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ABSTRACT
We examined group climate and outcomes in 19 intergroup dialogues (IGD) focused on gender, race and ethnicity, religion and spirituality, sexual orientation, or social class at a large, public university in the Southeastern United States.  Group members were undergraduate students enrolled in a course in multicultural psychology.  Participants completed pre- and post-dialogue outcome measures of: attitudes toward diversity, colorblind attitudes, and ethnocultural empathy.  Following each of the eight weekly sessions, participants completed a group climate measure assessing engagement, avoidance, and conflict.  Across eight weeks, group members perceived significant increases in engagement and decreases in avoidance, but no significant changes in conflict.  In addition, we found significant decreases in two aspects of colorblind racial attitudes: blindness to racial privilege (RP) and blindness to institutional discrimination (ID); and significant increases in empathic perspective taking (EPT).  Finally, change in individual group members’ perceptions of the level of engagement over time predicted post-dialogue RP, ID, and EPT, when controlling for pre-dialogue scores on the same variables.  These findings are discussed in relationship to the critical-dialogic model of IGD, and implications for research and practice are explored.
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Chapter I: Introduction
Dialogue is a unique form of communication in which the goal, ideally, is to develop shared meaning between people, rather than to convince the other that one’s own position is the right or “correct” one (Bohm, 1996).  This makes dialogue different from discussion or debate, in which ideas are bounced back and forth between people, and the goal is to “win” against the others.  Dialogue involves the flow of meaning between people through shared and purposeful participation.  An important characteristic of dialogue is that it involves suspending one’s judgments and working to understand the experience of others, from their perspectives, in order to create new understanding and shared meanings (Bohm, 1996; Flick, 1998).  On a growing number of college and university campuses, intergroup dialogue programs are capitalizing on the potential uses of dialogue as a means of addressing intergroup tensions and promoting social justice on their campuses (Zúñiga, Nagda, Chesler, & Cytron-Walker, 2007).  A widely used model of IGD is the four-stage, critical-dialogic model developed by the Program on Intergroup Relations at the University of Michigan (e.g., Sorensen, Nagda, Gurin, & Maxwell, 2009; Thompson, Brett, & Behling, 2001; Zúñiga et al., 2007).  
Critical-Dialogic Intergroup Dialogue in Higher Education
Intergroup dialogue (IGD) using the critical-dialogic model is a small group intervention that brings together individuals (typically undergraduate students) from social identity groups that have had a history of conflict between them (e.g., people of color and White people; women and men; lesbian, gay, and bisexual people, and heterosexual people), to engage in sustained dialogue in a semi-structured environment. It is guided, in part, by Allport’s (1954) contact hypothesis, which suggests that intergroup contact under certain conditions (i.e., equal status in the contact situation, common goals, interdependence, and support from authorities) can decrease prejudice.  A large body of research has demonstrated the effectiveness of intergroup contact (e.g., Anderson, 1995; Bornman, 2011; Bornman, & Mynhardt, 1991; Caspi, 1984; Ellison, Shin, & Leal, 2011; Herek, & Capitanio, 1996; Wagner, Hewstone, & Machleit, 1989).  Intergroup dialogue co-facilitators work to create equal status by allowing space for each group member to participate.  Additionally, the composition of the group includes approximately equal numbers of members from both the oppressed and privileged social identity groups, allowing for a more balanced dialogue.  Common goals and interdependence in IGD are created as group members work together to determine process and outcome goals for their dialogue group, and as they engage in structured activities.  When IGD is offered in the context of higher education, it is often integrated into institutional practices (e.g., it may be offered for course credit, or as an adjunct to an existing course).  In this way, dialogue also conforms to Allport’s condition of having support from some authority.  Pettigrew (1998) added a fifth condition, to Allport’s four necessary conditions for optimal intergroup contact: friendship potential.  IGD also satisfies this condition in that one of goals of IGD is to build relationships across differences and conflict.  A large body of literature has supported the contact hypothesis (see Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner, & Christ, 2011 for a review).  Similarly, a growing body of literature (reviewed below) has supported the effectiveness of IGD.
Intergroup dialogue in higher education also draws on critical multicultural education (e.g., Friere, 1970).  Critical multicultural education moves students beyond an acknowledgement, or even an appreciation for, difference and diversity.  Critical multicultural education, “holds central the analysis of social inequalities and the role members of both privileged and disadvantaged groups can take in creating change” (Zúñiga et al., 2007, p. 7).  Thus, in the critical-dialogic model of IGD, participants examine not only social identities like race, class, or gender, but also how these identities are socially constructed in ways that perpetuate systems of inequality, as well as one’s own position within these systems. 
The four-stage, critical-dialogic model of IGD typically unfolds over a period of 7-12 weeks (Zúñiga, Nagda, & Sevig, 2002), with participants meeting weekly in the same groups.  This sustained process allows time for the development of a safe group climate in which to dialogue, and the development of interpersonal relationships and trust among the group members in the early weeks.  Over time, the level of risk required of participants increases, as more difficult “hot” topics are covered, and members feel more comfortable sharing ideas that could bring greater conflict to the group.  
Typically, each IGD group consists of 8 to 10 participants, with approximately equal numbers of participants from both the oppressed and privileged social identity groups.  In addition, each group is co-facilitated by one co-facilitator who identifies as a member of the oppressed social identity group and one who identifies as a member of the privileged social identity group.  For example, in a dialogue on gender, about half of the participants and one of the co-facilitators would identify as women, and the other half of the participants and one of the co-facilitators as men (Zúñiga et al., 2007).  
Four-stage model of intergroup dialogue.  Groups meet consistently over a period of weeks, and work together through the four stages of the critical dialogic model, which include: (1) group beginnings/forming and building relationships, (2) exploring differences and commonalities of experience, (3) exploring and dialoging about hot topics, and (4) action planning and alliance building (Zúñiga et al., 2007).  
Similar to the beginning stages of other types of groups (e.g., Tuckman & Jensen, 1977), the first stage of the critical dialogic model focuses on creating an environment that is psychologically safe, establishing a framework for effective dialogue (e.g., developing guidelines for the group), and developing interpersonal relationships with one another.  Furthermore, in this stage, group members have a meta-dialogue, or a dialogue about the dialogue, in which they talk about the nature of dialogue itself; how it can be distinguished from other forms of group communication, like debate; and how they will go about dialoguing with one another (Zúñiga et al., 2007). 
In the second stage, differences and commonalities between group members based on social identity group membership are investigated.  Systems of oppression are analyzed so that members of both disadvantaged and privileged groups are able to explore their role in maintaining these structures.  During the third stage participants dialogue about “hot topics,” which are issues that often cause tension between members of different social identity groups.  For example, a hot topic for an IGD on race might be race-based admissions policies in higher education.  The final stage of the four-stage model involves talking about actions that can be taken on an individual and group level.  Individual plans of action could involve paying attention to one’s own prejudice, and group level plans of action could encompass changing admissions policies on campus (Zúñiga et al., 2007). 
Goals of intergroup dialogue. The goals of the four-stage, critical-dialogic model are: (a) building interpersonal relationships across differences and conflict, (b) developing critical consciousness about social issues, and (c) strengthening individual and collective commitments and capacities to work toward social justice (e.g., Zúñiga et al., 2007).  Interpersonal relationship building in IGD occurs through sustained communication in the context of a safe environment, and through the exploration of differences and commonalities in social identities and experiences (Zúñiga et al., 2007).  Specifically, IGD occurs over a period of weeks (typically ranging from about a half semester to a full semester), and gradually shifts over time from lower-risk to higher-risk dialogue and activities, as the group members become more comfortable with one another and norms around a safe group climate are established.  Co-facilitators pay explicit attention to the development of a safe group climate early on in IGD, so that group members can begin to develop cross-group relationships with one another.  This allows group members to begin to develop empathy for one another, an important ingredient for improving intergroup relationships (e.g., Stephan & Finlay, 1999).  The addition of this affective and relational component to the cognitive learning offered in more traditional forms of multicultural education is unique, and helps group members feel invested in and safe enough to work through conflict rather than avoiding it once they begin discussing more difficult “hot topics” (Khuri, 2004). 
The second goal of IGD, developing critical consciousness, builds on the roots of IGD in critical multicultural education (e.g., Freire, 1970), and involves increasing one’s critical awareness of one’s own and others’ social identities, and hierarchical social systems.  As Sorensen, Nagda, Gurin, and Maxwell (2009) point out, critical in this sense means, “a conscientious effort to examine how individual and group life are meaningfully connected to group identity, and how those identities exist in structures of stratification that afford members of different groups privileges and disadvantages, resulting in continued group-based inequalities” (p. 14).  Thus, critical multicultural education aims to develop knowledge and awareness beyond a mere appreciation for diversity and difference.  For example, a critical awareness of racial issues would mean having an awareness of the enduring forms of modern, “color-blind racism” (e.g., Neville, Awad, Brooks, Flores, & Bluemel, 2013; Neville, Lilly, Durane, Lee, & Browne, 2000), including blindness to: racial privilege, institutional discrimination, and blatant racial issues.  These forms of colorblind racism serve to perpetuate systematic inequities around which identities like race have been constructed.  Sorenson et al. (2009) explain that, “the critical aspect…of IGD uses readings, in-class exercises, and group projects to help students grasp how inequalities are created and perpetuated but also how they can be altered through social change” (p. 14).  In the current study, we administered two measures of basic attitudes toward diversity, specifically universal-diverse orientation and openness to diversity.  Specifically, we administered the Miville-Guzman Universality Diversity Scale – Short Form (MGUDS-S; Fuertes, Miville, Mohr, Sedlacek, & Gretchen, 2000) and the Openness to Diversity/Challenge Scale (ODS; Pascarella, Edison, Nora, Hagedorn, & Terenzini, 1996) pre- and post-dialogue.  Consistent with the goal of developing critical consciousness, however, we hoped to also see changes in more critical outcomes related to having awareness of systemic inequity.  Therefore, we also administered the Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale (Neville et al., 2000) pre- and post-dialogue. 
The last goal of IGD, strengthening individual and collective capacities to promote social justice, builds on the previous two goals related to interpersonal relationships and critical social consciousness.  Social justice includes the “full and equal participation of all groups in a society that is mutually shaped to meet their needs,” (Bell, 2010, p. 21); the equitable distribution of advantages, opportunities, and resources; and the physical and psychological safety of all individuals (Bell, 2010; Fouad, Gerstein, & Toporek, 2006; O’Brien, 2001; Vera & Speight, 2003).  Interpersonal relationships formed through IGD can serve as the basis for the development of coalitions, or collections of “more than one person or group, typically in (prior or current) separation or even conflict, working together to influence the operations of another group, organization, or social system” (Chesler, 2001, p. 301).  Further, IGD develops capacities to promote social justice supporting new (critical) ways of thinking about social identity and social systems (and one’s role in them), and by providing necessary tools to work toward justice (e.g., skills for sustained dialogue with outgroup members) (e.g., Chesler, 2001; Zúñiga et al., 2007).  Ideally, these capacities to promote social justice lead to social action by group members outside of the dialogue.  Chesler notes, however, that IGD programs in higher education (as opposed to dialogue programs in community or corporate settings) may be less likely to lead to direct social action.  He suggests that this is due to the fact that LGD in higher education is less likely to be conducted with intact groups, participants are less likely to come to IGD with a “recognition and desire to act on institutionally based problems,” (p. 303), and they are “more likely to be seen as strictly educational enterprises” (p. 303) than dialogues conducted in community or corporate settings. Thus, the focus of the current study was mainly on the two previous goals of IGD, developing interpersonal relationships across groups and conflict, and developing critical consciousness about social issues.   
Process and outcome research on IGD.  Previous research on IGD has found that dialogue participation is related to a wide range of positive outcomes, including development of critical consciousness (Griffin, Brown, & Warren, 2012), commitment to change through action (Sorensen et al., 2009), challenging and breaking of stereotypes (Griffin et al., 2012), critical self-reflection (Dessel, 2010), increased understanding of structural inequalities (Sorensen et al., 2009), greater acceptance for LGB students (Dessel, 2010), and greater awareness of the importance of racial identities for both students of color and White students (Nagda & Zúñiga, 2003).  Dialogue participation has also been found to relate to enhanced perspective taking skills (Dessel, 2010; Gurin, Nagda & Lopez, 2004; Hurtado, 2005), improved communication skills by increased understanding of the life experience of other people (Griffin et al., 2012), and the expansion of friendships (Griffin et al., 2012; Rodenborg & Huynh, 2006).  
Although previous research has revealed a number of significant positive outcomes related to IGD, there is much less research on the processes in IGD that link to these positive outcomes (e.g., Dessel & Rogge, 2008).  In research on group interventions, like IGD (and group counseling), “process” can be defined as, “the nature of the relationship between interacting individuals” (Yalom & Leszcz, 2005, p. 143), and “outcome” refers to the end result of a group.  Research on the outcomes of a group intervention usually involves the collection of data pre- and post-intervention, whereas research on the processes involved in a group intervention usually involves collection of data at the session-level.  The distinction between process and outcome research is important; whereas outcome research tells us if a specific intervention has an intended effect, process research tells us how the intervention operates.  Ultimately, research on group process can be used to inform the development of group interventions and the specific training and supervision of group facilitators.  Therefore the collection of process data, in addition to outcome data, has been encouraged as a best practice in research on group interventions (e.g., Miles & Paquin, 2014).
	Only a small body of research on the processes involved in IGD exists.  For example, Nagda and Zúñiga (2003) found that students of color valued IGD processes more than White students.  This research used retrospective self-report data collected after the IGD ended, however, and not data collected after each session.  This is a limitation in that it depends on the group members’ ability to recall events over a period of many weeks.  It also means that data can only be examined in the aggregate versus looking at change in processes over time.  Research at the session level could provide co-facilitators with an understanding of how the process unfolds over time, which might be more informative and accurate than overall pre- and post-dialogue means derived from retrospective accounts.
	Research by Gurin-Sands, Gurin, Nagda, and Osuna (2012) highlighted the importance of considering both process and outcome in IGD research.  Specifically, they examined a hypothesized model of factors that contribute to desired outcomes related to social action, collaborating with others and educating others, based on the final reflective papers of 52 student IGD participants.  Among these factors, they hypothesized that both psychological processes (e.g., thinking actively about what is going on in the dialogue, expressing emotions; developing a “politicized” identity) and communication processes (e.g., engaging oneself, appreciating difference, developing and displaying empathy, examining one’s own assumptions, building alliances) would mediate the relationship between pedagogical features of dialogue (i.e., readings and structured interactions) and outcomes related to social action (operationalized as the extent to which students wrote about educating others and collaborative action in their final papers).  They found that both psychological and communications processes both predicted the social action outcomes, with alliance building, expressing emotions, and developing a “politicized” identity (i.e., “reflecting explicitly on how their identities are connected to systems of power and privilege,” p. 64) showing the largest effects.  This research suggests that co-facilitators of IGD should pay specific attention to developing relationships and alliances, encouraging the expression of emotion, and helping members better understand social systems and their roles in them. 
	Recently, Dessel, Woodford, Routenberg, and Breijak (2013) examined the experiences of participants in nine IGDs on sexual orientation using student participants’ final papers and semi-structured, post-dialogue interviews.  In addition to important outcomes related to the development of knowledge and awareness, Dessel et al. (2013) uncovered important processes that contributed to those outcomes.  For example, they found that a desire to learn more about LGB people and how to be supportive allies was an important motivation for participation in IGD.  In addition, they found participants’ expectations for dialogue participation included concerns about the utility/effectiveness of IGD, the potential for heterosexist classmates in the dialogue, and unintentionally saying or doing something offensive to others in the group.  These expectations and concerns about the IGD process are likely to impact how participants engaged in the work of the dialogue, and provide important information for co-facilitators of dialogue.  Students also reported both intrapersonal and interpersonal conflict that shaped their experiences of IGD.  In terms of intrapersonal conflict, some heterosexual students reported concerns about being labeled LGB themselves, and about the associated recognition of privilege 
Although these studies highlight important processes related to positive outcomes in IGD, most have relied on retrospective self-reports, through the examination of final papers and/or post-dialogue interviews, rather than collecting session-level data (i.e., collecting data immediately following each session, about that session).  The lack of session-level process research on IGD is problematic because, while the literature suggests that IGD “works,” we do not know exactly why or how it works, or what IGD co-facilitators can do in given sessions or stages to foster positive outcomes.  For example, what are the active ingredients that lead to positive versus negative group member outcomes?  An understanding of the group processes involved in successful versus less successful (or even harmful) IGD can be used to train IGD co-facilitators, and can be used to create the best possible experiences for all IGD participants.  Therefore, in the current study, we sought to examine one specific session level process in IGD, the development of the group climate, in relation to group member outcomes.
Group Climate as a Group Process Variable
Although little research on the session-level processes involved in IGD currently exists, there is a substantial body of literature on processes involved in other group interventions (e.g., group counseling and psychotherapy) that might inform research on IGD.  It should be noted that IGD is not psychotherapy, in which the goal is to develop insight about oneself and one’s interpersonal relationships, and/or to bring about individual behavioral or personality change (though these changes may occur as a result of the dialogue process) (Bohm, 1996).  Instead, as noted above, the goals of IGD include the development of relationships, critical social consciousness (i.e., insight into hierarchical social systems of privilege and oppression, and one’s position within these systems), and capacities to bring about change at a systemic or societal level.  Ideally, then, the change that comes about as a result of IGD is at the societal level, not the intrapersonal level.  For this reason, Bohm suggested that IGD might be thought of as “sociotherapy.”
Even though IGD is distinct from group psychotherapy, both share similar processes.  For example, both are typically co-facilitated and both involve the explicit processing of emotionally-laden issues related to identity (e.g., Khuri, 2004).  In addition, the four stage model of IGD loosely mirrors typical group development models, including Tuckman’s forming, storming, norming, performing, and adjourning model (Tuckman & Jensen, 1977).  For example, the first stage of IGD involves forming and building relationships (e.g., Zúñiga et al., 2007), which is similar to Tuckman’s forming stage in which group members establish relationships and group norms, so that group members feel that it is more like a group than just a collective.  In the second stage of IGD, group members explore similarities and differences among them and begin to examine challenging intergroup issues, like privilege and oppression.  This is similar to the storming stage in Tuckman’s model, in which tension between group members occurs as “members struggle with their own differing views of how members will manage to accomplish their goals in the group” (Brabender, 2008, p. 187).  
In group counseling research, group climate is one group process variable that has been found to relate to group member outcomes (e.g., Crowe & Grenyer, 2008; Kivlighan & Tarrant, 2001; Ogrodniczuk & Piper, 2003; Ryum, Hagen, Nordahl, Vogel, & Stiles, 2009).  Group climate is a challenge to define (McClendon, & Burlingame, 2010), but is commonly understood as the “dimensions of observed group behavior that reflect the impact of norm expectations” (MacKenzie, 1981).  In group counseling research, group climate is often operationalized and assessed using the short form of the Group Climate Questionnaire (GCQ-S; MacKenzie, 1981, 1983).  The GCQ-S is a 12-item measure with three subscales measuring engagement, avoidance, and conflict.  The engagement subscale includes items that “reflect the importance of the group for the members and a sense of closeness between them” (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 165).  The avoidance subscale is centered on “the idea of avoidance of responsibility by the members for their own change processes” (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 165-166).  The conflict subscale is comprised of items reflecting “interpersonal conflict and mistrust” (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 166).  
Group climate development in group counseling.  There is a large body of research that demonstrates that group climate develops overtime.  Much of this research finds that engagement increases over time, across a variety of groups and populations.  For example, Kivlighan and Tarrant (2001) found increases in active engagement across eight sessions of semi-structured groups for youths in the custody of the state.  Similarly, Nevo (2002) found increases in engagement over six months of group psychotherapy for women survivors of child sexual abuse.  Tasca, Balfour, Ritchie, and Bissada (2006) also found that engagement increased across 16 sessions in group psychodynamic-interpersonal psychotherapy over time, resulting in lower levels of attachment anxiety after treatment.  Research also suggests a trend for decreases in avoidance over time.  For example, in addition to increases in engagement, Tasca et al. (2006) found decreases in avoidance in their psychotherapy groups, as did O'Neill and Constantino (2008) in a study comparing process and outcome of American Group Psychotherapy Association (AGPA) Institute groups to six experiential Systems-Centered Training groups from two previous studies.  Research related to conflict is less clear, however, with much of the research showing no significant changes in conflict over time.  Given that many models of group counseling encourage the working through of conflict, rather than avoidance of it (e.g., Yalom & Lesczc, 2005), it makes sense that some, optimal level of conflict would always be present across the life of a group.  Thus, the research on group climate development in group counseling suggests that group climate develops over time, with engagement typically increasing over the course of treatment (e.g., Nevo, 2002; Tasca et al., 2006) and avoidance decreasing (e.g., O'Neill & Constantino, 2008). 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Group climate and outcomes in group counseling.  There is a substantial body of research on group climate in group counseling that shows it to be related to a variety of group member outcomes (McClendon & Burlingame, 2010).  For example, research has demonstrated that group members who rate the group as higher in engagement show better outcomes through more normal grieving processes (Ogrodniczuk & Piper, 2003), and greater reported benefit from group participation (Beutel et al., 2006).  Law et al. (2012) investigated group climate in group voice therapy with 12 teachers who have hyperfunctional dsyphonia using the GCQ-S (Mackenzie, 1983).  Over eight sessions they found that engagement increased significantly, which was related with positive treatment outcome.  
Furthermore, Illing, Tasca, Balfour, and Bissada, (2011) examined the relationship between adult attachment styles and group climate in group psychotherapy for women diagnosed with an eating disorder.  The researchers found that engagement increased over the course of treatment related to improved eating disorder symptoms, while avoidance decreased.  Ogrodniczuk and Piper (2003) studied perceptions of group climate and treatment outcomes in two types of short-term group psychotherapy for psychiatric patients with complicated grief.  Over the course of therapy engagement increased significantly which was related to favorable treatment outcomes, while avoidance and conflict did not significantly change.  Tschuschke and Greene (2002) found that greater conflict scores were related to better outcomes, whereas Mackenzie (1987) found that conflict led to negative outcomes (McClendon, & Burlingame, 2010).  The group climate research demonstrates that there is a relationship between group climate and outcomes, where engagement increases and this change is related with positive changes in group climate outcomes (e.g., Illing et al., 2011; Law et al., 2012; Ogrodniczuk & Piper, 2003). 
Group climate development in IGD.  The group psychotherapy literature clearly demonstrates that there is a relationship between group climate and outcomes such that a more effective group climate leads to better outcomes (e.g., Illing et al., 2011; Ogrodniczuk, & Piper, 2003; Tschuschke, & Greene, 2002).  However, there is less research on group climate in IGD.  
Similar to group psychotherapy research, research of group climate in IGD demonstrates that engagement increases over time (Miles & Kivlighan, 2008, 2010, 2012).  Miles and Kivlighan (2008, 2010) also found that avoidance to decrease over time, but that conflict remained relatively stable.  They interpreted this increase in engagement as being consistent with the four stage model of IGD (e.g., Gurin et al., 2013; Zúñiga et al., 2007).  That is, early on there is a focus on the development of relationships and the creation of a safe environment in which dialogue contributes to development of engagement in the group.  As group members become more engaged, and feel more connected to one another and safe in their group, they can begin to address the real, more challenging issues related to social identity (i.e., the “hot topics”), rather than avoiding them.  This results in decreased perceptions of avoidance.  
Miles and Kivlighan (2008, 2010) also interpreted the stability in conflict as consistent with the four stage model of IGD.  A unique aspect of IGD, as opposed to other forms of multicultural interactions or multicultural education, is that participants dialogue through conflict, rather than avoiding it.  The histories of tension among different social identity groups in the United States (e.g., people of color and White people), mean that the issues that come up in IGD will be inherently conflictual.  Dialogue provides an opportunity to talk through this conflict, and to develop new shared understanding of one another, from the other’s perspective (Flick, 1998).  Interestingly, Miles and Kivlighan (2012) found, however, that group members from marginalized social identity groups perceived the level of engagement to increase over time, and the level of conflict to decrease, whereas group members from dominant social identity groups did not perceive significant changes in either engagement or conflict.  Therefore, additional research is needed to better understand the patterns of group climate development over time in IGD.  
In addition, no research to date has examined the relationships between group climate development and outcomes in IGD.  An understanding of the relationships between group climate development and outcomes in IGD could serve to train co-facilitators, and would allow for co-facilitators to intervene in real time if they see unproductive patterns of group climate development.  Therefore, the primary aim of the current study was to examine the patterns of group climate development over time in IGD groups, and their relationships to group member outcomes. 
The Current Study
A growing body of literature suggests that there are many positive outcomes of IGD, but much less is known about the processes involved in IGD.  In addition, the process research on IGD that does exist has primarily used retrospective self-report measures, rather than session-level process data collected over the life of the group.  Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to gain a greater understanding of the session-level processes involved in IGD, and if and how they are related to participant outcomes.  More specifically, we were interested in if and how the development of group climate relates to outcomes tied to the stated goals of IGD, including ethnocultural empathy, attitudes toward diversity, and color-blind racism.  
A greater knowledge of processes involved in IGD, including group climate, is of fundamental importance to dialogue facilitators in order to help create an atmosphere conducive to growth.  Additionally, this information will be helpful in finding out the best way of training IGD co-facilitators.  Previous research has demonstrated that increases in engagement and decreases in avoidance are typical patterns of group climate development (e.g., Bonsaksen, Lerdal, Borge, Sexton, & Hoffart, 2011; Nevo, 2002; O'Neill & Constantino, 2008), and that group climate is related to outcomes in group psychotherapy (e.g., Beutel et al., 2006; Illing et al., 2011; Ogrodniczuk & Piper, 2003; Tasca et al., 2006; Tschuschke & Greene, 2002).  Furthermore, previous research has demonstrated that group climate develops similarly over the course of IGD groups (e.g., Miles & Kivlighan, 2008, 2010, 2012), but the nature of the relationship between group climate and outcomes in IGD groups is not understood. 
Given the two primary goals of IGD in higher education, developing relationships across groups and difference and developing critical consciousness; and given research on the effectiveness of IGD; and the previous research on group climate, we hypothesized that:
1. Engagement would increase over time, avoidance would decrease over time, and conflict would not significantly change over time.
2. There would be evidence for the development of positive attitudes toward diversity, and in critical consciousness (as reflected in significant increases in the four SEE subscales, and the MGUDS-S and ODS; and significant decreases in scores on the three CoBRAS subscales assessing colorblind racism). 
3. Group climate development would predict any observed pre- to post-dialogue changes in attitudes and critical consciousness (as reflected in a significant relationship between the slopes of the group climate variables and post-dialogue scores on the outcome variables, when controlling for pre-dialogue scores).









Chapter II: Methods
Participants 
Groups.  Groups in this study were nineteen IGD groups from a large, public university in the Southeastern United States.  The IGD groups were a required component of three sections of a larger undergraduate multicultural psychology course, over three separate semesters (n = 61, n = 53, and n = 47).  Each section of the multicultural psychology course met twice a week across the entire semester.  During the first half of the semester, the class was conducted in a traditional lecture/discussion format with all students present.  Beginning halfway through the semester, the class met in the traditional lecture/discussion for the first weekly class, and in small IGD groups for the second weekly class.  The objectives of the multicultural psychology course were designed to help students begin to develop multicultural competence (i.e., cultural knowledge, awareness/attitudes, and skills; Sue, Arredondo, & McDavis, 1992).  The IGD component of the course was intended to further these objectives by providing students the opportunity to engage with course material in a deeper and more personal manner than may be possible in a traditional large lecture/discussion course.  
The IGD groups were based on the four-stage, “critical-dialogic” model described above (e.g., Sorensen et al., 2009; Zúñiga et al., 2007).  Consistent with this model, specific goals of the intergroup dialogues were: (a) consciousness-raising (e.g., about social identities and hierarchical social systems), (b) building relationships across groups, and (c) strengthening capacities to promote social justice.  In the context of the multicultural competence objectives of the larger multicultural psychology course, consciousness-raising was considered to be consistent with the development of cultural knowledge and awareness, whereas building relationships across groups and strengthening capacities to promote social justice were considered to be consistent with the development of skills.  
Prior to the start of the dialogue groups, undergraduate students completed a demographic survey, and were also asked to provide their top choices for social identity topics (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation).  The course instructor and graduate teaching assistant then assigned students to groups such that students were in a group that focused on one of the their top three social identity choices, while allowing for approximately an even number of people from marginalized and privileged social identity groups in each intergroup dialogue (e.g., in the race and ethnicity dialogues, people of color and White people, respectively).  Five groups focused on religion (n = 8, n = 8, n = 9, n = 9, and n = 10), four groups focused on social class (n = 7, n = 8, n = 8, and n = 10), four groups focused on race and ethnicity (n = 7, n = 8, n = 9, and n = 9), three groups focused on sexual orientation (n = 7, n = 7, and n = 9) and three groups focused on gender (n = 9, n = 9, and n = 10).  Given the course structure at our university, IGD sessions lasted for one hour and fifteen minutes, and met for eight consecutive weeks.
Co-facilitators.  The IGD groups were co-facilitated by graduate students at the same Southeastern university who were enrolled in an advanced course on group interventions.  Prior to the start of the IGD groups, the graduate students also completed a demographic questionnaire and provided their top three choices for social identity topics.  Co-facilitators were then assigned by the course instructor to groups such that co-facilitators were assigned to a group focusing on one of their top three social identity choices, while ensuring that each group had one co-facilitator who identified as a member of the marginalized social identity group and another co-facilitator who identified as a member of the privileged social identity group.  As part of the advanced course on group methods, co-facilitators were trained in group dynamics and leadership, and in IGD research, theory, and practice.  The course included readings, discussion, and experiential components.  Co-facilitators were provided with suggestions for dialogue readings and activities, but were allowed flexibility to plan each session however they liked, within the context of the four-stage critical dialogic model (Nagda, 2006).
There were 29 co-facilitators for the 19 IGD groups (nine co-facilitators co-facilitated two groups each).  Co-facilitators’ age (at the time they began co-facilitating their first intergroup dialogue as a part of this study) ranged from 23 to 52 years of age (M = 29.26, SD = 6.18).  Fifteen of the co-facilitators identified as women, 13 as men, and one as “genderqueer.”  In addition, one participant identified as transgender.  In terms of race, 62.10% (n = 18) identified as White, 17.20%  (n = 5) as Asian or Asian American, 13.80% (n = 4) as Latino, 10.30% (n = 3) as Native American or Alaskan Native, 10.30% (n = 3) as Black or African American, 3.40% (n = 1) as Middle Eastern or Arab, and 3.40% (n = 1) as multiracial (Participants were able to indicate more than one racial identity).  In terms of sexual orientation, 65.50% (n = 19) of the co-facilitators identified as heterosexual, 13.80% (n = 4) as gay, 6.90% (n = 2) as lesbian, 6.90% (n = 2) as bisexual, and 3.40% (n = 1) as “other.”  One participant did not identify a sexual orientation.  In terms of religion, 31.03% (n = 9) identified with a Christian denomination; 10.34% (n = 3) identified as Agnostic; 7.90% (n = 2) as Atheist; 3.45% (n = 1) as Muslim; 3.45% (n = 1) as Secular Humanist; 3.45% (n = 1) as “seeking;” 3.45% (n = 1) as Sikh (n = 1); 7.90%  (n = 2) as spiritual but not religious; and 31.03%  (n = 9) indicated that the question was not applicable, that they were not affiliated with a religion, or chose not to respond.  Finally, in terms of social class, 34.48% (n = 10) identified as “middle class,” 17.24% (n = 5) as “upper middle class,” 13.79% as “lower middle class” (n = 4), 6.90% (n = 2) as “working poor,” and 3.45% (n = 1) as “working class.” Social class data were not available for seven participants.
Group members.  Across three semesters, 161 students participated in the 19 dialogue groups as part of the multicultural psychology course described above.  All group members were invited to complete our surveys as part of an evaluation of the intergroup dialogue portion of the multicultural psychology course.  Students received a small amount of extra credit toward their final course grade for completing the surveys.  Participation in the research was not a course requirement.  Of the 161 group members, 54.04% (n = 87) provided informed consent to participate in the research and completed both the pre- and post-dialogue surveys.  Because we were interested in changes from pre- to post-dialogue, only data from these 87 group members are included in the analyses.  Of these 87 group members, 48.28% (n = 42) were college seniors, 47.13% (n = 41) were college juniors, 2.30% (n = 2) were graduate students in a master’s degree program, and 2.30% (n = 2) were auditing the course without a full-time student status.  Group members’ ages ranged from 20 to 41 years of age (n = 85; M = 21.69, SD = 2.72).  Seventy-two group members identified as women and fifteen identified as men.  In terms of race, 79.30% (n = 69) identified as White or Caucasian, 10.30% (n = 9) as Black or African American, 8.00% (n = 7) as Latino or Latina, 3.40% (n = 3) as Asian or Asian American, 1.10%  (n = 1) as Middle Eastern or Arab, 1.10%  (n = 1) as Native American or Alaskan Native, and 3.40%  (n = 3) as multiracial (Participants were allowed to indicate more than one racial identity).  In terms of sexual orientation, 95.40% (n = 85) identified as heterosexual, 1.15% (n = 1) as bisexual, 1.15% (n = 1) as gay, 1.15% (n = 1) as asexual, and 1.15% (n = 1) did not provide a sexual orientation.  In terms of religion, 65.52% (n = 57) identified with a Christian denomination, 14.94% (n = 13) identified as Agnostic, 3.45% (n = 3) as Atheist, 2.30% (n = 2) as Jewish, 2.30% (n = 2) as Unitarian Universalist, 1.15%  (n = 1) as Muslim, 2.30% (n = 2) as spiritual but not religious, and 8.05% (n = 7) indicated that the question was not applicable, that they were not affiliated with a religion, or chose not to respond.  Finally, in terms of social class, data were only available for 66.67% (n = 58) of the sample due to a change in the survey during one semester.  Of the 58 group members who provided social class data, 39.70% (n = 23) self-identified as “upper middle class,” 39.70% (n = 23) as “middle class,” 15.50% (n = 9) as “working class,” 3.40% (n = 2) as “lower middle class,” and 1.70% (n = 1) as “upper class.”  
Group Process Measure.
Group Climate Questionnaire Short-Form (GCQ-S).  The GCQ-S is a 12-item instrument measuring group members’ perceptions of group climate using the three subscales of engagement (5 items), avoidance (4 items) and conflict (3 items; MacKenzie, 1983).  These items are rated on a Likert scale demonstrating the extent of agreement from 0 (not at all) to 6 (extremely).  The engagement subscale involves group member’s willingness to participate in the group and includes one’s closeness to, and ability to challenge and disclose information with, other group members. An example engagement subscale item is, “The members felt what was happening was important and there was a sense of participation” (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 161). The avoidance subscale encompasses behaviors and attitudes that avoid the group’s problems and keep conversation at a superficial level.  An example avoidance subscale item is “The members were distant and withdrawn from each other” (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 161). The conflict subscale involves the presence of relational friction comprised of anger, mistrust and distance between group members. An example conflict subscale item is, “There was friction and anger between the members” (Mackenzie, 1983, p. 161).  Internal consistency of GCQ-S subscales has been high, with alphas ranging from .88 to .94 (Kivlighan & Goldfine, 1991).  In the current study, reliability for engagement and conflict were 74 and .82, respectively.  Reliability for avoidance was low (alpha of .33), however, so results involving avoidance are interpreted with caution in the current study. 
Outcome Measures
Interpersonal outcome.  In terms of interpersonal outcomes, we chose to focus on empathy, specifically the ethnocultural empathy, given that increases in ethnocultural empathy are likely to occur as the result of the development of interpersonal, cross-group relationships, as developed through the four-stage model of IGD (e.g., Zúñiga et al., 2007).  We examined the development of ethnocultural empathy using the Scale of Ethnocultural Empathy (SEE; Wang et al., 2003).  The SEE is a 31-item, self-report instrument that assesses, “empathy toward people of racial and ethnic backgrounds different from one’s own” (Wang et al., 2003, p. 221). The SEE is comprised of four subscales include: empathetic feeling and expression (EFE), empathetic perspective taking (EPT), acceptance of cultural differences (ACD), and empathetic awareness (EA). 
Empathetic Feeling and Expression involves “items that pertain to concern about communication of discriminatory or prejudiced attitudes or beliefs as well as items that focus on emotional or affective responses to the emotions and/or experiences of people from racial or ethnic groups different from one’s own” (Wang et al., 2003, p. 224).  An example item is, “I share the anger of those who face injustice because of their racial or ethnic backgrounds” (Wang et al., 2003, p. 225).  Empathetic Perspective Taking is made up of items that “indicate an effort to understand the experiences and emotions of people from different racial and ethnic backgrounds by trying to take their perspective in viewing the world” (Wang et al., 2003, p. 224).  An example item is, “I can relate to the frustration that some people feel about having fewer opportunities due to their racial or ethnic backgrounds” (Wang et al., p. 225).  Acceptance of Cultural Differences includes items that “center on the understanding, acceptance, and valuing of cultural traditions and customs of individuals from different racial and ethnic groups” (Wang et al., 2003, p. 224).  An example of a reverse scored item on the acceptance of cultural issues scale is, “I feel annoyed when people do not speak standard English” (Wang et al., p. 225).  Empathetic Awareness includes items that “appear to focus on the awareness or knowledge that one has about the experience of people from racial or ethnic backgrounds different from one’s own” (Wang et al., 2003, p. 224).  An example item is, “I can see how other ethnic or racial groups are systematically oppressed in our society” (Wang et al., p. 225).  
Responses are given using a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree that it describes me) to 6 (strongly agree that it describes me).  Means are calculated for each of the four subscales, with scores ranging from 1 to 6 for each scale.  Previous research has found good reliability as indicated by a Cronbach’s alpha of .91 with alphas coefficients of .90, .79, .71, and .74 for the factors EFE, EPT, ACD, and EA, respectively (Wang et. al, 2003).  Coefficient alphas in the current study were .92, .78, .69, and .83 for pre-dialogue EFE, EPT, ACD, and EA, respectively; and .94, .76, .67, and .87 for post-dialogue EFE, EPT, ACD, and EA, respectively.  
Attitudes toward diversity. We used two measures to examine potential changes in group members’ attitudes toward diversity, the Miville-Guzman Universality Diversity Scale –
 Short Form (MGUDS-S; Fuertes et al., 2000) and the Openness to Diversity/Challenge Scale (ODS; Pascarella, et al., 1996).  The MGUDS-S is a brief version of the MGUDS (Miville et. al. 1999), a 45-item measure designed to assess level of universal-diverse orientation, “a social attitude characterized by awareness and acceptance of both the similarities and differences among people” (Miville, Romans, Johnson, & Lone, 2004, p. 61).  The MGUDS-S (Fuertes et al., 2000) is a 15-item, self-report instrument with three subscales: diversity of contact, relativistic appreciation of oneself and others, and comfort with differences.  The measure uses a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  Responses are summed for each scale, and possible scores for each scale range from 5 to 30.  Diversity of contact (DOC) assesses past and intended future interpersonal contact with people of different demographic backgrounds (e.g., race, religion, gender).  An example DOC item is, “I would like to go to dances that feature music from other countries” (Fuertes et al., 2000, p. 161).  Relativistic appreciation (RA) of oneself and others involves understanding and accepting similarities and differences between people.  An example of an RA item is, “Knowing how a person differs from me greatly enhances our friendship” (Fuertes et al., 2000, p. 162).  Comfort with differences (CWD) involves feeling at ease around people that are different.  An example item that is reverse scored is “Getting to know someone of another race is generally an uncomfortable experience for me” (Fuertes et al., 2000, p. 162). 
Miville et al., (1999) tested the MGUDS construct in four different samples (n = 93, 111, 153, and 135).  Reliability was good, with a coefficient alpha of .92.  In this study reliabilities for pre-dialogue DOC, RA, and CWD were good, with Cronbach’s alphas of .77, .84, and .79, respectively.  Reliabilities for post-dialogue DOC, RA, and CWD were .82, .88, and .79, respectively. 
The other measure we used to assess attitudes toward diversity was the ODS (Pascarella et al., 1996).  The ODS is an 8-item, self-report instrument using a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  Responses to the ODS are summed, and possible scores range from 8 to 40.  Higher scores in ODS indicate a greater openness to cultural and racial diversity, and being challenged by values and belief systems that are different than one’s own.  An example item is, “The courses I enjoy the most are those that make me think about things from a different perspective” (Pascarella et al., 1996, p. 179).  Previous research has found the ODS to have good reliability ratings as demonstrated by a coefficient alpha of .83 (Pascarella et al., 1996).  Coefficient alphas in the current study were .91 and .96 for the pre- and post-dialogue surveys, respectively.   
Critical social awareness. In order to examine the development of critical awareness of social issues (e.g., privilege, institutional oppression), we administered the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS; Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, & Browne, 2000). The CoBRAS is a 20-item measure designed to assess color-blind racial attitudes, “the belief that race should not and does not matter” (Neville et al., 2000, p.60).  It has three subscales: racial privilege (RP), institutional discrimination (ID), and blatant racial issues (BRI).  The measure uses a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  Scores on each subscale are calculated by calculating the mean of the individual items.  During the last survey administration (i.e., for the last six IGD groups that were conducted), we used a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), as this administration was part of a larger survey (i.e., the Neoliberal Attitudes Scale; Grzanka, Miles, Arnett, & Pruitt, 2014).  Therefore, z-scores were calculated for each of the three CoBRAS subscales.  These z-scores were used in the HLM analyses.
Racial privilege refers to “blindness of the existence of White privilege” (Neville et al., 2000, p. 63), where White privilege means the unearned advantages given to White people based on their perceived race.  An example item is, “Everyone who works hard, no matter what race they are, has an equal chance to become rich” (Neville et al., 2000, p. 62).  Institutional discrimination refers to, “a limited awareness of the implications of institutional forms of racial discrimination and exclusion” (Neville et al., 2000, p.63).  An example item is, “Racial and ethnic minorities in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their skin” (Neville et al., p.62).  Blatant racial issues refer to, “a limited awareness of the implications of institutional forms of racial discrimination and exclusion” (Neville et al., 2000, p.63).  An example item is, “Racism may have been a problem in the past, it is not an important problem today” (Neville et al., 2000, p.62). 
Neville et al., (2000) tested for reliability of the CoBRAS measure with five studies and 1,000 observations.  The CoBRAS measure was found to have good reliability scores with alpha coefficients ranging from .84 to .91 overall, and from .71 to .83 for RP, .73 to .81 for ID, and .70 to .76 for BRI scales.  Coefficient alphas in the current study were .86 and .80 for pre-dialogue RP (note that two alphas are provided due to the two response formats), .79 and .78 for post-dialogue RP, .85 and .78 for pre-dialogue ID, .86 and .77 for post-dialogue ID, .90 and .70 for pre-dialogue BRI, and .92 and .75 for post-dialogue BRI.  
Procedure
	At the beginning of the semester, IGD participants completed a survey, which included the CoBRAS, the MGUDS-S, the RWA scale, the SEE, the SDO scale, and the ODS, via an online survey.  Intergroup dialogue groups began meeting halfway through the semester and met weekly for eight consecutive weeks.  Immediately after each IGD session, participants received an email from the researchers asking them to complete a brief survey about their experiences in their most recent IGD session, which included the GCQ-S.  The email included a link to the online version of the survey.  Reminder emails were sent to participants who had not completed the survey two, four, and six days after each IGD session.  Completing the surveys was not mandatory, and participants received a small amount of extra credit in the course for completing the surveys. 
Chapter III: Results
Prior to the analyses, we screened the data for missing data.  First, we excluded from the analyses any survey that was missing more than 10% of the data.  In addition, we only included in the analyses those participants who provided both pre- and post-dialogue data, as we were interested in examining change over time.  Of the 161 IGD participants, 87 (54.04%) completed both the pre- and post-dialogue surveys and were included in the analyses.  (However, not all of these 87 participants provided post-session data each week; each participant provided data for an average of 6.83 of eight weekly sessions).  Data from these 87 participants were then screened for missing individual data points.  Across all participants and all survey administrations (i.e., the pre-dialogue, eight post-session, and post-dialogue surveys), 96 individual data points were missing (.25% of the total possible data points).  Given the small amount of missing data at the item level we used the method outlined by Schlomer, Bauman, and Card (2010) for expectation maximization to calculate missing data points for these 96 missing data points.
Given the nested nature of the group data (i.e., sessions/survey administrations are nested within individual participants, who are nested within groups), they do not meet the statistical assumptions of non-independence required by traditional analyses (e.g., regression) (cf. Miles & Paquin, 2014).  Therefore, to analyze our data, we used Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).  Specifically, we conducted three sets of hierarchical linear modeling to examine: (a) whether there were significant changes in any of our three group climate variables across IGD sessions, (b) whether there were any significant changes in any of our 11 outcome variables from pre- to post-dialogue, and (c) whether any observed changes in group climate (i.e., the slopes for engagement, avoidance, and/or conflict) related to any observed changes in our 11 outcome variables. 
Changes in Group Climate over Time
	First, we calculated mean scores for each of the group climate variables (i.e., engagement, avoidance, and conflict) for each group member, for each session.  Group mean scores for each group climate variable at each session and across sessions are provided in Table 1.  Next, we examined the correlations between each of the group climate variables.  The correlation (r) between engagement and avoidance was -.08, the correlation between engagement and conflict was -.27, and the correlation between avoidance and conflict was .17 (all correlations were significantly different from zero, p < .05).  The correlations between engagement and conflict, and between avoidance and conflict are similar in magnitude and direction to those found in previous research (e.g., MacKenzie, 1983), including previous research examining group climate in intergroup dialogue (e.g., Miles & Kivlighan, 2008).  The correlation between engagement and avoidance, however, was somewhat lower in magnitude (though similar in direction) than those found in previous research (e.g., Mackenzie, 1983, found a correlation of -.44, and Miles and Kivlighan, 2008, found a correlation of -.36).  
	Next, three separate three-level (within group member or session level, within group or member level, and between group level) growth curve analyses were conducted using HLM (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) in order to determine whether participants perceived significant changes in engagement, avoidance, and conflict over time.  In each of these analyses, session number was entered as a Level 1 predictor.  There were no Level 2 or Level 3 predictors.  For example, the three level model used for examining engagement across sessions is shown below.  
	The Level 1 (session level) model for engagement across sessions was:		
				Ytjk = 0jk + 1jk(session) + etjk
where
	Ytjk is engagement for group member j in group k at session t 
	0jk is the intercept for group member j (centered such that the intercept represents group 	member j’s level of engagement at the middle session)
	1jk is group member j’s linear change in engagement by session
	and etj is session level error  
The Level 2 (between member) model for engagement across sessions was:
				0jk = 00k + r0jk
				1jk = 10k + r1jk
where
	00k is the mean level of engagement at the middle session across group members in 	group k
	1k0 is the mean linear change in engagement across group members in group k
	and r0j and r1j represent member level error
The Level 3 (group level) model for engagement across sessions was:
				00k = 000 + u00k
				10k = 100 + u10k
where 
	000  is the grand mean level of engagement at the middle session (across group members 	and groups)
	100  is the grand mean linear change in engagement (group members, and groups)
The models were identical for avoidance and conflict, with the exception of the dependent variables.  
	Gamma coefficients, standard errors, t-ratios, and p values for the growth curve analyses are provided in Table 2.  The linear rate of change in engagement was significant ( = .10), indicating that group members perceived their groups as increasing in the level of engagement over time.  The linear rate of change in avoidance was also significant ( = -.14), indicating that group members also perceived less avoidance in the group climate over time.  Finally, the linear rate of change in conflict was not significant, indicating that group members perceived the level of interpersonal conflict as relatively stable over time.   
Changes in Outcome Variables from Pre- to Post-Dialogue
	Due to the nested nature of the data (i.e., survey administrations [pre- and post-dialogue] were nested within group members, who were nested within groups), we ran eleven separate three-level growth curve analyses (one with each of our outcome variables serving as the dependent variable) using HLM to examine whether there were significant changes in any of these variables from the pre-dialogue to post-dialogue survey administrations.  In each of these analyses, survey administration (pre- and post-dialogue, coded as 1 and 2, respectively) was entered as a Level 1 (within member) predictor.  There were no Level 2 (between member) or Level 3 (between group) predictors.  For example, the three level model examining changes from pre- to post-dialogue on the RP subscale of the CoBRAS is shown below.  (Recall that, for the three CoBRAS subscales, we used z-scores for our HLM analyses due to differences in the response scale used in the survey administrations for the last six groups).
	The Level 1 (within member level) model for change in RP z-scores from pre- to post-dialogue was:
				Ytjk = 0jk + 1jk(administration time) + etjk
where
	Ytjk is RP z-score for group member j in group k at administration t 
	0jk is group member j’s mean RP z-score across administrations
	1jk is group member j’s linear change in RP z-score by administrations
	and etj is administration level error  
The Level 2 (between member level) model for RP z-scores from pre- to post-dialogue was:
				0jk = 00k + r0jk
				1jk = 10k
where
	00k is the mean RP z-score across group members in group k
	1k0 is the mean linear change RP z-scores across group members in group k
	and r0j represents member level error
The Level 3 (group level) model for RP across sessions was:
				00k = 000 + u00k
				10k = 100 
where:
	000  is the grand mean of RP z-scores (across administrations, group members, and 	groups)
	100  is the grand mean linear change in RP z-scores (across administrations, group members, and 	groups)
	and u00k represents group level error
The models were identical for the 10 other outcome variables, with the exception of the dependent variables.  
	Gamma coefficients, standard errors, t-ratios, and p values for the HLM analyses are provided in Table 3.  A t-test for the slope term corresponding to the administration time (i.e., pre- vs. post-dialogue) for z-scores on the RP subscale of the CoBRAS was significant, t(18, 168) = -5.50, p < .001, indicating that scores on the RP subscale of the CoBRAS significantly decreased (i.e., participants reported less blindness to racial privilege;  = -.49) from pre- to post-dialogue survey administrations.  Similarly, a t-test for the slope term corresponding to the administration time (i.e., pre- vs. post-dialogue) for z-scores on the ID subscale of the CoBRAS was significant, t(18, 168) = 2.94, p = .004, indicating that scores on the ID subscale of the CoBRAS significantly decreased (i.e., participants reported less blindness to institutional forms of discrimination;  = -.27) from pre- to post-dialogue survey administrations.  In addition, a t-test for the slope term corresponding to the administration time (i.e., pre- vs. post-dialogue) for the EPT subscale of the SEE was also significant, t(18, 168) = 2.00, p = .047, indicating that scores on this scale increased from pre- to post-dialogue (i.e., participants reported significantly higher empathic perspective taking;  = .15).  The linear rates of change by administration time for the other eight variables were not significant.
Outcomes by Group Climate Means and Slopes 
	Next, we were interested in examining whether the observed changes in group climate variables accounted for group member post-dialogue scores on our outcome variables when controlling for pre-dialogue scores.  Because the only outcome variables to show significant changes from pre- to post-dialogue were the RP and ID subscales of the CoBRAS, and the EPT subscale of the SEE, we focused only on these three variables in this set of analyses. 
	First, we ran a set of three (one each with engagement, avoidance, and conflict as the dependent variables) two-level (within group member level [i.e., session] and between member level) HLM analyses with session number as a Level 1 predictor and no Level 2 predictors.  Slopes for each group member were saved from the output and used as predictors in the next set of analyses to determine whether change in engagement, avoidance, and/or conflict predicted group member post-dialogue z-scores on the two CoBRAS variables (RP and ID) and/or the EPT subscale of the SEE, when controlling for pre-dialogue scores.  Given the complexity (e.g., non-independence) of group data (e.g., Miles & Paquin, 2014), we conducted an actor-partner interdependence model (Kenny, Manetti, Pierro, Livi, & Kashy, 2002) to examine possible effects of both the individual group member’s own perceptions of group climate over time on her or his outcomes (i.e., the “actor effect”) as well as the effects of the perceptions of the other group members in the focal group member’s group (i.e., the “partner effect”).  In order to calculate predictor variables to examine the partner effect, group mean climate scores and slopes were calculated that excluded the focal individual.  
	Next, for each of the three outcome variables, we then ran one two-level HLM analysis.  In this analysis, group member slope, mean slope for the group (excluding the slope of the focal group member), group member mean level, and overall mean for the group (excluding the focal group member) of engagement, avoidance, and conflict served as Level 1 (member level) predictors.  For example, below is the two-level model in which post-dialogue z-scores on the RP subscale of the CoBRAS were predicted by group and group member slopes and means (across sessions) in engagement, avoidance, and conflict, when controlling for pre-dialogue z-scores on RP.  
	The Level 1 (member level) model for examining whether the group climate variables (member and group slopes and means) predicted post-dialogue RP z-scores when controlling for pre-dialogue RP z-scores was:
				Yjk = 0k + 1k(pre-dialogue RP z-score) + 								2k(member engagement slope) + 3k(member avoidance slope) 					+ 4k(member conflict slope) + 5k(group mean engagement 					slope) + 6k(group mean avoidance slope) + 7k(group mean 					conflict slope) + 8k(member engagement mean) + 							9k(member avoidance mean) + 10k(member conflict 						mean) + 11k(group engagement mean) + 12k(group avoidance 					mean) + 13k(group conflict mean) +e0k
where
	Yjk is the post-dialogue RP z-score for group member j in group k
	0j is the mean RP z-score for group member j 
	1j is the linear change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s pre-	dialogue RP z-score
	3j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s 	engagement slope
	3j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s 	avoidance slope
	4j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s 	conflict slope
	5j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group k’s mean 	engagement slope (excluding member j)
	6j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group k’s mean 	avoidance slope (excluding member j)
	7j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group k’s mean 	conflict slope (excluding member j)
	8j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s mean 	engagement rating (across sessions)
	9j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s mean 	avoidance rating (across sessions)
	10j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group member j’s mean 	conflict rating (across sessions)
	11j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group k’s mean 	engagement rating (across sessions; excluding member j)
	12j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group k’s mean 	avoidance rating (across sessions; excluding member j)
	13j is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by group k’s mean 	conflict rating (across sessions; excluding member j)
	The Level 2 (group level) model was: 		
				0k = 00 + r0
				1k = 10
				2k = 20
				3k = 30
				4k = 40
				5k = 50
				6k = 60
				7k = 70
				8k = 80
				9k = 90
				10k = 100
				11k = 110
				12k = 120
				13k = 130
where
	00 is the grand mean of post-dialogue RP z-score 
	r0 is group level error  
	10 is the linear change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of pre-	dialogue RP z-scores
	20 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of 	member engagement slopes
	30 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of 	member avoidance slopes
	40 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of 	member conflict slopes
	50 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of group 	engagement slopes
	60 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of group 	avoidance slopes
	70 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of group 	conflict slopes
	80 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of 	member engagement means
	90 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of 	member avoidance means
	100 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of 	member conflict means
	110 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of group 	engagement means
	120 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of group 	avoidance means
	130 is the linear rate of change in post-dialogue RP z-score by the grand mean of group 	conflict means
The other HLM analysis used the same model to predict post-dialogue z-scores on the ID subscale of the CoBRAS and scores on the EPT subscale of the SEE (however using pre-dialogue ID z-scores and EPT scores, respectively, as a Level 1 predictor in place of pre-dialogue RP z-scores).
	Gamma coefficients, standard errors, t-ratios, and p values for the growth curve analyses are provided in Table 4.  Results for the analysis examining predictors of post-dialogue RP scores, when controlling for pre-dialogue RP z-scores, showed a significant effect for the slope terms corresponding to the group member’s slope for engagement, t(18, 71) = -3.20, p = .002 ( = -2.25), the group member’s mean rating of engagement, t(18, 71) = -2.33, p = .023 ( = -.25), and the mean engagement slope of the other group members in the focal group member’s group, t(18, 71) = -2.19, p = .032 ( = -2.90), indicating that both larger group member and group slopes, and higher group member means for engagement were related to lower post-dialogue z-scores on the RP subscale of the CoBRAS (indicating lower “blindness” to racial privilege).  None of the slopes or means for the other predictors was significant. 
	In addition, results of the analysis examining predictors of post-dialogue ID z-scores, when controlling for pre-dialogue ID z-scores, showed a significant effect for the slope term corresponding to the group member’s slope for engagement, t(18, 71) = -2.01, p = .048 ( = - 3.62), indicating that larger group member slopes for engagement were related to lower post-dialogue z-scores on the ID subscale of the CoBRAS (indicating lower “blindness” to institutional discrimination).  None of the slopes or means for the other predictors was significant.
	Finally, results of the analysis examining predictors of post-dialogue EPT scores, when controlling for pre-dialogue EPT scores, showed a significant effect for the slope term corresponding to the group member’s slope for engagement, t(18, 71) = 2.64, p = .011 ( = 1.42), indicating that larger group member slopes for engagement were related to higher post-dialogue scores on the EPT subscale of the SEE (indicating greater empathic perspective taking).  None of the slopes or means for the other predictors was significant.








Chapter IV: Discussion
Intergroup dialogue is an intervention that is used on a growing number of college and university campuses in order to address issues related to diversity and social justice (Zúñiga et al., 2007).  Intergroup dialogue has, as its goals, the development of relationships across groups and conflict, the development of a critical social consciousness, and the development of capacities to promote social justice. While a growing body of research examining the effectiveness of IGD at achieving these goals has found desirable outcomes (e.g., Dessel & Rogge, 2006; Gurin, Nagda, & Zúñiga, 2013; Zúñiga et al., 2007), less research has examined the session-level processes involved in achieving these outcomes.  Therefore, the main aim of the current study was to examine the relationships between group process and group member outcomes in IGD.  Because research on group counseling and psychotherapy has found group climate development to be a strong predictor of group member outcomes (e.g., Illing et al., 2011; Ogrodniczuk, & Piper, 2003; Tschuschke, & Greene, 2002), we focused our study on this process variable.  
Changes in Group Climate over Time
	Similar to previous research (Miles & Kivlighan, 2008, 2010), and consistent with our hypotheses, group members reported significant increases in engagement and significant decreases in avoidance, but no significant changes in conflict over time.  This is consistent with the four-stage model of IGD, in which the initial focus is on relationship building and attention to developing a safe climate in which to dialogue in the early stages.  Attention to building relationships and safety appear to allow group members to become more invested in one another and the process, resulting in the observed increases in engagement.  Similarly, the development of safety and of strong interpersonal relationships allows IGD participants to feel increasingly willing and able to discuss issues between themselves, resulting in the observed decrease in avoidance.  It should be noted, however, that the reliability of the avoidance subscale of the GCQ-S in the current study was low (.33), so the results related to avoidance need to be interpreted with caution.  We hypothesize that the reason for the low reliability of this subscale may be related to the fact that the instrument was developed and has been traditionally used as one to examine group climate in group counseling.  The subscale consists of three items: “The members avoided looking at important issues going on between themselves,” “The members depended on the group leader(s) for direction,” and “The members appeared to do things the way they thought would be acceptable to the group.”  Depending on the group leader and doing things the way that one assumes to be acceptable to the group may actually not reflect “avoidance” in the same way that they might in a counseling or psychotherapy group.  Future research should continue to examine the concept of avoidance in the group climate, using other measures, ideally those developed specifically for use in IGD.  
	In addition to these predicted and observed changes in engagement and avoidance, we found no significant changes in reported conflict over time.  This is consistent with our hypothesis, and previous research (e.g., Miles & Kivlighan, 2008).  IGD offers a unique opportunity for individuals from different social identity groups to engage in sustained communication with one another, specifically around conflictual issues (e.g., the historical and present-day conflict between groups; specific “hot topics” related to the focal identities of the IGD).  These are large-scale issues that the IGD is not expected to “solve,” therefore, we believe that there will always be some level of tension or conflict in an IGD.  The presence of conflict, in this sense, is not negative.  Rather it indicates a potentially productive addressing of the long-standing and ongoing tensions between groups that have brought about the need for IGD. 
Changes in Outcome Variables from Pre- to Post-Dialogue
	In addition to these changes in group climate across sessions, we also found significant changes from pre- to post-dialogue on one subscale of the SEE (Wang et al., 2003): empathetic perspective taking scale; and two subscales of the CoBRAS (Neville et al., 2000): racial privilege and institutional discrimination.  Each of these changes was in the predicted directions, reflecting increased empathic perspective taking, and decreased “blindness” to racial privilege and institutional discrimination.
Interpersonal outcome.  The changes in the SEE (Wang et al., 2003): empathetic perspective taking scale suggest that group members increased in their empathic perspective taking, consistent with both the hypothesis of the current study, and previous research (e.g.,  Dessel, 2010; Dessel & Rogge, 2006; Gurin et al., 2004; Hurtado, 2005).  This change suggests that IGD groups may be helping group members gain the perspective of others, and highlights the development of empathy, a critical component of effective intergroup contact (e.g., Khuri, 2004; Stephan & Finley, 1999).  An important goal of IGD is the development of relationships across group.  Thus, our finding that participants significantly increased in their ability to empathically take the perspective of others from different cultural groups lends additional support to the utility of the four-stage model in achieving this goal.  This suggests that co-facilitators should focus on the development of empathy through an emphasis on relationships and the expression of affect in IGD sessions.  The lack of change in the other subscales of the SEE is contrary to our hypotheses.  However, it may be that some of the subscales reflect more basic knowledge or attitudes toward diversity (e.g., the acceptance of cultural difference and empathic awareness subscales), and did not change significantly for similar reasons as we did not observe a change in the MGUDS-S or the ODS.  The remaining subscale (empathic feeling and expression) largely reflects actions taken as the result of ethnocultural empathy (e.g., “When I hear people make racist jokes, I am offended even though they are not referring to my racial or ethnic group).  As Chesler (2001) points out, dialogue in higher education (as opposed to community-based or corporate dialogues) is less likely to lead to social action, given the nature of the groups (i.e., they are not pre-existing in-tact groups), the lack of an initial awareness of institutional sources of inequity, and the fact that they are more likely to be seen as strictly educational endeavors.  This may account for the lack of change seen in the EFE subscale of the SEE.  Future research should examine the development of ethnocultural empathy and other forms of empathy with other measures, particularly those developed for use in IGD.
	Attitudes toward diversity.  Interestingly, we did not find significant changes in the basic attitudes toward diversity reflected by the MGUDS-S (Fuertes et al., 2000) and the ODS (Pascarella, et al., 1996).  This lack of change in more basic attitudes toward diversity (e.g., universality-diversity, openness to diversity) may be due to the fact that the IGD groups in the present study were a part of a larger multicultural psychology course, and began half way through the semester (after about 12 meetings of the larger multicultural psychology course).  Because of this, students may have already made gains in their universal-diverse orientation and their openness to diversity, prior to beginning the dialogue groups.  Indeed, examination of the pre-dialogue means for these measures shows that the means are all in the high end of the range of possible scores.  It may also be that there was a self-selection bias in who enrolled in the course; that is, those who enrolled may have been those who were already high in universal-diverse orientation and openness to diversity, and that is why they chose to take an elective course in multicultural psychology.  Future research should use experimental procedures with random assignment to IGD (i.e., “treatment”) and non-IGD (i.e., control) sections of multicultural psychology, or should employ a quasi-experimental methodology with an existing comparison class (e.g., a multicultural course from another similar department like education or social work).
	Critical social awareness.  Consistent with our hypotheses, we found significant changes in two subscales of the CoBRAS (Neville et al., 2000): racial privilege and institutional discrimination.  These positive changes reflect the development of a critical consciousness of the systemic nature of inequity, and are consistent with the goals of IGD.  
	Scores on the remaining subscale of the CoBRAS (Neville et al., 2000), blatant racial issues, did not change significantly from pre- to post-dialogue.  Items on this measure may also reflect a set of attitudes more similar to those of the MGUDS-S and ODS, and therefore may also not have changed significantly for similar reasons (i.e., having already made gains as a result of being in the multicultural psychology course for several weeks prior to the start of the IGDs; self-selection bias in course enrollment).  While we believed that the CoBRAS represented the types of development of critical social awareness that the four-stage model of IGD seeks to promote, the focus of this measure is specifically around racial issues.
	A limitation of the current study is that not all of the groups focused specifically on race.  However, the reduction of “blindness” to racial privilege and institutional discrimination may speak to the development of a better understanding of systemic issues related to inequity, regardless of specific social identity groups.  Future research should use instruments designed to assess the development of critical consciousness apart from social identity groups (e.g., the Neoliberal Attitudes Scale; Grzanka et al., 2014).
Outcomes by Group Climate Means and Slopes 
Larger group member slopes for engagement were significantly related to higher post-dialogue scores on the empathetic perspective taking scale (indicating greater empathic perspective taking post-dialogue).  This change suggests that students who were more engaged in the group process had an increased likelihood of taking the perspective of others.  This is not surprising as understanding the perspective of others requires spending time listening to others, indicative of engagement in the group. 
In addition, we found that the slope of engagement (i.e., change over time) was negatively related to both the racial privilege and institutional discrimination subscales of the CoBRAS such that increases in engagement were associated with decreases in blindness to racial privilege and blindness to institutional discrimination.  
Strengths and Limitations
One strength of the current study is that it is one of the few studies on IGD that has examined session-level group processes.  In addition, it is the first study to examine one specific group process, group climate, over time in IGD in relation to group member outcomes.  This is important, given that group climate has consistently been found to be one of the best predictors of group member outcomes in other group interventions (i.e., group counseling and psychotherapy; e.g., Illing et al., 2011; Ogrodniczuk, & Piper, 2003; Tschuschke, & Greene, 2002).  
Another strength of the current study is the use of the actor-partner interdependence model (APIM; Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kenny et al., 2002), which accounts for both the non-independence of group data, as well as the complexity inherent in it.  This model takes into account that individual group members can be affected by other group members.  Therefore, the use of the APIM allowed us to examine both the effects of the individual group member’s own perceptions of group climate on her or his outcomes (i.e., the actor effect), as well as the effect of the other group members’ perceptions of group climate (i.e., the partner effect), though only one partner effect was significant: that corresponding to the other group members’ slope of Engagement over time as it relates to individual group members’ post-dialogue scores on the RP subscale of the CoBRAS. This finding suggests that other group members’ engagement in the group can have a positive impact on an individual group member’s learning about racial privilege. No partner effects were significant in the current study. 
There are also a number of limitations of the current study however.  The length of time of only eight seventy minute sessions is rather short. It could be that a longer period of time would have resulted in more significant changes in outcomes.  Furthermore, as group members were also part of a multicultural course for seven weeks prior to start of the IGD sessions, when the pre survey was given, their pre survey scores could have been influenced by their knowledge and awareness gained through the course.  The multicultural course helps to prepare students to engage in dialogue and part of this is learning about biases, assumptions, privilege, and oppression.  It could be that changes in outcomes occurred before the start of IGD, and therefore, no significant changes were made in IGD.  Furthermore, there could also be a self-selection bias, as students who were already higher in the outcome measures are more likely to choose to participate in the class and consequently, the IGD program. 
Implications for Practice and Research 
One of the implications of the current study is that IGD co-leaders should monitor the level of engagement over time.  As this research has demonstrated a relationship between engagement and a few outcome variables a positive development of engagement is related to positive changes in outcome. Therefore, IGD co-leaders should be aware of the level of engagement in their group in order to promote effectiveness of IGD.  One way group members can increase the level of engagement is by being adaptive to the needs of the group and using different interventions effective in helping to maintain high engagement levels.  Consequently, one implication for research is a possible intervention study, helping to determine the effectiveness of particular interventions by using an intervention and investigating the resulting IGD outcomes.  Future research should focus more on specific interventions that can impact IGD outcomes. 
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Table 1.
Aggregated Group Mean Scores for Engagement, Avoidance, and Conflict
	
	S1
	S2
	S3
	S4
	S5
	S6
	S7
	S8

	Engagement
	4.68
	5.11
	5.18
	5.18
	5.28
	5.39
	5.47
	5.48

	Avoidance
	4.42
	3.95
	3.75
	3.68
	3.59
	3.43
	3.38
	3.33

	Conflict
	1.85
	1.82
	2.01
	2.04
	2.05
	2.05
	2.23
	1.62


Note. S = session number


	



















Table 2.
Changes in Engagement, Avoidance, and Conflict by Session
	Effects
	 Coefficient
	SE
	t ratio
	d.f.
	p value

	Engagement 
	
	
	
	
	

	   Intercept**
	5.22
	0.09
	57.99
	18
	< 0.01

	   Session**
	0.10
	0.01
	7.61
	591
	< 0.01

	Avoidance
	
	
	
	
	

	   Intercept**
	3.70
	0.06
	60.61
	18
	< 0.01

	   Session**
	-0.14
	0.01
	-9.23
	591
	< 0.01

	Conflict
	
	
	
	
	

	   Intercept**
	1.96
	0.09
	22.94
	18
	< 0.01

	   Session
	-0.003
	0.02
	0.22
	591
	0.82


Note. SE = standard error; d.f. = degrees of freedom; **p < .01.













Table 3.
Changes in Outcome Measures from Pre- to Post-Dialogue 
	Effects
	 Coefficient
	          SE
	        t ratio
	            d.f.
	      p-value

	SEE
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Empathic Feeling and Expression
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	4.50
	0.09
	52.84
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	0.07
	0.06
	1.05
	168
	0.294

	
	Empathic Perspective Taking
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	3.77
	0.10
	37.18
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration*
	.15
	0.08
	2.00
	168
	0.047

	
	Acceptance of Cultural Difference
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	4.72
	0.10
	48.14
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	-0.17
	0.09
	-1.88
	168
	0.06

	
	Empathic Awareness
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	4.73
	0.09
	52.13
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	0.09
	0.08
	1.12
	168
	0.26

	MGUD-S
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Diversity of Contact
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	21.17
	0.048
	44.15
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	0.53
	0.35
	1.53
	168
	0.13

	
	Relativistic Appreciation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	24.27
	0.38
	64.63
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	0.64
	0.37
	1.72
	168
	0.09

	
	Comfort with Difference
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	24.08
	0.38
	62.88
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	-0.46
	0.40
	-1.14
	168
	0.26

	Table 3. Continued.
	
	
	
	
	

	Effects
	 Coefficient
	            SE
	        t ratio
	            d.f.
	      p-value

	ODS
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	33.09
	0.53
	62.84
	18
	< 0.01

	
	   Administration
	1.15
	0.63
	1.82
	168
	0.07

	CoBRAS
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Racial Privilege
	
	
	
	
	

	   
	   Intercept
	0.01
	0.10
	0.09
	18
	0.93

	
	   Administration**
	-0.49
	0.09
	-5.50
	168
	< 0.01

	
	Institutional Discrimination
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept
	0.01
	0.10
	0.08
	18
	0.94

	
	   Administration**
	-0.27
	0.09
	-2.95
	168
	< 0.01

	
	Blatant Racial Issues
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept
	0.01
	0.10
	0.09
	18
	0.93

	
	   Administration
	-0.16
	0.11
	-1.51
	168
	0.13


Note. Administration was coded “1” for the pre-dialogue survey administration and “2” for the post-dialogue survey administration. SE = standard error; d.f. = degrees of freedom; *p < .05; **p < .01.










Table 4. 
Post-Dialogue Empathic Perspective Taking, Racial Privilege, and Institutional Discrimination Scores by Group Climate Means and Slopes, Controlling for Pre-Dialogue Scores
	Effects
	   Coefficient
	 SE
	         t ratio
	             d.f.
	      p-value

	SEE: Empathic Perspective Taking
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept**
	3.85
	0.07
	58.65
	18
	< 0.01

	
	Actor Effects
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Pre-Dialogue Score**
	0.70
	0.07
	9.42
	71
	< 0.01

	
	   Member Eng. Mean
	0.02
	0.11
	0.20
	71
	0.84

	
	   Member Eng. Slope*
	1.42
	0.54
	2.64
	71
	0.01

	
	   Member Avo. Mean
	-0.07
	0.13
	-0.57
	71
	0.57

	
	   Member Avo. Slope
	0.73
	0.42
	1.72
	71
	0.09

	
	   Member Con. Mean
	-0.20
	0.12
	-1.68
	71
	0.10

	
	   Member Con. Slope
	0.07
	0.46
	0.15
	71
	0.88

	
	Partner Effects
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Group Eng. Mean
	-0.23
	0.17
	-1.33
	71
	0.19

	
	   Group Eng. Slope
	-1.36
	0.96
	-1.42
	71
	0.16

	
	   Group Avo. Mean
	0.09
	0.25
	0.34
	71
	0.73

	
	   Group Avo. Slope
	-.083
	0.73
	-1.14
	71
	0.26

	
	   Group Con. Mean
	-0.34
	0.18
	-1.86
	71
	0.07

	
	   Group Con. Slope
	-0.61
	0.76
	-0.80
	71
	0.43

	CoBRAS: Racial Privilege
	
	
	
	
	

	   
	   Intercept*
	-0.24
	0.09
	-2.68
	18
	0.02

	
	Actor Effects
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Pre-Dialogue Score**
	0.06
	0.06
	9.40
	71
	< .01

	
	   Member Eng. Mean*
	-0.25
	0.11
	-2.33
	71
	0.02

	
	   Member Eng. Slope**
	-1.82
	0.57
	-3.20
	71
	< 0.01

	
	   Member Avo. Mean
	-0.18
	0.13
	-1.34
	71
	0.19

	
	   Member Avo. Slope
	0.33
	0.45
	0.75
	71
	0.46

	
	   Member Con. Mean
	0.21
	0.12
	1.67
	71
	0.10

	Table 4. Continued. 

	
	Effects
	 Coefficient
	   SE
	   t ratio
	d.f.
	p-value

	
	   Member Con. Slope
	0.68
	0.49
	1.38
	71
	0.17

	
	Partner Effects
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Group Eng. Mean
	0.03
	0.22
	0.14
	71
	0.89

	
	   Group Eng. Slope*
	-2.51
	1.15
	-2.19
	71
	0.03

	
	   Group Avo. Mean
	0.47
	0.30
	1.53
	71
	0.13

	
	   Group Avo. Slope
	0.87
	0.86
	1.02
	71
	0.31

	
	   Group Con. Mean
	-0.08
	0.22
	-0.37
	71
	0.71

	
	   Group Con. Slope
	0.90
	0.88
	1.02
	71
	0.31

	CoBRAS: Institutional Discrimination
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Intercept
	-0.13
	0.09
	-1.44
	18
	0.17

	
	Actor Effects
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Pre-Dialogue Score**
	0.69
	0.10
	7.21
	71
	< .01

	
	   Member Eng. Mean
	-0.06
	0.15
	-0.43
	71
	0.67

	
	   Member Eng. Slope*
	-1.49
	0.74
	-2.01
	71
	0.048

	
	   Member Avo. Mean
	0.19
	0.18
	1.04
	71
	0.30

	
	   Member Avo. Slope
	0.79
	0.58
	1.38
	71
	0.17

	
	   Member Con. Mean
	0.04
	0.16
	0.26
	71
	0.80

	
	   Member Con. Slope
	-0.25
	0.64
	-0.39
	71
	0.70

	
	Partner Effects
	
	
	
	
	

	
	   Group Eng. Mean
	0.21
	0.23
	0.92
	71
	0.36

	
	   Group Eng. Slope
	-1.87
	1.30
	-1.44
	71
	0.16

	
	   Group Avo. Mean
	0.18
	0.34
	0.51
	71
	0.61

	
	   Group Avo. Slope
	1.17
	0.98
	1.20
	71
	0.24

	
	   Group Con. Mean
	0.08
	0.25
	0.31
	71
	0.76

	
	   Group Con. Slope
	-0.27
	1.03
	-0.26
	71
	0.80


Note. All predictors have been centered around the grand mean. SE = standard error; d.f. = degrees of freedom; *p < .05; **p < .01.
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