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Teacher educators have developed courses to address preservice teachers� negative 

attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education. Research, however, indicates that 

many preservice teachers resist these efforts to change their attitudes. Several personal 

characteristics, specifically, gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and experience with 

diversity, are related to attitudes toward diversity. The purpose of this study was to 

investigate individualism, perspective taking, and empathy as mediators of these 

relationships, as a first step in identifying factors that might account for preservice 

teachers� resistance to efforts to change their negative attitudes toward diversity. 

Regression analysis was used to test this mediational hypothesis. The participants, 287 

students from educational psychology classes at a large southeastern university, were 

88% female and 12% male. Seventy-eight percent were White, 6% African-American, 

10% Hispanic, 3% Asian, and 3% other. Forty-seven percent identified themselves as 

Democrats, 43% Republican, and 10% other. Thirty-eight percent reported extensive 

ix 



experience with members of other ethnic groups, 50% moderate experience, and 12% 

limited experience. They completed a questionnaire assessing the variables of interest.  

The findings were as follows: (a) Preservice teachers and students in other 

programs did not differ significantly in diversity and multicultural attitudes, empathy, 

perspective taking, or individualism; (b) gender, ethnicity, and political affiliation 

predicted cognitive attitudes toward diversity; however, diversity experiences did not 

predict cognitive attitudes toward diversity; (c) ethnicity, political affiliation, and 

diversity experience predicted affective attitudes toward diversity; (d) gender, ethnicity, 

political affiliation, and prior experience with diversity predicted multicultural attitudes; 

(e) empathy completely mediated the relationship between gender and cognitive attitudes 

toward diversity; (f) empathy partially mediated the relationship between prior diversity 

experiences and affective attitudes toward diversity, gender and multicultural attitudes, 

ethnicity and multicultural attitudes, and prior diversity experiences and multicultural 

attitudes; and (g) individualism predicted affective attitudes toward diversity. 

These results suggest that individualism and lack of empathy may play important 

roles in preservice teachers� resistance to developing more positive attitudes toward 

diversity. Further research is needed to explore this possibility and to determine whether 

interventions designed to increase empathy with diverse others reduce resistance to 

efforts to develop more positive attitudes toward diversity. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION  

Current population trends in the United States point to increasing ethnic diversity in 

the national population, which is in turn reflected in the composition of school 

populations (U. S. Census Bureau, 2000). The demographic differences between the 

predominantly White middle-class population of future teachers and their ethnically 

diverse students have spurred much educational research based on the assumption that a 

demographic mismatch will have negative effects on instruction and learning (e.g., 

Garmon, 2004; Ladson-Billings, 1995b). Researchers have recommended strategies for 

teacher education programs to increase preservice teachers� cultural awareness through 

multicultural education. Although there are many approaches to multicultural education 

(Banks, 2004; Gay, 1994), leading scholars in the field of multicultural education have 

indicated that in its ideal form the multicultural curriculum integrates contributions and 

perspectives of varying groups with the goal of raising awareness toward the needs of 

minority groups, reducing bias, and promoting social equity (Banks, 1997, 2004; Bennett, 

1995; Gay, 2004; Gay & Kirkland, 2003; Nieto, 1996; Wurzel, 1988). Accordingly, the 

goals of multicultural education include a revision of policies, methodologies, and 

structures of education, which begin with the transformation of the attitudes and beliefs 

of prospective teachers (Banks, 2004, 1997; Bennett, 1995; Gay, 1994; Gay & Kirkland, 

2003; Grant, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1994; Sleeter, 1996). Research, however, suggests 

that many teachers resist efforts to change their attitudes (Banks, 2004; Dee & Henkin, 
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 2002; Garmon, 2005; Gay, 1994). This study is designed to investigate psychological 

factors that might be related to negative attitudes toward multicultural education as a first 

step in reducing them.  

Statement of the Problem 

 Teachers who hold negative attitudes toward cultural diversity tend to have low 

expectations for their culturally diverse students, provide them with inappropriate 

remediation, and attribute their academic and behavioral problems to their home 

environments (Irvine, 1990). Although some researchers have found that preservice 

teachers reported generally positive attitudes toward diversity (e.g., Adams & Pierce, 

2004; Brown, 2004) and hold more positive attitudes toward diversity and multicultural 

education than students in other programs (e.g., Bakhtiari, 2002), other researchers have 

found that many teaching strategies and curricular designs implemented in schools are 

inconsistent with the needs of ethnically diverse students (Aronson & Gonzalez, 1988; 

George & Aronson, 2003; Fordham, 1991).  

 Some research indicates that teachers believe students from culturally diverse 

backgrounds are less capable than other students (Bryan & Atwater, 2002), leading to 

lower expectations for these students than for White students (e.g., George & Aronson, 

2003; Padron, 1994). Teaching practices are influenced by teachers� beliefs (Pajares, 

1992), and their low expectations of student achievement have been related to their 

students� performance (Brophy, 1985). Furthermore, Secada (1992) found that efforts to 

reform curriculum were differentially effective for students depending on their social 

class, race, and other demographic variables. 
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Personal Characteristics and Attitudes Toward Diversity 

 The failure of efforts to develop more positive attitudes toward diversity in 

preservice teachers through multicultural curricula has led to research to identify the 

factors that account for their resistance to change. Interestingly, research on attitudes 

toward diversity has shown a relationship between the personal characteristics of gender, 

political affiliation, ethnicity, experience with diverse others, and more positive attitudes 

toward diversity. Specifically, research has shown that females are more likely than 

males to hold positive attitudes toward diversity (Ponterotto et al., 1995; Springer, 

Terenzini, Pascarella, & Nora, 1995), Democrats are more likely to hold positive attitudes 

toward diversity than Independents and Republicans (Dee & Henkin, 2002; Ponterotto et 

al., 1995), ethnically diverse groups have more positive attitudes toward diversity than 

White groups (Dee & Henkin, 2002), and students who have many social experiences 

with diverse individuals report more positive attitudes toward diversity than students with 

fewer experiences with diverse individuals in social settings (Brown, 2004; Dee & 

Henkin, 2002; Garmon, 2005).  

Need for Research on Explanatory Variables 

 Although considerable research shows that personal characteristics are related to 

attitudes toward diversity, research indicating possible explanations for these 

relationships is lacking. Banks (1994), however, identified two psychological variables 

that may mediate the relationship between preservice teachers� personal characteristics 

and their attitudes toward diversity: (a) preservice teachers� ideological beliefs in 

individualism, that is, the cultural view that focuses on self-reliance and independence, 

and (b) their inability to take the perspective of others who have views different from 

their own. Psychological research has shown that perspective taking consists of two 
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dimensions, empathy and cognitive perspective taking (Davis, 1983a). Banks�s claim 

suggests that, these three psychological characteristics may account for the link between 

preservice teachers� personal characteristics and their attitudes toward diversity. To 

investigate the possibility that individualism, perspective taking, and empathy play a 

mediational role in the development of positive attitudes toward diversity, it must first be 

shown that (a) these three psychological variables are related to the personal 

characteristics that are related to attitudes toward diversity and (b) that the three 

psychological variables are also related to attitudes toward diversity (Baron & Kenny, 

1986).  

Purpose of the Study 

The main purpose of this study was to explore the possibility that individualism, 

empathy, and perspective-taking ability mediate the relationship between preservice 

teachers� personal characteristics�gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and experience 

with diverse others�and their attitudes toward diversity. Three components of attitudes 

toward diversity were included in this study: (a) general, cognitive attitudes toward 

diversity, (b) personal and affective attitudes toward diversity, and (c) attitudes toward 

multicultural issues.   

To examine these relationships the following questions were investigated: 

1.  Are the personal characteristics of gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and 
experience with diversity related to attitudes toward diversity? 

 
2.  Are the personal characteristics of gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and 

experience with diversity related to the psychological variables of individualism, 
empathy, and perspective taking? 

 
3.  Are the psychological variables of individualism, empathy, and perspective 

taking related to attitudes toward diversity? 
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4.  Do the psychological variables of individualism, empathy, and perspective 
taking mediate the relationship between personal characteristics and attitudes toward 
diversity? 

Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

This study has several limitations. First, it was limited by the exclusive use of self-

report measures.  On such measures socially desirable answers are a threat to the validity 

of the findings.  Second, the sample in this study was a convenience sample. In addition, 

some participants were obtained from a research pool and were required to participate in 

the study, whereas other participants were volunteers obtained from other classes. 

Systematic bias in responses may have occurred due to their selection from specific 

classes rather than from a randomly selected sample. This limitation reduces the 

possibility of generalizing the results to a larger sample.  

Significance of the Study 

Although teacher education programs have been required to incorporate 

coursework in multicultural issues, research (e.g., Sultana, 1993; Varvus & Ozcan, 1996) 

suggests that preservice teachers� attitudes toward diversity and multiculturalism are 

resistant to change despite this preparation. Researchers have indicated the need to 

identify the psychological processes that contribute to, or account for, preservice 

teachers� resistance to attitudinal change (e.g., Banks, 1994; Cockrell, Placier, Cockrell, 

Middleton, 1999). Although not directly studied, psychological variables such as beliefs 

about individualism, perspective-taking, and empathy have been indicated as possible 

sources of resistance by researchers and theorists (e.g., Banks, 1994; Cockrell et al., 

1999). The current study was designed to determine whether beliefs about individualism, 

empathy, and perspective taking are among psychological processes that account for the 

resistance to attitudinal change. Furthermore, research (e.g., Dee & Henkin, 2002; 
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Ponterotto et al., 1995; Taylor, 1998) has shown that personal characteristics, including 

gender, political affiliation, ethnicity, and experience with diversity, are related to 

attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education. Banks (1994) identified preservice 

teachers� tendency toward individualism and their lack of perspective-taking ability as 

the main obstacles to the attainment of attitude change. Sleeter (1996) and Cockrell et al. 

(1999) identified preservice teachers� individualistic approach as a possible source of 

resistance to the adoption of a multicultural perspective. This study investigated 

individualism, empathy and perspective taking as potential mediators of the relationship 

between these personal characteristics (gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and 

experiences with diversity) and attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education.  

Summary and Overview of Remaining Chapters 

This study assessed students� beliefs about individualism, levels of empathy, and 

perspective taking as mediators of the relationships among their personal characteristics 

(gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and prior diversity experience) and attitudes 

toward diversity. Chapter 2 provides a historical overview and review of the relevant 

research in the areas of multicultural education, individualism, empathy, and perspective 

taking. The research methodology and procedures used in this study are described in 

Chapter 3 and the results in Chapter 4. Finally, Chapter 5 provides a discussion of the 

results in relation to previous research, the limitations of the study, and implications for 

future research.
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

 In recent years, educators and researchers have contrasted the increasing diversity 

of student populations, with the relatively stable homogeneity of White middle-class 

preservice teachers, as a conflict that needs to be addressed in teacher education 

programs. The changing demographics and the resulting culture gap are cited often as 

having a negative impact on teachers� attitudes and expectations of culturally diverse 

students and presented as the rationale for incorporating multicultural education and 

diversity issues into teacher preparation programs (e.g., Banks, 2004; Bennett, 1995; 

Brand, 1999; Bresciani, 2003; Gay, 2000; Paccione & McWhorter, 1997). This rationale 

is often based on the assumption that fostering teachers� positive attitudes toward 

diversity in their classrooms will lead them to develop respect and appreciation of 

ethnically diverse groups (Banks, 2004). Furthermore, a few studies show that teachers 

with similar racial, ethnic, and linguistic backgrounds to their students have a positive 

effect on student achievement (Hess & Leal, 1997).  The research on the effectiveness of 

multicultural coursework in teacher education programs has produced mixed results 

(Garmon, 2005; Sleeter, 2001), with a greater body of findings suggesting that this 

method has not been effective in producing teachers with more positive attitudes toward 

diversity and better ability to implement multicultural methodology in their classrooms. 

In this chapter I present a historical context and definition of multicultural education, 

individualism, empathy, and perspective taking and review the relevant research on these 

topics.   
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Historical Perspective  

Multicultural Education  

According to Gay (1994), although varied, approaches to multicultural education 

are based upon a common set of assumptions that have been developed as a reaction to 

common concerns about issues of multiculturalism and diversity. Furthermore, for the 

most part, multicultural educators have proposed similar guidelines for action, and, 

regardless of definitional differences, there exists a shared goal to make cultural 

pluralism and ethnic diversity integral parts of the educational process. Banks (2004, 

1997, 1994) and Sleeter and Grant (1993), for example, developed a typology of 

multicultural education that is presented in a clearly hierarchical manner in terms of the 

merits of their implementation and their consistency in keeping true to the assumptions of 

multiculturalism. 

Sleeter and Grant�s (1993) typology provides a framework for understanding the 

history of the development of multicultural education. Their typology assumes a 

historical progression and evolution of multicultural education approaches. They labeled 

the first category of programs teaching the culturally different. Programs that use the 

culturally different approach aim to help particular groups, such as low-income students 

or students with disabilities, to gain the skills necessary to assimilate into society. 

Programs that use a human relations approach are the second tier in Sleeter and Grant�s 

typology. These programs aim to foster interpersonal relations among members of 

various groups, through positive interaction. Single groups studies, which aim to raise 

student consciousness about particular groups� culture, interests and histories, are the 

third approach in Sleeter and Grant�s typology. Particular groups� contributions to society 

and history of oppression by the dominant culture are also key elements of single-group 
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studies. Women�s studies and African-American studies in colleges and universities are 

examples of programs that fall in the single-group typology of multicultural education. 

Programs that are multicultural, which Sleeter and Grant defined as programs that are 

based on cultural pluralism and are concerned with the promotion of social equality 

through educational reform, are fourth in the progression of their categories of 

multicultural education. Rather than a separate curriculum that is added to existing ones, 

multicultural programs consist of newly created curricula that give equal voice to various 

groups by drawing upon the content developed through single-groups studies. The 

multicultural approach is distinguished from single-studies models in that rather than 

focusing on one group, multicultural programs promote social justice for all groups, 

through emphasizing a need for equal distribution of power in education and society at 

large. According to Sleeter and Grant�s typology, the fifth approach to multicultural 

education is the ideal and includes programs that are social reconstructionist in nature. 

These programs build on the former models and are designed to teach students to analyze 

social inequality and oppression and to develop the necessary skills to become agents of 

social change through redistribution of power and other resources. The distinguishing 

element of programs that are social reconstructionist is their focus on changing existing 

societal structures to achieve social equality, rather than simply promoting diversity by 

increasing awareness between groups and reducing prejudice. Progress in concept and 

methodology is presumed in Sleeter and Grant�s hierarchical typology, with social 

reconstructionism clearly the desired and ideal goal of any multicultural education 

program. 
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Congruent with Sleeter and Grant�s (1993) framework, Banks (1994) suggested 

that multicultural education evolved from its initial phase of �ethnic studies� to 

�multiethnic education,� which he defined as �education designed to bring about 

structural and systemic changes in the total school� (p. 10). According to Banks, the third 

phase of multicultural education emerged when histories and cultures of groups, other 

than those defined by race and ethnicity, were incorporated into the curricula of schools 

and education programs. Finally, Banks suggested that the current and fourth phase of 

multicultural education �consists of the development of theory, research, and practice that 

interrelate variables connected to race, gender, and class� (p. 11).  

Banks (1994) identified four models of multicultural curriculum that are similar to 

Sleeter and Grant�s (1993) framework: contributions, additive, transformative, and social 

action approaches. These categories are evolutionary and progressive in nature, with 

social action models as the ideal goal for multicultural curriculum. In their discussion, 

Jenks, Lee, and Kanpol (2001) linked the different approaches to multicultural pedagogy 

as defined by Banks (1995) to the theoretical framework set forth by Sleeter and Grant 

(1993) in their typology of multicultural education. 

According to Jenks et al. (2001), Banks�s (1994) contributions approach includes 

programs that focus on various minority groups� histories and contributions to society. 

This approach mirrors Sleeter and Grant�s (1993) culturally different and human relations 

categories, which according to the authors are based on a cultural deficit model and 

presume that members of ethnic and other minority groups must adapt and assimilate to 

the cultural majority norms in order to succeed. According to Jenks et al., Banks, and 

Sleeter and Grant, although programs based on a cultural deficiency model are contrary 



11 

 

to the basic assumption of multiculturalism that presumes equal respect and value for 

various cultures, they are usually the first step in incorporating a multicultural education 

curriculum. Banks�s additive approach falls in Sleeter and Grant�s single group studies 

model. When using this approach, material about various single ethnic or minority groups 

is simply added to existing curriculum in units of study. Bank�s transformative model 

corresponds to multicultural education in the Sleeter and Grant typology. A 

transformative approach is one in which the whole curriculum is re-written to include 

various groups� perspectives, voices, and interests. Finally, Banks�s social action model 

and Sleeter and Grant�s social reconstructionist approach present the ideal approaches to 

multicultural education. Contribution and additive approaches are presented as steps 

toward the achievement of an approach that is social reconstructionist and prepares 

students to take action in bringing about change in society. Application of a 

transformative and reconstructionist perspective is a tall order for preservice teachers. 

Preservice teachers are expected to adopt a pluralistic ideology, change their prior beliefs 

about the structure of society in order to become agents of social change, and implement 

a multicultural curriculum that, in turn, inspires their students to become agents of social 

change.  

Definition of Multicultural Education 

A central focus of multiculturalism is the attainment of social equity by providing 

equal voices to diverse groups through education, thus using education as a means to 

access power for minority groups (Sleeter, 1996). Sleeter referred to multicultural 

education as a �collective social movement aimed at redistributing resources across 

groups� (p. 77). Therefore, multicultural education is a means to promote cultural 

pluralism. According to Banks (1994), �A philosophy of ethnic pluralism must permeate 
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educational institutions before multicultural educational practices can be effectively 

integrated into the mainstream curriculum�; he further stated, �once the concept of 

multicultural education has become legitimized and most educators have internalized a 

philosophy of ethnic pluralism, the implementation of multicultural education will 

become a logistical and technical problem� (p. 133). 

From this multicultural perspective, three assumptions lead to the development of 

multicultural education. First, there is an assumption of a need for societal change. It is 

assumed that societal oppression and inequity exist (e.g., Banks, 2004, 1994; Cochran-

Smith, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 2004; McCall, 1995; Varvus, 2003) and furthermore, 

oppression is based on racial and ethnic group membership (e.g., Jenks et al., 2001; 

Ladson-Billings, 2004; McCall, 1995; Sleeter, 1996; Varvus, 2003). McCall went so far 

as to assert that �America is a patriarchal, White supremacist (Hooks, 1989), classist 

society that influences values, beliefs, and behaviors in various ways to accept the greater 

power of Euro-American wealthy males� (p. 342). Second, with an emphasis on 

promotion of cultural pluralism, it is assumed that group needs supercede the needs of the 

individual (e.g., Banks, 1994, Varvus, 2003). And finally, education is assumed to be the 

means by which social equity can be achieved (e.g., Banks, 1994, 2004; Jenks et al., 

2001, Ladson-Billings, 1992, 2004).  

Multicultural education is one process through which advocates of multiculturalism 

aim to achieve social equity. Although there is a hierarchy of approaches to multicultural 

education, in its most radical yet purportedly ideal and social-reconstructionist form 

(Banks, 1995; Jenks et al., 2001; McCall, 1995; Sleeter & Grant, 1993, Varvus, 2003), 

multicultural education goes beyond raising students� awareness about the perspectives of 
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different groups and emphasizes � developing the commitment and critical skills to take 

action for the cause of social justice� (Jenks et al., 2001, p. 99). According to 

multicultural theorists, the development of skills for working with diverse populations 

and the transformation of attitudes toward diversity are necessary goals for preservice 

teachers (Paccione & McWhorter, 1997). By integrating multicultural education into 

teacher preparation programs, advocates of multiculturalism aim to prepare teachers who 

will, in turn, design curriculum for social action in their classrooms. Therefore, the role of 

the teacher as an agent of social change is one of the key factors in successful 

implementation of multicultural education.  

Banks and Banks (1995) defined multicultural education as �a field of study 

designed to increase educational equity for all students that incorporates, for this purpose, 

content, concepts, principles, theories, and paradigms from history, the social and 

behavioral sciences, and particularly from ethnic studies and women studies" (p. xii). 

Gorski (2000) suggested that transformation is the shared theme across various 

conceptualizations of multicultural education. Gorski and Covert (1996-2000) offered the 

following as an operational definition of multicultural education:  

Multicultural education is a progressive approach for transforming education that 
holistically critiques and addresses current shortcomings, failings, and 
discriminatory practices in education. It is grounded in ideals of social justice, 
education equity, and a dedication to facilitating educational experiences in which 
all students reach their full potential as learners and as socially aware and active 
beings, locally, nationally, and globally. Multicultural education acknowledges that 
schools are essential to laying the foundation for the transformation of society and 
the elimination of oppression and injustice. (p. 1) 
 
Gorski (2000) further suggested that one goal of multicultural education is to affect 

societal change through the transformation of self, schooling, and, last but not least, 

society at large. Hernandez (1989) offered several goals for multicultural education that 
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are congruent with Gorski�s and Banks and Banks�s definitions. According to Hernandez, 

the primary goal of multicultural education is for students to achieve their highest 

potential. Other goals, presumably subsumed by the former, are for students to become 

good citizens of the school, community, and the world, to develop ethnic, national, and 

global identities, to develop positive attitudes toward differences, and to learn to think 

critically (Hernandez, 1989). 

Because this study involves multicultural education in the context of teacher 

education, I define multicultural education in the ideal form that is put forth by experts in 

the field, rather than the varying forms multicultural education may take when 

implemented in classrooms. Therefore, multicultural education is defined, along Gorski�s 

(2000) definition, as an approach to curriculum that is transformative and social 

reconstructionist, implemented by educators who aim to restructure society through 

educating teachers to become agents of social change in order to eliminate oppression 

and injustice. 

Role of the Teacher in Multicultural Education 

Teacher attitudes toward diversity are an important factor in the implementation of 

multicultural education (e.g., Banks, 1994, 1997, 2004; Gorski, 2000; Sleeter & Grant, 

1993). Research has shown that preservice teachers bring with them a well-established 

set of personal beliefs about schooling and the process of teaching and learning 

(Anderson et al., 1995). What Bruner (1996) called folk pedagogies, preservice teachers� 

educational beliefs are based on personal experiences and cultural beliefs that are deeply 

rooted and long standing (Holt-Reynolds, 1992). Furthermore, teachers� beliefs have 

been shown to influence nearly all aspects of their practice (Pajares, 1992, Richardson, 

1994). Preservice teachers� prior beliefs influence how they approach learning and 
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education during their preparation years (Richardson, 1996). Furthermore, teachers� 

attitudes are related to their beliefs and are acquired well before their entry into a teacher 

preparation program (Pajares, 1992, 1996; Richardson, 1996). 

The role of the teacher as an agent of social change and �cultural mediator� (Banks, 

1994, p. 180) is central to multicultural education (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Paccione & 

McWhorter, 1997). According to Banks, the teacher�s role as cultural mediator involves 

the interpretation of dominant and ethnic minority group cultures to students from diverse 

groups as well as helping students realize the need for and the possibility of social 

change. Banks described teachers as agents of change who teach social criticism and 

motivate students to take part in social change. These teachers have �clarified and 

reflective commitments to democratic values, knowledge, and pedagogical skills,� and 

�charisma to inspire other people� (p. 189).  

As agents of social change, teachers must have an understanding of their role; 

furthermore, they must have an understanding of the sociopolitical implications of the 

methods and philosophies that they embrace. To enable children to understand the 

complex nature of ethnic group interactions and to �develop the knowledge, skills, and 

attitudes needed to become effective citizens in the pluralistic society of the next century� 

(Banks, 1994, p. 248), multicultural educators implicitly assume the following: first, that 

the teacher has, or is willing to adopt, a pluralistic ideology, attitudes, and beliefs as well 

as the necessary knowledge and skills to act on these beliefs, and second, that it is 

desirable in a public education setting for teacher educators to aim for systematic change 

in preservice teachers� ideologies, attitudes and belief systems. Though relevant, the latter 

is a subject of debate among educators and beyond the scope of this paper. 
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Individualism 

 Definition and historical perspective.  Individualism has been the topic of study 

as a cultural trend or orientation. Hofstede (1980) was one of the first to conceptualize the 

relationship between individuals and the groups to which they belong in terms of 

individualism and collectivism. In his seminal work, Hofstede analyzed 39 countries on 

four cultural dimensions. Hofstede�s work consisted of country-level analysis of 

individualism, power distance, masculinity, and uncertainty avoidance. Members of 

individualist cultures tend to differentiate themselves from others and emphasize their 

individuality, whereas members of collectivist culture tend to have a more sociocentric 

identity, with the needs of the group superceding those of the individual (Bochner, 1994). 

Triandis (1996) explained that in Western cultures, especially the United States, 

psychological theories tend to emphasize the importance of attitudes, beliefs, and 

personal distinguishing values �because Western culture is individualistic and Western 

psychology focuses on individuals and processes internal to individuals� (p. 408). 

Furthermore, Triandis proposed that complex and heterogeneous cultures, such as the 

United States, where members of multiple cultures must co-exist, tend to be 

individualistic, whereas more homogeneous cultures tend to be collectivist. 

  According to Oyserman, Coon, and Kemmelmeier (2002), Hofstede�s work was 

especially important in that it provided patterns and organization of cultural differences 

that facilitated the growth of a body of cultural and cross-cultural research around the 

concept of individualism. Furthermore, Hofstede conceived of individualism and 

collectivism as existing along one continuum. Thus, the concept of individualism is often 

studied in contrast to the concept of collectivism, leading to a dichotomous conception in 

which individualism and collectivism are inversely related within and across cultures. 
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However, as Oyserman et al. (2002) pointed out, Hofstede called attention to the 

limitations of his study by underscoring that country-level analysis did not explain 

individual behavior, and second, that measures of country-level individualism are not 

static and depend on social, economic, and historical shifts in cultures. 

  Thus, individualism is a multifaceted view of society that emphasizes, among 

other things, independence, self-reliance, and uniqueness (Oyserman et al., 2002). 

Founded on ideals of individualism, American values emphasize self-reliance and 

personal achievement, which foster independence and success of the individual 

(Greenfield, 1994). In their review of research on individualism-collectivism (IND-COL) 

from the past 20 years, Oyserman et al. confirmed the notion that Americans are more 

individualistic and less collectivistic than others when compared across cultures; 

however, the results of within culture studies that compare various groups in America are 

more diverse. Although American society is individualistic as a whole, the beliefs of 

groups and individuals within the society vary in the degree to which they are 

individualist (Triandis, 1995). According to Oyserman et al., the core element of 

individualism is the assumption that individuals are independent of each other, and the 

worldview of the individualist is one that emphasizes personal goals, personal 

uniqueness, and personal control while de-emphasizing social goals and relationships. 

Beliefs about individualism are central in Western societies, especially in the United 

States, where Oyserman et al. concluded, personal independence and uniqueness are 

primary elements of individualism.  

Individualism as a cultural trend has been studied in relation to various 

psychological constructs. Emotions and group relationships, for example, have been the 
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topic of cross-cultural research on beliefs about individualism (Oyserman et al., 2002). 

Research supports that group relationships are affected by individualism beliefs; for 

example, higher levels of individualism are associated with more ease in interaction with 

strangers and direct communication styles. 

Empathy and Perspective Taking 

Definition and historical perspective.  Empathy has been defined as a �way of 

knowing and understanding another person or an object� (Duan & Hill, 1996, p. 262), 

and �an affective response that stems from the apprehension or comprehension of 

another�s emotional state or condition, and which is similar to what the other person is 

feeling or would be expected to feel� (Eisenberg, Valiente, & Champion, 2004, p. 387). 

Batson (1991) referred to empathy as �an other-oriented emotional reaction to seeing 

another suffer� (p. 58). In their review of empathy literature, Duan and Hill described 

scientific inquiry into two distinct constructs as empathy, which may or may not overlap. 

Some researchers have regarded empathy as a stable trait (dispositional empathy), 

assuming that some people are more empathic than others, either through nature or 

development.  Others have regarded empathy as a cognitive-affective state that is 

situation specific. According to Duan and Hill, the latter approach to empathy allows 

researchers to study intra-individual differences in empathy and to manipulate situational 

conditions. Regarding empathy as a situation dependent cognitive or emotional state also 

promotes the possibility of empathic learning and training.  

Cognitive-affective dimensions of empathy. Rather than considering empathy in 

solely cognitive terms as the ability to take another�s point of view, hereafter referred to 

as perspective taking, (e.g., Hogan, 1969) or from an affective perspective, solely as a 

vicarious emotional response, hereafter referred to as empathy, (e.g., Mehrabian & 



19 

 

Epstein, 1972), research suggests that empathy is best regarded and measured as a 

multidimensional construct consisting of both emotional and cognitive role taking 

processes (Chlopan, McCain, Carbonell, & Hagen, 1985, Davis, 1983). Mehrabian and 

Epstein (1972) defined empathy as �a vicarious emotional response to the perceived 

emotional experiences of others� (p. 525), and they defined perspective taking within 

Dymond�s (1949) cognitive role-taking approach as the ability to imagine the role of 

other persons and to accurately predict their �thoughts, feeling and actions� (p. 525). 

Although it is unclear whether the two processes are distinct, overlapping, or situation-

specific (Duan & Hill, 1995) both emotional and cognitive aspects of empathy are related 

to awareness of other�s experiences (Sheldon, 1996), and influence each other (Duan & 

Hill, 1996). 

Although responses to scales that measure emotional empathy tend to better predict 

emotional reactions (Davis, 1983b), responses to perspective taking scales are better 

predictors of behavior when the behavior is not considered an emotional reaction 

(Bernstein & Davis, 1982). Therefore, both empathy and perspective taking may affect 

prospective teachers� attitudes toward diversity. Banks�s (1994) belief that preservice 

teachers� resistance to diversity and multicultural education is in part attributable to their 

inability to take the perspective of others is based on the implicit assumption that teachers 

who can successfully view the world from someone else�s perspective, especially those 

who are different from them, will be better able to create classrooms that foster cultural 

diversity. Empathy has been demonstrated in many studies to be related to prosocial 

behavior (Eisenberg, Spinrad, & Sadovsky, 2006). According to Eisenberg et al., �people 

who experience others� emotion and feel concern for them are expected to help and not 
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hurt other people� (p. 317). Batson, Ahmad, and Stocks (2005) presented the case that 

empathic emotion can produce motivation to increase another�s welfare. Similarly, in 

their analysis of the role of empathy in improving intergroup relations, Stephan and 

Finlay (1999) concluded that it is possible to increase empathy levels through training 

programs and that empathy can have a positive effect on both attitudes and behaviors.   

Review of Research 

One area of multicultural research focuses on variations in individuals� cognitive 

and psychological characteristics such as knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes. Specifically, 

researchers in this area are interested in how teachers� and students� psychological and 

cognitive variables interact with classroom climates and student achievement (Bennett, 

2003). The effectiveness of multicultural education designed to develop more positive 

attitudes toward diversity and multiculturalism in preservice teachers has been, at best, 

minimal and temporary (e. g., Bliss, 1990, Chavez, O�Donnell, & Gallegos, 1994;  

Cockrell et al., 1999; Deering & Stanutz, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1995b; McDiarmid, 

1992; McDiarmid & Price, 1990; Reed, 1993; Rios, 1993; Sultana, 1993; Titus, 1992; 

Varvus, 1994; Varvus & Ozcan, 1996). Despite the implementation of multicultural 

education in teacher preparation programs, according to Melnick and Zeichner (as cited 

in Dee & Henkin, 2002), there is little evidence that diversity or multicultural education 

has any impact on preservice teachers� instructional practices once they enter the field of 

teaching. Theorists (e.g., Banks, 1994) and teacher educator researchers (e.g., Cockrell et 

al., 1999) have found preservice teachers� resistance to efforts to develop more positive 

attitudes through multicultural education at both course and program levels.  

Although all types of beliefs and attitudes are generally resistant to change (Munby, 

1982; Pajares, 1992; Rokeach, 1968), considerable research has shown that teachers� 
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attitudes toward multiculturalism are particularly resistant to change, despite exposure to 

multicultural issues and cultural diversity in cultural diversity courses (Bliss, 1990, 

Chavez et al., 1994; Cockrell et al., 1999; Dee & Henkin, 2002; Deering & Stanutz, 

1995; McDiarmid, 1992; McDiarmid & Price, 1990; Reed, 1993; Rios, 1993; Sultana, 

1993; Titus, 1992; Varvus, 1994; Varvus & Ozcan, 1996). Furthermore, as noted by 

Banks (2001) and Sleeter (2001) isolated diversity courses do not change teachers� 

beliefs and attitudes and may serve to reinforce their stereotypical perceptions of 

themselves and others.  

A review of the literature revealed demographic characteristics, specifically age, 

gender, race, and political affiliation most frequently related to teachers� attitudes toward 

diversity. Although experience with diverse others has also been positively correlated to 

positive attitudes toward diversity (Pettigrew, 1997), the results of research on experience 

with multicultural curriculum has been mixed with the majority of studies reporting little 

to no effect on teachers� attitudes toward diversity. These variables were the predictor 

variables in the mediational model for the study. The following sections are a review of 

the literature on each path of the mediational model, beginning with the literature on 

demographic characteristics and attitudes toward diversity.  

Multicultural Coursework and Attitudes Toward Diversity 

Consistent with research that points to the difficulties of changing teachers� 

beliefs (e.g., Pajares, 1992), research suggests that teachers� attitudes toward 

multiculturalism are resistant to change despite courses and workshops in multicultural 

education. The extent to which teacher education programs include multicultural 

education in their curricula differs from one institution to another. Studies show that 
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attempts to prepare teachers to apply multicultural curriculum concepts through 

workshops or completion of a single course have been ineffective (Bliss, 1990, 

McDiarmid & Price, 1990). Bakhtiari (2002), for example, found that although preservice 

teachers had more positive cognitive attitudes toward diversity and multiculturalism than 

students in other programs, these attitudes were not related to the completion of a course 

in multicultural education.  

A few studies on the effectiveness of multicultural coursework alone suggest a 

positive, though small, change in preservice teachers� attitudes toward diversity upon 

completion of a class (Bennett, Niggle, & Stage, 1990; Martin & Koppelman, 1991; Tran, 

Young, & DiLella, 1994). However, these findings are questionable due to the lack of 

pre-treatment measures of attitudes toward diversity. Findings from studies that have 

shown success in increasing preservice teachers� sensitivity toward diversity issues 

(Cooper, Beare, & Thorman, 1990; Noordhoff & Kleinfield, 1993; Winitzky & Barlow, 

1998) are also suspect because they have generally involved self-selected groups of 

preservice teachers, suggesting that rather than experiencing an attitudinal change, these 

participants had preexisting attitudes and beliefs toward multiculturalism that matched 

those espoused by the course in which they participated. Both the Cooper et al. and the 

Noordhoff and Kleinfield studies involved groups of preservice teachers who volunteered 

to participate in a field experience with culturally diverse individuals. It is reasonable to 

presume that these students had preexisting beliefs that included an openness and interest 

in experiencing teaching in a diverse setting. However, there is evidence that instructional 

methodology has a greater influence on bringing about sensitivity to cultural awareness 

than the content of a cultural diversity course (Brown, 2004).  Specifically, methodology 
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used to reduce resistance and support content had a greater influence on increasing 

diversity sensitivity than did content alone.  

Although there is some evidence that teachers� prior beliefs about approaching 

culturally and linguistically diverse learners can be modified, the small changes in beliefs 

have been gradual and occurred in conjunction with positive interactions with culturally 

diverse students during field experiences (Brown, 2004; Cabello & Burstein, 1995, 

Ukpokodu, 2004; Winitzky & Barlow, 1998). Some of these studies indicate that 

preservice teachers show gains in positive attitudes toward multicultural education upon 

completion of multicultural coursework concurrent with a field placement (Bondy, 

Schmitz, & Johnson, 1993; Brown, 2004; Mason, 1997; Ukpokodu, 2004; Wiggins & 

Follo, 1999), whereas other studies have found a multicultural curriculum to have a 

negative rather than positive effect on attitudes toward diversity, suggesting that exposure 

to multicultural coursework may lead to race-based overgeneralizations by teachers that, 

in turn, serve to strengthen rather than minimize stereotypes (Cazden & Mehan, 1989; 

Deering & Stanutz, 1995; Haberman & Post, 1992, McDiarmid, 1992; McDiarmid & 

Price, 1990). For example, in a longitudinal study over a period of 4 years, McDiarmid 

assessed the impact of multicultural week (MCW) in the Los Angeles Unified School 

District. After their first year of teaching, 110 prospective teachers participated in 15 

sessions of presentations on multicultural topics by practicing professionals in the field of 

education. No significant differences were found in the views of teachers before and after 

their participation in MCW. Furthermore, McDiarmid concluded that sessions of 

presenting information and teaching techniques for working with culturally diverse 

students actually solidified prospective teachers� stereotypes and led them to form more 
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generalizations based on group membership, rather than changing their beliefs about 

diverse groups. Similarly, Deering and Stanutz found that after a 10-week field 

experience in a multicultural setting, rather than having more positive attitudes toward 

different cultures, preservice teachers tended to lower their expectations of diverse 

students in some areas. In fact, the 10-week field experience seemed to have a negative 

impact on some preservice teachers� attitudes toward diverse students. The researchers 

found that the number of participants who identified students by their ethnic groups 

increased by 16%; a finding that they interpreted negatively because, presumably, they 

were promoting �color-blindness� as a goal of their program. Furthermore, at the end of 

the study, 15% of the participants indicated a preference to teach students from their own 

cultural background in contrast to 6% who indicated this preference before the field 

experience. Haberman and Post also found that field experience reinforced or produced 

more stereotypic beliefs toward culturally diverse students, even though the field 

experience was concurrent with a class on multicultural education. Further, in a pilot 

study assessing secondary social studies teachers� attitudes about multiculturalism and 

their methods of implementing a multicultural curriculum in the classroom, Titus (1992) 

found that despite reported positive attitudes toward multicultural education, 83% of 26 

participating teachers who had received preservice instruction in multicultural education 

believed it did not adequately prepare them to effectively incorporate multicultural 

concepts into their teaching. Similarly, 17 preservice teachers who participated in a 3-day 

workshop designed to influence their views about culturally diverse learners showed no 

more of a tendency to reject stereotypes of students from different backgrounds after they 

were exposed to information about diversity than before (McDiarmid & Price, 1992). 
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Chavez et al. (1994) concluded that a course in multicultural education had little effect on 

participating students� attitudes toward multiculturalism. Similarly, Reed (1993) 

administered a pre- and posttest to 13 students at the beginning and conclusion of a 

course in multicultural education to study the effects of the course on their attitudes. The 

results suggested that a multicultural field project did not change deep-seated, personal 

feelings about ethnically diverse groups. 

Results from studies on program wide infusion of multicultural content show 

similar results of little or no change in attitudes or awareness. Varvus and Ozcan (1996) 

found that despite focused multicultural education courses with overt inclusion of critical 

social perspectives across the teacher education program, research indicates that 

transformative curriculum was generally misinterpreted or resisted. Despite the inclusion 

of multicultural education for preservice teachers, Varvus (1994) found a weak link 

between the content of multicultural education courses and the implementation of the 

content by teacher interns. Most (70%) of the interns displayed a superficial 

understanding of multicultural education, rather than a more in-depth understanding of 

the goals and methods of multicultural education.  

Similarly, Sultana (1993) researched the level of attainment, the degree of 

sophistication, and preservice teachers� level of awareness, understanding, appreciation, 

and respect for multicultural education in the teacher preparation program at Eastern 

Kentucky University. Findings indicated that although most of the courses addressed 

multicultural education, the majority of the students failed to show an understanding of 

diversity beyond an awareness that diversity exists. Rios (1993) found that despite 

exposure to fundamental principles of multicultural education, their conception of 
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multicultural education based on their prior attitudes toward ethnic and linguistic 

minorities influenced how preservice teachers interpreted events in the classroom and 

often affected the degree to which they implemented a multicultural curriculum.  

In their study, Ross and Smith (1992) examined six preservice teachers� 

perceptions of the problems diverse learners face, beliefs about causes of low 

achievement among diverse learners, and their commitment to teach this population. 

They found that preservice teachers� conceptions of diversity issues in education became 

more complex as they progressed in a Research in Elementary Education course with a 

field placement that emphasized teaching diverse learners. However, despite the course�s 

emphasis on the effects of social and cultural context on curriculum content and student 

achievement, at the end of the course, the students in their study focused on the content of 

curriculum and the role of the individual teacher in teaching diverse learners, rather than 

on societal factors. Perhaps their most important finding was that those prospective 

teachers who were more committed and willing to work with diverse populations in the 

beginning of the study progressed further toward the goals of multicultural education as 

presented in this course, suggesting that initial beliefs or individual differences in the 

students� characteristics that made them more open to diversity initially may have 

affected their acceptance of multicultural ideology. 

Personal Characteristics and Attitudes Toward Diversity 

In the sections that follow, I review the research relating gender, ethnicity, political 

affiliation, and prior diversity experiences to attitudes toward diversity. 

Gender. Research has shown consistently that women hold more positive attitudes 

toward diversity issues than men. White female students in general reported more 

favorable attitudes than White male students towards issues of diversity, race, and 
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multiculturalism (Springer et al., 1995). In a study that examined how college 

experiences contribute to developing greater tolerance for diversity in college students, 

Taylor (1998) found that gender was related to attitudes toward diversity, with females 

demonstrating generally higher tolerance toward diversity (i.e., more positive attitudes 

toward diversity) than males upon entrance to college programs. Furthermore, females 

experienced almost three times the gains in tolerance toward diversity than males in the 

first 2 years of college (Taylor, 1998). Echols and Stader (2002) conducted a survey of 

undergraduate students to determine their attitudes toward diversity issues. Assuming that 

more positive attitudes toward affirmative action reflect a more positive attitude toward 

diversity, the authors found that females more strongly supported recruitment of diverse 

students than males. In a series of studies to develop and validate the Quick 

Discrimination Index (QDI), an instrument designed to measure attitudes toward 

diversity, Ponterotto et al. (1995) found that females demonstrated more positive attitudes 

toward diversity, as demonstrated by their significantly higher scores on the QDI, than 

males. Similarly, the results of a self-study survey on diversity issues given to 

undergraduate students attending Millersville University in Pennsylvania and Virginia 

Polytechnic Institute (VT) suggested that women were more positive than men toward 

diversity programs on campus (Millersville University, 1999, Virginia Polytechnic 

Institute, 2000). 

Ethnicity. In addition to gender differences, the results of the self-study surveys on 

diversity issues given to undergraduate students attending Millersville University in 

Pennsylvania (1999) and Virginia Polytechnic Institute (2000) suggested that diverse 

students had more positive attitudes toward diversity programs and required coursework 
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on diversity than White students. Ethnically diverse groups in general seem to show more 

positive attitudes toward diversity and multicultural issues than White groups (Dee & 

Henkin, 2002, Echols & Stader, 2002, Ponterotto et al., 1995). Echols and Stader found 

that ethnicity of the students in their study was related to whether they supported required 

coursework in diversity as well as to their perception of the degree to which faculty made 

diversity issues a part of the coursework. They found that Black students of both sexes 

and females who categorized their ethnicity as �other� had in general a more positive 

attitude about required coursework in diversity than White students of both sexes and 

males of �other� races. Furthermore, the responses of minority students, Black and other, 

indicated that they believed faculty infrequently assigned readings that addressed 

diversity issues, whereas White students of both sexes believed that faculty assigned 

readings that addressed diversity issues more frequently. Dee and Henkin (2002) also 

found race-based differences in attitudes toward diversity in their study of preservice 

teachers� attitudes toward diversity. Contrary to their expectations, however, their results 

suggested that African American students reported higher levels of agreement with 

assimilation strategies than White students, although assimilation to the dominant culture 

is often seen in opposition to tolerance for diversity.  

Political affiliation. In a validation study of the Quick Discrimination Index of 

Attitudes toward Diversity, Ponterotto et al. (1995) found that Democrats reported more 

positive cognitive attitudes toward diversity than Republicans and Independents. They 

also found that Democrats had more positive affective attitudes toward diversity than did 

Independents. In a study of 117 participants from a broad range of ages and middle-class 

backgrounds, Greig and Reynolds (as cited in Ponterotto, Potere, & Johansen, 2002) 
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reported that Democrats obtained the highest scores on the Quick Discrimination Index of 

Attitudes toward Diversity.  

Experience with diverse others. Interaction with diverse others has been a topic of 

interest for social scientists as far back as 1954 when Gordon Allport proposed his 

influential social contact theory. Researchers have consistently shown support for the 

relationship between positive attitudes toward diversity and the four key situational 

conditions specified by Allport�s hypothesis: equal status, common goals, intergroup 

cooperation, and support of authorities. Friendships and positive experiences with diverse 

others have been found to reduce prejudice (Pettigrew, 1997, 1998). Most preservice 

teachers have limited experience with diverse populations and operate from a limited 

base of knowledge about culture and ethnic identity (Dufrene, 1991; Ladson-Billings, 

1991). In their study of preservice teachers, Dee and Henkin (2002) found that preservice 

teachers who reported more positive attitudes toward social interaction with students of 

diverse ethnic backgrounds showed more positive attitudes toward cultural diversity in 

education. Villalpando (1994) found that students who socialized with people from other 

ethnic groups reported higher levels of understanding of diversity regardless of social 

class. In an exploratory qualitative study, Winitzky and Barlow (1998) found that 

preservice teachers who reported an interest in diversity, sought out experiences with 

diverse others, and had more experience with people who were culturally diverse were 

more accepting of a multicultural perspective during multicultural coursework and field 

experiences than students who did not show any changes in their beliefs. In an 

ethnographic study of preservice teachers� beliefs about diversity, Brand (1999) found 

that experiences with diverse others were related to prospective teachers� pedagogy and 
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philosophy of teaching. Brand found that preservice teachers� beliefs about education and 

teaching are formed within the framework of their past experiences, thus their prior 

beliefs not only influenced their instructional practices, but what information they were 

willing to consider as viable in education.  

Summary. There are many approaches to meeting multicultural education�s goal of 

integrating the perspectives of varying groups and promoting social equity. So far, 

research evidence suggests the inclusion of multicultural education in teacher preparation 

programs has had little, if any, impact on preservice teachers� adoption of multicultural 

ideology and instructional practices. The research reviewed here, however, does suggest a 

consistent relationship between the personal characteristics�gender, ethnicity, political 

affiliation, and experience with diverse others�and attitudes toward diversity. 

In the sections that follow, I describe the research supporting the hypothesis that 

beliefs about individualism, ability to take the perspective of others, and empathy mediate 

the relationships between preservice teachers� personal characteristics and their attitudes 

toward diversity. First, I describe evidence for the relationships between preservice 

teachers� personal characteristics and individualism and their relationships with attitudes 

toward diversity and multicultural education, and then I provide evidence of the 

relationships between personal characteristics and empathy and perspective taking and 

their relationships with attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education. 

Preservice Teachers� Beliefs in Individualism 

Personal characteristics and beliefs about individualism. Regardless of the 

political and cultural trend toward individualism or collectivism in any society, 

individuals have psychological characteristics that correspond to individualism or 

collectivism at the cultural level (Triandis, 1994, 1995). Interestingly, several of the 
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personal characteristics (i.e., gender, race, and political affiliation) that have been related 

to preservice teachers� attitudes toward diversity are also associated with individuals� 

beliefs about individualism. Numerous researchers have found that men were higher in 

individualism than women (e.g., Daab, as cited in Triandis & Singelis, 1998; Kashima et 

al., 1995, Madson & Trafimow, 2001; Triandis, 1995; Verkuyten & Masson, 1996). With 

regard to race, Traxler (2001) found that African Americans were higher in individualism 

than European Americans. Similarly, in their meta-analyses, Oyserman et al. (2002) 

found that African Americans were significantly higher in individualism than European 

Americans who were in turn higher in individualism compared to Asian Americans, 

especially when the measures of individualism included �uniqueness.� However, 

Hispanic Americans did not differ significantly from European Americans in 

individualism. Research evidence also suggests that individualism is related to political 

affiliation. For example, Bourgeois (2003) investigated the relationship between political 

affiliation and individualism and found that individualism discriminated between 

Republicans and Democrats. Specifically, he found that Republicans tended to endorse 

individualism more strongly than Democrats. 

Beliefs about individualism and attitudes toward diversity. Although few 

studies have used direct measures of individualism in preservice teachers, indirect 

evidence of the relationship between their beliefs in individualism and their attitudes 

toward diversity suggests an inverse relationship between the two constructs. Recent 

research indicates that preservice teachers� deeply held beliefs about individualism 

contribute to their resistance to the adoption of the ideas and values promoted by 

transformative multicultural education (Cockrell et al., 1999; Sleeter, 1996; Solomon, 
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1995). Solomon concluded that teachers� resistance to inservice education about diversity 

issues was based on their ideological and pedagogical views. Similarly, using data from a 

2-year study of teachers who voluntarily participated in a staff development program on 

multicultural education, Sleeter (1996) found that the majority of the participants focused 

on the individual�s ability to live within a given social context, rather than on changing 

society. She concluded �most of the teachers� conceptions of multicultural education 

emphasized individuality and success within the existing social system� (p. 75).  

In an ethnographic study, Cockrell et al. (1999) evaluated the effects of their course 

on foundations of education, designed from a transformative multicultural perspective, on 

preservice teachers� attitudes toward multiculturalism. They found beliefs about 

individualism to be a source of their students� resistance to developing positive attitudes 

toward multiculturalism. Their students expressed ideological beliefs consistent with 

individualism, and their results showed that most of their students regarded the 

transmission of common culture, rather than transformative or restructuring approaches, 

as the primary purpose of schooling in society. Their findings showed that preservice 

teachers emphasized individual rather than group differences, stressing uniqueness of 

individuals regardless of ethnic or racial group membership.  

Summary. In light of the evidence suggesting a relationship between preservice 

teachers� personal characteristics and their beliefs in individualism and a relationship 

between their individualism and their attitudes toward diversity, it seems reasonable to 

predict that beliefs in individualism mediate the relationship between personal 

characteristics and attitudes toward diversity. Next, I will present evidence supporting the 
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role of the ability to take the perspective of others as a mediator of the relationship 

between personal characteristics and attitudes toward diversity. 

Empathy and Perspective Taking in Preservice Teachers 

Bohlmeyer, Burke, and Helmstadter (1985) found that education students 

demonstrated higher levels of empathy than students enrolled in business or technological 

programs. This evidence of high levels of empathy in preservice teachers seems 

inconsistent with Banks� (1994) assertion that their negative attitudes toward diversity are 

in part due to their inability to take the perspective of others different from themselves. 

High empathy scores, however, suggest a focus on subjective experience (Sheldon, 

1996), which is consistent with the view that preservice teachers hold strong beliefs based 

on personal and subjective experiences (e.g., Bruner, 1996). Thus, the contradiction 

between Bank�s assertion and prospective teachers� high levels of empathy may be 

explained in terms of the difference between empathy and perspective taking. Goodman 

(2000) suggested that although empathy helps motivate one to attempt to alleviate 

immediate signs of distress in another, one must recognize the chronic nature of a group�s 

distress, if one is to promote social activism and social justice (goals congruent with 

those of multicultural education). Thus, a commitment to valuing diversity requires a 

sustained cognitive perspective from the other�s point of view rather than simply an 

immediate empathic response. Consequently, in this study I examined the roles of both 

empathy and perspective taking as mediators of the relationship between preservice 

teachers� personal characteristics and their attitudes toward diversity. The following 

sections comprise a review of the evidence supporting the mediational role of empathy 

and perspective-taking in the relationship between preservice teachers� personal 

characteristics and their attitudes toward diversity. 
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The relationship between preservice teachers� personal characteristics and 

empathy. Three personal characteristics have been found to relate to empathy: gender, 

ethnicity, and experiences with diversity. Women consistently have been found to 

demonstrate higher levels of empathy than men (e.g., Harton & Lyons, 2003; Macaskill, 

Maltby, & Day, 2002; Rose, 2000). Furthermore, Wang et al. (2003) found that women 

and non-White participants (although relatively small in number) were more likely than 

White male participants to express empathic emotions toward issues of justice and 

fairness.  

Pettigrew (1997) proposed that empathy mediates the relationship between 

friendship with diverse others and positive intergroup relations. That is, he suggested that 

friendships with members of other groups increase empathy for the outgroup and, in turn, 

lead to more positive intergroup attitudes. Although Pettigrew did not directly examine 

levels of empathy, respondents who reported at least one friendship with a person of 

another ethnicity were found to be less prejudiced toward other ethnic groups than those 

who did not have any intergroup friendships. 

The relationship between preservice teachers� empathy and attitudes toward 

diversity. Empathy has been identified as a necessary component of understanding and 

accepting people from diverse backgrounds (Sue & Sue, 1999). Empathy toward diverse 

others is assumed to promote cognitive and affective understanding between groups from 

various racial and ethnic backgrounds (Wang et al., 2003). Furthermore, higher levels of 

empathy have been found to mediate the relationship between perspective taking and 

reduction of prejudice (Vescio, Sechrist, & Paolucci, 2003), suggesting that individuals 

who are more empathic will be more likely to adopt positive attitudes toward diversity. 
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For women, empathic thinking is related to an increased tolerance toward diversity at the 

time of entrance to college (Taylor, 1998). Higher levels of empathy are related to 

increased regard for others� welfare and act as a source of attitude change toward 

individuals from diverse groups, particularly traditionally oppressed groups (Batson et 

al., as cited in Wang et al., 2003). For example, results of several studies suggest that 

students who exhibit higher levels of empathy have more positive attitudes toward 

diversity (Taylor, 1998; Winitzky & Barlow, 1998). Furthermore, of considerable 

relevance to this study, Gault (1998) reported some evidence indicating that empathic 

feelings toward people perceived to be affected by social problems mediates the 

relationship between gender and attitudes toward diversity. Gault found that women 

scored higher in empathy than men, and emotional empathy mediated the relationship 

between gender and political policies. 

The relationship between preservice teachers� personal characteristics and 

perspective-taking. Relatively few studies have investigated the relationship between 

individuals� personal characteristics and perspective taking. Studies suggest that men and 

women do not differ in perspective-taking ability (Davis, 1994; Wang et al., 2003). 

However, although contact with diverse others was not directly measured, some research 

evidence suggests that a broader range of social encounters and experiences linked with 

social identity appear to increase perspective-taking levels among women (Giesbrecht, 

1998). Furthermore, while perspective taking can diminish the tendency to stereotype 

individuals based on group membership, stereotyping, in turn, is less likely to occur when 

there is a relationship between the participants (Brewer, as cited in Galinsky & 
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Moskowitz, 2000). Thus, it can be argued, that perspective-taking ability is positively 

associated with experience with diverse others through reducing stereotypic thinking.  

The relationship between preservice teachers� perspective taking and attitudes 

toward diversity. Galinsky and Moskowitz (2000) found that perspective taking reduced 

stereotyping by increasing overlap between the self and outgroup representations. 

Perspective taking has been shown to improve intergroup attitudes even when outgroups 

are perceived in stereotypic terms (Vescio et al., 2003). Perspective taking results in less 

stereotyping of outgroups and increases positive intergroup attitudes (Galinsky & 

Moskowitz, 2000). Thus, it is reasonable to conclude that perspective-taking ability will 

show a positive relationship with attitudes toward diversity. 

Summary  

The research evidence suggests a relationship between preservice teachers� 

personal characteristics (specifically, gender, ethnicity, political affiliation) and their 

beliefs in individualism, as well as a relationship between their individualism and their 

attitudes toward diversity. Similarly, research suggests a relationship between personal 

characteristics (specifically, gender, ethnicity, and experience with diversity) and 

empathy, and between empathy and attitudes toward diversity, as well as a relationship 

between perspective taking and experiences with diversity, and a relationship between 

perspective taking and attitudes toward diversity. On the basis of these relationships, it 

seems reasonable to predict that beliefs in individualism and empathy and perspective 

taking mediate the relationships between preservice teachers� personal characteristics and 

their attitudes toward diversity. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of the this study was to investigate the role of individualism, empathy, 

and perspective taking as mediators of the relationships among personal characteristics, 

specifically, gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and experience with diverse others, 

and attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education. It was hypothesized that the 

relationship between personal characteristics and attitudes toward diversity can be 

explained in part by the participants� beliefs about individualism and greater ability to 

empathize and take the perspective of others. 

Participants 

The participants were recruited from classes offered at the University of Florida, 

College of Education. Questionnaires were distributed to students enrolled in 17 sections 

of 5 classes:  EDF 3110, Human Growth and Development; EDF 3115, Child 

Development for Inclusive Education; EDF 3135, The Adolescent; EDG 2701, Teaching 

Diverse Populations; and EDF 1005, Introduction to Education. Three hundred twenty-

seven students participated in the study. However, 39 students had missing data, resulting 

in a final total of 287 participants.  

Eighty-eight percent of the participants were female, and 12% male. Thirty-seven 

percent of the participants were education majors; 10% said they are considering an 

education major, and 53% indicated other majors. Seventy-eight percent identified 

themselves as White, 6% as African-American, 10% as Hispanic, 3% as Asian, and 3% 

as Other. Forty-seven percent of the participants indicated their political party affiliation 
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as Democrat, 43% marked Republican, and 10% indicated other party affiliation. Thirty-

eight percent of the participants reported extensive experience with members of other 

racial and ethnic groups; 50% reported moderate experience, and 12% indicated they had 

limited experience. One participant (.3%) reported rare interaction with members of other 

racial and ethnic groups. A description of the sample is provided in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1. Sample Characteristics 
  Percent 
Sex Male     12 
 Female     88 
Diversity Experience Extensive     38 
 Moderate     50 
 Limited     12 
Major Education or Considering     47 
 Non-Education     53 
Ethnicity White     78 
 African-American       6 
 Hispanic     10 
 Asian       3 
 Other       3 
Political Affiliation Democrat     47 
 Republican     43 
 Other     10 
 

Instrumentation 

Quick Discrimination Index (QDI) or Social Attitudes Survey (SAS) 

The developers of the Quick Discrimination Index (QDI), Ponterotto et al. (1995), 

conducted a series of studies to examine the reliability and validity of the (QDI), also 

known as the Social Attitudes Survey (SAS), as a moderate-length self-report measure of 

attitudes toward racial diversity and women�s equality. The QDI is an inventory of 30 

items on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) 

designed to measure racial and gender bias in adult and adolescent populations 

(Ponterotto et al., 2002). The QDI is comprised of three factors: (a) nine items measuring 
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general or cognitive attitudes toward multiculturalism, (b) eight items measuring 

affective attitudes toward multiculturalism, and (c) seven items measuring attitudes 

towards women�s equity issues. Higher scores represent more sensitivity to diversity and 

gender issues. Only Factors 1 and 2, Cognitive Attitudes and Affective Attitudes Toward 

Diversity, were used in this study. 

Ponterotto et al. (1995) reported alpha coefficients for two samples. The results 

indicated high levels of internal consistency for respondents� scores on Factors 1 and 2 

and the total score (Factor 1, Cronbach�s α = .80 and .85, Factor 2, α = .83 and .83, total 

score α = .88 in both samples). Test-retest reliability coefficients obtained over 15 weeks 

in three classes averaged .90 for Factor 1 and .82 for Factor 2. Utsey and Ponterotto 

(1999) found the QDI scores to be internally consistent over geographically dispersed 

samples with coefficient alphas ranging from .85 to .91 for Factor 1, and from .70 to .79 

for Factor 2.  

Content validity was assessed during the initial development phase of the QDI by 

generation of items from the literature on discrimination and expert review (Ponterotto et 

al., 1995). Both exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported a three-factor 

model of attitudes toward diversity (Ponterotto et al., 1995). Using group comparisons, 

Ponterotto et al. first reported evidence of criterion-related validity for respondents� total 

score on the QDI. They found that females scored significantly higher than males; 

ethnically diverse groups (all non-White participants combined) scored higher than White 

participants, and urban dwellers scored higher than both suburban and rural area 

residents. In a second study, Ponterotto et al. reported evidence of criterion-related 

validity for each of the three factors of the QDI. With regard to gender, females scored 
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higher than males on Factor 1. With regard to race and ethnicity, African and Hispanic 

Americans scored higher than White Americans did on Factor 1. Hispanic Americans 

scored higher than African Americans, and both groups scored higher than White 

Americans on Factor 2. Significant differences due to political affiliation were also 

found, with Democrats scoring higher than Republicans and Independents on Factor 1. 

Democrats also scored higher than Independents on Factor 2.  

The Teacher Multicultural Attitude Survey (TMAS) 

The Teacher Multicultural Attitude Survey (TMAS) is a 20-item instrument 

developed by Ponterotto, Baluch, Greig, and Rivera (1998). A self-report inventory, the 

TMAS is designed to determine teachers� multicultural awareness and sensitivity. The 

scale is unidimensional and in Likert format. Respondents indicate their agreement with 

the items on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. 

Total scores can range from 20 to 100. Higher scores represent more appreciation and 

awareness of multicultural issues.  

Ponterotto et al. (1998) reported high levels of internal consistency for the TMAS 

scores of 227 graduate students (alpha = .86, theta = .89). The TMAS scores were also 

stable over a 3-week interval (r = .80). Evidence of content validity was provided by 

development of items based on a review of literature on multicultural sensitivity and use 

of focus groups. Construct validity was investigated through comparison with other 

measures of ethnic attitude and discrimination. The correlations among these measures 

supported the convergent validity of scores on the TMAS. Ponterotto et al. found that the 

TMAS was positively correlated with the QDI racial (r = .45) and gender equity (r = .35) 

factors. Furthermore, comparisons with the Social Desirability Scale (SDS) (Crowne & 

Marlowe, 1960) indicated no threat from contamination by social desirability bias. 
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Criterion validity was investigated through examination of score differences in naturally 

occurring sample cohorts. Results indicated a significant difference between the scores of 

those who had completed professional workshops on multicultural education and those 

who had not. Because this study included students in other programs as well as 

prospective teachers, five items (1, 5, 14, 17, and 19) that pertain only to students who 

intend to pursue teaching as a career were not used. A pilot study of the reliability of the 

15-item scale completed by preservice teachers yielded an alpha of .85.  

Self-Construal Scale (SCS) 

The SCS is a 24-item measure of individualism and collectivism (Singelis, 1994). 

Respondents indicate the extent of their agreement with each item on a Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The SCS consists of two 12-

item subscales measuring independent (individualist) and interdependent (collectivist) 

self-construals. Singelis reported Cronbach�s alphas of .74 and .70 for the respondents� 

scores on the independent and interdependent subscales, respectively, for the validation 

study sample. For this study, only the independent scale was used. 

Exploratory factor analysis in two recent studies (Grace & Cramer, 2003; Hardin, 

Leong, & Bhagwat, 2004) provided support for an individualism factor in the SCS. 

Hardin et al. found that a two-factor solution is a good fit for the scale, with all 12 of the 

individualism items loading on one factor. An example of an independent item is �I enjoy 

being unique and different from others in many respects,� and an example of an 

interdependent item is �I will stay in a group if they need me, even when I am not happy 

with the group.� 
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The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI)  

 The Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) is a 28-item self-report scale composed 

of four subscales of seven items each, measuring perspective taking (PT), empathic 

concern (CE), fantasy, and personal distress (PD) in Likert format with responses ranging 

from 1 (does not describe me well) to 5 (describes me very well) (Davis, 1983b). The IRI 

was developed based on a multidimensional approach to empathy with the rationale that 

empathy is considered as a set of related constructs �in that they all concern responsivity 

to others but are also clearly discriminable from each other� (Davis 1983b, p. 113). Only 

the PT and EC scales were used in the proposed study. The PT scale is designed to 

measure the respondents� tendency to see things from others� point of view and reflects 

the cognitive component of empathy. A sample item from the PT scale is �When I'm 

upset at someone, I usually try to �put myself in his shoes� for a while.�  The EC scale is 

a measure of emotional reactivity designed to assess respondents� tendency to experience 

feelings of warmth, concern, and compassion for others. A sample item from the EC 

scale is �I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.� 

Davis (1983b) reported internal reliability coefficients for respondents� scores on 

the subscales ranging from .71 to .77, with test-retest reliability coefficients ranging from 

.62 to .71. Loudin, Loukas, and Robinson (2003) reported alpha coefficients of .80 for PT 

and .82 for EC for their sample of 300 respondents. Davis (1983b) also investigated the 

validity of the respondents� scores on the IRI scales. Davis found that the PT scale was 

the subscale most highly associated with the Hogan Empathy Scale (HES) (Hogan, 

1969), which is a measure of the cognitive aspects of empathy (r = .40), whereas the EC 

scale was substantially less correlated with the HES (r = .18). Furthermore, of the four 

subscales of the IRI, the PT scale showed the least association with the Emotional 
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Empathy Scale (Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972) (r = .20), whereas the EC scale was found 

to have a substantially greater correlation with the same instrument (r = .60). Davis 

(1993b) also found that scores on the PT scale were related to personal characteristics 

that indicate social competence and satisfaction, such as higher self-esteem, and a lack of 

shyness and social anxiety. Furthermore, scores on the PT scale were found to predict 

accuracy in perceiving others (Bernstein & Davis, 1982). Furthermore, higher scores on 

the EC scale were associated with stronger emotional reactions after exposure to an 

appeal for help from someone in need (Davis, 1983a).  

Demographic Data Sheet 

The demographic data sheet consisted of 15 items that requested information about 

individual characteristics of the participants. Items included questions about sex, 

ethnicity, political affiliation, and personal experience with people from diverse 

backgrounds. For ethnicity, participants were asked to indicate whether they were 1 

(White), 2 (African American, 3 (Hispanic), 4 (Asian), or 5 (Other�please describe). For 

political affiliation, participants were asked, �Which political party most closely 

represents your views?� 1 (Democrat), 2 (Republican), and 3 (Other�please describe).  

For experience with diversity, participants were asked, �How would you characterize 

your personal experience with members of other racial groups? 1 (Extensive, e.g., you 

have relatives and/or close friends who are from a different racial/ethnic group than 

yours), 2 (Moderate, e.g., you have/had some friends from a different racial/ethnic 

group), 3 (Limited, e.g., you have /had some interaction with members of other 

racial/ethnic groups), 4 (Hardly any (e.g., you rarely interact with members of other 

racial/ethnic groups). Participants were also asked to indicate their area of study in order 
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to differentiate between preservice teachers and students majoring in other programs of 

study.  

Procedure 

The instructors of the selected courses who agreed to participate in the study were 

provided with questionnaire packets to distribute to volunteer participants in their classes. 

Each packet contained a consent form, a demographic data sheet, the Quick 

Discrimination Index (QDI) Factors 1 and 2, the Teachers Multicultural Attitudes Survey 

(TMAS), the Self-Construal Scale (SCS), and the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI). 

The study was completely anonymous. The participants were instructed not to report their 

names or any personal identifying information. The instructors invited all the students 

enrolled in their classes to participate in the study. Students completed the questionnaires 

during class time or on their own time, depending on their instructors� preference.  

Statistical Analysis 

SPSS 11 was used to conduct all statistical analyses. The criterion for significance 

tests for all a priori hypotheses was set at α = .05 with Bonferroni correction for multiple 

comparisons. The instruments selected for use in this study have been found to have 

adequate reliability in numerous studies. However, reliability is a �property of the scores 

on a test for a particular group of examinees� (Crocker & Algina, 1986, p. 144), and as 

such it is important to compute the reliability estimates of the instruments used in any 

study for the particular study sample (Dawis, 1987). I calculated the reliability estimates 

of each of the instruments for the study participants. 

 According to Baron and Kenny (1986) a variable �may be said to function as a 

mediator to the extent that it accounts for the relation between the predictor and the 

criterion� (p. 1176). A variable functions as a mediator when the following conditions 



45 

  

occur: (a) the predictor variables have significant positive relations with the outcome 

variables, (b) the predictor variables have significant positive relations with the mediator 

variables, and (c) any previous relationship between the predictor variables and the 

outcome variables is reduced or is no longer significant when the mediator variables are 

added to the equation. 

Three steps were used to test the mediation hypotheses that the relationships 

between personal characteristics (gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, diversity 

experience) and cognitive and affective attitudes toward diversity and multicultural 

attitudes were mediated by individualism, empathy, and perspective-taking ability. First, 

each outcome variable was regressed on each personal characteristic to see if there were 

any relationships to be mediated. Second, individualism beliefs, empathy, and 

perspective- taking ability were regressed on personal characteristics, with each mediator 

serving as the outcome variable. Third, each outcome variable was regressed on personal 

characteristics controlling for the mediator variables. Individual significance tests were 

conducted for each path in the model. The mediational hypotheses would be supported if 

the association between the predictor variables and the outcome variables were 

significantly reduced or disappeared after partialling the association between 

individualism, empathy, and perspective taking with the outcome variables.  

Summary 

In sum, participants were 287 students enrolled in undergraduate courses offered 

through the College of Education at the University of Florida during the 2005 academic 

year. The participants completed a questionnaire on personal characteristics that provided 

the predictor variables in the study. Proposed mediating variables were individualism, as 

measured by the Self-Construal Scale (SCS), and empathy and perspective taking, as 
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measured by the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI). The dependent variables were 

cognitive and affective attitudes toward diversity as measured by two factors of the Quick 

Discrimination Index (QDI) and attitudes toward multicultural education as measured by 

the Teachers Multicultural Awareness Scale (TMAS). The reliability of the measures for 

the proposed sample was calculated, and regression analysis was used to test the direct 

and indirect effects of the variables on attitudes toward diversity and multicultural 

education.
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

This study was designed to investigate whether the psychological variables of 

beliefs about individualism, empathy, and perspective taking mediate the relationships 

between personal characteristics�gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and experience 

with diversity�and attitudes toward diversity. This chapter presents a summary of the 

statistical results of this study, including (a) the summary statistics of personal 

characteristics (gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience), beliefs 

about individualism, empathy and perspective-taking ability, cognitive and affective 

diversity attitudes, and multicultural attitudes and (b) results of the analyses of the 

relationships among the variables of interest. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Personal Characteristics 

Statistical distributions of the personal characteristics of the 287 participants in this 

study by major (education and noneducation majors and students considering an 

education major) are presented in Table 4-1. Education majors comprised 38% of the 

total sample (N = 107); 53% of the participants (N = 152) were non-education majors, 

and 10% were considering an education major (N = 28). Females comprised 88% of the 

total sample (N = 252), 94% of the education majors (N = 100), 83% of the non-

education majors (N = 126), and 93% of those considering an education major (N = 26). 

Males comprised 12% of the total sample (N = 35), 7% of the education majors (N = 7), 
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17% of the non-education majors (N = 26); and 7% of those considering an education 

major (N = 2). 

Table 4-1. Sample Characteristics by Program of Study 
  
Education 
Major 

 
Non Education 
Major 

 
Considering 
Education 
Major 
 

 
Total Sample 

  

%  N % N % N % N 

Sex Male   7%    7 17%   26   7 %   2   12%   35 

 Female 94% 100 83% 126 93% 26   88% 252 
Ethnicity White 82%   88 74% 113 79% 22   78% 223 
 African-

American 
  5%     5 7%   11   4%   1     6%   17 

 Hispanic   8%     9 13%   19   7%   2   10%   30 
 Asian   3%     3 2%    3 11%   3     3%     9 
 Other   2%     2 4%    6   0   0     3%     8 
Political 
Affiliation 

Democrat 50%   53 45%   68 46% 13   47% 134 

 Republican 44%   47 42%   64 43% 12   43% 123 
 Other   7%     7 13%   20 11%   3   10%   30 
Diversity 
Experience 

Extensive 43%   46 35%   53 39% 11   38% 110 

 Moderate 51%   54 50%   76 50% 14   50% 144 
 Limited   7%     7 15%   23 11%   3   12%   33 
Total Sample  38% 107 53% 152 10% 28 100% 287 

 
 

Seventy-eight percent of the sample identified themselves as White (N = 223); 6% 

identified themselves as African American (n = 17); 11% identified themselves as 

Hispanic (N = 30); 3% identified themselves as Asian (N = 9), and 3% marked Other for 

ethnicity (N  = 8). The education majors comprised of 82% White (N = 88), 5% African 

American (N  = 5), 8% Hispanic (N = 9), 3% Asian (N = 3), and 2% participants of other 

ethnicities (N = 2). Non-education majors were comprised of 74% White (N = 113), 7% 

African American (N = 11), 13% Hispanic (N = 19), 2% Asian (N = 3) and 4% 

participants of other ethnicities (N = 6). Of those participants who were considering an 
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education major 79% were White (N = 22); 4% were African American (N = 1); 7% were 

Hispanic (N = 2), and 11% were Asian (N = 3).  

Forty-seven percent of the sample identified themselves as Democrats (N = 134), 

43% as Republicans (N = 123), and 11% as affiliated with another party (N = 30). Of the 

education majors, 50% were Democrats (N = 53), 44% were Republicans (N = 47), and 

7% were affiliated with another party (N = 7). The non-education majors were comprised 

of 45% Democrats (N = 68), 42% Republicans (N = 64), and 13% other party affiliates (N 

= 20). Of the 28 participants considering an education major, 13 (47%) were Democrats; 

12 (43%) were Republicans, and 3 (11%) were checked other.  

Thirty-eight percent of the participants indicated they had extensive experience 

with diversity (N = 110); 50% indicated they had moderate experience with diversity (N 

= 144), and 12% of the participants indicated they had limited diversity experience (N = 

33). Forty-six of the 107 education majors (43%) had extensive experience; 54 (50%) had 

moderate experience, and 7 (7%) had limited experience. Fifty-three of the 152 (48%) 

non-education majors had extensive experience with diversity; 76 (53%) had moderate 

experience, and 23 (15%) had limited experience. Eleven of the 28 (39%) participants 

who were considering an education major had extensive experience with diversity; 14 

(50%) had moderate diversity experience, and 3 (11%) had limited experience.  

Proposed Mediating Variables and Outcome Variables  

Descriptive statistics for the continuous variables in the study are presented in 

Table 4-2. The total scores were calculated for the two factors of the Quick 

Discrimination Index (Cognitive and Affective Diversity Attitudes), two factors of the 

Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Empathic Concern and Perspective Taking), the Teacher 



50 

 

Multicultural Attitudes Survey (Multicultural Attitudes), and the Self-Construal Scale 

(Individualism). These scores were used to calculate internal consistency estimates of the 

respondents� scores. Cronbach�s α for the two factors of the Quick Discrimination Index, 

Cognitive and Affective Diversity Attitudes, were .83 and .85, respectively. For the IRI 

factors, Cronbach�s α for Empathic Concern was .72, and for Perspective Taking, it was 

.78. The Teacher Multicultural Attitudes Survey and Self- Construal Scale had 

Cronbach�s αs of .86 and .73, respectively. A summary of the internal consistency 

coefficients for all the instruments is provided in Table 4-2. 

Table 4-2. Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach�s α, and Zero-Order Correlations 
Among Predictor and Proposed Mediating Variables 

 
Variable 
 

 
  M 

 
 SD 

 
 α 

 
1 

 
  2 

 
  3 

 
  4 

 
  5 

 
  6 
 

1. Cognitive Diversity 
Attitudes 

28.06 6.23 .83 -- .42* .73* .18* .15 .11 

2. Affective Diversity 
Attitudes  

28.41 6.52 .85  -- .39* .24* .17* .19* 

3. Multicultural Attitudes 55.35 8.57 .86   -- .28* .19* .16 
4. Empathic Concern  39.53 5.46 .72    -- .38* .01 
5. Perspective Taking  34.25 6.40 .78     -- .16 
6. Individualism 
 

59.83 9.18 .73      -- 

Note: N = 287.  
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

Correlational Analysis 

A correlational analysis was performed to examine the zero-order correlations 

among individualism, empathic concern, cognitive and affective attitudes toward 

diversity and multicultural attitudes. The zero-order correlation matrix of these  

variables is presented in Table 4-2. Correlations of note included significant correlations 

among the three measures of diversity attitudes. Correlation between the two factors of 

the QDI, Cognitive and Affective Diversity Attitudes, was .42. Cognitive Diversity 
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Attitudes and multicultural attitudes were significantly correlated at .73, and Affective 

Diversity Attitudes and multicultural attitudes were significantly correlated at .39. In 

addition, Cognitive and Affective Attitudes and multicultural attitudes were significantly 

related to Empathic Concern at .18, .24, and .28, respectively. Empathic Concern and 

Perspective Taking had a significant correlation of .38. Furthermore, small significant 

correlations were obtained between Affective Diversity Attitudes and multicultural 

attitudes, .17 and .19 respectively, as well as a modest significant correlation of .19 

between Individualism and Affective Diversity Attitudes.  

Path Analyses 

In the following analyses, personal characteristics were the predictor variables, 

cognitive and affective attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education the 

dependent or outcome variables, and beliefs about individualism, empathy, and 

perspective taking were the proposed mediating variables. Path analysis to test the 

mediating effects was accomplished in three steps (Baron & Kenny, 1986), using GLM in 

SPSS. The first step assessed the relationship of the predictor variables (personal 

characteristics) to the outcome variables (Cognitive and Affective Diversity Attitudes and 

multicultural attitudes). The second step assessed the relationship of the predictor 

variables to the mediator variables (Individualism, Empathic Concern, and Perspective 

Taking). Finally, the mediational hypotheses were tested. The results of each of these 

steps are reported in the following three sections. 

To determine whether major should be included in the analyses as a predictor 

variable, ANOVA was used to compare the effects of education majors vs. non-education 

majors (those participants who were undecided were included in the non-education major 

category) on the outcome variables. However, all interactions between major and the 
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other variables in the analyses were nonsignificant. Therefore, in order to increase 

statistical power, the variable major was removed from the analyses. 

Step 1: Relationships Between Predictor Variables and Outcome Variables 

The first step in testing the mediational model was to determine whether there were 

significant relationships between the predictor variables and the outcome variables, thus 

determining whether there were any significant relationships to be mediated. Cognitive 

linear modeling in SPSS was used to examine the relationship between the predictor 

variables gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience and the outcome 

variables, Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, Affective Diversity Attitudes, and multicultural 

attitudes. Regression analyses were organized by each outcome variable in the model. 

The statistical significance of each relationship was evaluated with F tests.  

Relationships between personal characteristics and Cognitive Diversity 

Attitudes. Regression analysis was used to test whether there were significant 

relationships between personal characteristics�gender, ethnicity, political affiliation and 

diversity experience�and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes. The model was statistically 

significant indicating that predictor variables jointly accounted for 26% of the variability 

of the scores on Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, adjusted R2  = .26, F(8, 279) = 13.76, p = 

.00, thus meeting the first condition for the mediation model. The results indicated that 

with all other predictor variables controlled, the personal characteristics, with the 

exception of diversity experience, were all significantly related to Cognitive Diversity 

Attitudes. Although not significant, the linear trend in the relationship between 

experiences with diversity and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes (p < .08) is notable. The 

tests of between subject effects are shown in Table 4-3.  
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Table 4-3. Summary ANOVA Table: Cognitive Diversity Attitudes Total Scores 
 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
   df 

 
Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
  p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender        118.20     1     118.20     4.12 .04 .02 
Ethnicity     1610.53     4     402.63   14.04 .00 .17 
Political Affiliation       666.84     2     333.42   11.62 .00 .08 
Diversity Experience         91.16     1       91.16     3.18 .08 .01 
Error     8003.24 279       28.69    
Total 237850.00 287     
Corrected Total   11161.11 286 

 
    

Note. R2 = .28 (Adjusted R2 = .26). 
 

Table 4-4 shows the parameter estimates for the significant relationships among 

personal characteristics and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes. The strongest relationship was 

between ethnicity and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, F(4, 279) = 14.04, p = .00, R2 

change = .17; thus, 17% of the variance in scores on Cognitive Diversity Attitudes was 

uniquely associated with ethnicity. The analysis of the adjusted mean scores on Cognitive 

Diversity Attitudes in relation to the variable ethnicity, with other personal characteristics 

controlled, indicated a significant difference between Whites (reference group) and 

African Americans, B = 7.77, t(279) = 5.62, p = .00, and Whites and Hispanics, B = 5.61, 

t(279) = 5.33, p = .00. On average, Whites scored 5.61 points lower than Hispanics and 

7.77 points lower than African Americans. These results suggest that with gender, 

political affiliation, and diversity experience controlled, African Americans and 

Hispanics had, on average, more positive attitudes towards diversity than Whites. The 

next highest significant relationship was between political affiliation and Cognitive 

Diversity Attitudes, F(2, 279) = 11.62, p = .00, R2 change = .08; thus, 8% of the variance 

in Cognitive Diversity Attitudes was uniquely associated with political affiliation. 

Specifically, analysis of the adjusted mean scores on the Cognitive Diversity   
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Table 4-4. Parameter Estimates for Predictor Variables and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes  
 
Parameter 

 
   B 

 
  SE 

 
  | t | 

 
   p 
 

Malea -2.01   .99  2.03 .04 
African Americanb  7.77 1.38  5.62 .00 
Hispanicb  5.61 1.05  5.55 .00 
Asianb  2.58 1.83  1.41 .16 
Otherb  3.41 1.96  1.74 .08 
Republicanc -3.17   .69  4.59 .00 
Otherc    .05 1.12    .04 .97 
Diversity Experience   -.87   .49  1.78 .08 

 
Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category = 
Democrat. 

 
Attitudes in relation to the variable political affiliation, with gender, ethnicity, and 

diversity experience controlled, indicated a significant difference between Democrats 

(reference group) and Republicans, B = -3.17, t(279) = 4.59, p = .00. Specifically, 

Democrats scored, on average, 3.17 points higher than Republicans. These results suggest 

that, on average, those who identified themselves as Democrats had more positive 

attitudes toward diversity than Republicans.  

Gender was significantly related to Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, F(1, 279) = 4.12, 

p = .04, R2 change = .02. Analysis of the adjusted mean scores on the Cognitive Diversity 

Attitudes in relation to the variable gender, B = -2.01, t(279) = 2.03, p = .04, indicated 

that with ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience controlled, females 

(reference group) scored higher than males on the Cognitive Diversity Attitudes by a 

difference of 2.01 points. Gender accounted for 2% of the variance in Cognitive Diversity 

Attitudes, over and above that of the other predictor variables. 

Relationships between personal characteristics and Affective Diversity 

Attitudes. Regression analysis was used to test whether the personal characteristics of 

gender, ethnicity, political affiliation and diversity experience were significantly related 
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to Affective Diversity Attitudes. The model was statistically significant, indicating that 

predictor variables jointly accounted for 33% of the variability of the scores on Affective 

Diversity Attitudes, adjusted R2  = .33, F(8, 279) = 18.24, p = .00. The results indicated a 

significant relationship between personal characteristics and Affective Diversity 

Attitudes, thus meeting the first condition for mediation. 

The results indicated that with other predictor variables controlled, ethnicity, F(4, 

279) = 3.82, p = .01, R2 change = .05, political affiliation, F(2, 279) = 4.28, p = .00, R2 

change  = .03, and diversity experience, F(1, 279) = 95.79,  p = .00, R2  change = .26, 

were significantly related to Affective Diversity Attitudes. However, gender and 

Affective Diversity Attitudes were not significantly related. The tests of between subject 

effects are shown in Table 4-5.  

Table 4-6 shows the parameter estimates for the significant relationships among 

personal characteristics and Affective Diversity Attitudes. The results indicated the 

strongest significant relationship was between diversity experience and Affective 

Diversity Attitudes, F(1, 279) = 95.79, p = .00, R2 = .26; thus, 26% of the total variance in 

scores on Affective Diversity Attitudes was uniquely associated with the extent of 

previous diversity experience. These results suggest that those participants who had 

higher levels of experiences with diverse others, on average, had more positive affective 

or personal attitudes toward diversity. 

Ethnicity and Affective Diversity Attitudes were significantly related, F(4, 279) = 

3.82, p = .01, R2 change = .05; thus, 5% of the total variance in scores on Affective 

Diversity Attitudes was uniquely associated with ethnicity. Specifically, analysis of the 
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adjusted mean scores on the Affective Diversity Attitudes in relation to the variable 

ethnicity, with gender, political affiliation, and diversity experience controlled indicated  

Table 4-5. Summary ANOVA Table: Affective Diversity Attitudes Total Scores  
 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
   df 

 
 Mean          

Squares 

 
F 

 
  P 

  
R2 Change 

Gender               .17     1           .17         .01 .94   .00 
Ethnicity        438.67     4     109.67       3.82 .01   .05 
Political Affiliation        245.60     2     122.80       4.28 .02   .03 
Diversity Experience      2750.81     1   2750.82     95.79 .00   .26 
Error      8012.01 279       28.69    
Total  244707.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

   12201.83 286     

Note: R2 = .34  (Adjusted R2 = .33). 
 
 
Table 4-6. Parameter Estimates for Predictor Variables and Affective Diversity Attitudes  
 
Parameter 

 
   B 

 
  SE 

 
    | t | 

 
  p 
 

Malea  -.08   .99    .08 .94 
African Americanb  1.26 1.38    .91 .36 
Hispanicb  1.36 1.05  1.30 .20 
Asianb  6.71 1.84  3.66 .00 
Otherb  1.88 1.96    .96 .34 
Republicanc -1.63   .69  2.36 .02 
Otherc  1.05 1.12    .94 .35 
Diversity experience -4.76   .49  9.79 .00 

 
Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category = 

Democrat. 
 

a significant difference between White (reference group) and Asian participants, B = 

6.71, t(279) = 3.66, p = .00. Asian participants scored, on average, 6.71 points higher 

than White participants. These results indicate that with gender, political affiliation, and 

diversity experience controlled, on average, Asians had more positive affective attitudes 

towards diversity than Whites. However, the small number (9) of Asian participants in 

this study presents a threat to the validity of this conclusion.  
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The results also indicated that political affiliation was a significant predictor of 

Affective Diversity Attitudes, F(2, 279) = 4.28, p = .02, R2 change = .03; thus, 3% of the 

total variance in scores on Affective Diversity Attitudes was uniquely associated with 

ethnicity. Specifically, the adjusted mean scores on the Affective Diversity Attitudes in 

relation to political affiliation indicated that with gender, ethnicity, and diversity 

experience controlled, there was a significant difference between the mean scores of 

Democrats (reference group) and Republicans, B = -1.63, t(279) = 2.36, p = .02. 

However, there was no significant relationship between mean scores of Democrats and 

participants who identified themselves as other party affiliates. Parameters are shown in 

Table 4-6. These results suggest that on average, Democrats had more positive affective 

or personal attitudes toward diversity than Republicans. 

Relationships between personal characteristics and multicultural attitudes. 

Regression analysis was used to test whether the personal characteristics of gender, 

ethnicity, political affiliation and diversity experience were significantly related to  

multicultural attitudes. The model was statistically significant, indicating that predictor 

variables jointly accounted for 13% of the variability of the scores on multicultural 

attitudes, F(8, 279) = 6.44, p = .00, adjusted R2  = .13, thus meeting the first condition for 

mediation. The results indicated that with all other predictor variables controlled, each of 

the personal characteristics, gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, diversity experience 

was significantly related to multicultural attitudes. The tests of between subject effects 

are shown in Table 4-7. 

The parameter estimates for the relationship among personal characteristics and 

multicultural attitudes are shown in Table 4-8. The strongest significant relationship was 
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Table 4-7. Summary ANOVA Table: Multicultural Attitudes Total Scores 
 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
  df 

 
  Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
  p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender        736.26     1     736.26     11.54 .00    .04 
Ethnicity     1271.86     4     317.97       4.98 .00    .07 
Political Affiliation       424.53     2     212.27       3.33 .04    .02 
Diversity Experience       270.70     1     270.70       4.24 .04    .02 
Error   17802.86 279       63.81    
Total 903326.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

  21091.28 286     

Note. R2 = .16 (Adjusted R2 = .13). 

Table 4-8. Parameter Estimates for Predictor Variables and Multicultural Attitudes  
 
Parameter 

 
    B 

 
 SE 

 
   | t | 

 
  p 
 

Malea -5.02 1.47  3.40 .00 
African Americanb  3.66 2.06  1.78 .08 
Hispanicb  5.31 1.57  3.38 .00 
Asianb  7.36 2.74  2.69 .01 
Otherb  3.80 2.92  1.30 .19 
Republicanc -2.65 1.03  2.58 .01 
Otherc -1.08 1.67    .65 .52 
Diversity experience -1.49   .73  2.06 .04 

 
Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category = 

Democrat. 
 

between ethnicity and multicultural attitudes, F(4, 279) = 4.98, p = .00, R2 change = .07; 

thus, 7% of the total variance of scores on multicultural attitudes was uniquely associated 

with ethnicity. Analysis of the adjusted mean scores on the multicultural attitudes in 

relation to the variable ethnicity, with other personal characteristics controlled, indicated 

a significant difference between White (reference group) and Hispanic participants, B = 

5.31, t(279) = 3.38, p = .00, and White and Asian participants, B = 7.36, t(279) = 2.69, p 

= .01. On average, White participants scored 5.31 points lower than Hispanic participants 

and 7.36 points lower than Asian participants, who had the highest scores of all racial 
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groups. These results suggest that with gender, political affiliation, and diversity 

experience controlled, Asians and Hispanics had, on average, more positive attitudes 

towards diversity than Whites. However, these results should be interpreted with caution 

because the small number (9) of Asian participants in this study presents a threat to the 

validity of this conclusion.  

Gender was significantly related to multicultural attitudes, F(1, 279) = 11.54, p = 

.00, R2  change = .04. The analysis of the adjusted mean scores on multicultural attitudes 

in relation to gender, B = -5.02, t(279) = 3.40, p = .00, indicated that with ethnicity, 

political affiliation, and diversity experience controlled, females (reference group) scored 

higher than males on the multicultural attitudes by a difference of 5.02 points.  

The results indicated a significant relationship between political affiliation and 

multicultural attitudes, F(2, 279) = 3.33, p = .04, R2 change = .02; thus, 2% of the total 

variance in multicultural attitudes is uniquely associated with political affiliation. 

Specifically, the analysis of the adjusted mean scores on the multicultural attitudes in 

relation to the variable political affiliation, with gender, ethnicity, and diversity 

experience controlled, indicated a significant difference between Democrats (reference 

group) and Republicans, B = -2.65, t(279) = 2.58, p = .01. Specifically, Democrats� 

scores on the multicultural attitudes were 2.65 points higher, on average, than 

Republicans� scores. These results suggest that on average, those who identified 

themselves as Democrats had more positive multicultural attitudes than Republicans.  

The results also indicated a significant relationship between diversity experience 

and multicultural attitudes, F(1, 279) = 4.24, p = .04, R2 = .02; thus, 2% of the total 

variance in multicultural attitudes is uniquely associated with the level of previous 
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diversity experience. These results suggest that those participants who had higher levels 

of experiences with diverse others, on average, had more positive multicultural attitudes. 

In sum, the three models in Step 1 of the mediation analysis were significant, indicating 

significant relationships between the predictor and outcome variables. The predictor 

variables jointly accounted for 26% of variance in Cognitive Diversity Attitudes total 

scores. Specifically, the personal characteristics of gender, ethnicity, and political 

affiliation were significantly related to Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, which explained 

17%, 8%, and 2% of the variation in the total scores on Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, 

respectively. The predictor variables jointly accounted for 33% of the variance in 

Affective Diversity Attitudes total scores. Specifically, the personal characteristics of 

ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience were significantly related to 

Affective Diversity Attitudes, which respectively explained 26%, 5%, and 3% of the 

variation in Affective Diversity Attitudes scores. All four personal characteristics�

gender, ethnicity, political affiliation and diversity experiences�were significantly 

related to multicultural attitudes, which jointly accounted for 13% of the total score 

variability. Specifically, ethnicity and gender explained 7% and 4% of the variance on 

multicultural attitudes scores, and political affiliation and experience with diversity each 

explained 2% of the variance in total scores.   

Step 2: Relationships Between Predictor Variables and Proposed Mediator 
Variables 

The second step in assessing mediation is to determine whether there are significant 

relationships among the mediating variables and the predictor variables. Regression 

analyses were conducted to examine the relationships among the predictor variables, 
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gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience and the proposed 

mediating variables, Individualism, Empathic Concern, and Perspective Taking.  

Relationships between personal characteristics and Individualism. Regression 

analysis was conducted to examine the degree of association among the personal 

characteristics, gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, diversity experience, and 

Individualism. The tests of between subject effects are shown in Table 4-9. In this 

Table 4-9. Summary ANOVA Table: Individualism Total Scores 
 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
   Df 

 
  Mean         
Squares 

 
      F 

 
  p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender              8.63     1          8.63        .10 .75     .00 
Ethnicity         462.77     4      115.69      1.39 .24     .02 
Political Affiliation           94.92     2        47.46        .57 .57     .00 
Diversity Experience         179.37     1      179.37      2.15 .14     .01 
Error     23184.05 279        83.40    
Total 1052528.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

    24122.25 286     

Note. R2 = .04 (Adjusted R2 = .01). 
 
model, the adjusted R2 of .01 was not statistically significant F(8, 279) = 1.41, p = .19, 

indicating that the predictor variables did not account for any significant variability in the 

scores on Individualism. The predictor variables of gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, 

and diversity experience were not significantly related to Individualism. Thus the second 

condition for mediation was not met for Individualism.  

Relationships between personal characteristics and Empathic Concern. 

Regression analysis was conducted to examine the degree of association among the 

personal characteristics, gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience, 

with Empathic Concern. The model was statistically significant, indicating that the 

predictor variables jointly accounted for 3% of the variability of the scores on Empathic 
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Concern, adjusted R2 = .03, F(8, 279) = 2.01, p = .05, thus meeting the second condition 

for Empathic Concern as a mediational variable. With all other predictor variables 

controlled, the predictor variables, ethnicity, F(4, 279) = .63, p = .64, diversity 

experience, F(1, 279) = 2.86, p = .09, and political affiliation, F(2, 279) = 1.14, p = .32, 

were not significantly related to Empathic Concern. Although not significant, there is a 

linear trend in the relationship between experiences with diversity and Empathic Concern 

(p < .09).   

However, gender and Empathic Concern were significantly related, F(1, 279) = 

8.38, p = .00, R2 change = .03. Analysis of the adjusted mean scores on Empathic 

Concern in relation to gender, B = -2.89, t(279) = 2.90, p = .00, indicated that with 

ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience controlled, females (reference 

group) scored higher than males on Empathic Concern by a difference of 2.89 points. 

Gender accounted for 3% of the variance in total scores on Empathic Concern, over and 

above that of the other predictor variables. The tests of between subject effects are shown 

in Table 4-10, and parameter estimates are shown in Table 4-11. 

Table 4-10. Summary ANOVA table: Empathic Concern Total Scores  
 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
 df 

 
 Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
  p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender        243.88     1     243.88       8.38 .00    .03 
Ethnicity         73.79     4       18.45         .63 .64    .01 
Political Affiliation         66.26     2       33.12       1.14 .32    .01 
Diversity Experience         84.26     1       84.26       2.90 .09    .01 
Error     8090.77 279       29.10    
Total 456944.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

    8559.55 286     

Note. R2 = .06 (Adjusted R2 = .03). 
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Relationships between personal characteristics and Perspective Taking. 

Regression analysis was conducted to examine the degree of association among the 

personal characteristics of gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, diversity experience, 

Table 4-11. Parameter Estimates for Empathic Concern and Predictor Variables 
 
Parameter 

 
     B 

 
 SE 

 
   | t | 

 
  p 
 

Malea    -2.89   .10  2.90 .00 
African Americanb      -.70 1.39    .50 .62 
Hispanicb     1.32 1.06  1.25 .21 
Asianb     1.03 1.85    .56 .58 
Otherb     1.29 1.97    .65 .51 
Republicanc       .99   .70  1.42 .16 
Otherc       .07 1.13    .06 .95 
Diversity Experience      -.85   .50  1.70 .09 

 
Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category = 

Democrat. 
 
and Perspective Taking. In this model, the adjusted R2 = .00 was not statistically 

significant, F(8, 279) = .83, p = .57, indicating that the predictor variables did not account 

for  significant variability of the scores on Perspective Taking. There were no significant 

relationships between participants� gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity 

experience and Perspective Taking. Thus the second condition for mediation was not met 

for Perspective Taking. The tests of between subject effects are shown in Table 4-12. 

In sum, three models were tested in Step 2 of the mediation analysis to determine 

the relationship among the predictor variables (gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and 

diversity experience) and the mediator variables (Individualism, Empathic Concern, and  

Perspective Taking). The models were not statistically significant with Individualism and 

Perspective Taking as the outcome variables, indicating that gender, ethnicity, political 

affiliation, and diversity experience did not account for any significant variability in the 
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total scores of Individualism and Perspective Taking. The regression model with 

Empathic Concern as the outcome variable was significant however, with gender 

explaining 3% of the variability in scores on Empathic Concern.  

Table 4-12. Summary ANOVA Table: Perspective Taking Total Scores 
 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
  df 

 
Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
 p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender          68.13     1       68.13     1.65 .20    .01 
Ethnicity       180.22     4       45.06     1.09 .36    .02 
Political Affiliation         23.44     2       11.72       .28 .75    .00 
Diversity Experience             .76     1           .76       .02 .89    .00 
Error   11455.42 279       41.21    
Total 347937.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

  11730.28 286     

Note. R2 = .02 (Adjusted R2 = 0). 
 
Step 3: Relationships Between Predictor Variables, Proposed Mediating Variables, 

and Outcome Variables 

The third step in testing the mediational model was to determine whether there 

were any significant relationships between each of the proposed mediators 

(Individualism, Empathic Concern, Perspective Taking) and the outcome variables 

(Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, Affective Diversity Attitudes, multicultural attitudes) with 

the predictor variables  controlled. General linear modeling in SPSS was used to examine 

these relationships. If the significant relationships in Step 1 were no longer significant or 

were reduced in their strength of association, then the final condition for mediation was 

met.  

Relationships between personal characteristics, Individualism, Empathic 

Concern, Perspective Taking, and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes. A preliminary 

analysis evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated that the relationships 

between Empathic Concern, Perspective Taking and Individualism, and the outcome 
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variable Cognitive Diversity Attitudes did not differ significantly as a function of the 

predictor variables gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience, thus, 

indicating that the assumption of homogeneity of slopes was met. With gender, ethnicity, 

political affiliation, diversity experience, Individualism, and Perspective Taking 

controlled, Empathic Concern F(1, 274) = 6.93, p = .01, R2 change  = .03, had a 

significant relationship with Cognitive Diversity Attitudes. Perspective Taking and 

Individualism however, did not have a significant relationship with Cognitive Diversity 

Attitudes with all other variables controlled. Table 4-13 shows the results of the 

significance tests.  

Table 4-13. Summary ANOVA Table: Cognitive Diversity Attitudes Total Scores, 
Predictor Variables, and Mediator Variables 

 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
 df 

 
Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
 p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender          56.89     1     56.89   2.06 .15   .01 
Ethnicity     1533.73     4   383.43 13.86 .00   .17 
Political Affiliation       709.78     2   354.89 12.82 .00   .09 
Diversity Experience         66.61     1     66.61   2.41 .12   .01 
Individualism             .13     1         .13     .01 .95   .00 
Empathic Concern       200.07     1   200.07   7.23 .01   .03 
Perspective Taking         42.84     1     42.84   1.55 .22   .01 
Error     7638.34 276     27.68    
Total 237850.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

  11161.11 286 
 

    

Note. R2 = .32 (Adjusted R2 = .29). 
 
Furthermore, the relationship between gender and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes was no 

longer significant when the mediating variable, specifically Empathic Concern, was 

added to the model. Table 4-14 shows the parameter estimates, and Table 4-15 shows the 

change in R2 after the mediator variables were added to the model. Because the 

relationship between gender and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes was reduced after the 
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Table 4-14. Parameter Estimates for Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, Predictor Variables, 
and Mediator Variables 

 
Parameter 

 
 B 

 
  SE 

 
  | t | 

 
  p 
 

Malea -1.42   .99  1.43 .15 
African Americanb  7.96 1.37  5.82 .00 
Hispanicb  5.29 1.04  5.10 .00 
Asianb  2.16 1.81  1.19 .23 
Otherb  3.21 1.93  1.67 .10 
Republicanc -3.30   .68  4.84 .00 
Otherc    .03 1.10    .03 .98 
Diversity experience   -.75   .48  1.55 .12 
Individualism   -.01   .04   .07 .95 
Empathic Concern    .17   .06  2.69 .01 
Perspective Taking 
 

   .07   .05  1.24 .22 

Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category = 
Democrat. 

 
Table 4-15. Change in Proportion of Association of Each Significant Relationship 

Between Personal Characteristics and Cognitive Attitudes Before and After 
the Addition of Empathic Concern  

Variable 
 

Step 1 
   R2 change                   p             
 

Step 3 
     R2 change                p             

Gender  .02 .04 .01 .15 
Ethnicity .17 .00 .17 .00 
Political Affiliation .08 .00 .09 .00 
Diversity Experience .01 .08 .01 .12 
Empathic Concern   .03 .01 

 
 
addition of Empathic Concern to the model, the third condition for mediation was met for 

Empathic Concern.  

Relationships between personal characteristics, Individualism, Empathic 

Concern, Perspective Taking, and Affective Diversity Attitudes. A preliminary 

analysis evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated that the relationships 

between Empathic Concern, Perspective Taking, and Individualism and the outcome 

variable, Affective Diversity Attitudes, did not differ significantly as a function of the 
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predictor variables gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience, thus 

indicating that the assumption of homogeneity of slopes was met. With gender, ethnicity, 

political affiliation, diversity experience, Individualism, and Perspective Taking 

controlled, Empathic Concern, F(1, 274) = 10.30, p = .00, R2 change  = .04, had a 

significant relationship with Affective Diversity Attitudes. Thus, Affective Diversity 

Attitudes increased as Empathic Concern increased. With gender, ethnicity, political 

affiliation, diversity experience, Empathic Concern, and Perspective Taking controlled, 

Individualism, F(1, 274) = 3.87, p = .05, R2 change  = .01, also had a significant 

relationship with Affective Diversity Attitudes. Perspective Taking, however, did not 

have a significant relationship with Affective Diversity Attitudes with all other variables 

controlled. Table 4-16 shows the summary of significance tests, and the parameter 

estimates are shown in Table 4-17. Furthermore, the relationship between gender and 

Affective Diversity Attitudes was no longer significant when the mediating variables, 

specifically Empathic Concern and Individualism, were added to the model, F(1, 274) = 

.35, p = .56.  

The strength of the relationship between ethnicity, F(4, 274) = 3.46, p = .01, and 

Affective Diversity Attitudes remained the same with the addition of the proposed 

mediating variables, Individualism, Perspective Taking, and Empathic Concern,  to the 

equation as did the relationship between political affiliation and Affective Diversity 

Attitudes, F(2, 274) = 4.85, p = .01. The strength of the relationships between diversity 

experiences, F(1, 274) = 91.44, p = .00 and Affective Diversity Attitudes was reduced to  
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Table 4-16. Summary ANOVA Table: Affective Diversity Attitudes Total Scores, 
Predictor Variables, and Mediator Variables 

 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
   df 

 
  Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
  p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender            9.32     1       9.32     .35 .56   .00 
Ethnicity       368.20     4     92.05   3.46 .01   .05 
Political Affiliation       258.32     2   129.16   4.85 .01   .03 
Diversity Experience     2435.19     1 2435.19 91.44 .01   .25 
Individualism       103.17     1  103.17   3.87 .05   .01 
Empathic Concern       274.22     1  243.22 10.30 .00   .04 
Perspective Taking         52.89     1    52.89   1.99 .16   .01 
Error     7350.20 276    26.63    
Total 244707.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

  12201.83 286 
 

    

Note. R2 = .40 (Adjusted R2 = .37). 
 
Table 4-17. Parameter Estimates for Affective Diversity Attitudes, Predictor Variables 

and Mediator Variables 
 
Parameter 

 
   B 

 
  SE 

 
   | t | 

 
  p 
 

Malea    .57   .97    .59 .56 
African Americanb  1.18 1.34    .88 .38 
Hispanicb    .85 1.02    .83 .41 
Asianb  6.36 1.78  3.58 .00 
Otherb  1.44 1.89    .76 .45 
Republicanc -1.71   .67  2.55 .01 
Otherc  1.04 1.08    .96 .34 
Diversity experience -4.53   .47  9.56 .00 
Individualism    .07   .03  1.97 .05 
Empathic Concern    .20   .06  3.21 .00 
Perspective Taking 
 

   .07   .05  1.41 .16 

Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category =   
Democrat. 
 

R2 change  = .25 from R2 change  = .26, when the mediating variables were added to the 

equation. Table 4-18 shows the change in R2 after the mediating variables were 

introduced in the model. The third condition for mediation was met for Empathic 

Concern. Although Individualism and Affective Diversity Attitudes were significantly 
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related, Individualism was not significantly related to any personal characteristics in Step 

2; therefore, it did not mediate any relationships between personal characteristics and 

Affective Diversity Attitudes.  

Table 4-18. Change in Proportion of Association of Each Significant Relationship 
Among Personal Characteristics and Affective Attitudes Before and After the 
Addition of Empathic Concern  

 
Variable 
 

 
Step 1 

   R2 change                   p             
 

 
Step 3 

      R2 change               p             

Gender  .00 .94 .00 .56 
Ethnicity .05 .01 .05 .01 
Political Affiliation .04 .02 .03 .01 
Diversity Experience .26 .00 .25 .00 
Empathic Concern   .04 .00 

 
 
 

Relationships between personal characteristics, Individualism, Empathic 

Concern, Perspective Taking, and multicultural attitudes. A preliminary analysis 

evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated that the relationships between 

Empathic Concern, Perspective Taking, and Individualism with the outcome variable, 

multicultural attitudes, did not differ significantly as a function of the predictor variables 

gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and experiences with diversity. The results of this 

analysis indicate that the assumption of homogeneity of slopes was met. The summary of 

significance tests is shown in Table 4-19. With gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, 

diversity experience, Individualism, and Perspective Taking controlled, Empathic 

Concern, F(1, 274) = 12.47, p = .00, R2 change  = .04, had a significant relationship with 

multicultural attitudes.   
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Table 4-19. Summary ANOVA Table: Multicultural Attitudes Total Scores, Predictor 
Variables, and Mediator Variables 

 
Source 

 
Type III Sum 
of Squares 
 

 
 df 

 
 Mean 
Squares 

 
F 

 
  p 

  
R2 Change 

Gender        454.26     1   454.26   7.65 .01   .03 
Ethnicity     1015.70     4   253.93   4.27 .00   .06 
Political Affiliation       475.52     2   237.76   4.00 .02   .03 
Diversity Experience       153.14     1   153.14   2.58 .11   .01 
Individualism       169.44     1   169.44   2.85 .09   .01 
Empathic Concern       740.83     1   740.83 12.47 .00   .04 
Perspective Taking         56.77     1     56.77     .96 .33   .00 
Error   16396.15 276     59.41    
Total 903326.00 287     
Corrected Total 
 

  21091.28 286 
 

    

Note. R2 = .23 (Adjusted R2 = .19). 
 

Individualism, F(1, 274) = 2.85, p = .09, R2 change  = .01, and Perspective 

Taking, F(1, 274) = .96, p = .33, R2 change  = .00, however, did not have a significant 

relationship with multicultural attitudes with all other variables controlled. Furthermore, 

the relationship between diversity experience, F(1, 274) = 2.58, p = .11, and multicultural 

attitudes was no longer significant when the mediating variable, Empathic Concern, was 

added to the model. Table 4-20 shows the parameter estimates. The strength of the 

association between ethnicity, F(4, 274) = 4.27, p = .00, and multicultural attitudes was 

reduced to R2 change  = .06 from R2 change  = .07, when the mediating variables were 

added to the equation. The strength of the relationship between gender, F(1, 276) = 7.65, 

p = .01, and multicultural attitudes was also reduced to R2 change  = .03 from R2 change  = 

.04 when the mediating variables were added to the equation. However, the degree of 

association between political affiliation, F(2, 276) = 4.00, p = .02, and multicultural 

attitudes increased from R2 change  = .02 to R2 change  = .03. The change in the strength 

of association between the variables after the addition of the mediator variables to the 
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Table 4-20. Parameter Estimates for Multicultural Attitudes, Predictor Variables, and 
Mediator Variables 

 
Parameter 

 
   B 

 
 SE 

 
  | t | 

 
  p 
 

Malea -4.00 1.44 -2.77 .01 
African Americanb  3.59 2.00  1.79 .07 
Hispanicb  4.57 1.52  3.01 .00 
Asianb  6.90 2.66  2.60 .01 
Otherb  3.14 2.82  1.11 .27 
Republicanc -2.83 1.00 -2.82 .01 
Otherc -1.08 1.61   -.62 .50 
EXP  1.14   .71  1.61 .11 
Individualism    .09   .05  1.69 .09 
Empathic Concern    .33   .09  3.53 .00 
Perspective Taking 
 

   .08   .08    .98 .33 

Note. aReference Category = female, bReference Category = White, cReference Category = 
Democrat. 

 
model is shown in Table 4-21. The third condition for mediation was met for Empathic 

Concern as a partial mediating variable through gender and ethnicity and a full mediating 

variable through diversity experience.  

Table 4-21. Change in Proportion of Association of Each Significant Relationship 
Among Personal Characteristics and Multicultural Attitudes Before and After 
the Addition of Empathic Concern  

Variable 
 

Step 1 
     R2 change                 p             
 

Step 3 
    R2 change                 p 

Gender  .04 .00 .03 .01 
Ethnicity .07 .00 .06 .00 
Political Affiliation .02 .04 .03 .02 
Diversity Experience .02 .04 .01 .11 
Empathic Concern   .04 .00 

 
 

Summary of Path Analysis 

The results of Step 1 indicated significant relationships between personal 

characteristics and outcome variables. Specifically, gender, ethnicity, and political 

affiliation were significantly related to Cognitive Diversity Attitudes; ethnicity, political 
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affiliation, and diversity experiences were significantly related to Affective Diversity 

Attitudes, and gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experiences were 

significantly related to multicultural attitudes. In Step 2, the results indicated a significant 

relationships between gender and Empathic Concern. No significant relationships were 

found between any of the personal characteristics and Individualism or Perspective 

Taking. Furthermore, with the exception of a significant relationship between 

Individualism and Affective Diversity Attitudes, Individualism and Perspective Taking 

did not explain any variance in scores on Cognitive Diversity Attitudes, Affective 

Diversity Attitudes, and multicultural attitudes. Only Empathic Concern met the second 

condition of the mediation model.  

 The results for Step 3 indicated that Empathic Concern completely mediated the 

relationship between gender and Cognitive Diversity Attitudes. The relationship between 

personal characteristics and Affective Diversity Attitudes was also mediated by Empathic 

Concern. The strength of association between ethnicity and and Affective Diversity 

Attitudes was reduced with the addition of Empathic Concern to the equation as was the 

relationship between diversity experiences and Affective Diversity Attitudes, indicating 

partial mediation. Results also indicated that Empathic Concern partially mediated the 

relationships among gender, ethnicity, and political affiliation and multicultural attitudes. 

The strength of association between all three variables and multicultural attitudes was 

reduced when Empathic Concern was added to the equation. The relationship between 

diversity experience and multicultural attitudes was no longer significant when Empathic 

Concern was added to the equation, suggesting Empathic Concern fully mediated the 

relationship between diversity experiences and multicultural attitudes. 
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Although multicultural education has become an integral part of teacher education 

programs in the past two decades, research has shown mixed results in the effectiveness 

of multicultural education in improving teacher attitudes toward diversity. Because 

demographic trends project an increased number of racially diverse students, while 

teachers remain predominantly White, middle-class females, multicultural education has 

been introduced in teacher education programs in order to improve teachers� attitudes 

toward racially diverse populations. In fact, in most studies of multicultural education the 

presence of a demographic gap between future educators and students is cited as the 

reason to implement multicultural education in teacher education programs. It is assumed 

that preservice teachers who have more positive attitudes toward diversity will practice 

culturally responsive teaching in their classrooms and be more responsive to the needs of 

ethnically diverse students (Bennett, 1995; Gay, 2000). Although some studies have 

shown that preservice teachers have positive attitudes toward diversity and do not feel a 

need for education about diversity (Brown, 2004; Echols, 2002), other studies have 

indicated that most teachers do not practice culturally responsive or multicultural 

education in their classes (Ladson-Billings, 1995b; Sleeter, 2001). Furthermore, there is 

little evidence pointing to the success of multicultural education programming in 

producing teachers who practice culturally responsive teaching or in changing preservice 

teachers� attitudes toward diversity (Banks, 2004; Sleeter, 2001).  
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Research on the effectiveness of multicultural education has taken several 

directions. In some studies preservice teachers� attitudes toward diversity are evaluated as 

a function of exposure to multicultural curriculum or workshops; other studies have 

focused on exploring the causes for preservice teachers� resistance to multicultural ideals 

(Banks, 1995; Cockrell et al., 1999). Although some research has shown positive changes 

in teachers� attitudes after exposure to multicultural programming (e.g., Brown, 2004; 

Ukpokodu, 2004), other research has shown little or no long-term effects on teachers' 

attitudes (e.g., McDiarmid, 1990). Teachers� attitudes toward teaching are based on their 

own experiences as students and appear basically unchanged by their preservice 

programs (Kagan, 1992). Furthermore, research suggests that even when teachers have 

shown positive attitudes toward multiculturalism, these positive attitudes are not 

necessarily translated into the curriculum they implement in classrooms. The conflict 

between reported attitudes and practice is another area of concern for teacher educators 

and researchers.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the role of empathy, perspective taking, 

and beliefs about individualism in mediating the relationships among personal 

characteristics and attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education, as a first step in 

identifying psychological factors that might improve teachers� attitudes toward diversity. 

Findings from this study suggest the following:  

1.  Preservice teachers and students from other programs do not differ in empathic 
concern, perspective taking, or beliefs about individualism. The results of this study 
further suggest that preservice teachers and students enrolled in other programs do not 
differ in diversity and multicultural attitudes. These results, however, may not generalize 
to students in other programs in the university because of a bias in the process of 
selecting the research participants. Although the non-education majors who participated 
in this study were not enrolled in the teacher education program, they were enrolled in the 
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same classes as preservice teachers; therefore it is possible that common interests in the 
two groups explain the similarity in their attitudes. 

  
2.  Gender, ethnicity, and political affiliation predict cognitive attitudes toward 

diversity. 
 

3. Prior experiences with diversity experiences do not predict cognitive attitudes 
toward diversity. 
 

4.  Ethnicity, political affiliation, and diversity experience predict affective attitudes 
toward diversity. 

 
 5.  Gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, and prior experiences with diversity 

predict multicultural attitudes. 
 
 6.  Empathy completely mediates the relationship between gender and cognitive 

attitudes toward diversity. 
 
  7. Empathy partially mediates the relationship between prior experiences with 

diversity and affective attitudes toward diversity.  
 
8. Empathy partially mediates the relationship between gender and multicultural 

attitudes and the relationship between ethnicity and multicultural attitudes.  
 
9. Empathy completely mediates the relationship between prior experiences with 

diversity and multicultural attitudes. 
 
10. Individualism, though not related to the personal characteristics of gender, 

ethnicity, political affiliation, or prior experiences with diversity does predict affective 
attitudes toward diversity.  

 
These findings are represented in diagrams shown in Figures 5-1 through 5-3. In 

sum, empathy plays a central role in mediating the relationship between some personal 

characteristics and affective attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education. With 

the exception of the relationship between individualism and affective diversity attitudes, 

perspective taking and individualism are not related to any of the personal characteristics 

or diversity attitudes.  The effects of ethnicity and diversity experience on cognitive 

attitudes and affective attitudes, respectively, are also important.  
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Figure 5-1. Relationship between personal characteristics, empathy, and cognitive 
diversity attitudes 
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Figure 5-2. Relationship between personal characteristics, empathy and multicultural 
attitudes 
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Figure 5-3. Relationship between personal characteristics, empathy and multicultural 
attitudes 

 
The following sections expand on these findings and address the limitations of this 

study, implications for practice, and future directions for research. I begin with a 

discussion of the relationships among the participants� personal characteristics and the 

three outcome variables: cognitive attitudes toward diversity, affective attitudes toward 

diversity, and attitudes toward multicultural education.  

Significant Findings 

Personal Characteristics and Cognitive Attitudes Toward Diversity 

As in previous research studies (Dee & Henkin, 2002; Echols & Stader, 2002; 

Ponterotto et al., 1995; Millersville University of Pennsylvania, 1999; Virginia 

Polytechnic Institute, 2000), the results of this study show that ethnicity and gender are 



78 

 

significantly related to cognitive attitudes toward diversity. In this study, ethnicity is a 

stronger predictor of attitudes toward diversity than gender. Ethnically diverse students 

and females have more positive cognitive attitudes toward diversity than White students 

and males. Also consistent with previous research, Democrats report more positive 

attitudes toward diversity than Republicans. However, unlike previous research findings 

(Dee & Henkin, 2002; Garmon, 2005; Villalpando, 1994), this study does not show a 

significant relationship between previous experience with diverse others and cognitive 

attitudes toward diversity. A linear trend (α < .08), however, suggests that with a larger 

sample a significant relationship would be found. 

Personal Characteristics and Affective Attitudes Toward Diversity  

In their study of the psychometric properties of the QDI, Ponterotto et al. (1995) 

reported ethnic differences in affective attitudes toward diversity. The results of this 

dissertation support their findings in that ethnically diverse participants report more 

positive affective attitudes than White participants. The results of this study are also 

consistent with Ponterotto et al. in not finding a significant relationship between gender 

and affective attitudes toward diversity. However, diversity experience does significantly 

predict affective attitudes toward diversity; specifically, experience with diversity 

explains 26% of the variance in affective attitudes toward diversity. This strong 

relationship suggests the possibility that previous findings of a relationship between prior 

experience with diversity and diversity attitudes (e.g., Dee & Henkin, 2002; Garmon, 

2005; Villalpando, 1994) involved measurement of affective attitudes rather than 

cognitive attitudes toward diversity.   
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Personal Characteristics and Multicultural Attitudes  

Ethnicity, gender, political affiliation, and experience with diverse others are all 

significantly related to multicultural attitudes, with ethnicity as the strongest predictor. It 

is important to note that the relationship between diversity experience and multicultural 

attitudes is no longer significant when empathy is in the model, suggesting that empathy 

is the process by which experience with diversity affects multicultural attitudes.  

Summary of Findings on Personal Characteristics and Attitudes Toward Diversity 

The results of the analyses of the relationships among personal characteristics and 

diversity attitudes are consistent with previous research, except that previous researchers 

(e.g., Dee & Henkin, 2002) have reported positive relationships between experiences 

with diverse others and cognitive attitudes toward diversity, whereas in this study no 

relationship between experience with diversity and cognitive attitudes toward diversity 

was found. Of greatest interest is the difference in the relationships between diversity 

experience and cognitive and affective attitudes. Prior diversity experience does not 

predict cognitive diversity attitudes, but it does predict affective attitudes toward 

diversity. This finding indicates that while affective attitudes toward diversity are more 

positive as a result of experiences with diversity, these prior experiences are not related to 

cognitive attitudes toward diversity or multicultural attitudes. Questions measuring 

cognitive attitudes focus on how people think about general issues of diversity such as 

affirmative action and interracial marriage, whereas the questions measuring affective 

attitudes refer to how people feel about those issues in terms of their own lives, such as 

whether interracial marriage would be acceptable to them in their own family.  

The results show consistently that the personal characteristics account for more 

variance in cognitive attitudes toward diversity than in affective attitudes toward 
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diversity. For example, ethnicity explained 17% of the variation in cognitive diversity 

attitudes and only 5% of the variation in affective attitudes toward diversity, suggesting 

that White, African American, and Hispanic students hold more similar attitudes toward 

diversity in their personal lives than in their expectations for society. However, the 

ethnically diverse groups have more positive attitudes toward cognitive diversity issues 

than White students. Regardless of group membership, individuals have more similar 

attitudes as far as diversity affects their personal lives. As members of different groups 

based on race, sex, and political affiliation, however, individuals show greater variability 

in their cognitive attitudes toward diversity. This finding is not surprising given that 

ethnically diverse students have more to gain from diversity awareness and diversity 

programs than do White students. For example, positive attitudes toward affirmative 

action are often interpreted as positive attitudes toward diversity (e.g., Echols & Stader, 

2002; Ponterotto et al., 1995), and ethnically diverse students have more to gain from 

such programs than do White students. 

Perspective Taking and Empathy 

The results of this study indicate no significant relationships between the personal 

characteristics of gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, diversity experience and 

perspective taking or between perspective taking and the three outcome variables�

cognitive and affective diversity attitudes and multicultural attitudes. In contrast, empathy 

emerged as an important predictor. Empathy partially mediates the relationships between 

gender and multicultural attitudes, ethnicity and multicultural attitudes, and experiences 

with diversity and affective attitudes toward diversity.  Empathy completely mediates the 

relationship between experiences with diversity and multicultural attitudes, and between 

gender and cognitive attitudes toward diversity.  
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The findings regarding the importance of the role of empathy offer strong support 

to Pettigrew�s (1998) theory that affective ties, specifically empathy, are an important 

process by which experiences with diverse others affect people�s attitudes toward diverse 

others. Pettigrew suggested that emotion is critical in intergroup contact and highlighted 

the role of empathy in mediating positive intergroup contact. Furthermore, the results of 

this study provide a clarification to Banks�s (1994) proposal that perspective taking 

affects preservice teachers� attitudes toward diversity.  The findings from the present 

study suggest a more emotional relationship, that is, empathy rather than perspective 

taking is related to preservice teachers� affective attitudes toward diversity.  

In support of this finding regarding the importance of empathy, Stephan and Finlay 

(1999) noted that in meeting the goal of improving intergroup relations and therefore 

reducing prejudice, multicultural education programs involve a degree of empathy. They 

suggested that through exposure to information about other cultures� values, norms, and 

behaviors, students are engaged in empathic responding, though often not explicitly. Of 

particular relevance to this study, Vescio et al. (2003) found that empathy mediates the 

relationship between perspective taking and prejudice reduction. Thus, although 

perspective taking was found in their study to be related to prejudice reduction, that 

relationship was no longer significant when empathy was introduced.  

These findings regarding empathy suggest that empathy is one of the processes 

through which gender, diversity experience, and ethnicity contribute to multicultural 

attitudes. These results indicate that differences in multicultural attitudes due to prior 

experience with diverse others are completely mediated by empathy. In addition, the 

relationship of experiences with diversity and affective attitudes toward diversity 
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attitudes is partially mediated by empathy. The relationship of diversity experience and 

multicultural attitudes is completely mediated by empathy, whereas empathy only 

reduces the variance in affective attitudes toward diversity due to prior diversity 

experience on affective attitudes toward diversity by 1%, suggesting that empathy is a 

stronger mediator of the relationship between experiences with diversity and 

multicultural attitudes than of the relationships of experiences with diversity and 

cognitive and affective attitudes toward diversity. Perhaps empathy raises sensitivity to 

multicultural issues and therefore mediates the relationship between experience with 

diversity and multicultural attitudes. Thus, an empathic response may increase positive 

attitudes in matters that do not apply directly to personal lives whereas ethnicity, political 

affiliation, and diversity experience relate to affective attitudes independently without the 

intervening process of the arousal of empathy. From these findings, one may hypothesize 

that, unlike the relationship between prior experience and affective attitudes, as people 

gain experience with diverse groups, the knowledge they acquire about those groups 

fosters the development of empathy, which in turn fosters more positive attitudes, 

rendering their past experience insignificant when it comes to general concepts of 

multicultural education. Empathy, however, explains only a small part of the relationship 

between personal experience with diversity and affective attitudes toward diversity.  

Individualism 

The results of this study show no significant relationships between individualism 

and any of the other variables in this study (i.e., gender, ethnicity, political affiliation, 

diversity experience, cognitive attitudes toward diversity, multicultural attitudes, and 

individualism) with the exception of a slight relationship between beliefs about 

individualism and affective attitudes toward diversity. A possible explanation for this 
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finding is the difficulty in measuring individualism as a belief and ideology. 

Individualism is a complex and multidimensional construct. In their review of the 

research on individualism and collectivism as social constructs, Oyserman et al. (2002) 

identified several factors that seem to comprise the construct of individualism. Although 

effort was made to choose the most appropriate factors for assessing beliefs about 

individualism, it is possible that other dimensions may be more consistent with the 

conception of individualism intended by educational researchers who have pointed to 

individualism as a contributor to preservice teachers� resistance to developing more 

positive attitudes toward diversity and multicultural education, (i.e., Banks 1994, 

Cockrell et al., 1999). An alternative explanation is that the cultural similarities of the 

participants in this study did not provide enough variability for discrimination between 

participants on their beliefs about individualism. However, beliefs about individualism 

did predict affective attitudes toward diversity, thus raising doubts about the likelihood 

that limited variability among the participants accounts for the lack of relationships 

between individualism and the other variables in the study. Though the relationship is 

modest, this finding is encouraging in that it supports the conclusions of other 

researchers. Qualitative researchers have identified individualism as a possible point of 

conflict with multicultural ideals (Banks, 1994; Cockrell et al., 1999). Evidence from 

prior research supports the notion that emotional and personal beliefs are more resistant 

to change than cognitive attitudes and beliefs (Harrington & Hathaway, 1995; Rokeach, 

1968). It is possible to hold beliefs and attitudes that are different based on how closely 

they affect one�s life (Rokeach, 1968). Furthermore, it is possible to hold cognitive 

beliefs that differ from emotional attitudes. Perhaps, in their study, Cockrell et al. (1999) 
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tapped into a personal belief system when they identified individualism as a factor in 

resistance to accepting multicultural ideals.  

Limitations of the Study 

In addition to the limitations due to use of self-report measures and a convenience 

sample described in Chapter 1, the correlational nature of the study must be considered in 

interpreting the findings. Although path analysis can be used to test causal hypotheses, 

fundamental limitations of correlational research designs still apply. That is, path analysis 

does not establish causality. Through using path analysis the relationships among some 

variables were identified, while other variables were controlled; however, some other 

uncontrolled extraneous variables may have affected the results. A further limitation of 

this study is that although every effort was made to choose a measure of individualism 

that would provide reliable and valid scores, the construct validity of the scores on the 

measure of individualism could be a methodological limitation accounting for the lack of 

significant findings for this variable.   

Directions for Future Research 

Due to the limits imposed by the correlational design of this study, the findings are 

not suited for immediate recommendations for practice; however, the present findings can 

be used to guide future research that will lead directly to practical recommendations. The 

effects of individualism as an ideology need to be explored with more sensitive measures 

of the construct and with groups who are more dissimilar in their values and interests. 

Furthermore, future research should examine differences in how diversity is defined by 

students in comparison to researchers. Are there differences in definitions of diversity 

that contribute to mixed results in what is being measured as �diversity�?  
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The most promising finding of this study is the relationship between empathy and 

diversity attitudes. Empathy is a consistent predictor of diversity attitudes and one of the 

processes through which gender, prior experience with diversity, and ethnicity contribute 

to diversity attitudes. The role of empathy as a means to heightening awareness and 

increasing positive attitudes should be explored as a precursor to designing programs 

aimed to increase empathic responses and promote positive intergroup relationships. Past 

studies have found success in increasing empathy communications with student 

populations. For example, Black and Phillips (1982) developed a program for the 

development of empathic skills and abilities in student teachers. They provided students 

with experiences designed to develop empathic skills and found that students, especially 

males, experienced a significant improvement in empathetic understanding.  

To the extent that the goals of multicultural education are to enhance intergroup 

relations through education and exposure, educators often use empathy in their programs, 

although their emphasis on empathy is not often explicit. Stephan and Finlay (1999) 

provided several recommendations for the use of empathy in intergroup relations 

programs. They recommended explicit use of different dimensions of empathy based on 

the goals of the program. For example, if the goal is to raise awareness and understanding 

then perspective taking will be appropriate; however, they suggested if the goal is to 

bring about changes in behavior, then empathy may be more useful. They noted also that 

empathy may not always be a positive influence on attitudes. The importance of explicit 

and intentional use of empathy is highlighted by the evidence that empathy can lead to 

undesirable outcomes such as defensive avoidance, negative attitudes, confirmations of 

negative stereotypes and greater distance between groups. In this sense, the role of 



86 

 

empathy may explain some of the mixed results in the effectiveness of multicultural 

programs. Against their intentions, through unwitting arousal of empathy, researchers 

may have brought about defensive avoidance, resistance, and negative attitudes. 

Consequently, Stephan and Finlay urged �trainers not to leave the induction of empathy 

up to chance� (p. 739). Future research is needed in explicit use of empathy training in 

cultural diversity programs designed to develop positive attitudes toward diversity.   

 Batson et al. (2005) outlined a three-step model of how to use empathy to 

improve attitudes: (a) induce someone to adopt the perspective of a stigmatized person to 

increase empathy; (b) then empathy for that person leads to increased valuing of the other 

person�s welfare, and (c) valuing the person�s welfare then generalizes to valuing the 

welfare of the stigmatized group as a whole, thus producing more positive beliefs about 

and concern for the group. Batson et al. suggested that empathy arousal and training is an 

easier way to improve attitudes than arranging personal experiences, especially because 

empathy-inducing experiences are more easily controlled to be positive, than direct 

personal contact. However, as Garmon (2005) noted stand alone courses are not as 

effective as those that are accompanied by a field placement.  

Perhaps a good starting place would be to replicate studies that have shown positive 

results in increasing diversity awareness and reducing resistance (for example, Brown, 

2004, Ukpokodu, 2004) with the addition of empathy as a variable incorporated into the 

design. Brown found that instructional methods that are initially focused on reducing 

resistance by creating a safe environment for self-examination are most effective in 

increasing awareness of cultural awareness. Similarly, Pohan and Mathison (1999) 

outlined a guide for creating a psychologically safe learning environment in order to 
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allow students to recognize and reduce their resistance and defensiveness to new 

information. They emphasized providing students with a clear outline of expectations 

regarding content (i.e., students should know that they will be responsible for learning the 

content, but they do not have to agree with it). Second, Pohan and Mathison emphasized 

the need for a clear and overt grading rubric, which will reassure students they will not be 

penalized for holding a differing perspective or their personal opinions. Future research 

on the explicit role of empathy in lowering resistance should take place within the 

framework of a safe environment for self-examination.   

As previous findings have shown, personal beliefs based on experience are resistant 

to change. This study�s findings suggest that previous diversity experiences are related to 

diversity attitudes and that diversity experiences are related to multicultural attitudes 

through the mediating role of empathy, and empathy also partially accounts for the 

relationship between diversity experience and affective attitudes toward diversity. These 

findings suggest that providing students with experiences with diverse others may, by 

inducing empathy, increase their affective attitudes toward diversity and their positive 

attitudes toward multicultural education. However, given the correlational nature of the 

data, this recommendation should be considered with caution until tested with 

experimental data, because it may be that persons with greater empathy may be more 

likely to engage in activities with diverse others rather than vice versa. 

These findings raise questions about the nature of the measures of diversity. 

Particularly, the high correlation (r = .87, corrected for attenuation) between cognitive 

attitudes as measured by the QDI and multicultural attitudes as measured by the TMAS 

suggests these instruments may be measuring the same construct. On the other hand, the 
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different pattern of relationships between these two measures and prior diversity 

experience suggests otherwise. More research is needed on refining these instruments. 

Future research on the effectiveness of multicultural coursework should distinguish 

between affective and cognitive attitudes toward diversity, and the goals should be clear 

as to which dimension of attitudinal change is targeted.  Furthermore, conceptualizing 

diversity attitudes as general and personal rather than cognitive and affective may help to 

clarify the complex relationship between these attitudes and other psychological 

variables. This study suggests that the goals of multicultural education will be better 

served when they are not reduced to a systematic effort to impose new beliefs and 

attitudes on students (e.g., Causey & Armento, 2000; Chavez et al., 1994; Ross & Smith, 

1992), which Sleeter (1995) found to be the expectation of many White students upon 

entering cultural diversity courses, but rather focus on fostering empathic feelings toward 

diverse others. Teacher educators should aim to increase empathy by increasing 

awareness of diverse others, presenting empathy arousing but not distressing information 

about diversity, and examine and discuss beliefs in a safe learning environment. 
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