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ABSTRACT

INVESTIGATING THE MEDIATING VARIABLES OF INTERACTIONAL
DIVERSITY ON A UNIVERSITY CAMPUS

By
Jessica C. Mills

This dissertation is a study of student race relations on a university campus and
tests the opportunity hypothesis in a university setting. Research has determined that
students benefit most from interactional diversity (i.e. ongoing and meaningful contact
across race lines) in areas such as critical thinking, problem-solving skills, and improved
self-concept. While scholars agree on the benefits of interactional diversity, there has
been limited research on the most effective ways to facilitate it.

The literature suggests that students living in racially diverse residence halls are
more likely to interact cross-racially than students living in predominantly White
residence halls. An additional factor that contributes to students’ experiences on campus
is the college classroom. Research suggests that students exposed to diversified
curriculums and an active pedagogy, regardless of the course content, exhibit higher
levels of academic achievement, critical thinking, problem-solving skills, civic
participation, and cultural awareness. Most importantly, for the purposes of this study,
research has shown that opportunities for interaction in the classroom have proven to
contribute to interactional diversity outside of the classroom.

Using Michigan State University as a case study, this dissertation aims to identify
the patterns and settings that promote and deter interactional diversity in a campus setting
by focusing on the role of residence halls and classroom environment in students’

interactions across race lines. A 10-minute online survey was developed and distributed



to all undergraduate students currently living in a residence hall on the campus of
Michigan State University (n=13,935) between November and December 2006. The
primary dependent variable for this study was the Interactional Diversity scale—a 10-
point scale that addresses the frequency with which respondents engaged in a variety of
activities with students of different racial backgrounds (alpha=.916). Survey
participation was representative, and results are generalizable, to the on-campus
population of undergraduates at Michigan State University.

This research led to several key findings: (1) Levels of interactional diversity
differ significantly between racial groups. Levels of interactional diversity among White
students were more easily influenced than for other students. Among students of color,
Black students were the least likely to engage in interactional diversity. Mixed Race
students were the most likely to engage in interactional diversity. This finding is a new
contribution to the literature which has largely excluded this population of students.

(2) From this study is that levels of interactional diversity are significantly
affected by first-year roommates for all students. This is especially true for White and
Asian students who are more likely to engage in interactional diversity if their first-year
roommate is not someone that they requested and of a different racial background.

(3) Results confirm that the classroom is a critical component of the interactional
diversity puzzle. The Classroom Experience scale in this dissertation—which accounts
for both curriculum and pedagogy—proved to be a significant predictor of interactional
diversity for all students. The implications of these findings are discussed. The limitations

of this study and suggestions for future research are also outlined.



Copyright by
JESSICA C. MILLS
2009



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am indebted to my advisor, Dr. Clifford Broman, for his guidance,
encouragement and unwavering support throughout my doctoral experience. I am equally
appreciative of my committee members, Drs. Steven Gold and Maxine Baca Zinn, for
their wisdom and expertise. I am especially grateful for the opportunity to work with
committee member, Dr. Jeanne Gazel, Director of the Multi-Racial Unity Living
Experience (MRULE). Dr. Gazel inspired me to pursue this research subject and without
her mentorship this dissertation would not have been possible.

Moreover, the success of this study could not have been achieved without the
diligent efforts of the MRULE student leaders and members. MRULE is interactional
diversity at its best and I am honored to have had their support through this process.

I would also like to thank the following student organizations for their assistance
in promoting this project: All members of the Residence Halls Association General
Assembly, including their Executive Board; Black Caucuses from all five residence hall
complexes; Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender and Ally Caucuses from all five
residence hall complexes; in-hall governments for all seventeen residence hall; the
Council of Racial and Ethnic Student Group (Asian Pacific American Student
Organization, Black Student Alliance, Culturas de las Razas Unidas, and North American
Indian Student Organization) and the Council of Progressive Students (The Alliance of
LBGTA Students, Arab Cultural Society, Council for Students with Disabilities, Jewish
Student Union, International Student Association, and Womyn’s Council); as well as the

College Assistance Migrant Program.



Additionally, I would like to extend my gratitude to the following departments at
Michigan State University for their approval of my research topic and also their
assistance: the Office of Student Affairs, the Department of Residence Life, the
Department of Housing, and the Office for Inclusion and Intercultural Initiatives
(formerly the Office of Affirmative Action Compliance and Monitoring).

Finally, I am grateful for the friends and family who stood beside me throughout
my graduate career. The Renegades: for their wisdom, laughter, and understanding. Tony
and Chester: for brightening every day. And my family: for loving me and believing in

me from the very beginning. Thank you.

vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LISTOF TABLES ...t e eeens Xii
LISTOF FIGURES ...t et e e XXiv
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ..ottt e e 1
INTRODUCGTION .....ciiiiiiiiiieiei e et et e et e e e e e e e e e eeaeas 1
LITERATURE REVIEW ... 3
RESEARCH FOCUS ...ttt e et e ee e e 11
OUTLINE OF CHAPTERS ... e, 13
CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY ....outiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e ee e e eeaeens 15
JUSTIFICATION OF RESEARCH DESIGN .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiie e, 15
Data SOUICES ....eiuiiniitiiiiieiii e e e ee et e e e e neneaaaas 16
1011111 1F:1 o P 18
DATA COLLECTION .....iuiiiitiiiiiiiiteite e et e enae e aee e e eeaa et eenenens 19
Measures: Dependent Variables ...............coooceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee 30
Measures: Independent Variables ..............c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 32
Measures: Other Control Variables ...............coceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiee, 34
FOCUS GIOUPS ...uvniiiiiii i 42
ANALYTIC STRATEGY ..ottt et ee e e e e e enee e 46
GAININEG ACCESS ..uvuuineiniitintetitt ettt eiteeatetetenteterteieereneaaeeaenes 47
LIMITATIONS: DATA COLLECTION .....cccotiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e cece e 47
CHAPTER 3: PRELIMINARY RESULTS ..ot 54
RACIAL TENSION ON CAMPUS ...ttt reeeee e ae e 54
Racial Tension: Race/Ethnicity .........c..coooviiiiiiiiiiii e, 55
Racial Tension: Gender ............ccooieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 56
Racial Tension: Class Standing .............cccoviiieieiiiinniiiie e 57
Racial Tension: First-Year Status ........c.cocviviiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieeeans 58

Racial Tension: Current Hall Percent White ..............cccovvviiiiniiiiiiniienninnn. 60
Racial Tension: Current Hall Assignment ................cocovvviiiiiniiiiiinininenn. 62
Racial Tension: First-Year Roommate ............ccoovvviiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiieennnns 64
Racial Tension: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen) .............c.oovveeennnnn. 65
Racial Tension: Overall Racial Environment ..............cccoovviiiiiininiinnnen.. 67
Racial Tension: Classroom Experience ...........c..cccvvvviiviiiiniiiiiiinnnninnen. 67

CURRENT RACIAL CLIMATE ..ottt ettt eeeeaes 68
Racial Climate: Race/EthniCity ...........coovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiceiieeeeeeaae 69
Racial Climate: Gender .........oovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i i eeeeeneenns 71
Racial Climate: Class Standing .............coooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 72
Racial Climate: First-Year Status .........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e iieeeneens 73

vii



Racial Climate: Current Hall Percent White .........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiieenennn, 74

Racial Climate: Current Hall Assignment ...................ccooiiiiiiiiiiniinennn. 77
Racial Climate: First-Year Roommate ..............ccoeeviiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiinnnin 78
Racial Climate: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen) ...............ccceevenenenne. 79
Racial Climate: Overall Racial Environment .....................cciiiiinin.. 81
Racial Climate: Classroom Experience ..........c...cocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinininin, 81
BROADENED DIVERSITY OF FRIENDS .......cccoiiiiiiiiie e 82
Broadened Diversity: Race/Ethnicity ...............coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeene, 83
Broadened Diversity: Gender ............c.cociiiiiiiiiiiii e, 84
Broadened Diversity: Class Standing ...................oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiine, 85
Broadened Diversity: First-Year Status ................ccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienien, 87
Broadened Diversity: Current Hall Percent White ........................... ... 87
Broadened Diversity: Current Hall Assignment ........................cccceenenen. 90
Broadened Diversity: First-Year Roommate .................c.cccooeiiiiiinnnnn. 91
Broadened Diversity: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen) ........................ 92
Broadened Diversity: Overall Racial Environment .................................. 94
Broadened Diversity: Classroom Experience ...............c.cocvviviviiiiiiniinn.n 94
AWARE OF PERSONAL PREJUDICES .......ccoiitiiiiiiiiiieiei e 95
Aware of Prejudices: Race/Ethnicity ..o, 96
Aware of Prejudices: Gender ..o 97
Aware of Prejudices: Class Standing ...............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin i, 99
Aware of Prejudices: First-Year Status .............cooooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnininnn.e. 100
Aware of Prejudices: Current Hall Percent White .................................. 101
Aware of Prejudices: Current Hall Assignment ........................ccoeeeneee. 103
Aware of Prejudices: First-Year Roommate .................cccoviiiiiiiininannn. 104
Aware of Prejudices: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen) ....................... 106
Aware of Prejudices: Overall Racial Environment ...................ccocooenee. 107
Aware of Prejudices: Classroom Experience ...............ccooeviiiiiininnininenn. 107
SUMMARY ..ttt et ettt e eneeas 108
CHAPTER 4: INTERACTIONAL DIVERSITY SCALE ........ccccciiiiiiiiiinininnne. 109
INTERACTIONAL DIVERSITY SCALE ITEM ANALYSIS ......coiiiiiiininnns 110
I Dine or Share Meals with Students of a Different Racial Background than
11§ £ § PRSPPSO 110
Dine/Eat: Race/Ethnicity .............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 111
Dine/Eat: Gender ...........vuvuiniiiiieiiiieiieiee e 113
Dine/Eat: Class Standing ............ccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinieiriniecenn 114
Dine/Eat: Current Hall Percent White ................cc.oociiiiiiiininnnnee 115
I Visit with Residents of a Different Racial Background than Myself in Their
| 3T 1 | R P PP 118
Visit/Their Room: Race/Ethnicity ..........c.cocvveiniiiiiiiieniiiiininnnen. 119
Visit/Their Room: Gender .............cooeviiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiccienen, 120
Visit/Their Room: Class Standing ...........c.ccccceiiiiiiiiiiinin, 121
Visit/Their Room: Current Hall Percent White ..................c......... 122
I Visit with Residents of a Different Racial Background in My Room .......... 125
Visit/My Room: Race/Ethnicity ..........ccoeviiiiiiiiiininiiiiniinn, 126

viii



Visit/My Room: Gender ..........ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiieeieaas 127
Visit/My Room: Class Standing ...........ccceoevviiiiiiiniiiiiiinininin.n. 128
Visit/My Room: Current Hall Percent White ............................0l 129
I Have Meaningful and Honest Discussions about Race and Ethnic Relations with
Students from Different Racial Backgrounds than Myself Outside of Class .... 132

Meaningful Discussions: Race/Ethnicity: ..............ccovviiiiiinnnnnn 133
Meaningful Discussions: Gender ............c.cccvveveiiniiiiininiinininn 134
Meaningful Discussions: Class Standing .............cccccveviviienininne. 135
Meaningful Discussions: Current Hall Percent White .................... 136
I Share Personal Feelings and Problems with Students of a Different Racial
Background than Myself ..., 139
Share Feelings: Race/Ethnicity................c.oooiiiiiiiiiiii 140
Share Feelings: Gender ..........c..cocviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiencee e, 141
Share Feelings: Class Standing ............ccccveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinininann, 142
Share Feelings: Current Hall Percent White ....................ocoeeenie. 143
I Study or Prepare for Class with Students of a Different Racial Background than
MYSEIE . e 146
Study: Race/Ethnicity ..........cocveviviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 147
Study: Gender ........oeoeniiiiiiiiiii e 148
Study: Class Standing ..........ccceviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiir e, 149
Study: Current Hall Percent White ..............ccocoeviiiiiiiiiiiiennnn.n. 150
I Socialize or Party with Students of a Different Racial Background than Myself
.............................................................................................. 153
Socialize/Party: Race/Ethnicity ...........coovveviiiiiniiiiiiiininnnnen. 154
Socialize/Party: Gender .........c.cooeiviiiiiiiiiiiiii i 155
Socialize/Party: Class Standing ...........ccccevvviiiiiiniiiiiiinenninnnn. 156
Socialize/Party: Current Hall Percent White ....................c.cceeeeee. 157
I Have Intellectual Discussions with Students of a Different Racial Background
than Myself .....covieiniii e 160
Intellectual Discussions: Race/Ethnicity .............cccoveveviiiiininnne. 161
Intellectual Discussions: Gender ...........ccooeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiiniineninann. 163
Intellectual Discussions: Class Standing .............cccccooeiiiiininnnne. 164
Intellectual Discussions: Current Hall Percent White ..................... 165

I Attend Events with Students of a Different Racial Background than Myself . 168
Attend Events with Students of a Different Racial Background:
RaCe/EthNiCity ....cviniiriiiiiii i e eeaas 169
Attend Events with Students of a Different Racial Background: Gender
..................................................................................... 170
Attend Events with Students of a Different Racial Background: Class
StANAING ..oviniitiiii e e e e e 171
Attend Events with Students of a Different Racial Background: Current
Hall Percent White ...........coiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiinc e, 173

I Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial/Ethnic Groups that Differ from My

Own Racial/Ethnic Background .............cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeceaes 175
Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups: Race/Ethnicity..... 176
Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups: Gender .............. 178

ix



Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups: Class Standing..... 179
Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups: Current Hall Percent

WHRIE ..ot 180
INTERACTIONAL DIVERSITY SCALE ANALYSIS ..ot 183
Interactional Diversity Scale: Race/Ethnicity .......................cooiiinnee. 183
Interactional Diversity Scale: Gender ................ccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinne, 184
Interactional Diversity Scale: Class Standing .................cccoceviviiiiiinnn.n. 185
Interactional Diversity Scale: First-Year Status ...................cccoceiininine.e. 186
Interactional Diversity Scale: Current Hall Percent White ........................ 186
Interactional Diversity Scale: Current Hall Assignment ........................... 188
Interactional Diversity Scale: First-Year Roommate ............................... 190
Interactional Diversity Scale: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen) ............. 191
Interactional Diversity Scale: Overall Racial Environment ........................ 192
Interactional Diversity Scale: Classroom Experience ................c.cccenene... 193
SUMMARY ..ot et e e 194
CHAPTER 5: MULTIVARIATE REGRESSIONS. ..o, 199
CORRELATIONS ...ttt et e e e eens 199
REGRESSIONS: CURRENT HALL PERCENT WHITE ............cccoiiiininnnn.. 202
RACE ...uitiii e 204
GENAET .. uieieii it e 204
Academic Standing .............cooviiiiiiiiii e 204
Pre-College Demographics ............ccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 205
Parents’ Background .............coooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 205
Residence Hall ........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 205
Overall Racial Environment ............ccoceviieiiiiiiiininiiiieiiinenenen 206
First-Year Roommate .............c.cooieieiiiiiiiiiiii e, 206
INTERACTIONS: CURRENT HALL PERCENT WHITE .............cccooiiiiiinnn.. 206
RACE . vttt e 207
Academic Standing .............oooiiiiiiiiiii e 213

Hours Socializing ...........coiiiiniiiiiii e 213
Pre-College Demographics ...........o.ouiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiie e, 214
Parents’ Background ............cocoiniiiiiiiiiiii e 214
OTHER INTERACTIONS: RACE ...ttt et e 215
Academic Standing ............oevuiniiiiiiii s 216

Hours Socializing ...........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 216
Pre-College Demographics ...........ooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieei e reeeeeaes 216
Parents’ Background .............cooviiiiiiiiiiiii e 217
Overall Racial Environment ............ccoovuviiiveiiiiniiiiiiiiiieeeieneieineenne 218
First-Year ROOMmMALe ..........ccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e ieens 218
REGRESSION: CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE .........cccicviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieneee 219
INTERACTIONS: CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE SCALE ...........ccocvviinininnnnen. 221
RACE .ottt e 221
Academic Standing ...........cocoeiiiiiiiiiiii e 227

Hours Socializing ..........ccooiniiiiiiii e 228
Pre-College Demographics ...........c.cooeiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiicii e 228



Parents’ Background ... 228

OTHER INTERACTIONS: RACE .......cviniiiiiiiiiiice e e, 229
GENAET ...t e 229
Academic Standing ............c.oooiiiiiiiiii e 229
Hours Socializing .............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 229
Pre-College Environment .............cccoeveiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiie i eneenenn 230
Parents’ Background .................coooiiiiiiiiiiii 230

SUMMARY ot e e e 231

CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION ......iuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et et 233

19 N1 01 D (6 ) 233
IMPLICAtIONS ....vieieiitiiiiiii i e 251
Limitations and Direction for Future Studies ...................c.ooiiiiiiiinn 254
Contributions of the Research ..............cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 259

APPENDIX A: IPPSR NOTIFICATION LETTER.........cccoiviiiiiiiiieieee e, 261

APPENDIX B: IPPSR FIRST E-MAIL NOTIFICATION .........cccoviiiiiiiiiinninn, 263

APPENDIX C: IPPSR SECOND E-MAIL NOTIFICATION .......ccceovvviiinnininnen 264

APPENDIX D: THE 2006 MSU COMMUNITY SURVEY ....cccoviiiiiiiiiiennnnn. 265

APPENDIX E: MSU COMMUNITY SURVEY RECRUITMENT FLYER ........... 279

APPENDIX F: MSU COMMUNITY FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS .................. 280

REFERENCES ...ttt s e e et e e e eneaeaeeaaaaas 281

Xi



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1 Race Coded * Race based on MSU Records Crosstabulation ................... 23
Table 2.2 Race based on MSU Records * Skipped Q34 (racial/ethnic background)
Crosstabulation ...........cc.oiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 24
Table 2.3 Gender based on MSU Records * Skipped Q1 Crosstabulation ................. 29
Table 2.4 Chi-Square Tests ...........coeuiitiiiiiiiiiiiii e 29
Table 2.5 Current Residence Hall Required ................c.cooviiiiiiniiiniinen. 37
Table 2.6 Current Residence Hall Requested .............c.ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininnn 37
Table 2.7 First-year FOOMMAE ........c.ouvunienirirenieeiieeeeieeeereeeeeeeeneneneneenanenns 40
Table 2.8 Current Roommate Uppérclassmen ONnlY v 41
Table 2.9 Race based on MSU Records * Self-Identification Race ........................ 45
Table 2.10 Race based on MSU Records * Skipped last question Crosstabulation ...... 52
Table 2.11 Gender * Skipped Last Question Crosstabulation ...................c.c....oeee. 53
Table 3.1 Racial Tension on Campus: Frequencies .............c.coeoveviiiinininininne. 54
Table 3.2 Racial Tension on Campus: Chi-Square Test Frequencies .................. 54-55
Table 3.3 Racial Tension on Campus * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation ............ 56
Table 3.4 Chi-SqQuare Tests ........c.oeviiiiiiininiiiiiiiii e 56

Table 3.5 Racial Tension on Campus * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation ......... 57
Table 3.6 Chi-Square Tests ...........cccuviniriiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 57

Table 3.7 Racial Tension on Campus * Self-Identified Class Standing Crosstabulation 58

Table 3.8 Chi-Square TestS .........c..oveuuniirnnieiiniinriiiiiiei e eeees 58
Table 3.9 Racial Tension on Campus * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation .............. 59
Table 3.10 Chi-SqQUAre TeStS .........eeeeriurneeeriiiiiereeeeti e eeeieeeeaieeeeeniieeaanees 59

xii



Table 3.11 Current Hall Percent White * Racial Tension Bivariate Crosstabulation. 60-61

Table 3.12 Chi-SqUare Tests ..........oeoeuiuiiieniniiiiniieiiirrre e e eanans 62
Table 3.13 Racial Tension Bivariate ANOVA ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeene, 62
Table 3.14 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Racial Tension on Campus

Crosstabulation ..........c.ociiiiiiiiiiii e 63
Table 3.15 Chi-Square TeStS ...........oeuiuiiiiininiiiiiineeieet it rieierernereerererneneans 64

Table 3.16 First-Year Roommate * Racial Tension on Campus Crosstabulation ......... 65

Table 3.17 Chi-Square Tests ..........coveiuiiiiniiiiiiiiiiir e 65
Table 3.18 Current Roommate (upperclassmen only) * Racial Tension on Campus

Crosstabulation ............cc.ceviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 66
Table 3.19 Chi-Square Tests .........c.oeveuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 67
Table 3.20 Racial Tension on Campus ANOVA .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinneeienes 67
Table 3.21 Racial Tension on Campus ANOVA .........ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieneanee 68
Table 3.22 Current Racial Climate ................ccooviiiiiiiinii 68
Table 3.23 Current Racial Climate: Chi-Square Test Frequencies .......................... 69
Table 3.24 Current Racial Climate * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation ................ 70
Table 3.25 Chi-Square Tests ..........cccoviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 71
Table 3.26 Current Racial Climate * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation ............. 71
Table 3.27 Chi-SqUAre TeStS ........cuvuvininierieiirereiteeae e et ee et e ereeaeaaaaanas 72
Table 3.28 Current Racial Climate * Class Standing Crosstabulation ...................... 73
Table 3.29 Chi-Square Tests ...........ccuveeeeniiiieniiiiiiiiiiiiiei e e 73
Table 3.30 Current Racial Climate * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation .................. 74
Table 3.31 Chi-SqUATe TeStS .....ovvvueerrneeiieetireerteeeneeieereerieeeneereeernerainees 74

Table 3.32 Current Hall Percent White * Current Racial Climate Bivariate
CrOSSEADUIALION ... eeueeeeenerneeneenteneeneeneneeneeneeeeeneenetnsansseeneenreneeneenenson 75-76




Table 3.33 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccoveiiiiiiniiiiiiiiinin 76

Table 3.34 Current Racial Climate Bivariate ANOVA .............c.cooviiiiiiiinininn 77
Table 3.35 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Current Racial Climate
Crosstabulation .........ccouvvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 77
Table 3.36 Chi-Square Tests ..........c.cccuviumiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 78
Table 3.37 First-year Roommate * Current Racial Climate Crosstabulation .............. 79
Table 3.38 Chi-Square TestS .........cceiiiiiiiiiineiiiiii e iereeereneeereenneaes 79
Table 3.39 Current Roommate (Upperclassmen only) * Current Racial Climate
Crosstabulation ..........cocieiiieiiiiniiiiiiiii 80
Table 3.40 Chi-SqUAare TeStS ........cocueuiniirieininiiieiiinitiiieireneiniieneereaneeaes 80
Table 3.41 Current Racial Climate ANOVA ..........c.coiviiiiiiiiiiiie, 81
Table 3.42 Current Racial Climate ANOVA ..........c...ooiiiiiiiiiiii 81
Table 3.43 Broaden Diversity of Friends ...........cocvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinin 82
Table 3.44 Broaden Diversity Friends: Chi-Square Test Frequencies .................. 82-83
Table 3.45 Broaden Diversity of Friends * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation ........ 83
Table 3.46 Chi-Square Tests ..........c.coceuviiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 84

Table 3.47 Broaden Diversity of Friends * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation ..... 85

Table 3.48 Chi-Square Tests ........ccoeiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiii i, 85
Table 3.49 Broaden Diversity of Friends * Class Standing Crosstabulation ............... 86
Table 3.50 Chi-SqUare TestS .......coeuvvverienirieniiieiiieieeieieiiiierereae 86
Table 3.51 Broaden Diversity of Friends * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation .......... 87
Table 3.52 Chi-SqUAre TestS ..........c.vvuiueiniineniiiiiiiiiiriieeiieiiieieeniineaeeaeaaes 87
Table 3.53 Current Hall Percent White * Broaden Diversity of Friends Bivariate

Crosstabulation ...........c..coeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 88-89
Table 3.54 Chi-Square Tests .........c.cceviniiniiniiiiiiiiiiii e, 89

Xiv



Table 3.55 Broaden Diversity of Friends Bivariate ANOVA .....................ccoeeneel. 90

Table 3.56 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Broaden Diversity of Friends

Crosstabulation ..............coooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 91
Table 3.57 Chi-Square TestS ........ccc.oeuireiiiniiiitiiiiii e e e eeeeanas 91
Table 3.58 First-year Roommate * Broaden Diversity of Friends Crosstabulation ...... 92
Table 3.59 Chi-Square TestS ..........c.oviuiiuiiiiiiiiiiieiiiei e eana 92
Table 3.60 Current Roommate (Upperclassmen Only) * Broaden Diversity of Friends

Crosstabulation ............ocvuuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 93
Table 3.61 Chi-SqQuare Tests ........cccviuiiiieiiiiiiieiie et eeeaeeeeenanes 94
Table 3.62 Broaden Diversity of Friends ANOVA ........cccovviiiiiniiiiiiiiiiinienenes 94
Table 3.63 Broadened Diversity of Friends ANOVA ............ociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniinn, 95
Table 3.64 Aware Personal Prejudices ............ccveveniiiiviiiiiiiiiininiiiieineeens 95
Table 3.65 Aware Personal Prejudices: Chi-Square Test Frequencies ..................... 96
Table 3.66 Aware Personal Prejudices * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation ........... 97
Table 3.67 Chi-Square Tests: Racial/Ethnic background ..................ocoevvvivinenenie. 97
Table 3.68 Aware Personal Prejudices * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation ........ 98
Table 3.69 Chi-SqQuare Tests ...........cocuuiiuiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiii e 98
Table 3.70 Aware Personal Prejudices * Class Standing Crosstabulation ................. 99
Table 3.71 Chi-Square Tests ...........ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin 100

Table 3.72 Aware Personal Prejudice * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation ............. 100

Table 3.73 Chi-Square Tests .........ouveiriereiiniiirreinret e rerreeene e 101
Table 3.74 Current Hall Percent White * Aware of Personal Prejudices Bivariate

Crosstabulation ..........cocovuiuiiiniiniiiiiriie et en e ene e 101-102
Table 3.75 Chi-Square TestS ..........c.ovviuiiiiriiniiiiiireieiiririe e eeaeee e eens 103
Table 3.76 Aware Prejudices Bivariate ANOVA ........c.cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 103

XV



Table 3.77 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Aware Personal Prejudices

Crosstabulation ...........cccvvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 104
Table 3.78 Chi-Square Tests .........coeuiuieriiiieiiieieieieieieeerieeeeeeeeneenenenenn 104
Table 3.79 First-year Roommate * Aware Personal Prejudices Crosstabulation ........ 105
Table 3.80 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccvuiiveiiniiiniiiin e nean 106
Table 3.81 Current Roommate (Upperclassmen Only) * Aware Personal Prejudices

recoded Crosstabulation ................ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiii 106
Table 3.82 Chi-SqUare TestS .........ccvuviiiiiieniiiieiiieiieniireetrenrereeneenereaeann 107
Table 3.83 Aware Personal Prejudices ANOVA ... 107
Table 3.84 Aware Personal Prejudices ANOVA ..ot 108
Table 4.1 Interaction Scale Statistics .............coeevieieiiiiiiiiiiiii 109
Table 4.2 Test Statistics .........ocuvvuviniiniiiiiiiii i 110
Table 4.3 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background ................c.coooiiiiiiiiiiiiinnenn 111
Table 4.4 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background: Chi-Square Test Frequencies ....... 111

Table 4.5 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background * Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation ... 112

Table 4.6 Chi-Square Tests ...........ouiiiiiieniiiriiiiie e eeee e eaenens 112
Table 4.7 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background * Gender Crosstabulation ............ 113
Table 4.8 Chi-Square TeStS .........ouvueeiirietiieiiiireiereiei e ereereeneieaeeeanens 114

Table 4.9 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background * Class Standing Crosstabulation ... 114

Table 4.10 Chi-SqQUAre TeSS .......c.evuerieenriinreerieeenetriienenreneeaeenenereeneens 115
Table 4.11 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Dine/Eat Bivariate

Crosstabulation ..............ocovieviiiiiiiiiiiiiii 116-117
Table 4.12 Chi-Square Tests ...........ccuiiuiiiniiniiiiiiiiiieiee e 117
Table 4.13 Dine/Eat Bivariate ANOVA ...........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 117
Table 4.14 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room ................c.ccoeienenee 118

Xvi



Table 4.15 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room: Chi-Square Test Frequencies

................................................................................................. 118-119
Table 4.16 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room * Race/Ethnicity

CrosStabUlAtion .........ocvueniniieeinirenerteerteneneneerenrerenraeneaneneneneenensesseneneen 120
Table 4.17 Chi-Square Tests ......c.cviiiiiiiitiii e eee e 120

Table 4.18 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room * Gender Crosstabulation 121

Table 4.19 Chi-Square Tests ............c.viviiiniiniiiiiiiiiieie e 121
Table 4.20 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room * Class Standing
Crosstabulation ...........ccoeiiuiiririiineitiereirrererreeeenenenenraseesessernsnsnssseonnn 122
Table 4.21 Chi-SqQuare TestS .......ccoeviiireniieieininiiereireirierreerneerreeeeenenenennas 122
Table 4.22 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Visit/Their Room
Bivariate Crosstabulation ...............cooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 123-124
Table 4.23 Chi-SqQuare Tests ........coeiiiiiiiiiiniintiiiiir e reeeeetaeeearaene 124
Table 4.24 Visit/Their Room Bivariate ANOVA ............cociiiviviiiiiinninnnnnn 125
Table 4.25 Visit Different Racial Background My Room ................ccoeeviiininnne. 125
Table 4.26 Visit Different Racial Background My Room: Chi-Square Test Frequencies1 26
Table 4.27 Visit Different Racial Background My Room * Race/Ethnicity
Crosstabulation .............ocoiiiiiiiiiiiiii 127
Table 4.28 Chi-Square Tests ........cccvviiiiirerrireiiiieirr e reeereeteaensaenenean 127

Table 4.29 Visit Different Racial Background My Room * Gender Crosstabulation ... 128

Table 4.30 Chi-Square Tests ...........coeuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieii e 128
Table 4.31 Visit Different Racial Background My Room * Class Standing

Crosstabulation ...........ccoiiuiiiiiiiiiiiirii e e en e e e eane 129
Table 4.32 Chi-SqUare TeStS ........covueuiiiiienireirireieiieire e eereeeeeeereeean 129

Table 4.33 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Visit/My Room Bivariate
Crosstabulation ..........cooveieiiiiiiniiiniiiiiiiriiirree e 130-131




Table 4.34 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccvuiiiiiiiiiiiii e 131

Table 4.35 Visit/My Room Bivariate ANOVA ...........cooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieieene, 132
Table 4.36 Meaningful Honest Discussions About Race .................cococviiiininen. 132
Table 4.37 Meaningful Honest Discussions About Race: Chi-Square Test Frequencies

....................................................................................................... 133
Table 4.38 Meaningful Honest Discussions About Race * Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation
....................................................................................................... 134
Table 4.39 Chi-Square Tests .........cocviveiriiiiiiiiiiiiii e erenee e eeanas 134

Table 4.40 Meaningful Honest Discussions About Race * Gender Crosstabulation ... 135

Table 4.41 Chi-SqQuare TestS .........c.oveiiiiriieiniiiiieee e e eeeeen 135
Table 4.42 Meaningful Honest Discussions About Race * Class Standing Crosstabulatilc;r:5
' Table 4.43 Chi-Square Tests ............cccoviiiiiiiiiiii e 136
Table 4.44 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Meaningful Discussions
Bivariate Crosstabulation ...............ccocoeviiiiiiiiiiiii 137-138
Table 4.45 Chi-SqQuare Tests .........cueviiiiiiiiiiiiii e e eeeaa 139
Table 4.46 Meaningful Discussions Bivariate ANOVA ............cccooviiiiiiininnnnn.. 139
Table 4.47 Share Feelings ..........c.coeveiiiiiiiiiiiii e 140
Table 4.48 Share Feelings: Chi-Square Test Frequencies .............c.cccvevviiiiinnee. 140
Table 4.49 Share Feelings with Students of Different Racial Background *
Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation ...............coveveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeee 141
Table 4.50 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccoevuiniiiiiiiiiiiiin e 141
Table 4.51 Share Feelings * Gender Crosstabulation ...................c..ccooeviinene. 142
Table 4.52 Chi-Square Tests .........couviiiiiiiiiiiniiiiniiiieerenrereee e eeee e 142
Table 4.53 Share Feelings * Class Standing Crosstabulation .............................. 143
Table 4.54 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccovuieiiiiniiiiiiiiii e 143



Table 4.55 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Share Feelings Bivariate

Crosstabulation .........ocvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 144-145
Table 4.56 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccociiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiii e 145
Table 4.57 Share Feelings Bivariate ANOVA ...........cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieeeeeeene, 146
Table 4.58 Study .......ooniniiiiiii e 146
Table 4.59 Study: Chi-Square Test Frequencies ................ccoovieiiiiiiiiiinininnnnnn.. 147

Table 4.60 Study with Students of Different Race * Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation .. 148

Table 4.61 Chi-Square Tests ............ccouviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiereiree e eeeaa 148
Table 4.62 Study * Gender Crosstabulation .................oceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienien 149
Table 4.63 Chi-Square Tests ..........c.veieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e e eeeeaes 149
Table 4.64 Study * Class Standing Crosstabulation ..............c.ccoeeviiiiiinin. 150
Table 4.65 Chi-Square TestS ..........c.vviuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiierireeeier e ee e araeaenens 150
Table 4.66 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Study Bivariate
Crosstabulation ............ccoevviiiiiiiiiiiii 151-152
Table 4.67 Chi-Square TestS .........oeviiiiiiiiiitiiiirieireieieeeeeereereeenenenens 152
Table 4.68 Study Bivariate ANOVA ... ...t 153
Table 4.69 SoCIAliZE/PaItY ........cocvuininiiiiiiii it e eneeaeans 153
Table 4.70 Socialize/Party: Chi-Square Test Frequencies ..................c.cccovenennene. 154
Table 4.71 Socialize/Party * Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation ................c..coeevvnnene 155
Table 4.72 Chi-Square Tests .......c.ooiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 155
Table 4.73 Socialize/Party * Gender Crosstabulation ...............c.cooooeiiiiiiiin 156
Table 4.74 Chi-Square Tests .........ccveieiriiiiiiiiiirerieir e ieeieneeneeneaeaen 156
Table 4.75 Socialize/Party * Class Standing Crosstabulation .................c.c......... 157
Table 4.76 Chi-Square TestS ..........c.evviriiiiiriieniiiriieieieneeeeernereeenenereene 157

Xix



Table 4.77 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Socialize/Party Bivariate

Crosstabulation .............coeviuiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 158-159
Table 4.78 Chi-Square TestS ..........c.oeviiiiiniiiiiiiii e 160
Table 4.79 Socialize/Party Bivariate ANOVA ............ccociiviiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeeen, 160
Table 4.80 Intellectual DiSCUSSIONS ..........c.ocuiiiriiiiiiiiiiiiniiieier e 161
Table 4.81 Intellectual Discussions: Chi-Square Test Frequencies ....................... 161
Table 4.82 Intellectual Discussions with Students of Different Race * Race/Ethnicity
Crosstabulation ............coeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e 162
Table 4.83 Chi-Square TestS ........ccouiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 162
Table 4.84 Intellectual Discussions * Gender Crosstabulation ............................. 163
Table 4.85 Chi-Square TestS ..........ccoeiiiiiiiiiinieiii e 163
Table 4.86 Intellectual Discussions * Class Standing Crosstabulation ................... 164
Table 4.87 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccuveuiiiiiiriiniiiieiieeeie e eeeneereaneann 165
Table 4.88 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Intellectual Discussions
Bivariate Crosstabulation ..............cooveiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 166-167
Table 4.89 Chi-Square TestS ..........ocvviiiiriiiieii e aaeens 167
Table 4.90 Intellectual Discussions Bivariate ANOVA ...........c.ccoceeiiviiininnnnn, 167
Table 4.91Attend Events Different Racial Backgrounds .....................ccocvveninnne 168
Table 4.92 Attend Events Different Racial Backgrounds: Chi-Square Test Frequencies
.................................................................................................. 168-169
Table 4.93 Attend Events with Students of Different Racial Backgrounds *
Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation ..............ccvuiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiee e 170
Table 4.94 Chi-Square Tests ..........c.oeuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiir e ea 170
Table 4.95 Attend Events with Students of Different Racial Backgrounds * Gender
Crosstabulation .............coooiviiiiiiiiiiii e 171
Table 4.96 Chi-Square TesStS .........cccvevviniiniriiiniiieiieeieteieeieerereetrenereennennn 171

XX



Table 4.97 Attend Events with Students of Different Racial Backgrounds * Class

Standing Crosstabulation .............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiir e 172
Table 4.98 Chi-Square Tests ........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiir e i eeae 172
Table 4.99 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Attend Events With

Bivariate Crosstabulation .............c.coeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 173-174
Table 4.100 Chi-Square Tests .........cceeiviiiiiiiiiiitiiiiii e e eneeens 175
Table 4.101 Attend Events With Bivariate ANOVA ..........c.coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineenn. 175
Table 4.102 Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups .................cc.coen.e. 176

Table 4.103 Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups: Chi-Test Frequencies 176

Table 4.104 Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups * Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulation ..........c..ociiviiiiiiiiiiiiiii 177
Table 4.105 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccvevuiriiiiiiiiiiiii e 177
Table 4.106 Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups * Gender Crosstabulatic;t; .
Table 4.107 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccoeiiiiiiniiiiiieee 178
Table 4.108 Attend Events Sponsored by Other Racial Groups * Class Standing

Crosstabulation ............cocovuiiiiiiniiiiiiiii 179
Table 4.109 Chi-Square Tests ..........ccvvvuirineieiiieiiiieeiein e eieeeeenenes 180
Table 4.110 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Attend Events Sponsored
Bivariate Crosstabulation .................ccociiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 181-182
Table 4.111 Chi-Square Tests .......ccvvvuiiiiiiiiiiiiieriniriiieieeeeeeeierereeennn 182
Table 4.112 Attend Events Sponsored Bivariate ANOVA .............cocooiiiiiiiiinnnn, 183
Table 4.113 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: Race/Ethnicity .................. 184
Table 4.114 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA ..........ocoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinninn 184
Table 4.115 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: Gender ........................... 184
Table 4.116 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA ...........cccoeviiiiiiiiininininnn 185

XXi



Table 4.117 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: Class Standing .................. 185

Table 4.118 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA .............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnninnn 185
Table 4.119 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: First-Year Status ............... 186
Table 4.120 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA ...........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienenn, 186

Table 4.121 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: Current Hall Percent White ... 188
Table 4.122 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA ..........oovviiiiiiiiiiniiiiininen 188

Table 4.123 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: Current Hall Assignment ..... 189

Table 4.124 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienenen, 189
Table 4.125 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: First-Year Roommate ......... 190
Table 4.126 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA .........coivviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienennn. 191
Table 4.127 Interactional Diversity Scale Descriptives: Current Roommate

(185105 (E T 11T ) TP PPN 192
Table 4.128 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA ..........ccoiviiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiininn 192
Table 4.129 Interaction Scale ANOVA: Overall Racial Environment .................... 193
Table 4.130 Interactional Diversity Scale ANOVA: Classroom Experience ............ 193
Table 5.1 Interactional Diversity Scale Correlations ..............cccoiiiiiiiiniiiiiianan.. 202
Table 5.2 Coefficients ..........ooeceniniiniiiiniiiiiiiii 203
Table 5.3 CoeffiCIents ........ccceuvuniriiiiiiiiin e 208
Table 5.4 Coefficients ...........ocveiiiiiiiiii 209
Table 5.5 Coefficients ..........coooiiniiiiiiiiiiiii 210
Table 5.6 Coefficients .............cccevevieiniinniniininnnne. P PP 211
Table 5.7 Coefficients ...........oevvuiiiiniiiiiiiiii i 212
Table 5.8 Coefficients ........c.oceuviuiiniiiiiiiii 221
Table 5.9 Coefficients ..........c.oceveuiiiiiiiiiiiii 223

xxii



Table 5.10 COoC T ICIENES ...ttt ittt teeereeeeeeeeeenteeeeerseeseerensonn 224

BV R T B 0TS i 10 1= 1L I 225
TADIE 5.12 GO T ICIEILS «evvvvveeteeeeeerereeeaneeeeaeeesseereeeseesereeeeeseessssesesssnnnens 226
B T R 0001 i (o) U= o1 1< S 227

xxiii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 4.1 Classroom Experience Scale * Interactional Diversity Scale

XXiv

..................



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This dissertation is a study of student race relations on a university campus. More
specifically, this dissertation considers how the cross-racial friendships of undergraduates
living on the campus of Michigan State University are affected by such things as the
residence halls in which they live and the classes which they attend. The primary
dependent variable for this study is the Interactional Diversity scale—a 10-point scale
which addressed the frequency with which respondents engaged in a variety of activities
with students of a different racial background than themselves.

I chose to focus my research on undergraduates at Michigan State University for a
number of reasons. First, segregation experienced early in life, particularly in educational
settings, tends to be perpetuated throughout the lifecourse (Braddock 1985; Braddock,
Crain, and McPartland 1984; Gurin 1999; Milem, Umbach, and Liang 2004).
Furthermore, students are increasingly likely to attend racially segregated schools.
Research indicates that segregation across the country, both residential and educational,
is increasing (Orfield and Lee 2004; Orfield and Whitla 2001). The likelihood of
interaction across racial lines, both casual and intimate, decreases as racial/ethnic groups
become further separated from one another spatially (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook
2001; Sigelman, Bledsoe, Welch, and Combs 1996). For a growing number of students,
college is likely to be their only opportunity to experience an integrated educational
setting, making it a vital location for race scholars to consider.

Second, the value of affirmative action has recently come under fire in states

across the country. Scholars that are committed to maintaining affirmative action policies



in college admissions have worked to develop a body of scientific literature that confirms
the educational benefits of diversity on college campuses. Although the structural
diversity of an institution does play a role in student outcomes, the key finding from these
studies is that students benefit most from interactional diversity—ongoing and
meaningful contact across race lines—in areas such as critical thinking, problem-solving
skills, and improved self-concept (Antonio 2001; Antonio, Chang, Hakuta, Kenny, and al
2004; Astin 1993; Chang 1999; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and Gurin 2002; Gurin, Dey,
Gurin, and Hurtado 2003; Gurin, Nagda, and Lopez 2004; Hurtado 2001; Hurtado 2003;
Hurtado, Dey, Gurin, and Gurin 2003; Hurtado 2005).

While the evidence to support this relationship is mounting, there has been limited
research on the context in which interactional diversity is most likely to occur. What
research has been done suggests that the residence halls and the classroom play a
significant role in students’ participation in interactional diversity (Antonio 2004;
Feldman 1981; Feldman and Newcomb 1969; Hallinan and Williams 1989; Hurtado
2001; Milem, Umbach, and Liang 2004; Pogrebin 1987; Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007,
Slavin and Cooper 1997). I felt it was important to begin moving the literature in that
direction in order to provide college administrators, faculty, and staff with guidance on
how best to maximize student relationships and outcomes on their campuses.

Finally, I chose to focus on undergraduates at Michigan State University because
of my ties to the school. Having attended the university during my undergraduate years,
and again as a graduate student, it is familiar to me and I had at least a basic
understanding of the campus climate and history. My involvement with the student group

MRULE (the Multi-Racial Unity Living Experience) furthered my understanding of the



undergraduate experience, particularly as it relates to the racial dynamics on campus. For
the purpose of this dissertation, I felt that a case study would provide the most
comprehensive, in-depth analysis. I chose to limit the study to this campus in order to
utilize my connections, through MRULE, to the student body and campus administrators.

Ultimately, this dissertation tests the opportunity hypothesis in a university
setting. Are students more likely to engage in meaningful ways across race lines if they
are in an environment where they regularly come into contact with peers of different
racial backgrounds? The short answer is, yes; however, context is an important

determinant.
Literature Review

One of the challenges that this research topic presents is the disconnect within the
literature. Research on the relationship between racial attitudes and housing, pedagogy,
and interactional diversity rarely overlap. As a result, compiling a review of this literature
and organizing it in a meaningful way was quite difficult. Part of the goal for this
dissertation, then, is to bridge these disparate topics. I will first review the key findings
from the interactional diversity literature. I will then compare the literature on housing
with that of student housing on college campuses. Finally, I will summarize the role of
curriculum and pedagogy on students’ race relations.

Research on interactional diversity consistently finds that it promotes complex
thinking that involves the integration of multiple perspectives (Antonio 2004). It has also
been linked to increased retention rates, overall college satisfaction, intellectual self-
concept, and social self-concept (Chang 1996; Chang 1999). Finally, interactional

diversity has been connected to positive learning and job-related outcomes such as



.



critical thinking, problem-solving skills, and the ability to work cooperatively with others
(Hurtado 2001).

The effects of interactional diversity are found to be beneficial for all students, but
especially for White students (Chang 1996; Gurin, Nagda, and Lopez 2004; Hu and Kuh
2003). Research on interactional diversity finds that these experiences increase Whites
students’ perceptions of commonality among African American and Latino students.
Students of color with the greatest experience interacting with peers from different racial
backgrounds report an increased interest in learning about groups other than their own
and a reduced sense of difference between racial/ethnic groups (Gurin, Nagda, and Lopez
2004).

Students report that interactional diversity leads to an increase in cultural
awareness and a greater commitment to racial understanding (Astin 1993). Research on
interactional diversity has shown strong support for the development of civic outcomes,
such as increased tolerance of people with different beliefs and leadership ability
(Hurtado 2001). In a longitudinal study conducted at the University of California, Los
Angeles, Van Laar, Levin, Sinclair, and Sidanius (2005) found that first-year students
who were randomly assigned a roommate with a different racial background from
themselves exhibited lower levels of prejudice and increased affect levels for all racial
groups, and especially for the racial group that the roommate belongs to. These findings
were consistent for all pairings except for students who were assigned an Asian
roommate. In addition, students assigned an outgroup roommate reported an increase in

perceived competence in interacting with members of different racial groups. Van Laar et



al. found that the effects of the roommate’s race were greater for Black and Latino
students than for White and Asian students.

While scholars agree on the benefits of interactional diversity, there has been
limited research on the most effective ways to facilitate it. More specifically, under what
circumstances are students most likely to establish meaningful relationships—in other
words, to become friends with—peers of a different racial background? There are a
number of explanations for how and why individuals choose their friends. Much of the
literature points to homophily, the idea that friendships are based primarily on
similarities: race, gender, age, values, interests, etc. (Antonio 2004; Joyner and Kao 2000;
McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Merton 1949; Pogrebin 1987). However,
similarities—and differences—are to a certain extent perceived. Racial segregation and
stratification can lead to assumptions of others being different when, in fact, they might
be very similar. Bonilla-Silva argues that extensive isolation of Whites from non-Whites
contributes to the development of the White habitus which typically results in a
heightened sense of difference and negative perceptions of minorities (2003). As the
contact theory asserts, the most effective way to combat this tendency is through
sustained interracial contact between individuals of equal status (Allport 1954; Pettigrew
1998; Pettigrew and Tropp 2000). In order for this to occur, however, the individuals of
different racial backgrounds must first have the opportunity to meet.

The opportunity hypothesis suggests that racial diversity is a necessary
prerequisite for cross-racial interactions (Blau 1994). Even in a diverse environment,
ingroup friendships are the most common type among all racial-ethnic groups; however

the racial composition of schools does play a role in predicting interracial friendships



(Bonilla-Silva 2003; Joyner and Kao 2000). Research has shown that the likelihood of
students interacting across race lines increases as the racial diversity of the student body
increases; this is particularly true for White students (Antonio 2001; Chang 1996; Chang
1999; Chang 2001; Chang, Astin, and Kim 2004; Joyner and Kao 2000). However,
people have a tendency to expend minimal effort in establishing ties outside their local
areas (Zipf 1949). Therefore, depending on the size of the campus, student demographics
may not be enough to facilitate interactional diversity.

The organizational perspective on friendship finds t};at when people are grouped
together, separate from the larger population, they are more likely to meet (Feldman
1981; Moody 2001). For example, research on the effects of tracking in secondary
schools finds that as propinquity increases (i.e. the proximity and familiarity between
students) the likelihood of friendship among students also increases (Kubitschek and
Hallinan 1998). Additionally, research on interracial friendships has found that students
are most likely to become close friends with those peers they see on a daily basis
(Antonio 2004). This suggests that residence halls and the classroom may play a critical
role in the development of friendships in a college setting across all racial groups.

Research on campus housing has found that students who live in closer proximity
to one another are more likely to develop deeper and more meaningful friendships (Hu
and Kuh 2003; Pascarella, Terenzini, and Blimling 1994; Pogrebin 1987). Moreover, the
residence halls have been pointed to as the most likely environment for students to
develop cross-racial friendships (Antonio 2004; Pogrebin 1987). Similarly, research has
shown that roommates are an important source of friendships for all students (Tyson

2004). However, the opportunity for these relationships to develop may be diminishing.



While residential segregation at the national level can be attributed, in large part,
to individual discrimination (e.g., residential steering) or institutional discrimination (e.g.,
unfair housing practices, redlining), housing options available to students on college
campuses are theoretically equal across racial and ethnic lines. Despite this fact, many
campuses across the country have observed that the racial distribution of students within
their residence halls is beginning to mirror that of the general public across (Koch 1999;
Koehler 2001; Tyson 2004). More specifically, campuses with laissez-faire housing
policies, whereby students’ preferences for residence halls are given weight in the
housing assignments, are more likely to experience a gradual process of segregation,
either by race or specific student interests (Koch 1999). One popular explanation for this
de facto segregation is the Schelling model. Schelling (1971; 1972) theorized that
individual preferences for living among one’s own racial group would eventually result in
extreme segregation, even in the absence of prejudice. In other words, when students’
housing choices are based, even slightly, on racial preferences, these preferences
accumulate and result in significant segregation over time.

Research on attitudes toward integration has found support for Schelling’s model.
Whites’ support for the principle of integration of neighborhoods and schools has
increased substantially in the last sixty years. Black support for integration has always
been high (Bobo 2001; Feagin 2000; Schuman and Steeh 1996). Level of support for
integration in the abstract is nearly identical among Whites and Blacks, with
approximately three-fourths of both groups expressing support (Cashin 2004). The
meaning of integration for Blacks and Whites, however, is often very different. For most

Whites, the integration of schools and neighborhoods implies a dominant White



population with only a small number of people of color. For most Blacks, an integrated
school or neighborhood includes a substantial number of Blacks in the population (Bobo
2001; Cashin 2004; Schuman and Steeh 1996). Additionally, Blacks’ desire to live in
integrated neighborhoods results primarily from their interest in increased access to the
opportunities and resources that are not available to them in segregated Black
communities (Bobo 2001; Cashin 2004). Interestingly, despite these differences in
interpretation, Whites and Blacks are equally resistant to government-induced residential
integration (Cashin 2004).

Whites’ willingness to live in integrated neighborhoods is negatively related to
the number of African Americans living in the neighborhood, such that willingness
decreases as the proportion of Black residents increases (Farley and Schuman 1978).
Research suggests that negative stereotyping of African Americans plays a significant
role in this relationship. These results persist independent of perceptions about the
average class status of Blacks (Bobo 2001). These findings also apply to Whites’
negative stereotypes of Hispanics and Asians and the prospect of living in an integrated
neighborhood with Hispanic or Asian neighbors.

It appears that Whites are not the only racial group resistant to living among
African Americans. Using data from the 1990 General Social Survey, Herring and
Amissah (1997) determined that all racial-ethnic groups (Asian Americans, Latinos,
Western and Eastern Europeans, Native Americans, and Jewish Americans) are
significantly more likely than African Americans to oppose living in predominantly
Black neighborhoods. In contrast, all racial-ethnic groups other than Native Americans

are equally willing to live in predominantly White neighborhoods.




While the majority of African Americans anticipate, and most research supports,
that residential integration would increase the opportunities and resources available to
them, there is some evidence that their desire to integrate is slipping as a growing number
have begun to view the costs as outweighing the benefits (Cashin 2004).

Although Schelling’s model has been applied successfully at the neighborhood
level, there is minimal support for it at the campus level. In her analysis of a large

southeastern university where increased residential segregation had been documented,
Koehler (2001) determined that preferences for racial composition in a given residence
hall did not result in significant student movement. Koehler suggests that Schelling’s
muodel is more appropriate for living environments that are sustained over a greater period
of'time, such as residential neighborhoods, rather than short-term, temporary placements,
such as campus housing. Koehler did find evidence, however, of individual preferences
for racial compositions that reflect the respondent’s own racial background. Consistent
With previous studies on residential integration, Koehler found that Black students
Preferred more integrated residence halls than White students. Additionally, students who
Teported having positive experiences interacting with persons of a different racial
background than themselves also expressed more tolerant racial preferences, regardless
Ofthe student’s race. The majority of White and Black students reported their discomfort
With the possibility of being assigned a roommate of a different racial background than
themselves, White females expressed the greatest discomfort with this possibility, while
Black males were most open to the idea.
Although access to resources, neighborhood stability and safety, and housing

Quality are essentially equal across campus, segregation in campus housing appears to be



on the rise. As a result, the experience of living within these halls is quite different. At
the time of this study, there was only one project that directly examined the relationship
between campus housing and interactional diversity. Tyson (2004) explored the effects
of the race of first-year roommates and racial composition of the first-year residence hall
on interracial friendships at Duke University. Tyson found that for White students, the
race of the first-year roommate and the racial composition of their first-year residence
hall had little effect on their likelihood for establishing interracial friendships. The
majority of White students with interracial roommates were close friends with their
roommates, but had they had few interracial friends beyond the roommate. For students
of color, however, race of their first-year roommate and the racial composition of their
first-year residence hall were strong predictors of their interracial friendships. Minority
Students with same-race roommates were significantly less likely to have interracial
firiends than those students with interracial roommates. Similarly, minority students in
residence halls with higher proportions of students from their same racial background
‘Wvere less likely to have interracial friends. Tyson concludes that because White students
are in the majority on the Duke campus, the racial composition of the residence halls does
Notimpede their ability to meet other same-race students to the extent that it affects
Students of color. Consistent with research on interactional diversity, Tyson found that
Students who had interracial friendships prior to attending college were more likely to
have interracial friends during their first year at Duke University.

An additional factor that contributes to students’ experiences on campus is the
College classroom. Research suggests that students exposed to diversified curriculums,

(eg integrated diversity courses that typically include readings on different racial/ethnic
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groups; participating in intergroup dialogue that lasts throughout the semester) show
significantly higher levels of civic participation, cultural awareness, critical thinking, and
satisfaction with college (Astin 1993; Gurin 1999; Hurtado 2005; Milem 1994). In
addition, students exposed to an active pedagogy (e.g. opportunities to interact with peers
from different backgrounds through class discussions, collaborative learning methods,
and group projects), regardless of the course topic, exhibit higher levels of academic
achievement, critical thinking, problem-solving skills, civic participation, and cultural
awareness (Chang, Astin, and Kim 2004; Cohen, Bianchini, Cossey, Holthuis, Morphew,
and Whitcomb 1997; Hurtado 2001; Slavin 1995; Wolfe and Spencer 1996). Most
importantly, for the purposes of this study, research has shown that opportunities for
interaction in the classroom have proven to contribute to interactional diversity outside of
the classroom (Hallinan and Williams 1989; Hurtado 2001; Milem, Umbach, and Liang
2004; Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007; Slavin and Cooper 1997).
Research Focus

Using Michigan State University as a case study, this dissertation aims to identify
the patterns and settings that promote and deter interactional diversity in a campus setting
by focusing on what role, if any, the residence halls and classroom environment play in
Students” interactions across race lines by addressing the following questions:

1. How do patterns of racial interaction differ between residence halls?

2. Are residence halls the greatest predictor of students’ experiences with across
racial lines? What role does the student’s race and gender play?

3. Do experiences inside of the classroom contribute to experiences outside of
the classroom with regard to cross-racial interactions among students?

11



More specifically, this dissertation will test the opportunity hypothesis by examining the
particular racial composition of the residence halls, as well as students’ experiences in the
classroom, to determine how patterns of student interaction across racial/ethnic lines are
affected. The literature suggests that students living in racially diverse residence halls
will be more likely to interact cross-racially than students living in predominantly White
residence halls due to the increased opportunity to cross paths with students of different
racial backgrounds, as well as the convenience of meeting friends within the residence
hall. Because White and Black students make up the two largest racial groups on the
campus of Michigan State University, non-Black students of color are expected to exhibit
the highest rates of interactional diversity. Residence halls are predicted to be the most
important factor in determining levels of interactional diversity; however, a number of
additional independent variables are likely to be significant as well.

It is unclear what role, if any, gender will play on students’ interactional diversity.
Similarly, the experiences of students may vary along both race and gender lines. For
©Xample, the level of interactional diversity among White women compared with women
Of color or women of color compared with men of color. The likelihood of interactional
dliversity is expected to increase as class standing increases. Based on the contact
literature’ consistent exposure to diverse peers should reduce students’ doubts and fears
Of groups they believe to be different from themselves. The first-year roommate, whether
the Toommate was requested and the racial background of the roommate compared with
that of the participant, is also expected to play a meaningful role in the level of

il-“"r"‘c‘ional diversity. Students who requested their first-year roommate and who share

the same racial background as that roommate are expected to have the lowest rates of

12



interactional diversity. In contrast, students who requested their first-year roommate and
that roommate is of a different racial background from them are expected to have the
highest rates of interactional diversity. Among students who did not request their first-
year roommate, those students whose roommate is of a different racial background than
themselves are predicted to exhibit higher levels of interactional diversity. Similar
patterns are also expected for upper-classmen relating to their current roommate. Since
the literature has not considered the role of the residence halls on interactional diversity,
it is unclear whether students who requested their current hall will differ from those who
were required to live in their current hall because of their participation in a living-
leamning program and those who were randomly assigned to their hall. Finally, with
regard to the classroom experience, it is expected that students who learn about groups
who are different from themselves and are given the opportunity to interact with diverse
Peers within the classroom, regardless of subject matter, will be more likely to engage in

interactional diversity outside of the classroom.

Ohutline of Chapters

Each chapter of this dissertation explores the potential predictors of interactional
diversity with increasing complexity. Chapter 2 outlines the methodology of this study,
the data collection process, and describes the potential limitations of this study. Chapter 3
focuses on the preliminary results related to several one-item measures dealing with
respondents’ perceptions of the racial environment on campus as well as their personal
SXperiences with diversity while attending Michigan State University. Chapter 4
adldresses a series of questions related specifically to respondents’ engagement with

Interactiong] diversity which are used to compute an Interactional Diversity scale.
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Crosstabulations are presented for each question within the scale using key independent
variables. Crosstabulations are then presented for the scale itself on these independent
variables. Chapter 5 provides the regression analysis for the Interactional Diversity scale
Possible interactions between independent variables are also examined during this
chapter. Chapter 6 explains the main findings from the analysis, addressing where and
how these findings tie into the existing literature. The implications of these findings are

also addressed. Finally, the limitations of this study are reviewed with suggestions for

future steps provided.
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CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY

Justification of Research Design

As stated earlier, many colleges maintain housing policies that allow their
students to request a roommate and/or give weight to students’ requests for specific
residence halls. While the flexibility in housing assignments remains limited, a growing
number of institutions are experiencing residential isolation of students along racial and
ethnic lines (Koch 1999; Koehler 2001; Tyson 2004). Michigan State University is
among those campuses whose residence halls are becoming increasingly segregated.
Home to more than 45,000 students, including over 35,000 undergraduates, Michigan
State University has the largest single-campus residence hall system in the country with
23 undergraduate halls (at the time of this study, one of these halls was unoccupied as it
‘Was being renovated), one graduate hall, and three apartment villages. Fifty-four percent
Of students at Michigan State University are female. Racial demographics for the students
atMichigan State University show that 75% of all students identify as non-Hispanic
“White, 7.9% as African American, 5.3% as Asian Pacific Islander, 3% as Chicano/other
Hispanic, and 0.8% as Native American (Newsroom 2007).

Housing data indicates that approximately one-third of all students at Michigan
State University live on campus and generally reflect gender and racial demographics
Similar to the total student body composition. During the Fall semester of 2006, non-
Hispanic ‘Whites comprised 76.5% of the on-campus undergraduate population
(r=10,663 ), non-Hispanic Blacks comprised 9.6% of the on-campus undergraduate
Population (n=1340), Chicano/Latino students comprised 3.1% (n=432) of the on-campus

Undergraduyate population, American Indian and Alaskan Natives comprised 0.6% (n=86)
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of the on-campus undergraduate population, Asian American and Pacific Islanders
comprised 6.0% (n=834) of the on-campus undergraduate population, and International
students comprised 2.9% (n=409) of the on-campus undergraduate population. The
racial/ethnic background for the remaining students (1.2%) was not available. When
housing data is broken down by residence halls, however, strong differences can be found
in the racial composition of specific halls. Of the 22 residence halls that undergraduates
currently reside in, non-Hispanic Whites comprise more than 85% of the population in
eight of the halls; African Americans comprise more than 25% in four additional halls.
Furthermore, those halls that are predominantly White are centrally located on campus
whereas those halls with a high percentage of students of color are located along the

outskirts of campus. As a result, students are both racially segregated and spatially

isolated from one another.

Data Sources

As the purpose of this dissertation is exploratory, only those students at Michigan
State University were surveyed. Data were collected from the on-campus undergraduate
Population of Michigan State University (n=13,936). The entire population was surveyed
inan attempt to maximize the generalizability of the results. The survey yielded a 32.8
percent completion rate (n=4,576), and participation was representative by race, current
Tesidence hall, and class standing. The response rate of men was somewhat under-
Tepresentative for all races (35.6 percent of respondents compared to 45 percent of the
On-campus population).

Ovwerall, results from this study are generalizable to the on-campus undergraduate

Population at Michigan State University for these demographic variables. However, the
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results of this survey are not generalizable to the national population of on-campus
undergraduates, as there are many unique aspects of this population. For example, the

vast majority of students (over 80%) at Michigan State University hail from within the
state of Michigan, the most segregated state in the country. Several communities and
metropolitan areas within the state of Michigan are listed as the most highly segregated in
the country (e.g. Detroit, Livonia, Sterling Heights, Warren, and Flint). Finally, Detroit is
the most segregated school district in the nation (US Census Bureau 2002). As a result,
students coming to Michigan State University are far more likely to have been raised in
segregated communities and to have attended segregated schools than students from
anywhere else. Other aspects that differentiate Michigan State University are that it is one
of the largest institutions in the country, with the total number of undergraduates
exceeding 35,000 students, and that it is a public, state-funded, research intensive
institution. Students enrolled at Michigan State University are likely to have a different
©Xperience, once arriving on campus, than students from smaller, private, and/or liberal
axts schools.

Despite these qualities which make Michigan State University distinct, the issues
related to campus housing and student race relations that are explored in this study are
Common across campuses nationwide. In fact, concerns over student segregation in
Campus housing, either through deliberate “special programs” housing options or
Students® choice, have been raised for many years now on campuses such as Duke,
Comell, Harvard, Yale, Bryn Marwr, Dartmouth College, Louisiana State University and
Others (1994; 1995; 1996; 1998; 2001; Clark and Meyers 1995; Koch 1999; Koehler

2001; O'Neill 2003; Pinsker 1999; Rios 1994; Shea 1993; Siegel 1997; Staples 1993,
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Staples 1996; Tyson 2004). Similarly, trends relating to the self-segregation of students
more generally, sometimes referred to as “balkanization”, have been observed from the
UC school system (Duster 1991) to the University of Pennsylvania (Staples 1993).
Although the topics of campus housing and race have been broached, there has yet to be a
study that focuses directly on this relationship. With the largest single residence hall
system in the country, Michigan State University offers a significant opportunity for
researchers to explore this issue on a broad scale.
Regarding the classroom experience, many researchers have pointed to the
benefits of diverse classrooms on a host of student outcomes. There is limited
a mxformation, however, on whether these experiences translate to social outcomes.
I3 ecause this study draws from the on-campus population at Michigan State University,
FIAndings that relate to the classroom experience will not be generalizable to its entire
STudent body. Nonetheless, as an exploratory study, these results should provide a strong

imdicator of whether this is a relationship that should be explored in greater depth in

Buatuye studies.

Y &&rmamary
A 10-minute online survey was developed and distributed to all undergraduate

STudents currently living in a residence hall on the campus of Michigan State University
(n= 13,935.) Data was collected during November and December 2006. In total, 5,184
T'e©spondents (37.2%) “clicked” on the link and were taken to the website. The survey was
SO mpleted entirely or partially by 4,576 students (32.8%). Participation was
TSpPresentative by race, current residence hall, and class standing. The response rate of

X2 en was somewhat under-representative for all races (35.6% of respondents compared to
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45 percent of the on-campus population). Because the entire population was sampled, and
the proportion of participants is representative, the data should be generalizable to the
undergraduate residents at Michigan State University.
Data Collection
The survey was distributed by the Institute of Public Policy and Social Research
(IPPSR) at Michigan State University. Data was collected using WebSurveyor (Vovici)
S oftware. A unique, custom designed data collection instrument was created for this
poroject according to the researcher’s specifications. The data collection instrument was
thoroughly tested to ensure the question wording, skip patterns, and data collection
forxmat were accurate and met the researcher’s specifications. Access to the names, basic
<A emographics, and e-mail accounts of on-campus residents was provided to IPPSR by the
OO ffice of Student Affairs at Michigan State University. All students at Michigan State
Wniversity have an e-mail account and free access to the internet. Every student in the
IPOpulation received a personalized prenotification letter from IPPSR via campus mail
inf orming them about the upcoming survey and its release date. Research on personalized
CoOmntact with participants has been found to significantly increase response rates
(I‘Ieerwegh 2005; Heerwegh, Vanhove, Matthijs, and Loosveldt 2005). Research on Web
Swarvey response rates has found that when surveys are preceded by prenotification letters
In the mail, they can achieve similar response rates as hard copy questionnaires delivered

Through mail (Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and Levine 2004).

Each prenotification letter included five pre-incentive coupons for local

Buasinesses:

$1.00 Off Ice Cream Creation from Cold Stone Creamery
Free and Discounted Food Items from Bruggers Bagels
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10% Off Custom Printing from Campus Corner

7 VIP Day Memberships to Powerhouse Gym in East Lansing

A Hand or Chair Massage or Mini Make-Up Session from Douglas J Salon.

Research on pre-incentives finds that monetary incentives significantly increase

response rates compared with no incentives. Additionally, respondents’ answers are not
significantly affected by incentives such that answers are largely consistent whether
incentives are provided or not (James and Bolstein 1990).

Because of the size of the population being surveyed, the sample was divided into
three groups by residence hall, as equally as possible, based on where each hall is located
© 11 campus.

Group 1 (North Campus): Brody Complex, West Circle, Van Hoosen, and Mason-

Abbott (n=4705)
Group 2 (East Campus): Hubbard, Akers, Holmes, and McDonel (n=4264)
Group 3 (South/Central Campus): Wonders, Case, Wilson, Holden, and Shaw
(n=4967)
X _etters were mailed to the respondents in each group so that they would arrive 2 to 3 days
Prior to receiving the email invitation. The letters were sent on the following dates:

Group 1 (North Campus): November 8, 2006

Group 2 (East Campus): November 9, 2006

Group 3 (South/Central Campus): November 10, 2006

¥ mail invitations were sent to each respondent and delivered on the day that the online

Saarvey opened for that group. By splitting the respondents into three groups, the volume

OF students attempting to participate in the survey was distributed and overloading the

Serxver was avoided. The email invitations were distributed on the following dates:
Group 1 (North Campus): November 14, 2006

Group 2 (East Campus): November 15, 2006
Group 3 (South/Central Campus): November 16, 2006
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Using WebSurveyor (Vovici) software, IPPSR sent each student a personalized
email invitation (and reminders) with unique links for the survey that allowed data to be
passed into the survey instrument. Each student’s race, gender, current residence hall,
and class standing were embedded within the personal link. This link served two

important purposes. First, it ensured that each student only participated in the survey one

time. WebSurveyor allows only one response per unique id, email, or IP address. In
addition, the software contains a unique tracking feature: If a respondent does not
<<submit” their survey at the end, they are considered incomplete until it is submitted or
data collection period ends. Once a respondent “submits” their survey, the data is
<ollected for that respondent. While the students could take the survey an unlimited
xauamber of times, only their first submission was recorded. The second benefit of the
<mmbedded information is that it enabled us to accurately gauge participation rates for
SPpecific populations (race, gender, class standing, and current residence hall) during the

COurse of data collection. As a result, recruitment efforts could be targeted to those

Populations.
Participants were asked to provide their racial/ethnic background (an open-ended

QQuestion), gender, class standing, and current residence hall within the survey. They were
2Ot informed that this information was embedded in their links. However, only self-

e ported answers for these questions are used in the data analysis. Since the embedded
Axxformation was only used for recruitment purposes, and not in the analysis stage, the

L dentities of the students have not been compromised. Aside from the ethical issues that
"BV ould be raised by using the embedded information for anything more than recruitment,

There is an additional reason why it would be inappropriate to use it, especially the
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information on race. It appears that the university records are not accurate representations
of how respondents self-identify: a number of participants’ responses to the racial/ethnic
question in the survey are not consistent with how the university has them listed. Perhaps
this is because the university does not provide enough racial categories for students to
choose from, or because the university does not allow students to choose multiple
categories. An additional possibility is that when students first enter the university,
typically at 18-years-old, their racial identity has not been established. By the time of this
ssurvey—for some this may be four or five years later—their racial identity has changed
s that university records no longer reflect how they identify. Whatever the reason, there
is substantial variation between university records and participants’ self-identified
xacial/ethnic labels (see table 2.1). This is particularly true for students categorized as
A frican American, Native American, and Asian American by the university but identify
Ixere as being multiracial (coded as Mixed Race by the researcher).

Students were not asked to identify their domestic status (i.e. International
Students). As a result, 3.9 percent of the participants are distributed within these groups
Based on the racial/ethnic groups they identified with. The majority of these students
T2Oww appear in the Asian category. This researcher does not assume that the experiences
£ International students are consistent with those of domestic students. However, in his
T'esearch at Duke University, Tyson (2004) found that International students did not differ
S gnificantly from domestic students in their likelihood of having interracial friends.
| ince the total number of International students in this sample is relatively small, the

N ernll effect of removing this variable should not be significant. Using racial/ethnic
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labels that participants currently identify with provides a clearer picture of their

perspective.
Table 2.1 Race Coded * Race based on MSU Records Crosstabulation
Race based on MSU Records
American Asian
Non- Non- Indian, | American,
Hispanic | Hispanic | Chicano/ | Alaskan Pacific
Race Coded White Black Latino Native Islander | International | Total
White/ Count 2898 5 8 3 5 16 2935
Caucasian | 9, 99.0% 1.7% 7.5% 13.6% 2.2% 13.0% | 79.5%
Black Count 4 256 1 0 0 5 266
% 1% | 88.3% 9% 0% 0% 41%| 72%
L_atino Count 5 0 97 2 0 10 114
% 2% 0% 90.7% 9.1% 0% 8.1%]| 3.1%
T ative Count 2 0 0 6 2 0 10
A xmerican | o, 1% 0% 0% 27.3% 9% 0% 3%
A ian Count 0 0 0 0 201 92 293
% 0% 0% 0% 0% 88.9% 74.8% | 7.9%
INAdxed Count 17 29 1 11 18 0 76
Race % 6% 10.0% 9% 50.0% 8.0% 0% 2.1%
T otal Count 2926 290 107 22 226 123 3694
% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

One final note related to the difference between embedded and self-identified
imnformation: a number of participants chose not to answer the question regarding
TAcial/ethnic background, either because they did not complete the survey to that point or
Because they did not want to provide that information (see Table 2.2). The vast majority
OF those students, 74.3 percent, were non-Hispanic White (according to university
Tecords). Students the university identified as Chicano/Latino were most likely to skip
this question: 64.3 percent of all students identified by the university as Chicano/Latino
<Aid not answer the race/ethnicity question. Non-Hispanic Whites and Asian
<\ erican/Pacific Islanders were the least likely groups to skip this question (17.1% and

1le.o% respectively).
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Table 2.2 Race based on MSU Records * Skipped Q34 (racial/ethnic background)

Crosstabulation
Skipped Q34
Completed | Skipped race
Race based on MSU Records race question question Total

Non-Hispanic White | Count 2921 603 3524

/ % within MSU race 82.9% 17.1% 100.0%
% within skipped34 81.6% 74.3% 80.2%
Non-Hispanic Black | Count 290 87 377

% within MSU race 76.9% 23.1% 100.0%

% within skipped34 8.1% 10.7% 8.6%

CChicano/Latino Count 10 18 28
% within MSU race 35.7% 64.3% 100.0%

% within skipped34 3% 2.2% .6%

A 1merican Indian, Count 20 7 27
A\ laskan Native % within MSU race 74.1% 25.9% 100.0%
% within skipped34 .6% 9% .6%

A\ sian American, Count 226 43 269
PP acific Islander % within MSU race 84.0% 16.0% 100.0%
% within skipped34 6.3% 5.3% 6.1%

JImnternational Count 113 54 167
% within MSU race 67.7% 32.3% 100.0%

% within skipped34 3.2% 6.7% 3.8%

Total Count 3580 812 4392
% within MSU race 81.5% 18.5% 100.0%

% within skipped34 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

A number of security measures were taken to protect the rights and privacy of

Sach student in the sample. All emails were sent individually so no other respondent

T ames appear on any email. WebSurveyor has other security features that ensure the

il'ltegrity of the data and meet federal research standards. The Office for Survey Research

(OSR) stores all identifying and survey data associated with the web survey on its own

Secure server. WebSurveyor employs 128 bit data encryption and all data is downloaded

1ato a password protected computer. Finally, all research personnel having any contact

“MVith research participants or the data have signed pledges of confidentiality assuring that

Fedenl standards for protecting the rights and privacy of research participants are met.






Students had the option to skip any questions and were permitted to leave the survey at
any time. The tracking system of WebSurveyor allowed reminders and follow-ups to only
be sent to those students who had not responded or completed the survey. If a respondent
did not “submit” their survey, they received subsequent reminders until it was submitted
or the data collection period ended. Students who did not complete the survey within the
first week received a follow-up personalized email reminder from IPPSR. These
reminders were divided in the same manner as the notification letters and email
invitations so that students who had not yet participated were contacted in three groups.
Group 1 (North Campus): November 18, 2006

Group 2 (East Campus): November 19, 2006
Group 3 (South/Central Campus): November 20, 2006.

A second reminder was sent to select students who had not completed the survey
by the second week. Because of the embedded information, response rates could be
tracked based on their demographics: race, gender, and current hall. It was determined

that participation of students of color, men, and students residing in particular halls was
1o wer than ideal. In an effort to boost participation in these populations, the second
Teminder email was sent on November 30, 2006 to all men on campus and all women
Tesiding in the following halls: Bailey, Butterfield, Emmons, Hubbard, Mayo, Wonders,
and Wilson (n=6,654). When we compare participation rates before this email was sent
Ot to the final rates for each group, it appears that this was a useful strategy. An
additional 254 men participated, bringing their proportion of respondents up nearly 3
IPerxcentage points. Increases were also seen in participation among students of color,
Paxticularly among African Americans and Latinos. Targeting specific halls also proved

Beneficial: the percentage of residents in each hall increased so that no hall showed less
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than a 25 percent response rate. Wonders Hall had the lowest participation rate of 25.4
percent (incidentally, this is also the hall with the highest percentage of White residents

on campus) and Van Hoosen Hall had the highest participation rate of 53.1 percent (this

is an all-female hall).

A post-incentive was also employed in this survey. Respondents were offered a
<hance to win an iPod 2GB or one of two iPod shuffles (1GB). The drawings were staged
tO encourage respondents to respond quickly to email invitations. Research on promised
imcentives has found that prize draws significantly increase response rates as well as

<ompletion rates of web surveys (Bosnjak and Tuten 2003).

Compared to other student surveys that were conducted at Michigan State

W niversity during the 2006-07 academic year, this survey yielded higher response rates.
X or example, the surveys conducted through the Department of Residence Life resulted
in response rates lower than 20 percent (Residence Life First-Time First-Year First-Week
Survey 17%; Residence Life First-Time First-Year January Survey 12%) (Lange 2006;
I-a.ngc 2007).

In addition to the incentives and the email reminders provided by IPPSR, a variety
OF additional methods were used to increase student participation in the survey. Flyers
“Were posted across campus, both in residence and academic halls. The Residence Halls
<A\ ssociation also posted these flyers in their advertisement rotation that runs on on-
Campus television channels and prior to on-campus film showings. A large number of
Student organizations on campus also encouraged their constituents to participate through
Face-to-face contact and e-mails. All members of the Residence Halls Association

Seneral Assembly helped to promote this research, including their Executive Board;
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Black Caucuses from all five residence hall complexes; Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
Transgender and Ally Caucuses from all five residence hall complexes; in-hall
governments for all seventeen residence hall; the Council of Racial and Ethnic Student
Group (Asian Pacific American Student Organization, Black Student Alliance, Culturas
de las Razas Unidas, and North American Indian Student Organization) and the Council
of Progressive Students (The Alliance of LBGTA Students, Arab Cultural Society,
C ouncil for Students with Disabilities, Jewish Student Union, International Student
A\ ssociation, and Womyn’s Council). Other organizations that were involved in recruiting
Participants were the Multi-Racial Unity Living Experience (MRULE) and the College
A\ _ssistance Migrant Program. In addition to these organizations, many of the complex
directors and residence hall mentors encouraged their residents, through face-to-face
Contact as well as by providing additional incentives such as points toward their hall
Trewyards system, to participate in the study.

The intent of including all of these student organizations in the recruitment
PPTOcess was to increase the overall participation rate. Research finds that college students
Axe more likely to hold a particular attitude as the percentage of peers who hold that value
inacreases (Pascarella and Terenzini 1991). Given the significance of peer influence on
CoO1lege students, it was expected that students would be more responsive to solicitation
T o m their own peers than from administrators or the researcher. In addition, the range of
Stuadent groups and mentors involved hopefully diminished perceptions that this study

WV as simply a “race thing”. This was an especially important message to convey to the
large proportion of White students on campus who may not have understood that their

‘Participation was as critical as the participation from students of color.
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Unfortunately, there is no way to be certain that these additional measures
significantly improved the overall response rate. However, the racial demographics of
other student surveys at Michigan State University suggest that these recruitment efforts
helped to increase minority participation. For example, 82 percent of participants in
surveys conducted through the Department of Residence Life during the 2006-07
academic year were non-Hispanic White compared to the actual 76.5 percent that they
represent of on-campus undergraduates. In contrast, 77 percent of the participants for this
study were non-Hispanic White. Compared to other surveys conducted during the 2006-
O~7 academic year, this survey did not exhibit an appreciable difference in participation
rates based on gender.

An additional benefit to having the embedded race and gender of the participants
1s that it gives us a better idea of who did not complete the survey, that is who “clicked”
the survey but did not answer any of the questions. There are 413 respondents who
O pP>rened the survey but failed to answer even the first question. Using the embedded
Qamiversity records, we can tell that the majority of each racial/ethnic group completed the
frst question (see Table 2.3). American Indian/Alaskan Native students, as identified by
the university, failed to answer this question at a far greater rate than any other group
To1lowed by International students and Asian American/Pacific Islanders. Despite their

Lo ~wer rate of completion than other groups, the number of participants in these

PO pulations who completed this survey is proportionate to the on-campus population.

NOn-Hispanic White students (per university records) were the most likely to complete
thi s first question. This fact adds to the overrepresentation of Whites in the survey.

A 1though non-Hispanic Whites represent 79 percent of all those who completed the first
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question, however, this does not differ substantially from their on-campus proportion of
76.5 percent. Completion rates for the first question suggest that findings of this survey
should not be altered in a meaningful way.
Using the embedded information to consider gender, women were only slightly
more likely to complete the survey than men (see Table 2.3). While women are
overrepresented in total respondents, it appears that men and women were equally likely
tO complete the survey once they opened it (Table 2.4).

‘I able 2.3 Gender based on MSU Records * Skipped Q1 Crosstabulation

Skipped Q1
= ender based on MSU Records | Completed Q1 | Skipped Q1| Total
F Count 2702 243| 2945
% within gender 91.7% 8.3%]100.0%
% within incomplete 64.9% 58.8% | 64.4%
M Count 1461 170 1631
% within gender 89.6% 10.4% | 100.0%
% within incomplete 35.1% 41.2% ] 35.6%
Total |Count 4163 413 4576
% within gender 91.0% 9.0% | 100.0%
% within incomplete 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
"Xz ble 2.4 Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
P earson Chi-Square 6.030° 1 014
L_ikcelihood Ratio 5.920 1 015
©Of Valid Cases 4576

The embedded university records allow us to see that students who opened the
Saaxvey do not differ substantially, at least in terms of race and gender, from those who
< ose to participate. The possibility that some students—White students in particular—
TIxnay have perceived this survey as “a race thing,” appears to be of minimum concern

then. Furthermore, we can be reasonably certain that the results of this survey are
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representative of the entire undergraduate on-campus population at Michigan State

UWniversity.

ML easures: Dependent Variables

There are five dependent variables that this survey addresses: racial tension,

F-axcial climate, broadened diversity of friends, more aware of prejudices, and interaction.
4R acial tension refers to a single-item question that measures students’ perceived tension
© 1 campus at the time of the survey. Response choices for the first dependent variable
xanged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree):

There is racial tension on campus.
Racial climate refers to a single-item measure of students’ perceptions of the
< warrent racial climate on campus. Response choices ranged from 1 (poor) to 4 (excellent).

In your opinion, would you say that the current racial climate on campus is poor,
_fair, good, or excellent?

Broadened diversity of friends refers to a single-item question that asked students

Thae degree to which they felt they had broadened the diversity of their immediate circle of
53 e nds (e.g. race, sexual orientation, background, religious, culture, etc.) since coming to
Michigan State University. This question was modeled off of the Michigan State

W xrxiversity Department of Residence Life survey of First-Time First-Year Students which

is distributed during the first week of every fall and spring semester. Response choices

TAamged from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).

T hinking about your experiences both at MSU and within your residence hall, please

indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement: I have broadened
Zhe diversity (e.g., race, sexual orientation, background, religious, culture, etc.) of my

drmmediate circle of friends.
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More aware of prejudices refers to a single-item question that asked students the
degree to which they felt they had become more aware of their personal prejudices and
sstereotypes towards others since coming to Michigan State University. This question was
also adopted from the Michigan State University Department of Residence Life survey of
4~ irst-Time First-Year Students which is distributed during the first week of every fall and
sspring semester. Responses ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 4(strongly disagree).

Thinking about your experiences both at MSU and within your residence hall, please
indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement: I have become
more aware of my personal prejudices and stereotypes toward others.
"X e limitations of single-item variables are discussed toward the end of this chapter.
Interactional Diversity refers to a 10-item scale (alpha=.916) that measures the
€< >< tent to which students engage in meaningful interactions across race lines. This
IX R < asure is an attempt to operationalize the concept of interactional diversity. The
P>aaxticular items used in this scale were chosen because they often appear in the
ixrnteractional diversity literature. Of the ten items, eight come from the Preparing
S Tt wadents for a Diverse Democracy Project, a longitudinal multi-campus study designed to
Sl Aress the educational benefits of racial diversity on college campuses. Saenz, Ngai, and
J-X wartado (2007) chose these eight items to develop the Frequency of Positive Interactions
<X« 7-0ss Race. Because this survey is primarily interested in the relationship between
ixateractional diversity and the residence halls, the researcher chose to add two additional
items relating to interactions within the dorm rooms themselves. Drawing from the social
i stance literature (Bogardus 1933; Park 1924), interactions that occur in the more
Ixxtimate setting of dorm rooms suggest an increased comfort with interactions across race

hneS, particularly when the interaction occurs within the respondent’s own dorm room.
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For each item of the Interactional Diversity scale, responses ranged from 1(never) to

4 (very often).

Please think about the experiences you have had in your current residence hall.
4&or each of the following examples, please indicate how often each occurs in your
< urrent residence hall—never, occasionally, often, or very often.

1L

2.

3.

I dine or share meals with students of a different racial background than
myself. (Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

1 visit with residents of a different racial background than myself in their
room.

I visit with residents of a different racial background than myself in my room.

Please think about your experiences both at MSU and within your current
F-e s idence hall. Please indicate how often each of the following occurs—never,
o casionally, often, or very often.

4.

8.

9.

I have meaningful and honest discussions about race and ethnic relations with
students from racial backgrounds different than my own outside of class.
(Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

I share personal feelings and problems with students of a different racial
background than myself. (Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

I study or prepare for class with students of a different racial background
than myself. (Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

I socialize or party with students of a different racial background than myself.
(Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

I have intellectual discussions with students of a different racial background
than myself outside of class. (Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

I attend events with students of a different racial background than myself.
(modified from Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

10. 1 attend events sponsored by other racial/ethnic groups that differ from my

own racial/ethnic background. (Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007)

DT easures: Independent Variables

Several demographics were controlled for. There were multiple race dummy

VY ariables created from respondents’ self-identified racial/ethnic backgrounds: Black,

Cllicano/Latino, American Indian, Asian, and Mixed Race were each compared to

"W hite/Caucasian students. Research on racial attitudes, perceptions of campus climate,

and interactional diversity consistently find race to be a significant variable (Bonilla-
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Silva2003; Chang 1996; Chang, Astin, and Kim 2004; Chavous 2005; Hu and Kuh 2003;
Joyner and Kao 2000; Koehler 2001; Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado 2007; Sigelman, Bledsoe,
W elch, and Combs 1996; Suarez-Balcazar, Orellana-Damacela, Portillo, Rowan, and

Andrews-Guillen 2003; Tyson 2004). As discussed earlier, students were not asked to

adentify their domestic status (i.e. International students).

A dummy variable was also created for gender (1=female). Research on the
xelationship between gender and interactional diversity has been inconsistent and varies
aAcross racial groups (Antonio 2001; Bonilla-Silva 2003; Cowan 2005; Koehler 2001;

IN cClelland and Linnander 2006). For example, in his research on college students,

2 o nilla-Silva (2003) found that working-class, White women were more likely to have
xrxaeaningful relationships across race lines than other groups. Other scholars have
Suu gz gested that boys and men are more likely to have interracial friendships than girls and

VW< mmnen because of their higher rates of participation in sports (Tatum 1997).

Mother’s education, father’s education, and family income were also controlled
£<»x_ While these variables do not appear in the interactional diversity literature, they have
B <nfound to play a critical role in racial attitudes (Bobo and Hutchings 1996; Bonilla-

S 3 1wa 1997; Milem, Umbach, and Liang 2004; Powers and Ellison 1995; Safron and

B xoman 1997).
Finally, class standing is considered for two reasons. First, students who have

li~ved on campus for a longer time frame (i.e. upperclassmen) are likely to have a different
Lixxapression of the campus climate and any issues of racial tension. For example, during

thhe 2005-06 school year, there were several incidents of racial harassment as well as

Seweral highly publicized crimes that were committed on campus—allegedly by African
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Aunericans. Freshmen that were new to campus in 2006 would not have been aware of
these issues, at least not to the same extent as returning students, and there were very few
xrace-related incidents during the 2006-07 academic year. Second, the likelihood of
developing meaningful friendships with other students on campus should be directly
xrelated to time spent on campus. Based on this assumption, meaningful interactions
Aacross racial lines should also be related to this variable.
Participants were also asked to estimate the average number of hours they spend
socializing on a weekly basis. Response choices ranged from 0(0 hours) to S(more than
=2 O hours). The purpose of this variable is to control for those students who are more or
1 e ssinclined to socialize with anyone, regardless of race (Saenz, Ngai, and Hurtado
20Q07).
The racial composition of the respondents’ hometown, elementary school, and
xxa i cddle/high school was also considered. For each question, response choices ranged from
1 C<zil or nearly all students of color) to 5(all or nearly all White students). These
< &=t egories were then collapsed to create bivariate variables where all or nearly all
S Z zedents of color and all or nearly all White students represented a segregated population
aaxa the remaining categories represented an integrated community. Research indicates
Thaaat experience with segregation early in life, particularly in educational settings, tends to
be Perpetuated in later life (Braddock 1985; Braddock, Crain, and McPartland 1984;
Suarin 1999; Milem, Umbach, and Liang 2004).
PBEeasures: Other Control Variables
In addition to the demographic variables, several other variables were considered

aS protential explanatory variables. Current hall percent White is a scale variable that
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ranks the residence halls on the campus of Michigan State University by the percentage
of residents in each hall that are non-Hispanic White. In the current study, data was
originally collected from all 22 residence halls. Upon further consideration, however, one
of the halls has been eliminated from some of the analysis. Van Hoosen Hall consists of
64 residents; all of the residents are female and more than 95 percent of them are
upperclassmen. Additionally, this hall is set up as apartment-style living such that each
resident has their own room, bathroom, and kitchen. While the results from these
residents will be used in most of the analyses, they will not be included for those issues
that pertain specifically to the residence hall experience. The remaining 21 residence
Ixaaalls were recoded into an ascending list based on the racial composition of each hall. For
<>< ample, the hall with the lowest percentage of White students, Rather (49.4% non-
I 3 spanic White), was given a value of 1. The hall with the highest percentage of White
s twadents, Wonders (89.9% non-Hispanic White), was given a value of 21. By creating
Swach a variable, the effects of the racial composition of the residence halls can be
< <> msidered. The opportunity hypothesis tells us that as the racial diversity of an institution
A = Creases, so does the likelihood for interacting across racial lines (Blau 1994; Joyner and
X220 2000). Given the exceptional size of Michigan State University, structural diversity
< z3Aam be assessed at both the institutional and residence hall levels. Research finds that the
IPTObability of a social tie between individuals increases as their proximity increases
CX¥eldman 1981; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001; Moody 2001). Related to this,
IP<ople expend minimal effort in establishing ties outside their local areas (Zipf 1949).

Taken together, these findings suggest that students living in racially diverse residence
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halls will be more likely to interact cross-racially than students in predominantly White
residence halls.
Students were also asked how they came to live in their current residence hall.
Like many schools, Michigan State University allows students to request their residence
halls. Hall assignments are based on a number of variables including the application date,
the request of a specific roommate, and requests for a smoke-free or alcohol-free hall.
Returning students are given first preference in requests for a specific hall. All other
students are assigned to halls based on room availability and additional requests (e.g.
roommate, smoke-free hall, etc.). Students were first asked: Are you required to live in
our current residence hall due to your participation in a Living-Learning program such
as Lyman Briggs, RISE, ROSES, or James Madison? (1=Yes, 5=No). For those students
“Who responded that they were not required to live in their current hall, they were then
asked: Did you request to live in your current residence hall? (1=Yes, 5=No). 14 percent
O £ the respondents in this study report that their current hall is the result of their
Prarticipation in a living-learning program. For the students who were not required to live
1xaaparticular hall, 73 percent requested their current hall. It is expected that the
€ Xperiences of students within the residence halls will differ depending on whether they
Aaxe participating in a living-learning program, where they have regular and ongoing
<Ontact with other members of the programs; students who requested their current hall,
N>here they have made a conscious choice to move; and students who did not request their
“<wurrent hal] (see Tables 2.5 and 2.6). When these variables are included in the analysis,

©Xxey will not include the 28 participants from Van Hoosen Hall—all of whom requested

O live in that hall.
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Table 2.5 Current Residence Hall Required

N Valid Percent
Yes 560| 14.0
No 3453 86.0
Total 4013 100.0
Missing 563
Total 4576
Table 2.6 Current Residence Hall Requested
Frequency Valid Percent
Yes 2514 73.0
0 9304 27.0
Total 3444 100.0
Missing 1132
Total 4576

An important factor expected to affect respondents’ experiences and perceptions
©Omn campus is the atmosphere of their current residence hall. A nine-item scale was
developed, the Overall Racial Environment of the Current Residence Hall, to help
Capture the context in which each respondent is living (alpha=.778). Research suggests
thaat perceived racial conflict in the residence hall leads to a decrease in interaction across

TAcelines as well as a decrease in students’ comfort (Johnson-Durgans 1994).
l:‘«lftht!rmore, research has shown the White and Black students are more likely to have
ixnterracial friendships if they perceive such friendships as normative on campus or, in this
2ase, within the residence hall (Chavous 2005). It is expected that students residing in
Eaajis with minimal racial conflict, who would recommend their current hall to friends and
I><ers of their same racial background, will hold more positive views of the campus racial
<L ima, perceive less racial tension on campus, and report higher levels of Interaction
Sz other students. Many of the questions in this scale were modeled after those that

SPpearin the Michigan State University Department of Residence Life Floor Community
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Survey which is conducted every year. As they appear in this survey, these questions have

been modified to address specific issues of race in the residence halls. The remaining

questions in this scale were developed by the researcher and are intended to reveal the

1evel of satisfaction or comfort that residents feel about their current residence hall.

The following items comprise the Overall Racial Environment of the Current

Residence Hall scale:

We would like you to consider the experiences you have had in your current
residence hall. For the first set of examples, please tell us how often each of the following
examples occurs: never, occasionally, often, or very often.

L.

2.

3.

There are conflicts between groups on your floor and/or in your residence
hall related to racial/ethnic differences. (modified Res Life)

There are conflicts between individuals on your floor and/or in your residence
hall related to racial/ethnic differences. (modified Res Life)

You have conflicts with someone on your floor and/or in your residence hall
that you believe are based on the difference in your race/ethnicity. (modified
Res Life)

Please tell us how accurately each statement reflects your experience in your
< &4rrent residence hall. For each statement, tell us whether you strongly disagree,
disagree, agree, or strongly agree.

SR

N

8.
9

It

I feel emotionally safe in my residence hall. (Res Life)

1 feel physically safe in my residence hall. (Res Life)

I'would recommend this residence hall to my friends of the same racial
background as myself.

If I were to live on campus next year, I would want to live in the same
residence hall.

It has been easy to make friends in my current residence hall.

I am comfortable with the racial composition of my residence hall.

should be noted that residents living in Van Hoosen Hall are not included in this scale.

Several other variables were considered as potential control variables. First year

“F&E MSU is a bivariate variable (1=yes) that allows the researcher to differentiate transfer

S®uudents and freshmen from other upperclassmen in the event that there is a relationship

Stween time spent on campus and respondents’ perceptions and experiences on campus.

38



Three additional variables consider the effect of respondents’ roommates.
Research suggests that first-year roommates have a positive effect on interracial
friendships; however, the strength of this correlation has been inconsistent. In his
research at Duke University, Tyson (2004) found that freshmen were more likely to have

interracial friendships if their roommates were of a different racial background than
themselves. This relationship was found to be stronger among students of color than
‘White students. Among White students with an interracial roommate, Tyson found that
most were close friends with that roommate but had few other non-White friends. In their

longitudinal study conducted on the UCLA campus, Van Laar et al. (2005) found that
although interracial roommates showed lower levels of prejudice and higher levels of
affect toward other racial groups, these pairings did not increase the racial diversity of
Students’ friendships. In their longitudinal research on White college students,
MMcClelland and Linnander (2006) found that the effects of interracial contact were more
s i gnificant when it occurred between friends—who choose each other on a voluntary

Basis—than between close contacts who had been assigned to one another, as in the case

O £ randomly assigned roommates.

In the current survey, respondents were asked if the racial background of their
TR xst-year roommate differed from their own (1=yes). Respondents who have attended
Michigan State University for more than one year were also asked about the race of their

< warment roommate (1=yes). Respondents were also asked whether they had requested their

ﬁrs“)’ear and current roommates (1=yes).

The Housing Department at Michigan State University tries to accommodate all

< Ommate requests. Because the majority of students at Michigan State University come
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from within the state of Michigan—the most segregated state in the country—students

who request their first-year roommate are most likely to request a roommate of their same
racial background. Additionally, the level of familiarity would most likely differ
substantially between students who have a pre-established relationship with their
roommate and those that went in “blind”. The data indicate that the majority of students
(72.1%) who participated in the survey did not request their first-year roommate. Of
those students who did request their first-year roommate (32.7%), only S percent

involved a roommate of a different racial background than themselves (see Table 2.7).

T able 2.7 First-year roommate

N Valid Percent
Requested 1st yr roommate/same race 862 223
Reequested 1st yr roommate/different race 214 55
Blind 1st yr roommate/same race 1733 44.9|
Blind 1st yr roommate/different race 1048 27.2
T otal 3857 100.0]
Missing 719
T otal 4576

Similar findings were reported by upperclassmen. For those students who
ixndicated that this was not their first year at Michigan State University (41.5% of
"< spondents), more than half requested their roommate (57%) and of those students, 11
IP<rcent requested a roommate of a different racial background than themselves (see Table
2. 9).Itis expected that the roommates of the respondents will be predictive of which
=Twdents would branch out of that comfort zone in an effort to build a new social network
> mace coming to campus. For analysis pertaining to first-year and current roommates,

e sidents in Van Hoosen Hall will be included.
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Table 2.8 Current Roommate Upperclass Only

r N [Percent|{Valid Percent
Did not request current roommate/Same race 649] 14.2 34.2

!;equcsted current roommate/Same race 865| 18.9 45.5
Did not request current roommate/Different race| 167 3.6 8.8
Requested current roommate/Different race 219 4.8 11.5
Total 1900 41.5 100.0}
Missing 2676] 58.5
Total 4576 IO0.0{

Research on interactional diversity has shown that the classroom plays an
important role in facilitating informal student engagement across race lines. The literature
related to the classroom can be divided into two components. First, enrollment in courses
that utilize a diversified curriculum (e.g. racial/ethnic studies; women’s studies) results in

Students’ increased civic participation and cultural awareness, as well as critical thinking
skills, and satisfaction with college (Astin 1993; Gurin 1999; Hurtado 2005; Milem
1 994). Second, when faculty employ an active pedagogy (e.g. providing students with
O Pportunities for intergroup dialogue, collaborative learning methods, and group
Projects), students show improved academic achievement, critical thinking and problem-
SOlving skills, increased civic participation and cultural awareness, and most importantly
Torthe purposes of this study, increased interactional diversity outside of the classroom
(Cha“& Astin, and Kim 2004; Cohen et al. 1997; Hurtado 2001; Slavin 1995; Slavin and
C=ooper 1997; Wolfe and Spencer 1996).
A five-item scale was developed to assess the classroom environment
(aJPha=-692). The Classroom Experience measures the extent to which students are
S3<posed to issues related to diversity in the classroom and to what degree they are

Tected by these opportunities. This measure is an attempt to operationalize the role that
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the classroom plays in students’ interactional diversity. The particular items within the
scale were chosen because they often appear in the interactional diversity literature. Four
of the five questions were modified from similar studies. The fifth question, related to
who students sit next to in class, is based on the social distance literature. Michigan State
University frequently holds classes that exceed 500 students. In fact, many students do
not attend classes with less than 150 students until they reach their senior year and are
well into their programs. Under these circumstances, many students are able to find peers
of their own racial background to sit beside during lecture, if they so choose.
For each item of the Classroom Experience scale, responses ranged from 1(never)
to 4(very often).
For this section, please think about your daily experiences that occur outside of
Your residence hall. For each of the following, please indicate how often you have
eXxperienced each in your classes at MSU —never, occasionally, often, or very often.
1. I have experiences in my classes that challenge my values/beliefs. (Gurin, Dey,

Hurtado, and Gurin 2002)

2. I have experiences in my classes which broaden my understanding of students
different from myself.

3. My views have been changed because of conversations with students of
different racial/ethnic backgrounds than myself in my classes. (Gurin, Dey,
Hurtado, and Gurin 2002)

4. I have conversations with students of a different racial background than myself
in my classes. (Chang, Astin, and Kim 2004)

S. Isit next to students of a different racial background than myself in my classes.

&ocus Groups
In addition to the survey, multiple focus groups were conducted. The intent of the
Focus groups was twofold. First, to help provide further insight into particular patterns
®lhat revealed themselves in the quantitative data. Second, to give voice to the students
“amd allow them to validate the findings of the survey. Focus group discussions centered

©n the following topics: the perceived racial tension on campus, the perceived racial

42



\

-y

&y



climate on campus, and the perceived relationship between housing and interactional
diversity. Focus groups were conducted after preliminary analysis of the data had been
conducted and lasted between sixty and ninety minutes.

Upon the completion of the online survey, respondents were invited to participate
in the focus groups that would be race-specific to the greatest extent possible. A link was
provided at the end of the survey that opened a separate window where volunteers
entered their race and gender. A list of available meeting times was posted and
participants were asked to rank the meeting times that best fit their schedules.

A total of five focus groups were conducted: two for Black students, one for
‘White students, one for Asian American students, and one for all other students: Latino,
Native American, Arab American and mixed-race students. As discussed earlier, students
were asked to self-identify their race when they volunteered for the focus groups. For the
xost part, the racial demographics that were based on university records and students’
Self-identification were highly consistent. However, for the purpose of the focus groups,
“WWhenever there was a discrepancy for a student, the student’s self-identification was used
(seeTable 2.9). Of the 2961 White students who participated in the survey, 18.7%
C(x2=554) volunteered to participate in the focus groups. Of the 291 Black students who
Prarticipated in the survey, 46.0% (n=134) volunteered to participate in the focus groups.
F orboth ‘White and Black students, volunteers were selected based on their
SRNailability, such that those students who were available on the most popular days were
< Ontacted. I the end, 100 self-identified White students and 99 self-identified Black
S®wdents were contacted regarding the focus groups. Of the 105 Latino students who

P articipateq in the study, 35.2% (n=37) volunteered to participate in the focus groups. Of
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the 24 American Indian students who completed the survey, 33.3% (n=8) volunteered to
participate in the focus groups. Of the 226 Asian American/Pacific Islander students who
completed the survey, 25.2% (n=49) volunteered to participate in the focus groups. All of
the students who self-identified as Chicano/Latino, American Indian, and Asian
American/Pacific Islander volunteers were contacted and invited to attend focus groups
on the day that was most popular for each group. An additional 29 students that
volunteered for the focus groups were contacted. These students self-identified as either
mixed-race, Arab American, or whose race was unknown. Although 20.9% (n=37) of all
International respondents volunteered to participate in the focus groups, none responded

when they were contacted directly. As a result, there were no focus groups held for this

£roup.
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Participation rates for the focus groups were very low. In the end, only 3 African
A mnericans participated in the first meeting and 5 participated in the second meeting. Five
‘White students and 1 Asian American student participated in their respective focus group
meetings. Two students participated in the group designated for “Others”; both identify
as bi-racial (Native American and White). The atmosphere for the focus groups was
relaxed and participants appeared to be at ease discussing the topics with the facilitators.
It is possible that the dynamics for each discussion varied to a certain extent due to the
fact that the facilitators were not consistent across meetings. However, because the
Participation rates were so low, it is unlikely that the outcomes of these discussions
would be generalizable to the campus population even if the facilitators had been
Consistent. Because the participation in focus groups was extremely low, making
Students’ remarks ungeneralizable to the campus population, results from these
discussions have not been included here. In order to provide a qualitative component to
this topic in future studies, participation in focus groups must be considerably higher.
Al mnalytic Strategy

Data collected from the online survey is considered from multiple perspectives.
Using SPSS, a variety of analyses were conducted using crosstabulations, chi square, and
IMultiple regressions, including race, gender, socioeconomic status of the respondent’s
Tamily, racial composition of the respondent’s neighborhood and schools growing up,
Percentage of White students in the current residence hall, and the Interaction scale. As
discussed previously, the effects of discrimination and the atmosphere of respondents’
Tresidence halls were analyzed through the use of the Experience with Discrimination and

the Overall Racial Environment of the Current Residence Hall scales.
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G aining Access

The focus and intent of this dissertation was approved and supported by the
OfTice of Student Affairs, the Department of Residence Life, the Department of Housing,
and the Office for Inclusion and Intercultural Initiatives (formerly the Office of
A f¥firmative Action Compliance and Monitoring) at Michigan State University. In
adduition, the Residence Halls Association passed a bill specific to this study requiring all
of its members to help promote the significance of the survey and encourage student
Pparticipation.
L imitations: Data Collection

Data collection was conducted only once. Pettigrew (1998; 2000) warns against
measuring the effects of contact with cross-sectional analysis. Compared to longitudinal
Studies that measure racial attitudes and experiences in real time, cross-sectional studies
ask respondents to draw upon their own memories and increase the likelihood of social
desirability bias. Although questions in the present survey (e.g. racial composition of the
Tespondent’s elementary school and the diversity of the respondent’s friends prior to
attending Michigan State University) require participants to reflect on their personal
history, there is only one question that asks them about past attitudes (You have become
»2207re aware of your personal prejudices and stereotypes towards others since attending
Adichigan State University).

Cross-sectional analysis will also limit the analysis of the role of the classroom in
interactional diversity. Respondents were asked about both issues simultaneously so that
ifa relationship is determined, causality cannot be determined. Despite this limitation,

though, finding a significant relationship is meaningful in that it suggests that at the very
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least what occurs inside of the classroom affects what occurs outside of the classroom
and vice versa. Such a finding would indicate to researchers that this relationship
deserves further, longitudinal consideration.

There are a number of questions in the survey related to the respondent’s behavior
and level of interaction across racial lines. These questions are certainly susceptible to
social desirability effects. Items related to racial attitudes and behaviors are typically
wvulnerable to social desirability bias, especially from White and highly educated
respondents (Krysan 2000; Sears 1997). Moreover, research on interracial friendships is
fraught with reporting bias (Bonilla-Silva 2003; Smith 2002). While many steps were
taken to include a variety of student and campus organizations when promoting this
sSurvey, it is possible that some participants continued to perceive the survey in a
Particular light. As a result, those students who participated in the study may have over-
Stated their levels of interaction across race.

In his review of interracial friendship studies, Smith (2002) ﬁn.ds that one-item
Questions regarding interracial friendships, such as “Do you have any Black/White
Friends,” are most likely to elicit response biases for both White and Black respondents.
As.ccording to Smith, these types of questions encourage participants to exaggerate
““friendly” relations with a particular group into “friendships” within that group. In

addition to this, without defining “friend” for a respondent, this concept can be
interpreted in any variety of ways. In the current survey, I have broadened the diversity
Ce.g, race, sexual orientation, background, religious, culture, etc.) of my immediate
<Zrcle of friends, is an example of the one-step question that Smith warns against,

Particularly when testing the contact hypothesis. The terms “friends,” despite being
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narrowed to the immediate circle, does lend itself to open interpretation as Smith
suggests. Friendship questions related to race are especially difficult to operationalize
because of the tendency among Whites to inflate the number of non-White friends they
hawve (Bonilla-Silva 2003).

Despite the limitations of the diversity variable, there are two reasons why it
should not be discounted. First, this question appears regularly in the Residence Life
surveys that are distributed to on-campus residents. Returning students are therefore
familiar with the question and have answered it in the past. In addition, there are previous
studies to compare the results from this survey to and confirm the reliability of this
measure. Second, although single-item friendship questions are prone to bias effects,
questions related to specific activities across race lines are not (Bonilla-Silva 2003). The
drateraction scale then provides us with a greater understanding regarding the validity of
this measure.

One-item questions in the Interactional Diversity scale are expected to yield a
IMinimum response bias. Some items taken individually, such as those relating to
Socializing and partying, might be over-stated because like “friends” these activities can
be interpreted more loosely. However, other items in the scale, such as those pertaining to
having meaningful discussions and sharing personal feelings and problems, are typically

answered honestly (Bonilla-Silva 2003). By using a scale to measure the behaviors of
Trespondents, the effects of social desirability should be minimized.

Other one-item measures within the study such as perceived racial tension on
Campus and perceptions of the campus racial climate may be limited. Without providing

Tespondents with a range of specific questions that can be collapsed into scale
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measurements for these variables, it cannot be assumed that participants interpreted these
questions similarly. In this case, the validity of these measures is threatened. If a
significant relationship is found between these variables and the independent variables,
this contributes to our understanding of race relations on a university campus. However,
the extent to which we can interpret these findings will be restricted.

Response error may also come as the result of self-selection. All research is
vulnerable to the effects of self-selection. This likelihood tends to increase in populations
that are already over-surveyed. While 33 percent of the on-campus population
participated in the study, it is important to consider how these respondents may differ
from their peers. Given the subject of this study, it is likely that for at least some of the
participants, this is a salient issue (Groves 2006; Heberlein and Baumgartner 1978; Van
Kenhove, Wijnen, and De Wulf 2002). Additionally, it is possible that some those
students who did not participate chose not to because of the specific issue at hand. In a
recent review of the literature on nonresponse rates and nonresponse bias, Groves (2006)
explains that nonresponse rates alone are a weak predictor of bias. A significant
advantage for this study is that it employed a nonprobability sample design, surveying the
entire population. Characteristics of those students who participated in this survey (race,
gender, class standing, and current hall) are very similar to the on-campus population at
large. An examination of those students who “clicked” the survey but did not participate
in it shows that these students differed somewhat by gender but the ratio of those who
completed the survey more accurately represented the campus population of men and
women. Non-Hispanic White students (per university records) were slightly

overrepresented among students who participated in the survey while students of color
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were slightly underrepresented which is frequently found in survey research (Curtin,
Presser, and Singer 2000; Porter and Umbach 2006; Sax, Gilmartin, and Bryant 2003).
These differences were not substantial, however. This information suggests that any
effects of nonresponse are nominal, at least in terms of basic demographics.

Finally, there is the matter of missing data. Of the 4,576 participants, there are at
least 400 missing cases for each question. This number rises in a near linear fashion to
just over 700 missing cases by the end of the survey. It is unlikely that this increase is
related to a particular issue. The format of the survey is such that questions specifically
related to race on campus appear from the beginning; demographic data is not addressed
until the end. Compared to those that skipped the first question, the racial/ethnic
background of respondents who skipped the last issue-specific question (prior to the
questions relating to demographics) are fairly similar (see Table 2.10). International
students and African Americans exhibited the largest increase in incompletion rates (both
above 9%). Both of these groups exhibited higher rates of incompletion on the first
question as well. In contrast, American Indian/Native American were the only group to
improve their completion rates (a difference of one student). This suggests that for these
students, once they began the survey, they all completed it. It may be that the particular
topic of this survey was more salient to them than for students from other populations.
The overall proportion of those who completed the last question, however, is very similar
to the proportion that completed the first question. These proportions are also similar to
the overall on-campus population, with non-Hispanic Whites and International students
somewhat overrepresented and African Americans and Chicano/Latinos slightly

underrepresented.
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Men were somewhat less likely to complete the last question than women (see
Table 2.11). This is consistent with survey response rates more generally (Curtin, Presser,
and Singer 2000; Porter and Umbach 2006; Sax, Gilmartin, and Bryant 2003). Compared
to those who skipped the first question, the rate of dropout is higher for men. When we
consider the completion rates for the last issue-specific question, women are
overrepresented.

Table 2.10 Race based on MSU Records * Skipped last question Crosstabulation

Skipped last question
Answered | Skipped last
Race based on MSU Records last question question Total
Non-Hispanic | Count 3011 518 3529
White % within MSU race 85.3% 14.7% | 100.0%
% within skipped last 79.2% 73.8%| 78.3%
question
Non-Hispanic | Count 301 76 377
Black % within MSU race 79.8% 20.2% | 100.0%
% within skipped last 7.9% 108%| 8.4%
question
Count 108 17 125
Chicano/Latino | % within MSU race 86.4% 13.6% | 100.0%
0/ il b
% within skipped last 2.8% 24%|  2.8%
question
American Count 23 6 29
Indi.an, Alaskan | % within MSU race 79.3% 20.7% | 100.0%
Native % within skipped last 6% w%| 6%
question
Asian Count 228 41 269
American, % within MSU race 84.8% 15.2% | 100.0%
Pacific Islander ithin ski
% within skipped last 6.0% 58%|  6.0%
question
International Count 133 44 177
% within MSU race 75.1% 24.9% | 100.0%
% within skipped last 3.5% 63%| 3.9%
question
Total Count 3804 702 4506
% within MSU race 84.4% 15.6% | 100.0%
% within skipped last 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%
question
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Table 2.11 Gender * Skipped Last Question Crosstabulation

Skipped last question
Answered last | Skipped last
Gender question question Total
F Count 2537 408 2945
% within gender 86.1% 13.9% 100.0%
% within skipped last question 65.7% 57.1% 64.4%
M Count 1325 306 1631
% within gender 81.2% 18.8% 100.0%
% within skipped last question 34.3% 42.9% 35.6%
Total | Count 3862 714 4576
% within gender 84.4% 15.6% 100.0%
% within skipped last question 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Although the survey completion time was estimated at 10 minutes, it is likely that
the increase in missing cases based on race is due, in large part, to participants dropping
out of the survey because of the time it required to complete. It is likely that the increase
in missing cases based on gender is partially the result of survey fatigue and the time it
took to complete the survey. However, it is also likely that gender itself played a role
with women being more likely to participate in surveys, having higher rates of
completion on surveys, and possibly also placing a higher value on the topic of this
survey than men. In the next chapter, we will review the results from the bivariate

analyses.
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CHAPTER 3: PRELIMINARY RESULTS

Racial Tension on Campus

Students were asked whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, agreed or
strongly agreed with the following statement: “There is racial tension on campus.” Of the
students who responded (n=3876), 7.5 percent strongly agreed, 34.2 percent agreed, 47.3
percent disagreed, and 11.1 percent strongly disagreed (see Table 3.1). This indicates that
the majority of students on campus do not perceive racial tension, but that a solid
minority of students, 41.7 percent, does perceive such tension. The chi-square statistic on
this variable is large and significant (.000), indicating that we can reject the null
hypothesis that students on campus are equally likely to agree and disagree with this
statement (Table 3.2). When we examine this variable more closely, it becomes clear that
some students are more likely than others to perceive racial tension on campus.

Table 3.1 Racial Tension on Campus: Frequencies

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Strongly Agree 290 6.3 7.5 7.5
Agree 1325 29.0 342 41.7
Disagree 1832 40.0 47.3 88.9
Strongly Disagree 429 94 11.1 100.0
Total 3876 84.7 100.0
Missing 700 15.3
Total 4576 100.0
Table 3.2 Racial Tension on Campus: Chi-Square Test Frequencies

Observed N | Expected N | Residual

Strongly Agree 290 969.0| -679.0
Agree 1325 969.0 356.0
Disagree 1832 969.0 863.0
Strongly Disagree 429 969.0] -540.0
Total 3876
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Racial Tension on Campus: Chi-Square Test Statistics

Racial Tension on Campus
Chi-Square(a) 1676.105
df 3
Asymp. Sig. .000
Table 3.2 (cont’d)

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 969.0.

Racial Tension: Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulations for racial tension by race suggest clear differences based on the
race/ethnicity of respondents (see Table 3.3). Black students were most likely to strongly
agree (35.1%) or agree (46.4%) that there is tension on campus, with nearly three-
quarters of Black students feeling this way. White/Caucasian students were the least
likely to perceive tension on campus. Nearly two-thirds of White students disagreed
(50.7%) or strongly disagreed (12.0%) with this statement. After White students, Asian
students, followed by Native American students, were the least likely to perceive racial
tension on campus (61.1% and 60.0% respectively). Mixed Race students appeared the
most conflicted on this issue with half of the students agreeing and half of the students
disagreeing that there is racial tension on campus. Chicano/Latino students were
somewhat divided in their perceptions; however, the majority report strongly agreeing
(14.5%) or agreeing (41.9%) with this statement.

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and the racial/ethnic
background of the participants are independent (see Table 3.4). This indicates that the

discrepancies seen in the frequencies between racial/ethnic groups are meaningful.
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Table 3.3 Racial Tension on Campus*Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation

Race/Ethnicity
Racial Tension White/ Chicano/ | Native Mixed
on Campus Caucasian Black Latino American Asian Race Total
Strongly | Count 136 93 17 1 19 10 276
Agree % 4.6% 35.1% 14.5% 14.5% 6.6% 12.8% 7.4%
Agree Count 965 123 49 3 93 29 1262
% 32.7% 46.4% 41.9% 30.0% 32.3% 372% | 34.0%
Disagree | Count 1495 40 40 5 154 26 1760
% 50.7% 15.1% 34.2% 50.0% 53.5% 33.3% | 47.5%
Strongly | Count 354 9 11 1 22 13 410
Disagree | % 12.0% 3.4% 9.4% 10.0% 7.6% 16.7%] 11.1%
Total Count 2950 265 117 10 288 78 3708
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Table 3.4 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 428.156(a) | 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 326.594 | 15 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 154231 1 .020
N of Valid Cases 3708

a 4 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .74.

Racial Tension: Gender

Crosstabulations for racial tension by gender indicates that men and women share
fairly similar perceptions on this issue (see Table 3.5). Only 6.5 percent of men and 8.0
percent of women strongly agreed that there is racial tension on campus, while 31.2
percent of men and 35.8 percent of women agreed with this statement. Both groups were
most likely to report disagreeing with this statement: 48.0 percent of men and 46.9
percent of women disagreed that there is racial tension on campus. Men were somewhat
more likely to strongly disagree (14.4%) that there is racial tension on campus compared
with women (9.3%).

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to

reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and the gender of the
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participants are independent (Table 3.6). This indicates that the discrepancies in
frequencies between men and women on this variable are meaningful.

Table 3.5 Racial Tension on Campus * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation

Gender
Racial Tension on Campus | Male | Female | Total
Strongly Agree Count 85 201 286
% 6.5%| 8.0%]| 7.5%
Agree Count 409 899 1308
% 31.2% | 35.8% ] 34.2%
Disagree Count 630 1177 1807
% 48.0% ] 46.9% | 47.3%
Strongly Disagree | Count 189 233 422
% 144%| 9.3%] 11.0%
Total Count 1313 2510 3823
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Table 3.6 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 28.822(a)| 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 28.191] 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association | 23.459] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3823

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 98.23.

Racial Tension: Class Standing

Crosstabulations for racial tension by class standing indicate that perceptions of
tension on campus increase with class standing in a linear fashion (see Table 3.7). Only
5.2 percent of freshmen strongly agreed that there is racial tension on campus, compared
to 7.1 percent of sophomores, 12.0 percent of juniors, and 14.1 percent of seniors. Seniors
were most likely to agree that there is racial tension on campus (41.3%), compared to
28.7 percent of freshmen, 39.3 percent of sophomores, and 45.9 percent of juniors.
Freshmen were most likely to disagree that there is racial tension on campus (52.5%),

compared to 44.8 percent of sophomores, 42.6 percent of juniors and 36.9 percent of
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seniors. Only 7.7 percent of seniors strongly disagreed that there is racial tension on

campus compared with 9.4 percent of juniors, 8.8 percent of sophomores, and 13.6

percent of freshmen.
Table 3.7 Racial Tension on Campus * Self-Identified Class Standing
Crosstabulation
Class Standing
Racial Tension on Campus | Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior Total
Strongly Agree Count 91 86 63 44 284
% 5.2% 7.1%| 12.0%] 14.1% 7.5%
Agree Count 504 475 188 129 1296
28.7% 39.3% | 35.9%| 41.3% 34.1%
Disagree Count 924 541 223 115 1803
52.5% 44.8% | 42.6%| 36.9% 47.4%
Strongly Disagree | Count 240 106 49 24 419
% 13.6% 88%| 94%| 7.7% 11.0%
Total Count 1759 1208 523 312 3802
% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to

reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and the class standing

of the participants are independent (Table 3.8). This indicates that the discrepancies in

frequencies between freshmen, sophomores, juniors and seniors on this variable are

meaningful.

Table 3.8 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 118.214(a)| 9 .000
Likelihood Ratio 114.164| 9 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 92.1511 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3802

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23.31.

Racial Tension: First-Year Status

Students in their first year at Michigan State University were also examined to

account for possible transfer students among upper-classmen. Crosstabulations for racial
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tension by first-year status were largely consistent with results for freshmen students (see
Table 3.9). Among first-year students 5.0 percent strongly agreed that there is racial

tension on campus, 28.5 percent agreed, 52.5 percent disagreed and 14.0 strongly

disagreed.
Table 3.9 Racial Tension on Campus * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation
First year at MSU

Racial Tension on Campus No Yes Total

Strongly Agree Count 187 97 284
% 10.0% 50%]| 7.5%

Agree Count 752 549 1301
% 40.1%] 28.5% | 34.2%

Disagree Count 786 1013 1799
% 41.9%| 52.5%| 47.3%

Strongly Disagree | Count 151 270 421
% 8.0%| 14.0%]| 11.1%

Total Count 1876 1929 3805
% 100.0% | 100.0% ]| 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and the status of the
participants (first years versus returners) are independent (see Table 3.10). This indicates
that the discrepancies in frequencies between first-year and returning students on this
variable are meaningful.

Table 3.10 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 121.761(a) | 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 122.904| 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 118.182] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3805

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 140.02.
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Racial Tension: Current Hall Percent White

Crosstabulations for racial tension by current hall were conducted. Results
suggest that perceptions of racial tension increase as the percentage of students of color in
the hall increases (see Table 3.11). Similarly, perceptions of racial tension tend to
decrease as the percentage of White students in the hall increase. For example, Rather,
Hubbard and Butterfield halls house the greatest percentage of students of color (50.6%,
48.0%, and 39.0% of their residents respectively). They also house the greatest
percentage of Black students (28.4%, 31.1%, 30.8%) of any halls on campus. On the
issue of racial tension, students in these halls are considerably more likely to agree or
strongly agree than students from other, less diverse halls. More than half of the students
living in these halls agree or strongly agree that there is racial tension on campus. In
contrast, more than 60 percent of students residing in Wonders, Mayo, and Wilson
halls—which have the greatest percentage of non-Hispanic White students (89.9%,
88.3%, and 88.0% respectively)—disagree or strongly disagree that there is racial tension

on campus.

Table 3.11 Current Hall Percent White* Racial Tension Bivariate Crosstabulation

[Current Hall Percent Racial Tension Bivariate
White Strongly Agree or Agree Strongly Disagree or Disagree Total
Rather Count 57 46 103
% 55.3% 44.7% 100.0%
Hubbard Count 147 134 281
% 52.3% 47.7% 100.0%
Butterfield Count 47 35 82
% 57.3% 42.7%] 100.0%
McDonel Count 92 177 269
% 34.2% 65.8% 100.0%
Bryan Count 54 78 132
% 40.9% 59.1% 100.0%
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Akers |count 133 162 295
% 45.1% 54.9% 100.0%,
Shaw Count 90} 129] 219{
I% 41.1% 58.9% 100.0%|
Holden |count 105 145 250}
% 42.0% 58.0% 100.0%
|Bailey Count 34 64 98
% 34.7% 65.3% 100.0%)
WHolmes Count 149 264 413
% 36.1% 63.9% 100.0%
Williams Count 35 31 66,
% 53.0% 47.0%) 100.0%
Emmons Count 40] 66 106
% 37.7% 62.3% 100.0%
[Mason-Abbot  |Count 124 139 263
% 47.1% 52.9% 100.0%
Armstrong Count 38 717 115
% 33.0% 67.0% 100.0%,
Case Count 104 131 235
% 44.3% 55.7% 100.0%
Landon Count 50 55 105
% 47.6% 52.4% 100.0%
Yakeley- Count 60| 108 168]
[Gilehrist % 35.7% 643%|  100.0%
|campbel [Count 32 53 85
% 37.6% 62.4%] 100.0%
Wilson |Count 74 145 219|
% 33.8% 66.2% 100.0%
Mayo {Count 19 36 55
% 34.5% 65.5% 100.0%
'Wonders Count 81 129 210
% 38.6% 61 .4%| 100.0%
Total Count 1565 2204 3769
% 41.5% 58.5%) lO0.0%I

Table 3.11 (cont’d)
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The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and the current halls of
the participants, based on the percentage of White students in those halls, are independent
(see Table 3.12). This indicates that the discrepancies in frequencies between students
living in predominantly White residence halls and those living in more diverse halls on

this variable are meaningful.

Table 3.12 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 67.961(a) 20| .000
Likelihood Ratio 67.819] 20 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 13.773] 1 .000
IN of Valid Cases 3769|

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 22.84.
Further proof on the importance of the racial composition of the residence halls
can be found when we look at the one-way analysis of variance for the test of the null
hypothesis that perceptions of racial tension on campus will be equal across residence
halls (Table 3.13). The observed significance level for the comparison of means between
halls is less than .0005, suggesting that there is a relationship between these variables.

Table 3.13 Racial Tension Bivariate ANOVA
Sum of Squares] df |[Mean Square] F |Sig.

Between Groups 16.502] 20} .825]3.441].000]
Within Groups 898.664|3748 240
Total 915.166|3768

Racial Tension: Current Hall Assignment
Michigan State University has several living-learning programs on campus that
require its students to live in a particular hall. Additionally, student athletes are assigned

to specific residence halls. Consideration was given to whether perceptions of racial
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tension varied depending on if students were required to live in the current hall. Students
who are not required to live in their current hall have the option of requesting their
current hall. The likelihood of this request being met is strongly related to whether or not
the students are “returning” students compared with first-year students. Crosstabulation
results show little difference between student opinions based on how their living
arrangements were made (see Table 3.14). The majority of students disagree or strongly
disagree that there is racial tension on campus, regardless of the nature of their housing

assignment.

Table 3.14 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Racial Tension on Campus
Crosstabulation

Hall Assignment without Van Racial Tension on Campus
Hoosen Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree|Disagree| Disagree Total
Hall Required Count 371 169] 270F 56 532
% 7.0%|31.8%| 50.8% 10.5%] 100.0%,
Requested Current Hall {Count 163] 809 1126 257 2355
% 6.9%]|34.4%| 47.8% 10.9%| 100.0%
Did not request current |Count 82] 304 384 105 875
Hall % 9.4%)|34.7%| 43.9% 12.0%)| 100.0%
Total Count 282 1282 1780 418] 3762
% 7.5%|34.1%| 47.3% 11.1%]100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is not significant; therefore we
cannot reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and living in a
required residence hall are independent (Table 3.15). This indicates that the frequencies
on this variable are near enough to their expected count that, at least on the issue of

perceived racial tension, students living in required residence halls, residence halls they
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requested, or halls in which they were randomly assigned do not differ substantially from

other students.

Table 3.15 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1 1.807(a)1 6 .066
Likelihood Ratio 11.504f, 6 .074
Linear-by-Linear Association 25281 1 112
N of Valid Cases 3869{

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 40.78.

Racial Tension: First-Year Roommate

Michigan State University allows its students to request other students as their
roommates and makes every attempt to fill these requests. We can assume that the vast
majority of students who requested each other for roommates were already friends. It
follows, then, that incoming freshmen and transfer students who requested a roommate,
most likely already knew those students prior to attending Michigan State University.
Students were asked whether or not they had requested their first-year roommate.
Respondents were also asked whether the racial background of their first-year roommate
was different from their own, regardless of whether or not they had requested that
roommate. Crosstabulations for racial tension by the status of first-roommates were
conducted (see Table 3.16).

Chi-square tabulations are less than .0005; therefore, we reject the null hypothesis
that perceived racial tension is independent from first-year roommate assignments (see
Table 3.17). Results suggest that students who requested their first-year roommate, and
whose roommate shared their same racial background, were the least likely to agree that

there is racial tension on campus. In contrast, students who requested their first-year
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roommate, and whose roommate is of a different racial background than themselves,

were most likely to perceive racial tension on campus.

Table 3.16 First-Year Roommate * Racial Tension on Campus Crosstabulation

First-Year Roommate Racial Tension on Campus
Strongly Strongly
Agree | Agree |Disagree| Disagree | Total

Requested first-year Count 570 252 434 105 848
[roommate/same race % 6.7%| 29.7%| 51.2% 12.4%| 100.0%
Requested first-year Count 24 77 85 25 211
roommate/different race o/ 11.4%| 36.5%| 403%|  11.8%| 100.0%
Blind first-year |Count 80| 608 828 199 1715
roommate/same race % 4.7%| 35.5%| 48.3% 11.6%| 100.0%
Blind first-year Count 122 367 454 92 1035
roommate/different race |, 11.8%| 35.5%| 43.9%|  8.9%| 100.0%|
Total Count 283 1304] 1801 421 3809)

% 7.4%| 34.2%| 47.3% 11.1%| 100.0%
Table 3.17 Chi-Square Tests

Value df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 69.816(a)r 9| .000
Likelihood Ratio 68.469] 9 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.557|] 1 010
N of Valid Cases 3809

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 15.68.

Racial Tension: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen)

Consideration was also given to the role that the current roommate plays on the

perception of racial tension on campus among returning students. Crosstabulation results

suggest that the current roommate of upperclassmen is related to perceived racial tension

(see Table 3.18). Students who requested their current roommate, regardless of the

roommate’s racial background, were the least likely to agree with this statement.
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Upperclassmen who requested their current roommate, and whose roommate shares their

same racial background, were the most likely to disagree or strongly disagree that there is

racial tension on campus (46.1%). Upperclassmen who requested their current roommate,

and whose roommate is of a different racial background were somewhat more likely to

agree with this statement. Upperclassmen who did not request their current roommate,

and whose roommate is of a different racial background were the most likely to agree or

strongly agree that there is racial tension on campus.

Table 3.18 Current Roommate (upperclassmen only) * Racial Tension on Campus

Crosstabulation
Current Roommate Racial Tension on Campus
(upperclassmen only) Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree |Disagree| Disagree | Total
Blind/Same race [Count go| 264 245 50| 639
% 12.5%| 41.3%| 38.3%|  7.8%| 100.0%
Requested/Same race |Count 66 324 389| 76 855
% 7.7%| 37.9%| 45.5% 8.9%] 100.0%
Blind/Different race |Count 26 70| 57 13 166
% 15.7%] 42.2%| 34.3%) 7.8%| 100.0%
Requested/Different race |Count 15 94 95 12 216
% 6.9%| 43.5%| 44.0%) 5.6%| 100.0%
Total |Count 187 752 786 151 1876
% 10.0%| 40.1%| 41.9% 8.0%| 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is .less than .005, indicating that we

cannot reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial tension on campus and the current

roommate of upperclassmen are independent (Table 3.19)
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Table 3.19 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 27.501(a)] 9 .001
Likelihood Ratio 27.291| 9 .001
Linear-by-Linear Association 3811 1 537
N of Valid Cases 1876

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.36.

Racial Tension: Overall Racial Environment

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that
participants are equally like to perceive racial tension on campus regardless of the overall
racial environment of their current residence hall. The observed significance level for this
test is less than .0005 indicating that we should reject the null hypothesis (see Table
3.20). The relationship between these two variables seems only natural: students who
observe racial tension and conflict within their residence halls should be more likely than

other students to perceive such tension on campus.

Table 3.20 Racial Tension on Campus ANOVA
Sum of Squares| df [Mean Square] F |[Sig.

Between Groups 170.321} 47 3.624/6.365].000]
Within Groups 2118.638|3721 569
Total 2288.959|3768

Racial Tension: Classroom Experience

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that
participants are equally like to perceive racial tension on campus regardless of their
classroom experience. The observed significance level for this test is less than .0005

indicating that we should reject the null hypothesis (see Table 3.21).
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Table 3.21 Racial Tension on Campus ANOVA

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square| F | Sig.
Between Groups 57.321| 22 2.606 | 4.375].000
Within Groups 2294.611 | 3853 .596
Total 2351.932 ] 3875

Current Racial Climate

Students were asked to rate the Current racial climate on campus as poor, fair,
good, or excellent. Of the students who responded (n=3899), 5.8 percent viewed the
current racial climate as poor, 28.7 percent perceived the climate as fair, 55.6 percent
perceived the climate as good, and 9.9 percent perceived the current racial climate as
excellent (see Table 3.22). This indicates that the majority of students on campus view
the current racial climate positively, while a sizeable minority (34.5%) of students view
the current racial climate negatively. When we examine this variable more closely, it
becomes clear that some students are more likely than others to view the current racial
climate as fair or poor. The chi-square statistic on this variable is large and significant
(.000), indicating that we can reject the null hypothesis that students on campus are
equally likely to perceive the current racial climate excellent, good, fair, and poor (see
Table 3.23).

Table 3.22 Current Racial Climate

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Poor 228 5.0 5.8 5.8
Fair 1119 245 28.7 34.5
Good 2167 474 55.6 90.1
Excellent 385 8.4 9.9 100.0
Total 3899 85.2 100.0
Missing 677 14.8
Total 4576 100.0

68




Table 3.23 Current Racial Climate: Chi-Square Tests Frequencies

Observed N | Expected N | Residual
Poor 228 974.8| -746.8
Fair 1119 974.8 144.3
Good 2167 97481 11923
Excellent 385 974.8| -589.8
Total 3899

Current Racial Climate: Chi-Square Test Statistics
Current Racial Climate

Chi-Square(a) 2408.524
df 3
Asymp. Sig. .000

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 974.8.

Racial Climate: Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulations for racial climate by race indicate that students perceptions do
vary by racial/ethnic background (see Table 3.24). Native American students view the
current racial climate in the most favorable light. None of these students described the
current climate as poor, while 30.0 percent reported the current climate is fair. The
majority of Native American students (70.0%) viewed the current racial climate as good,
although none described it as excellent. Following Native Americans, White/Caucasian
students were the least likely group to view the climate negatively. Only 3.1 percent of
White students perceive the racial climate on campus as poor. In contrast, 10.6 percent
viewed the climate as excellent. A solid majority of White students, 60.5 percent, report
that the campus racial climate is good. Finally, 25.7 percent of White students view the
racial climate as fair. Black students were the most likely to describe the current racial
climate on campus negatively with 32.1 percent of all Black students reporting that the
current climate is poor and an additional 47.0 percent reporting the climate as fair. While

18.3 percent of Black students view the current racial climate as good, only 2.6 percent
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view it as excellent. As was the case for perceived racial tension on campus, Mixed Race

students were divided in their perceptions of the current racial climate with half

describing it as poor or fair and half describing it as good or excellent. Chicano/Latino

students hold a somewhat more positive perception of the current racial climate: 12.8

percent reported the climate as poor, 35.9 percent as fair, 44.4 percent as good, and 6.8

percent as excellent. Asian students were more likely to view the racial climate on

campus favorably than other non-White groups but less likely than Whites. Only 4.8

percent reported that the climate is poor and an additional 37.2 percent described the

climate as fair. Approximately half of all Asian students described the current racial

climate as good (50.2%) but only 7.8 percent perceived the climate as excellent.

Table 3.24 Current Racial Climate * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation

Race/Ethnicity
Current Racial White/ Chicano/ Native Mixed
Climate Caucasian | Black Latino | American Asian Race Total
Poor Count 93 86 15 0 14 12 220
% 3.1% 32.1% 12.8% 0% 4.8% | 15.4% 5.9%
Fair Count 762 126 42 3 109 27 1068
% 25.7% 47.0% 35.9% 30.0% 372% | 34.6% 28.7%
Good Count 1794 49 52 7 147 26 2075
% 60.5% 18.3% 44.4% 70.0% 502% | 33.3% 55.6%
Excellent | Count 315 7 8 0 23 13 366
% 10.6% 2.6% 6.8% 0% 7.8% | 16.7% 9.8%
Total Count 2964 268 117 10 293 78 3730
% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to

reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate on campus and the racial/ethnic

background of the participants are independent (see Table 3.25). This indicates that the

discrepancies seen in the frequencies between racial/ethnic groups on this variable are

meaningful.
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Table 3.25 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square | 538.296(a) | 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 405.713 | 15 .000
Linear-by-Linear

\ iation 44.774| 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3730

a 4 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .59.

Racial Climate: Gender

Crosstabulations for racial climate by gender suggests that women are somewhat
more likely to view the climate negatively (see Table 3.26). Only 5.3 percent of men and
6.2 percent of women described the current racial climate on campus as poor. However,
31.0 percent of women compared to 24.2 percent of men viewed the climate as fair. Both
groups were most likely to report that the current climate is good: 55.9 percent of men
and 55.4 percent of women. Men were more likely to rate the current racial climate as
excellent (14.6%) than women (7.4%).

Table 3.26 Current Racial Climate * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation

Gender
Current Racial Climate| Male | Female | Total
Poor Count 70 156 226
% 53%| 62%| 59%
Fair Count 319 784 1103
% 242% | 31.0%| 28.7%
Good Count 736 1400 2136
% 55.9%| 55.4%| 55.6%
Excellent Count 192 188 380
% 146%] 7.4%)| 9.9%
Total Count 1317 2528 3845
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to

reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate on campus and the gender of the
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participants are independent (see Table 3.27). This indicates that the discrepancies seen in
the frequencies between men and women on this variable are meaningful.

Table 3.27 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 55.728(a)| 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 57.797| 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 40.171] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3845

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 77.41.

Racial Climate: Class Standing

Crosstabulations for racial climate by class standing indicate that perceptions of
campus climate are more negative for upperclassmen (see Table 3.28). Only 4.0 percent
of freshmen rate the current racial climate on campus as poor, compared to 6.0 percent of
sophomores, 10.7 percent of juniors, and 8.0 percent of seniors. A similar pattern can be
found among those students who described the racial climate as fair: 24.8 percent of
freshmen, 31.2 percent of sophomores, and 29.8 percent of juniors, and 38.7 percent of
seniors. Among all groups, respondents were most likely to perceive the current racial
climate as good: 59.7 percent of freshmen, 53.6 percent of sophomores, 51.7 percent of
juniors, and 47.0 percent of seniors. Only 6.4 percent of seniors described the racial
climate on campus as excellent compared with 7.8 percent of juniors, 9.2 percent of
sophomores, and 11.5 percent of freshmen.

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate on campus and the class standing
of the participants are independent (see Table 3.29). This indicates that the discrepancies
seen in the frequencies between freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors on this

variable are meaningful.
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Table 3.28 Current Racial Climate * Class Standing Crosstabulation

Class Standing
Current Racial Climate | Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Total
Poor Count 71 73 56 25 225
% 4.0% 6.0%| 10.7%| 8.0%] 5.9%
Fair Count 439 380 156 121 1096
% 24.8% 31.2% | 29.8% | 38.7%| 28.7%
Good Count 1056 652 271 147 2126
% 59.7% 53.6% | 51.7% ] 47.0%] 55.6%
Excellent Count 204 112 41 20 377
% 11.5% 9.2%| 7.8%| 64%]| 9.9%
Total Count 1770 1217 524 313 3824
% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Table 3.29 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 79.905(a) | 9 .000
Likelihood Ratio 76.870| 9 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 64211 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3824

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 18.42.

Racial Climate: First-Year Status

Crosstabulations for racial climate by first-year status were largely consistent with
results for freshmen students (see Table 3.30). Among first-year students only 3.7 percent

described the racial climate on campus as poor, 25.0 percent as fair, 59.4 percent as good,

and 11.9 percent as excellent.

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate on campus and the status of
participants (first-year versus returning) are independent (see Table 3.31). This indicates

that the discrepancies seen in the frequencies between first-year and returning students on

this variable are meaningful.
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Table 3.30 Current Racial Climate * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation

First Year at MSU

Current Racial Climate No Yes Total
Poor Count 153 72 225

% 8.1% 3.7% 5.9%
Fair Count 613 485 1098

% 32.5%]| 25.0%| 28.7%
Good Count 974 1152 2126

% 51.6% 59.4% | 55.5%
Excellent Count 148 231 379

% 7.8% 11.9%]| 9.9%
Total Count 1888 1940 3828

% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Table 3.31 Chi-Square Tests
Value | df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 76.469(a) | 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 773201 3 000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 74859 1 000
N of Valid Cases 3828

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 110.97.

Racial Climate: Current Hall Percent White

Crosstabulations for racial climate by current hall indicate that the racial climate
is typically viewed more negatively as the percentage of students of color in the hall
increases (see Table 3.32). Similarly, perceptions of the racial climate tend to improve as
the percentage of White students in the hall increase. Students in the most racially
diverse halls are more likely to describe the current climate as poor or fair when
compared with students from other, less diverse halls. For example, 44.1 percent of
students living in Rather reported that the climate on campus is poor or fair compared

with only 34.6 percent of students living in Wonders. Similarly, nearly two-thirds of the
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students residing in Wonders described the racial climate on campus as good or excellent

compared to 55.9 percent of students in Rather.

Table 3.32 Current Hall Percent White * Current Racial Climate Bivariate

Crosstabulation
Current Hall Percent White Current Racial Climate Bivariate
Poor or Fair Good or Excellent Total
Rather Count 45 57 102
% 44.1% 55.9% 100.0%
Hubbard Count 121 161 282
% 42.9% 57.1% 100.0%
Butterfield Count 42 41 83
% 50.6% 49.4% 100.0%
McDonel Count 86 186 272
% 31.6% 68.4% 100.0%
Bryan Count 44 91 135
% 32.6% 67.4% 100.0%
Akers Count 110 188 298
% 36.9% 63.1% 100.0%
Shaw Count 81 140 221
% 36.7% 63.3% 100.0%
Holden Count 80 172 252
% 31.7% 68.3% 100.0%
Bailey Count 22 76 98
% 22.4% 77.6% 100.0%
Holmes Count 113 304 417
% 27.1% 72.9% 100.0%
Williams Count 30 36 66
% 45.5% 54.5% 100.0%
Emmons Count 36 70 106
% 34.0% 66.0% 100.0%
Mason-Abbot Count 102 163 265
% 38.5% 61.5% 100.0%
Armstrong Count 28 87 115
% 24.3% 75.7% 100.0%
Case Count 82 153 235
% 34.9% 65.1% 100.0%
Landon Count 35 70 105
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
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Yakeley- Count 59 108 167
Gilchrist % 35.3% 64.7% 100.0%
Campbell Count 33 52 85
% 38.8% 61.2% 100.0%
Wilson Count 67 157 224
% 29.9% 70.1% 100.0%
Mayo Count 16 39 55
% 29.1% 70.9% 100.0%
Wonders Count 72 136 208
% 34.6% 65.4% 100.0%
Total Count 1304 2487 3791
% 34.4% 65.6% 100.0%
Table 3.32 (cont’d)

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .05, which leads us to

reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate on campus and the current halls of

the participants, based on the percentage of White students in those halls, are independent

(see Table 3.33). This indicates that the discrepancies in frequencies between students

living in predominantly White residence halls and those living in more diverse halls on

this variable are meaningful.

Table 3.33 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 56.540(a)| 20 .000
Likelihood Ratio 56.634| 20 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.111] 1 .013
N of Valid Cases 3791

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 18.92.

Further proof on the importance of the racial composition of the residence halls

can be found when we look at the one-way analysis of variance for the test of the null

hypothesis that perceptions of the racial climate on campus will be equal across residence

halls (see Table 3.34). The observed significance level for the comparison of means
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between halls is less than .0005, suggesting that there is a relationship between these

variables.

Table 3.34 Current Racial Climate Bivariate ANOVA

Sum of Squares| df |Mean Square|] F |Sig.
Between Groups 12.758] 20 .638]2.854].000]
Within Groups 842.701|3770 224
Total 855.460[3790

Racial Climate: Current Hall Assignment

Crosstabulations of racial climate and residence hall assignment indicate that
those students who were required to live in their current hall due to participation in a
living-learning program or athletics hold a more favorable view of the current racial
climate on campus (see Table 3.35). Among students living in a required hall, 58.4
percent describe the racial climate as good and an additional 12.5 percent as excellent.
Students not required to live in their current hall—whether they requested the hall or

not—reported very similar perceptions of the campus racial climate.

Table 3.35 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Current Racial Climate
Crosstabulation

Hall Assignment without Van Current Racial Climate
Hoosen Poor Fair | Good | Excellent | Total
Hall Required Count 22 133 312 67 534
% 4.1%| 24.9%| 58.4% 12.5%| 100.0%)
Requested Current Hall|Count 145 690| 1317 217 2369
% 6.1%| 29.1%| 55.6% 9.2%| 100.0%
rDid not request Current|Count 56 257 475 93 881
Hall % 64%| 292%| 53.9%|  10.6%| 100.0%
Total Count 223 1080 2104 377 3784
% 5.9%| 28.5%| 55.6% 10.0%] 100.0%|
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Chi-square values for this crosstabulation are less than .05 which leads us to reject
the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate is independent from the campus housing

assignments (see Table 3.36).

Table 3.36 Chi-Square Tests

Value df|  Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12.897(a)] 6 .045
Likelihood Ratio 13.088] 6 .042
Linear-by-Linear Association 6.027) 1 .014
N of Valid Cases 3784

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than S. The minimum expected count is 31.47.

Racial Climate: First-Year Roommate

Crosstabulations of the current racial climate and the first-year roommates suggest
there is some difference in the perceptions of current racial climate (see Table 3.37).
Two-thirds of all students described the campus racial climate as good or excellent.
However, students whose first-year roommate is of a different racial background from
themselves were more likely to describe the campus climate as poor or fair. Students who
requested their first-year roommate, and whose roommate is of a different racial
background were the most likely to describe the climate as poor (9.4%). Students who did
not request their first-year roommate, regardless of that roommates racial background,
were the most likely to describe the racial climate as excellent (10.1%). Students who
share the same racial background as their first-year roommate were the most likely to
describe the campus racial climate favorably.

Chi-square values for this crosstabulation are less than .0005 which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate is independent from the first-year

roommate (see Table 3.38).
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Table 3.37 First-year Roommate * Current Racial Climate Crosstabulation

First-year Roommate Current Racial Climate
Poor| Fair | Good | Excellent | Total
Requested/Same race Count 46] 230] 496 83 855
% 5.4%| 26.9%]| 58.0% 9.7%| 100.0%
Requested/Different race  |Count 20| 66| 109] 18 213
% 9.4%| 31.0%| 51.2% 8.5%]| 100.0%}
Blind/Same race |Count 67] 466] 1015 173 1721
% 3.9%| 27.1%| 59.0% 10.1% IO0.0%L
Blind/Different race Count 92 336 510 105 1043
% 8.8%| 32.2%| 48.9% 10.1%| 100.0%)}
Total Count | 225] 1098} 2130 379] 3832
% 5.9%| 28.7%| 55.6% 9.9%] 100.0%)]

Table 3.38 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 53.355% 9I .000
Likelihood Ratio 52.322] 9 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 274] 1 .601
N of Valid Cases 3832

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 12.51.

Racial Climate: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen)

Consideration was also given to the role that the current roommate plays on the
perception of campus racial climate among returning students. Crosstabulation results
suggest that the current roommate of upperclassmen is related to perceptions of the
current racial climate (see Table 3.39). Upperclassmen who requested their current
roommate, and who shared the same racial background as their roommates, were the
most likely to describe the campus racial climate as good or excellent. Upperclassmen
who requested their current roommates—regardless of racial background—were less

likely than those who went in blind—to perceive the racial climate negatively. The
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students who were least likely to describe the campus climate positively are

upperclassmen with a current roommate of a different racial background from their own

that they did not request to live with.

Table 3.39 Current Roommate (Upperclassmen only) * Current Racial Climate

Crosstabulation

Current Roommate (Upperclassmen Current Racial Climate

only) Poor | Fair | Good | Excellent | Total

Blind/Same race Count 60| 223 306 54 643
% 9.3%| 34.7%| 47.6% 8.4%| 100.0%

Requested/Same race FCount 60} 250] 485 65 860]
% 7.0%| 29.1%] 56.4% 7.6%| 100.0%

Blind/Different race Count 21 64 68 14 167
% 12.6%| 38.3%| 40.7% 8.4%| 100.0%

Requested/Different race Count 12 76 115 15 218
% 5.5%| 34.9%| 52.8% 6.9%| 100.0%

Total Count 153 613 974 148 1888
% 8.1%| 32.5%| 51.6% 7.8%| 100.0%|

Chi-square values for this crosstabulation are less than .005 which leads us to

reject the null hypothesis that perceived racial climate is independent from the first-year

roommate (see Table 3.40).

Table 3.40 Chi-Square Tests

Pearson Chi-Square
Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear Association
N of Valid Cases

Value |df]f Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
25.046(a)] 9
249211 9
d211 1
1888

003
.003
728

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 13.09.
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Racial Climate: Overall Racial Environment

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that
participants are equally like to perceive the racial climate on campus positively or
negatively regardless of the overall racial environment of their current residence hall (see
Table 3.41). The observed significance level for this test is less than .0005 indicating that
we should reject the null hypothesis. The relationship between these two variables seems
only natural: students who observe racial tension and conflict within their residence halls

should perceive the racial climate in a different light than students who do not.

Table 3.41 Current Racial Climate ANOVA
Sum of Squares| df |Mean Square] F |Sig.

Between Groups 213.792| 47 4.54919.513}.000}
Within Groups 1788.293|3740| 478
Total 2002.084]3787

Current Racial Climate: Classroom Experience

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that
participants are equally like to perceive the racial climate on campus positively or
negatively regardless of their experiences within the classroom (see Table 3.42). The
observed significance level for this test is less than .0005 indicating that we should reject
the null hypothesis.

Table 3.42 Current Racial Climate ANOVA

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square] F | Sig.

Between Groups 18.649| 22 .84811.615].035
Within Groups 2033.580 | 3874 525
Total 2052.228 | 3896
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Broadened Diversity of Friends

Students were asked whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that they had Broadened the diversity (race, sexual orientation,
background, religious, culture, etc.) of their immediate circle of friends since coming to
Michigan State University. Of the students who responded (n=3871), 5.5 percent strongly
disagreed, 25.3 percent disagreed, 54.8 percent agreed, and 14.4 strongly agreed (Table
3.43). This indicates that the majority of students on campus feel they have diversified
their friendships since coming to Michigan State University, but a third of students have
done so only minimally, if at all.

Table 3.43 Broaden Diversity of Friends

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Valid  Strongly Disagree 212 4.6 5.5 5.5
Disagree 980 214 253 30.8
Agree 2122 46.4 54.8 85.6
Strongly Agree 557 12.2 14.4 100.0
Total 3871 84.6 100.0
Missing System 705 15.4
Total 4576 100.0

The chi-square statistic on this variable is large and significant (.000), indicating
that we can reject the null hypothesis that students on campus are equally likely to agree
/and disagree with this statement (Table 3.44). When we examine this variable more
closely, it becomes clear that some students are more likely to have diversified their
circle of friends than others.

Table 3.44 Broaden Diversity Friends: Chi-Square Test Frequencies

Observed N | Expected N | Residual
Strongly Disagree 212 967.8] -755.8
Disagree 980 967.8 12.3
Agree 2122 967.8] 11543
Strongly Agree 557 967.8| -410.8
Total 3871
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Broaden Diversity Friends: Chi-Square Test Statistics

Broaden Diversity Friends

Chi-Square(a) 2141.376

df 3

Asymp. Sig. .000
Table 3.44 (cont’d)

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 967.8.

Broadened Diversity: Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulations for broadened diversity by race indicate that the majority of
students agree or strongly agree that they have diversified their friendships since coming
to Michigan State University (see Table 3.45). More than two-thirds of
Whites/Caucasian and Black students agree or strongly agree with this statement. More
than three-quarters of Latino and Mixed Race students agree or strongly agree with this
statement. Native American students, followed by Asian students, were more likely than
other racial/ethnic groups to strongly agree with having diversified their friendships.
Compared with all other groups, Black and White students were most likely to disagree
or strongly disagree with this statement.

Table 3.45 Broaden Diversity of Friends * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation

Race/Ethnicity
Broaden Diversity of White/ Native Mixed
Friends Caucasian | Black | Latino | American | Asian Race Total
Strongly Count 172 22 4 0 6 0 204
Disagree % 5.8% 8.3% 3.4% 0% 2.1% 0% 5.5%
Disagree Count 778 66 16 1 60 16| 937
% 26.4% | 24.9% 13.6% 10.0% ] 20.9% 20.8% | 25.3%
Agree Count 1620 125 71 6 167 40 2029
% 54.9% | 47.2% 60.2% 60.0% | 58.2% 51.9%| 54.7%
Strongly Count 380 52 27 3 54 21 537
Agree % 129% ] 19.6% 22.9% 30.0% | 18.8% 27.3% ]| 14.5%
Total Count 2950 265 118 10 287 77 3707
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005, which leads us to
reject the null hypothesis that broadening the diversity of friends and the racial/ethnic
background of the participants are independent (Table 3.46). This indicates that the
discrepancies seen in the frequencies between racial/ethnic groups on this variable should
be examined more closely.

Table 3.46 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 61.788(a) | 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 66.279| 15 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 34.657| 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3707

a 4 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .5

Broadened Diversity: Gender

Crosstabulations for broadened diversity by gender suggests that men and women
share similar experiences (see Table 3.47). Only 6.0 percent of men and 5.2 percent of
women strongly disagreed that with having diversified their friendships, while 25.1
percent of men and 25.5 percent of women disagreed with this statement. Both groups
were most likely to agree with this statement: 54.9 percent of men and 54.7 percent of
women agreed that they had diversified their friendships since coming to Michigan State
University. Finally, 13.9 percent of men and 14.6 percent of women strongly agreed with
this statement.

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is greater than .05 (see Table 3.48).
Therefore, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that broadening the diversity of friends
and the gender of the participants are independent. This indicates that the discrepancy

seen in the frequencies between men and women on this variable is not significant.
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Table 3.47 Broaden Diversity of Friends * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation

Gender
Broaden Diversity of Friends | Male | Female | Total
Strongly Disagree Count 79 130 209
% 6.0%| 52%| 5.5%
Disagree Count 328 640 968
% 25.1% | 25.5% | 25.4%
Agree Count 717 1374 2091
% 54.9%| 54.7% ]| 54.8%
Strongly Agree Count 182 368 550
% 13.9%| 14.6%| 14.4%
Total Count 1306 | 2512 3818
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Table 3.48 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df] Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.554(a)| 3 670
Likelihood Ratio 1.537] 3 674
Linear-by-Linear Association 666 1 415
N of Valid Cases 3818

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 71.49.

Broadened Diversity: Class Standing

Crosstabulations for broadened diversity by class standing indicate a less
consistent pattern than was found with racial tension and the current racial climate (Table
3.49). Only 6.2 percent of freshmen strongly disagree with having diversified their
friendships, compared to 4.6 percent of sophomores, 5.0 percent of juniors, and 6.1
percent of seniors. Freshmen were more likely to disagree with this statement (26.9%)
than other groups: 25.0 percent of sophomores, 24.9 percent of juniors and 17.9 percent
of seniors disagreed. Among all groups, respondents were most likely to agree that they
have diversified their circle of friends since coming to Michigan State University: 54.9
percent of freshmen, 56.1 percent of sophomores, 54.2 percent of juniors, and 50.5

percent of seniors. Finally, seniors were more likely to strongly agree (25.6%) with
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having diversified their circle of friends than other groups: 15.9 percent of juniors, 14.2
percent of sophomores, and 12.0 percent of freshmen strongly agreed with this statement.

Table 3.49 Broaden Diversity of Friends * Class Standing Crosstabulation

Class Standing
Broaden Diversity of Friends | Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Total
Strongly Disagree Count 108 56 26 19 209
% 6.2% 46%]| 5.0%| 6.1%| 5.5%
Disagree Count 472 303 130 56 961
% 26.9% 25.0%] 24.9% ] 17.9%| 25.3%
Agree Count 961 679 283 158 2081
% 54.9% 56.1%| 54.2% | 50.5% ] 54.8%
Strongly Agree Count 211 172 83 80 546
% 12.0% 142%]| 15.9%] 25.6%]| 14.4%
Total Count 1752 1210 522 313} 3797
% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005 (see Table 3.50).
Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis that broadening the diversity of friends and
class standing of the participants are independent. This indicates that the discrepancy
seen in the frequencies between freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors on this
variable are significant need to be explored further. Intuitively, this should make sense.
The longer students are on a college campus, the greater their opportunities to meet and
interact with students of diverse backgrounds. Results from the chi-square tests suggest
that this relationship holds true.

Table 3.50 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 48.430(a) | 9 .000
Likelihood Ratio 44456 9 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 24.234] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3797

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 17.23.
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Broadened Diversity: First-Year Status

Crosstabulations for broadened diversity by first-year status were largely
consistent with results for freshmen students (Table 3.51). Among first-year students 6.0
percent strongly disagreed with having diversified their friendships, 27.6 percent
disagreed, 54.5 percent agreed, and 11.9 percent strongly agreed.

Table 3.51 Broaden Diversity of Friends * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation

First Year at MSU
Broaden Diversity of Friends Yes No Total
Strongly Disagree Count 116 94 210
% 6.0% 50%| 5.5%
Disagree Count 531 433 964
% 27.6% | 23.1%]| 25.4%
Agree Count 1048 1030 2078
% 54.5%| 54.9%] 54.7%
Strongly Agree Count 228 320 548
% 11.9%]| 17.0%] 14.4%
Total Count 1923 1877 3800
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Chi-square tabulations for first-year students are similar to those of class standing
with a value less than .0005 (Table 3.52). This provides further evidence that time spent
on campus is an important predictor of diversifying friendships.

Table 3.52 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 27.316(a) | 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 27.407] 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 23.116] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3800

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 103.73.

Broadened Diversity: Current Hall Percent White

Crosstabulations for broadened diversity by current hall does not reveal any

obvious patterns (Table 3.53). There are clear differences between residence halls, but it
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is not immediately apparent what these can be attributed to, even when the variable is

collapsed into bivariate categories. Williams Hall has the greatest number of residents of

agree or strongly agree that they have diversified their friendships since attending

Michigan State University (84.6%). Of the 21 halls included in this analysis, Williams

has the highest percentage of upperclassmen with freshmen constituting just 7 percent of

their residents. Holmes Hall had the second highest rate of agreement with this statement

(77.1%). As discussed earlier, Holmes Hall is the largest living-learning program on

campus.

Table 3.53 Current Hall Percent White * Broaden Diversity of Friends

Bivariate Crosstabulation

Broaden Diversity of Broaden Diversity of Friends Bivariate
Friends Strongly Disagree or Disagree | Strongly Agree or Agree Total
[Rather [count 29 74 103
% 28.2%] 71.8% 100.0%
Hubbard Count 80| 201 281
% 28.5% 71.5% 100.0%
|Butterfield Count 26 56 82
% 31.7% 68.3% 100.0%,
McDonel Count 81 191 272
% 29.8% 70.2% 100.0%
Bryan Count 42 90| 132
% 31.8% 68.2% 100.0%
Akers Count 78 218 296
% 26.4% 73.6% 100.0%
Shaw Count 68 151 219]
% 31.1% 68.9% 100.0%
|Holden Count 82 165 247
% 33.2% 66.8% 100.0%
|Bailey Count 23 76 99
% 23.2% 76.8% 100.0%
[Holmes Count 94 316 410|
% 22.9% 77.1% 100.0%
Williams Count 10 55 65
% 15.4% 84.6% 100.0%
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Emmons Count 37 69 106,
% 34.9% 65.1% 100.0%
{Mason-Abbot Count 76 189 265
% 28.7% 71.3% 100.0%
Armstrong |count 49 65 114
% 43.0% 57.0% 100.0%
|Case Count 77 158 235
% 32.8% 67.2% 100.0%
Landon Count 33 72 105
I% 31.4%, 68.6% 100.0%
Yakeley- Count 74 93 167
|Gilchrist % 44.3% 55.7%|  100.0%
[Campbell [Count 34 51 85
% 40.0%| 60.0% 100.0%
Wilson Count 76 143 219|
% 34.7% 65.3% 100.0%
Mayo Count 22 31 53
% 41.5% 58.5% 100.0%
‘Wonders Count 70} 139 2091
% 33.5% 66.5% 100.0%
Total Count 1161 2603 3764
% 30.8% 69.2% 100.0%|
Table 3.53 (cont’d)

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005 (see Table 3.54).
Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis that broadening the diversity of friends and

current residence hall are independent.

Table 3.54 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 59.074°| 20 .000
Likelihood Ratio 59.337] 20 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 13.657] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3764

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16.35.
Results from the one-way analysis of variance indicate that the racial composition

of the residence hall is an important determinant for diversifying friendships (see Table
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3.55). When we test the null hypothesis that the likelihood of broadening the diversity of
friends will be equal across residence halls, the observed significance level for the
comparison of means between halls is less than .0005, suggesting that there is a

significant relationship between these two variables.

Table 3.55 Broaden Diversity of Friends Bivariate ANOVA

Sum of Squares| df |Mean Square] F [Sig.

Between Groups 12.601} 20| .630]2.984|.000
Within Groups 790.290|3743 211
Total 802.891|3763

Broadened Diversity: Current Hall Assignment

Crosstabulations of broadened diversity and required hall suggest that those
students who were required to live in their current hall are more likely to report having
diversified their circle of friends (Table 3.56). Among students participating in a living-
learning program, 75.5 percent agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. In contrast,
68.5 percent of students who requested their current hall, and 67.4 percent of those
randomly assigned to their current hall agreed or strongly agreed.

The chi-square values for this crosstabulation are less than .05 indicating that we
should reject the null hypothesis that broadening diversity of friends is independent from

campus housing assignments (Table 3.57).
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Table 3.56 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Broaden Diversity of Friends

Crosstabulation
Hall Assignment without Broaden Diversity Friends
Van Hoosen Strongly Strongly
Disagree |Disagree| Agree| Agree Total
Hall required Count 24 106 305 96 531
% 4.5%| 20.0%| 57.4% 18.1%| 100.0%)]
Requested current hall [Count 127 614] 1291 316 2348
% 5.4%| 26.1%]|55.0% 13.5%| 100.0%
Did not request WCount 57 229] 464 128 878
|current hall % 6.5%| 26.1%|52.8%|  14.6%| 100.0%
Total Count 208 949] 2060 540 3757
% 5.5%| 25.3%]|54.8% 14.4%| 100.0%
Table 3.57 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 17.145(a)] 6 .009
Likelihood Ratio 17.227] 6 .008
Linear-by-Linear Association 9.433] 1 .002
N of Valid Cases 3757

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.40.

Broadened Diversity: First-Year Roommate

Crosstabulations of broadened diversity of friends and students’ first-year

roommates indicate similar experiences for students on this variable (see Table 3.58).

Students whose first-year roommates is of their same racial background, whether they

had requested that roommate or not, were equally likely to disagree or strongly disagree

that they had diversified their friendships since attending Michigan State University.

Students who had requested their first-year roommate, and whose roommate is of a

different racial background, were the most likely to strongly agree with this statement.
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Table 3.58 First-year Roommate * Broaden Diversity of Friends Crosstabulation

First-year Roommate Broaden Diversity of Friends
Strongly Strongly
Disagree |Disagree| Agree | Agree Total
Requested/Same race  |Count| 51 236]  480| 83 850}
% 6.0%| 27.8%| 56.5% 9.8%| 100.0%
Requested/Different  |[Count 7 41 115 47 210
race % 3.3%| 19.5%| 54.8% 22.4%| 100.0%)|
Blind/Same race |Count 103 464 906 236 1709}
% 6.0%| 27.2%| 53.0% 13.8%| 100.0%
Blind/Different race |Count 49| 223 582 181 1035
% 4.7%| 21.5%| 56.2% 17.5%] 100.0%
Total Count 210 964 2083 547 3804
% 5.5%| 253%| 54.8%| 14.4%| 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005 indicating that we
should reject the null hypothesis that the likelihood of students’ broadening the diversity

of their friends and their first-year roommates are independent (Table 3.59).

Table 3.59 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 48.087(a)] 9 .000
Likelihood Ratio 48.667| 9 .000:
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.935] 1 .047
N of Valid Cases 3804

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than S. The minimum expected count is 11.59.

Broadened Diversity: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen)

Consideration was also given to the role that the current roommate plays on the
likelihood that returning students feel they have broadened the diversity of their
friendships. Crosstabulation results suggest that the current roommate of upperclassmen

is related to broadening diversity (see Table 3.60). The majority of upperclassmen agree

92



or strongly agree that they have broadened the diversity of their friendships; however,

those students who requested their current roommate, and whose roommate is of their

same racial background, are somewhat less likely to agree or strongly agree with this

statement than other upperclassmen. While 68.4 percent of these students agree or

strongly agree that they have diversified their friendships, three-quarters of all other

upperclassmen felt this way. Upperclassmen currently living with a roommate of a

different racial background, that did not request this roommate, are the most likely to

strongly agree with this statement (26.2%).

Table 3.60 Current Roommate (Upperclassmen Only) * Broaden Diversity of
Friends Crosstabulation

Current Roommate Broaden Diversity Friends
(Upperclassmen Only) Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Total

Blind/Same race  |[Count 38 127 347 129 641

% 5.9% 19.8% 54.1% 20.1%]| 100.0%
Requested/Same  |Count| 41 230 475 111 857
|race % 4.8% 26.8% 55.4% 13.0%] 100.0%
Blind/Different race]Count 7 33 81 43 164

% 4.3% 20.1%| 49.4% 26.2%| 100.0%
Requested/Different|Count 8 43 127 37 215
race % 3.7% 20.0% 59.1%|  17.2%| 100.0%
Total Count 94 433 1030) 320] 1877

% 5.0% 23.1% 54.9% 17.0%| 100.0%

The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less than .0005 indicating that we

should reject the null hypothesis that the likelihood of upperclassmen broadening the

diversity of their friends and their current roommates are independent (Table 3.61).
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Table 3.61 Chi-Square Tests

Value

df

Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Likelihood Ratio
Linear-by-Linear
IN of Valid Cases

Pearson Chi-Square

Association

32.974
356

33.566(a)| 9

1877

9
1

.000
.000
551

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than S. The minimum expected count is 8.21.

Broadened Diversity: Overall Racial Environment

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that

participants are equally like to report broadening the diversity of their friends, regardless

of the overall racial environment of their current residence hall. The observed

significance level for this test is less than .0005 indicating that we should reject the null

hypothesis (see Table 3.62).
Table 3.62 Broaden Diversity of Friends ANOVA

Sum of Squares| df [Mean Square] F |Sig.
Between Groups| 73.485| 47 1.5642.804].000]
Within Groups 2071.812|3716 .558
Total 2145.297|3763

Broadened Diversity: Classroom Experience

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that

participants are equally likely to report broadening the diversity of their friends,

regardless of their experiences within the classroom. The observed significance level for

this test is less than .0005 indicating that we should reject the null hypothesis (see Table

3.63).
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Table 3.63 Broadened Diversity of Friends ANOVA

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 284.840| 22 12.947 1 26.019 | .000
Within Groups 1914.831 | 3848 498
Total 2199.671 | 3870

Aware of Personal Prejudices

Students were asked whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, agreed, or
strongly agreed that they had become more aware of their personal prejudices and
stereotypes towards others since coming to Michigan State University. Of the students
who responded (n=3874), 7.8 percent strongly disagreed, 22.6 percent disagreed, 58.5
percent agreed, and 11.1 strongly agreed (see Table 3.64). This indicates that the majority
of students on campus feel they have become more aware of their prejudices since
coming to Michigan State University, but nearly a third of students do not feel this way.
When we examine this variable more closely, it becomes clear that some students are

more likely to report having become more aware of their personal prejudices and

stereotypes.

Table 3.64 Aware Personal Prejudices

Aware of Prejudices Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Strongly Disagree 301 6.6 7.8 7.8
Disagree 875 19.1 22.6 30.4
Agree 2268 49.6 58.5 88.9
Strongly Agree 430 94 11.1 100.0
Total 3874 84.7 100.0

Missing System 702 15.3

Total 45761 100.0

The chi-square statistic on this variable is large and significant (.000), indicating
that we can reject the null hypothesis that students on campus are equally likely to agree

or disagree with this statement (Table 3.65).
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Table 3.65 Aware Personal Prejudices: Chi-Square Test Frequencies

Observed N | Expected N | Residual
Strongly Disagree 301 968.5] -667.5
Disagree 875 968.5 -93.5
Agree 2268 968.5| 1299.5
Strongly Agree 430 968.5| -5385
Total 3874

Aware Personal Prejudices: Chi-Square Test Statistics

Aware Personal Prejudices

Chi-Square(a) 2512.113
df 3
Asymp. Sig. .000

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 968.5.

Aware of Prejudices: Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulations for more aware of prejudices by race/ethnicity indicate that
Black and Native American students are the most likely to agree and strongly agree with
this experience (see Table 3.66). More than one-fifth of Black respondents strongly
agreed that they have become more aware of their personal prejudices and stereotypes
since coming to Michigan State University and an additional 59.2 percent agreed. In
contrast, just 13.1 percent of Black students disagreed with this statement and only 6.4
percent strongly disagreed. Ten percent of Native American students strongly agreed with
this statement; however 70 percent agreed. After African Americans, Chicano/Latino
students are the most likely to strongly agree with having become more aware of their
personal prejudices (13.9%). An additional 60 percent agreed with this statement.
Responses from Asian and White students were comparable with a few exceptions.
Compared with Whites, Asian students were more likely to strongly agree with having

becoming more aware of personal prejudices and stereotypes: 10.8 percent of Asian
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students strongly agreed compared with 10.3 percent of non-Hispanic Whites. Similarly,

Whites students were more to strongly disagree with having become more aware of

personal prejudices (8.0%) than Asian students (4.9%). Mixed Race students were the

most likely to strongly disagree (9.0%) and the least likely to strongly agree (7.7%) with

this statement than any of the other racial/ethnic groups.

Table 3.66 Aware Personal Prejudices * Self-Identified Race Crosstabulation

Race/Ethnicity
Aware Personal White/ Native Mixed
Prejudices Caucasian | Black | Latino American Asian Race Total
SD'T°“g'y Count 237 17 7 0 14 7| 282
isagree

% 8.0% 6.4% 6.1% 0% 4.9% 9.0% 7.6%
Disagree Count 680 35 23 2 69 24 833

% 23.1% | 13.1% | 20.0% 20.0% | 24.0% 30.8% | 22.5%
Agree Count 1727 158 69 7 174 41 2176

% 58.6% | 59.2% ] 60.0% 70.0% | 60.4% 52.6% ] 58.7%
Strongly Agree | Count 304 57 16 1 31 6 415

% 103% ] 21.3%] 13.9% 10.0% ]| 10.8% 7.7%1 11.2%
Totl Count 2048  267| 115 0] 288 78| 3706

% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Chi-square values for this crosstabulation are less than .0005 indicating that we

can reject the null hypothesis that becoming aware of personal prejudices and stereotypes

is independent from the racial/ethnic background of the participants (Table 3.67).

Table 3.67 Chi-Square Tests: Racial/Ethnic background

Value | df | Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 57.583(a) | 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 58.143 115 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 1671 1 .683
N of Valid Cases 3813

a 2 cells (8.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.81.

Aware of Prejudices: Gender

Crosstabulations for aware of prejudices by gender indicates that women are

somewhat more likely than men to believe they become more aware of their personal
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prejudices and stereotypes toward others since coming to Michigan State University
(Table 3.68). Men are more likely to strongly disagree with this statement than women
(9.9% and 6.6% respectively). While women were more likely to agree with this
statement than men (60.4% and 55.1% respectively), both groups were most likely to
choose this response.

Table 3.68 Aware Personal Prejudices * Self-Identified Gender Crosstabulation

Gender
Aware Personal Prejudices | Male | Female | Total
Strongly Disagree | Count 129 167 296
% 9.9%]| 6.6%] 7.7%
Disagree Count 317 546 863
% 243%] 21.7%] 22.6%
Agree Count 719 1519 2238
% 55.1%| 60.4% | 58.6%
Strongly Agree Count 140 284 424
% 10.7% ] 11.3%]| 11.1%
Total Count 1305} 2516| 3821
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

The chi-square value for this crosstabulation is less than .0005 which means that
we can reject the null hypothesis that gender of the participant is independent from
becoming aware of personal prejudices since coming to Michigan State University (Table
3.69). This suggests that the difference in reporting between men and women on this
variable is significant and this relationship should be explored further.

Table 3.69 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df] Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18.580(a) | 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 18.174] 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 139251 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3821

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 101.09.
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Aware of Prejudices: Class Standing

Crosstabulations for aware of prejudice by class standing suggest that as class
standing increases, so does the likelihood of becoming aware of personal prejudices (see
Table 3.70). For all groups, the majority of students agreed that they have become more
aware of their prejudices. Freshmen were the most likely to strongly disagree with this

experience (8.8%) and the least likely to strongly agree (9.1%). Seniors were the most

likely to strongly agree (14.1%).

Table 3.70 Aware Personal Prg‘nldices * Class Standing Crosstabulation

Class Standing
Aware Personal Prejudices | Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Total
Strongly Disagree | Count 155 76 42 22 295
% 8.8% 63%]| 8.1%| 7.1%]| 7.8%
Disagree Count 467 230 99 60 856
% 26.6% 19.0%] 19.0%] 19.2%]| 22.5%
Agree Count 975 754 312 186 2227
% 55.5% 62.3%| 59.9%] 59.6%| 58.6%
Strongly Agree Count 160 150 68 44 422
% 9.1% 124% | 13.1%]| 14.1%] 11.1%
Total Count 1757 1210 521 312| 3800
% 100.0% 100.0% ]| 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

The chi-square value for this crosstabulation is less than .0005 so we should reject
the null hypothesis that becoming more aware of personal prejudice and class standing
are independent (Table 3.71). As was the case for broadening the diversity of friends, the
relationship seen here also makes sense intuitively. As time on campus increases for
students, the opportunities for exposure to new information, both socially and in the

classroom, increases.
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Table 3.71 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df] Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 48.447(a)| 9 .000
Likelihood Ratio 48.547| 9 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 239381 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3800

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 24.22.

Aware of Prejudices: First-Year Status

Crosstabulations for aware of prejudices by first-year status were largely
consistent with results for freshmen students (see Table 3.72). Among first-year students
8.9 percent strongly disagreed with having become more aware of personal prejudices
since coming to Michigan State University, 26.6 percent disagreed, 55.6 percent agreed,
and 8.9 percent strongly agreed.

Table 3.72 Aware Personal Prejudices * First Year at MSU Crosstabulation

First year at MSU
Aware Personal Prejudices No Yes Total
Strongly Disagree | Count 125 171 296
% 6.7% 8.9%| 7.8%
Disagree Count 346 512 858
% 184% ] 26.6%| 22.6%
Agree Count 1154 1072 2226
% 61.5%| 55.6% | 58.5%
Strongly Agree Count 251 172 423
% 13.4% 8.9%| 11.1%
Total Count 1876 1927] 3803
% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Similar to class standing, the chi-square value for this crosstabulation is less than
.0005 indicating that we can reject the null hypothesis that the status of students, as first-
year compared with returning students, and becoming aware of personal prejudices are

independent (Table 3.73).
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Table 3.73 Chi-Square Tests

Value | df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 56.366(a) | 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 56.676 | 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association| 47.753| 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3803

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 146.02.

Aware of Prejudices: Current Hall Percent White

Crosstabulations for more aware of personal prejudices by current hall percent
White does not reveal any clear patterns. However, when the variable is collapsed into
bivariate categories (agree or disagree) differences between residence halls begin to
emerge (Table 3.74). Those residence halls with the greatest diversity, and the greatest
percentage of Black residents, tend to show higher rates of agreement than those halls
with fewer students of color. For example, 80.4 percent of students residing in Rather
Hall and 71.8 percent of students living in Hubbard Hall strongly agree or agree that they
have become more aware of their personal prejudices and stereotypes towards other since
coming to Michigan State University. In contrast, 65.1 percent of students in Wonders
Hall and 61.8 percent of students in Mayo Hall strongly agree or agree with this
statement. Regardless of current hall, however, most students agree or strongly agree

with this statement.

Table 3.74 Current Hall Percent White * Aware of Personal Prejudices Bivariate
Crosstabulation

Current Hall Percent White Aware of Personal Prejudices Bivariate
Strongly Disagree or Disagree Strongly Agree or Agree Total
Rather Count 20 82 102
|% 19.6% 80.4%| 100.0%
Hubbard Count 79 201 280]
% 28.2% 71.8%| 100.0%|
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Butterfield Count 20 60| 80|
% 25.0% 75.0%] 100.0%
McDonel |Count 86, 184 270]
% 31.9% 68.1%] 100.0%)
Bryan ICount 43 90} 133
% 32.3% 67.7%| 100.0%
Akers JCount 69 227 296
% 23.3% 76.7%] 100.0%
Shaw Count 66 152 218
% 30.3% 69.7%| 100.0%
Holden JCount 67 182 249
% 26.9% 73.1%| 100.0%
Bailey |count 33 66 99]
% 33.3% 66.7%| 100.0%
Holmes |Count 149 265 414
% 36.0% 64.0%| 100.0%
Williams |Count 14 52 66
% 21.2% 78.8%| 100.0%
Emmons Count 38 66 104
% 36.5% 63.5%| 100.0%
|Mason-Abbot Count 63 200 263
% 24.0%) 76.0%| 100.0%}
Armstrong Count 37 78 115
% 32.2% 67.8%| 100.0%
|Case Count 78 158 236
% 33.1% 66.9%| 100.0%
Landon Count 34 70} 104
% 32.7% 67.3%| 100.0%
Yakeley-Gilchrist Count 61 107 168
% 36.3% 63.7%| 100.0%
|campbell lcount 27 58 85
% 31.8%) 68.2%| 100.0%
Wilson |Count 68 153 221
% 30.8% 69.2%| 100.0%
Mayo Count 21 34 55
% 38.2% 61.8%| 100.0%
Wonders Count 73 136 209]
% 34.9% 65.1%| 100.0%
Total Count 1146 2621 3767
% 30.4% 69.6%] 100.0%)
Table 3.74 (cont’d)

102



The chi-square value for this crosstabulation is less than .05 indicating that we can
reject the null hypothesis that students are equally likely to report becoming aware of

personal prejudices regardless of their current hall (Table 3.75).

Table 3.75 Chi-Square Tests

Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 40.145(a)] 20 .005
Likelihood Ratio 41.035] 20 .004
Linear-by-Linear Association 8.693] 1 .003
N of Valid Cases 3767

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16.73.

Results from the one-way analysis of variance indicate that the residence hall is
an important determinant for becoming aware of personal prejudices (Table 3.76). When
we test the null hypothesis that the likelihood of agreeing with this statement will be
equal across halls, the observed significance level for the comparison of means between
halls is less than .05, suggesting that there is a significant relationship between these two

variables.

Table 3.76 Aware Prejudices Bivariate ANOVA
Sum of Squares| df |[Mean Square] F |Sig.

Between Groups 8.498] 20 .425]2.018].005
Within Groups 788.865|3746 211
Total 797.36313766

Aware of Prejudices: Current Hall Assignment

Crosstabulations of aware of prejudice and current hall assignment indicate
similar reports from students (Table 3.77). Students who did not request their current hall
were somewhat more likely to agree or strongly agree that they have become more aware

of their personal prejudices since attending Michigan State University (70.8%). Students
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participating in living-learning programs were the least likely to agree or strongly agree
with this statement (65.0%). However, the majority of all students report becoming more

aware of their personal prejudices.

Table 3.77 Hall Assignment without Van Hoosen * Aware Personal Prejudices
Crosstabulation

Hall Assignment without Van Aware Personal Prejudices
Hoosen Strongly Strongly
Disagree  |Disagree|Agree Agree Total
Hall required [Count 44]  143] 286 60 533
% 8.3%| 26.8%|53.7%, 11.3%| 100.0%
Requested current hall |{Count 183 519] 1403 249& 2354
% 7.8%| 22.0%]| 59.6%) 10.6%} 100.0%
Did not request current |Count 66 189F 507 111 873
fpall % 7.6%|  21.6%|58.1% 12.7%)] 100.0%|
Total Count 293 851] 2196 420 3760}
% 7.8%| 22.6%|58.4% 11.2%| 100.0%

The chi-square value for this crosstabulation is greater than .05 indicating that we
cannot reject the null hypothesis that becoming more aware of personal prejudices and

campus housing assignments are independent (see Table 3.78).

Table 3.78 Chi-Square Tests

Value |dfj Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 10.341(a)] 6 111
Likelihood Ratio 10.099] 6 121
Linear-by-Linear Association 3.644] 1 .056
N of Valid Cases 3760“

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 41.53.

Aware of Prejudices: First-Year Roommate

Crosstabulations of more aware of personal prejudices and students’ first-year
roommates suggest that requesting the first-year roommate may influence the likelihood

of agreeing with this statement (see Table 3.79). Students who share the same racial
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background as their first-year roommate, but who did not request this roommate, were

most likely to strongly disagree that they have become more aware of their personal

prejudices and stereotypes since attending Michigan State University (8.4%). Students

who requested their first-year roommate, and who share their roommate’s racial

background, were most likely to disagree with this statement. Students who requested

their first-year roommate, and whose roommate is of a different racial background, were

most likely to agree with this statement (62.5%). Students whose first-year roommate is

of a different racial background, but did not request that roommate, were most likely to

strongly agree that they had become more aware of their personal prejudices since

attending Michigan State University (12.8%).

Table 3.79 First-year Roommate * Aware Personal Prejudices Crosstabulation

First-year Roommate Aware Personal Prejudices
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree| Agree Agree Total
Requested/Same race |count 64 225] 480] 83 852
% 7.5%| 26.4%)56.3% 9.7%{100.0%
Requested/Different Count 12 42} 130} 24 208
|race % 5.8%| 20.2%|62.5% 11.5%{100.0%
Blind/Same race Count 144 354] 1031 182 1711
% 8.4%| 20.7%|60.3% 10.6%{100.0%
Blind/Different race ~ |Count 76 2371 590 133] 1036
% 7.3%| 22.9%)56.9% 12.8%]100.0%]
Total Count 296 858] 2231 422 3807
% 7.8%| 22.5%|58.6% 11.1%|100.0%

The chi-square value for this model is less than .05 indicating that we can reject

the null hypothesis that the first-year roommate and becoming more aware of personal

prejudices are independent (see Table 3.80).
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Table 3.80 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18.304(a)] 9 .032
Likelihood Ratio 18.105] 9 034
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.899] 1 .168
N of Valid Cases 3807

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 16.17.

Aware of Prejudices: Current Roommate (Upperclassmen)

Crosstabulations with the current roommate of upperclassmen and aware of

personal prejudices were conducted and results suggest slight differences (see Table

3.81). Upperclassmen currently living with roommates of their same racial background,

that they did not request to live with, were the most likely to strongly disagree with this

statement (8.1%). Upperclassmen living with a roommate of a different racial

background, that they did not request to live with, were the most likely to strongly agree

(15.8%) and agree (66.1%) with this statement.

Table 3.81 Current Roommate (Upperclassmen Only) * Aware Personal Prejudices

recoded Crosstabulation

Current Roommate

Aware Personal Prejudices recoded

(Upperclassmen Only) Strongly Strongly
Disagree |Disagree | Agree| Agree Total
Blind/Same race Count 52 116] 379 92 639]
% 8.1%| 18.2% 59.3%I 14.4%} 100.0%
Requested/Same race Count 57 164] 530 106 857
% 6.7%| 19.1%| 61.8% 12.4%{ 100.0%
Blind/Different race Count 9 211 109 26% 165
% 5.5%| 12.7%)] 66.1% 15.8%| 100.0%|
Requested/Different race |Count 7 45| 136 27 215
% 3.3%| 20.9%]| 63.3% 12.6%| 100.0%|
Total Count 125 346] 1154 251} 1876
% 6.7%& 18.4%]| 61.5% 13.4%| 100.0%
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The chi-square value for this model is greater than .05, however, indicating that
we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the current roommate of upperclassmen and

becoming more aware of personal prejudices are independent (see Table 3.82).

Table 3.82 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 13.225(a)] 9 153
Likelihood Ratio 14.277] 9 113
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.008] 1 156
N of Valid Cases 1876

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 10.99.

Aware of Prejudices: Overall Racial Environment

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that
participants are equally like to report becoming more aware of their personal prejudices
regardless of the overall racial environment of their current residence hall (Table 3.83).
The observed significance level for this test is greater than .05 indicating that we cannot
reject the null hypothesis. It appears that the overall racial environment is not a

significant predictor for this variable.

Table 3.83 Aware Personal Prejudices ANOVA
Sum of Squares| df

Mean Square] F |Sig.

Between Groups 34.735] 47 .739]1.286].092
Within Groups 2137.07713719 575
Total 2171.812]3766

Aware of Prejudices: Classroom Experience

One-way analysis of variance was conducted to test the null hypothesis that

participants are equally like to report becoming more aware of their personal prejudices

107



regardless of their classroom experiences (Table 3.84). The observed significance level
for this test is less than .005 indicating that we should reject the null hypothesis.

Table 3.84 Aware Personal Prejudices ANOVA

Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 150.070| 22 6.821]12.654 | .000
Within Groups 2075.964 | 3851 .539
Total 2226.034 | 3873
Summary

Many of the crosstabulations analyzed here have proven to be significant. As
discussed in the previous chapter, however, there are several limitations when using one-
item questions. Because respondents were not provided with a range of specific questions
that could not be collapsed into scale measurements for these variables, it cannot be
assumed that participants interpreted these questions similarly. As a result, the validity of
these measures is threatened. While the findings in this chapter contribute to our
understanding of race relations on the campus of Michigan State University, they cannot
be used to draw any meaningful conclusions at this time. Therefore, the dependent

variables considered in this chapter will not be included in future steps.
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CHAPTER 4: Interactional Diversity Scale

As discussed in chapter 2, a 10-item Interactional Diversity scale was created to
measure the extent to which students engage in meaningful interactions across race lines
(alpha=.916). This measure is an attempt to operationalize the concept of interactional
diversity. The items of this scale include dining with, having meaningful discussions
about race, sharing feelings, studying, socializing or partying, having intellectual
discussions outside of class, and attending events with students of a different racial
background. Also included is the extent to which students attend events sponsored by
racial/ethnic groups different from their own racial/ethnic background, and the frequency
with which students visit in the rooms of students of a different racial background as well
as in their own rooms with students of a different racial background. For each item,
responses ranged from 1(never) to 4(very often). The scales scores range from a
minimum of 10 points (students who report never engaging in any of the ten activities) to
40 points (students who report engaging in all ten activities very often). Of the students
who responded to these items (n=3534), the mean was 22.3, indicating that on average
students participate in these cross-racial activities occasionally (see Table 4.1). When we
consider this scale more closely, however, results indicate that some students are more
likely to engage in interactional diversity more often than others. The chi-square value for
this scale is less than .0005 (Table 4.2). Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis that
participants are equally likely to earn any given score. This suggests that the differences
in students’ scores on the interactional scale are meaningful.

Table 4.1 Interaction Scale Statistics

N Valid 4055
Missing 521
Mean 22.2653
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Table 4.2 Test Statistics

Interaction scale

Chi-Square(a) 5992.012
df 61
Asymp. Sig. .000

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 65.4.

Before looking at the results for the Interactional Diversity Scale, we will first
consider how each item within the scale differed by some of the key independent
variables: racial/ethnic background, gender, class standing, and current hall. Following
this discussion, we will examine the Interactional Diversity Scale to determine how the
scale results differ on a number of important variables: racial/ethnic background, gender,
class standing, first-year status, current hall, hall assignment, first-year roommate, current

roommate, the Overall Racial Environment scale, and the Classroom Experience scale.

Interactional Diversity Scale Item Analysis

I dine or share meals with students of a different racial background than myself.

For the first item of the Interactional Diversity scale, the majority of students
reported dining with students of a different racial background occasionally (see Table
4.3). Of the students who responded to this question (n=4,035), 16.5 percent reported
never engaging in this activity, compared with 43.7 percent who described occasionally
engaging in this activity, 21.2 percent who described engaging in this activity often, and
18.6 percent who described engaging in this activity very often. The chi-square statistic
on this variable is less than .0005 indicating that we can reject the null hypothesis that

students are equally likely to dine or share a meal with peers of a different racial
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background (Table 4.4). In the following section, we will explore how this variable

differs on some of the key independent variables.

Table 4.3 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent

Never 664 14.5 16.5
Occasionally 1765 38.6 43.7
Often 857 187 212
Very Often 749 164 18.6
Total 4035 88.2 100.0}
Missing 541 11.8

Total 4576] 100.0]

Table 4.4 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background: Chi-Square Test Frequencies

Observed N Expected N Residual
Never 664 1008.8 -344.8
Occasionally 1765 1008.8 756.2
Often 857 1008.8 -151.8
Very Often 749 1008.8 -259.8
Total 4035

Dine/Eat Different Racial Background: Chi-Square Test Statistics

Dine/Eat Different Racial Background
Chi-Square 774.488(a)|
df 3
Asymp. Sig. .000}

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1008.8.

Dine/Eat: Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulations for this item indicate clear racial differences (Table 4.5). White,
Black, and Native Americans students are the least likely to dine with students of a
different racial background. Nearly two-thirds of the White respondents and at least half

of the Black and Native American students reported that they never, or only occasionally,
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engage in this activity. In contrast, more than 60 percent of Latino and Mixed Race

students report dining with students of a different racial background often or very often.

Asian students were the most likely to engage in this activity with more than 40 percent

reporting that they eat meals with peers of a different racial background very often and an

additional 25 percent reporting that they engage in this activity often. The chi-square for

this variable is significant at .000; therefore, we reject the null hypothesis that students

are equally likely to eat meals with peers of a different racial background than themselves

(see Table 4.6).
Table 4.5 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background * Race/Ethnicity Crosstabulation
Dine/Eat Different Racial Race/Ethnicity
Background . .
Native Mixed
White/Caucasian| Black | Latino| American | Asian ] Race | Total
[Never Count 538 4 8 1 12 7 610
% 18.1%] 16.6%] 6.8% 10.0%] 4.1%| 9.0%| 16.4%
|Occasionally Count 1393 100 37 4 81 23] 1638
% 47.0%) 37.7%) 31.4% 40.0%] 27.8%| 29.5%] 43.9%)
WOﬁen Count 605 55 31 3 72 17 783
% 20.4%| 20.8%| 26.3% 30.0%)| 24.7%] 21.8%| 21.0%
Very Often Count 430 66 42 2 126 31 697
% 14.5%] 24.9%] 35.6% 20.0%] 43.3%| 39.7%] 18.7%)
Total Count 2966 265 118 10 291 78] 3728
% 100.0%]100.0%]100.0%) 100.0%]100.0%{ 100.0%]100.0%)
Table 4.6 Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.441E2 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 228.849 15 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 202.352 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3728

a. 4 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.64.
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Dine/Eat: Gender

Crosstabulations on this variable suggest that men are somewhat more likely than
women to dine or eat with students of a different racial background (see Table 4.7).
Women were more likely to report never engaging in this activity than men (18.2% and
13.1% respectively). In contrast, men were more likely than women to report eating with
students of a different racial background very often (23.3% and 16.3% respectively). For

both groups, the most frequent response was “occasionally”.

Table 4.7 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background * Gender Crosstabulation

Dine/Eat Different Racial Background| Gender
Male Female Total
Never Count 173 459 632
% 13.1% 18.2% 16.4%]|
WOccasionally lCount 545 1144 1689’
% 41.2% 45.4% 43.9%
WOﬁen Count 298 507 805
% 22.5% 20.1% 20.9%
Very Often Count 308 412 720|
% 23.3% 16.3% 18.7%
Total Count 1324 2522 3846
% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The chi-square tabulation on this variable is less than .0005 indicating that we can

reject the null hypothesis that men and women are equally likely to dine with students of

a different racial background (see Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df|] Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 42.055(a)] 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 41.890] 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 41.959| 1 .000
|LN of Valid Cases 3846

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 217.57.
Dine/Eat: Class Standing

Crosstabulations for this variable reveal that freshman are the least likely to dine
across racial lines with 17.6 percent reporting they never engage in this activity (Table
4.9). The likelihood of dining or eating with students of a different racial background
tends to increase with class standing although freshmen and sophomores have very
similar responses. Seniors were the most likely to dine with students of a different racial
background: 49.6 percent of seniors describe engaging in this activity often or very often

compared with 40.6 percent of juniors, 38.2 percent of sophomores, and 38.5 percent of

freshmen.
Table 4.9 Dine/Eat Different Racial Background * Class Standing Crosstabulation
Dine/Eat Different Racial Class Standing
Background Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Total
Never [Count 312 194 79| 45 630
% 17.6% 159%| 15.1%| 14.3%| 16.5%
[Occasionally Count 775 560 232 114 1681
% 43.8% 45.9%| 44.3%| 36.2%| 43.9%
Often Count 372 251 97 84 804
% 21.0% 20.6%| 18.5%| 26.7%) 21.0%
Very Often Count 309] 215 116 72 712
% 17.5% 17.6%| 22.1%| 22.9%| 18.6%
Total Count 1768 1220 524 315 3827
% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%
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The chi-square value for this variable is less than .05; therefore, we can reject the null
hypothesis that students are equally likely to dine across racial lines, regardless of their
academic standing (Table 4.10).

Table 4.10 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 23.534(a)] 9 .005
Likelihood Ratio 23.132 9‘ .006
|Linear-by-Linear Association 11.580] 1 .001
N of Valid Cases 3827|

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 51.86.
Dine/Eat: Current Hall Percent White |

When we consider the bivariate responses of this variable, crosstabulations
suggest that differences do exist between halls (Table 4.11). In most of the halls, students
were most likely to report never or only occasionally eating across racial lines. However,
there were a few exceptions. Holmes Hall, had the greatest number of residents reporting
that they engage in this activity often or very often (54.4%). As discussed in previous
chapters, Holmes Hall has a number of residents who participate in a living-learning
program. The only other hall with more than half of its residents eating with students of a
different racial background often or very often was Bryan Hall (52.2%). Bryan Hall is the
fifth most diverse hall on campus with a high percentage of Asian/Pacific Islander and
International students. Students in Armstrong Hall were least likely to dine or eat with
someone of a different racial background (71.3%), followed by Holden (70.9%), Wilson
(70.4%), and Emmons (70.1%) halls. The chi-square value on this crosstabulation is less
than .0005 (see Table 4.12). Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis that dining or

sharing a meal across racial lines and current residence hall are independent.
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Table 4.11 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Dine/Eat Bivariate

Crosstabulation
Current Hall Percent White without Dine/Eat Bivariate
Van Hoosen Never or Occasionally Often or Very Often Total
Rather Count 51 51 102
l% 50.0% 50.0%| 100.0%)
JHubbard Count 151 130 281
% 53.7% 46.3%] 100.0%
Butterfield Count 54 29 83
% 65.1% 349%| 100.0%)
McDonel Count 137 137 274
% 50.0% 50.0%| 100.0%
Bryan Count 64 70} 134
% 47.8% 52.2%| 100.0%
Akers [count 166 126 292
% 56.8% 432%| 100.0%
Shaw |Count 144 78 222
% 64.9% 35.1%] 100.0%
Holden Count 178 73 251
%o 70.9% 29.1%] 100.0%
Bailey Count 57 43 100}
% 57.0% 43.0%] 100.0%
Holmes Count 190 227 417
I% 45.6% 54.4%| 100.0%
Williams Count 42 24 66
% 63.6% 36.4%] 100.0%
Emmons Count 75 32 107
% 70.1% 29.9%| 100.0%
Mason-Abbot FCount 178 88 266
% 66.9% 33.1%| 100.0%
Armstrong Count 82 33 115
% 71.3% 28.7%| 100.0%
Case |Count 147 89 236
% 62.3% 37.7%} 100.0%
Landon |Count 73 32 105
% 69.5% 30.5%| 100.0%
Y akeley-Gilchrist |Count 112 52 164
% 68.3% 31.7%| 100.0%]
Campbell Count 54 31 85
% 63.5% 36.5%| 100.0%
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Wilson |count 157 66| 223
% 70.4% 29.6%] 100.0%
|[Mayo Count 37 18 55
% 67.3% 32.7%} 100.0%
Wonders |Count 137 74 211
% 64.9% 35.1%| 100.0%|
Total Count 2286 1503 3789
% 60.3% 39.7%|] 100.0%

Table 4.11 (cont’d)

Table 4.12 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.215E2| 20} .000
Likelihood Ratio 121.514] 20 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 39.429] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3789

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21 82.
Results from the one-way analysis of variance further indicate the importance of
racial composition within the residence hall for predicting dining patterns of respondents
(see Table 4.13). When we test the null hypothesis that the likelihood of dining or sharing
a meal with students of a different racial background will be equal across residence halls,
the observed significance level for the comparison of means between halls is less than

.0005, suggesting that there is a significant relationship between these two variables.

Table 4.13 Dine/Eat Bivariate ANOVA
Sum of Squares| df |Mean Square} F [Sig.

Between Groups 29.074] 20 1.45416.241].000]
Within Groups 877.724{3768 233
Total 906.7983788
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I visit with residents of a different racial background than myself in their room.

For the second item of the Interactional Diversity scale, the majority of students
reported visiting with students of a different racial background in their room occasionally
(see Table 4.14). Of the students who responded to this question (n=4,039), 23.5 percent
reported never engaging in this activity, compared with 39.8 percent who described
occasionally engaging in this activity, 18.4 percent who described engaging in this
activity often, and 18.3 percent who described engaging in this activity very often.

Table 4.14 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent

Never 948 20.7 23.5
Occasionally 1607 35.1 39.8
Often 744 16.3 18.4
Very Often 740| 16.2 18.3
Total 4039 883 100.0
Missing 537 11.7

Total 4576 100.0]

The chi-square statistic on this variable is less than .0005 indicating that we can
reject the null hypothesis that students are equally likely to visit the rooms of peers of a
different racial background (see Table 4.15). In the following section, we will explore

how this variable differs on some of the key independent variables.

Table 4.15 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room: Chi-Square Test
Frequencies

Observed N |Expected N| Residual
Never 948 1009.8 -61.8
Occasionally 1607 1009.8 597.2
Often 744 1009.8] -265.8
Very Often 740 1009.8] -269.8

Total 4039
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Visit Different Racial Background Their Room: Chi-Square Test Statistics

Visit Difference Racial Background Room
Chi-Square 499.043(a)|
f 3
Asymp. Sig. .000
Table 4.15 (cont’d)

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1009.8.

Visit/Their Room: Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulation results suggest that there are racial/ethnic differences for this
variable (see Table 4.16). White students were the least likely to visit the rooms of
students of a different racial background than themselves. More than two-thirds of White
students reported never, or only occasionally, participating in this activity. Black students
were also more likely than other non-White students to report never (21.3%) or
occasionally (41.6%) visiting the rooms of students of a different racial background than
themselves. Mixed Race students were the most likely to participate in this activity with
41 percent reporting that they visit the rooms of students of a different racial background
very often. Approximately 60 percent Latino, Native American, and Asian students
describe participating in this activity often or very often. The chi-square for this variable
is significant at .000; therefore, we reject the null hypothesis that students are equally
likely to visit the rooms of peers of a different racial background than themselves (see

Table 4.17).
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Table 4.16 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room * Race/Ethnicity
Crosstabulation

Visit Different Racial Race/Ethnicity
Background Their Native Mixed
Room White/Caucasian] Black | Latino ]|American| Asian Race Total
Never Count 791 57 9 1 22 7 887
% 26.7%| 21.3%) 7.6% 10.0% 7.5%) 9.0% 23.8%
|Occasionally |Count 1216 111 35 3 99 21 1485
% 41.0%| 41.6% 29.7% 30.0%| 33.9%| 26.9%) 39.8%
[Often [Count 506 39 37 5 77 18 682
% 17.0%] 14.6% 31.4% 50.0%] 26.4%| 23.1% 18.3%
Very Often Count 455 60] 37 1 94 32 679
% 15.3%] 22.5% 31.4% 10.0%] 32.2%] 41.0%) 18.2%
Total Count 2968 267 118 10 292 78 3733
% 100.0%) 100.0%] 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%
Table 4.17 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.886E2| 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 189.966] 15 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 153.796] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3733

a. 4 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.82.

Visit/Their Room: Gender

Crosstabulations on this variable reveal that men are more likely than women to
visit the rooms of students of a different racial background (Table 4.18). Twenty-two
percent of men describe engaging in this activity very often compared with 16.3 percent
of women. In contrast, 26.6 percent of women report never visiting the room of students
of a different racial background compared with 18.3 percent of men. Men and women
were equally likely to describe engaging in this activity occasionally (39.8% and 39.7%
respectively); this was also the most popular response for both groups. The chi-square

value for this tabulation is less than .0005 indicating that we can reject the null hypothesis
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that men and women are equally likely to visit in the rooms of students of a different
racial background (see Table 4.19).

Table 4.18 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room * Gender
Crosstabulation

Visit Different Racial Gender
Background Their Room Male Female Total
Never [Count 243 671 914
% 18.3% 26.6%| 23.7%
Occasionally Count 528 1004 1532
% 39.8% 39.7% 39.8%)
[Often Count 261 438 699
% 19.7% 17.3% 18.2%
Very Often Count 293 413 706
% 22.1% 16.3% 18.3%]|
Total |Count 1325 2526 3851
% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%}
Table 4.19 Chi-Square Tests
Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 43.179(a)|] 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 43.781] 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 40.237] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3851

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 240.50.

Visit/Their Room: Class Standing

Crosstabulation results for this variable reveal very similar results across classes
(Table 4.20). The majority of students report visiting the rooms of students of a different
racial background occasionally. In fact, at least two-thirds of respondents never or only
occasionally engage in this activity. The chi-square value for this tabulation is greater

than .05 (see Table 4.21). Therefore, we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the

121



likelihood for visiting the rooms of students of a different racial background is equal
regardless of academic standing.

Table 4.20 Visit Different Racial Background Their Room * Class Standing
Crosstabulation

Visit Different Racial Academic Standing
Background Their Room [grechman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Total
Never Count 420] 300} 124 67 911

% 23.7% 24.5%| 23.8%| 21.2%| 23.8%|
|Occasionally Count 707 498 205 116 1526

% 39.9% 40.8%| 39.3%| 36. 7%| 39.8%
|Often Count 324 211 87

% 18.3% 17.3% 16.7%| 23 4%| 18.2%
Very Often Count 321 213 105 59

% 18.1% 17.4%] 20.2%| 18. 7%| 18.2%
Total Count 1772 1222 521 316 3831

% 100.0% 100.0%] 100.0%| 100. 0%| 100.0%
Table 4.21 Chi-Square Tests

Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)

Pearson Chi-Square 9.764°| 9 .370]
Likelihood Ratio 9.406] 9 401
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.263] 1 261
N of Valid Cases 3831

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 57.41.

Visit/Their Room: Current Hall Percent White

Crosstabulation results suggest that the current hall of the resident plays a role in
predicting the likelihood that they will visit the rooms of students of a different racial
background (see Table 4.22). Residents of Rather Hall are the most likely to describe
engaging in this activity often or very often (50%), followed by Holmes Hall (48.4%). Of
all the halls on the campus of Michigan State University, Rather has the highest
percentage of students of color. Holmes Hall houses the largest living-learning program
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on campus. In contrast, residents were the least likely to visit the rooms of students of a
different racial background in Mayo and Wilson Halls: only 18.2 percent of residents in
Mayo Hall and 22.0 percent of residents in Wilson Hall describe engaging in this activity
often or very often. Mayo Hall has the second highest proportion, and Wilson has the
third highest proportion of White students on campus. The chi-square value on this
tabulation is less than .0005 (see Table 4.23). Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis
that respondents are equally likely to visit the rooms of students of a different racial

background regardless of which residence hall they live in.

Table 4.22 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Visit/Their Room
Bivariate Crosstabulation

Current Hall without Van Hoosen Visit/Their Room Bivariate
Never or Occasionally Often or Very Often Total
Rather [Count 51 51 102
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
Hubbard Count 151 130] 281
% 53.7% 46.3% 100.0%|
Butterfield Count 51 32 83
% 61.4% 38.6% 100.0%
McDonel Count 144 130 274
% 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%)
Bryan Count 72 62 134
% 53.7% 46.3% 100.0%
Akers Count 159 138 297
% 53.5% 46.5% 100.0%|
Shaw Count 146 76 222
% 65.8% 34.2% 100.0%|
Holden Count 170} 81 251
% 67.7% 32.3% 100.0%)
Bailey Count 58 42 100
% 58.0% 42.0% 100.0%
Holmes Count 215 202 417
% 51.6% 48.4% 100.0%
Williams Count 50 16 66
% 75.8% 24.2% 100.0%
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[Emmons |count 74 33 107
% 69.2% 30.8% 100.0%
|Mason-Abbot Count 195 70} 265
% 73.6% 26.4% 100.0%
I Armstrong Count 74 41 115
% 64.3% 35.7% 100.0%
Case Count 163 72 235
% 69.4% 30.6% 100.0%
|Landon Count 79 26 105
% 75.2% 24.8% 100.0%
Yakeley-Gilchrist Count 123 44 167
% 73.7% 26.3% 100.0%
|Campbell Count 64 21 85
% 75.3% 24.7% 100.0%
Wilson |Count 174 49 223
% 78.0% 22.0% 100.0%
Mayo |Count 45 10] 55
% 81.8% 18.2% 100.0%
Wonders Count 146 65 211
% 69.2% 30.8% 100.0%
Total Count 2404 1391 3795
% 63.3% 36.7% 100.0%
Table 4.22 (cont’d)
Table 4.23 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.521E2| 20 .000
Likelihood Ratio 154.556] 20 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 92.938] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3795

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than S. The minimum expected count is 20.16.

Results from the one-way analysis of variance indicate that the racial composition
of the residence hall is an important determinant predictor of students’ likelihood to visit
the rooms of peers of a different racial background (see Table 4.24). The observed

significance level for the comparison of means between halls is less than .0005,
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indicating that we can reject the null hypothesis that the likelihood of engaging in this

activity will be equal across residence halls.

Table 4.24 Visit/Their Room Bivariate ANOVA

Sum of Squares| df |Mean Square] F |Sig.
Between Groups 35.317) 20] 1.766 7.879(.000
Within Groups 845.833|3774 224
Total 881.150{3794

I visit with residents of a different racial background in my room.

For the third item on the Interactional Diversity scale, students were most likely to
report occasionally visiting with students of a different racial background in their own
room (see Table 4.25). Of the respondents who answered this question (n= 4,029) 41
percent of students describe engaging in this activity occasionally and an additional 25.8
percent report never doing so. The chi-square value for this measure is significant at less
than .0005 (Table 4.26). Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis that all students are
equally likely to visit with students of a different racial background in their own room. In
the following section, we will consider how this variable differs on some of the key

independent variables.

Table 4.25 Visit Different Racial Background My Room

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent

Never 1038 22.7 25.8
Occasionally 1659 36.3 41.2
Often 664 14.5 16.5
Very Often 668 14.6 16.6
Total 4029] 88.0] 100.0}
Missing 547 12.0

Total 4576 100.0
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Table 4.26 Visit Different Racial Background My Room: Chi-Square Test
Frequencies

Observed N |[Expected N| Residual
Never 1038 1007.2 30.8
Occasionally 1659] 1007.2 651.8
Often 664 1007.2] -343.2
Very Often 668 1007.2] -339.2
Total 4029)

Visit Different Racial Background My Room: Chi-Square Test Statistics
Visit Different Racial Background My Room

Chi-Square 653.894(a)1
df 3
Asymp. Sig. .000]

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1007.3.

Visit/My Room: Race/Ethnicity
There appear to be stark contrasts for this item based on race/ethnicity (see Table 4.27).

White students were far less likely than other respondents to invite students of a different
racial background into their rooms with more than 70 percent reporting that they never or
only occasionally engage in this activity. Black students were less likely than other non-
White students to visit with students of a different racial background in their own room.
Mixed Race students were the most likely to invite students of a different racial
background into their rooms with nearly 40 percent reporting that they engage in this
activity very often. Except for Mixed Race students, however, the most common
response for all racial/ethnic groups on this item was “occasionally”. The chi-square for
this variable is significant at .000; therefore, we reject the null hypothesis that students
are equally likely to invite peers of a different racial background than themselves to visit

their rooms (see Table 4.28).
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Table 4.27 Visit Different Racial Background My Room * Race/Ethnicity

Crosstabulation
Visit Different Racial Race/Ethnicity
Background My Room Native Mixed
White/Caucasian | Black | Latino | American | Asian | Race | Total
Never Count 846 58 15 1 29 10] 959
% 28.6%| 21.7%| 12.7% 10.0%] 9.9%| 12.8%] 25.8%
[Occasionally Count 1277 97 40] 4 102 22] 1542
% 43.2%| 36.3%] 33.9% 40.0%| 34.9%| 28.2%] 41.4%)
[Often |f30unt 459 471 24 4 61 15| 6lof
% 15.5%] 17.6%| 20.3% 40.0%| 20.9%] 19.2%| 16.4%
Very Often Count 377 65 39 1 100} 31 613
% 12.7%] 24.3%| 33.1%) 10.0%] 34.2%| 39.7%| 16.5%
Total Count 2959 267 118 10 292 78| 3724
% 100.0%} 100.0%] 100.0% 100.0%)] 100.0%] 100.0%] 100.0%
Table 4.28 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 2.117E2| 15 .000
Likelihood Ratio 198.413] 15 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 174.217] 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3724

a. 4 cells (16.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.64.

Visit/My Room: Gender

Crosstabulation results suggest that gender of the respondent plays a role in the

likelihood that they will visit with students of a different racial background in their own

room (Table 4.29). More than 20 percent of men report engaging in this activity very

often compared to 14.3 percent of women. In contrast, 28.4 percent of women report

never engaging in this activity compared to 20.9 percent of men. For both men and

women, the most popular response for this measure was “occasionally” (39.9% and

42.2% respectively). The chi-square value for this tabulation is less than .0005 indicating
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that we can reject the null hypothesis that men and women are equally likely to visit with

students of a different racial background in their own rooms (Table 4.30).

Table 4.29 Visit Different Racial Background My Room * Gender Crosstabulation

Visit Different Racial Gender
Background My Room Male Female Total
Never |Count 277 715 992
% 20.9% 28.4% 25.8%
|Occasionally |Count 528 1063 1591
% 39.9% 42.2% 41.4%
[Often |Count 243 382 625
% 18.4% 15.2% 16.3%
Very Often Count 275 359 634
% 20.8% 14.3%| 16.5%
Total Count 1323 2519 3842
% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0%
Table 4.30 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 47.643(a)] 3 .000
Likelihood Ratio 47.446] 3 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 47.551} 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3842

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 21 5.22.

Visit/My Room: Class Standing

Crosstabulations on this variable suggest there are some differences in the
likelihood of visiting with students of a different racial background between students
based on class standing although there does not appear to be an obvious pattern (Table
4.31). Sophomores were the most likely to report never engaging in this activity (26.6%)
while juniors were the most likely to report engaging in this activity very often (20.0%).

Among all groups, students were most likely to describe visiting with students of a

128



different racial background in their own rooms occasionally: 42.4 percent of freshmen,

42.3 percent of sophomores, 40.4 percent of juniors, and 35.4 percent of seniors. The chi-

square value for this tabulation is less than .05 so we can reject the null hypothesis that

students are equally likely to engage in this activity regardless of academic standing

(Table 4.32).
Table 4.31 Visit Different Racial Background My Room * Class Standing
Crosstabulation
Visit Different Racial Class Standing
Background My Room Freshman | Sophomore | Junior | Senior | Total
Never [Count 452 324 136 74 986
% 25.6% 26.6% 25.9%] 23.6%| 25.8%
|Occasionally |Count 748 515 212 111 1586
% 42.4% 42.3% 40.4%| 35.4%| 41.5%
[Often Count 287 188 72 74 621
% 16.3%)| 15.4% 13.7%)]  23.6%| 16.2%
Very Often Count 278 191 105 55 629
% 158%  157%|  200%| 17.5%| 16.5%
Total Count 1765 1218 525 314 3822
% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0%}
Table 4.32 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df| Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 22.586(a)] 9 .007
Likelihood Ratio 21.351] 9 .011
Linear-by-Linear Association 3941) 1 .047
N of Valid Cases 3822

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 51.02.

Visit/My Room: Current Hall Percent White

The crosstabulations for the bivariate results on this measure suggest that current

hall plays a role in the likelihood that students will visit with peers of a different racial

background in their own rooms (Table 4.33). As was the case for the previous variable,
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residents of Rather and Holmes Hall are the most likely to report engaging in this activity
often or very often (51.0% and 44.7% respectively). Students living in Wilson Hall were
the least likely to engage in this activity: 79.1 percent report never or only occasionally
visiting with students of a different racial background in their own room. The chi-square
value for this tabulation is less than .0005. Therefore, we can reject the null hypothesis
that students are equally likely to visit with peers of a different racial background in their

own room, regardless of their current residence hall (Table 4.34).

Table 4.33 Current Hall Percent White without Van Hoosen * Visit/My Room
Bivariate Crosstabulation

Current Hall Percent White without Visit/My Room Bivariate
Van Hoosen Never or Occasionally | Often or Very Often Total
Rather Count 50} 52 102
% 49.0% 51.0% 100.0%
|Hubbard Count 165 115 280
% 58.9% 41.1% 100.0%
Butterfield Count 58 25 83
% 69.9% 30.1% 100.0%
rMcDonel Count 159 115 274
% 58.0% 42.0% 100.0%)
Bryan |count 74 59 133
% 55.6% 44.4% 100.0%
Akers Count 191 105 296
% 64.5% 35.5% 100.0%
Shaw ]Count 165 56 221
% 74.7% 25.3% 100.0%
|Holden Count 175 76 251
% 69.7% 30.3% 100.0%
Bailey ICount 62 37 99|
% 62.6% 37.4% 100.0%
Holmes Count 230} 186 416
% 55.3% 44.7% 100.0%
Williams Count 51 15 66
% 77.3% 22.7% 100.0%
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[Emmons Count 80| 27 107
% 74.8% 25.2% 100.0%
Mason-Abbot Count 192 75 267
% 71.9% 28.1%) 100.0%
Armstrong [Count 83 32 115
% 72.2% 27.8% 100.0%
|Case Count 167 68 235
% 71.1% 28.9% 100.0%
WLandon Count 81 24 105
% 77.1% 22.9% 100.0%)
Yakeley-Gilchrist  JCount 125 41 166
% 75.3% 24.7% 100.0%
[campbell [count 61 24 85
% 71.8% 28.2% 100.0%
Wilson |Count 174 46 220]
% 79.1% 20.9% 100.0%
Mayo Count 42 13 55
% 76.4% 23.6% 100.0%
Wonders Count 154 55 209|
% 73.7% 26.3% 100.0%
Total Count 2539 1246 3785
% 67. I%I 32.9% 100.0%
Table 4.33 (cont’d)
Table 4.34 Chi-Square Tests
Value |df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 1.195E2{ 20| .000
Likelihood Ratio 119.158] 20 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 593711 1 .000
N of Valid Cases 3785

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 18.11 .

Results from the one-way analysis of variance indicate that the racial composition
of the residence hall is an important predictor for whether students will visit with students
of a different racial background in their own rooms (see Table 4.35). When we test the

null hypothesis, the observed significance level for the comparison of means between
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halls is less than .0005, suggesting that there is a significant relationship between these

two variables.

Table 4.35 Visit/My Room Bivariate ANOVA

Sum of Squares| df |[Mean Square] F [Sig.
Between Groups 26.400] 20 1.320]6.138}.000]
Within Groups<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>