
frames and the response rates for each wave of data collection. Then we
present demographic information about our participants and provide an
overview of the items that we used on the survey. In the final section, we
report the results of the extensive attrition analyses we conducted in or-
der to ascertain whether participants who completed our study differed
in any way from those who dropped out at various points.

Study Design

Data for this longitudinal study were collected from students who were
beginning their first year of college at UCLA in 1996. (Transfer students
were not included in the study.) Data were collected during six time peri-
ods between 1996 and 2001: the summer before college entry (1996)
and the end of the first through fifth years of college (1997 to 2001). Fig-
ure 3.1 shows the sampling frames and response rates for each wave of
data collection.
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nonparticipation was somewhat greater among black and Latino stu-
dents than among other ethnic groups, so they were oversampled in the
next wave of data collection. The ethnic and gender compositions of the
sample for each wave of data collection are shown in table 3.2, and the
entire longitudinal sample is shown in figure 3.3. As was the case for the
UCLA freshman class entering in 1996 as a whole, there are more
women than men in the sample, especially among African Americans (69
percent of whom are women, compared to 56 percent of Latinos, 53 per-
cent of Asians, and 54 percent of whites).

Overall, the entire longitudinal sample was composed of 17 percent
Protestants, 33 percent Catholics, 6 percent Jews, 5 percent Buddhists,
23 percent students with no religious preference, and 16 percent stu-
dents with some other religion. There are thus more Catholics than
members of any other religious group in the sample as a whole, owing to
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Table 3.2 The Ethnic and Gender Composition of the Sample for
Each Year in College

Precollege Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5

Ethnicity

Whites 748 550 426 351 311 111

Asians 753 603 519 419 389 199

Latinos 255 430 356 295 252 167

Blacks 68 130 102 84 67 46

Others or unknown 332 303 264 211 196 104

Gender

Males 937 901 758 633 525 309

Females 1,218 1,115 909 725 690 318

Others or unknown 1 0 0 2 0 0

Total 2,156 2,016 1,667 1,360 1,215 627

Source: Adapted from Levin, van Laar, and Sidanius 2003.
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the large number of Latinos (77 percent) who indicated they were
Catholic. Approximately 20 percent of the whites and Asians were
Catholic (only 12 percent of the blacks were Catholic), and about 20 per-
cent of the whites, Asians, and blacks were Protestant (only 6 percent of
the Latinos were Protestant). An additional 15 percent of the whites
were Jewish, and 14 percent of the Asians were Buddhist.

As shown in figure 3.4, whites had the highest mean levels of parental
education and Latinos had the lowest. While the mean level of father’s
education among whites was at least completion of an undergraduate
degree, for Asians and blacks it was at least some college, and for Latinos
it was just above high school completion. Mean levels of mother’s educa-
tion were similar, but slightly lower for whites and Asians than mean
levels of father’s education. As shown in figure 3.5, these ethnic differ-
ences in parental education are also reflected in ethnic differences in
family social class.

In this study, the students from the new-immigrant groups, Latinos
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and Asian Americans, were disproportionately immigrants themselves or
the children of immigrants rather than descendants of earlier genera-
tions of hyphenated Americans. Table 3.3 shows the basic data on the
birthplace of the students, their parents, and grandparents. Translated
into generational terms, 49 percent of the Asian students were first-gen-
eration (self, parents, and grandparents all born elsewhere) and 41 per-
cent were second-generation (all parents and grandparents born else-
where); only 3 percent had at least three U.S.-born grandparents. Nearly
half (43 percent) were of Chinese background, 18 percent were Korean,
12 percent were Filipino, 11 percent were Southeast Asian, and 7 percent
each were Japanese and East Indian. The Latino students, on average,
came from families who had been in the United States only slightly
longer: two-thirds had neither a U.S.-born parent nor grandparent. Fewer
Latinos (15 percent) than Asians were first-generation, 47 percent were
second-generation, and only 9 percent had at least three U.S.-born grand-
parents. The great majority (76 percent) were of Mexican background, 11
percent were Central American, and 8 percent were South American.

By contrast, the great majority of black and white students were
rather remote from any immigration experience. The overwhelming ma-
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sharply, with the new waves of immigration starting in the 1960s, dou-
bling to 10 percent by 1985, and then almost doubling again, to 17 per-
cent, by 1995. Only 51 percent of the student body at this time said that
English was their first language, and another 29 percent said that they
spoke both English and another language. A massive 20 percent said
that some other language was their first language—despite a very small
proportion of international students at the undergraduate level. Bear in
mind that these students, in order to be admitted, had to have scored
very high on the verbal SAT, in English.

In short, UCLA is even more culturally diverse than the state as a
whole and more than other colleges and universities. For example, in
postsecondary institutions across the state, whites, Latinos, blacks, and
Asians/Pacific Islanders make up 49 percent, 21 percent, 8 percent, and
18 percent of the student population, respectively. At UCLA, the ethnic
demography shows even more diversity, and no one group has a clear
numerical majority: the comparable proportions are 34 percent, 15 per-
cent, 3 percent, and 38 percent. Like the state of California, UCLA is in
the eye of a diversity hurricane.

UCLA graduates a high percentage of the freshmen who initially en-
roll. As of 2005, 85 percent of entering freshmen graduate within five
years, with 89 percent eventually graduating. However, graduation takes
considerably longer for ethnic minorities. Of the entering class of 1995,
52 percent of whites, 43 percent of Asians, 31 percent of Latinos, and 27
percent of blacks graduated within four years. The six-year graduation
rate shows smaller ethnic differences: of the students who entered as
freshmen in 1993, 84 percent of the whites, 85 percent of the Asian
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Table 3.1 Ethnic Enrollment Among UCLA Undergraduates

Year Whites Asians Latinos Blacks Others or Unknown

1973 71% 10% 4% 7% 8%

1980 63 16 6 4 11

1985 58 21 10 6 5

1990 46 28 16 7 3

1995 34 39 17 6 4

2000 35 38 14 4 9

2005 34 38 15 3 10

Source: Author-generated data from University of California, statistical summary of students.
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jority of blacks (76 percent) and whites (80 percent) had been in the
United States for three or more generations. In short, the Asian and
Latino students were mostly the products of quite recent immigration
rather than being descendants of ethnic minorities who had long resided
in the United States. Almost all had either direct personal memories of,
or at least close family connections with, other countries. By contrast,
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Table 3.3 The Immigration-Linked Status of UCLA Freshmen in the
Sample, by Ethnicity

Immigration-Linked Status Whites Asians Latinos Blacks

Generation in the United States

First-generation

(self, parents, and grandparents 

all born outside the 

United States) 4% 49% 15% 9%

Second-generation

(self born in the United States, 

all parents and grandparents 

born elsewhere) 3 41 47 10

Second-generation-mixed 

(self, one parent, and no more 

than two grandparents born 

in the United States) 9 3 13 4

Third-generation

(self, both parents, and no more 

than two grandparents born in 

the United States) 13 3 8 9

Fourth-generation-plus

(self, parents, and at least three 

grandparents born in the 

United States) 67 3 9 67

Unclassifiable 3 1 7 1

Language spoken at home

English only 86 10 19 87

Primarily English 7 42 31 11

Primarily other languages 5 40 38 2

Only other languages 2 7 12 0

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Columns may not add to 100 percent owing to rounding.



those who were foreign-born or did not speak English at home—initially
demonstrated even higher symbolic racism scores, thus demonstrating
more racial conservatism, than did native-born Asians and whites. How-
ever, none of these differences was significant.

One might expect the new Latinos to be the least-assimilated stu-
dents, both because of their lower socioeconomic position and be-
cause Latinos have generally integrated into the broader society more
slowly than Asian Americans. We venture forward with an analysis of
them somewhat hesitantly, because the relatively small sample size of
new Latinos (n = 88) makes the estimates tend to be unstable. How-
ever, at college entry the new Latinos were significantly more liberal
than the old Latinos in terms of political conservatism, and they were
more liberal than whites and both groups of Asians. They were no dif-
ferent in symbolic racism than the old Latinos, and again, they
showed significantly lower symbolic racism scores, thus demonstrat-
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than did white students. By the standard of attitude crystallization,
then, those who were native-born and spoke English at home already
seemed at college entry to be on the way to incorporation into the Amer-
ican political mainstream, though their attitudes were not yet as crystal-
lized as white students’ attitudes. In the next chapter, we assess whether
or not the college experience fully closed that gap.

Most evidence suggests that recent immigration was a central factor
preventing full attitude crystallization among the Asian students. Con-
sistency in political conservatism at college entry was higher for the old
than for the new Asians (r = .66 and .58, respectively), as shown in fig-
ure 4.2. The correlations of political conservatism with support for Bill
Clinton in 1996 were also higher among old Asians (r = .66) than among
new Asians (r = .52). This effect of recent immigration is replicated with
symbolic racism. In terms of both the internal consistency and stability
of symbolic racism, the new Asians showed far less crystallized attitudes
than did the old Asians, as shown in figure 4.2.
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Recent immigration posed similar obstacles to attitude crystallization
at college entry for the Latino students. Internal consistency of political
conservatism for the old Latinos (r = .73) was considerably higher than
for their newer-immigrant counterparts (r = .48), as shown in figure 4.2.
The internal consistency of symbolic racism was far lower among the
new Latinos than among the old Latinos. Stability of political conser-
vatism over time also showed similar patterns, as shown in figure 4.3,
with the old Latinos showing considerably higher stability (r = .71) com-
pared to the new Latinos (r = .58). Similarly, the stability of symbolic
racism was considerably higher among the old Latinos than among the
new Latinos. The new Asians and Latinos were clearly not as assimilated
at college entry as either their “old” counterparts or whites. By the crite-
ria of both consistency and stability, they showed substantially less atti-
tude crystallization than did either whites or the “old immigrants” at
college entry.

In sum, the evidence on the crystallization of political conservatism
and symbolic racism generally supports the assimilation hypothesis for
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broad social policy: opposition to affirmative action; attitude toward im-
migrants (opposition to increasing the rate of legal immigration into the
United States); attitude toward solving the crime problem (beliefs that
more money should be invested in prisons versus schools as a crime
remedy); and attitude toward welfare recipients (beliefs that most wel-
fare recipients do not really need welfare). As shown in table 4.2, the
same basic pattern emerged: Latinos and blacks were more liberal on
these issues than whites and Asians.

Our first conclusion, regarding how liberal students’ political and racial

The Diversity Challenge

76

Table 4.1 Party Identification and Political Outlook at 
College Entry

Political Outlook

Party Identification Liberal Moderate Conservative Total

Whites (N = 730)

Democrat 50% 1% 0% 51%

Independent 3 9 2 14

Republican 0 1 34 35

Total 53 11 36 100

Asians (N = 721)

Democrat 39 1 0 40

Independent 6 16 2 24

Republican 0 1 33 34

Total 45 18 35 98

Latinos (N = 245)

Democrat 67 2 0 69

Independent 5 8 1 14

Republican 1 0 15 16

Total 73 10 16 99

Blacks (N = 65)

Democrat 78 3 0 81

Independent 5 8 2 15

Republican 2 0 3 5

Total 85 11 5 101

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Independents and moderates are defined as falling at the absolute midpoint on the seven-point party identi-

fication and political outlook scales, respectively. All available participants are included. Percentages may not total

100 percent owing to rounding.



views were, is that UCLA freshmen were politically somewhat to the left of
the broader American public as they entered college, regardless of race or
ethnicity. Among the public as a whole in the mid-1990s, Democrats and
Republicans were almost equally numerous, and conservatives consider-
ably outnumbered liberals (Miller and Shanks 1996). However, this na-
tional division did not replicate among these entering freshmen. Among
the white students, liberal Democrats outnumbered conservative Republi-
cans by 16 percent. Latinos and blacks tilted even more heavily to the lib-
eral side, with liberal Democrats outnumbering conservative Republicans
by 52 percent and 75 percent, respectively. Even among the somewhat
more conservative Asian students, liberal Democrats had a slight plurality. 
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Table 4.2 Mean Group Differences on Predispositions and Policy Attitudes
at College Entry

Variable Whites Asians Latinos Blacks F p η2

Predispositions

Party identification 3.72a 3.87a 3.13b 2.51c 30.33 <.001 .043

Political outlook 3.63ab 3.81a 3.33bc 3.10c 14.69 <.001 .021

Symbolic racism 3.87a 4.03a 3.54b 2.57c 58.08 <.001 .083

Religiosity 3.57c 3.76bc 4.01ab 4.44a 9.03 <.001 .013

Inegalitarianism 2.70a 2.72a 2.13b 1.57c 29.03 <.001 .044

Dominance 1.86ab 2.11a 1.67b 1.10c 25.68 <.001 .039

Policy attitudes

Opposition to affir-

mative action 4.29a 4.27a 2.61b 2.05c 177.63 <.001 .222

Attitude toward 

immigration 4.64a 4.44a 4.42a 4.61a 4.70 .003 .008

Attitude toward 

welfare recipients 2.10a 2.16a 1.97ab 1.75b 3.25 .021 .005

Attitude toward 

solving the crime 

problem 4.44ab 4.53a 4.45ab 4.13b 1.75 .155 .003

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Entries under each ethnicity are mean scores for each ethnic group on seven-point scales. Scales have been coded so that

high numbers indicate more identification with the Republican party, political conservatism, negative racial attitudes, religios-

ity, support of group inequality and dominance, opposition to affirmative action and increasing the rate of legal immigration,

and stronger beliefs that more money should be invested in prisons versus schools as a crime remedy and that most welfare re-

cipients do not really need welfare. The F values refer to one-way analysis of variances. Different superscript letters indicate

significant Tukey t post-hoc mean differences across each row.



Table 4.3 Associations of Political Conservatism and Symbolic Racism with Social Background and
Predispositions at College Entry

Whites Asians Latinos

Political Symbolic Political Symbolic Political Symbolic

Variable Conservatism Racism Conservatism Racism Conservatism Racism

Social background 

Gender .11** .14*** .09* .09* .17** .10

Parental education –.07* –.02 .06 –.04 .09 .02

Family socioeconomic status .09** –.03 .10** –.06 .15** .05

Precollege contact with main ethnic 

outgroups .04 .00 .16*** .12** –.15** –.05*

Mean SAT –.01 .03 .09* –.04 .11 –.03

Predispositions

Religiosity .32*** .12** .22*** .05 .20*** –.10

Symbolic racism .39*** — .25*** — .39*** —

Inegalitarianism .34*** .44*** .24*** .31*** .27*** .35***

Antiblack affect .09** .14*** .14*** .27*** .02 .16**

Political conservatism — .39*** — .25*** — .39***

Dominance .16*** .24*** .11** .21*** .20*** .22***

Ethnic identification .10** .17*** .11** .02 –.13* –.23***

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Entries are Pearson correlations between the scales indicated in the first column and political conservatism (odd data columns) and symbolic racism (even data columns).

Political conservatism is the combination of political outlook and party identification. Scales have been coded so that high numbers indicate male, more parental education,

higher subjective family socioeconomic status, less precollege contact with the student’s three main ethnic outgroups, higher SAT scores, more religiosity, more symbolic racism,

more antiblack affect, more inegalitarianism, more conservatism, more support of group dominance, and stronger ethnic identification. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001



tributes to whites’ symbolic racism, as the “contact” hypothesis might
predict. But the relationship between our scale of precollege contact
with the three main ethnic outgroups and symbolic racism did not reach
significance at college entry for white students.

The partisan gender gap has been a staple of American political life
since the early 1980s. It is normally found to be based in greater support
for a social safety net and greater opposition to violence among women
than among men. As such, it fits better with the pre-adult socialization
of standard attitudinal predispositions than with the less thoughtful
and reflective the social background hypothesis. To test for the gender
gap, we started by comparing males’ and females’ political conservatism,
using the typology developed in table 4.1. By this criterion, the white
students already show a substantial gender gap at college entry, as
shown in table 4.4. Liberal Democrats outnumbered conservative Re-
publicans by 21 percent among white females, but only by 8 percent
among white males. Similar findings hold for Asians and Latinos. As
shown in table 4.3, males also tended to be higher than females in politi-
cal conservatism and symbolic racism. By the criterion of the gender
gap, then, we again see that the students’ partisan socialization is well
on its way to adult levels at college entry.

What about the pre-adult socialization hypothesis? Strong associa-
tions of fundamental predispositions and values with political conser-
vatism and symbolic racism at college entry would suggest that students
arrive at college already divided along the lines of the attitudinal predis-
positions that undergird adults’ political and racial divisions and give
them substantive meaning. For predispositions, we used the “usual sus-
pects”: religiosity, symbolic racism, inegalitarianism, antiblack affect,
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Table 4.4 The Gender Gap in Political Conservatism at College
Entry, by Ethnicity  

Ethnicity Female Male Gap

Whites +21% (n = 387) +8%% (n = 343) +13%

Asians +13% (n = 390) –1   % (n = 329) +14

Latinos +60% (n = 147) +40% (n = 98) +20

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: The entry is the percentage of liberal Democrats minus the percentage of conservative Republicans in each

category of ethnicity and gender. Partisan categories are the same as those in table 4.1. Numbers are based on all

available respondents at college entry. 



resembling the coefficients for mature adults in earlier surveys (see Con-
verse and Markus 1979; Sears 1983; Sears and Valentino 1997).

As may be recalled, Hyman’s (1959) standard for the pre-adult acqui-
sition of party identification was comparability with religion. Among the
white students in this study, religiosity was a highly stable attitude at
college entry (r = .80 from precollege to sophomore year). Inegalitarian
values also yielded evidence of reasonably high levels of crystallization
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Table 4.5 The Internal Consistency of Key Sociopolitical
Predispositions at College Entry

Predispositions Whites Asians Latinos

Symbolic racism (α) .68 .54 .58

Political conservatism (r) .78 .61 .66

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Entries are Pearson correlations of political outlook and party identification for political conservatism and

Cronbach’s alpha for the four symbolic racism items. Significance tests are not available for Cronbach’s alpha. All

other entries are significant at p < .01. 

Table 4.6 The Stability of Predispositions and Policy Attitudes at
College Entry

Variable Whites Asians Latinos

Predispositions

Religiosity .80 .71 .74

Political conservatism .78 .63 .68

Party identification .80 .64 .72

Political outlook .58 .46 .52

Symbolic racism .57 .46 .39

Ethnic identification .54 .60 .61

Inegalitarianism .44 .42 .44

Dominance .35 .35 .27

Policy attitudes

Opposition to affirmative action .52 .36 .38

Attitude toward immigration .46 .27 .39

Attitude toward welfare recipients .51 .29 .38

Attitude toward solving the crime problem .24 .23 .19

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Entries are test-retest correlations for each scale between college entry and sophomore year (wave 1 to wave

3). All entries are statistically significant at p < .01.



resembling the coefficients for mature adults in earlier surveys (see Con-
verse and Markus 1979; Sears 1983; Sears and Valentino 1997).

As may be recalled, Hyman’s (1959) standard for the pre-adult acqui-
sition of party identification was comparability with religion. Among the
white students in this study, religiosity was a highly stable attitude at
college entry (r = .80 from precollege to sophomore year). Inegalitarian
values also yielded evidence of reasonably high levels of crystallization

Cultural Diversity and Sociopolitical Attitudes

87

Table 4.5 The Internal Consistency of Key Sociopolitical
Predispositions at College Entry

Predispositions Whites Asians Latinos

Symbolic racism (α) .68 .54 .58

Political conservatism (r) .78 .61 .66

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Entries are Pearson correlations of political outlook and party identification for political conservatism and

Cronbach’s alpha for the four symbolic racism items. Significance tests are not available for Cronbach’s alpha. All

other entries are significant at p < .01. 

Table 4.6 The Stability of Predispositions and Policy Attitudes at
College Entry

Variable Whites Asians Latinos

Predispositions

Religiosity .80 .71 .74

Political conservatism .78 .63 .68

Party identification .80 .64 .72

Political outlook .58 .46 .52

Symbolic racism .57 .46 .39

Ethnic identification .54 .60 .61

Inegalitarianism .44 .42 .44

Dominance .35 .35 .27

Policy attitudes

Opposition to affirmative action .52 .36 .38

Attitude toward immigration .46 .27 .39

Attitude toward welfare recipients .51 .29 .38

Attitude toward solving the crime problem .24 .23 .19

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Entries are test-retest correlations for each scale between college entry and sophomore year (wave 1 to wave

3). All entries are statistically significant at p < .01.



through college than did men. To test this, we again used the liberalism
index presented in figure 5.1, which describes the excess of liberal De-
mocrats over conservative Republicans in any given group.

Indeed, there was a large gender difference in the political complexion
of the majors ultimately chosen by the students. That gender difference
was present even before college entry. For example, among white stu-
dents at college entry, 61 percent of those who ultimately selected a lib-
eral major in their senior year were women, while only 40 percent of
those ultimately selecting a conservative major were women. But at col-
lege entry, the political gender gap was quite similar in both groups. The
gender gap in the liberalism index was +11 percent among students who
would ultimately select a liberal major and +13 percent among those ul-
timately selecting a conservative major. We saw earlier that students
self-selected into politically congenial majors. That self-selection
process, however, did not seem to generate differential political gender
gaps at college entry across ultimate majors.
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bility of their attitudes as well. To test this we compared the stability
of entry-level attitudes across students’ first year of college with the
stability of their attitudes across their last year of college, as shown in
table 5.4. Political conservatism (as well as party identification and po-
litical outlook, treated separately) and symbolic racism all had only
modestly more stability in the later years than they had in the early
years. These increases in crystallization were clear and consistent but
generally not large—hardly surprising given the high level of stability
in these attitudes at college entry. By the end of college, white stu-
dents’ political conservatism was almost completely stable, as shown
in table 5.4. Both party identification and political outlook had at-
tained typical adult levels (compare with Converse and Markus 1979).
By college exit, white students’ acquisition of crystallized attitudes to-
ward the symbolic racism belief system also seems to have been sub-
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Time in College

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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stantially complete, by the standard of having reached typical adult
levels.13

In sum, the crystallization of whites’ political conservatism did not
dramatically change through college, in terms of either consistency or
stability. The decline in consistency may itself be a bit anomalous,
since both the precollege and senior year waves were conducted amid
presidential campaigns. According to other studies (Sears and
Valentino 1997; Valentino and Sears 1998), those campaigns alone
should have stimulated greater crystallization. In any case, there is no
sharp increase through college. The crystallization of white students’
symbolic racism did increase substantially through college, by both
indicators. The greater improvement for symbolic racism is instruc-
tive, since political conservatism was, by all indications, considerably
more crystallized at college entry (see chapter 4) and remained so at
college exit.
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attained the same levels of political incorporation as whites by college
exit? And had more recent immigrants, new Asians and new Latinos, at-
tained the same levels of incorporation as their longer-tenured counter-
parts?

Liberalization

To test for differential liberalization through college, we compared
changes in mean levels of political conservatism and symbolic racism
from college entry to exit across these groups, as shown in figure 5.4.
First, all four groups of Asians and Latinos had become more liberal by
college exit than they had been at college entry, on both attitude dimen-
sions, with all but one of the changes reaching statistical significance.17

Second, old Asians had been a little more conservative than whites at
college entry, and the old Latinos somewhat more liberal, in both politi-
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had shown substantially less attitude crystallization than had whites at
college entry, as we saw in the previous chapter. The old Asians did elim-
inate that crystallization gap by all four tests: the consistency and stabil-
ity of both political conservatism and symbolic racism. In that sense, the
college experience seems to have succeeded in assimilating them to the
mainstream of the broader culture. It was not successful, however, in
producing that level of incorporation among the old Latinos, whose atti-
tudes remained substantially less crystallized than whites’ attitudes, as
indicated by all four tests.

Third, the more recent new immigrants had markedly less crystallized
attitudes than their longer-resident counterparts at college entry. Was
that still true at the end of college? The answer is no. The new immi-
grants did show consistently increased crystallization, but generally not
by enough to reach the old immigrants’ levels (falling short in six of the
eight comparisons). Among the most recent immigrants, however, there
was one important impact of the college experience. The new Latinos
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showed both greater consistency and stability of symbolic racism by col-
lege exit than did the old Latinos. As we have seen at several junctures in
this chapter, the college experience apparently was most successful in
bringing students up to speed about racial norms in the United States,
and here we see that it was especially successful with the newest immi-
grants.

We draw three main conclusions about recent immigration. The col-
lege experience generally enhanced the new-immigrant students’ atti-
tude crystallization, except for the consistency of political conservatism,
no matter how recent their immigration. College did promote their so-
ciopolitical incorporation into the United States. But even the boost
given by college was insufficient to overcome the reality that the incor-
poration process is generally more intergenerational than intragenera-
tional. College allowed the more recently immigrated to advance, not to
catch up. Third, at college entry political conservatism was more crystal-
lized in all ethnic groups than was symbolic racism. However, the impact
of college on the crystallization of political conservatism among the
newest immigrants was quite mixed. Indeed, the consistency of party
identification and political outlook actually fell for the new immigrants,
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tially apolitical and still in the acquisition phase of their learning? Or did
it reflect the resocialization of those who were previously conservative,
as in the case of the Bennington students? At the aggregate level, both
occurred. As shown in table 5.1, the most substantial change is the re-
duction in “moderate independents.” About 11 percent of the students
entered college wholly nonpartisan: they chose the neutral point on
both seven-point party identification and ideology scales. By the end of
college, this uncommitted “moderate independent” group had almost
completely disappeared, constituting only slightly over 2 percent in their
senior year. The vast majority had staked out a position on one side or
the other of the political divide in the United States. At the same time, in
each ethnic group there was some reduction in the number of conserva-
tive Republicans, which dropped 6 percent in the sample as a whole.

Another important norm on a multicultural campus is the abandon-
ment of any racial prejudices over the course of one’s college education.
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Table 5.1 Change Through College in Political Conservatism,
by Ethnicity

Total

Precollege Sophomore Senior Change

Whites (N = 229)

Liberal Democrats 49% 56% 61% +12%

Conservative Republicans 36 34 31 –5

Moderate independents 10 4 2 –8

Other 5 6 6 +1

Asians (N = 294)

Liberal Democrats 41 55 60 +19

Conservative Republicans 34 30 26 –8

Moderate independents 14 3 4 –10

Other 11 12 10 –1

Latinos (N = 116)

Liberal Democrats 73 82 85 +12

Conservative Republicans 14 10 8 –6

Moderate independents 7 0 1 –6

Other 6 8 6 0

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Includes only those who participated in all three waves.



Table 5.2 Liberalization Through College on Predispositions and Policy Issues

Whites Asians Latinos

Pre- Sopho- Pre- Sopho- Pre- Sopho-

Variable college more Senior F college more Senior F college more Senior F

Predispositions

Political conservatism 3.6 3.5 3.3 13.5*** 3.9 3.7 3.5 24.1*** 3.2 3.0 2.9 7.2**

Party identification 3.7 3.4 3.2 21.0*** 3.8 3.4 3.2 27.9*** 3.1 2.5 2.4 20.7***

Political outlook 3.6 3.5 3.4 3.4* 3.9 4.0 3.7 9.4*** 3.4 3.4 3.3 0.6ns

Symbolic racism 3.9 3.7 3.4 42.0*** 4.1 4.0 3.8 22.1*** 3.6 3.4 3.1 12.3***

Religiosity 3.6 3.9 3.6 8.3*** 3.9 4.1 4.0 8.2*** 4.2 4.5 4.3 6.3**

Inegalitarianism 2.7 2.4 2.3 15.6*** 2.8 2.7 2.5 5.8** 2.1 2.0 1.8 3.6*

Dominance 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.2ns 2.1 2.0 1.9 4.0* 1.6 1.5 1.5 <.1ns

Social policy attitudes

Opposition to affirma-

tive action 4.3 3.8 3.6 45.2*** 4.3 3.8 3.5 64.5*** 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.3ns

Attitude toward 

immigrants 4.5 4.2 3.9 39.7*** 4.4 4.1 3.9 35.9*** 4.5 4.0 3.6 28.0***

Attitude toward solving 

crime problem 2.1 1.9 1.9 3.0* 2.2 2.0 1.9 6.8** 1.9 1.8 1.6 2.8ns

Attitude toward welfare 

recipients 4.3 4.1 3.7 25.6*** 4.6 4.2 3.8 36.0*** 4.5 4.0 3.7 16.2***

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Entries are mean scores for each ethnic group at each time point, on seven-point scales. Scales have been coded so that high numbers indicate more political conservatism, more

symbolic racism, more religiosity, more inegalitarianism, more dominance, and more conservative social policy attitudes. These analyses were limited to participants who responded to

the precollege, sophomore year, and senior year waves. The F value refers to an analysis of variance across the three waves.

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001; ns = not significant



ing continuing socialization? Or were such associations weakened by the
general shift to the left? Table 5.3 presents the bivariate correlations of
both political conservatism and symbolic racism with these other atti-
tudes and predispositions at college exit (senior year) compared to such
correlations at college entry (precollege).11

All the correlates of whites’ political conservatism increased, though
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Table 5.3 Associations of Political Conservatism and Symbolic
Racism with Predispositions

Political Conservatism Symbolic Racism

Precollege Senior Year Precollege Senior Year

Whites

Antiblack affect — — .12* .30***

Political conservatism — — .39*** .47***

Symbolic racism .40*** .46*** — —

Religiosity .35*** .40*** .24*** .25***

Inegalitarianism .42*** .46*** .45*** .51***

Dominance .10 .26*** .22*** .32***

Asians

Antiblack affect — — .30*** .27***

Political conservatism — — .22*** .24***

Symbolic racism .22*** .29*** — —

Religiosity .24*** .25*** .00 .00

Inegalitarianism .23*** .21*** .29*** .41***

Dominance .16** .11* .22*** .28***

Latinos

Antiblack affect — — .21** .21**

Political conservatism — — .41*** .31***

Symbolic racism .44*** .34*** — —

Religiosity .33*** .26*** –.03 .06

Inegalitarianism .30*** .25** .40*** .48***

Dominance .25** .13 .23** .37***

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Entries are Pearson correlations between the scales indicated in the first column and political conservatism

(columns 2 and 3) and symbolic racism (columns 4 and 5). Scales have been coded so that high numbers indicate

more antiblack affect, more symbolic racism, more political conservatism, more religiosity, more inegalitarianism,

and more dominance. Entries include only those who participated in both the precollege and senior year waves. 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001



The New-Immigrant Groups

In chapter 4, we saw that whites had considerably more crystallized atti-
tudes at college entry than did Asians and Latinos, even those who were
U.S.-born. Does the college experience allow students from the new-im-
migrant groups to erase that earlier gap? Or does it simply strengthen,
and possibly enlarge, those initial ethnic differences? The crystallization
of Asians’ political conservatism seemed to change little through college.
Both the consistency and stability of political conservatism were slightly
lower by the end of the senior year than at college entry, as shown in fig-
ure 5.2 and table 5.4. In addition, there was no increase in the stability 
of the constituent parts of political conservatism, party identification
and political outlook. Asians had arrived at college with considerably 
less crystallized political conservatism than did whites, and that re-
mained true at college exit. Symbolic racism, again, was a markedly dif-
ferent story. Asians showed substantial increases in both internal con-
sistency and stability, as shown in figure 5.3 and table 5.4, and in fact 
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Table 5.4 Year-to-Year Stability of Attitudes Through College

Whites Asians Latinos

Precollege Junior Precollege Junior Precollege Junior

to to to to to to

Variable Freshman Senior Freshman Senior Freshman Senior

Predispositions

Political conservatism .83 .87 .73 .67 .80 .71

Party identification .88 .92 .81 .80 .81 .84

Political outlook .62 .70 .52 .45 .56 .50

Symbolic racism .63 .72 .59 .71 .56 .55

Religiosity .79 .87 .81 .84 .80 .85

Inegalitarianism .44 .69 .45 .45 .37 .47

Dominance .41 .54 .32 .34 .23 .46

Social policy attitudes

Average correlation .57 .62 .36 .40 .44 .50

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Entries are test-retest Pearson correlations across the precollege and freshman waves, and the junior and senior waves,

respectively. The bottom entry is the average test-retest correlation across opposition to affirmative action, attitude toward

immigrants, attitude toward solving the crime problem, and attitude toward welfare recipients.
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Table 6.1 “Which Ethnic-Racial Group Do You Most Closely
Identify With?”

Ethnic-Racial Group At Entry Sophomore Senior

Whites

Pan-ethnic categories 93% 94% 94%

White, Caucasian, Anglo-Saxon 93 94 93

European American 0 0 1

Specific nationalities 6 6 5

British, Irish, Italian, et cetera 6 5 5

Irish American, et cetera 0 1 0

Number of respondents 816 496 362

Asians

Pan-ethnic categories 37% 39% 32%

Asian or Southeast Asian 25 28 20

Asian American 11 10 10

Pacific Islander 1 1 2

Specific nationalities 63 61 69

Chinese, Asian Chinese, et cetera 58 50 55

Chinese American, et cetera 5 11 14

Number of respondents 760 554 414

Latinos

Pan-ethnic categories 50% 62% 55%

Hispanic 23 28 18

Latino or Latina 14 22 25

Chicano or Chicana 11 10 10

Hispanic American, et cetera 2 2 2

Specific nationalities 50 38 45

Mexican, Spanish, et cetera 22 12 14

Mexican American, et cetera 28 26 31

Number of respondents 305 386 255

Blacks

Pan-ethnic categories 98% 98% 100%

African or Afro-American 78 78 74

Black 20 20 26

Specific nationalities 2 2 0

Number of respondents 95 125 86

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Respondents include those who responded to any of the three waves. Percentages may not add up to 100

percent owing to rounding. 



Origins of Strong Ethnic Identification

Within the new-immigrant groups, which of the entering students had
the strongest ethnic identities? Was it the descendants of the Asian and
Latino families long resident in the United States, who had much experi-
ence with American-style ethnic and racial subordination, as the people
of color hypothesis would suggest? Or was it students from recently im-
migrated families who were entering college with a sense of separateness
and difference, and transitioning from homes dominated by foreign cus-
toms and non-English languages to an American-style, English-speaking
college environment? If so, later generations might show weaker ethnic
identification, consistent with the black exceptionalism hypothesis. To
test this contrast, we compare the explanatory power of the background
factors related to immigration with that of perceptions of societal ethnic
discrimination against the student’s own group. The bivariate correla-
tions and multivariate regression coefficients are shown in table 6.3.10

Among the Asian students, the best predictors of ethnic identification
at college entry were characteristics of traditional Asian homes rather
than of Westernized and secularized Asian American homes. These pre-
dictors included speaking a foreign language at home, religiosity, and
having high school friends primarily of one’s own ethnicity. Foreign lan-
guage use was particularly telling, since retaining a native language is
one crucial index of the preservation of cultural roots after immigration
(Alba 1990; Alba and Nee 2003; Phinney 1990). In contrast, societal eth-
nic discrimination has little impact; it is not significant in the regression
analysis. For the Asian students, then, ethnic identification seemed to
be more closely associated with the transitional stage of recent immigra-
tion, as the black exceptionalism hypothesis would have it, than with a
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Table 6.2 Mean Strength of Ethnic Identification Across Time

Time Whites Asians Latinos Blacks

At college entry 3.6b 5.3a 5.3 5.3b

At end of sophomore year 3.8a 5.0b 5.1 5.8a

At end of senior year 3.6ab 4.9b 5.2 5.6ab

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Data are from respondents who participated in all three waves. Entries are means on seven-point scales aver-

aging three items. Entries within a column with different superscript are significantly different at p < .05.



long history of discrimination, as the people of color hypothesis would
have it.

Among Latinos, the bivariate correlations show the same picture. A
strong sense of ethnic identification was based most strongly in recent
immigration, speaking Spanish in the home, having high school friends
drawn predominantly from fellow Latinos, and having less-educated
parents. Again, these seem to be attributes associated with recent immi-
gration that might make a student feel ethnically distinctive in a large
public research university. The regression model shows that coming
from a household in which Spanish is the dominant language and having
ingroup friends in high school seem to mediate the effects of that immi-
grant history. For Latinos, as for Asians, societal ethnic discrimination
was not significantly associated with ethnic identification.

In short, the black exceptionalism hypothesis, tying strong ethnic
identification to recent immigration, seems to fit the data better than
the people of color hypothesis, for both Asians and Latinos. The effects
of recent immigration seem to be mediated in particular by not speaking
English at home and by having precollege friendships dominated by
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Table 6.3 Antecedents of Strong Ethnic Identification at 
College Entry

Asians Latinos

Variable r beta r beta

Distal background

Generation in the United States –.13*** .05 –.21*** –.05

Father’s education –.04 –.06 –.29*** –.10

Mother’s education –.08* .06 –.24*** .10

Religiosity .15*** .12* .09 .05

Proximal background

Language spoken at home .23*** .19*** .33*** .18*

Closest friends in high school

Own ethnicity .34*** .26*** .42*** .34***

Other ethnicities –.21*** –.08* –.23*** .00

Societal ethnic discrimination .08* .05 .20* .09

Adjusted R2 .156 .222

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: All variables measured in wave 1. Maximum Asian n = 743, maximum Latino n = 249.

* p < .05; *** p < .001



ican identity), they correlated positively with scores on the ethnic identi-
fication scale at similar levels for the ethnic minorities—for Asians,
r = .50; for Latinos, r = .49; for blacks, r = .57—and more strongly than
for whites (r = .30).

But we wanted to know if ethnic and American identity were truly re-
ciprocal or had somewhat different origins. As can be seen in table 6.4,
the determinants of responses to this item trading off two identities are
partly like those explaining strength of ethnic identification by itself.
Again, more recent immigrants tend to prefer ethnic identification, as
indicated by the effects of not speaking English at home and having had
primarily own-ethnicity friends in high school. But there are also some
interesting differences between this trade-off item and ethnic identifica-
tion measured by itself. Among both Latinos and Asians, societal ethnic
discrimination significantly contributed to weaker American identity,
whereas it had no effect on ethnic identification considered by itself (see
table 6.3). Evidently, perceiving one’s own group to be the victim of soci-
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Table 6.4 Antecedents of Preference for Ethnic Rather than
American Identification Prior to College Entry

Asians Latinos

Variable r beta r beta

Distal background

Generation in the United States –.17*** –.01 –.22*** –.05

Father’s education –.05 –.01 –.15* .14

Mother’s education –.06 .04 –.23*** .01

Religiosity .12* .05 .03 .02

Proximal background

Language spoken at home .25*** .18*** .34*** .26*

Closest friends in high school

Own ethnicity .30*** .19*** .37*** .20*

Other ethnicities –.32*** –.21*** –.28*** –.13

Societal ethnic discrimination .12*** .09* .30*** .24***

Adjusted R2 .180 .229

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Maximum Asian N = 696, maximum Latino N = 217. A high score on the item trading off ethnic and Ameri-

can identification indicates greater preference for ethnic than American identity.

* p < .05; *** p < .001



ated with other ethnically relevant social and political attitudes at col-
lege exit than at college entry. Table 6.6 presents such correlations for
both the college entry and senior year waves.16 Ethnic identification be-
came increasingly correlated with these other ethnically relevant atti-
tudes among both Asians and Latinos through college. The average cor-
relation of ethnic identification with the ethnic orientations and social
policy attitudes shown in table 6.6 was r = .10 for Asians at college entry,
and r = .23 at college exit. For Latinos, the average correlation rose from
r = .28 to r = .36.17

Polarization Within Ethnic Groups

To switch gears slightly, increased ethnic balkanization through college
might also be reflected in polarization around ethnicity within the new-
immigrant groups. Some students’ ethnicities might have become more
politicized, while other students may have become more integrated into
the broader campus community and broader society and thus would
have shown weakened ethnic identities. To test for this within-group po-
larization, we tested for changes in variance and kurtosis through col-
lege in strength of ethnic identification and the other items shown in
table 6.6. To make a long story short, we found no evidence of systemat-
ically increased polarization in any group. In most cases, variance de-
creased and kurtosis became more positive, reflecting more peaked dis-
tributions.18

In sum, we offer several findings indicating that the new-immigrant
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Table 6.5 The Stability of Strong Ethnic Identification, Correlations
Across Time

Time Whites Asians Latinos Blacks

Over two years

At entry through sophomore year .51 .59 .51 .55

Sophomore through senior year .67 .69 .65 .69

Over four years

At entry through senior year .43 .47 .54 .35

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Respondents included are those participating in all three waves (at college entry, sophomore year, and senior

year). Entries are Pearson correlations.



Table 6.6 The Correlates of Strong Ethnic Identification at College Entry and at the End of Senior Year in
College

Whites Asians Latinos

Variable At Entry Seniors At Entry Seniors At Entry Seniors

Ethnic orientations

Ethnic activism .37* .51* .31* .47* .44* .59*

Prejudice against group imposes barriers .07* .33* .16* .21* .31* .42*

Minorities get unfair treatment –.01 –.11* .16* .17* .24* .30*

Social policy attitudes

Support for increasing diversity on campus .04 –.06 .03 .18 .20 .28*

Attitude toward immigrants –.16* –.18* .01 .14 .19 .21*

Attitude toward English as official language 

of the United States n.a. –.24* n.a. .04 n.a. .35*

Attitude toward government helping 

minority groups n.a. –.07 n.a. .10 n.a. .06

Maximum number of respondents 355 364 407 412 177 181

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Entries are Pearson correlations of ethnic identification with other variables, measured at college entry (wave 1) and at the end of senior year (wave 5). Respondents are

all those responding to both waves. All variables are coded such that ethnic consciousness is high. 

* p < .05



balkanization. The correlations for Asians were generally smaller than
those for Latinos (although most were still significant), suggesting that
Asians’ ethnicity was somewhat less politicized.

Were stronger ethnic identities based in societal ethnic discrimina-
tion and socializing in homogeneous ethnic enclaves? The predictors of
ethnic identification at the end of college are shown in table 6.7. Recall
that the strength of ethnic identification was highly stable through col-
lege; therefore, it is not surprising that its strength at college exit is best
explained by its strength four years earlier, at college entry. One impor-
tant story, then, picks up on a major theme of the last chapter: key so-
ciopolitical attitudes, like political conservatism, symbolic racism, and
ethnic identification, tend to be quite stable through college, despite all
the pressures to change that they presumably involve.

In addition to these persisting effects of early experience, however,
the immigration-related factors that had been important at college en-
try, such as generation in the United States and speaking a language
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Table 6.7 Predictors of Ethnic Identification at the End of 
Senior Year

Asians Latinos

Variable r beta r beta

Background (at college entry)

Generation in the United States –.02 .07 –.16 –.08

Language spoken at home .14** .08 .17 –.12

Ethnic identification .47*** .41*** .54*** .46***

College experience (end of sopho-

more year)

Friendships with members of the 

four main ethnic groups at UCLA

Own ethnicity .25*** .12* .37*** .24*

Other ethnicities –.12* –.04 –.20* –.08

Societal ethnic discrimination .20*** .13** .22* .05

Adjusted R2 .258 .314

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note. Respondents include all those with data at the college entry, sophomore year, and senior year waves. Maxi-

mum Asian n = 352, maximum Latino n = 124.

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p <.001



Changes over Time in American
Identification

We also speculated that increasing exposure to a relatively hierarchy-at-
tenuating college environment might cause a reduction in American
identification among members of all ethnic groups over time. To assess
the change in levels of American identification across time for each of
the four ethnic groups, we conducted hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM).6 Analyses using the HLM technique revealed that American
identification significantly declined among whites across the college
years (b = −.12, p < .001). The slopes for Latinos and blacks did not sig-
nificantly differ from the slope for whites, indicating that, consistent
with our expectations, whites, Latinos, and blacks all declined in Ameri-
can identification across the college years (and to a similar extent). How-
ever, contrary to expectations, the slope for Asians showed that Ameri-
can identification did not decline as much as it did for whites; in fact,
Asian Americans’ levels of American identification appear to have re-
mained fairly constant across the college years.7

Hypothesis 2: Asymmetry in the
Relationship Between Ethnic and
American Identification

Consistent with the notion that American society is a relatively hierar-
chy-enhancing environment, we expected ethnic identification to be
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Table 7.1 Mean Levels of American Identification for Native-Born
Respondents, by Ethnic Group and Year in College

Ethnicity Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

Whites 6.07a 5.79a 5.71a 5.74a

Asians 5.64b 5.68ab 5.67a 5.64ab

Latinos 5.53bc 5.43bc 5.49ab 5.19c

Blacks 5.19c 5.05c 5.04b 5.18bc

p-value for ethnicity 

effect (within-year) < .001 < .001 = .001 < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note. Within each column (year in college), superscripted letters that are the same for two or more ethnic groups

indicate that the groups do not significantly differ in American identification, p > .10. 



hancing environment, we also examined how superordinate group iden-
tification might compare across ethnic groups in a social system that
predominantly attenuates hierarchy. We now shift from analyses fo-
cused on the relatively hierarchy-enhancing social system of the United
States to an examination of identification with the relatively hierarchy-
attenuating social system of the university.

Hypothesis 3: Symmetry in Mean Levels of
University Identification

Given the notion that the university campus is a relatively hierarchy-at-
tenuating environment, members of all ethnic groups should have simi-
lar levels of university identification. Mean levels of university identifi-
cation by ethnic group and year in college can be found in table 7.3.
Contrary to what was expected, there were significant ethnic group dif-
ferences in students’ levels of university identification for three of the
four college years.11 Further pairwise comparisons of ethnic groups
within year, however, using Scheffé tests, revealed that the overall effect
of ethnicity was entirely due to higher levels of university identification
among Asian Americans compared to whites during the freshman, jun-
ior, and senior years.12 Whites, Latinos, and blacks all demonstrated
similar levels of university identification, which generally supports the
hypothesis of symmetry among ethnic groups in identification with a
relatively hierarchy-attenuating environment.
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Table 7.2 Unstandardized Regression Coefficients for the Effect of
Ethnic Identification on American Identification for
Native-Born Respondents 

Ethnicity Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

Whites .19** .31** .32** .23**

Asians –.09+ –.08 –.02 –.12+

Latinos –.33** –.18** –.22** –.34**

Blacks .00 .10 .00 .03

p-value for ethnicity 

effect (within-year) <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001

Source: Authors’ compilation.

+ p < .10; ** p < .01



Hypothesis 4: Symmetry in the
Relationship Between Ethnic and
University Identification

Consistent with the notion that the university campus is a relatively hi-
erarchy-attenuating environment, ethnic identification was expected to
be similarly related to university identification among members of all
ethnic groups. The analyses for university identification are exactly the
same as those for American identification. Table 7.4 reveals the unstan-
dardized regression coefficients for the effect of ethnic identification on
university identification.13 As expected, these analyses demonstrated
that ethnic identification and university identification tended to be sim-
ilarly associated across ethnic groups within each year in college.14 All
students tended to identify more as a UCLA student the more they iden-
tified with their ethnic group.15 Thus, the relationship between sub-
group and superordinate group identification was symmetrical across
ethnic groups within this relatively hierarchy-attenuating environment.
This supports the notion that when a larger social system is relatively
egalitarian, ethnic and superordinate identities can be compatible, and
compatible to the same extent, across different ethnic groups.

Summary and Conclusions

The purpose of this chapter was to integrate the common ingroup iden-
tity model with social dominance theory. The common ingroup identity
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Table 7.3 Mean Levels of University Identification for Native-Born
Respondents, by Ethnic Group and Year in College

Ethnicity Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

Whites 5.66b 5.60a 5.55b 5.41b

Asians 5.92a 5.74a 5.96a 5.83a

Latinos 5.70ab 5.75a 5.78ab 5.62ab

Blacks 5.75ab 5.57a 5.64ab 5.56ab

p-value for ethnicity 

effect (within-year) <.05 >.10 <.01 =.01

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Within each column (year in college), superscripted letters that are the same for two or more ethnic groups

indicate that the groups do not significantly differ in university identification, p > .10. 



model advocates the creation of a superordinate group identity in order
to reduce intergroup conflict. Building on this model, social dominance
theory specifies the conditions that facilitate the development of a su-
perordinate group identity that is endorsed to approximately the same
extent by members of all ethnic subgroups and complements rather
than contradicts ethnic subgroup identification. According to social
dominance theory, the development of such a common ingroup identity
depends on the relative hierarchy-enhancing or hierarchy-attenuating
nature of the superordinate social system or context within which the
subgroups interact.

Hierarchy-Enhancing Environments

Relatively hierarchy-enhancing environments, like American society as a
whole, tend to promote the dominance of high-status groups and the
subordination of low-status groups. Within hierarchy-enhancing envi-
ronments, social dominance theory argues that groups that have access
to more economic and political resources often dominate the value sys-
tem and collective identity of the superordinate group. When this hap-
pens, two asymmetries should result. Compared to members of low-sta-
tus groups, members of high-status groups should exhibit higher levels
of superordinate identification, and high-status groups should also
demonstrate a more positive relationship between subgroup and super-
ordinate identification.
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Table 7.4 Unstandardized Regression Coefficients for the Effect of
Ethnic Identification on University Identification for
Native-Born Respondents 

Ethnicity Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

Whites .11** .18** .27** .27**

Asians .10* .22** .27** .22**

Latinos .10* .12** .15** .15*

Blacks .34** –.05 .09 .37**

p-value for ethnicity 

effect (within-year) >.10 >.10 >.10 >.10

Source: Authors’ compilation.

* p < .05; ** p < .01
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bers of other ethnic groups in college. We then examine whether in-
terethnic dating during the first three years in college has subsequent ef-
fects on ingroup bias and intergroup anxiety at the end of the fourth
year of college, even when controlling for the precollege ethnic attitudes
and demographic variables. These two sets of analyses require data from
the precollege wave of data collection, but few blacks who participated in
the precollege wave also participated in the final wave (n = 23). There-
fore, we were only able to examine whites, Asians, and Latinos in the
longitudinal analyses of the relationships between ethnic attitudes and
interethnic dating in college (for a more detailed description of these
analyses, see Levin, Taylor, and Caudle 2007).9

Patterns of Dating

As can be seen in figure 8.3, students were more likely to have dated
members of their own ethnic group during their first three years of col-
lege than they were to have dated members of other ethnic groups.10

However, to varying degrees, students did also date members of other
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ethnic groups. Latinos dating outside of their ethnic group were more
likely than Asians and blacks to choose whites as their partners, and
they were more likely than whites and Asians to choose blacks as their
partners. Asians were the groups least likely to have dated Latinos.

The Effects of Prior Ethnic Attitudes on
Interethnic Dating

Figure 8.4 shows the overall model we test in a series of hierarchical re-
gression equations, this time examining the relationships between eth-
nic attitudes and interethnic dating in college.11 Overall, results indicate
that the ethnic attitudes held by white, Asian, and Latino students prior
to college entry affected the degree to which they dated members of
other ethnic groups during their first three years of college. Specifically,
students from these three ethnic groups were more likely to date outside
their ethnic group during their first three years of college when they
were less biased in favor of their ingroup and felt less anxious interact-
ing with members of different ethnic groups before college, even when
controlling for the demographic variables.12 The results did not vary
across the three ethnic groups.
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The Peer Support Hypothesis

In the first set of analyses, we examine whether negative perceptions of
the campus climate facilitate the formation of ingroup friendships, as we
would expect if students seek friends of their own ethnic group in order
to gain refuge from a hostile campus racial climate. To test this peer sup-
port hypothesis, we examine the extent to which students form more in-
group friendships during college when they report at the beginning of
college that they and other members of their ethnic group have experi-
enced more discrimination on campus.17

Results indicate that students who perceived more ethnic discrimina-
tion on campus at the end of their freshman year of college had a greater
proportion of ingroup friends during their sophomore and junior years
of college, controlling for precollege friendships.18 This was especially
true for black students.19 As such, these results provide support for the
peer support hypothesis. Students appear to seek out same-ethnicity
friends in response to perceptions that they and other members of their
ethnic group experience discrimination on campus.
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expectations, dormitory residents with randomly assigned roommates did
not show any significant relationships between their freshman year room-
mate heterogeneity and precollege ethnic attitudes and behaviors. In con-
trast, those with self-selected roommates had more ethnically heteroge-
neous roommates as they showed more intergroup comfort, more
intergroup competence, and more ethnic heterogeneity among their pre-
college friends.8 We also see in table 9.1 that neither students with self-se-
lected roommates nor those with randomly assigned roommates showed
any relationships between freshman year roommate heterogeneity and
precollege levels of symbolic racism, SDO, or opposition to miscegenation.

The results of our second preliminary analysis were also consistent
with the notion that freshman year roommate assignment was truly
random.9 Figure 9.1 shows that at the end of freshman year, roommate
heterogeneity was significantly higher among students with randomly
assigned roommates than among students with self-selected room-
mates.10 Also consistent with our expectations, we found a sharper de-
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swers were recoded such that roommates belonging to the same ethnic
group as the student were considered ingroup roommates and all other
roommates were considered outgroup roommates. Roommate hetero-
geneity in a given year was calculated as: 1 − [number of ingroup room-
mates/total number of roommates].5

To examine whether precollege ethnic attitudes and freshman year
roommate heterogeneity were unrelated among students with randomly
assigned roommates but significantly related among those with self-se-
lected roommates, we regressed degree of freshman year roommate het-
erogeneity on the precollege measures of intergroup competence, inter-
group comfort, symbolic racism, SDO, opposition to miscegenation, and
friendship heterogeneity.6 These regressions were conducted separately
for dormitory residents with self-selected roommates and those with ran-
domly assigned roommates.7 As shown in table 9.1, consistent with our
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Table 9.1 Relationships Between Precollege Ethnic Attitudes and
Behaviors and Roommate Heterogeneity During Freshman
Year, Among Those with Self-Selected or Randomly 
Assigned Roommates

Roommate 

Roommate Heterogeneity T-Value of 

Heterogeneity Among Slope Difference 

Among Freshman Between Those 

Ethnic Attitudes Freshman Students Students with with Self-Selected

and Behaviors with Self- Randomly Versus Randomly 

Prior to Selected Roommates Assigned Room- Assigned 

University Entry (N = 292) mates (N = 1,130) Roommates

Intergroup competence .04** .00 2.22*

Intergroup comfort .06** .01 –1.96+

Symbolic racism .02 –.08 n.s.

Social dominance 

orientation (SDO) .02 –.02 n.s.

Opposition to mis-

cegenation –.01 –.02 n.s.

Friendship heterogeneity .01* .00 2.23*

Source: van Laar, Levin, Sinclair, and Sidanius 2005, reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

Note: All entries are unstandardized regression coefficients, except for those in the rightmost column. 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; n.s. = not significant



roommates at the beginning of their freshman year. In these analyses,
degree of roommate heterogeneity and number of roommates from each
of the four major ethnic groups (whites, Asians, Latinos, and blacks)
were the independent variables, and each of the eleven ethnic attitudes
and behaviors were the dependent variables. We conducted these analy-
ses first for all the ethnic groups combined, and then separately for
whites, Asians, Latinos, and African Americans.

As shown in table 9.2, the results for all ethnic groups combined
showed a significant relationship between the ethnic attitude or behav-
ior and either roommate heterogeneity or the number of roommates
from a particular ethnic group for six of the eleven ethnic attitudes and
behaviors. Another two of these relationships were consistent with the
direction of the hypothesis but did not quite reach statistical signifi-
cance. Consistent with other studies on the effects of intergroup con-
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Table 9.2 Ethnic Attitudes and Behaviors at the End of Freshman Year as
Functions of Roommate Heterogeneity and the Number of
Roommates from Specific Ethnic Groups, Among Students with
Randomly Assigned Roommates During Freshman Year

Number of Roommates of Each Ethnicity

Intergroup Attitudes Roommate

and Behaviors Heterogeneity Whites Asians Latinos Blacks R2

Affect toward whites .06+ .01 .00 .02 .00 .00

Affect toward Asians .08* .00 .07* .01 .03 .01*

Affect toward Latinos .12*** .01 .02 .05 .06+ .02***

Affect toward blacks .09** .01 .00 .07* .08** .02***

Intergroup competence .07* .02 .01 .01 .01 .01

Intergroup comfort .03 -.01 –.03 .04 .01 .00

Symbolic racism –.06+ .01 .04 –.04 –.06+ .01*

Social dominance orientation 

(SDO) –.04 –.04 .01 .00 –.04 .01

Opposition to miscegenation –.08** .00 –.03 .00 .02 .01

Friendship heterogeneity .03 –.02 –.01 .01 .07* .01

Interethnic dating .02 –.06 .00 –.02 .01 .01

Source: van Laar, Levin, Sinclair, and Sidanius 2005, reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

Note: All entries are unstandardized regression coefficients, except for those in the rightmost column. 

+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01, *** p < .001



Table 9.3 Ethnic Attitudes and Behaviors at the End of Students’ Senior Year as Functions of Roommate
Heterogeneity and the Number of Roommates from Specific Ethnic Groups During
Sophomore and Junior Years, Controlling for Freshman-Year Ethnic Attitudes and Behaviors 

Number of Roommates of Each Ethnicity

Effect of 

Intergroup Attitudes and Freshman Year Roommate

Behaviors During Senior Year Attitude or Behavior Heterogeneity Whites Asians Latinos Blacks R2 Change 

Affect toward whites .46*** –.01 .10** –.02 .01 –.02 .01*

Affect toward Asians .41*** .05 .04 –.03 .04 –.01 .01

Affect toward Latinos .45*** .01 .06+ –.10** .08* .06* .03***

Affect toward blacks .45*** .02 .05 –.09* .08* .07* .03***

Intergroup competence .27*** .08* .03 –.05 –.09* .05 .02**

Intergroup comfort .21*** .08* .00 –.11** –.04 .05 .02**

Symbolic racism .53*** –.07* –.06+ .05+ –.09** –.08** .03***

Social dominance orientation 

(SDO) .48*** –.08** –.03 .06+ –.09** -.06+ .03***

Opposition to miscegenation .43*** −.02 .02 .06 –.06+ .02 .01

Friendship heterogeneity .44*** –.05 .10** –.07* –.04 –.02 .02***

Interethnic dating .44*** .10* .00 –.05 –.05 .04 .02

Source: van Laar, Levin, Sinclair, and Sidanius 2005, reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

Note: All entries are unstandardized regression coefficients, except for those in the rightmost column. 
+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001



the effects of voluntary contact with outgroup roommates during soph-
omore and junior years on intergroup attitudes and behaviors during
senior year. Second, the random roommate assignment that occurred for
most students during their freshman year in the dormitories allowed us
to test experimentally the effects of randomly assigned contact with
outgroup roommates during freshman year on intergroup attitudes and
behaviors at the end of this year. Given that interactions between room-
mates were characterized by the conditions thought to facilitate preju-
dice reduction through intergroup contact (Allport 1954), we predicted
that living with outgroup roommates would reduce prejudice. Overall,
the findings tended to support this prediction. However, we also found
that the effect of interethnic contact on prejudice reduction depended to
some extent on the specific ethnic groups in the contact situation.

In our experimental test of the causal relationship between room-
mate ethnicity and intergroup attitudes within students’ freshman year,
we found that interethnic roommate contact did indeed cause reduc-
tions in ethnic prejudice. Overall, the greater the ethnic heterogeneity of
students’ roommates in their freshman year, the more positive affect
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Table 9.4 Contrasts Between Mean Intergroup Attitudes
Measured from Precollege to Senior Year for Asians
Versus Whites, Latinos, and Blacks

Asians Asians Asians 

Intergroup Attitudes Versus Whites Versus Latinos Versus Blacks

Intergroup competence –.47*** –.33*** –.48***

Intergroup comfort  –.48*** –.29*** –.38***

Symbolic racism .24*** .55*** 1.28***

Social dominance orientation 

(SDO) .21*** .53*** .85***

Opposition to miscegenation .28*** .39*** .15

Affect toward blacks –.58*** –.71*** –1.03***

Affect toward Latinos –.58*** –1.03*** –.70***

Source: van Laar, Levin, Sinclair, and Sidanius 2005, reprinted with permission from Elsevier.

Note: Entries are mean differences between groups (the means for Asians minus the means for whites, Latinos, or

blacks). 

*** p < .001



nonmember category, and all three groups were significantly underrep-
resented in the member category.

The Determinants and Effects of
Membership in Greek and Ethnic
Organizations

Before turning to our more substantive analyses, we examine the corre-
lations among the various attitude and organizational membership vari-
ables of interest for all freshman students in order to gain an overall
sense of the patterns of relationships. Our substantive analyses make
use of twelve measures assessing intergroup attitudes, which we classify
into four broad conceptual categories: social policy attitudes (opposition
to affirmative action and opposition to increasing diversity on campus);
social identity attitudes (ethnic identification, ethnic activism, common
ingroup identity, and university attachment); ethnic prejudice (ingroup
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Table 10.1 Distribution of Membership in Minority Ethnic
Organizations Across Ethnicity 

Nonmember Member

Ethnic Category N Res N Res Total N

Whites 755 7.9 9 –13.4 764

(98.8) (1.2) (100)

Asians 440 –5.2 318 8.8 758

(58.0) (42.0) (100)

Latinos 332 –0.8 134 1.3 466

(71.2) (28.8) (100)

Blacks 57 –4.8 87 8.2 144

(39.6) (60.4) (100)

Total number 

of respondents 1,584 548 2,132

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological

Association.

Note: The percentage of each ethnicity in each category of ethnic organization membership is in parentheses.

Chi-square = 438.58, phi = .45, p < .01, res = standardized residual.



bias, opposition to miscegenation, and symbolic racism); and percep-
tions of intergroup conflict (perceived ethnic discrimination, the per-
ceived degree to which ethnic organizations promote separatism, and
perceived zero-sum group conflict).2

We computed intercorrelations among all variables, for white and mi-
nority students, assessed during the freshman wave (see table 10.3). Im-
portantly, as shown by the intercorrelations, this university context is
one in which ethnic identification is related to various intergroup atti-
tudes among both whites and minorities. For example, the greater stu-
dents’ ethnic identification, the greater the degree of bias in favor of
their ingroup (see table 10.3). Similarly, the greater the students’ degree
of ethnic identification, the more opposed they were to interethnic mar-
riage and dating, the more they felt discriminated against, and the
greater their conviction that ethnic groups were locked into zero-sum
conflict with each other.
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Table 10.2 Distribution of Fraternity and Sorority Membership
Across Ethnicity 

Membership in a Greek organization

Non-Greek Greek Member

Ethnic Category N Res N Res Total N

Whites 568 –3.1 196 7.4 764

(74.3) (25.7) (100)

Asians 688 1.8 70 –4.2 758

(90.8) (9.2) (100)

Latinos 418 1.1 48 –2.7 466

(89.7) (10.3) (100)

Blacks 134 1.1 10 –2.5 144

(93.1) (6.9) (100)

Total number 

of respondents 1,808 324 2,132

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological

Association.

Note: The percentage of each ethnicity in each category of Greek organization membership is in parentheses.

Chi-square = 101.04, phi = .22, p < .01, res = standardized residual.



Table 10.3 Correlations Among Student Organization Membership (Greek Groups for Whites, Ethnic
Organizations for Minorities) and Ethnic Attitudes and Behaviors Among White and Minority
Freshman Students

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Student organization 

membership — .03 .20** .16** .12** .25** .18** .09* .15** .11** .14** .09*

2. Opposition to increasing 

diversity on campus –.08** — .37** .09* .10* –.11** .22** .16** .47** .09* .32** .17**

3. Opposition to affirmative 

action –.00 .30** — .22** .18** .10** .25** .18** .48** .26** .42** .40**

4. Ethnic identification .32** –.18** –.11** — .49** .11** .18** .21** .18** .25** .09* .11**

5. Ethnic activism .23** –.28** –.27** .54** — .09* .24** .26** .16** .28** .04 .14**

6. University attachment .11** –.06* –.01 .13** .04 — .17** .00 .07 –.08 –.07 .02

7. Ingroup bias .11** .04 .04 .23** .17** –.05 — .21** .19** .05 .14** .19**

8. Opposition to miscegenation .09** .20** .21** .10** –.02 –.03 .19** — .19** .14** .12** .20**

9. Symbolic racism –.08** .33** .41** –.16** –.29** .09** –.01 .09** — .16** .38** .22**

10. Perceived ethnic discrimination .21** –.17** –.09** .23** .34** –.10** .19** .10** –.22** — .27** .25**

11. Ethnic organizations promote 

separatism –.13** .13** .25** –.20** –.15** –.07* –.08** .05 .23** .07* — .23**

12. Perceived zero-sum group 

conflict .07* .07* .18** .15** .09** –.00 .11** .20** .06* .22* .05 —

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological Association.

Note: Entries above the main diagonal are for white students; entries below the main diagonal are for minority students. For student organization membership, 1 = member of a Greek

organization for whites and member of an ethnic organization for minorities, 0 = nonmember; for all other variables, higher numbers indicate greater levels of the construct.

* p < .05; ** p < .01
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Table 10.4 Membership in Minority Ethnic Organizations at Any
Point in College Among Minority Students as a
Function of Precollege Attitudes

Mean Levels by 

Membership in 

a Minority Odds-Ratios of 

Ethnic Organization Logistic Regressions

Independent Variable 

in Precollege Year Member Nonmember Bivariate Multivariate

Social policy

Opposition to increasing 

diversity on campus 2.74 2.91 .92 .92

Opposition to affirmative 

action 3.78 3.74 .96 1.00

Social identity

Ethnic identification 5.64 5.04 1.40** 1.42**

Ethnic activism 3.74 3.44 1.15** 1.00

University attachment 4.97 4.82 1.12* 1.02

Ethnic prejudice

Ingroup bias .80 .61 1.13* 1.00

Opposition to miscegenation 1.81 1.83 .98 .95

Symbolic racism 3.84 3.82 1.01 1.05

Perceived group conflict

Perceived ethnic 

discrimination 3.85 3.81 1.00 1.00

Ethnic organizations 

promote separatism 2.86 3.05 .92 .95

Perceived zero-sum group 

conflict 3.16 3.11 1.02 1.02

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological

Association.

Note: Bivariate and multivariate analyses include controls for sex, social class, and minority ethnicity.

* p < .05; ** p < .01



consistent with our expectations, results also reveal that whites’ ethnic
identification was indeed positively associated with Greek organization
membership. Specifically, for every unit increase in whites’ ethnic identi-
fication, the odds of sorority or fraternity membership also increased by
a factor of 1.22 (p < .01). Third, results show that the decision to join a

The Diversity Challenge

238

Table 10.5 Membership in Greek Organizations at Any Point in
College Among White Students as a Function of
Precollege Attitudes

Mean Levels by 

Membership in a Odds-Ratios of 

Greek Organization Logistic Regressions

Independent Variable 

in Precollege Year Member Nonmember Bivariate Multivariate

Social policy

Opposition to increasing 

diversity on campus 3.22 3.22 1.04 .98

Opposition to affirmative 

action 4.66 4.29 1.19** 1.11

Social identity

Ethnic identification 3.98 3.58 1.22** 1.19*

Ethnic activism 2.17 2.03 1.07 .96

University attachment 5.13 4.88 1.20** 1.14

Ethnic prejudice

Ingroup bias .60 .28 1.39** 1.23*

Opposition to miscegenation 1.83 1.65 1.10 1.00

Symbolic racism 3.97 3.82 1.15 1.00

Perceived group conflict

Perceived ethnic 

discrimination 2.82 2.82 1.00 1.04

Ethnic organizations 

promote separatism 3.74 3.63 1.03 .99

Perceived zero-sum group 

conflict 3.21 2.99 1.08 1.00

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological

Association.

Note: Bivariate and multivariate analyses include controls for sex and social class.

* p < .05; ** p < .01
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Table 10.6 Ethnic Attitudes in Senior Year as a Function of Prior
Levels and Membership in Minority Ethnic
Organizations Among Minority Students

β for Ethnic 

Organization

β for Same Membershipa

Dependent Variable Attitude (Freshman Through 

in Senior Year (Precollege) Junior Years) Model R2

Social policy

Opposition to increasing 

diversity on campus .25** –.04 .17**

Opposition to affirmative 

action .31** -.06 .26**

Social identity

Ethnic identification .47** .13** .29**

Ethnic activism .35** .10** .28**

Common ingroup identityb .38** –.05 .14**

University attachment .18** .03 .05**

Ethnic prejudice

Ingroup bias .34** .03 .13**

Opposition to miscegenation .35** .03 .16**

Symbolic racism .36** –.05 .23**

Perceived group conflict

Perceived ethnic 

discrimination .30** .13** .18**

Ethnic organizations 

promote separatism .21** –.10* .09**

Perceived zero-sum group 

conflict .25** .09* .08**

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological

Association.

Note: These analyses include controls for sex, social class, and minority ethnicity.
a For ethnic organization membership, 1 = member, 0 = nonmember.
b Common ingroup identity was first measured during freshman year; therefore the freshman year variable is used

as the control variable, and membership in ethnic organizations between sophomore and junior years is used as

the independent variable.

* p < .05; ** p < .01
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Table 10.7 Ethnic Attitudes in Senior Year as a Function of Prior
Levels and Membership in Greek Organizations
Among White Students 

β for Greek 

Membershipa

β for Same (Freshman

Dependent Variable Attitude Through

in Senior Year (Precollege) Junior Years) Model R2

Social policy

Opposition to increasing 

diversity on campus .39** .14* .25**

Opposition to affirmative 

action .47** .08 .25**

Social identity

Ethnic identification .40** .04 .19**

Ethnic activism .47** .08 .23**

Common ingroup identityb .30** –.10 .11**

University attachment .14** .13* .06**

Ethnic prejudice

Ingroup bias .24** .09+ .08**

Opposition to 

miscegenation .23** .15** .09**

Symbolic racism .43** .17** .28**

Perceived group conflict

Perceived ethnic 

discrimination .27** .18** .11**

Ethnic organizations 

promote separatism .22** .19** .10**

Perceived zero-sum group conflict .30** .06 .10**

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological

Association.

Note: These analyses include controls for sex and social class.
a For Greek membership, 1 = member, 0 = nonmember.
b Common ingroup identity was first measured during freshman year, and therefore the freshman year variable is

used as the control variable, and membership in Greek organizations between sophomore and junior years is used

as the independent variable.

+ p < .06; * p < .05; ** p < .01 



Ethnic Organizations and Ethnic Attitudes on Campus

245

Table 10.8 The Indirect Effects of Student Organization Membership
During Freshman and Sophomore Years on Intergroup
Attitudes During Senior Year Through Ethnic Identification
During Junior Year for Minority and White Students

Minorities Whites

Size of t-Value Size of t-Value

Dependent Variable Indirect for Indirect Indirect for Indirect

in Senior Year Effect Effect Effect Effect

Social policy

Opposition to increasing diversity 

on campus –.01 –1.77 .03 1.49

Opposition to affirmative action –.00 <1 .04 1.93*

Social identity

Ethnic activism .03 2.46** .08 3.16**

Common ingroup identitya .00 <1 .00 <1

University attachment .02 2.08* .02 1.29

Ethnic prejudice

Ingroup bias .02 2.21* .02 1.50

Opposition to miscegenation .01 1.64 .07 2.67**

Symbolic racism .00 <1 .05 2.49**

Perceived group conflict

Perceived ethnic discrimination .02 1.64 .05 2.16*

Ethnic organizations promote 

separatism –.01 −1.54 .03 1.83*

Perceived zero-sum group conflict .02 2.10* .03 1.22

Source: Sidanius, van Laar, Levin, and Sinclair 2004, reprinted with permission from the American Psychological Association.

a Common ingroup identity was first measured during freshman year, and therefore the freshman year variable is used as the

control variable, and membership in student organizations during sophomore year is used as the independent variable.

* p < .05; ** p < .01 (for one-tailed test)



highest, followed by Filipinos (who did not differ significantly from the
Southeast Asian students). Black and Latino students again scored the
lowest on mean SAT math scores, and the two groups did not differ from
each other.

In summary, the data reveal some similarities between black and
Latino students. Relative to their white, Filipino, and Southeast Asian
peers, black and especially Latino students received lower anticipatory
socialization for college, and both groups were on average less academi-
cally prepared for college in terms of SAT scores.4

Changes over the College Years

To examine the orientation of students in the subsample toward aca-
demics through the college years, we explored a number of factors that
have been examined in previous research. One of the specific concerns in
the literature on minority achievement is that of the underperformance
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(Astin 1993). As figure 11.4 shows, for students of all ethnic groups in
this subsample, the tendency to think about dropping out of UCLA be-
fore earning a degree peaked at the end of freshman year and then de-
clined. There are no significant differences in the patterns over time for
the different ethnic groups and no reliable differences between the eth-
nic groups in mean dropout considerations.11

By the summer of 2003, the end of the seventh year after college en-
try, 85 percent of the students in the subsample had obtained a bachelor
of arts or bachelor of science degree. Analyses of differences between the
ethnic groups, however, show that Latino and African American stu-
dents were overrepresented in the group who did not obtain a degree by
this time, and white students were underrepresented in this group.
Southeast Asians and Filipinos did not differ from the percentages for
the subsample as a whole.12 Of those students in the subsample who did
obtain a degree, the results also show that African American students
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their self-worth. The effects were strongest among black males but oc-
curred to a lesser degree, and somewhat later, among black females as
well. Meanwhile, the correlation between achievement and global self-
esteem remained stable for white males and females. A further study
showed no evidence of academic disidentification among Latino stu-
dents (Osborne 1997).

Evidence for academic disidentification in college has been provided
in an experimental study by Brenda Major, Steven Spencer, and col-
leagues (1998). They found that whereas white students showed the ex-
pected response of high self-esteem following success and low self-es-
teem following failure, black students’ self-esteem was not responsive to
either positive or negative feedback. Further results showed that black
students were chronically more disengaged from the intellectual domain
than white students and that racial priming led to a short-term situa-
tional disengagement. Furthermore, Major (1995) found that African
American college students who were disidentified and disengaged had
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found that college students who have high self-esteem have higher GPAs
and are more likely to graduate with honors than students with equal
ability levels but lower self-esteem, controlling for other differences.
Positive self-esteem has also been shown to be particularly important in
predicting the academic success of minority students on historically
white campuses (Sedlacek and Brooks 1976; Tracey and Sedlacek 1984,
1985).

As shown in figure 11.7, and consistent with existing literature (for
reviews, see Crocker and Major 1989), African American students in the
sample evidence significantly higher mean self-esteem than all other
ethnic groups.14 Also, the mean self-esteem of African American stu-
dents showed a marginally significant increase from precollege to the
end of the first year in college and then remained stable. All other ethnic
groups, however, showed rising mean levels of self-esteem during the
college years, approaching that of black students. Combining these re-
sults with those for academic disidentification and academic perfor-
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mance suggests that black students were basing their self-esteem on do-
mains other than academics and that the academic disidentification and
discounting evidenced by them allowed them to maintain high self-es-
teem in the face of lower performance.

Summary of Changes over the College Years

In summary, white students’ perceptions of their relative academic per-
formance and their mean GPA across the college years were higher than
those of the other students in the subsample. The end of freshman year,
however, appears to be a particularly vulnerable time for all students.
Perceptions of academic performance compared to other students at
UCLA tended to decline, and considerations of dropping out of college
before earning a degree, tended to peak at this time. The importance of
getting a high GPA declined over the college years for all ethnic groups,
and both discounting academic feedback as valid and disidentification

The Diversity Challenge

262

White Filipino

Southeast Asian

Latino

Black

6.4

6.2

6.0

5.8

5.6

5.4

5.2

5.0

0

M
ea

n
 S

el
f-

E
st

ee
m

Precollege Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

Year in College

Figure 11.7 Mean Self-Esteem for Each Ethnic Group in the
Subsample over Time

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Means are computed by wave for blacks, Filipinos, and Southeast Asians and with listwise deletion across

waves for whites and Latinos.



dents, we examined whether stereotype threat moderated this still exist-
ing relationship between affirmative action status and achievement in
the first year. We expected that only when students experienced stereo-
type threat would there be a negative relationship between the stigma of
affirmative action status and achievement. When there was no stereo-
type threat, we expected to find no relationship between students’ per-
ceptions of themselves as affirmative action recipients and their first-
year achievement. As the two types of stereotype threat (personal and
social identity) are only moderately correlated (r = .28, p < .001), we ex-
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Table 11.1 Means on the Noncognitive Variables Averaged Across Freshman, Sophomore, and Junior
Years, by Ethnic Group 

Noncognitive Variable White Filipino Southeast Asian Latino Black

Disidentification factor (0 to 1 scale) .36b .34b .33b .37ab .40a

Self-esteem (1 to 7 scale) 5.64b 5.52bc 5.23c 5.68b 6.13a

Feelings of belonging factor 

(1 to 7 scale) 3.68b 3.82ab 3.60abc 3.87a 3.24c

Number of white professors 7.12a 6.59ab 6.99ab 5.88b 5.72b

Number of Asian professors 1.04b 1.50a 1.30ab .97b .90b

Number of Latino professors .60b .42b .49b 1.13a .52b

Number of black professors .29b .30b .25b .30b .73a

Number of female professors 2.89a 2.50a 2.43a 2.76a 2.62a

Number of ethnic studies courses taken each year 

(0 to 1 scale) .29b .31ab .27b .35a .34a

Feelings of admission due to affirmative action 

(1 = definitely no, 7 = definitely yes) 1.53c 3.04b 2.85b 3.83a 3.09b

Membership in fraternity or sorority (0 = no, 1 = yes) .31a .06b .04b .09b .04b

Membership in ethnically homogeneous fraternity or 

sorority (0 = no, 1 = yes) .16a .01b .02b .02b .03b



Number of other student organizations to which 

one belongs 1.40b 1.51ab 1.48ab 1.38b 1.73a

Perceived ethnic discrimination (1 to 7 scale) 2.26c 2.89b 2.75b 2.91b 3.57a

UCLA does not promote diversity (1 to 7 scale) 3.13c 3.56bc 3.58bc 3.77b 4.51a

Personal identity stereotype threat (1 to 7 scale) 2.51c 3.03b 3.72a 2.40c 2.17c

Social identity stereotype threat (1 to 7 scale) 2.33c 3.73b 3.90ab 4.10ab 4.47a

Pressure from one’s own group not to interact with 

members of other groups (1 to 7 scale) 2.10d 2.57bcd 3.10ab 2.52c 3.27a

Ethnic activism (0 to 1 scale) .23d .45c .42c .51b .59a

Expectations of future socioeconomic status (1 to 7 scale) 4.66a 4.42b 4.36b 4.11c 4.52ab

Attributions for future economic life outcomes 

(1 = mostly internal, 7 = mostly external) 3.06c 3.94ab 3.66b 3.97ab 4.17a

Intergroup competence (1 to 7 scale) 6.06a 5.98ab 5.63b 5.85b 6.02ab

Permeability of ethnic-status hierarchy (1 to 7 scale) 5.07a 4.78ab 4.93ab 4.66b 4.04c

Stability of ethnic-status hierarchy (1 to 7 scale) 3.30b 3.63ab 3.74a 3.56a 3.86a

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: The percentages for participation in the summer orientation program for minorities and the mean numbers of friends, dates, and roommates for each ethnic group are not

in this table. For all variables, higher numbers indicate greater levels of the construct. The number-of-professors variables indicate the actual average number of professors from

each of the groups per year; these numbers and the number of student organizations range from 0 to the highest number a participant may have reported. Analyses of variance

examining mean differences between the groups were significant for each noncognitive variable, with the exception of ethnic differences in the number of organizations stu-

dents were members of and ethnic differences in permeability. Means with different superscripts in a row differ significantly from one another, p < .05. 



Table 11.2 Partial Correlations and Product-Moment Correlations Between Noncognitive Predictor Variables
and Three Measures of Academic Performance Relative to Potential, by Ethnic Group

White Filipino Southeast Latino Black

(n = 179 (n = 52 Asian (n = (n = 198 (n = 88 

to 764) to 92) 39 to 83) to  466) to 144)

Predictor Variable Outcome Variable rpartial r rpartial r rpartial r rpartial r rpartial r

Disidentification factor Senior year GPA –.26*** –.49*** –.09 –.30* –.12 –.25* –.28*** –.41*** –.17+ –.31***

Degree attainment –.19*** –.30*** –.11 –.20+ –.11 –.11 –.14** –.20*** –.06 .02

Time to degree –.05 .00 .06 .05 –.07 –.07 –.08 –.06 –.09 –.07

Self-esteem Senior year GPA .03 .08+ –.02 .02 .43** .31* .11* .13** .14 –.01

Degree attainment .03 .05 .07 .10 –.18 –.20 –.02 –.01 .03 –.01

Time to degree –.13** –.12** –.02 –.02 –.04 .00 .01 .01 –.22* –.17+

Feelings-of-belonging factor Senior year GPA .02 .10 –.03 .07 .24+ .16 .13* .13** .21* .20*

Degree attainment .26*** .28*** .19 .23+ .37** .20+ .14* .15** –.09 –.07

Time to degree –.04 –.03 –.16 –.12 –.07 .02 .08 .07 .07 .02

Number of white professors Senior year GPA .15** .18*** .02 –.04 .08 .08 –.08 –.07 .19 .01

Degree attainment –.09 –.05 .27+ .20 –.08 –.05 .00 .00 –.26* –.30**

Time to degree –.06 –.07 –.08 –.10 –.20 .18 –.08 –.07 –.20 –.19

Number of Asian professors Senior year GPA –.12* –.17** –.08 .05 .01 –.01 –.04 .00 –.08 .05

Degree attainment .01 –.03 –.28* –.21 .01 –.01 –.07 –.07 .17 .21*

Time to degree .09+ .10* –.04 .00 .23 .22 .02 .02 .09 .09

Number of Latino professors Senior year GPA –.06 –.13* –.04 .01 –.17 –.14 .11+ .06 –.11 –.20+

Degree attainment .08 .05 –.02 .02 –.14 –.16 .03 .03 .02 –.01

Time to degree –.02 –.01 .32* .31* –.11 –.10 .07 .07 .16 .17



Number of female professors Senior year GPA .05 .02 .29* .19 .14 .08 .11 .12* .09 .04

Degree attainment .02 .02 .23 .25+ .07 .06 –.04 –.02 .08 .07

Time to degree –.02 –.02 –.15 –.15 –.07 –.04 –.02 –.03 .15 .15

Number of ethnic studies 

courses taken each year Senior year GPA .07 .09* .20 .11 .12 –.02 .16** .12* .05 .13

Degree attainment .18*** .19*** .12 .15 .17 .16 .22*** .22*** .09 .10

Time to degree .04 –.06 .02 –.03 –.05 –.05 –.08 –.09+ .02 –.02

Nonparticipation in summer 

orientation for minorities Senior year GPA .05 .04 .07 .16 .23+ .24+ .05 .03 .07 .09

Degree attainment .01 .02 .14 .17 .10 .10 .01 .00 –.02 –.01
Time to degree .03 .03 .11 .14 –.09 –.08 –.15* –.14* –.09 –.10

Feelings of admission due to 

affirmative action Senior year GPA .00 –.14*** –.06 –.19 –.17 –.38** –.11 –.17** .05 –.08

Degree attainment –.02 –.07 –.07 –.06 .03 –.01 –.13* –.15** .13 .09

Time to degree .00 .02 .02 –.03 .07 .01 –.04 –.04 .04 .05

Membership in fraternity or 

sorority Senior year GPA –.01 .02 .03 .16 .07 .08 –.02 –.04 –.08 –.13

Degree attainment .05 .06 .06 .10 .11 .11 .04 .02 .16 .13

Time to degree –.03 –.03 –.09 –.04 .00 .01 –.12* –.11+ .07 .07

Number of other organizations

to which one belongs Senior year GPA .09 .22** –.26+ –.16 .23 .34* –.02 .11 –.05 –.06

Degree attainment .03 .08 .06 .02 –.15 –.08 –.10 –.06 –.07 –.07

Time to degree .11 .09 –.18 –.14 .02 .03 .12 .11 .38** .37**

Number of white friends and 

dates Senior year GPA .04 .02 .08 .16 .33* .25* .03 .07 .10 .18*

Degree attainment .06 .06 .06 .05 .24+ .22+ –.06 –.05 –.07 –.02

Time to degree –.07 –.07 .13 –.10 –.28* –.24+ –.14* .12* .00 –.01



Table 11.2 Continued

White Filipino Southeast Latino Black

(n = 179 (n = 52 Asian (n = (n = 198 (n = 88 

to 764) to 92) 39 to 83) to  466) to 144)

Predictor Variable Outcome Variable rpartial r rpartial r rpartial r rpartial r rpartial r

Number of Latino friends and 
dates Senior year GPA –.05 –.11* –.14 –.16 .00 –.02 .00 –.04 –.01 .00

Degree attainment –.03 –.06 –.04 –.03 .07 .08 –.02 –.03 –.19* –.18*
Time to degree .02 .03 .02 .00 –.17 –.18 .11+ .10+ .02 .02

Number of black friends and 
dates Senior year GPA –.10* –.12** –.01 .01 .04 .05 .12* .15** .02 .10

Degree attainment .00 –.02 .08 .10 .02 .03 .00 .02 –.13 –.11
Time to degree –.10* –.09* –.10 –.08 –.11 –.11 .03 .02 –.03 –.06

Number of white roommates Senior year GPA .09* .02 –.05 .11 .24+ .25+ –.02 .07 –.07 –.14
Degree attainment .11* .10* –.03 .09 .10 .12 –.03 .00 .08 .04
Time to degree .01 .02 –.11 –.12 –.06 –.04 –.12+ –.12* .04 .03

Number of Latino roommates Senior year GPA –.07 –.06 .11 .14 .03 .02 –.03 –.13* .11 .05
Degree attainment .02 .01 .06 .01 –.17 –.15 –.04 –.07 .00 .00
Time to degree .03 .03 .02 .02 –.08 –.11 .20*** .19*** –.03 –.03

Number of black roommates Senior year GPA .04 –.11* .11 .16 .07 –.02 .02 .06 .21* .08
Degree attainment .02 –.03 .02 .10 .16 .14 –.03 –.01 .04 .02
Time to degree –.01 .00 –.03 .00 –.12 –.12 –.14 –.14 .01 .03

Perceived ethnic discrimination Senior year GPA .02 .03 .05 .11 –.04 –.16 –.03 .00 .03 .15+

Degree attainment .04 .05 .11 .09 .17 .08 .11* .12* –.01 .02
Time to degree –.02 –.03 .06 .04 .26+ .29* .02 .02 –.01 –.03



UCLA does not promote 
diversity Senior year GPA .05 –.01 .09 .25* –.13 –.11 .00 –.03 –.06 .02

Degree attainment .08+ .06 .12 .18 –.10 –.14 .10+ .04 .02 .03
Time to degree .06 .06 .39** .41** –.04 .00 .05 .05 .19+ .17+

Social identity stereotype 
threat Senior year GPA –.01 –.06 –.01 .00 .07 .10 .03 .03 .13 .21*

Degree attainment –.04 –.06 .10 .07 .09 .12 .07 .07 .17+ .20*
Time to degree .05 .06 .21 .20 .33* .28* .02 .02 .02 .02

Expectations about future 
socioeconomic status Senior year GPA .00 .01 .00 .10 .30* .21+ .02 .07 .12 .07

Degree attainment .00 .00 –.10 –.01 .20 .19 –.07 –.05 –.14 –.14
Time to degree .00 .00 –.25+ –.20 –.10 –.10 .04 .04 –.09 –.09

Intergroup competence Senior year GPA –.01 –.01 –.08 –.08 .26* .15 .03 .08 .08 .10
Degree attainment –.03 –.03 –.07 –.04 –.16 –.16 –.03 –.02 .11 .13
Time to degree –.04 –.04 –.17 –.18 –.21 –.19 –.11+ –.10+ –.09 –.08

Stability of ethnic-status 
hierarchy Senior year GPA .03 .01 –.02 –.05 .10 .22+ .03 .03 –.21* –.04

Degree attainment .00 –.01 .03 –.07 –.17 –.18 .05 .05 .01 .04
Time to degree –.02 .00 .02 .00 .07 .11 –.06 –.06 –.02 –.05

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: rpartial are the partial correlations between the noncognitive predictor variable (the perception or experience) and each of the outcome variables (GPA, degree attainment, or time to

degree), controlling for the cognitive variables (SAT verbal, SAT math, GPA at end of freshman year, and average major GPA). The following noncognitive predictor variables were ex-

cluded from this table because their partial correlations with the outcome variables did not reach statistical significance for any ethnic group: number of black professors, membership in

ethnically homogeneous fraternity or sorority, number of Asian friends and dates, number of Asian roommates, personal identity stereotype threat, pressure from one’s own ethnic

group not to interact with members of other groups, ethnic activism, attributions for future economic life outcomes, and permeability of the ethnic-status hierarchy. The variables as-

sessing number of professors of a certain group are residualized for number of classes taken.
+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Reliability by Wave

Number 

Scale Name of Items 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Demographics and background

SAT scale* 2 .55 — — — — —

Socioeconomic status scale* 3 .79 — — — — —

2. Group identification

Ethnic identification scale 3 .84 .85 .85 .85 .85 .82

Ethnic private collective self-esteem 

scale 2 .67 — — — — —

Gender identification scale 2 .80 .81 .84 .83 .86 .84

3. Sociopolitical attitudes, orientations, 

and behavioral intentions

Classical racism scale 2 .97 — — — — —

Ethnic activism scale 3 .89 .88 .88 .88 .89 .90

Gender activism scale 2 .83 .85 .84 .82 .83 .87

Intergroup anxiety scale 2 .37 .44 .49 .50 .52 .58

Legitimacy of the ethnic-status 

hierarchy scale 2 .41 .40 .43 .48 .54 .57

Opposition to affirmative action scale 3 .81 .79 .77 .79 .75 .78

Opposition to miscegenation scale 2 .96 .95 .95 .94 .95 .97

Permeability of the ethnic-status 

hierarchy scale 2 .80 .81 .83 .82 .85 .82

Political conservatism scale 2 .81 .61 .61 .64 .70 .62

Social dominance orientation (SDO) 

scale 4 .77 .72 .71 .72 .74 .74

Stability of the ethnic-status hierarchy 

scale 2 .42 .29 .39 .38 .38 .47

Symbolic racism scale 4 .64 .59 .63 .68 .73 .70

4. Psychological and academic adjust-

ment, commitment, and performance

Academic performance scale 2 — .81 .78 .76 .76 .71

Discounting scale 2 — .56 .63 .64 .66 .60

Disidentification scale 2 — .49 .58 .58 .59 .60

Self-esteem scale 4 .77 .71 .73 .73 .75 .70

5. Expectations and attributions

Attributions for future outcomes of 

ethnic group in society at large scale 2 .74 .75 .78 .81 .78 .81

Attributions for future outcomes of 

same-ethnicity UCLA students scale 2 .59 .76 .82 .83 .80 .82

Attributions for future self economic 

life outcomes scale 2 .46 .64 .71 .69 .68 .74
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Expectancies of future ethnic preju-

dice and discrimination scale 2 .85 .84 .87 .84 .84 .83

Expectancies of future socioeconomic 

status scale 3 .55 .60 .58 .59 .61 .57

6. Perceptions and experiences on 

campus 

Perceived ethnic discrimination 

on campus scale 2 .90 .87 .86 .88 .88 .86

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: A dash (—) indicates that the scale was not measured during that wave. An asterisk (*) indicates that the scale was as-

sessed during the first wave in which a respondent participated in the study (wave 1 for those who participated in this precol-

lege wave or wave 2 for those who did not participate in wave 1). For these scales, the reliability given in the column for wave 1

is the reliability for the combined data from wave 1 (for respondents who participated in this wave) and wave 2 (for wave 2 re-

spondents who did not participate in wave 1).
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