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Schools’ Racial Mix,
Students’ Optimism, and the
Black-White and Latino-White

Achievement Gaps

Pat Anténio Goldsmith
University of Wisconsin—Parkside

This article examines how schools’ racial and ethnic mix of students and teachers influences

black, white, and Latino students’ occupational expectations, educational aspirations, and

concrete attitudes. Findings from multilevel-model analyses of data from the National

Education Longitudinal Study show that Latinos’ and blacks’ beliefs are more optimistic and

more pro-school in segregated-minority schools, especially when these schools also employ

many minority teachers. Further analyses indicate that the positive effects of segregated-

minority schools on blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs reduce the black-white and Latino-white gaps

in achievement. These findings suggest that teachers and administrators in segregated-white

schools need to address how they lower minority students’ beliefs and that segregated-minor-

ity schools can be improved by hiring many minority teachers.

in school than do whites (National Center

for Education Statistics, NCES, 1996).
Researchers have offered various explanations
for this social phenomenon. Compared with
white students, black and Latino students are
more likely to come from families of low socioe-
conomic status (SES), live with one parent, and
live in high-poverty neighborhoods. They are
also more likely to attend inferior schools, and
they tend to learn less than do whites even
when they attend the same schools (Ainsworth
2002; Kao, Tienda, and Schneider 1996; Oakes
1985; Roscigno 2000).

However, in one area related to achieve-
ment, beliefs, blacks and perhaps Latinos have
an advantage over whites. Certain beliefs, like
educational aspirations, occupational expecta-
tions, and attitudes toward school, are related
to students’ achievement (Ainsworth-Darnell
and Downey 1998; Dumais 2002; Portes and
Wilson 1976). Both blacks and Latinos have

Blacks and Latinos, on average, achieve less

Sociology of Education 2004, Vol. 77 (April): 121-147

higher educational aspirations than do whites,
especially when differences in family SES are
taken into account (Cheng and Starks 2002;
Kao and Tienda 1998; Qian and Blair 1999).
Blacks also have higher occupational expecta-
tions and more pro-school attitudes than do
whites (Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 1998;
Coleman et al. 1966; Garrison 1982; but see
Mickelson 1990).

In this article, | extend the current under-
standing of black-white and Latino-white differ-
ences in these beliefs by examining whether
they are affected by schools’ racial and ethnic
mix of students and teachers. As | discuss later,
there are reasons to believe that minority-seg-
regated schools may both positively and nega-
tively influence students’ beliefs.

In addition to addressing these theoretical
issues, studying the effects of schools’ racial and
ethnic composition on students’ beliefs has
important policy implications because of the
current extent of segregation. Fifty years have
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passed since the landmark case of Brown v.
Board of Education, but public schooling in the
United States remains highly segregated. Sixty-
six percent of blacks and 73 percent of Latinos
attend schools in which at least half the stu-
dents are not white (Orfield and Yun 1999).
However, whites are the most segregated
group; their segregation from blacks, Latinos,
and Asians is rising and accounts for 80 percent
of all school segregation (Reardon 2000).
Despite the prevalence and persistence of seg-
regation in American schools, few studies have
compared students’ beliefs across schools with
different racial-ethnic compositions.

| begin by reviewing the literature on racial-
ethnic differences in beliefs. This literature has
generally concluded that the beliefs of blacks
and Latinos are higher (i.e., more optimistic
and more pro-school) than are those of whites,
at least as measured in surveys, but there is dis-
agreement about why they are higher and
whether they improve blacks’ and Latinos’
achievement. After discussing this literature, |
explain how schools’ student and teacher racial
compositions may influence beliefs.

These two discussions are followed by an
analysis of nationally representative data from
the National Education Longitudinal Study
(NELS) on students’ beliefs and schools’ racial-
ethnic composition. The results suggest that
Latinos’ and blacks’ beliefs are more optimistic
and more pro-school in segregated-minority
schools, especially when these schools also
employ many minority teachers. | then exam-
ine the influence of these relatively high beliefs
on the achievement gaps between these two
groups and whites across different school con-
texts. This analysis reveals that blacks’ and
Latinos’ relatively high beliefs consistently
shrink the black-white and Latino-white gaps in
scores on math and reading tests.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Racial-ethnic Differences in
Beliefs and Achievement

The relatively positive beliefs of blacks and
Latinos will reduce these groups’ gaps in
achievement with whites only if these beliefs
improve achievement. Support for the notion

that aspirations and expectations improve
academic performance comes from two cen-
tral theories of educational achievement.
First, the status attainment model views edu-
cational aspirations and occupational expec-
tations as mental states—like goals—that
affect students’ motivation (Sewell and
Hauser 1975). This model predicts that opti-
mistic students are more motivated and
achieve more.

Second, Bourdieu (2000; see also Dumais
2002) suggested that students’ orientation to
schooling and education originates in their
habitus—their sense of the social structure
and their place in it. He argued that students
who believe they will reach high levels of edu-
cation and obtain high-status jobs invest
more in education than do their counterparts,
who typically withdraw from schooling.

However persuasive these perspectives,
the association between beliefs and achieve-
ment could be weaker for blacks and Latinos
than for whites. Blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs
appear to be unrelated to their position in the
social structure. Although they are more opti-
mistic than whites, blacks and Latinos are less
likely to attend school beyond college or to
enter high-status occupations, and they
receive lower pay at most educational levels.
In addition, Latinos’ and blacks’ pro-school
attitudes are puzzling because these students
often attend inferior schools and are taught
less-demanding material (Kozol 1991; Oakes
1985; Orfield and Eaton 1996).

Few doubt that optimism is important for
academic achievement, but the aspirations
and expectations of blacks and Latinos may be
too high to influence it. For example,
Alexander, Entwisle, and Bedinger (1994:284)
suggested that “resignation to failure will not
bring success, but neither will wishful think-
ing. The problem with ‘too great expecta-
tions’ . . . is that they lack conditionality and
hence are not likely to serve as a useful guide
to action.”

Others have considered the optimism of
blacks to be irrational because they have
regarded it as resulting from a lack of infor-
mation about mobility processes (Hoelter
1982). Alexander et al. (1994) maintained
that overly optimistic expectations indicate
students’ or their parents’ lack of attention to
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school feedback or lack of skills in using such
feedback. Without such attention and skills,
students overestimate how successful they
will be, and they fail to modify their behavior
in ways that will bring their high expectations
to fruition. Thus, the lack of information,
attention, and skill may account for blacks’
and Latinos’ relatively great expectations and
make their expectations relatively less effec-
tive in raising achievement.

The relation between pro-school attitudes
and achievement is also controversial, partly
because of the weak link between attitudes and
behavior, in general, and partly because this
relationship has been specifically questioned
among blacks (Mickelson 1990; Ogbu 1995a,
1995b). Ogbu (1995b:282), for example,
found that blacks profess pro-school attitudes
but reported, “Many [blacks] are not trying to
behave that way and . . . they are opposed to
doing so.”

Mickelson (1990) suggested that attitudes
are less effective in improving achievement
when they are too abstract. Abstract attitudes
are formed from the dominant ideology that
anyone can become successful by doing well in
school. These beliefs, Mickelson said, are
unconnected to students’ daily lives, and, as a
result, they cannot predict achievement.
Concrete attitudes, in contrast, are formed from
students’ experiences. Because these attitudes
are more relevant in students’ lives, they have
more impact on students’ academic achieve-
ment. Mickelson also demonstrated that blacks’
concrete attitudes are less pro-school than are
whites’ and that concrete attitudes, but not
abstract attitudes, predict students’ grades, net
of differences in family resources.

Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey (1998)
also examined racial differences in concrete
attitudes. Like Mickelson (1990), they con-
cluded that concrete attitudes are related to
grades. However, they did not find that
blacks’ concrete attitudes are less pro-school
than are those of whites; they found the
opposite. Furthermore, their conclusion was
the opposite of Mickelson’s: Racial differences
in concrete attitudes did not widen the black-
white achievement gap; they reduced it.

Although Mickelson (1990) did not address
whether educational aspirations and occupa-
tional expectations should be considered

abstract or concrete beliefs, these aspirations
and expectations probably contain a mixture of
both. Aspirations and expectations are overly
optimistic in adolescence and decline in the
12th grade (Kerckhoff 1977). This decline sug-
gests that students’ expectations and aspira-
tions become less abstract—and more con-
crete—as children age (Kao and Tienda 1998).

A concrete component of expectations and
aspirations may result from comparing one’s
chances for success to those of others. If blacks
and Latinos compare their chances for success
to those of whites, a relatively high-achieving
group, then they will be pessimistic about their
future (Ogbu 1995a). However, Kao and
Tienda (1998) found that blacks and Latinos
compare their chances of success to those of
their in-group peers, who are relatively low
achieving. Macleod (1995), who studied a
small sample of blacks in a working-class neigh-
borhood, found that they compared their
chances of success to what their parents
accomplished, and because of affirmative
action and civil rights laws, these young blacks
thought that they were likely to achieve
upward mobility. These explanations suggest a
relatively concrete base for minorities’ positive
beliefs and suggest that such beliefs may lead
students to invest in their education.

Thus, the literature on racial and ethnic dif-
ferences in beliefs has consistently shown that
blacks and Latinos have higher beliefs than do
whites, but researchers still debate whether
minorities’ beliefs improve achievement.
Moreover, few recent studies have considered
whether schools’ racial and ethnic mix of
teachers and students affects students’
beliefs. Schools’ student mix is believed to
shape students’ values, expectations, atti-
tudes, and behaviors independently of each
student’s particular SES or racial background
(Alwin and Otto 1977; Coleman et al. 1966;
Gamoran 1992). The school context may also
make students’ beliefs more efficacious or less
efficacious. | examine these possibilities next.

Schools’ Composition and
Students’ Beliefs

Many studies have examined the relationship
between school segregation and achieve-
ment, and although the results have been
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mixed, most studies have found lower
achievement in predominantly minority
schools (Bankston and Caldas 2002; Crain
and Mahard 1983; Orfield and Eaton 1996;
Pong 1998). Thus, | begin by considering
why segregated minority schools lower stu-
dents’ optimism or pro-school attitudes, or if
they do not lower them, why the beliefs of
students who attend minority-segregated
schools are less effective in improving
achievement.

Ogbu (1995a, 1995b) argued that in-
group peers disparage fellow involuntary
minorities (e.g., blacks)! who conform to
those values, attitudes, and behaviors that
raise achievement. Any influence of involun-
tary-minority peers is exacerbated in predom-
inantly minority schools because in-group
peers surround blacks. For this reason, Farkas,
Lleras, and Maczuga (2002) suggested that
blacks who hold pro-school attitudes and
optimistic beliefs are chastised more in pre-
dominantly black schools and thus that fewer
blacks profess such attitudes and optimism in
minority-segregated schools (but see the
response by Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey
2002).

In addition, indirect effects of racial segre-
gation may worsen schools’ normative cli-
mate, which is believed to result, in part, from
the attitudes and optimism of the individual
students who are concentrated in the school.
Where optimistic students with pro-school
attitudes are concentrated, as is often the
case in schools with a high-SES mix of stu-
dents, researchers have found that the school
climate encourages optimism and pro-school
attitudes independently of each student’s SES
(Coleman et al. 1966; Gamoran 1992).
Because of the relatively low-SES background
of blacks and Latinos, racial segregation clus-
ters poor students and thus fosters climates
that lower students’ beliefs. Orfield and Eaton
(1996:53-54), for example, noted that the
concentration of poverty in minority-segre-
gated schools results in “low levels of compe-
tition and expectation . . . [and] peer pressure
against academic achievement.”

Bankston and Caldas (2002) agreed that
minority-segregated schools lack optimistic
and pro-school climates, but they argued that
the climate is also degraded from the con-

centration of students from single-parent
families. Rates of single-parent families are
higher in predominantly-minority schools
because blacks’ and Latinos’ families are more
likely to be headed by single mothers than are
whites’, and a concentration of students from
single-parent families has been shown to
lower achievement (Pong 1998). Because stu-
dent-parent contact improves students’
beliefs (Qian and Blair 1999), concentrating
students from single-parent families may also
worsen the schools’ climate (Bankston and
Caldas 2002).

Predominantly-minority schools also clus-
ter students from poor neighborhoods
because blacks’ and Latinos’ neighborhoods
are often much poorer than are those of
whites (Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson
1987). According to Wilson (1987), norms
about the importance of school weaken in
poor neighborhoods because social isolation
separates these students from the pro-school
beliefs in mainstream American culture.
Similarly, Massey and Denton (1993) agreed
with Ogbu’s (1995a, 1995b) view that black
peer groups chastise those who adopt atti-
tudes and behaviors that are conducive to
achievement, but they claimed that this situ-
ation arises from the concentration of pover-
ty in ghettos, rather than from blacks’ status
as an involuntary minority group. The con-
centration of blacks and Latinos from poor
neighborhoods in segregated-minority schools
may create a normative climate of low expec-
tations and antischool attitudes.

Despite these reasons for predicting lower
beliefs in minority-segregated schools, studies
that have compared blacks’ aspirations and
expectations in desegregated and segregated
schools have shown either no differences or
more optimism among blacks in black-segre-
gated schools (Falk 1978; Hoelter 1982;
White and Knight 1973). These researchers
have argued that segregated-black schools
improve students’ beliefs by reducing their
knowledge about their low chances of being
successful. Segregated-minority schools may
also raise students’ beliefs by concentrating
students and/or parents who are relatively
less skilled in responding to school feedback.
Thus, highly optimistic and pro-school atti-
tudes among students in segregated-minority
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schools may result from a lack of information
and skill; attitudes formed in this way may be
particularly ineffective in raising achievement.

However, there are also reasons to believe
that segregated-minority schools improve
beliefs without lowering their effectiveness.
Kao and Tienda (1998) suggested that in-
group peers raise minorities’ optimism
because blacks and Latinos compare their
chances for success to those of in-group
peers. The prevalence of in-group peers in
minority-segregated schools may facilitate
this comparison. In addition, one study of
aspirations and peer relationships reported
that racially mixed and all-black friendship
dyads have higher aspirations than do white-
white dyads (Hallinan and Williams 1990).
This finding implies that peer effects in segre-
gated-minority schools raise students’ opti-
mism and perhaps their pro-school attitudes.

Moreover, the concentration of blacks and
Latinos in segregated schools may improve
the school climate because these students, all
else being equal, are relatively optimistic and
have pro-school attitudes. If school climates
result from individual students’ beliefs, then
predominantly black and Latino schools will
create a normative climate that promotes
pro-school attitudes, high aspirations, and
high expectations.

In addition to the effects of peers, teachers
may also influence students’ beliefs.
Ferguson’s (1998) review of the literature on
teacher effects suggested that teachers often
have racially biased perceptions of their stu-
dents and that minority students are especial-
ly sensitive to teachers’ perceptions. This bias
may be reduced by having a teacher of the
same race. Ehrenberg, Goldhaber, and
Brewer (1995), who examined this issue with
NELS data, found that students receive mod-
estly higher-than-average evaluations from
teachers who share their racial, ethnic, and
gender identities. Ladson-Billings (1994)
argued similarly. She maintained that black
teachers’ frequent use of cultural referents
from black culture and history to impart
knowledge and develop skills improves the
motivation and performance of black stu-
dents.

In contrast, Alexander, Entwisle, and
Thompson (1987) found a stronger interac-

tion between teacher’s social-class back-
ground and students’ race. Although all
teachers, by definition, have middle-class
occupations, their class backgrounds vary.
Net of students’ competence, teachers from
middle-class backgrounds, regardless of race,
negatively evaluate low-SES and especially
black students, whereas teachers from work-
ing-class backgrounds, regardless of race,
evaluate students more equally.

Studies of black teachers have suggested
that teachers’ race interacts with that of their
students. Foster (1990, 1997) argued that
black teachers are particularly effective teach-
ers of black students because of the political
messages they convey to their students.
Whereas blame-the-victim explanations of
racial inequality are common in integrated
schools, Foster found that black teachers are
committed to undoing the status quo by
focusing on the causes and consequences of
racial inequality and the unequal power rela-
tions in society. This difference, the teachers
believe, helps black students do better in
school because they learn the political impor-
tance of education. Although Foster inter-
viewed only black teachers, it is likely that
teachers from other racial-ethnic minority
groups share similar political perspectives.

In addition to interactions between indi-
vidual teachers and students, a school’s pro-
portion of minority teachers may exert inde-
pendent influences on its climate. Ladson-
Billings (1994) argued that “culturally rele-
vant schools”—that is, schools that are
infused with a culturally relevant curricu-
lum—have many black students and many
black teachers. Perhaps for this reason or for
the political messages mentioned earlier,
some studies have found positive associations
between a school’s proportion of minority
teachers and the achievement of the school’s
minority students (Meier, Wrinkle, and
Polinard 1999; Weiher 2000).

Foster's (1997) interviews with black
teachers also suggested why minority stu-
dents’ optimism and pro-school attitudes
may be lower in integrated schools.
According to the teachers, it is difficult to
convey relevant, political messages to black
students in these schools. While the teachers
noted that integrated schools had better facil-
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ities and equipment, they were critical of
tracking systems, lowered expectations, and
other mechanisms that subordinate black stu-
dents. As one teacher put it, “In the white
school we get more materials, we have more
to work with, but we—blacks—aren’t appre-
ciated as much” (p. xxxix). Moreover, inte-
grated schools often develop hierarchical
tracking systems, and the best teachers and
best resources are directed toward the higher,
predominantly white, tracks (Ladson-Billings
1994).

Segregated-minority schools with many
minority teachers may be infused with a polit-
ically and culturally relevant curriculum.
Integrated schools and predominantly white
schools, in contrast, may have more-unequal
reward and tracking systems. These school
differences may lead to more pro-school atti-
tudes and greater optimism among blacks
and Latinos in predominantly minority
schools that employ many minority teachers.

DATA AND MEASUREMENT

My analysis addressed three questions. First,
are blacks and Latinos more likely than whites
to have high occupational expectations, edu-
cational aspirations, and pro-school attitudes,
all else being equal? Second, does schools’
racial and ethnic mix of students and teachers
influence the beliefs of blacks, whites, and
Latinos? Third, do black-white and Latino-
white differences in beliefs reduce the gaps in
achievement between these groups?

| selected the base-year sample of the
NELS to answer these questions. This study,
conducted in 1988, used a stratified-random
sample of 24,599 eighth graders in 1,052
public and private schools and contains sur-
vey data collected from students, parents,
teachers, and school principals. The base year
is more applicable than are other waves of the
NELS for this analysis because it contains rela-
tively more students per school, about 24
(NCES 1992), thereby improving the estima-
tion of school effects and student effects.

The base-year sample is also better than
other waves for studying the controversial link
between beliefs and achievement among
blacks and Latinos. The beliefs of blacks and

Latinos are thought to be less efficacious
when they are too unrealistic or too abstract
(Alexander et al. 1994; Mickelson 1990).
Eighth-graders’ beliefs are more likely to have
these characteristics than are those of older
students because beliefs become more realis-
tic and concrete as students age (Kao and
Tienda 1998; Kerckhoff 1977).

This focus on beliefs that are potentially
ineffective is also mirrored in the measure-
ment of the belief variables. To focus on
beliefs that are the most likely to be unrealis-
tic and/or abstract, | measured students’
beliefs with dichotomous variables signaling
whether the student had a very high belief or
not (1 = very high, 0 = not very high). By
measuring the beliefs this way, more can be
learned about the causes and consequences
of very high beliefs.

Five different beliefs were measured. The
first, high occupational expectations, codes
students who expect to be professionals or
managers by age 30. The second, high edu-
cational aspirations, codes students who
aspire to go to a higher school after college
(i.e., to a professional or graduate school).
The other three are measures of students’
concrete attitudes and were created from
multiple, underlying questions.2 They flag
students with high attitudes toward (1) the
teachers or the teaching in their school, (2)
their math and science classes, and (3) their
English and history classes. These attitudinal
measures are considered concrete (derived
from experiences), rather than abstract
(derived from ideologies), because the ques-
tions are about students’ actual teachers and
classes. The underlying questions are also
identical or similar to those used by
Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey (1998).

Racial-ethnic background was coded from
the RACE composite variable with dummy
variables for non-Hispanic blacks and Latinos
(1 = yes for both). Non-Hispanic whites are
the reference category. Observed differences
among Latinos by nationality are discussed in
the Results section.

Measures of schools’ racial and ethnic mix
of students and teachers were taken from the
principals’ reports of the percentage of stu-
dents in each of five racial-ethnic categories,
the number of full-time teachers, and the
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number of full-time teachers in each of five
racial-ethnic categories. The key issues in
measuring these effects are, first, whether the
measure or measures should sum the black
and Latino proportions together, as is usually
done (see, e.g., Pong 1998; Roscigno 2000)
or model them separately, which is rarer (e.g.,
see Goldsmith 2002). The second issue is
whether to use continuous or discrete mea-
sures.

The theories discussed earlier disagree on
whether to combine the peer effects of blacks
and Latinos into a single measure. Farkas et
al.’s (2002) extension of Ogbu (1995a,
1995b) suggests that the effects of black and
Latino peers will differ because blacks are con-
sidered an involuntary minority while Latinos
are considered a mixture of voluntary and
involuntary minorities (see note 1). Because
only involuntary minorities are believed to
oppose pro-school beliefs, black peers’ influ-
ence should be more negative than Latino
peers’, although both effects may be negative.

The other explanations suggest combining
the effects of black and Latino peers. Schools
with many black and/or many Latino students
will improve beliefs because (1) they facilitate
comparisons with low-achieving students; (2)
they concentrate students with optimistic and
pro-school attitudes, improving the climate;
(3) they isolate students from information
about what is required for academic and
occupational success; and (4) they have many
students who lack skills in using school feed-
back to establish realistic expectations.

Preliminary analyses showed that blacks’
beliefs are positively, not negatively, influ-
enced by the presence of many blacks. Given
that the only explanation for separate effects
of black and Latino peers predicts negative
effects of proportion black, this explanation
was ruled out, and the effects of black and
Latino peers were consequently combined.
Moreover, in models not shown, | found that
blacks and Latinos respond similarly to having
both many blacks and many Latinos in their
school, which is further support for combin-
ing these peer effects into a single measure.

The explanations reviewed earlier also dis-
agree about whether or not to combine black
and Latino teacher effects. One possibility is
that students’ beliefs will improve by simply

having a same-race teacher (Ehrenberg et al.
1995; Ladson-Billings 1994). In contrast, the
other explanations suggest combining black
and Latino teacher effects. Alexander et al.
(1987) suggested that it is a working-class
background—which blacks and Latinos are
likely to share in greater proportion than are
whites—that benefits black and, by exten-
sion, Latino, students. Moreover, Foster’s
(1997) contention that it is the political mes-
sages of black teachers that improves black
students’ attitudes toward school can also be
extended to Latinos, who share blacks’ posi-
tion as a subordinate group. Finally, a con-
centration of either black or Latino teachers is
likely to reduce the use of racially unequal
practices in a school (e.g., tracking systems).

Unfortunately, although the NELS data
contain information on many students in
many schools, they lack sufficient information
for testing whether these teacher effects
should be combined. The sample includes
only 10 blacks in schools in which Latinos are
30 percent or more of the teachers and just
210 Latinos in schools in which blacks are 30
percent or more of the teachers. The infor-
mation gleaned from these few Latinos was
examined in models not shown and indicated
that Latinos respond similarly to the presence
of many black teachers and many Latino
teachers (but this finding should be interpret-
ed cautiously because of the small sample).
On the basis of this finding, the effects of
black and Latino teachers were combined as
well.

The second issue is whether to use contin-
uous or discrete measures. A preliminary
analysis revealed that schools’ combined pro-
portion of black and Latino students has con-
sistently positive effects on students’ beliefs.
The same variable for teachers also has posi-
tive effects, but not quite as consistently.
However, in models that include both student
and teacher proportions, along with interac-
tions to estimate different slopes for different
groups, serious multicolinearity problems
arise.3 A closer examination of the data
revealed that almost all the schools with a
majority of white students also had a majori-
ty of white teachers, but some schools with a
majority of minority students had many white
teachers, while others did not.
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On the basis of these observations, | used
discrete measures of three types of schools.
The first, separate-white schools, are schools
in which more than half the students are
white. The other two types are called mixed
schools and separate-minority schools. In
both types of schools, half or less of the stu-
dents are white, but the schools differ in their
proportion of white teachers. In the mixed
schools, more than half the teachers are
white, while in the separate-minority schools,
half or less of the teachers are white. Thus, in
separate-white schools, white students pre-
dominate; in mixed schools, white teachers
but not white students predominate; and in
separate-minority schools, minority students
and minority teachers predominate. The few
schools in which white students but not white
teachers predominate (5 schools and 78 stu-
dents) are categorized as separate-white
schools.4

School types were coded with dummy
variables (1 = yes for all). Cutoff points of 50
percent white for students and teachers were
used because race relations frequently
change character at about this percentage
(Longshore 1982; Sigelman et al. 1996;
Tolnay, Beck, and Massey 1989). In addition,
changing the cutoff point reduces the con-
trast between types of schools. Raising the
cutoff point (e.g., to 60 percent) dilutes the

homogeneity of separate-white schools,
whereas lowering the cutoff point (e.g., to 40
percent) dilutes the homogeneity of mixed
and separate-minority schools. Nevertheless,
effects should be observable using other cut-
off points as well, so findings from such mod-
els are discussed in the Results section.

This three-way categorization of schools is
not ideal for estimating the separate effects of
minority peers and minority teachers because
the types of schools are not pure. Table 1 shows
the schools’ percentage of students and teach-
ers by racial-ethnic background. The separate-
white schools average 88 percent white stu-
dents and 95 percent white teachers. The stu-
dent composition in the mixed schools is equal-
ly split, on average, among whites (28 percent),
blacks (32 percent), and Latinos (34 percent),
while the teacher composition heavily favors
white teachers (74 percent). Separate-minority
schools average just 9 percent white students
and 59 and 29 percent black and Latino stu-
dents, respectively. White teachers (31 percent)
still outnumber Latino teachers (16 percent) in
separate-minority schools, but they do not out-
number black teachers (50 percent).5

In addition, these data cannot measure
teachers’ social-class backgrounds, as
Alexander et al. (1987) suggested, but it is
reasonable to expect that more nonwhite
teachers than white teachers have working-

Table 1. Student and Teacher Mix in Separate-White, Mixed, and Separate-Minority Schools

(means; standard deviations in parentheses)

Type of School
Mix Separate-White Mixed Separate-Minority
Students
Percentage white 88.0 27.6 9.1
13.1) (16.5) (13.3)
Percentage black 6.1 31.8 58.7
9.8) (29.1) (41.5)
Percentage Latino 35 335 29.5
(7.3) (30.1) (39.1)
Teachers
Percentage white 94.7 73.8 31.0
(9.8) (13.5) (14.6)
Percentage black 3.5 16.8 50.4
7.9) (14.2) (28.7)
Percentage Latino 1.2 7.3 16.2
(5.4) .7) (26.7)
Number of Schools 746 133 67
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class backgrounds. Moreover, students’
beliefs may be affected by having a minority
teacher and by attending a school that
employs many minority teachers. In this
analysis, both these effects are captured by
the dummy variable for separate-minority
schools because there is no control for the
race or ethnicity of each student’s teachers.
Despite these shortcomings, this categoriza-
tion allowed me to compare students’ beliefs
in predominantly minority and predominant-
ly white schools and whether the effects of
predominantly minority schools differ by their
proportions of minority teachers.

The models presented here also include a
number of control variables. | included four
contextual-level control variables: residential-
neighborhood poverty rate, mean student
SES, proportion of students in single-parent
families, and whether the school is private.

Students’ residential-neighborhood pover-
ty rate was taken from the 1990 census.
Similar to other national-level data on resi-
dential areas, the census does not contain
information on actual neighborhood bound-
aries, which creates measurement error.
Researchers minimize this problem by using
the smallest ecological units available.
Although the census contains information at
the levels of blocks and tracts, the smallest
ecological area that can be merged with the
NELS is the five-digit zip-code area. The rela-
tively large area is likely to make estimated
neighborhood effects imprecise. To be consis-
tent with theories of neighborhood effects
(Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987), |
measured them with the poverty rate (i.e.,
the fraction of persons who are poor).

The mean SES of schools’ students is the
average SES from students who were sampled
within each school. SES is a standard, normal
variable created by the NCES that summa-
rizes information on parental education,
income, occupation, and household posses-
sions. The schools’ proportion of students
from single-parent families was measured
from the midpoints of a categorical scale on
the principals’ questionnaire. School sector
was measured with a dummy variable for pri-
vate schools (1 = yes), taken from the school
data file.

Students’ individual SES was also included

to account for the positive effects of family
SES on Dbeliefs (Ainsworth-Darnell and
Downey 1998; Kao and Tienda 1998). | also
accounted for family structure because more
contact between parents and their children is
believed to raise aspirations and possibly
other beliefs (Qian and Blair 1999). BYF-
COMP, a variable created by the NCES, was
used to form a dummy variable flagging fam-
ilies with both biological parents (1 = yes),
and BYFAMIZ, also created by the NCES, was
used to measure the total family size. | also
controlled for the effects of prior achievement
on beliefs with a dummy variable signaling
whether or not the student had repeated a
grade (1 = yes), as reported retrospectively by
students. In addition, | controlled for nativity
effects (Kao and Tienda 1995; Ogbu 1995a,
1995b) by including dummy variables for for-
eign-born students and another for students
with one or more foreign-born parents (1 =
yes for both). Both were taken from the par-
ent questionnaire. To measure achievement, |
used scores on standardized math
(BY2XMSTD) and reading (BY2XRSTD) tests.
Both tests are normally distributed with a
mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10
(over the entire base-year sample). Data on
regions and places were taken from the stu-
dent file.

The sample included all students who self-
reported themselves as Hispanic (of any race
or ethnicity), black, or white. Other racial-eth-
nic groups, though of interest, are beyond
the scope of this article. In addition, the sam-
ple was limited to students with valid data for
all variables except the variables for nativity
effects. The large number of missing cases for
these variables required me to use mean sub-
stitution. Dummy variables were added to
flag where mean substitution occurred.

ANALYTIC STRATEGY

Two sets of models are presented, one set
using the five beliefs as the dependent vari-
ables and the other set using scores on the
math and reading tests as the dependent
variables. Both sets use multilevel models
(Goldstein 1995). These models are advanta-
geous in situations in which Level-1 units (i.e.,
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students) are clustered within Level-2 units
(i.e., schools) because both models can be
estimated simultaneously. The intercept is
allowed to vary by school to control for
unmeasured school effects. Also, standard
errors are adjusted to account for the cluster-
ing of students in schools, and the degrees of
freedom for school effects are based on the
number of schools, rather than the number of
students. The multilevel models can be writ-
ten as follows:

Yii =Yoo + ZBq Xg + ZLmZpy + Noj+ 1

where Y represents the dependent variable
(either a belief or a test score), Yo is the aver-
age value of Y across schools when other vari-
ables equal zero, X represents the g student-
level variables with fixed effects, Z represents
the m school-level variables, Hoj is the error
associated with the jth school, and i is the
error associated with the ith student in the jth
school. g, is assumed independent of r;.

When the dependent variable is a dichoto-
mous measure of high beliefs, this multilevel
model is mixed with logistic regression.
Logistic regression restricts the predicted out-
comes to values between zero and one and
eliminates the heteroscedascity created by
using linear models to predict dichotomous
outcomes (Agresti 1990). The mixed muilti-
level models were estimated in the GLIMMIX
macro in SAS PROC MIXED (Littell et al.
1996).

Coefficients in logistic regression are log-
odds ratios. Exponentiating them changes
them to odds ratios and eases their interpre-
tation. For example, an effect of the dummy
variable black equal to 0.3 indicates that
blacks are (exp 0.3 =) 1.35 times more likely
than is the reference group (whites) to report
a high belief. The probability of reporting a
high belief can also be estimated, but it is
complicated by the need to account for the
level of all independent variables when inter-
preting the effect of any single coefficient. To
ease the use of probabilities, all independent
variables save the dummy variables designat-
ing race, ethnicity, gender, and school type
are grand-mean centered in the multivariate
models. Next, | discuss the characteristics of
black, white, and Latino students in these

data across the separate-white, mixed, and
separate-minority schools.

RESULTS

Characteristics of Students, by
Race-Ethnicity and Type of School

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for each
variable by group and type of school. Looking
at the sample size for each school type shows
the extent of school segregation. Ninety-four
percent (n = 12,790) of whites attend sepa-
rate-white schools, and only 5 percent (n =
722) and 1 percent (n = 107) of whites attend
mixed and separate-minority schools, respec-
tively. Blacks and Latinos are spread more
evenly across school types. Thirty-eight per-
cent (n = 857), 33 percent (n = 747), and 29
percent (n = 669) of blacks attend separate-
white schools, mixed schools, and separate-
minority schools, respectively. The respective
percentages for Latinos are 42 (n=1,000), 42
(n=1,010), and 16 (n = 397).

Table 2 also shows how students’ contexts,
families, and scores on standardized tests dif-
fer by race-ethnicity and school type.
Disadvantages are usually greater for blacks
and Latinos than for whites, and they usually
increase with the schools’ minority represen-
tation. Neighborhood poverty rates, for
example, are 0.11, 0.16, and 0.25 for whites
who attend separate-white, mixed, and sepa-
rate-minority schools, respectively. These
rates are higher for blacks (0.16, 0.23, and
0.30, respectively) and Latinos (0.13, 0.21,
and 0.32, respectively), but they also rise with
the schools’ minority representation. Similar
patterns exist for the other variables measur-
ing students’ contexts and families. A not
unexpected finding is that whites’ scores on
the eighth-grade math test (53, 49, and 46,
respectively) decline across school types.
They are also higher than those of blacks (47,
44, and 43, respectively), with Latinos (48,
45, and 44, respectively) falling in between.
Scores on reading tests are distributed simi-
larly.

The substantial differences among stu-
dents across the three types of schools indi-
cate that multilevel models, which hold these
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Separate-White Schools, Mixed Schools, and Separate-
Minority Schools, by Race and Ethnicity?

Whites Blacks Latinos
Variable White Mixed Minority White
Mixed Minority White Mixed Minority
Expectations/Attitudes
(percentage yes)
Expects to be a professional or
a manager 36.7 331 252 36.3 33.0 36.0 333 29.7 315

Aspires to school beyond college 25.5 20.9 234 27.2 26.6 293 245 239 217
High concrete attitude toward

Teachers 19.6 181 11.2 219 234 244 20.1 208 234
Math/science classes 29.3 313 308 421 443 508 333 369 44.1
English/history classes 221 248 244 349 38.7 440 255 328 398
Achievement
Math test
Mean 53.02 49.52 4568  46.55 44.17 4344 4826 45.15 43.87
sD 10.15 9.89 8.76 892 776 6.97 9.11 794 6.64
Reading test
Mean 52.78 50.19 47.32  47.28 45.08 4484  48.19 45.87 44.38
sD 10.01 997 885 9.34 837 8.03 9.27 846 7.23
Contexts
Poverty rate (zip code)
Mean 011 0.6 025 0.16 0.23 0.30 013 0.21 032
sD 007 0.11 0.3 010 0.13 0.1 0.08 0.13 0.12
Student SES
Mean 0.08 -0.35 -0.58 -0.05 -0.41 -0.55 -0.06 -0.49 -0.75
D 048 039 041 047 0.34 037 042 0.39 031
Private school
Mean 0.26 0.13 0.07 0.19 0.12 015 014 0.16 0.05
D 044 033 0.26 040 0.33 0.36 035 037 0.21
Proportion with one parent
Mean 0.23 034 0.37 0.27 041 052 0.28 0.33 0.31
sD 016 0.19 0.20 0.17 0.21 0.26 0.19 0.19 0.8
Families
SES
Mean 0.13 -0.10 -0.33 -0.28 -0.49 -0.53 -0.31 -0.64 -0.85
SD 0.74 073 0.76 083 072 073 0.80 0.71 0.67
Family size
Mean 448 449 475 458 4.28 492 5.06 519 523
sD 129 139 147 1.56 1.71 1.84 1.59 173 172
Mother and father present
Mean 0.71 0.60 0.64 045 036 037 0.66 0.60 0.66
SD 046 049 048 0.50 0.48 0.48 047 049 047
Previous Achievement
Ever repeated a grade
Mean 015 0.20 0.33 026 0.27 0.27 023 0.21 0.26
D 036 040 047 044 044 0.44 042 041 044
Generation
Foreign-born parent
Mean 0.06 0.11 013 0.08 0.10 0.05 040 0.54 049
SD 023 031 033 025 0.29 0.19 048 048 0.48
Foreign-born student
Mean 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.09 0.13 0.15
SD 0.13 0.16 0.19 0.15 0.9 0.13 0.28 0.34 0.36
Sample Size: Students 12,790 722 107 857 747 669 1,000 1,010 397
Sample Size: Schools 745 119 35 301 108 52 370 106 49

a Separate-white schools are those with a majority of white students. Mixed schools are those with a minority of
white students and a majority of white teachers. Separate-minority schools are those with a minority of white stu-
dents and a minority of white teachers.
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differences constant, are necessary to deter-
mine whether school type influences beliefs,
but before | turn to those analyses, | briefly
discuss the racial-ethnic differences in the raw
data. The top of Table 2 shows the percent-
age of students who reported high beliefs, by
race-ethnicity and school type. In these data,
the percentage of students with high beliefs is
higher among blacks than among whites and
Latinos, regardless of school type. The only
exception is that whites in separate-white
schools are more likely than are blacks or
Latinos in these schools to expect to be a pro-
fessional or manager. Latinos are also more
likely than are whites to have high concrete
attitudes regardless of school type, but whites
are more likely than are Latinos to have high
educational aspirations in separate-white
schools and in separate-minority schools.

In addition, the percentage of blacks and
Latinos with high concrete attitudes increases
with the schools’ minority representation.
This finding is somewhat surprising because
of the characteristics of the students in minor-
ity schools. Usually, more-privileged students
have more pro-school attitudes, so the higher
attitudes of blacks and Latinos in these
schools imply that a school effect exists.
There are no obvious school-type trends for
whites’ beliefs, but it is worth noting that the
percentage of whites in separate-minority
schools with high attitudes toward teachers is
low (just 11%, or 12 out of 107 students). To
determine whether race-ethnicity and school
type independently influence beliefs, | exam-
ined the mixed, multilevel models.

Effects of Race and Ethnicity

Parameter estimates from the mixed multi-
level models are shown in Table 3. Two mod-
els, labeled Model 1 and Model 2, are shown
for each belief. The first model estimates
racial and ethnic differences in the entire sam-
ple, and the second estimates school-type
effects. Both models include all the control
variables.

| begin by briefly discussing the effects of
the control variables. In general, students
who are more privileged have higher beliefs.
Those from high-SES families, those who live
with both parents and in small families, those

who attend private schools and schools with
a high mean SES, and those who have not
repeated a grade are more likely to have high
beliefs than are their counterparts. Being for-
eign born and having foreign-born parents
also tends to improve beliefs.

Although a privileged background usually
improves beliefs, there are exceptions. Family
structure is unlikely to be a statistically signif-
icant predictor of concrete attitudes, and the
effect of going to school with many students
of single-parent families is not significant for
any belief. Moreover, attending schools with
high-SES peers lowers beliefs about math/sci-
ence classes, and living in zip-code areas with
high poverty ratesé raises the chances of hav-
ing high educational aspirations and attitudes
toward English/history classes. These excep-
tions aside, students with contextual and
familial advantages are usually more likely to
have high beliefs.

Now | examine whether race and ethnicity
affect beliefs net of other variables. The coeffi-
cients for black and Latino in Model 1, which
estimates black-white and Latino-white differ-
ences among males, are all positive and signifi-
cant. The magnitude of the coefficients indi-
cates that blacks’ odds of having high beliefs
are between (exp 0.26 =) 1.3 (for occupational
expectations) and 2.1 (for attitudes toward
English/history classes) times greater than are
those of similar white males. Latinos’ odds of
having high beliefs are between 1.2 (for occu-
pational expectations) and 1.6 (for attitudes
toward English/history classes) times greater
than are those of similar white males.

It is known that females generally have
higher educational aspirations than do males
(Dumais 2002; Kao and Tienda 1998), so it is
important to examine whether this tendency
extends to other beliefs. The coefficients for
female, which estimate gender effects among
whites, show that white females are more
likely than are similar white males to expect
to be a professional or manager, to aspire to
school beyond college, and to have high atti-
tudes toward teachers. However, they are less
likely to have high attitudes toward math/sci-
ence classes, as seen by the negative coeffi-
cient for female in this model. For attitudes
toward English/history classes, there are no
gender differences.
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2 . 2 The black-by-female and Latino-by-female
ﬁ wh A& § interactions, which test for different race-eth-
MK S5 on S nicity effects among females, are significant
k<) . N 8 only for one belief (educational aspirations).
ﬁ b b 3 The nonsignificant interactions mean that
2 |- 35 = % black-white and Latino-white differences are
2 ' the same among males and females and that
- * § thg sex differences just discu§seq .apply to
§ TR *2 m|n‘<t>‘r|ty‘ gtroup; asbw:e\Lll. Thi |SlgknlfIC:?t anld
el o AT o 5 positive interaction between black and female
gl € o o =g g§ %’ in the model predicting educational aspira-
2 & 2 £ xx 2 tions shows that black females have a greater
% £ O AN 3 8 advantage over white females than black
o 2 - co o a males have over white males. The model esti-
§ 3 mates that given average levels of other inde-
v é pendent variables, the probability of aspiring
i3 by to school beyond college is 0.18 for white
~ I 88 s males, 0.24 for black males, 0.22 for white
=2 e =3 5 females, and 0.32 for black females.”
§ : g Thus, these data show that all else being
R I B § equal, blacks and Latinos are more apt to
- e = = have high beliefs than are whites, regardless
‘3 of gender. The models also show larger
e e = white-tl))lack diffferenclzes i?1 edli)cational asp:ra-
i i 5 tions between females than between males.
og ~ ﬁﬁ E!E & Now | consider how school types influence
rey-) LLn .:.\ students’ beliefs.
£33 I T
2gY || 33 & 3g  School-type Effects, by Race and
e ' ;;% Ethnicity
r .‘3 ‘E’ School-type effects, shown in Table 3 in the
oy o N & § 3 Eolumgst:;beled 2, r;’«n’e rpc:detI:d. with interac(;
82, |~ S o= |8 ions between each racial-ethnic group an
2Ed O ’qg;f two of the three types of schools. Separate-
§ 2 § Lo & 55  white schools are the reference category. The
Q;cz'_ - SS g P % included interactions test whether the type of
“ 592 school affects beliefs within each racial group.
§ *g For example, the black-by-mixed-school
E‘é interaction estimates the effect on blacks of
| Ex« . attending a mixed school, rather than a sepa-
. F13TT rate-white school 8
7:‘; ¢ 3 § gl% First, notice that the main effects of black
I ﬂ 2 25 £ and Latino, which now estimate racial-ethnic
] E é g § differences among males in separate-white
g3 @ | 88 5 schools instead of the entire sample, are
§ >82 8|28 slightly smaller but still significant except in
£ Se¢e 2 |e 2§ one instance. (The effect of Latino is no
2 Sg9 ¢ | g8£ Lo : -
é % pile §§ 2 5% Ion_ger significant in the' model predicting
o o % .g.g gg‘ 2 v S attitudes toward math/sFlence classes.) The
2 S| 388855 z &8 bIaFk-by-femaIe and Latino-by-female inter-
K] 5|3 5 £ actions are almost completely unchanged
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from Model 1 to Model 2. Taken together,
these findings indicate that gender differ-
ences are not affected by type of school and
that blacks and Latinos of both genders are
more likely than are similar whites to have
high beliefs in separate-white schools.

Moreover, school type rarely influences
whites’ beliefs, as is seen in the lack of signif-
icant interactions between school type and
white. The only significant interaction for
whites indicates that whites’ odds of aspiring
to school beyond college are 1.7 times
greater in separate-minority schools than in
separate-white schools, all else being equal.
The effect’s magnitude is large but of little
practical importance because only 1 percent
of whites attend these schools.

Blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs, in contrast, fre-
quently improve in mixed and, especially, in
separate-minority schools. Three of the black-
by-mixed-school interactions and two of the
Latino-by-mixed-school interactions are posi-
tive and significant, indicating that blacks and
Latinos in mixed schools have higher beliefs
than do their counterparts in separate-white
schools, all else being equal. The odds ratios
for the significant coefficients are between
1.2 and 1.4 for blacks and between 1.3 and
1.4 for Latinos.

Blacks and Latinos attending separate-
minority schools are more likely to have high
beliefs than are similar blacks and Latinos in
separate-white schools for all five beliefs. This
finding is indicated by the positive and signif-
icant interactions between black or Latino
and separate-minority school in all the second
models. The magnitudes of the effects are
slightly but consistently larger than are the
effects associated with attending a mixed
school. They indicate that blacks’ odds of
having a high belief are between 1.2 and 1.6
times greater in predominantly-minority
schools than in separate-white schools. For
Latinos, the corresponding odds differences
are between 1.3 and 1.9 times.?

In sum, the models show that blacks and
Latinos are more likely to have high beliefs
than are similar whites in separate-white
schools and that blacks’ and Latinos’ odds of
having high beliefs are often greater in mixed
schools and always greater in separate-minor-
ity schools than in separate-white schools.10

For example, the probability of expecting a
professional or managerial job in separate-
white schools, mixed schools, and separate-
minority schools, respectively, is 0.38, 0.40,
and 0.36 for white females; 0.46, 0.47, and
0.52 for black females; and 0.42, 0.43, and
0.48 for Latinas when all else equals its grand
mean.

In models not shown, | checked for nation-
al-origin differences among Latinos. The NELS
data allow for comparisons among Mexican,
Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Other Latino-origin
groups. In the raw data, there are significant
differences. For example, 39 percent of
Cuban- and 21 percent of Mexican-origin stu-
dents aspire to school beyond college.
However, only 1 out of 30 tests showed sig-
nificant difference among Latinos in models
that contained all the control variables.
These results suggest that the control vari-
ables account for differences among Latinos,
but this conclusion may be premature.
Despite an oversampling of Latinos in the
NELS, these data contain only 276 Puerto
Rican and 107 Cuban students (as opposed
to 1,458 Mexicans), and the category of
Other Latino (n = 533) is itself heterogeneous.

In other models, | analyzed school-type
effects with more school-type categories. |
ranked schools into categories of none, low,
medium, and high according to their propor-
tion of minority students and their proportion
of minority teachers. This ranking created a 4-
by-4 table of cells. | then combined cells as
needed to ensure that there were at least 80
whites, blacks, and Latinos in each cell. The
final categorization included seven types of
schools. Models including this categorization
of schools, not shown, produced slightly less-
consistent effects than did those shown in
Table 3, but they showed a similar pattern.
Whites’ beliefs are rarely influenced by school
type, while those of blacks and Latinos are
usually most positively affected by attending
schools with the highest proportions of
minority students and minority teachers.
Thus, the NELS data suggest that whites’
beliefs are largely independent of school type,
while blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs tend to be
relatively optimistic and pro-school in segre-
gated-minority schools that employ many
minority teachers.
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Racial-Ethnic Differences in Beliefs
and the Gap in Test Scores

To determine whether blacks’ and Latinos’
relatively high beliefs reduce their gaps in
achievement with whites, | estimated multi-
level models predicting scores on reading and
math tests. Two models are estimated for
each test. They are the same, except that the
second holds differences in beliefs constant.
In the first model, without beliefs held con-
stant, any advantage that blacks and Latinos
accrue from having relatively high beliefs will
be picked up by the black and Latino dummy
variables, reducing the estimated size of the
gap in test scores. In the second model, in
which beliefs are held constant, the gaps are
estimated net of differences in beliefs.
Comparing the gaps across the two models
shows whether differences in beliefs influence
the test-score gaps.

In both models, separate black-white and
Latino-white gaps are estimated for males
and females by including black-by-female
and Latino-by-female interactions. Two- and
three-way interactions between these interac-
tions and school type are also included so
that the gaps can be estimated for each type
of school because blacks and Latinos may
experience the largest gains in separate-
minority schools, where their beliefs are usu-
ally the highest.

In the second model, in which beliefs are
held constant, each belief is entered as a main
effect and in a number of interactions. The
main effects are the effects on whites in sepa-
rate-white schools. The interactions include
all those that are necessary to allow slopes to
vary by race-ethnicity and school type. These
interactions are included because high beliefs
may be less effective for blacks and Latinos
(Alexander et al. 1994) and for the relatively
low-SES students in mixed and separate-
minority schools.12

Both models also hold constant the same
independent variables as those used to pre-
dict beliefs (shown in Table 3). In addition, all
other independent variables, including the
belief variables and except black, Latino,
female, and school types, are grand-mean
centered. In this way, the estimated gaps are
those for which the beliefs equal their grand

mean. Also, | included the belief about
math/science classes only in the model pre-
dicting scores on the math test and the belief
about English/history classes only in the
model predicting scores on the reading test.

Efficacy of Beliefs, by School Type

Table 4 shows the estimated effects of hav-
ing high beliefs on scores on the math and
reading tests. The main effects of the belief
variables on whites in separate-white
schools are generally strong and robust. In
separate-white schools, expecting to be a
professional or manager raises whites’
scores on the math test by 2.5 points and
whites’ scores on the reading test by 2.2
points. Test scores are normally distributed
in the entire NELS sample with a standard
deviation of 10, so these effects can be
rewritten as approximately 0.25 and 0.22
standard deviations. The effects of high
educational aspirations for these students
are slightly larger (3.0 points in math and
3.1 points in reading), but the effects of
concrete attitudes are weaker. Having high
attitudes toward classes raises their math
scores by 1.9 points and their reading
scores 1.3 points, and having high attitudes
toward teachers has no effect on math
scores and a small (0.5 points) but signifi-
cant effect on reading scores.

Do blacks and Latinos, or whites in other
types of schools, benefit less from having
high beliefs than do whites in separate-white
schools? The interactions testing these ques-
tions are also shown in Table 4. Each interac-
tion tests whether the slope for whites in sep-
arate-white schools is different than it is for
each of the other combinations of race-eth-
nicity by school type. Negative interactions
mean that whites in separate-white schools
benefit more. For example, the black-by-
mixed-school-by-attitude-toward-classes
interaction (-1.17) in the model predicting
scores on the math test indicates that this
attitude has less of an effect on blacks in
mixed schools than it has on whites in sepa-
rate-white schools.

The table shows that in the model predict-
ing scores on the math test, 10 of the 32
interactions are significant and negative, and
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Table 4. Multilevel Model Estimates of the Effects of Beliefs on Test Scores, with Interactions

by Race-Ethnicity and School Type

Variable? Math Test Reading Test
Main Effects (effects for whites in
separate-white schools)
Expects professional or managerial job 2.53*** 2.23%**
Aspires to school beyond college 2.99%** 3.12%%*
Attitude toward teaching 0.03 0.48***
Attitude toward classesb 1.87%** 1.26%**
Interactions Separate- Separate- Separate- Separate-
White  Mixed Minority White  Mixed Minority
Whites by School Type
Expects professional or managerial job -0.50 -3.21* -1.25%  -2.29
Aspires to school beyond college 0.03 -0.33 0.04 -0.36
Attitude toward teaching 0.68 2.80 0.22 1.53
Attitude toward classes -1.84*** .0.25 -1.07  -1.74
Latinos by School Type
Expects professional or.managerial job  -0.27  -0.77  -1.50* -0.85 -0.98 -1.90**
Aspires to school beyond college -048 -054 -1.16 -0.29 -0.62 2.68***
Attitude toward teaching 0.59 -041 -0.29 0.35 0.27 0.32
Attitude toward classes -1.66*** -0.84 -0.89 -1.03 -2.08*** -1.42
Blacks by School Type
Expects professional or managerial job  -1.42** -0.63 -1.38** -1.04 -1.15* -0.86
Aspires to school beyond college -0.85  -1.25* -1.99*** -0.01 -1.10 -1.73*
Attitude toward teaching -0.23  -0.77 0.95 013  -1.19 0.36
Attitude toward classes -1.43** 117 -0.16  -2.09*** -094  -0.96

aVariables that are not shown include dummy variables for race-ethnicity, gender, and school
type and the interactions between them to estimate different racial-ethnic gaps by school type and
gender. In addition, the models include the same variables as those shown in Table 3.

bAttitude toward math/science classes was used to predict scores on the math test, and attitude
toward English/history classes was used to predict scores on the reading test.

*p < .05 (one-tailed test), **p < .05 (two-tailed test), ***p < .01 (two-tailed test). A one-tailed test
was used if the effect was not significant on a two-tailed test and the effect was negative (the pre-

dicted direction).

in the model predicting scores on the reading
test, 7 of the 32 interactions are significant
and negative. There are no positive, signifi-
cant interactions. In addition, out of the 62
interactions, 51 have a negative sign, many
more than would be expected on the basis of
chance. The negative interactions are slightly
concentrated among blacks. The table shows
that 9 of the 24 interactions involving blacks,
5 of the 24 involving Latinos, and 3 of the 16
involving whites are negative and significant.

Differences in slopes probably occur
because of differences in students’ and par-
ents’ skills and resources in developing behav-

ioral strategies for raising students’ achieve-
ment to match their high beliefs (Ainsworth-
Darnell and Downey 1998, 2002; Alexander
et al. 1994). The relatively lower slopes of
blacks, Latinos, and whites in mixed and sep-
arate-minority schools suggest that these stu-
dents or their parents have fewer of these
resources than do white students who attend
separate-white schools.

However, the results also suggest that
whites, blacks, and Latinos all benefit from
having high beliefs, regardless of the type of
school. Most of the interactions are not sig-
nificant, and even among the significant

This content downloaded from 98.176.112.184 on Tue, 10 Dec 2013 12:47:01 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

138

Goldsmith

ones, the overall effects usually remain posi-
tive. For example, the effect of having high
educational aspirations for blacks in separate-
minority schools, which is the sum of the cor-
responding interaction (-1.99) and the main
effect (2.99), is still positive (2.99 - 1.99 =
1.00). This pattern is generally true through-
out, although there are exceptions. Thus, it
appears that high beliefs are less effective for
blacks and Latinos than they are for whites in
separate-white schools, but high beliefs usu-
ally have positive effects on all the different
groups of students.

Differences in High Beliefs and the
Gaps in Test Scores

I now examine how much the gaps in test
scores change from the first model to the sec-
ond one. The estimated gaps in test scores
are shown in Table 5, while the coefficients
used to calculate these gaps are shown in the
appendix. The formulas used to estimate the
gaps are shown in the notes to Table 5. Each
gap compares students in the same type of
school and of the same gender. For example,
the gap shown for black males in separate-
white schools is the gap between black males
and white males attending separate-white
schools, all else being equal.

The columns labeled Gap 1 are those gaps
estimated without beliefs held constant (that is,
in Model 1), and the columns labeled Gap 2 are
those gaps estimated with beliefs held constant
at their grand mean and the slopes for each
belief allowed to vary by race, ethnicity, and
type of school (that is, in Model 2). The column
labeled Change shows the differences in the
gaps (change = Gap 2 - Gap 1). If blacks’ and
Latinos’ relatively high beliefs reduce the gaps
in test scores, then the gaps should be more
negative in Model 2 than in Model 1, and the
changes will be negative. The changes will be
positive if whites’ higher slopes make up for
their lower levels on each belief.

The table shows that the changes in the
gaps are negative for blacks and Latinos of
both genders, across all types of schools, and
for both tests without exception. For exam-
ple, the black-white gap among males in
mixed schools is —2.8 without beliefs held
constant and -3.4 with beliefs held constant,

a change of -0.6. The gap would be larger if
whites’ and blacks’ beliefs were equal.

The magnitude of the changes is small,
ranging from -0.1 to -0.7, meaning that
blacks’ and Latinos’ relatively high beliefs
reduce the gap by less than one point or less
than one-tenth of a standard deviation. The
percentage that the gap is reduced, all else
being equal, is shown in the fourth column
(percentage reduced = change / Gap 2 *
100%). These reductions range from 2 per-
cent to 29 percent for blacks and from 7 per-
cent to 74 percent for Latinos. The smallest
changes are in separate-white schools (rang-
ing from -0.1 to -0.4 points and from 2 per-
cent to 22 percent), and the largest ones are
in separate-minority schools (ranging from
-0.2 to -0.7 points and from 7 percent to 74
percent). Thus, the gaps usually change more
in the schools where Latinos’ and blacks’
beliefs are the highest.

However, the black-white and Latino-white
comparisons within mixed and separate-
minority schools may overestimate how
much Latinos and blacks benefit from having
high beliefs because the few whites in these
schools may differ from whites in separate-
white schools in ways that are not controlled
in the analysis. For this reason, | also compare
blacks and Latinos in mixed and separate-
minority schools to whites in separate-white
schools.

The results of these comparisons are sum-
marized in Figure 1. Each bar in the figure is
the estimated change in the gap between
whites in separate-white schools and each of
the minority-by-school-type combinations.
For example, the change in math-test scores
shown on the bar graph for black males in
mixed schools is —0.56. This change is calcu-
lated from the gap between black males in
mixed schools and white males in separate-
white schools. This gap is -4.01 when beliefs
are not held constant (Model 1) and larger,
—4.57, when beliefs are held constant (Model
2). The difference in the two gaps is the
change (4.57 - 4.01 = -0.56) shown in the
figure. As before, separate gaps for males and
females are estimated.

As the figure shows, all the changes in the
gaps are negative, indicating that blacks and
Latinos—regardless of which type of school
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Table 5. Multilevel Model Estimates of the Gaps? in Test Scores with Whites of the Same
Gender in the Same Type of School, with (Gap 2) and without (Gap 1) Beliefs Held Constant

Gaps in Test Scores with Whites of the Same Gender

Math Reading
School Percentage Percentage
Student Type Gap1 Gap2 ChangeP Change Gap1 Gap2 Change Change
Black male White -3.6 -4.0 -0.3 8.3 -2.7 -2.7 -0.1 1.9
Mixed -2.8 -3.4 -0.6 16.9 -2.9 -3.2 -0.4 11.9
Minority  -1.7 -2.2 -0.5 231 -2.5 -2.7 -0.2 7.4
Latino White -1.8 -2.0 -0.2 12.2 -1.1 -1.4 -0.3 224
Mixed -0.6 -1.1 -0.5 46.1 -0.6 -1.0 -0.4 40.2
Minority +0.8  +0.6 -0.3  -483 -0.5 -1.0 -0.5 470
Black female White -3.7 -4.1 -0.4 10.7 -3.7 -4.0 -0.4 9.8
Mixed -3.7 -4.1 -0.4 10.3 -3.9 -4.2 -0.3 6.9
Minority -1.6 -2.3 -0.7 29.0 -2.0 -2.7 -0.6 240
Latina White -2.9 -3.2 -0.3 9.3 -2.9 -3.2 -0.2 7.2
Mixed -2.1 -2.4 -0.3 12.7 -2.8 -3.1 -0.3 9.3
Minority  -0.2 -0.7 -0.5 73.9 -1.6 -2.2 -0.6 289

a Estimates of the gaps are from the models shown in the appendix. With b used o indicate slope
and m, f, x, and s used to refer to the minority group, female, mixed schools, and separate-minori-
ty schools, respectively, gaps are as follows: males: separate-white schools = b,,; mixed schools = b,

+ b+ separate-minority schools = b, + b, females: separate-white schools = b, + b«; mixed
schools = by, + by + Dyry + bygrys SEparate-minority schools = by, + by + Bpsy + Dypsges.
b The change in the gap = G2 — G1; the percentage change = change / G2 * 100.

they attend—benefit from having high beliefs
relative to whites in separate-white schools.
Moreover, the figure shows that the gap
between whites in separate-white schools and
minorities in separate-minority schools is
reduced the most by holding beliefs constant.
These comparisons are the third set of bars
for each examination in the figure. The first
set of bars, which is the smallest, represents
the changes in the gaps among students who
attend separate-white schools. The middle set
of bars represents the changes in the gaps
between whites in separate-white schools and
minorities in mixed schools. The findings indi-
cate that relative to whites in separate-white
schools, blacks and Latinos attending sepa-
rate-white schools benefit the least from dif-
ferences in beliefs and that blacks and Latinos
in separate-minority schools benefit the most.

CONCLUSIONS

The study found that eighth-grade black and
Latino students are more likely than are simi-
lar white students to have high occupational
expectations, educational aspirations, and
concrete attitudes. It also found that blacks
and Latinos are more likely to have high
beliefs in mixed schools (schools in which
minority students but not minority teachers
predominate) and especially in separate-
minority schools (schools in which minority
teachers and minority students predominate)
than in separate-white schools (schools in
which white students predominate).
Moreover, the analysis suggests that blacks
and Latinos in segregated-minority schools
are not opposed to attitudes and beliefs that
improve their achievement. In fact, this analy-
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Math Mixed School
M Latina
B black female White School
M Latino
Reading
test Mixed School
‘White School
1.20 -0.80 -0.40 0.00

Change in the gap compared to whites in separate-white schools

2 Estimates are derived from models shown in the appendix. Change = Gap 2 - Gap 1. The calculation of
the gaps is shown in the notes to Table 5. The only difference is that the gaps comparing each minority group
in mixed and in separate-minority schools to whites in separate-white schools add the main effect of mixed
schools and separate-minority schools, respectively. For example, the gap between black males in mixed schools
and white males in separate-white schools = b, + by*y + by, where b is the slope, m is black, and x is mixed

schools.

Figure 1. Estimated?2 Changes in the Gaps in Scores on the Math and Reading Tests Between
Whites in Separate-White Schools and the Minority Groups in the Three Types of School for

Each Gender

sis suggests that blacks and Latinos in segre-
gated-minority schools, especially those with
many minority teachers, tend to have great
optimism about their future education and
desired occupations and tend to profess pos-
itive attitudes about their teachers and class-
es.

The analysis found mixed support for the
hypothesis that blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs are
too high to improve their achievement effec-
tively. On the one hand, there is evidence
that high beliefs are less effective for blacks
and Latinos than they are for whites in sepa-
rate-white schools, but, on the other hand,
blacks and Latinos with high beliefs achieve
more than do blacks and Latinos without
them. Overall, blacks’ and Latinos’ relatively
higher beliefs make up for their lower slopes,

and the net result is that racial and ethnic dif-
ferences in beliefs reduce the black-white and
Latino-white achievement gaps. This reduc-
tion is the smallest among blacks and Latinos
who attend separate-white schools and the
largest among blacks and Latinos who attend
separate-minority schools.

Does the student-teacher mix actually
improve blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs, or do
segregated-minority schools concentrate stu-
dents with positive beliefs? Because of the
study’s design—its mostly cross-sectional
analysis and the nonrandom assignment of
students to types of schools—this question
cannot be answered with certainty. It is possi-
ble that students differ across types of schools
in ways that were not controlled in the analy-
sis, but in ways that are related to their
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beliefs. Nevertheless, this study showed that
net of a large number of contextual and
familial differences, blacks and Latinos in
mixed and especially in separate-minority
schools are more likely than are blacks and
Latinos in separate-white schools to have high
beliefs.

There are three likely explanations for this
finding. First, these schools may contain a rel-
atively large number of students and parents
who lack the adequate skills and resources for
interpreting school feedback, and, conse-
quently, the students overestimate their
chances of being successful. Although differ-
ences in skills and resources across students or
parents are likely to be related to students’
SES, family structure, family size, and previous
achievement, these control variables may not
fully account for differences in skills. The best
evidence in this study that differences in skills
exist net of these variables is the finding that
high beliefs raise blacks’ and Latinos’ achieve-
ment less than they raise the achievement of
whites who attend separate-white schools.

Support for this interpretation can also be
found in studies that have found that black-
white and Latino-white differences in achieve-
ment result from an unequal distribution of
skills, habits, and styles (Farkas 1990). White
students tend to possess more skills, habits,
and styles that improve achievement than do
blacks and Latinos. Moreover, the correlations
between students’ concrete attitudes and
their skills, habits, and styles are lower for
blacks and Latinos than they are for whites
(Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 2002). These
low correlations suggest a reason why whites
in separate-white schools benefit more from
high beliefs than blacks and Latinos do.
Whites in separate-white schools are better
equipped to match high beliefs with behav-
iors that will improve their achievement.

However, | doubt that this is the complete
story. Having very positive beliefs must result
from more than a lack of skills because posi-
tive beliefs are associated with higher, not
lower, achievement. In addition, this explana-
tion cannot account for why mixed and espe-
cially separate-minority schools do more to
raise the beliefs of blacks and Latinos than
they do those of whites.

The second likely explanation is that

blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs improve in the
presence of minority peers. Peer effects,
broadly speaking, probably work by creating
a normative climate and by students compar-
ing themselves with others (see the review by
Gamoran 1992). Normative climates reflect
more than the students’ typical beliefs
because they imply that all students in a
school move toward the school norm.
Concentrating students with high beliefs gen-
erally will raise all students’ beliefs. Peers also
influence students’ beliefs because they serve
as a comparison group when students devel-
op aspirations and expectations. Students
become more optimistic when they compare
themselves with low-achieving peers.

Concentrating blacks and Latinos in a
school is likely to improve the school’s nor-
mative climate because blacks and Latinos, all
else being equal, tend to have high beliefs. In
addition, comparing oneself to blacks and
Latinos also improves aspirations and expec-
tations because these students are relatively
low achieving. Schools with many minorities
will thus improve students’ beliefs. These
effects can be contrasted with those associat-
ed with a concentration of high-SES students.
High-SES students have positive beliefs but
are high achieving; therefore, they raise stu-
dents’ beliefs by improving the normative cli-
mate, but reduce students’ beliefs through
comparison processes (Gamoran 1992).

Why would the effects of having minority
peers raise minorities’ beliefs more than those
of whites? It is possible that peers are more
influential when they are friends and acquain-
tances (Hallinan and Williams 1990). Whites
in separate-minority schools may have fewer
minority friends and acquaintances than do
blacks and Latinos in these schools (Quillian
and Campbell 2001). Whites also may not
compare themselves with blacks and Latinos
(Kao and Tienda 1998), and beliefs may be
less contagious in racially and ethnically
mixed dyads (Hallinan and Williams 1990).

This explanation, however, also cannot
fully account for this study’s findings. If only
minority peers improve beliefs, mixed schools
should raise blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs as
much as do separate-minority schools.
However, the effects of mixed schools on
blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs are inconsistent
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and weak compared to those of separate-
minority schools.

The third likely explanation is that minori-
ty teachers are better able to raise minority
students’ beliefs than are white teachers. This
could be an individual effect or a contextual
effect. An individual effect occurs when
minority teachers or teachers from working-
class backgrounds raise their own minority
students’ beliefs (Alexander et al. 1987;
Ehrenberg et al. 1995; Foster 1990, 1997;
Ladson-Billings 1994). A contextual effect
occurs when a school has many minority
teachers who infuse it with a culturally rele-
vant curriculum or make other structural
changes, like reducing unequal tracking sys-
tems, that affect minority peers’ beliefs
(Ladson-Billings 1994; Meier et al. 1999;
Weiher 2000). As was mentioned earlier, this
study was unable to determine whether the
effects are contextual or individual, but the
findings suggest that segregated-minority
schools are better able to serve minority stu-
dents when they employ many minority
teachers.

This analysis suggests that segregated-
white schools need to enact measures to
reduce their harmful effects on blacks’ and
Latinos’ beliefs. Although concrete sugges-
tions are preliminary, changes could include
enacting processes that bring minority peers
together, as forming black-student unions
and Latinos Unidos would do. Moreover, they
also may improve blacks’” and Latinos’ beliefs
by employing more minority teachers.
Predominantly nonwhite schools can improve
blacks’ and Latinos’ achievement by employ-
ing more minority teachers as well.

The effects of minority peers and minority
teachers ultimately raise serious questions
about the color lines in American society and
its importance in debates about integration.
Supporters of integration have denied that
integration’s benefits to blacks or Latinos
stem from sitting next to white students or
having white teachers. Instead, they point to
the benefits of having small class sizes; local
community support; and a concentration of
students from two-parent, affluent families
situated in middle-class neighborhoods (e.g.,
see Bankston and Caldas 2002; Crain and
Mahard 1983; Kozol 1991; Orfield and Eaton

1996; Pong 1998). These benefits are real;
they improve achievement, and their com-
bined importance is surely greater than those
of favorable beliefs. But being situated in a
white environment does have an effect. All
else being equal, blacks and Latinos report
less optimism and less pro-school attitudes in
predominantly white schools than in pre-
dominantly nonwhite schools, especially non-
white schools that employ many nonwhite
teachers. Seeing this positive aspect of segre-
gated-minority schools will help scholars,
advocates, and policy makers understand
what an integrated school needs to be to be
successful for black and Latino students.

Thus, the racial and ethnic differences in
achievement among students mirror the
racial and ethnic differences among schools.
Black and Latino students achieve less than
do whites just as achievement at predomi-
nantly black and Latino schools is less than
that at predominantly white schools. But
blacks and Latinos have an advantage over
whites: more optimism and more pro-school
attitudes. Similarly, predominantly black and
Latino schools have an advantage over pre-
dominantly white schools: They promote
optimism and pro-school attitudes. Neither
advantage is enough to overcome the entire
gaps in achievement, but these differences in
beliefs help reduce them.

NOTES

1. Ogbu (1995a) distinguished among dif-
ferent types of minorities, and only those who
are classified as “involuntary minorities” are
thought to oppose the attitudes, values, and
behaviors that are conducive to educational
achievement. He considered blacks to be
involuntary minorities. Only some Latinos can
be classified as involuntary minorities (Kao
and Tienda 1998; Matute-Bianchi 1986).

2. The index for attitudes toward teachers
is the average of (1) “students get along well
with teachers”; (2) “teachers are interested in
students”; (3) “the teaching is good”; (4)
“when | work hard on schoolwork, my teach-
ers praise my effort”; (5) “in class | often feel
‘put down’ by my teachers” (reverse coded);
and (6) “most of my teachers really listen to
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what | have to say” (1= strongly disagree, 2 =
disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree).
Alpha = .79. Students with high attitudes are
defined as those averaging at least “agree.”

The index for attitudes toward math and
sciences classes is the average of (1) math and
(2) science “will be useful in my future” and
“1 look forward to” (3) math and (4) science
(1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =
agree, 4 = strongly agree). Alpha = .66. The
index for English and history classes is the
same (except for the classes) and alpha = .66.
Students with high attitudes are defined as
those averaging at least “agree.”

3. Variance inflation factors estimated in
ordinary least-squares regression often
exceed 10, which is considered indicative of
serious multicolinearity (Neter, Wasserman,
and Kutner 1985). Most of the problem is
created by the high correlations between the
proportions of teachers and students. For
example, proportion nonwhite teachers and
nonwhite students correlates 0.78, but multi-
colinearity is exacerbated when the propor-
tions are included as interactions, squared
terms, or both.

4. Removing them from the analysis pro-
duced substantively identical results.

5. For the black students in the sample,
the percentages of black students and black
teachers in separate-minority schools are
even higher, at 87 and 66 percent, respec-
tively. Latinos in these schools are not as con-
centrated with their coethnics. Their schools
average 70 percent Latino students and 39
percent Latino teachers.

6. A reviewer noted that neighborhood
effects measured at the relatively large level of
zip-code areas may dampen the effects, espe-
cially on blacks, because middle-class blacks
live closer to poor blacks than middle-class
whites live to poor whites (Pattillo 1998). This
possibility was investigated in models not
shown by including black poverty-rate and
Latino poverty-rate interactions. The results
revealed no significant interactions.

7. The probability of having a high belief (Y
=1)is exp BX/ (1 + exp BX). For example, for
white males, all X except the constant equal 0
when noncentered variables equal their
grand mean, so their probability that Y= 1 is
exp b0 / (1 + exp b0) = (exp —-1.51/ (1 + exp

-1.51) = 0.18. For white females, all X equal
zero at the grand mean except the constant
and the effect of female, so their probability is
(exp (-1.51 + 0.26)) / (1 + exp (-1.51 +
0.26)) = 0.22.

8. | did not model school-type effects with
main effects and interactions because the
small sample of whites in separate-white
schools is a poor comparison for showing
how much blacks and Latinos benefit from
attending separate-minority schools.

9. The effects of separate-minority schools
on two of the beliefs, occupational expecta-
tions and attitudes toward teachers, are sig-
nificant only in a one-tailed test, suggesting
that the effects are not robust. In part, the
lack of robustness occurs because the models
divide the variance more than is necessary by
modeling separate effects of school types for
Latinos and blacks. The models in Table 3
show nearly identical school-type effects on
blacks and Latinos, and the theories reviewed
earlier do not suggest that the effects should
differ between groups. Coefficients in models
combining the school-type effects for blacks
and Latinos are more robust, all reaching sig-
nificance at .05 in two-tailed tests. In addi-
tion, models using this specification show
similar results when the cutoff point for the
dummy variables is changed to either 40 per-
cent or 60 percent. In these models, 9 of the
10 effects of separate-minority schools on
blacks and Latinos are positive and signifi-
cant. The one that is not is almost significant
(p = .06, one-tailed test).

Models replacing the dummy variables for
school-types with continuous measures of the
teacher-student mix—as long as both propor-
tions are not entered simultaneously—show
similar results. Schools’ proportion of non-
white students significantly improves all five of
blacks’ and Latinos’ beliefs and three of
whites’ beliefs (not occupational expectations
and attitudes toward teachers). Schools’ pro-
portion of nonwhite teachers significantly
improves four of Latinos’ beliefs (not attitudes
toward teachers), three of blacks’ beliefs (not
occupational expectations and not attitudes
toward teachers) and one of whites’ beliefs
(educational aspirations). When the student
and teacher proportions are entered together,
few coefficients are significant (see note 3).
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10. In models not shown, | investigated
the effects of types of schools on Asian stu-
dents. Asian students’ beliefs are consistently
higher than are white students’ beliefs, but
are rarely influenced by the types of schools
the students attend, with only 2 of the 10
effects significant (both positive). However,
the few Asian students in mixed and separate-
minority schools reduces the power to test
this effect appropriately.

11. Mexican-origin students have more
positive attitudes toward English/history
classes than do Puerto Rican students, all else
being equal.

12. | investigated models, not shown,
without these interactions among the belief
variables and found that they overestimate
how much blacks and Latinos benefit from
having high beliefs.

APPENDIX

Multilevel Model Estimates of Race, Ethnicity, and School Type onto
Scores on the Math and Reading Tests

Math Test Reading Test
Variable 2 2 1 2
Intercept 52.12%** 52.39%** 50.70*** 51.05***
Black -3.64*** -3.97%* -2.66*** -2.90***
Latino <1.75%* -1.99%** -1.05%** -1.43%**
Female -0.89*** 3 R I Bl 1.94%*+ 1.55***
Black * female -0.01 -0.12 -0.99 -1.09
Latino * female -1.15% -1.20** -1.89%+* -1.73%**
Mixed school -1.18* S1.7% -0.95* -1.10*
Separate-minority school -2.34** -2.84** -0.87 -1.36
Black * mixed school 0.82 0.57 -0.19 -0.44
Latino * mixed school 1.18 0.94 0.45 0.49
Female * mixed school 1.62 1.36 1.31 1.29
Black * female * mixed school -0.87 -0.61 -0.10 0.11
Latino * female * mixed school -0.42 -0.19 -0.29 -0.39
Black * separate-minority school 1.96 1.78 0.20 0.16
Latino * separate-minority school 2.56** 2.53 0.51 0.46
Female * separate-minority school 0.76 1.25 -0.67 -0.34
Black * female * separate-minority school 0.06 -0.30 1.43 1.25
Latino * female * separate-minority school 0.17 -0.25 0.86 0.63

a All models include the same control variables as the models shown in Table 3. Models labeled 2
also include the belief variables (main effects and interactions) shown in Table 4.

*p < .05 (one-tailed test), **p < .05 (two-tailed test), ***p < .01 (two-tailed test). A one-tailed test was
used if the effect was not significant on a two-tailed test and the direction of the effect was predicted.
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