup 

contact traditionally leads to a higher level of intergroup friendship (Pettigrew et al., 

2011), it is surprising that children in bilingual classrooms did not report having more 

Latino/a and non-White friends than did children in English-only classrooms. It is 

possible that there are, in fact, differences between the friendship choices of children in 

bilingual and English-only classrooms, but that the effect size of this difference is small. 

In this case, the study’s overall low power for small and medium effect sizes may not 

have been able to detect this effect.   
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Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research 

One primary strength of this study was its innovative investigation of the STE in 

the context of bilingual education. The STE is a relatively new concept that has been 

minimally investigated (Pettigrew, 2009; Tausch et al., 2010) and this study was the first 

known examination of the STE in the context of bilingual education. It was also one of 

the first studies to consider the implications of contact quality on the strength of the STE, 

rather than simply contact quantity. In addition, this study augmented existing literature 

on the social outcomes of bilingual education programs by studying fourth- and fifth-

grade students, as previous literature had only studied younger children. As such, this 

study has provided evidence for the prejudice-reduction value of bilingual classrooms for 

older children in addition to younger children. Finally, because this study provided 

evidence for the potential prejudice-reduction capacity of bilingual education programs, it 

has the power to influence public policy decisions relating to education. These significant 

real-world implications confer a concrete dimension of value to the study. 

 The results should, however, be interpreted in light of several limitations. Most 

importantly, the study was unable to establish a causal relationship between classroom 

type and children’s intergroup attitudes as it was a purely correlational study. Children 

were not, and could not be, randomly assigned to Spanish-English bilingual or English-

only classrooms. Rather, in the majority of cases, parents decided in which classroom 

they wanted their child to be enrolled. As such, it is possible that parents who tended to 

enroll their children in bilingual classes also tended to be the type of parents to promote 

positive intergroup attitudes by initiating explicit conversations about race or by 

modeling behaviors of equity. In this way, the more positive intergroup evaluations found 
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among children in bilingual classrooms as opposed to those found among children in 

English-only classrooms may be a result of an indirect parental influence rather than a 

result of the classroom environment.  

Another confounding variable that limits causational explanations in this study is 

the unequal racial and ethnic distribution of students in bilingual and English-only 

classrooms in the school district under study. Bilingual education classrooms tended to 

have a higher Latino/a population than did English-only classrooms. According to 

previous research, and in line with Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory (1954), White 

students in English-only classrooms with greater ethnic diversity tend to have more 

positive attitudes toward non-White students than do White students in predominantly or 

all White classrooms (Wright & Tropp, 2005). As such, results demonstrating more 

positive intergroup evaluations among children in bilingual classrooms than among 

children in English-only classrooms may be related to the greater racial and ethnic 

diversity of bilingual classrooms, rather than being related to the specific qualities of the 

language environment of bilingual classrooms.  

A final limitation of the study is the materials. The photograph activity was 

originally developed by Wright and Tropp (2005) to be used with children in 

kindergarten to second grade. I, however, used the same measure with children in fourth 

and fifth grade. As such, it is possible that the activity was unable to measure the attitudes 

of older children as precisely as it has been shown to measure those of younger children. 

Additionally, although the child faces used for this activity had neutral facial expressions, 

some facial expressions may have appeared slightly more positive than others. A study 

testing the reliability of the faces in the CAFE set found that 100 untrained adults 
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accurately guessed the closed-mouth neutral facial expression of the 129 children in the 

photographs only 86% of the time (LoBlue & Thrasher, 2015). As such, children may 

have responded to the questions in this activity by matching the more positive facial 

expressions of the children in some photographs with positive qualities (i.e. nice, happy, 

lots of friends), rather than on the basis of their conscious or unconscious biases. This 

limitation may have, for example, influenced the lack of a demonstrated ingroup 

favoritism effect if participants found the White children’s facial expressions to be less 

positive than the facial expressions of the children in the other photographs. The Child 

Acceptance survey may also have limited the study, as it was created for an 

undergraduate thesis (West et al., 2013) and has not been used, or validated, outside of 

the original study and the present study. The survey’s reliability was bordering 

acceptability (α = .66), but its internal consistency has not been rigorously tested and its 

brevity may have inflated any imprecision present in the survey’s items.  

Future researchers could address the limitations of this study by using a 

photograph activity or similar material specifically designed to measure older children’s 

intergroup attitudes. Additionally, future researchers might develop a multiracial 

photograph set with higher facial expression accuracy. To my knowledge, no such 

material set currently exists. These changes would be an important step in improving the 

internal validity of a future study. Unfortunately, it would be unrealistic to assign 

children to bilingual versus English-only classrooms on the basis of random assignment. 

As such, the development of a purely experimental study investigating the relationship 

between bilingual education and children’s intergroup attitudes is unlikely. However, 

future research could limit confounding variables by conducting research in a school 
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district in which the racial and ethnic demographics between bilingual and English-only 

classrooms are equally distributed, as well as by measuring and controlling for prior 

contact with the secondary outgroup, prior attitudes toward the secondary outgroup, and 

social desirability responding.  

Implications and Conclusions 

The present study provides support for the hypothesis that bilingual classrooms 

are related to positive intergroup attitudes to a greater extent than are English-only 

classrooms. Specifically, the study found that students in bilingual programs 

demonstrated more positive evaluations of children in general than did students in 

English-only programs. The study also provides modest evidence that this relationship 

persists into older childhood, through fourth and fifth grade. Although the study did not 

support previous literature’s finding that White children show ingroup favoritism for 

members of their own racial and ethnic group, the existence of racial prejudice among 

children is indisputable. Therefore, the study’s finding that bilingual classrooms were 

associated with elevated attitudes toward other racial and ethnic groups of children is 

nevertheless informative.  

This study also provides modest support for the STE, suggesting that bilingual 

classrooms are related to positive attitudes toward non-contacted outgroups in addition to 

positive attitudes toward contacted outgroups. However, due to the higher level of 

intergroup contact in the bilingual classrooms than in the English-only classrooms, the 

explanatory mechanisms behind this result remain unclear. Additionally, the current 

study was unable to determine whether the magnitude of the STE depends, in part, upon 

the quality of contact as opposed to simply the quantity of contact. It is possible that 
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contact satisfying Allport’s optimal conditions facilitates a STE of attitudes toward non-

contacted outgroups to a greater extent than does the same level of contact that fails to 

satisfy Allport’s optimal conditions. Unfortunately, many of the study’s conclusions were 

limited by the lack of random assignment and the unequal racial and ethnic distributions 

between the classroom types. These variables acted as confounds, restricting the 

establishment of causation. 

 In conclusion, the present study is consistent with the hypothesis that there is a 

relationship between bilingual education and positive intergroup attitudes toward both 

contacted and non-contacted outgroups. Although previous studies have identified 

bilingual education as a potential facilitator of positive intergroup attitudes among 

children of different identity groups, this study augments the existing knowledge by 

extending the range of age groups that have been studied and by investigating a potential 

STE of optimal intergroup contact. Understanding the factors implicated in positive 

intergroup attitudes among children of different races, ethnicities, and native languages is 

an important prerequisite for the implementation of effective anti-prejudice interventions. 

The results of this study indicate that an appreciation for the role played by a classroom’s 

language of instruction is crucial when attempting to address the continued racial 

prejudice and xenophobia affecting American society today.  
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Appendix A 

Mediated Model of the STE (Vezzali & Giovannini, 2012) 
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Appendix B 

Parental Consent Form 
 

Research Study: The Relation between Bilingual versus English-only Education and 
Children’s Intergroup Attitudes 
Principal Investigator: Ashley Weibel, psychology student, Whitman College, 
weibelam@whitman.edu.  
 
Dear Parent/Guardian,  
I am a senior psychology major at Whitman College and I am inviting children and their 
parents to participate in a research project about how education type (bilingual versus 
English-only) might relate to children’s thinking about peers from different ethnic and 
linguistic groups.    
 
Participation in this research project includes the parent or legal guardian 
completing a short survey and the child completing a short survey and a game.  
 
The parent survey includes questions about your child’s linguistic and ethnic background. 
It should take less than 5 minutes to complete. First, read this form. If you agree to 
participate, give your informed consent by signing the back of this form. After signing 
the form, complete the Parent Survey.  
 
If you allow your child to participate in this project, he or she will participate in a short 
game in which he or she selects photographs of other kids when asked questions such as 
“Which kids are nice?” and “Which kids are good at lots of things?” Then, he or she will 
complete a short survey that includes questions such as “How much would you like to go 
to a Quinceañera birthday party? A lot, a little, not very much, or not at all” and “People 
who speak Spanish have a lot in common with me. Do you agree a lot, a little, not very 
much, or not at all?” You may be present nearby when your child is interviewed if you so 
choose.  
 
Benefits: As a token of appreciation for your participation, each child will receive a 
small prize (a fun pencil, sticker, or eraser) for completing the survey and game. Your 
family’s participation will advance our understanding of how bilingual education 
program relate to children’s attitudes toward other groups of children.  
 
Potential Risks: There are no known risks associated with participation in this study. 
However, if any of the questions make you or your child uncomfortable, you can choose 
not to answer and/or to drop out of the study. If your child decides that he/she does not 
want to do the survey and game at the time of the study, that is absolutely fine. He or she 
does not have to. 
 

mailto:weibelam@whitman.edu
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Confidentiality: Children’s responses will not be linked to their names or their parents’ 
names in any report of this research project. Participants’ responses will not be disclosed 
to other participants, program staff, or anyone not on the research team.  
 
Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Your decision to allow your child to 
participate or to withdraw your child from the study will not affect your or your child’s 
present or future relationship with their school, after school program, or Whitman 
College.  If you have any questions at all about the study now or at any later time, or 
if you would like access to the study’s surveys or materials, please feel free to 
contact me by phone at 720-903-0114 or by email at weibelam@whitman.edu.  If you 
have any further questions or concerns about your child’s participation in this study, you 
may contact the Whitman College Institutional Review Board at irb@whitman.edu.  
 
Your signature indicates that you are at least 18 years of age, have read the 
information provided, and have consented for you and your child to participate in 
the study. Your signature indicates that you have been informed about this study’s 
purpose, procedures, possible benefits and risks, and have been given the opportunity to 
ask questions before you sign. 
 
You may withdraw your consent to allow participation of your child in this study at any 
time. You also have the right to cancel your permission to use and disclose information 
collected about your child at any time. If you cancel permission to use your child’s 
information, the researcher will stop collecting information about your child and refrain 
from using any of his or her information in the study. In this case, the researcher will 
destroy any information that has been collected.   
 
Thank you for your interest in research participation. You may keep a copy of this 
consent form. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ashley Weibel 
Psychology student 
Department of Psychology 
Whitman College 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
Yes, I agree to have my child participate in this research project.  
 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
Printed Name of Child 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
Printed Name of Parent 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Parent       Date 

mailto:weibelam@whitman.edu
mailto:irb@whitman.edu
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Appendix C 
 

Child Assent Form 
 
I agree to answer questions about what I think about other groups of kids and to play a 
game where I select photographs of kids after being asked questions about the kids. This 
study was explained to me by my parent(s) or guardian(s) and they said that I could be in 
it. The only people who will know about what I say in the survey and game will be the 
people in charge of the study. Once I’m done with the survey and game, the person in 
charge will cross out my name and put an ID number on my paper. 
 
In the study I will be asked questions about what I think about different groups of kids 
and what kinds of kids I would like to be friends with. There are no right or wrong 
answers to these questions.  
 
Writing my name on this page means that the page was read by me or to me, and that I 
agree to be in the survey and game. I know what will happen to me. If I decide to quit the 
survey or game, all I have to do is tell the person who is interviewing me. I’ll get to take 
home a prize even if I decide to skip questions or stop answering questions.   
 
 
________________________________________________ __________________ 
Your Signature or Name      Date 
 
 
________________________________________________ __________________ 
Signature of Researcher      Date  
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Appendix D 

Principal Survey 
 

Title of Research Study: The Relation between Bilingual Education and Children’s 
Intergroup Attitudes 
Principal Investigator: Ashley Weibel, psychology student, Whitman College, 
weibelam@whitman.edu.  
 
Dear Principal _______, 
 
Please answer the questions below to the best of your ability.  
 
Approximately what percentage of English-speaking White children in your school’s 
bilingual classrooms were assigned to their classrooms on the basis of preferences 
expressed by their parents?  
 
Approximately what percentage of English-speaking White children in your school’s 
English-only classrooms were assigned to their classrooms on the basis of preferences 
expressed by their parents? 
 
 
 
Approximately what percentage of these ‘special’ assignments based on parental 
preference had to do with preference for bilingual versus English-only instruction?  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:weibelam@whitman.edu
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Appendix E 

Child Acceptance Survey 
 

1. What is your name?  
 
 

2. What is your gender? (For example: girl, boy, transgender) 
 
 
 

3. What grade are you in? 
 
 
 

4. How old are you? 
 
 
 

5. What is your birthday?  
 

       Month:________________________ Year:_______________________ 
 

6. Name your five closest friends: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. Out of these friends, how many come from a Spanish-speaking family?  
 
 
 
 

8. Out of all of your friends, are they:  
 

All White Mostly White 
About half 
White 

Mostly non-
White 

Almost all non-
White 
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1. How much would you like to go to a Quinceañera (an important birthday party in 
Latino/a culture, similar to a Sweet 16)? 

 
2. How much would you like to be friends with an Asian-heritage kid (circle one)? 

 
3. How much would you like to go to a St. Patrick’s Day party? 

 
4. I would like to play at the park with a Latino/a kid.  

 
5. People who speak Japanese have a lot in common with me.  

 
6. How much would you like to go to a Chinese New Year party (an important party 

in Asian culture, similar to a St. Patrick’s Day party)? 

 
7. How much would you like to be friends with a Latino/a kid (circle one)? 
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8. How much would you like to go to a Sweet 16 (an important birthday party in 
American culture)? 

 
9. I would like to play at the park with an Asian-heritage kid.  

 
10. How much would you like to go to a Cinco de Mayo party (an important party in 

Latino/a culture, similar to a St. Patrick’s Day party)? 

 
11. People who speak Spanish have a lot in common with me. 
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Appendix F 
 

Parent Survey 
 
Title of Research Study: The Relation between Bilingual versus English-only Education 
and Children’s Intergroup Attitudes 
Principal Investigator: Ashley Weibel, psychology student, Whitman College, 
weibelam@whitman.edu.  
 
What is your child’s gender? _______________  What grade is he or she in? ________  
 
What school does he/she go to and what is the name of his/her teacher? 
                School ________________________ Teacher: ________________________ 
 
How old is he/she? _________ What is his/her birth month and year? ________________ 
 
What is your child’s ethnic background? Circle as many as apply. 
 
       Hispanic or Latino/a  Not Hispanic or Latino/a Do not wish to say  
 
What is your child’s racial background? Check as many as apply.  

   American Native (i.e., American Indian) or Alaska Native 
   Asian 
   Black or African American 
   More than one race 
   Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
   White 
   A different identity not specified above (please specify):    
   Do not wish to say 

  
What is your family’s religious identity, if you have one: (optional): _________________ 
 
What is the highest educational attainment of the mother of your child?  Circle one.  
 

Less than high school  High school diploma   Some college 
 

Bachelor’s degree   Advanced Degree (Masters, PhD, MD, JD, etc.)  
 
What is the highest educational attainment of the father of your child?  Circle one.  
 

Less than high school  High school diploma   Some college 
 

Bachelor’s degree or more  Advanced Degree (Masters, PhD, MD, JD, etc.) 
 
 

mailto:weibelam@whitman.edu
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If your child is in a bilingual program, how many years has he or she been in the 
program?  
 
 
Did your child grow up hearing any languages other than English in the home? If so, 
what languages and what percentage of the time were those languages spoken?   
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Appendix G 
 

Researcher Script 
 

Researcher: Thank you so much for helping me with my project. I’m going to read you 
some information about my project and then you can decide if you want to play a game 
with me and fill out a piece of paper or not. You can decide that you don’t want to play 
the game or fill out the piece of paper. That is okay too. If you don’t want to play the 
game or fill out the piece of paper, you can back to your classroom.  
 
*** Read Child Assent Form and have child write name on it if he or she chooses to. *** 
 
Researcher: Alright. We’re going to play a game. There are no right or wrong answers to 
this game and it is not a test. Do you see all of these kids? Indicate photographs of 
children. I am going to ask you some questions about these kids and you are going to 
decide what you think about these kids. You can choose as many kids, or as few kids, as 
you want for each question. But first, could you please pick all the kids who are girls and 
put them in this box, and leave all the kids who are boys on the table (Use extra 
photographs of opposite gender kids for this question).  
 
After child completes the comprehension question, put away the extra photographs of 
opposite gender kids and only use 9 photo set of same gender kids. Order of three 
photograph activity submeasures is counterbalanced.  
 

Ingroup-Outgroup Evaluation Activity 
Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who are good at a lot of 
things and put them in this box, and leave all the kids who are not good at a lot of things 
on the table. You can choose as many or as few kids as you want.  
 
Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who are smart and put 
them in this box, and leave all the kids who are not smart on the table. You can choose as 
many or as few kids as you want.  
 
Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who have lots of friends 
and put them in this box, and leave all the kids who do not have lots of friends on the 
table. You can choose as many or as few kids as you want.  
 
Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who are nice and put them 
in this box, and leave all the kids who are not nice on the table. You can choose as many 
or as few kids as you want.  
 
Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who are happy and put 
them in this box, and leave all the kids who are not happy on the table. You can choose as 
many or as few kids as you want.  
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Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who like school and put 
them in this box, and leave all the kids who do not like school on the table. You can 
choose as many or as few kids as you want.  
 

Friendship Preferences Activity 
Okay. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who you would like as best 
friends and put them in this box, and leave all the kids who you would not like as best 
friends on the table. You can choose as many or as few kids as you want.  
 

Perceived Similarity Activity 
Okay, almost done. I’m going to ask you another question. Pick all the kids who are most 
like you and put them in this box, and leave all the kids who are not most like you on the 
table. You can choose as many or as few kids as you want.  
 

Ethnicity Group Comprehension 
Okay, this is the last question! There are different ways that you could sort these kids into 
groups or categories. Could you think of a way to sort the kids, any way you want, and go 
ahead and do that? Child sorts photographs. Why did you sort the kids that way? If child 
sorts the kids into racial or ethnic groups and identifies what they did, stop here. What is 
another way you could sort the kids into a category? Child sorts photographs. Why did 
you sort the kids that way? If child sorts the kids into ethnic groups and identifies what 
they did, stop here. Another way to sort kids is by their skin color or by their race or 
ethnicity. Could you try to sort kids by their race, ethnicity, or skin color? Child sorts 
photographs. Why did you sort the kids that way? 
 

Child Acceptance Survey 
Alright. We’re all done with that activity. You’re now going to fill out a piece of paper 
by answering some questions. But first,. I’m going to show you a piece of paper that 
explains a few words that will show up in the survey. Have you heard the word Latino/a 
before? Read first part of Latino and Asian Term Explanation Form (Appendix H). Have 
you heard the word Asian-heritage before? Read second part of Latino and Asian Term 
Explanation Form.  
Alright, the last thing I have for you is to fill out this survey. Let me know if you have 
any questions and let me know when you’re done. I can also read the survey out loud to 
you if you want. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers to these questions and it 
is not a test. If you don’t want to answer a question, you can decide not to and that is 
okay. Child completes Child Survey. 
 
Alright, you’re all done! Thank you for helping me with my project. In this project I am 
looking at how kids in different types of classrooms think about other groups of kids. I 
am going to give you a letter to your parents explaining what my project was about. Give 
sealed parent debriefing form to child. The letter doesn’t have anything to do with your 
answers or how you did on the game. You can talk about the game with your parents if 
you want to. Now you can choose a prize from the prize bucket. Child chooses a fun 
pencil, sticker, or eraser from a prize bucket that I have with me. Thank you again for 
helping me with my project. You can go back to class now. 
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Appendix H 
 

Term Comprehension: Male 
 

Latino/a: A person whose family comes from Latin America (Mexico, Central America, 
South America) is called Latino/a. Often, they and/or their families speak Spanish.  
Asian-heritage: A person whose family comes from Asia. Often, they and/or their 
families speak a different language than English, such as Chinese, Japanese, or 
Vietnamese. 
 
These are some examples of kids* who are Latino from the game you just played: 

  
 
These are some examples of kids who are Asian-heritage from the game you just played:  

  
 
These are some examples of kids who are not Latino or Asian-heritage from the game 
you just played:  

  
 
*The photographs were changed from those used in the study for confidentiality 
purposes. 
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Term Comprehension: Female 
 
Latino/a: A person whose family comes from Latin America (Mexico, Central America, 
South America) is called Latino/a. Often, they and/or their families speak Spanish.  
Asian-heritage: A person whose family comes from Asia. Often, they and/or their 
families speak a different language than English, such as Chinese, Japanese, or 
Vietnamese. 
 
These are some examples of kids* who are Latina from the game you just played: 

  
 
These are some examples of kids who are Asian-heritage from the game you just played:  

  
 
These are some examples of kids who are not Latina or Asian-heritage from the game 
you just played:  

  
 
*The photographs were changed from those used in the study for confidentiality 
purposes. 
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Appendix I 
 

Debriefing Form 

Dear Parent/Guardian,  
 
I would like to thank you and your child for participating in my senior thesis study. As I 
mentioned in the Parental Consent form, I am a senior psychology major at Whitman 
College. The study that you and your child participated in is an investigation of the 
relationship between bilingual versus English-only education and children’s thinking 
about peers from different ethnic and linguistic groups.    
 

Your child participated in a game in which he or she looked at photographs of White, 
Latino/a, and Asian-heritage children and chose which kids (as few or as many as he or 
she wanted) are nice, smart, good at many things, etc. Then your child completed a short 
survey in which he or she answered questions such as “How much would you like to go 
to a Quinceañera (an important birthday party in Latino/a culture)?” and “People who 
speak Spanish have a lot in common with me. Do you strongly agree, agree, neither agree 
nor disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree?”   
 

In this study I am hypothesizing that English-speaking White children who attend 
bilingual education programs will have more positive attitudes toward Spanish-speaking 
Latino/a children than do English-speaking White children who attend English-only 
education programs as a result of increased positive contact between groups of children. 
In addition, I hypothesize that this effect will lead to more positive attitudes toward other 
groups of children as well, such as Asian-heritage children, as a result of a generalization 
effect.  
 

As a token of my appreciation for participation, your child received a small prize (a fun 
pencil, sticker, or eraser) for completing the survey and game. I greatly appreciate your 
family’s participation in this study. It advanced our understanding of how participation in 
a bilingual education program affects children’s attitudes toward other groups of children.  
 

Your responses and your child’s responses will not be linked to your name or to his or 
her name in any report of this research project. All data will be kept confidential and 
random identification numbers will be used instead of names once your data is matched 
to your child’s data.  
 

If you have any further questions about the study now or at any later time, or if you 
would like access to the study’s surveys or materials, please feel free to contact me 
by phone at 720-903-0114 or by email at weibelam@whitman.edu.  If you have any 
further questions or concerns about your child’s participation in this study, you may 
contact the Whitman College Institutional Review Board at irb@whitman.edu.  
 

Again, thank you for your participation in this research study! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ashley Weibel  

mailto:weibelam@whitman.edu
mailto:irb@whitman.edu
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Appendix J 

Descriptive Statistics of All Main Analyses 
 

Table J1 
Descriptive Statistics of Ingroup/Outgroup Evaluation Scores    

   Latino/a  Asian-heritage    White   Average  
Classroom Type    M (SD)     M (SD)     M (SD)    M (SD)  
English-Only 7.00 (3.25)  6.73 (2.74)  6.67(2.35)  6.80 (2.78)  
Bilingual 8.25 (2.71)  8.21 (2.40)  8.71 (2.82)  8.39 (2.64)  
Average 7.77 (2.95)  7.64 (2.60)  7.92 (2.80)  7.78 (2.78)  

 
 
Table J2 
Descriptive Statistics of Friendship Preference Scores    

   Latino/a  Asian-heritage    White   Average  
Classroom Type    M (SD)     M (SD)     M (SD)    M (SD)  
English-Only 1.27 (0.88)  1.00 (0.84)  1.13 (0.74)  1.13 (0.82)  
Bilingual 1.46 (0.66)  1.08 (0.93)  1.50 (0.72)  1.35 (0.77)  
Average 1.38 (0.75)  1.05 (0.89)  1.36 (0.74)  1.26 (0.79)  

 
 
Table J3 
Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Similarity Scores    

   Latino/a  Asian-heritage    White   Average  
Classroom Type    M (SD)     M (SD)     M (SD)    M (SD)  
English-Only 0.33 (0.62)  0.60 (0.74)  1.33 (0.62)  0.75 (0.66)  
Bilingual 0.75 (0.94)  0.38 (0.71)  1.54 (0.66)  0.89 (0.77)  
Average 0.50 (0.85)  0.46 (0.72)  1.46 (0.64)  0.81 (0.74)  

 
 
Table J4 
Descriptive Statistics of Acceptance Scores    

   Latino/a  Asian-heritage    White   Average  
Classroom Type    M (SD)     M (SD)     M (SD)    M (SD)  
English-Only 1.82 (0.46)  1.92 (0.63)  1.95 (0.93)  1.90 (0.67)  
Bilingual 1.66 (0.51)  2.30 (0.55)  1.83 (0.76)  1.93 (0.36)  
Average 1.72 (0.49)  1.99 (0.57)  1.88 (0.82)  1.86 (0.63)  

 
 
 
 
 


