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h i g h l i g h t s
� Using multilevel models, we examined the relationship between teachers' prejudice reduction practices and students' engagement.
� Prejudice reduction practices focused on engaging in dialogue about diversity and confronting intergroup bias.
� Teachers' explicit multicultural attitudes and implicit attitudes towards ethnic minorities were possible moderators.
� Prejudice reduction predicted increases in student engagement for teachers with above-average positive explicit attitudes.
� Our models did not support such an interaction effect for implicit ethnic attitudes.
a r t i c l e i n f o

Article history:
Received 27 December 2018
Received in revised form
9 June 2019
Accepted 31 July 2019
Available online 6 August 2019

Keywords:
Prejudice reduction
Ethnic minority students
Primary education
Implicit attitudes
Explicit attitudes
Student engagement
* Corresponding author. Department of Child D
Educational Sciences, University of Amsterdam, Nieuw
Amsterdam, the Netherlands.

E-mail addresses: C.S.Abacioglu@uva.nl (C.S. Abaci
F.Hanna@uva.nl (F. Hanna), I.M.Soeterik@uva.nl (I.M.
(A.H. Fischer), M.L.L.Volman@uva.nl (M. Volman).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.102887
0742-051X/© 2019 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
a b s t r a c t

The current study examined the relationship between teachers' prejudice reduction practices, focusing
on dialogue about issues around diversity, and their students' engagement. We additionally investigated
the potential moderation of this relationship by teachers' explicit multicultural attitudes and implicit
attitudes towards ethnic minorities. Our multilevel models using 35 primary school teachers and 711
students showed that for teachers who reported above-average multicultural attitudes, prejudice
reduction was positively associated with student engagement. Our results suggest that these teachers
might not only promote multiculturalism as an abstract ideal, but they actually “walk the talk” and hence
can improve educational lives of their students.

© 2019 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
As a consequence of non-European immigration from the 1960s,
schools and classrooms in Western Europe have become increas-
ingly culturally and ethnically diverse (Phalet, Andriessen, & Lens,
2004). This cultural and ethnic diversity has brought new
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challenges for both students and teachers. Today, schools continue
to be sites of intercultural tension (Thijs, Verkuyten, & Grundel,
2014) and educational achievement of ethnic minority students
still lags behind that of their ethnic majority peers (OECD, 2014).
This emphasizes a need to investigate factors that may help explain
the unfavorable educational position of these students (Phalet et al.,
2004). In the current study, we investigate teachers' prejudice
reduction in the classroom as one factor that can improve students'
educational position through increasing student engagement.
Moreover, we investigate whether teachers' attitudes towards
multiculturalism and ethnic minority outgroups might moderate
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this relationship.
Dovidio, Hewstone, Glick, and Esses (2010) defined prejudice as

an attitude reflecting an overall evaluation of a group. Prejudice is
often used in combination with similar concepts, namely stereo-
types and discrimination. While prejudice is used to refer mainly to
negative beliefs, feelings, and dispositions to behave negatively
toward a group and its members, stereotypes refer to a set of
characteristics ascribed to an individual based on the perceived
characteristics of a group, and discrimination refers to the actual
biased behavior towards individuals based on their group mem-
bership (Dovidio et al., 2010). Prejudice, stereotyping, and
discrimination thus form different aspects of intergroup bias, and
play a crucial role in the everyday educational experiences of ethnic
minority students (Steele, 1997; Zirkel, 2004). These everyday ex-
periences may include perceptions of cohesion, mutual respect,
supportive relationships, and perceived fairness from teachers and
peers. A positive experience of the classroom's social environment,
in turn, has been consistently associated with adaptive motiva-
tional beliefs and achievement behaviors, and can have an influ-
ence on student engagement (Ryan & Patrick, 2001; Urdan &
Schoenfelder, 2006; Velayutham & Aldridge, 2013).

Indeed, among the most notable factors influencing student
engagement are the characteristics of the immediate learning
environment (Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Velayutham & Aldridge,
2013). Student engagement, referring to the intensity and
emotional quality of involvement with active, goal-directed, and
persistent participation in the learning environment (Skinner,
Furrer, Marchand, & Kindermann, 2008), has been consistently
linked to positive student outcomes such as increases in learning,
educational attainment, and achievement (Vollet, Kindermann, &
Skinner, 2017). Confronting and challenging intergroup bias in the
classroom through prejudice reduction may therefore improve the
educational experiences of students.

Prejudice reduction, described by Banks (2004) as one of the five
key dimensions of multicultural education, is an umbrella term
referring to deliberate attempts to reduce prejudice, stereotyping,
and discrimination, and to develop positive attitudes between
different ethnic and cultural groups. Although the effects of such
intergroup bias on student functioning has received some attention
(e.g., school performance, physical health, mental health; Camicia,
2007), the direct positive relationship between prejudice reduc-
tion efforts and student engagement has not yet been studied. In
the current research, we study prejudice reduction that focuses on
engaging in dialogue about issues around diversity and confronting
intergroup bias.

The success of such attempts can be influenced by the teachers'
worldviews that are either consciously expressed or more auto-
matically communicated (Vezzali, Giovannini, & Capozza, 2012).
We therefore also investigate the role of teachers' attitudes in the
current study. Attitudes are defined as tendencies to evaluate and
respond to objects, people, issues or situations in a specific manner
(Rokeach, 1968). A mismatch between expressed attitudes and
behavior, or subtle signals of social biasesmay hamper the efforts to
reduce intergroup bias (Byrnes, Kiger,&Manning,1997) by possibly
damaging the perceived authenticity of the teacher (Kreber, 2010).
Attitudes are usually discussed with a distinction made between
explicit and implicit attitudes. Explicit attitudes are evaluative
judgments that are not automatic but effortful, more consciously
controlled, and reflective of behavioral intentions that can be re-
ported (Greenwald, McGhee, & Schwartz, 1998). Implicit attitudes,
on the other hand, are attitudes that people are not initially aware
of, difficult to monitor, and are automatically activated whenever
the attitude object is present (Greenwald et al., 1998). In the current
study, we specifically focus on teachers' explicit multicultural at-
titudes e familiarity with and sensitivity to issues of cultural
pluralism, and awareness of one's own biases (TMAS; Ponterotto,
Baluch, Greig, & Rivera, 1998); and, implicit attitudes towards
ethnic minorities e strength of associations between an ethnic
outgroup and valence attributes (Greenwald et al., 1998).

Our research is guided by the following questions: 1) Are
teachers' prejudice reduction practices associated with students'
engagement? and 2) To what extent do teachers' explicit multi-
cultural attitudes and implicit attitudes towards ethnic minorities
moderate this relationship?

1. Prejudice reduction as a dimension of multicultural
education

Multiculturalism depicts the need to endorse cultures of all
groups (e.g., religious, ethnic, racial), to challenge prejudice, ster-
eotyping, and discrimination, and to ensure that all students have
equitable educational opportunities and access to knowledge
regardless of their cultural backgrounds (Banks, 2004; Morrison,
Robbins, & Rose, 2008; Okoye-Johnson, 2011). To effectively
implement the wide range of multicultural practices in educational
contexts, we need a comprehensive conceptualization and clearly
outlined dimensions (Banks & Banks, 1995). For this study, we use
Banks' widely used conceptualization of multicultural education as
it is detailed and encompassing (Zirkel, 2008).

Banks (2004) delineates five dimensions that are key to the
characterization of multicultural education, namely 1) content
integrationdcreating a curriculum that includes materials from a
variety of cultures and groups; 2) knowledge constructiondcreat-
ing an understanding and awareness of how implicit cultural as-
sumptions, frames of reference, and perspectives shape the ways in
which knowledge is constructed, identified, and interpreted; 3)
prejudice reductiondworking for reducing prejudice, stereotyping,
and discrimination, and developing positive attitudes; 4) equity
pedagogydteaching strategies facilitating educational achieve-
ment of students from diverse groups, and therefore creating better
equity between students; and, 5) empowering school cultured-
transforming the classroom and school culture and processes in
ways that eliminate institutionalized discrimination, and allow all
students to experience educational equality and cultural
empowerment.

Multicultural education is designed to improve classrooms and
schools inways that will enhance intergroup relations and increase
educational achievement of students with a minority background
(Zirkel, 2008). Among the five dimensions, content integration has
been themost widely researched in relation to student functioning.
Studies report that when the curriculum includes references to
students' cultural backgrounds and lives (e.g., languages, histories,
issues like discrimination), students feel more valued and intel-
lectually competent (Bean, Valerio, Senior, & White, 1999; Center,
2005; Gay, 2003; Sleeter, 2011). Consequently, they are more
engaged, and perform significantly better in various skills such as
language and literacy (Cummins, 2015; Sleeter, 2011). The aspects
of multicultural education that extend beyond curriculum and in-
struction and tap everyday interactions have been suggested to
have an evenmore direct effect on personal experiences of students
(Crystal, Killen, & Ruck, 2010; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2013); hence, can
be at least equally effective in promoting student engagement. Yet,
these aspects have received little attention. A more systematic and
quantitative investigation of prejudice reduction dimension of
multicultural education, therefore, can be fruitful especially
because informal prejudice reduction practices are the least
dependent on institutional and contextual determinants, and can
be largely initiated by teachers themselves.

The aim of prejudice reduction is to promote positive and in-
clusive intergroup attitudes and relationships between students of
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different ethnic and cultural backgrounds. In our study, we focus on
practices that include engaging in dialogue about issues around
diversity wherein teachers actively confront prejudice, stereo-
typing, and discrimination. Prejudice reduction requires teachers to
point out biases whenever they encounter them during school in-
teractions or discussions of school material. It is suggested that, in
situations where students express prejudice, stereotype or engage
in discriminatory behavior, teachers should not overlook the
problem but should take it as an opportunity to address the un-
derlying reasons behind the problems in order to avoid similar
instances in the future. Teachers should also avoid a simplistic
approach to diversity that limits multiculturalism to celebration of
holidays and food, but should motivate their students to engage in
rich conversations around their cultures and experiences (Sleeter&
McLaren, 2009).

With less intergroup bias, students can concentrate and dedi-
cate more time and resources to learning, rather than diverting
their time with ethnically-based threats and quarrels (Okoye-
Johnson, 2011). Previous studies examining the association be-
tween multicultural education and inter-ethnic attitudes and
intergroup processes report that prejudice reduction practices
positively influence outgroup evaluations and interethnic attitudes,
and decrease interethnic biases and perceptions of peer discrimi-
nation (e.g., Thijs & Verkuyten, 2013). Teachers' encouragement of
positive student interactions and promotion of mutual respect in
the classroom improves students' feelings of psychological safety
and comfort, and lowers academic anxiety (Goodenow, 1993).
Accordingly, students may have higher self-efficacy beliefs and
academic self-concept, are likely to hold higher expectancies for
their educational success, and therefore show higher levels of in-
terest and enjoyment in learning activities (Ryan & Patrick, 2001).

Failing to address intergroup bias, on the other hand, can not
only have overt negative outcomes, such as bullying and other
types of victimization (Rigby, 2004), but can also have more covert
harmful effects on students (Fiske, 2002). An example phenome-
non is stereotype threat described by Steele (1997), which refers to
a decline in performance due to perceived attitudes and stereo-
types in relation to one's group's expected performance in a school
subject. These biases are significant set-backs for educational
functioning as they disturb the learning environment (Byrd &
Chavous, 2009; Ryan, 2003). They can lead students to disengage
from school, school-related people, and activities, so that they
distance themselves from the prejudicial aspects of the school. This
could be adaptive by protecting the students from negative self-
evaluation, but it can also be harmful in undermining their moti-
vation to engage in learning activities (Camicia, 2007; Steele, 1997).
Prejudice reduction practices might therefore mitigate the setbacks
that are generated by intergroup bias.

2. Interaction of prejudice reduction with teacher attitudes

Many teachers are advocates of equitable educational oppor-
tunities and hencemulticulturalism; however, their actual teaching
practices may not always be optimal andmight show shortcomings
(Reupert, Hemmings,& Connors, 2010). For instance, teachers were
reported to find it hard to discuss sensitive topics such as racism
and discrimination; and to endorse unconscious biased attitudes
that can be expressed in subtle, non-verbal behaviors outside of
their control (Vezzali et al., 2012). Alternatively, although teachers
might feel obligated to engage in multicultural teaching practices
due to their school's institutional policies, these practices may not
be in line with their own world-views and self-concepts. Hence,
teachers may communicate different values through their daily
interactions, either deliberately or automatically (Vezzali et al.,
2012). In our study, we try to account for teachers' attitudes, as
the extent to which teachers' prejudice reduction efforts succeed
may depend onwhether or not their attitudes are in line with what
they aim to promote in their students (Byrnes et al., 1997).

Specifically, we focus on teachers' explicit multicultural atti-
tudes and implicit attitudes towards ethnic minorities. Teachers
who report more positive multicultural attitudes are more aware of
their students' cultural background and their own socialization
biases, value diversity as an asset, address multicultural issues in
the teaching process, and they were found to be more effective in
their prejudice reduction efforts (Ponterotto & Pedersen, 1993).
While assessment of explicit attitudes may capture people's beliefs
or knowledge, assessment of implicit attitudes may capture peo-
ple's formed associations between attitude objects and their eval-
uations that may be expressed in subtle ways (Strack & Deutsch,
2004). These implicit attitudes may have been developed, for
instance, by repeated exposure to negative outgroup portrayals
displayed through the mass media (van Dijk, 2015). Implicit atti-
tudes towards ethnic minorities can affect teachers' perceptions of
and judgments regarding the members of the outgroup (Olson &
Fazio, 2009). They can also guide spontaneous behavior especially
in daily interactions: implicit attitudes might surface as negative
non-verbal behaviors such as avoidant posture, less eye contact,
and increased social distance (Dovidio, Kawakami, & Gaertner,
2002).

3. Student engagement in the classroom

Engagement refers to a multidimensional construct, involving
both emotional and behavioral dimensions. Emotional engagement
reflects the presence of positive emotions (e.g., interest) and
absence of negative emotions (e.g., anxiety, frustration), and the
motivation to be involved in a task. Behavioral engagement reflects
how much attention, effort, and persistence the student shows in
the initiation and execution of a learning activity (Skinner et al.,
2008).

Student engagement is considered important for students'
educational functioning as it improves learning, academic progress,
positive expectations about one's own academic abilities, and
achievements (Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villarreal, & Johnson, 2012;
Ladd&Dinella, 2009). Engagement has also been shown to not only
predict short-term educational achievement, but also long-term
positive outcomes such as pleasure in work and ability to exert
effort on work-related activities (Steinberg, Elmen, & Mounts,
1989), and capacity and motivation to take on challenges in gen-
eral (Harter, 1996). Moreover, engaged students seem to be favored
in social situations by receiving more positive reciprocal reactions
and motivational support from their teachers (Skinner & Belmont,
1993).

Prejudice reduction works towards improving interethnic atti-
tudes, intergroup relations, and peer relationships, which are part
of an immediate learning environment that facilitates emotional
and behavioral engagement. A cognitive component to engagement
is also defined in the literature, reflecting efforts and approaches in
learning, acquiring knowledge, and mastering skills promoted by
education (Newmann, Wehlage, & Lamborn, 1992). However,
prejudice reduction primarily relates to emotional and behavioral
components. Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris (2004) report in their
review that acceptance by peers increases school satisfaction,
whereas rejection lowers school interest. Both are aspects of
engagement that pertain to its emotional component. Similarly,
acceptance by peers increases efforts put in learning activities and
bolsters socially accepted behavior, whereas rejection leads to
lower participation in learning activities and facilitates poor
behavior, which are aspects of engagement that pertain to its
behavioral component (Fredricks et al., 2004).
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4. The current study

In sum, we investigated the relationships between teachers'
prejudice reduction practices and students' emotional and behav-
ioral engagement, and whether these relationships are moderated
by teachers' explicit and implicit attitudes. The current study tested
the following hypotheses.

H1: The more teachers report practicing prejudice reduction,
the higher students' behavioral and emotional engagement is.

H2: The more positive explicit multicultural attitudes are, the
stronger the relationship between prejudice reduction practices
and students' behavioral and emotional engagement is.

H3: The more positive implicit attitudes towards ethnic mi-
norities are, the stronger the relationship between prejudice
reduction practices and students' behavioral and emotional
engagement is.

Certain student and teacher background characteristics were
expected to be related to the investigated relationships. Specifically,
female students tend to be more engaged than male students
(Furrer & Skinner, 2003) and teachers' influence tends to drop with
increasing student age (Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). In addition,
based on the proportion of ethnic minority students in their
classroom and years of teaching experience, teachers may develop
more knowledge and/or positive interethnic/intercultural attitudes
due to increased exposure to different cultures (Allport, 1954;
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). Lastly, female teachers might be more
sensitive to issues that accompany diversity as they tend to bemore
sensitive to others' distress (McCue & Gopoian, 2000). Therefore,
we included student gender and age, and teachers' classroom
ethnic minority percentage, years of teaching experience, ethnic
background, and gender as control variables (covariates) in our
models.

Another important factor to consider is the possibility that how
prejudice reduction practices are associated with student engage-
ment might differ depending on the ethnic background of the
students and whether the student ethnic background is similar to
that of the teacher. Previous research shows that multicultural
education can have a larger effect on minority students (Shernoff &
Schmidt, 2008). Moreover, teachers' ethnic background might be
related to their knowledge, skills, and attitudes towards multicul-
turalism (Siwatu, 2007).

Nevertheless, we do not have separate hypotheses based on the
ethnic backgrounds of students and teachers. The former is due to
the expected beneficial effect of cohesion, fairness, and recipro-
cated respect for the learning behaviors of all students (Patrick,
Ryan, & Kaplan, 2007). The latter is due to the insufficient num-
ber of teachers in our sample who were from other ethnic back-
grounds than Dutch (only around 15%). We did, however, include
them as control variables in our models.

5. Method

5.1. Participants

Participants were recruited from schools that are in collabora-
tion with the Primary Teacher Education Programme of University
of Amsterdam (UvA) . In total, data were gathered from 35 upper
primary school classroom teachers and their 711 students. The
teachers had a mean age of 43.72 years (SD¼ 11.83, range¼ 24e63
years) and, on average, had 16.20 years of teaching experience
(SD¼ 10.20). They were predominantly female (66.2%) and pri-
marily identified themselves as Dutch (85.7%). The participating
students had a mean age of 10.6 years (SD¼ 0.95, range¼ 9e13
years). The gender composition was almost equally distributed
with 51.8% females. The self-report measure of ethnic identification
indicated that 65.5% of students primarily identified themselves as
Dutch, 32.2% identified primarily belonging to a different ethnic
group than Dutch, whereas 2.3% did not report any identification.

5.2. Procedure

Data were gathered as part of a course on diversity in a teacher
education programme at UvA. Ethical approval for this study
(2017CDE614) was granted by the Ethics Review Board of the Fac-
ulty of Social and Behavioral Sciences, UvA, the Netherlands.
Second-year undergraduate students tested primary school teach-
ers and children in their classrooms. Teachers provided active
consent and parents provided passive consent to their children's
participation to this study. Teachers completed a digital test battery
and the children completed a pen-and-paper test battery under
students' supervision.

All students were provided with a detailed, standardized pro-
tocol about the data collection prior to administering the tests,
which they had the chance to practice as part of themodule. During
one month, in the spring of 2017, students administered the tests,
which required approximately 20min to complete both for the
teachers and the children.

6. Measures

6.1. Student-level variables

Student engagement. Students reported on their engagement in
the classroom on a short, 12-item version of the Engagement versus
Disaffection with Learning Scale (Skinner et al., 2008). This scale
included two subscales. The Behavioral Engagement subscale
measured students' attention, effort, and persistence in initiating
and participating in learning activities using 6 items. Example
items are “I try hard to do well in school” and “When I'm in class, I
just act like I'm working” (reverse coded). The Emotional Engage-
ment subscale measured students' motivated participation during
learning activities using 6 items. Example items are “I enjoy
learning new things in class” and “Class is not all that fun for me”
(reverse coded). The response scale ranged from 1 (no, that is not
true) to 5 (yes, that is true). Cronbach's alphas were .75 for Behavior
Engagement, 0.63 Emotional Engagement, and 0.79 for the overall
Student Engagement.

Demographics. As students' background characteristics, we
have included gender, age, and self-identified ethnic background.
For our analyses, we controlled for gender and age, and explored
the possible interaction of student ethnic background with the
hypothesized relationships.

6.2. Teacher-level variables

Multicultural teacher practices: prejudice reduction. Teachers
reported on three items that have been successfully used by pre-
vious investigators in the Netherlands (e.g., Geerlings, Thijs, &
Verkuyten, 2017; Verkuyten & Thijs, 2013). The items included:
‘Do you talk about how all cultures should be respected?’, ‘Do you
talk about how it is wrong to discriminate?’, and ‘Do you talk about
how people from all cultures are equal?’ Teachers reported on a 5-
point response scale (1¼ absolutely never, 5¼ very often) with a
Cronbach's alpha of .79.

Teacher implicit ethnic attitudes. The Implicit Association Test
(IAT; Greenwald et al., 1998) measured the strength of teachers'
associations between two different ethnic backgrounds (target)
and valence words (attribute). The association strength is inter-
preted as an indication of an implicit attitude due to the theoretical
definition of the attitude construct in terms of concept-attribute
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associations; Greenwald, Nosek, & Banaji, 2003). Within the
“compatible” block, native-Dutch names (i.e., female: Marloes,
Claudia, Anouk; male: Pieter, Jeroen, Dennis) and positive valence
words (i.e., happiness, peace, happy, beautiful, friend, love) were
categorized using one response key while non-native Dutch names
(i.e., female: Fatima, Naima, Meryem; male: Hassan, Ahmed, Far-
ouk) and negative valence words (i.e., pain, anger, war, angry,
cancer, poison) were categorized using a second response key; and
vice versa in the “incompatible” block (Spearman-Brown corrected
split-half reliability a¼ 0.64). People mostly identify the target and
the attribute as belonging to the same category more rapidly when
the association between them is stronger. The response time dif-
ferences between compatible and incompatible blocks were
calculated to assess the degree of implicit attitudes (larger differ-
ence means more negative attitudes) towards the ethnic minority
group. These differences are represented using the D measure,
which was calculated in accordance with the procedure described
in Greenwald et al. (2003). A D-score has a range of �2 to þ2.
Positive D scores signal that the participants associate the majority
group more with the pleasant attributes compared to the minority
group, and vice versa for the negative scores. Scores closer to zero
represent less bias. We chose the Moroccan-Dutch group as the
ethnic minority group during this task, as Turkish- and Moroccan-
Dutch ethnic minority groups are at the bottom of ethnic hierarchy
in the Dutch society. However, although both groups report similar
levels of perceived discrimination, that of Moroccan-Dutch group is
slightly higher (Luthra, 2011).

Teacher explicit multicultural attitudes and awareness. Using
the TeacherMulticultural Attitudes Survey (TMAS; Ponterotto et al.,
1998), we assessed teachers' familiarity with and sensitivity to is-
sues of cultural pluralism in their classroom, and awareness of their
own biases. Teachers responded to 20 statements on a 5-point
response scale (1¼ strongly disagree, 5¼ strongly agree). An
example itemwas “I believe the teacher's role needs to be redefined
to address the needs of students from culturally different back-
grounds”. A total score was calculated per participant after the
negative items were reverse scored. Higher scores indicated more
positive attitudes and higher awareness towards multicultural ed-
ucation (a¼ 0.84).

Demographics. As teachers' background characteristics, we
included percentage of ethnic minorities in their classroom, years
of teaching experience, and their self-identified ethnic back-
grounds. For our analyses, we controlled for the ethnic minority
concentration in teachers' classrooms and their years of teaching
experience. In addition, we explored the possible interaction of
teachers' ethnic background with the hypothesized relationships.

6.3. Data analysis

Eight multivariate outlier cases were dropped after checking the
Mahalonobis distance (df¼ 13, a¼ 0.05), leaving 35 teachers and
703 students for analysis. As only about 3 percent of the values
were missing, we used multiple imputation to deal with missing
data since listwise deletion would have biased our estimations
(Kang, 2013).

We fitted a series of multilevel models using IBM SPSS Statistics
for Macintosh, Version 24.0 to examine the unique contribution of
teachers' prejudice reduction efforts, their implicit and explicit
attitudes, and teacher and student background characteristics in
predicting student engagement. This analytical strategywas chosen
as it considers the nested structure of the data, avoids aggregation
bias, and underestimation of standard errors (Snijders & Bosker,
2012). As students were nested in their teachers' classrooms, we
considered both the student-level (Level 1) and teacher-level (Level
2) in this study. All the fixed and random effects represented in our
multilevel models were based on maximum likelihood estimation
(ML). Level 1 predictors were centered around the grand mean for
an easier interpretation. For all analyses, the statistical significance
level was set to 0.05.

Following the stepwise sequential modeling method proposed
by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002), we increased the complexity of
the models with each subsequent step. In the first step, we esti-
mated an unconditional baseline model without any predictors, to
determine the variance of student engagement at the student-level
(Level 1) and teacher-level (Level 2). This initial model was used as
a baseline model for subsequent model comparisons. We used
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) to compare models. Although
AIC values are not interpretable themselves, the difference in AIC
values provide an easy to interpret and quick comparison to test the
strength of evidence for choosing onemodel over another This is an
objective indicator that is free from arbitrary a levels. An AIC value
difference of 2, regardless of the size of the AIC value, provides
substantial support for the model with the lower AIC value
(Burnham & Anderson, 2004).

In the second step, we added students' background character-
istics as fixed effects of student engagement (Model 1). After ac-
counting for the individual student characteristics, we added
teacher-level variables to the equation (teachers' background
characteristics, their level of prejudice reduction, and their explicit
and implicit attitudes) to explain variance at the between-
classroom level (Model 2). As a next step, we examined whether
introducing interaction terms between teachers' prejudice reduc-
tion and their implicit and explicit attitudes improved the model fit
(Model 3).

Finally, we allowed the significant student-level predictors'
slopes to vary (Model 4). If the association between any of these
variables and student engagement significantly varied across
classrooms, we calculated cross-level interactions to explain the
variance.

7. Results

7.1. Descriptive statistics

In the current study, we calculated and used the average score
for overall Student Engagement scale for the following reasons: (1)
the reliability of the Emotional Engagement subscale was relatively
low, and the two subscales were moderately correlated (r¼ 0.40,
p< .01), and (2) we did not have separate hypotheses for Behavioral
and Emotional Engagement.

Mean values, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations
among the variables are displayed in Table 1.

Students' Ethnic Background significantly correlated with Stu-
dent Engagement, such that students who were from a non-Dutch
ethnic background showed lower SE. Overall, most students re-
ported relatively high Engagement (M¼ 3.94, SD¼ 0.45).

The correlations between teacher variables were mostly signif-
icant. The Percentage of Ethnic Minorities in the Classrooms was
positively related to teachers' Prejudice Reduction practices, and
their Implicit and Explicit Attitudes. This indicates that teachers
engaged in more Prejudice Reduction practices and had relatively
more positive Implicit and Explicit Attitudes in classrooms with
more Ethnic Minority Concentration. In line with previous litera-
ture, the relationship between teachers' Implicit and Explicit Atti-
tudes is moderate, signaling that Implicit and Explicit Attitudes tap
on related but distinct aspects of attitudes (Hofmann, Gawronski,
Gschwendner, Le, & Schmitt, 2005).

Overall, most teachers reported positive Explicit Multicultural
Attitudes (M¼ 3.52, SD¼ 0.45), while they implicitly favored the
ethnic majority compared to the ethnic minority group (M¼ 0.74,



Table 1
Descriptive statistics and correlations: Student- and teacher-level variables.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean SD

1. Student Gender e

2. Student Age �.01 e 10.60 0.95
3.Student Ethnic Background .04 .04 e

4. Student Engagement �.04 �.05 .08* e 3.94 0.45
5. Classroom Ethnic Minority Percentage .07 .07 .29** �.04 e 48.50 39.50
6. Teacher Teaching Experience (in years) �.05 �.04 �.03 .13** �.27** e 16.20 10.20
7. Teacher Gender �.04 �.09* �.06 .03 �.02 �.03 e

8. Teacher Ethnic Background .02 .15** .14** .00 .10** .30** .11** e

9. Teacher Implicit Ethnic Attitudes �.03 �.19** �.03 �.06 .10** �.10** �.26** �.18** e 0.74 0.48
10. Teacher Exp. Multicultural Attitudes .01 .12** �.12** �.04 .23** �.34** .15** �.06 �.32** e 3.52 0.45
11. Teacher Prejudice Reduction .03 �.00 .03 �.03 .16** �.33** .15** �.19** .07 .10** e 3.46 1.00

Note. Student Engagement (variable 4) is measured on a scale ranging from 0 to 5.
The D-scores representing Implicit Ethnic Attitudes (variable 9) range from �2 to þ2, with positive attitudes signaling more favorable attitudes towards the ethnic majority
group hence more prejudice. Teacher Explicit Attitudes and Prejudice Reduction practices (variables 10 and 11) are measured on scales ranging from 0 to 5, higher scores
indicating more positive Attitudes and engaging more often in Prejudice Reduction practices respectively. *p < .05. **p< .01.
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SD¼ 0.48). In addition, most teachers reported to sometimes but
not often engage in Prejudice Reduction practices (M¼ 3.46,
SD¼ 1). As expected, female teachers showed significantly more
positive Explicit Attitudes, less prejudiced Implicit Attitudes, and
reported engaging in more Prejudice Reduction practices thanmale
teachers. In addition, on average, teachers who self-identified as
Dutch, reported significantly more positive Explicit Attitudes,
engaged in more Prejudice Reduction practices, but also showed
more negative Implicit Attitudes towards ethnic minorities,
compared to teachers with other Ethnic Backgrounds. Self-
identified Dutch teachers, in addition, reported being appointed
in classrooms with a lower Percentage of Ethnic minorities,
compared to teachers with other backgrounds.

7.2. Unconditional means model

To examine whether Student Engagement varied across class-
rooms, we fitted a separate unconditional means model in the first
step of the analysis. The model contained the outcome variable
Student Engagement (SE) and only intercept as the predictor. Re-
sults indicated significant variation in SE at Level 1 and Level 2.
Intraclass correlations (ICC) showed about 11% variance in SE,
which can be explained by the differences among classrooms.

7.3. Student-level covariates of student engagement

To identify the variables that were uniquely related to variation
among SE, we modeled fixed effects of students' background
characteristics: Age, Gender, and Ethnic Background. This first
model (Model 1) substantially improved the prediction of SE, with a
difference in AIC value of 1.693. The unstandardized coefficients
indicated a significant positive relationship between Student Ethnic
Background and SE (B¼ 0.11, p< .05). The variation in intercepts
was still significant after accounting for student-level variables.
Therefore, the next step included the addition of Level 2 variables to
explain this variation.

7.4. Teacher-level predictors of student engagement

After accounting for the role of students' background charac-
teristics at the student level, we added teacher-level variables to the
model to explain variance at this level (Model 2). These included
teachers' background characteristics: Classroom Ethnic Minority
Percentage, Teaching Experience, Gender, and Ethnic Background,
their Prejudice Reduction (PR), and Implicit (IA) and Explicit Atti-
tudes (EA).

The results showed no significant changes in the variables at the
student level when compared to Model 1. With regard to the
teacher-level variables, SE showed statistically significant associa-
tions with teachers' years of Teaching Experience (B¼ 0.01, p< .05).
This secondmodel (Model 2) substantially improved the prediction
of SE, with a difference in AIC value of 3.167.

7.5. Teacher-level interactions

In addition, we included interaction terms between Prejudice
Reduction and Implicit Attitudes, and Prejudice Reduction and
Explicit Attitudes to this model (Model 3). Not restricting the data
to fit an only main effects model yielded significant results in the
interaction between PR and EA (B¼ 0.11, p< .05) as predictors of SE.
Introduction of the interaction terms improved the model fit with a
difference in AIC value of 2.966.

7.6. Random slopes model

Subsequently, we allowed the significant student-level predic-
tor Student Ethnic Background's slope to vary in order to see
whether its relationship to SE varies within classrooms. This pro-
vided an additional improvement to themodel fit, with a difference
in AIC value of 1.901 (Model 4). The random slope coefficient of its
association with SE was significantly different from zero (s2¼ 0.02,
p< .05). These results indicate that the association of Student
Ethnic Backgroundwith SE varied across classrooms. Consequently,
we added cross-level interactions stepwise to the model. We
explored whether Prejudice Reduction, and the association of
Prejudice Reduction with Implicit and Explicit Attitudes could
explain the variance in the slopes of Student Ethnic Background by
calculating cross-level interactions of these variables with Student
Ethnic Background. However, no significant cross-level interactions
were found. The results of these fixed and random effects of the
analyses are shown in Table 2, excluding the cross-level in-
teractions as we did not interpret these interactions further.

In the best fitting model (random intercepts and slopes), our
results indicated a statistically significant average positive associ-
ation between the interaction term between PR and EA, and SE. A
simple slope analysis revealed that association between PR and SE
was only significant for teachers 1 SD above the mean of EA
(B¼ 0.11, p< .05). For teachers 1 SD below the mean of EA
(B¼�0.07, p> .05), and with a mean level of EA (B¼ 0.02, p> .05),
the association between PR and SE was not significant (see Fig. 1).

8. Discussion

The current study investigated the relationship between



Table 2
Fixed and random estimates for predictors student engagement.

Predictors
Student Engagement

M1 M2 M3 M4

B (SE) B (SE) B (SE) B (SE)

Fixed Parameters
Intercept 3.85 (0.05) ** 3.83 (0.06) ** 3.82 (0.06) ** 3.80 (0.06) **

Student-level Variables
Gender �.02 (0.02) �.02 (0.02) �.02 (0.02) �.02 (0.02)
Age �.02 (0.02) �.01 (0.02) �.01 (0.02) �.01 (0.02)
Ethnic Background .11 (0.05) * .10 (0.05) * .10 (0.05) * .12 (0.06) *

Teacher-level Variables
Class Ethnic Minority Percentage e .00 (0.00) .00 (0.00) .00 (0.00)
Gender e �.00 (0.04) �.01 (0.04) �.00 (0.03)
Teaching Experience e .01 (0.01) * .01 (0.01) * .01 (0.01) *
Ethnic Background e �.05 (0.04) �.05 (0.04) �.05 (0.04)
Implicit Attitudes e �.08 (0.07) �.07 (0.07) �.09 (0.06)
Explicit Attitudes e �.05 (0.07) �.07 (0.07) �.05 (0.06)
Prejudice Reduction e .02 (0.03) .02 (0.03) .02 (0.03)

Interactions with Prejudice Reduction
Implicit Attitudes e e .01 (0.07) .07 (0.06)
Explicit Attitudes e e .21 (0.08) * .19 (0.07) *

Random Parameters
Between classes .02 (0.15) ** .03 (0.16) ** .02 (0.15) ** .00 (0.00) *
Within classes .18 (0.42) ** .18 (0.42) ** .18 (0.42) ** .18 (0.42) **

DR2 %2 %7 %2 %1

Note. Gender: 1¼ boys/male teachers, 2¼ girls/female teachers. Ethnic Background: 1¼ students/teachers self-identified as Dutch, 2¼ students/teachers self-identified as
Other than Dutch. M1¼Model 1 with only student level variables, M2¼Model 2, with student and teacher level variables, without interactions terms, M3¼Model 3, with
student and teacher level variables, including interactions terms, M4¼Model 4, with both random intercepts and slopes. DR2 shows difference in explained variance between
the subsequent models. *p < .05. **p< .01.

Fig. 1. Simple slopes analysis plot: The relationship between Teacher Prejudice
Reduction and Student Engagement at levels of Teacher Explicit Multicultural
Attitudes.
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teachers' prejudice reduction practices and student engagement. In
addition, the moderating role of teachers' explicit attitudes toward
multiculturalism, and their implicit attitudes towards an ethnic
outgroup in the Netherlands was examined. The results of our
multilevel analysis showed that teachers' prejudice reduction
practices can have a positive impact on student engagement, but
only if these practices are consistent with teachers' explicit multi-
cultural attitudes. The observed relationship was rather weak, but
statistically significant. We did not find support for our first hy-
pothesis that the more teachers report practicing prejudice
reduction, the higher students' engagement is. As we could not
establish this direct connection, we cannot talk about a moderation
effect of attitudes on this relationship. Nevertheless, we did find an
interaction effect wherein prejudice reduction's relationship to
student engagement changed as a function of teachers' explicit
attitudes: for the teachers who reported above average levels of
positive explicit attitudes, prejudice reduction had a statistically
significant positive association with student engagement. Our
second hypothesis, therefore, received only partial confirmation.
Contrary to our third hypothesis, however, we did not find any
effect of implicit ethnic attitudes on the relationship between
teachers' prejudice reduction and student engagement.

Our results partly echo previous findings, indicating that
teachers can have a positive influence on student engagement by
creating a safe, unprejudiced, environment in which students can
feel a sense of belonging, connection, and support for their identity
(Carter, 2005). However, our findings also show that engaging in
prejudice reduction practices seems to be insufficient in itself. As
previously mentioned, many teachers are advocates of equitable
educational opportunities but their actual performance in multi-
cultural practices may show shortcomings (Reupert et al., 2010).
Our results followed a similar trend: most teachers in our sample
reported having positive multicultural attitudes. However, only the
proportion of these teachers who reported above-average multi-
cultural sensitivity and awareness seemed to make a positive dif-
ference in students' engagement via their prejudice reduction
practices.

One explanation for this finding could be that teachers who are
very sensitive to and familiar with matters of cultural pluralism
provide good examples of multicultural values themselves. They
not only talk about multiculturalism as an abstract ideal, but also
enact it in the classroom by being aware of issues around diversity
and acting on it. One could therefore argue that these teachers
actually “walk the talk”. Scholars (Kreber, 2010; Palmer, 1998)
indeed previously argued that teachers themselves should feel a
certain connectivity to topics they discuss and their own values
should be in line with the practices they encourage in their stu-
dents. It is possible that only then, teachers not only know what
they want to promote in their students but also know how to
promote, as they are more aware of and able to identify potential
“hot spots” in their students' experiences and realities within and
outside of school. This would mean that they are reflective and
knowledgeable enough to lead a meaningful and effective dialogue
around diversity. If, however, teachers engage in prejudice
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reduction practices due to, for instance, expectations from their
schools, or social demands from their colleagues or social networks,
these practices might even have a negative effect on their students'
engagement (Kreber, 2010).

Previous research may have failed to demonstrate such an
interaction effect due to differences between the earlier studies and
the current research. Only a few studies included student engage-
ment as one of the outcomes of prejudice reduction (Spencer, 1982,
1983; Steele, 1997). Firstly, however, these studies did not seek to
demonstrate the direct relationship between prejudice reduction
and student engagement. Secondly, these studies were qualitative
in nature, and hence might not have had the same scrutiny as our
quantitative approach. Therefore, they might not have captured
such an interaction effect as we found in our study, given the found
association was significant but small.

As in previous research (Glock & Karbach, 2015; Parks &
Kennedy, 2007), our findings showed that teachers had a more
positive implicit attitude towards ethnic majority students
compared to students with an ethnic minority background. How-
ever, these implicit attitudes were not related to teachers' prejudice
reduction practices when predicting students' engagement. This
finding is consistent with results from several studies where im-
plicit and explicit biases against certain groups were also found to
not always predict real-world behavior (e.g., Dovidio et al., 2002;
Fazio, Jackson, Dunton,&Williams, 1995). In fact, teachers might be
quite aware that their implicit biases may influence their behavior
and therefore deliberately try to prevent automatic reactions from
playing out. This could be due to either having self-concepts that
value equity or simply because society usually disapproves of
discriminatory behavior (Park, Glaser, & Knowles, 2008).

Nonetheless, implicit attitudes might play a role in relation to
other aspects of diversity, which we did not measure in our study.
We have shown in our analyses, for instance, that ethnic back-
ground of students was a significant predictor of student engage-
ment, and its effect varied across classrooms. The teacher variables
in our study, however, could not explain this variance. Quality of
individual student-teacher relationship might be one aspect that
could be influenced by implicit attitudes of teachers or students,
and could help explaining the variance. Previous research indeed
found evidence that teachers have less close and more conflicting
bonds with students from some ethnic minority backgrounds
(Hamre & Pianta, 2001). These students' engagement is more
strongly influenced by the quality of their relationships with the
teacher compared to their ethnic majority counterparts (Roorda,
Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011). An alternative explanation for not
finding any effect of implicit attitudes may be the nature of the test
we used to measure these attitudes. Earlier studies have found low
correlations and varying effect sizes between the results of implicit
attitude measurements, depending on the characteristics of the
measures (e.g., Glock & Karbach, 2015) and stimuli (e.g., Robinson,
Meier, Zetocha, & McCaul, 2005).

8.1. Strengths and limitations

The research presented here goes beyond prior work in several
respects. To the best of our knowledge, the current study is the first
to examine the direct relationship between prejudice reduction and
student engagement, and to include both explicit and implicit at-
titudes of teachers in relation to multiculturalism. Moreover, the
study contributes to the multicultural education literature that
focused mostly on the U.S. educational context, used mainly qual-
itative methods, and had pre-service teachers as participants
(Agirdag, Merry, & Van Houtte, 2016).

The current study also has a number of limitations. First, the
generalizability of our results is limited due to our sample. Students
with an ethnic minority background aremore prevalent in big cities
like Amsterdam -where the data were collected. This renders the
extent and importance of prejudice reduction practices more pro-
nounced compared to cities where teachers or students are less in
contact with people from different backgrounds. Moreover, our
participants were from schools that had a collaboration with our
research institute. This openness to collaboration might also signal
that the teachers are open to self-development and hence may be
more aware of their own biases compared to the general teacher
population. Second, we measured teachers' self-reported prejudice
reduction practices with a rather limited number of items that
provided us with an overview of differences that might exist be-
tween certain groups of teachers but calls for a more detailed
investigation of their practices. Last, on a similar note, we did not
have any observations of actual prejudice reduction practices.
Although observations in themselves can lead to certain socially
desirable behaviors and usually only provide a snapshot of the
range of teacher behaviors (Muijs, 2006), they could have provided
us with valuable insights beyond what we captured with self-
report measures.

Future research can overcome the limitations of our study and
build on this research in several ways. Firstly, it would be fruitful to
investigate the ways in which teachers who are higher and lower
on explicit multicultural attitudes differ in their prejudice reduc-
tion practices, since explicit attitudes seem to support or hamper
their effectiveness. Classroom observations and student reports can
help mapping these practices out in more detail, and may, in
addition to dialogue, look into other means of reducing intergroup
bias such as promoting contact and cooperation between children
from different ethnic backgrounds (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006).
Secondly, the discussed possible role of explicit attitudes in sup-
pressing and altering prejudiced implicit attitudes should be
established using a longitudinal design. Lastly, the current study
investigated teacher-level variables that might change the effect of
prejudice reduction on student engagement. Future research can
include student-level variables that might also interact with the
examined relationship. For instance, strength of ethnic identifica-
tion, perceived discrimination, and the number of ethnic outgroup
friends have been previously shown to be related to endorsement
of multiculturalism and might therefore influence the effect of
prejudice reduction (Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2006).

8.2. Practical implications and conclusion

To conclude, our findings are encouraging in that teachers' at-
titudes and intentions seem to matter for their students. Similar to
other members of society, teachers hold certain biases. However,
being aware of these biases and their possible behavioral mani-
festations, and being familiar with and sensitive to issues of di-
versity in the classroom can be supportive of the effectiveness of
multicultural practices.

Exposure to diversity might promote prejudice reduction prac-
tices and positive attitudes, as our results indicated that teachers
who were appointed in classrooms with higher ethnic minority
concentration tended to have more positive implicit and explicit
attitudes and engaged in more prejudice reduction practices (also
see Contact Theory; Allport, 1954).

In addition, professional development programs have been
established to increase individuals' awareness of their biases while
also informing them that, through careful monitoring of potential
biased reactions, they can learn to regulate and inhibit prejudiced
responses (Monteith, 1993; Monteith, Devine,& Zuwerink, 1993; as
described in; Burns, 2014).

Teachers who have been in the teaching force for a longer period
might especially benefit from these programs as our results
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indicated that these teachers reported positive attitudes and prej-
udice reduction practices to a lesser extent compared to teachers
who have been teaching for a shorter period of time. Raising
awareness of teachers about the availability of support programs,
how to access them, and how to best implement these practices in
classrooms can be empowering for teachers in managing diversity
(Reupert et al., 2010).

Conflicts of interest

The authors confirm that there are no known conflicts of in-
terest with respect to this research, authorship, and publication.

Author note

This work was supported by the Yield Graduate Programme
grant [project number 022.006.013] obtained from the Nederlands
Organisation for Scientific Research (De Nederlandse Organisatie
voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek; NWO).

Acknowledgments

Next to all the teachers and students who participated in our
study, we would like to thank Judith Bekebrede for her contribu-
tions in the data collection stage, and Eliala Salvadori for her help in
the analysis stage of the study.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.102887.

References

Agirdag, O., Merry, M. S., & Van Houtte, M. (2016). Teachers' understanding of
multicultural education and the correlates of multicultural content integration
in Flanders. Education and Urban Society, 48(6), 556e582. http://doi.org/10.1177/
0013124514536610.

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Oxford, England: Addison-Wesley.
Banks, J. A. (2004). Multicultural education: Historical development, dimensions

and practice. In J. A. Banks, & C. A. M. Banks (Eds.), Handbook of research on
multicultural education (2nd ed., pp. 3e29). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Banks, C. A. M., & Banks, J. A. (1995). Equity pedagogy: An essential component of
multicultural education. Theory Into Practice, 34(3), 152e158. http://doi.org/10.
1080/00405849509543674.

Bean, T. W., Valerio, P. C., Senior, H. M., & White, F. (1999). Secondary English stu-
dents' engagement in reading and writing about a multicultural novel. Journal
of Educational Research, 93(1), 32e37. http://doi.org/10.1080/
00220679909597626.

Burnham, K. P., & Anderson, D. R. (2004). Multimodel inference: Understanding AIC
and BIC in model selection. Sociological Methods & Research, 33(2), 261e304.
http://doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644.

Burns, M. D. (2014). Prejudice reduction strategies and their effect on interracial in-
teractions. Purdue University. Retrieved from https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/cgi/
viewcontent.cgi?article¼1176&context¼open_access_theses.

Byrd, C. M., & Chavous, T. M. (2009). Racial identity and academic achievement in
the neighborhood context: A multilevel analysis. Journal of Youth and Adoles-
cence, 38(4), 544e559. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9381-9.

Byrnes, D., Kiger, G., & Manning, M. L. (1997). Teachers' attitudes about language
diversity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 13(6), 637e644. http://doi.org/10.
1016/S0742-051X(97)80006-6.

Camicia, S. P. (2007). Prejudice reduction through multicultural education: Con-
necting multiple literatures. Social Studies Research and Practice, 2(2), 219e227.

Carter, P. L. (2005). Keepin' it real. In Keepin' it Real: School success beyond black and
white. Oxford, England: Oxford. Retrieved from http://abs.sagepub.com/
content/46/10/1346.short.

Center, C. (2005). “Desperately looking for meaning”: Reading multiethnic texts.
Melus, 30(2), 225e241.

Crystal, D. S., Killen, M., & Ruck, M. D. (2010). Fair treatment by authorities is related
to children's and adolescents' evaluations of interracial exclusion. Applied
Developmental Science, 14(3), 125e136. http://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2010.
493067.

Cummins, J. (2015). Intercultural education and academic achievement: A frame-
work for school-based policies in multilingual schools. Intercultural Education,
26(6), 455e468. http://doi.org/10.1080/14675986.2015.1103539.
van Dijk, T. A. (2015). Racism in the press. In N. Bonvillain (Ed.), The routledge

handbook of linguistic anthropology (pp. 384e392). New York, NY: Routledge.
http://doi.org/10.4324/9780203492741.

Dovidio, J. F., Hewstone, M., Glick, P., & Esses, V. M. (2010). Prejudice, stereotyping
and discrimination: Theoretical and empirical overview. In J. F. Dovidio,
M. Hewstone, P. Glick, & V. M. Esses (Eds.), The SAGE handbook of prejudice,
stereotyping and discrimination (pp. 3e29). http://doi.org/10.4135/
9781446200919.n1.

Dovidio, J. F., Kawakami, K., & Gaertner, S. L. (2002). Implicit and explicit prejudice
and interracial interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(1),
62e68. http://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.82.1.62.

Fazio, R. H., Jackson, J. R., Dunton, B. C., & Williams, C. J. (1995). Variability in
automatic activation as an unobtrusive measure of racial attitudes: A bona fide
pipeline? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69(6), 1013e1027. http://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.6.1013.

Fiske, S. T. (2002). What we know now about bias and intergroup conflict, the
problem of the century. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 11(4),
123e128. http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00183.

Fredricks, J. A., Blumenfeld, P. C., & Paris, A. H. (2004). School engagement: Potential
of the concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1),
59e109. http://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059.

Furrer, C., & Skinner, E. A. (2003). Sense of relatedness as a factor in children's ac-
ademic engagement and performance. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(1),
148e162. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.1.148.

Gay, G. (2003). The importance of multicultural education. Educational Leadership,
61(4), 30e35.

Geerlings, J., Thijs, J., & Verkuyten, M. (2017). Student-teacher relationships and
ethnic outgroup attitudes among majority students. Journal of Applied Devel-
opmental Psychology, 52, 69e79. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2017.07.002.

Glock, S., & Karbach, J. (2015). Preservice teachers' implicit attitudes toward racial
minority students: Evidence from three implicit measures. Studies in Educa-
tional Evaluation, 65, 55e61. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2015.03.006.

Goodenow, C. (1993). Classroom belonging among early adolescent students: Re-
lationships to motivation and achievement. The Journal of Early Adolescence,
13(1), 21e43. http://doi.org/10.1177/0272431693013001002.

Greenwald, A. G., McGhee, D. E., & Schwartz, J. L. K. (1998). Measuring individual
differences in implicit cognition: The implicit association test. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 74(6), 1464e1480. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.74.6.1464.

Greenwald, A. G., Nosek, B. A., & Banaji, M. R. (2003). Understanding and using the
implicit association test: I. An improved scoring algorithm. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 85(3), 481e481 http://doi.org/10.1037/h0087889.

Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2001). Early teacher-child relationships and the tra-
jectory of children's school outcomes through eighth grade. Child Development,
72(2), 625e638. http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301.

Harter, S. (1996). Teacher and classmate influences on scholastic motivation, self-
esteem, and level of voice in adolescents. In J. Juvonen, & K. R. Wentzel
(Eds.), Social motivation: Understanding children's school adjustment (pp. 11e42).
Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. http://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9780511571190.004.

Hofmann, W., Gawronski, B., Gschwendner, T., Le, H., & Schmitt, M. (2005). A meta-
analysis on the correlation between the Implicit Association Test and explicit
self-report measures. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(10),
1369e1385. http://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205275613.

Hughes, J. N., Wu, J.-Y., Kwok, O., Villarreal, V., & Johnson, A. Y. (2012). Indirect ef-
fects of child reports of teacherestudent relationship on achievement. Journal
of Educational Psychology, 104(2), 350e365. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0026339.

Kang, H. (2013). The prevention and handling of the missing data. Korean Journal of
Anesthesiology, 64(5), 402e406. http://doi.org/10.4097/kjae.2013.64.5.402.

Kreber, C. (2010). Academics' teacher identities, authenticity and pedagogy. Studies
in Higher Education, 35(2), 171e194. http://doi.org/10.1080/
03075070902953048.

Ladd, G. W., & Dinella, L. M. (2009). Continuity and change in early school
engagement: Predictive of children's achievement trajectories from first to
eighth grade? Journal of Educational Psychology, 101(1), 190e206. http://doi.org/
10.1037/a0013153.

Luthra, R. R. (2011). The position of the Turkish and Moroccan second generation in
Amsterdam and Rotterdam. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 37, 523e524.
http://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2010.530880.

McCue, C. P., & Gopoian, J. D. (2000). Dispositional empathy and the political gender
gap. Women & Politics, 21(2), 1e20. http://doi.org/10.1300/J014v21n02_01.

Monteith, M. J. (1993). Self-regulation of prejudiced responses: Implications for
progress in prejudice-reduction efforts. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 65(3), 469e485. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.3.469.

Monteith, M. J., Devine, P. G., & Zuwerink, J. R. (1993). Self-directed versus other-
directed affect as a consequence of prejudice-related discrepancies. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 64(2), 198e210. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.64.2.198.

Morrison, K. A., Robbins, H. H., & Rose, D. G. (2008). Operationalizing culturally
relevant pedagogy: A synthesis of classroom-based research. Equity & Excellence
in Education, 41(4), 433e452. http://doi.org/10.1080/10665680802400006.

Muijs, D. (2006). Measuring teacher effectiveness: Some methodological reflections.
Educational Research and Evaluation, 12(1), 53e74. http://doi.org/10.1080/
13803610500392236.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.102887
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013124514536610
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013124514536610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref3
http://doi.org/10.1080/00405849509543674
http://doi.org/10.1080/00405849509543674
http://doi.org/10.1080/00220679909597626
http://doi.org/10.1080/00220679909597626
http://doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1176&amp;context=open_access_theses
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1176&amp;context=open_access_theses
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1176&amp;context=open_access_theses
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1176&amp;context=open_access_theses
https://docs.lib.purdue.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1176&amp;context=open_access_theses
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9381-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(97)80006-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(97)80006-6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref11
http://abs.sagepub.com/content/46/10/1346.short
http://abs.sagepub.com/content/46/10/1346.short
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref13
http://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2010.493067
http://doi.org/10.1080/10888691.2010.493067
http://doi.org/10.1080/14675986.2015.1103539
http://doi.org/10.4324/9780203492741
http://doi.org/10.4135/9781446200919.n1
http://doi.org/10.4135/9781446200919.n1
http://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.82.1.62
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.6.1013
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.6.1013
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00183
http://doi.org/10.3102/00346543074001059
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.1.148
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref23
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2017.07.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2015.03.006
http://doi.org/10.1177/0272431693013001002
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.74.6.1464
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0087889
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00301
http://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511571190.004
http://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511571190.004
http://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205275613
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0026339
http://doi.org/10.4097/kjae.2013.64.5.402
http://doi.org/10.1080/03075070902953048
http://doi.org/10.1080/03075070902953048
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0013153
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0013153
http://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2010.530880
http://doi.org/10.1300/J014v21n02_01
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.3.469
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.2.198
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.2.198
http://doi.org/10.1080/10665680802400006
http://doi.org/10.1080/13803610500392236
http://doi.org/10.1080/13803610500392236


C.S. Abacioglu et al. / Teaching and Teacher Education 86 (2019) 10288710
Newmann, F. M., Wehlage, G., & Lamborn, S. (1992). The significance and sources of
student engagement. In F. M. Newmann (Ed.), Student engagement and
achievement in American secondary schools (pp. 11e39). New York, NY: Teachers
College Press.

OECD. (2014). Education at a glance 2014: OECD indicators. OECD Publishing. http://
doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en.

Okoye-Johnson, O. (2011). Does multicultural education improve students' racial
attitudes? Implications for closing the achievement gap. Journal of Black Studies,
42(8), 1252e1274. http://doi.org/10.1177/0021934711408901.

Olson, M. A., & Fazio, R. H. (2009). Implicit and explicit measures of attitudes: The
perspective of the MODE model. In R. E. Petty, R. H. Fazio, & P. Bri~nol (Eds.),
Attitudes: Insights from the new implicit measures (pp. 19e63). Psychology Press:
Psychology Press. http://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.544160.

Palmer, P. J. (1998). The courage to teach: Exploring the inner landscape of a teacher's
life. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Park, S. H., Glaser, J., & Knowles, E. D. (2008). Implicit motivation to control prej-
udice moderates the effect of cognitive depletion on unintended discrimina-
tion. Social Cognition, 26(4), 401e419. http://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2008.26.4.
401.

Parks, F. R., & Kennedy, J. H. (2007). The impact of race, physical attractiveness, and
gender on education majors' and teachers' perceptions of student competence.
Journal of Black Studies, 37(6), 936e943. http://doi.org/10.1177/
0021934705285955.

Patrick, H., Ryan, A. M., & Kaplan, A. (2007). Early adolescents' perceptions of the
classroom social environment, motivational beliefs, and engagement. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 99(1), 83e98. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.1.83.

Pettigrew, T. F., & Tropp, L. R. (2006). A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact
theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90(5), 751e783. http://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751.

Phalet, K., Andriessen, I., & Lens, W. (2004). How future goals enhance motivation
and learning in multicultural classrooms. Educational Psychology Review, 16(1),
59e89. http://doi.org/10.1023/B:EDPR.0000012345.71645.d4.

Ponterotto, J. G., Baluch, S., Greig, T., & Rivera, L. (1998). Development and initial
score validation of the teacher multicultural attitude survey. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 58(6), 1002e1026. http://doi.org/10.1177/
0013164498058006009.

Ponterotto, J. G., & Pedersen, P. B. (1993). Preventing prejudice: A guide for counselors
and educators. California, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. http://doi.org/10.4135/
9781452225678.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: Applications and
data analysis methods (Second). California, CA: Sage Publications.

Reupert, A., Hemmings, B., & Connors, J. (2010). Do we practice what we preach ?
The teaching practices of inclusive educators in tertiary settings. International
Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 22(2), 120e132.

Rigby, K. (2004). Addressing bullying in schools: Theoretical perspectives and their
implications. School Psychology International, 25(3), 287e300. http://doi.org/10.
1177/0143034304046902.

Robinson, M. D., Meier, B. P., Zetocha, K. J., & McCaul, K. D. (2005). Smoking and the
implicit association test: When the contrast category determines the theoretical
conclusions. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 27(3), 201e212. http://doi.org/
10.1207/s15324834basp2703_2.

Rokeach, M. (1968). Beliefs, attitudes and values. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass
Publishers. The Jossey-Bass behavioral science series.

Roorda, D. L., Koomen, H. M. Y., Spilt, J. L., & Oort, F. J. (2011). The influence of af-
fective teacherestudent relationships on students' school engagement and
achievement: A meta-analytic approach. Review of Educational Research, 81(4),
493e529. http://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793.

Ryan, J. (2003). Educational administrator's perceptions of racism in diverse school
contexts. Race, Ethnicity and Education, 6(2), 145e164. http://doi.org/10.1080/
13613320308197.

Ryan, A. M., & Patrick, H. (2001). The classroom social environment and changes in
adolescents' motivation and engagement during middle school. American
Educational Research Journal, 38(2), 437e460. http://doi.org/10.3102/
00028312038002437.

Shernoff, D. J., & Schmidt, J. A. (2008). Further evidence of an engagement-
achievement paradox among U.S. high school students. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 37(5), 564e580. http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-007-9241-z.
Siwatu, K. O. (2007). Preservice teachers' culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy
and outcome expectancy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(7),
1086e1101. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2006.07.011.

Skinner, E. A., & Belmont, M. J. (1993). Motivation in the classroom: Reciprocal ef-
fects of teacher behavior and student engagement across the school year.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 85(4), 571e581. http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.85.4.571.

Skinner, E. A., Furrer, C., Marchand, G., & Kindermann, T. (2008). Engagement and
disaffection in the classroom: Part of a larger motivational dynamic? Journal of
Educational Psychology, 100(4), 765e781. http://doi.org/10.1037/a0012840.

Sleeter, C. E. (2011). The academic and social value of ethnic studies: A research review.
Washington DC. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id¼ED521869.

Sleeter, C. E., & McLaren, P. (2009). Origins of multiculturalism. In W. Au (Ed.),
Rethinking multicultural education: Teaching for racial and cultural justice (pp.
17e19). Milwaukee, WI: Rethinking Schools.

Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (2012). Multilevel analysis: An introduction to basic
and advanced multilevel modeling (2nd ed.). California, CA: Sage Publications.

Spencer, M. B. (1982). Personal and group identity of Black children: An alternative
synthesis. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 106(1), 59e84.

Spencer, M. B. (1983). Children's cultural values and parental child rearing strate-
gies. Developmental Review, 3(4), 351e370. http://doi.org/10.1016/0273-
2297(83)90020-5.

Steele, C. M. (1997). A threat in the air: How stereotypes shape intellectual identity
and performance. American Psychologist, 52(6), 613e629. http://doi.org/10.
1037/0003-066X.52.6.613.

Steinberg, L., Elmen, J. D., & Mounts, N. S. (1989). Authoritative parenting, psy-
chosocial maturity, and academic success among adolescents. Child Develop-
ment, 60(6), 1424e1436. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1989.tb04014.x.

Steinberg, L., & Silverberg, S. B. (1986). The vicissitudes of autonomy in early
adolescence. Child Development, 57(4), 841e851. http://doi.org/10.2307/
1130361.

Strack, F., & Deutsch, R. (2004). Reflective and impulsive determinants of social
behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 8(3), 220e247. http://doi.org/
10.1207/s15327957pspr0803_1.

Thijs, J., & Verkuyten, M. (2013). Multiculturalism in the classroom: Ethnic attitudes
and classmates' beliefs. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 37(2),
176e187. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.04.012.

Thijs, J., Verkuyten, M., & Grundel, M. (2014). Ethnic classroom composition and
peer victimization: The moderating role of classroom attitudes. Journal of Social
Issues, 70(1), 134e150. http://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12051.

Urdan, T., & Schoenfelder, E. (2006). Classroom effects on student motivation: Goal
structures, social relationships, and competence beliefs. Journal of School Psy-
chology, 44(5), 331e349. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.003.

Velayutham, S., & Aldridge, J. M. (2013). Influence of psychosocial classroom envi-
ronment on students' motivation and self-regulation in science learning: A
structural equation modeling approach. Research in Science Education, 43(2),
507e527. http://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-011-9273-y.

Verkuyten, M., & Martinovic, B. (2006). Understanding multicultural attitudes: The
role of group status, identification, friendships, and justifying ideologies. In-
ternational Journal of Intercultural Relations, 30(1), 1e18. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijintrel.2005.05.015.

Verkuyten, M., & Thijs, J. (2013). Multicultural education and inter-ethnic attitudes :
An intergroup perspective. European Psychologist, 18(3), 179e190. http://doi.org/
10.1027/1016-9040/a000152.

Vezzali, L., Giovannini, D., & Capozza, D. (2012). Social antecedents of children's
implicit prejudice: Direct contact, extended contact, explicit and implicit
teachers' prejudice. European Journal of Developmental Psychology, 9(5),
569e581. http://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2011.631298.

Vollet, J. W., Kindermann, T. A., & Skinner, E. A. (2017). In peer matters, teachers
matter: Peer group influences on students' engagement depend on teacher
involvement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 109(5), 635e652. http://doi.org/
10.1037/edu0000172.

Zirkel, S. (2004). What will you think of me? Racial integration, peer relationships
and achievement among white students and students of color. Journal of Social
Issues, 60(1), 57e74. http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-4537.2004.00099.x.

Zirkel, S. (2008). The influence of multicultural educational practices on student
outcomes and intergroup relations. Teachers College Record, 110(6), 1147e1181.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref43
http://doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en
http://doi.org/10.1787/eag-2014-en
http://doi.org/10.1177/0021934711408901
http://doi.org/10.1080/02699931.2010.544160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref48
http://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2008.26.4.401
http://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2008.26.4.401
http://doi.org/10.1177/0021934705285955
http://doi.org/10.1177/0021934705285955
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.1.83
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.5.751
http://doi.org/10.1023/B:EDPR.0000012345.71645.d4
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013164498058006009
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013164498058006009
http://doi.org/10.4135/9781452225678
http://doi.org/10.4135/9781452225678
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref57
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref58
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref58
http://doi.org/10.1177/0143034304046902
http://doi.org/10.1177/0143034304046902
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp2703_2
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp2703_2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref61
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref61
http://doi.org/10.3102/0034654311421793
http://doi.org/10.1080/13613320308197
http://doi.org/10.1080/13613320308197
http://doi.org/10.3102/00028312038002437
http://doi.org/10.3102/00028312038002437
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-007-9241-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2006.07.011
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.4.571
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.4.571
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0012840
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED521869
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED521869
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref70
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref72
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref72
http://doi.org/10.1016/0273-2297(83)90020-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/0273-2297(83)90020-5
http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.6.613
http://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.6.613
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1989.tb04014.x
http://doi.org/10.2307/1130361
http://doi.org/10.2307/1130361
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0803_1
http://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0803_1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.04.012
http://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12051
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-011-9273-y
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.05.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.05.015
http://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000152
http://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000152
http://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2011.631298
http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000172
http://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000172
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-4537.2004.00099.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref87
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(18)32290-X/sref87

	Practice what you preach: The moderating role of teacher attitudes on the relationship between prejudice reduction and stud ...
	1. Prejudice reduction as a dimension of multicultural education
	2. Interaction of prejudice reduction with teacher attitudes
	3. Student engagement in the classroom
	4. The current study
	5. Method
	5.1. Participants
	5.2. Procedure

	6. Measures
	6.1. Student-level variables
	6.2. Teacher-level variables
	6.3. Data analysis

	7. Results
	7.1. Descriptive statistics
	7.2. Unconditional means model
	7.3. Student-level covariates of student engagement
	7.4. Teacher-level predictors of student engagement
	7.5. Teacher-level interactions
	7.6. Random slopes model

	8. Discussion
	8.1. Strengths and limitations
	8.2. Practical implications and conclusion

	Conflicts of interest
	Author note
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A. Supplementary data
	References


