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Previous research on parent-led race conversations reports robust racial differences in the content of race conversa-
tions between Black and white parents. It was unknown, however, whether these racial differences shifted in the
months immediately following the summer of 2020 when there was heightened public attention directed toward
white parents, specifically, to talk with children about racism. In the present study, we investigated whether and
how Black (n= 344) and white (n= 381) parents talked about Black Lives Matter (BLM) with their 8- to 11-
year-old children. Overall, 80% of parents (n= 725) reported talking about BLM, but Black parents were signifi-
cantly more likely to discuss BLM than white parents (p= .008). Further qualitative analysis of the content of par-
ents’ reports showed that Black parents were significantlymore likely thanwhite parents to provide responses about
BLM that acknowledge racial inequality in society or explicitly affirm/support Black lives. White parents, in con-
trast, were significantlymore likely to discussBLMby focusing on equality butwithout acknowledging racial injus-
tice or to provide responses that lacked clarity and/or substance. Using the m(ai)cro model of human development
(Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021), we discuss how parents’ reported race conversations are shaped by the sociopolitical
context and their role in disrupting (or perpetuating) systemic racism through socialization.

Public Significance Statement
In a society still affected by racism,whether and how parents talkwith their children about racial injustice is
important. The present study examinedwhether and howBlack andwhite parents talkedwith their children
(8–11 years old) about Black Lives Matter (BLM) in the months immediately following the murder of
George Floyd in 2020. We found that while 80% of parents (n= 725) reported talking to their child
about BLM, white parents were significantly less likely to do so than Black parents. Furthermore,
white parents were more likely to offer insubstantial or nonsensical explanations about BLM, whereas
Black parents most frequently acknowledged racial injustice and affirmed the value of Black life.
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In February 2020, Ahmaud Arbery, a 25-year-old Black man, was
jogging on a Sunday morning in Brunswick, Georgia, when three
white men identified Arbery as a threat, then proceeded to chase,
shoot, and kill him (Andone, 2021). In March 2020, Breonna Taylor,
a 26-year-old Black woman in Louisville, Kentucky, was fatally shot
when police raided her apartment while she slept (History.com
Editors, 2020). In May 2020, terrifying video footage of Arbery’s mur-
der was circulated on social media, thrusting the case into the public eye,
and in the samemonth, a video of Derek Chauvin, awhite police officer,
kneeling on the neck of George Floyd, a Minnesota Black man, suffo-
cating him to death, went viral (Selby, 2020). Arbery, Taylor, and Floyd
were not the first (or last) victims of anti-Black racial violence in 2020,
but their stories reignited a racial justice movement in the United States.
“Black Lives Matter (BLM),” the slogan rooted in the grass-roots racial
justice organization, became the global rallying cry, as citizens orga-
nized rallies, held vigils, led protests, and demanded change in cities
around the nation (Buchanan et al., 2020). In June 2020, CNN and
Sesame Street cohosted an hour-long town hall meeting, “Coming
Together: Standing Up to Racism,” on primetime television (Coming
Together: Standing Up to Racism, 2020). The event included race
experts, like developmental scientist, Beverly D. Tatum as well as the
beloved Elmo character, talking to children (and families) about race,
racism, and racial protests. It was a profound moment in a nation
where racial silence and colorblindness still dominate (Bonilla-Silva &
Dietrich, 2011).
Although social scientists have long argued that racial socializa-

tion—talking and teaching children about race—is part of healthy
child development (e.g., D. Hughes et al., 2006; Spencer, 2006; H.
Stevenson, 2014), current events reignited debates about these efforts
(Abaied et al., 2022; Sullivan et al., 2021). In the currentmixed-method
study, we explorewhether and howBlack andwhite parents talkedwith
their children (8- to 11-year-old children) about BLM in themonths fol-
lowing the summer of 2020. We focus on middle childhood (8–11
years) for several reasons. First, by middle childhood, many children
display robust racial biases (Gollwitzer et al., 2020; Shutts et al.,
2013) and, by this age,many children of color report experiencing race-
based discrimination by peers (Cave et al., 2020; Marcelo & Yates,
2019). This highlights the need to address race and racismwith children
(before, if not) by the time they reach this development stage (e.g.,
Skinner et al., 2017; Waxman, 2021). Second, social norms intensify
during middle childhood; both adults and peers expect young people
to comply with social rules and young people are themselves more
aware of what is and is not socially normative or appropriate, particu-
larly when it comes to talking about race (e.g., Apfelbaum et al.,
2008). Third, middle childhood is a period of rapid growth in cognitive
flexibility, allowing children to represent abstract concepts and engage
in social perspective-taking in new ways. They are also forming their
own racial identities—learning what it means to be Black or white,
how these racial groups fit into society and their developing sense of
self (e.g., Sani & Bennett, 2004; Rogers & Meltzoff, 2017; Rogers et
al., 2012; Ruble et al., 2004). Whereas younger children are not as
deeply introspective about their racial identities and adolescents have
a more crystallized view of who they are and want to be, middle child-
hood has fluidity; during this period, children are both aware of social
norms and roles and flexible in their emerging belief systems,

questioning established norms for themselves. In this way, middle
childhood is a unique time to consider the messages children receive
about race, racism, and racial justice.

To situate our study, we first review recent research on parents’ racial
socialization during heightened racialized sociopolitical moments. We
then introduce the m(ai)cro model of development (Rogers, Niwa,
et al., 2021) and discuss how BLM provides a window into the context
of structural racism as it shapes child development. We note here our
decision to capitalize “Black”with regard to parent race and to use low-
ercase for “white” in this manuscript (except when beginning a sen-
tence or used in section headers and tables). Although both are racial
labels, Black people have a shared culture and history of systematic
marginalization that does not have a parallel collective experience
among people categorized as white in the United States. This differen-
tiation in capitalization when referencing the racial backgrounds of par-
ents is meant to acknowledge such positionality within the U.S. racial
hierarchy (see Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021).

Talking With Children About Race and Sociopolitical
Racial Events

There is a robust developmental literature on whether and how par-
ents teach children about race through conversations, or racial socializa-
tion (e.g., Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021; Sullivan et al., 2021). This
literature has examined the frequency, forms, and content of race-related
conversations, which shows that parents vary considerably in how often
they talk about race and what they say, identifying four main types of
racial socialization messages: (a) cultural or group pride, (b) egalitarian
messages that focus on equality, (c) preparation for bias that name dis-
crimination and injustice, and (d) promotion of mistrust messages that
raise awareness of interracial tensions (e.g., D. Hughes et al., 2006;
Paasch-Anderson et al., 2019; Ruck et al., 2021). The frequency and
content of these socialization practices are racialized; Black families
and Parents of Color in the United States are more likely to have race
conversations, to do so earlier in childhood, and to communicate mes-
sages that acknowledge and prepare Black children for racism and
inequality (e.g., Umaña-Taylor & Hill, 2020; Wang et al., 2020).
White parents in the United States, in contrast, tend to avoid talking
about race or do so in ways that emphasize egalitarianism (“treat every-
one the same”) and dismiss the significance of race (“race doesn’t mat-
ter”; Priest et al., 2014; Zucker & Patterson, 2018).

In the wake of high-profile racial events, several recent studies have
examined how race talk within families shifts in response to publicized
and politicized racial events. For example, in 2014, Underhill (2018)
was conducting a study about racial socialization in white families
when Michael Brown, an 18-year-old Black boy, was killed by police.
The story was top of national news as protests erupted in St. Louis,
Missouri; Underhill pivoted to ask white parents whether they talked
with their children about the shooting or subsequent uprisings. In an
interview sample of 40 white parents, just 35% had talked to their chil-
dren about the current racial protests, riots, and violence. Following the
2015 mass shooting in which a white man opened fire in an African
American church killing nine people in Charleston, South Carolina,
Abaied and Perry (2021) found similar results: only 37% of white par-
ents had talked with their children (8–12 years old) about “current
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race-related events (including the Charleston shooting, TrayvonMartin,
and Michael Brown).”
Amid the race events of 2020, Sullivan et al. (2021) sampled white

and Black parents (with children under 18 years old) 6 weeks before
the murder of George Floyd and 3 weeks after. Black parents, com-
pared to white parents, reported more race conversations, and this dif-
ference was more pronounced after the murder of George Floyd. For
Black parents, the frequency of race conversations was higher in the
postsample than the presample, but white parents showed the same fre-
quency of race conversations across the two time points. Rogers, Niwa,
et al. (2021) examined data from later that summer (August 2020) on
race conversations of Black and white parents with young children (4–
11,Mage= 7 years old). They found the majority of Black (75%) and
white (66%) parents talked with their children about “Black Lives
Matter rallies or protests against police brutality”; this nonsignificant
racial difference seems due to the unexpectedly high percentage of
white parents reporting these discussions, which may be explained
by the specificity of the question (asking about BLM) and timing of
data collection. Whereas Sullivan et al. (2021) collected data three
weeks after the murder of George Floyd, Rogers, Niwa, et al. (2021)
collected data in July and August 2020, the peak of BLM protests
and high-profile society-wide conversations (Buchanan et al., 2020).
Like Rogers, Niwa, et al. (2021), Abaied et al. (2022) also reported
that 80% of white parents sampled months after the public outcry
about the murder of George Floyd, discussed “current race-related top-
ics” (e.g., police brutality, the May/June 2020, and the recent deaths of
Floyd, Taylor, Arbery) with their 14- to 17-year-old adolescents.
In addition to whether and how much parents discuss race topics,

what they say—the content of their conversations—also matters.
Here, the data suggest that when white parents discuss race-related
events and topics, they do so with color evasive or egalitarian themes,
talking about race in ways that downplay or deny the realities of inequal-
ity, racism, and injustice (Abaied & Perry, 2021; Underhill, 2018).
There is variability, however; for instance, Abaied and Perry (2021)
found that 69% of white parents engaged in some form of “color-
conscious” socialization, such as endorsing equal treatment or acknowl-
edging racism. Sullivan et al. (2021) found similar patterns and clear
racial differences in the content of white and Black parents’ race conver-
sations. Black parents were significantly more likely than white parents
to acknowledge inequality and prepare children for racism, and less
likely to use “colorblind” messages focused solely on egalitarianism
without recognition of inequality; these differences were most pro-
nounced after the murder of George Floyd (Sullivan et al., 2021).
Collectively, these findings suggest that current events can influ-

ence parents’ race-related discussions and underscore the need to ana-
lyze in more depth what parents say; particularly because when white
parents talk about racist events, they often do so in ways that do not
address racism. Although informative, the extant studies vary consid-
erably in at least three factors whichmay be critical for theory and data
alike: (a) the age of children (4- to 18-year-olds), (b) the type of race
conversation assessed (e.g., a specific race event, or racism broadly),
and (c) analysis of parents’ racial background. In the current analysis,
we focus intentionally on middle childhood and both quantitatively
and qualitatively analyze the content of conversations about BLM
among a large number of Black and white parents.
In addition, we consider four contextual factors that shape how

race-related events are experienced and thus potentially discussed
amongBlack andwhite parents. Previous research on race socialization
has been inconsistent in examining such factors but suggests that these

factors may play an important role in racial socialization (e.g.,
D. L. Hughes et al., 2016). First, we consider parent education.
Existing research suggests that parents with some college education
or higher tend to report more racial socialization than parents with
less formal educational experience, but that the influence of education
may depend on race (e.g., Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021). Specifically,
because most white people do not have personal experience with rac-
ism, higher levels of education may provide greater knowledge of
racial history that could translate to more discussion of race with chil-
dren, whereas Black parents across educational levels may recognize
the importance of race conversations. Second, we consider child gen-
der. Previous research on racial socialization among Black families has
shown some gender differences in content: Black boys tend to receive
more messages about racism whereas Black girls tend to receive more
cultural, racial pride messages (e.g., Caughy et al., 2011; D. Hughes &
Chen, 1997; H. C. Stevenson et al., 1997). In a similar way, D. Hughes
et al. (2009) found that reports of preparation for bias, such as racism
and discrimination from others, were more strongly correlated among
mother–son dyads (compared to mother–daughter) whereas cultural
pride socialization was more strongly correlated for mother–daughter
(compared to mother–son) dyads. Thus, parents’ talk about BLM
may be more frequent and different among Black boys versus Black
girls. We are unaware of any gender-specific racial socialization mes-
sages among white families.

Third, we consider the relevance of community diversity, because the
diversity of one’s neighborhood has been correlated with racial socializa-
tion. For example, Black families in predominately white neighborhoods
engage in more racial socialization (e.g., H. C. Stevenson et al., 2005;
Tatum, 2017). Caughy et al. (2011) also found that cultural socialization
and copingweremore common in neighborhoods characterized bymore
community involvement, perhaps suggesting that parents engage inmore
racial socialization in neighborhoodswhere their Black children aremore
likely to navigate racewithin their communities.Moreover, white parents
talk very little about race, in part because of the racial homogeneity of
their communities and everyday networks (Hagerman, 2018).

Fourth, we explore the role of child age, because a common reason
for not talking about race is the belief it is not age-appropriate to
do so (e.g., Abaied & Perry, 2021; Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021).
Intersectionality matters here and the relevance of child age may
interact with race; for example, white families, who are more hesitant
and less likely overall to discuss race, may be especially likely to
avoid the topic with their elementary-school-aged children. In the
current analysis, we explore whether parent race interacts with
other demographic variables in predicting the likelihood of talking
about BLM as well as the content they report.

M(ai)cro Race Conversations: From Talking About Race
to Acknowledging Racism

Theoretically, we frame this research with the m(ai)cro model,
which centers “the macrosystem, and specifically racism (and its
partnering ideologies of sexism, heteronormativity, classism, and
capitalism)” as the starting point for developmental research
(Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021, p. 2). This theoretical lens brings the
larger sociopolitical context, moments, and movements, like
BLM, to the core rather than periphery of child development. For
the topic of talking about race, this means paying attention to rac-
ism—the power, oppression, and privilege that is ascribed to race.
We intentionally shift the focus from talking about race (generally)
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to acknowledging racism (specifically). Our approach builds on the
idea that racism can be considered a system in which everyone par-
ticipates (Tatum, 2017); the question is not if we participate in this
system, but how we resist or reinforce it. As such, we examine
how parents’ talk about BLM may reinforce or disrupt prevailing
narratives of racism. This approach also recognizes that talk about
racism is relevant for Black and white families (and beyond) and
attends to the public and political aspects of racial socialization
(Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021). Thus, while these are micro conversa-
tions among parents and children, they are inextricably tied to the
macro sociopolitical sphere that we collectively navigate.
To operationalize these principles in our research, we examine how

parents talk to their children about BLM. There are four reasons why
the topic of BLM is useful to capture talk about racism as public, polit-
ical, and systemic. First, the BLM movement is explicitly about racial
injustice; the stated mission is “to eradicate white supremacy and build
local power to intervene in violence inflicted on Black communities”
(BlackLivesMatter.com, Black Lives Matter, n.d.). Second, BLM is
widely recognized as a social movement for racial justice in the
United States. Inasmuch as BLMwas seen as striving for racial justice,
then its counterpleas, “All Lives Matter” and “Blue Lives Matter,”
were often used to refute this position, creating a public and political
script for race discussions in the United States. Third, BLM is devel-
opmentally relevant to children and their racial experiences and iden-
tities in middle childhood (e.g., Rogers, Rosario et al., 2021). Fourth,
the topic of BLM is timely; our researchwas intentionally conducted in
the months immediately following the peak for BLM tweets, protests,
street art, news, and children’s programs (e.g., Buchanan et al., 2020).

Current Study

The current study examined whether and how U.S. Black and
white parents of children (8–11 years old) talk about BLM in the
months following the heightened racial protests of summer 2020.
Our overarching research questions were: Do Black and white par-
ents talk to their 8- to 11-year-old children about BLM? If not:
What explanations do parents provide for not talking about race?
If yes: What is the content of their explanations?
We further analyzed the following four issues. First, does the like-

lihood of talking about BLM differ for Black and white parents?
Given the specific focus on BLM and timing of data collection,
we predicted that Black parents would be more likely to talk about
BLM with their children than white parents (e.g., Rogers, Niwa,
et al., 2021). We also explored whether the likelihood of talking
about BLM was moderated by race and parent education, child
age, child gender, and/or neighborhood diversity. Second, in what
ways does the content of parents’ responses about BLM conversa-
tions with their children align with or challenge ideologies of rac-
ism? We predicted that parental talk about race with their children
includes both content that reinforces racism (such as denying the
existence of racism) and content that disrupts it (such as characteriz-
ing certain events and actions as examples of racial injustice) (e.g.,
Sullivan et al., 2021). Among parents who report not talking
about BLM at all, we expected age-appropriateness (e.g., child is
too young) to be a common reason (Abaied & Perry, 2021) as
well as explicit denial of racism. Third, does the content of parents’
responses differ between Black and white parents? Based on prior
research, we predicted more responses from Black parents to
acknowledge racism and more responses from white parents to use

uncritical race messages (Priest et al., 2014; Sullivan et al., 2021).
Fourth, we also explored whether patterns in the content of BLMdis-
cussions were moderated by race and parent education, child age,
child gender, and/or neighborhood diversity.

Our focus on Black and white parents is not meant to convey that
other racial and ethnic groups are irrelevant in this issue. However, the
longstanding racial binary in the U.S. positions whiteness as superior
and Blackness as inferior, such that these racial groups are anchors that
tether the racial hierarchy in place in the U.S. context (see Molina,
2014; Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021).Moreover, BLMdirectly challenges
anti-Blackness and is explicitly about Black people, so we focus on
Black and white parents’ socialization within this context.

Method

Data for the current analyses were collected for the On Parenting
About Race (On PAR) study. On PAR was a larger, mixed-method
study administered via Qualtrics that surveyed Black and white parents
(N= 725) from across the United States, from November 2020 to
January 2021, about a variety of topics including racial identity, the
BLM movement, parenting, and mental health (Rogers et al., 2023).
The current study focused on parents’ reported discussions about
BLM with their children. The project was not preregistered. All data
and survey questions used in this analysis are available on the Open
Science Framework (OSF): https://tinyurl.com/onparosf. All research
activities were reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review
Board [IRB# STU00213512].

Participants

We recruited a sample of 725 Black and white parents of 8- to
11-year-old children in the United States (47.45% Black, Mage=
38.08 years old, SD= 7.00). Table 1 presents a full description of
sample demographics by parent racial group. Of the 344 Black par-
ents, 27.91% were men (n= 96), 71.80% were women (n= 247),
and one identified their gender as “Other.” Of the 381 white parents,
55.12%were men (n= 210) and 44.88%werewomen (n= 171). The
majority of the sample was married (68.28%; n= 495). The child
sample (Mage= 9.45 years, SD= 1.08) was composed of 398 boys
(54.90%) and 326 girls (44.97%); one parent identified their child’s
gender as “other/nonbinary.” Families were economically diverse,
with median reported annual income between $54,000 and $59,988.
Parents’ reported levels of educational attainment ranged from “less
than a high school diploma” (3.17%) to earned “doctorate” degree
(5.24%), with roughly half (48.69%) earning a bachelor’s or master’s
degree (see Table 1). Community racial diversity was calculated using
census tract data; the mean percentage of Black residents in partici-
pants’ communities based on the designated market areas (DMA)
location was 24.71% (SD= 29.42%). The mean percent of white res-
idents in participants’ neighborhoods was 59.36% (SD= 29.68%).

Recruitment and Procedure

Participants were recruited via Qualtrics Survey Panels using speci-
fied DMAwhich included the following cities for our research: Atlanta,
Baltimore, Cleveland, Chicago, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles,
Memphis, New York City, Philadelphia, and St. Louis. DMAs were
selected for diverse geographic representation as well as racial diversity
for recruitment purposes. The survey was open for recruitment from
October 2020 through January 2021. Eligible participants were parents
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located in the aforementioned DMAs who self-categorized themselves
as: (a) monoracial Black or white, (b) having at least one 8- to
11-year-old child, and (c) able to answer questions in English.
Parents gave the ages of their children and were then randomly
prompted to focus on a child either between 8–9 years old or 10–11
years old. To balance recruitment for race and child age, Qualtrics per-
sonnel monitored the survey demographics continually, setting quotas
within each DMA to ensure that it was balanced across Black and
white parents in the 8- to 9-years-old or 10- to 11-years-old age groups.
To further assure balance, Qualtrics opened recruitment in a series of
smaller samples of 10 white and 10 Black participants within a
DMA; once both racial numbers were filled, they then reopened the sur-
vey in that DMA. This process was repeated throughout the data collec-
tion process. Our final sample included no less than 10 and more than
40 participants of each racial group from each DMA. We used this
approach because online research samples are skewed toward larger
numbers of white participants; thus, it was likely that our sample of
white parents would be recruited quicker than our sample of Black par-
ents, and we wanted to ensure our data collection for the Black and
white samples occurred concurrently and remained balanced through-
out the study.
Interested participants received an online screener with questions to

confirm eligibility before signing consent andmoving to the full survey.
In addition to demographic questions, participants answered a series of

multiple-choice and short-answer questions about a variety of topics
related to race, racism experiences, and conversations with their chil-
dren. Relevant survey measures are discussed below. Once participants
completed the survey, they received compensation in accordance with
terms for Qualtrics Survey Panels. Participants were also given the
option to provide their name and email address if theywere comfortable
with future contact from researchers, but this was collected separately
from their survey responses which were linked to a randomly assigned
participant ID number for confidentiality purposes.

Measures

The survey was self-administered online via Qualtrics. Parents
responded to a range of written and multiple-choice questions about
their experiences with civic engagement, conversations with their chil-
dren about race and racism, and the racial socialization of both them-
selves and their children. All responses were typed into the Qualtrics
platform. Focal questions for the current research are detailed below.

Talking About BLM

To assess BLM talk, parents answered two questions: a
closed-ended prompt and an open-ended typed response. First, all
parents saw the survey item: Have you talked to your (child age)

Table 1
Descriptives of Participant Demographics

Demographic indicator
Total (n= 748) Black parents (n= 359) White parents (n= 389)

n (%) n (%) n (%)

Parent gender
Woman 418 (57.7%) 247 (71.8%) 171 (44.9%)
Man 306 (42.2%) 96 (27.9%) 210 (55.1%)
Other 1 (0.1%) 1 (0.3%) 0 (0%)

Parent education
No school 1 (0.1%) 0 (0%) 1 (0.3%)
Less than eighth grade 2 (0.3%) 2 (0.6%) 0 (0%)
Some high school 20 (2.8%) 9 (2.6%) 11 (2.9%)
High school degree 111 (15.3%) 71 (20.6%) 40 (10.5%)
Some college 123 (17.0%) 85 (24.7%) 38 (10.0%)
Associate degree 77 (10.6%) 45 (13.1%) 32 (8.4%)
Bachelor’s degree 178 (24.6%) 81 (23.6%) 97 (25.5%)
Master’s degree 175 (24.1%) 39 (11.3%) 136 (35.7%)
Doctorate degree 38 (5.2%) 12 (3.5%) 26 (6.8%)

Parent marital status
Married 495 (68.3%) 176 (51.2%) 319 (83.7%)
Single 138 (19.0%) 110 (32.0%) 28 (7.4%)
Romantic relationship 58 (8.0%) 40 (11.6%) 18 (4.7%)
Separated/divorced 31 (4.3%) 16 (4.7%) 15 (3.9%)
Widowed 3 (0.4%) 2 (0.6%) 1 (0.3%)

Child gender
Girls 326 (45.0%) 169 (49.1%) 157 (41.2%)
Boys 398 (54.9%) 175 (50.9%) 223 (58.5%)
Other 1 (0.1%) 0 (0%) 1 (0.3%)

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Parent age 38.08 (7) 36.8 (7.39) 39.2 (6.42)
Child age 9.45 (1.08) 9.47 (1.09) 9.44 (1.08)
% Black in Census Tract 24.71% (29.42%) 35.36% (33.24%) 14.99% (21.23%)
% White in Census Tract 59.36% (29.68%) 48.93% (30.93%) 68.9% (24.96%)

Mdn Mdn Mdn

Parent education Bachelor’s degree Associate degree Bachelor’s degree
Monthly family income $4,500–4,999 $3,000–3,499 $6,000–6,499
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year-old child about BLM?, a closed-ended prompt with response
selections of “yes” or “no.” These dichotomous self-report data
were analyzed to report on frequency of “yes” and “no” responses.
If participants selected “yes,” they were routed to the open-ended
prompt: What have you said to your (child age) year-old child
about BLM? If participants selected “no,” they were routed to the
open-ended prompt: Why have not you talked to your (child age)
year-old child about BLM? The short answers to these prompts
were captured through a qualitative coding system and submitted
to statistical analyses (described below).

Demographic Variables

Participants self-reported their demographics (see Table 1), which
were used to explore the broader sociopolitical and economic con-
texts of parents’ discussions of BLM.

Data Cleaning and Analysis

All data were checked and cleaned for rote responses, nonsense,
and incoherence across the survey responses, and suspicious cases
were removed from the data file. First, the Qualtrics data team fol-
lowed procedures using their multidimensional check for response
quality and then the verified “quality responses” were delivered
from Qualtrics to our research team. Second, we conducted additional
data quality checks, including: (a) straight lining and response pat-
terns, (b) response duration (too fast or short), (c) attention checks
embedded in the survey (participants were asked to report their zip
code at different points in the survey and removed if they failed the
attention check), and (d) evidence of duplicates (identical IP address,
identical demographics, similar open-ended responses). Open-ended
responses for talking about BLM were then imported into NVivo
QSRQualitative software for coding. Our sequential, mixed-data ana-
lytic approach began with qualitative coding in NVivo, followed by
data exportation to R for quantitative analysis.

Qualitative Coding

Our coding process uses Wolcott’s (1994) three levels which
include: description, analysis, and interpretation. In Level 1, we devel-
oped codes that describe the content of the data. In Level 2, we ana-
lyzed the prevalence and patterns of codes within our sample. In
Level 3, we used the m(ai)cro framework (Rogers, Niwa, et al.,
2021) to interpret the codes and patterns in our datawithin the broader
sociopolitical context. This final level of interpretation is essential to
the analysis, doing the interpretive work of making sense of the codes
and drawing systematic meaning from them (Wolcott, 1994). Here,
using m(ai)cro framework, we focus less on the specific content of
each response and more on whether and how the codes function to
reinforce or disrupt societal narratives and systems of racism
(Rogers, Moffitt, Jones, & McLean, 2021).
The first step for describing the data to generate codes was to orga-

nize the dataset into “yes” and “no” responses; parents who reported
talking about BLM (n= 581) and parents who did not (n= 144).
We coded the data without participant demographics visible; how-
ever, parent race was referenced to make final coding decisions con-
sistent with the codebook. For example, a white parent who wrote,
“our lives matter” is interpreted differently in the context of BLM
than a Black parent who responded, “our lives matter.” In this
way, the codebook centers a m(ai)cro lens so that racial comparisons

are interpretable within the racial structure. Three undergraduate
research assistants read all of the responses and wrote analytic
memos (Birks et al., 2008) to describe the themes, patterns, and
questions they noticed in the data. We discussed and translated
these memos into preliminary codes to organize the data by content
or key topics related to BLM. At this stage, we noted nonsense
responses to this open-ended prompt (e.g., “dkuelbulekgh
didkkjkhe!”) as well as responses pasted directly from websites
(e.g., the word-by-word copy–paste definition of BLM from
Wikipedia). Thus, some of the participants who otherwise answered
survey questions reasonably (and passed data quality checks) did not
answer the specific question about BLM in a sensical manner; we
detail this in the codebook. It was also apparent that the content of
“yes” and “no” responses were noticeably different. Thus, we devel-
oped the codebooks for the “yes” and “no” responses separately.

We used open coding to generate keywords to describe for each
response, which was used to create a preliminary coding scheme.
We followed a general inductive approach (D. R. Thomas, 2003),
paralleling prior studies examining the content and thematic coher-
ence of open-ended race responses (e.g., Rogers & Meltzoff, 2017;
Rogers et al., 2012). Our data-based conversations in developing the
codebook situated responses within the m(ai)cro lens of reinforcing
or disrupting racism; that is, we developed a coding system to cate-
gorize participants’ responses to address the following overarching
question: Does this answer/comment suggest a message that disrupts
racial silence and acknowledges racism or does it reinforce racial
hierarchy and uphold racial injustice? Our final codebook reflects
this orientation. Once established, we divided the data equally
among the three research assistants to code all responses. See
Table 2 for full descriptions of the coding scheme.

“Yes” Responses

For parents who said they had talked to their child about BLM, we
identified seven codes. The first two themes indicate an antiracist
stance: Acknowledge Inequality responses made explicit references
to race, Blackness, and inequality; and Affirm and Support
responses emphasized the value of Black lives and/or support for
the organization’s mission to protect Black people. The remaining
codes captured responses that passively accepted or actively
enforced the racial status quo: Lacks Substance messages were
vague, with no real content for analysis (e.g., “we talked about
it”); Uncritical Equality messages emphasized that all people are
equal but without acknowledging racial injustices; Delegitimizing
responses questioned the legitimacy of the BLM organization and/
or racism; and Other Content responses were relevant to the topic
but came up too infrequently to substantiate a clear code. Finally,
we noted responses that were Uncodable; these responses were non-
sensical or copy and pasted from the internet (see Table 2). The subc-
odes of Uncodable—Nonsensical and Copy/Paste—responses were
mutually exclusive. All other codes could co-occur, though most
responses received a single code (91.39% of all “yes” responses).
The exceptions were the Acknowledge Inequality and Affirm &
Support codes which overlapped in 6.21% of all “yes” responses.
There is a distinct message in each of these two codes that warrants
specificity and relation, rather than a full collapse of the differences
between the two codes. This coding conveys that affirming Black life
(“affirm and support”) is separate from but equally integral to racial
justice as naming inequality (“acknowledge inequality”).
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“No” Responses

For parents who said they did not talk to their child about BLM,
we identified seven codes: BLM Delegitimizing dismissed or
actively undermined the legitimacy of the BLM organization;
Racism Delegitimizing was the expressed denial of the existence
of racism broadly; Indifference responses suggested a passive avoid-
ance of the conversation, stating that the topic simply had not come
up or child had not asked; Not Appropriate responses focused on
parents’ desire to preserve children’s innocence and/or children’s
naivete; Not Prepared responses included parents reporting they
did not feel equipped or knowledgeable enough to discuss BLM;
and response coded as Other Race Conversations included parents
who noted they talked about race/racism with their child but not
BLM specifically. Finally, Uncodable responses that were nonsensi-
cal or copy and pasted from the internet. Again, most responses
(97.92% of all “no” responses) were assigned a single code.
Throughout the codebook development, the three coders double-

coded responses (two coders per response) to reach consensus. Once
finalized, we conducted reliability coding. A random 20% of the
“yes” and “no” responses were assigned to the lead researchers
(Rogers, Scott) who did not participate in consensus coding.
These responses were cross-checked with the data final coding by
the research assistants. We obtained 90% or higher coder agreement;
all discrepancies were resolved with discussion. After coding was
complete, we finalized code names to ensure they accurately cap-
tured the tone and tenor of the responses.

Quantitative Analysis

The qualitative coded results were exported as dichotomous vari-
ables (as 1= present, 0= absent) to R for analysis. For our core quan-
titative analyses that compare responses on the basis of parent race,
parent education, child age, child gender, and community racial diver-
sity, we fit generalized linear models with the binomial family for the
logit link function because the responses were coded as dichotomous
outcome variables (i.e., each response was coded for the presence or
absence of each code). We then regressed the codes onto parent race
(White=−0.5; Black= 0.5). All p values were adjusted using a
Holm–Bonferroni adjustment to correct for multiple comparisons.

Researcher Positionality

The coding team consisted of three undergraduate students trained
in qualitative and mixed-method developmental research. Rather
than an assumption of neutrality or distance from the research and
participants (Nzinga et al., 2018), we engaged a critical epistemolog-
ical stance with active awareness of the ways our own biases and
lived experiences shape our data analysis and interpretations. The
coders self-identify as white and male; white and genderqueer;
and multiracial (Black and white) and female. The team was super-
vised by the principal investigator, a Black female faculty member
and also by a postdoctoral scholar, who is a white woman. Having
a racially diverse team was intentional, designed to encourage criti-
cal reflection and engagement with the data and our interpretations.
This was especially useful in establishing the parameters and names
for codes; we stayed close to the data (Maxwell, 2005), while also
grounding its significance within a racialized system (Rogers,
Niwa, et al., 2021). Our systematic, collaborative approach to coding
within an “interpretive community” of scholars with diverse

knowledge, perspectives, and experiences (Marecek et al., 2001)
builds credibility and accuracy of the results, and the development
of a detailed codebook provides access to validity, transparency,
and transferability of the analysis process (Lincoln & Guba, 1986).

Results

We first report descriptive and inferential findings on the preva-
lence and content of parents (not) talking about BLM, and then dis-
cuss variation by race and related demographics.

Talking About BLM With 8- to 11-Year-Old Children

When asked to provide a dichotomous response to whether or not
they had discussed BLM with their child, the majority of parents
(80.14%) in our sample reported “yes.” This finding aligns with
the few recent studies suggesting that parents are talking about
race in response to the sociopolitical context (e.g., Abaied et al.,
2022; Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021).

Racial Differences in Prevalence of BLM Talk

While most parents reported talking with their child about BLM,
we also found racial differences in prevalence of talking about BLM.
Specifically, Black parents (84.30%) were significantly more likely
than white parents (76.38%) to talk about BLM with their children
(p= .008). See Table 3 for analysis details.

Next, we explored the relevance of other demographic variables,
alongside race of the parent, on the prevalence of talking about
BLM. Parents with higher levels of education, were significantly
more likely to talk about BLM with their children (p, .0001; see
Figure 1). No other demographic factors influenced the likelihood
of parents discussing BLMwith their children, and therewere no sig-
nificant interactions between race and any demographic variables.
See Table S1 in the supplemental materials for details.

Talking About BLM: Content of “Yes” Responses

We coded the content of the responses from the 581 parents who
reported “Yes” to having talked about BLM with their children (see
Table 2). The most common type of response was Acknowledging
Inequality (33.56%), for example, a 41-year-old white father said,
“I talk with my son about how wrongful deaths of men and
women of color at the hands of police.” The next most frequent
response was Affirm and Support (23.06%), for example, a
28-year-old Black mother said, “I try to remind him that he is impor-
tant and worthy despite what the media tells us.” These two types of
responses co-occurred at times, particularly among Black parents
who both emphasized the racial injustices and affirmed the value
of Black identity. The remaining responses were distributed into
the following coding categories: (a) Uncritical Equality (14.80%;
33-year-old white mother: “That all lives matter no matter your
skin color”), (b) Lacks Substance (11.88%; 30-year-old Black
mother: “I have explained to him what it is and what it means.”),
and (c) Delegitimizing (5.68%; 42-year-old white mother: “I have
mentioned that they are the cause of the riots that she sees on the
news. . . . We feel differently than most and do not sympathize
with the cause.”). A small percentage of “Yes” responses were
coded as Other content (1.72%; 36-year-old white father: “Be care-
ful around any protest movement. Make sure to study what the
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movements are all about and what their guiding beliefs are as well as
what they hope to accomplish in the end.”).
Approximately 16% of responses were Uncodable because they

were either: (a) Nonsensical or confusing (8.43%; 33-year-old
Black father: “It’s nice to consider the black lives matter.”), or (b)
directly copy and pasted from Internet sources (7.57%; multiple par-
ticipants: “Black Lives Matter is a decentralized political and social
movement advocating for nonviolent civil disobedience in protest
against incidents of police brutality and all racially motivated vio-
lence against Black people.”). These nonsensical and copy–pasted
responses raise questions about the content of “Yes” responses

overall; we analyze the patterns the uncodable responses in our
data and return to this issue in the Discussion section.

Racial Differences in the Content of BLM Talk

As shown in Tables 2 and 3, Black parents were significantly more
likely than white parents to Acknowledge Inequality (44.48% vs.
22.68%) and to Affirm and Support (34.14% vs. 12.03%) the lives,
humanity, and identities of Black people in their responses about
BLM. At the same time, Black parents were significantly less likely
than white parents to give response coded as Uncritical Equality
(9.31% vs. 20.27%) or Uncodable (6.90% vs. 28.52%); the majority
of Uncodable responses were copy and pasted from Internet sources
(e.g., Wikipedia, news articles, etc.). The prevalence rates for
responses coded as Delegitimizing and Lacks Substance did not differ
significantly by parent race.

Exploratory Analyses. Next, to explore the relevance of other
demographic variables (e.g., parent education) in our exploratory
analyses, we selectively focused on three robust and substantive
codes and fit one logistic regression model per code: (a)
Acknowledge Inequality; (b) Affirm and Support; and (c)
Uncritical Equality. We selected these categories because they
were substantive (i.e., not uncodable) and at least 10% of responses
were coded into each category, providing ample variability for anal-
ysis. Each of these analyses evaluated how race, as it interacts with
different demographic variables, may impact the likelihood of dis-
cussing BLM as well as the content of and reasons for not having
BLM conversations. For the three codes of interest, we regressed
parents’ coded responses on each demographic variable, parent
race, and the interaction of parent race and each demographic vari-
able of interest, in turn (parent education, child age, child gender,
and racial demographics of DMA). Parent education was operation-
alized as the highest grade or level of school parents completed
(Coded 1 [lowest] to 9 [highest]; see Table 1). Although educational

Table 3
Logistic Regression: BLM “Yes” and “No” Responses as a Function of Black and White Parents

Qualitative code B SE χ2 p OR

Overall 0.51 0.19 7.21 .008** 1.66
“Yes” (coded content of responses)
Acknowledge inequality 1.00 0.18 31.38 ,.001*** 2.73
Affirm/support 1.33 0.22 41.33 ,.001*** 3.79
Uncritical equality −0.91 0.25 14.14 ,.001*** 0.40
Racism delegitimizing −0.32 0.36 0.79 .38 0.73
Lacks substance/stance −0.29 0.26 1.30 .26 0.75
Other content 0.42 0.65 0.42 .52 1.52

Uncodable
Nonsensical −1.34 0.35 17.01 ,.001*** 0.26
Copy–paste −2.75 0.60 41.64 ,.001*** 0.06

“No” (coded content of responses)
BLM delegitimizing −0.23 0.43 0.28 .60 0.80
Racism delegitimizing −1.14 0.58 4.53 .05† 0.32
Indifference 0.76 0.39 3.75 .05† 2.15
Not appropriate −0.36 0.44 0.66 .42 0.42
Unprepared −0.19 0.88 0.05 .83 0.83
Other race conversations 1.88 0.82 6.50 .02* 6.55
Uncodable −0.65 0.61 1.26 .28 0.52

Note. Each table row represents one logistic regression analysis regressing the presence or absence of each code
on parent race. All p values for the specific codes use Holm–Bonferroni adjustments to correct for multiple
comparisons. BLM=Black Lives Matter.
† p, .10. * p, .05. ** p, .01. *** p, .001.

Figure 1
Effect of Parent Race and Education on Talking About BLM

Note. Error envelopes represent standard error of the point estimate. Points
depict raw data for participants of each race (Black parents = dark/green;
White parents= gray/red) that is jittered for ease of viewing. BLM=
Black Lives Matter. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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attainment is not necessarily linear, we treated it as such in the anal-
yses for interpretive purposes.
Given prior research recognizing how racial positionality inter-

sects with other social variables, we anticipated that demographic
factors may function differently among Black and white parents.
Thus, to evaluate each demographic variable, we regressed the
codes onto the demographic variables, parent race, and the interac-
tions between each demographic variable and parent race. For ease
of presentation, we report significant main effects and interactions
with race in text and details of nonsignificant analyses are included
in Tables S1–S4 in the supplemental materials. As with the core
analyses reported above, all p values were adjusted using a Holm–

Bonferroni adjustment to correct for multiple comparisons.
Across all of these analyses, the only significant effect was an inte-

raction between parent race and parent education on Acknowledging
Inequality (B= 0.35, χ2= 8.64, p= .03, OR= 1.43). Simple
slopes analyses revealed that for Black parents, the likelihood of
Acknowledging Inequality was unrelated to parents’ education
(B= 0.10, χ2= 1.53, p= 1.00, OR= 1.10); across levels of educa-
tion, Black parents were more likely to acknowledge inequality in
their BLM talk. Among white parents, however, there was a signifi-
cant effect of parent education on Acknowledging Inequality such
that the responses of white parents with higher levels of education
were less likely to acknowledge inequality (B=−0.26, χ2= 7.85,
p= .04, OR= 0.77). See Figure 2 for a visual depiction of the inter-
action effect. This effect was in the opposite direction of what one
might expect, which warrants further research. See Tables S2–S4 in
the supplemental materials for details of analyses.

Not Talking About BLM: Content of “No” Responses

A total of 144 parents (19.8% of the full sample) provided “No”
responses, indicating that they did not talk to their children about
BLM. The most common reason for not talking about BLM was
Delegitimization. This code had two subcodes: BLM Delegitimization
was present in 20.83% of the “No” responses and included responses

that discredited the organization, mission, and actions (e.g., 42-year-old
white father: “Because Black lives matters is a racist group and I do not
teach ignorance.”). The other subcode, Race Delegitimization, was pre-
sent in 15.28% of the “No” responses, which denied race and racism
broadly (e.g., 41-year-old white mother: “I don’t talk to my child
about subjects like this. Color should not matter. Every life matters.”).

The next most common reasons for not talking about BLMwere: (a)
Indifference, in which parents indicated that they did not have a motive
or reason to do so or that they had not thought about it (24.31%;
45-year-old Black mother: “I haven’t really thought about it.”); and
(b) Not Appropriate, in which parents indicated that children were
too young or innocent to talk about BLM, or the child simply would
not understand (20.14%; 42-year-old white mother: “Because he is
too young to talk about the dynamics of something like protestors
and racial equality. He can understand the basics of being kind and lov-
ing of all people, but he doesn’t need to bear the burden of something
so heavy at his age. Our kids have been bombarded with scary things
this year. I just want to keep him young longer.”). A smaller percentage
of parents were coded as reporting Other Race Conversations but not
discussing BLM specifically (6.25%; 36-year-old white father: “I
haven’t mentioned that organization specifically, but have talked
about inequity and how thingsmust change.”). Less than 5% of parents
(4.17%) reported feeling Unprepared to have these conversations
(34-year-old white mother: “I am not sure I fully understand it enough
to explain it to him.”). Finally, 11.11% of the “No” responses were
Uncodable (33-year-old white mother: “Little explaining that about
things story”). See Table 2 for a summary with sample responses.

Racial Differences in Reasons for Not Talking About BLM

Amongst parents who reported not talking about BLM with their
children, both Black and white parents were equally likely to provide
responses that question the legitimacy of the BLMmovement (BLM
Delegitimization), 18.52% and 22.22%, respectively. However,
Black parents were significantly less likely to give responses that
were coded as denying systemic racism (Racism Delegitimization),
7.41% of Black parents compared to 20.00% of white parents.
Black parents were also significantly more likely than white parents
to report Other Race Conversations (12.96% vs. 2.22%) with their
children and were marginally more likely than white parents to pro-
vide responses coded as Indifference (33.33% vs. 18.89%), indicat-
ing that they “just haven’t thought about” raising the topic or were
waiting for the child to do so, for example.

Given the overall infrequency of “No” responses and therefore, the
low numbers of codes in each category, we did not have sufficient
power to evaluate the effect of the exploratory demographics variables
on parents’ reasons for avoiding conversations about BLM.

Discussion

Guided by a premise of the m(ai)cro model (Rogers, Niwa, et al.,
2021) that racial socialization is responsive to sociopolitical and his-
torical events, this research examined what parents said about race
and racism during a sociopolitical moment of racial unrest and global
focus on racial justice.We found that most parents (80%) in our sam-
ple reported talking with their 8- to 11-year-old child about BLM.
This aligns with recent research, specifically for Black parents
(Sullivan et al., 2021), but the pattern among white parents is partic-
ularly striking from a sociopolitical lens. For example, in studies

Figure 2
Effect of Race and Education on Responses Coded as Acknowledging
Inequality

Note. Error envelopes represent standard error of the point estimate. Points
depict raw data for participants of each race (Black = dark/green; White =
gray/red) that is jittered for ease of viewing. See the online article for the
color version of this figure.
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conducted prior to 2020 (Abaied & Perry, 2021; Underhill, 2018)
researchers investigated whether white parents talked with their chil-
dren about publicized racial violence, and in both studies, only about
one-third of white parents talked about the events. Yet, in studies of
white parents following the murder of George Floyd, those numbers
are notably higher; 76% of white parents in the present study and
80% in Abaied et al.’s (2022) recent work. This seems to reflect
the national response to racism in Summer 2020, marking a shift
in the landscape for race conversations, especially among white par-
ents who were more willing to report talking about racism with their
children. In the face of national racial injustice, such findings point to
the possibility and potential to meaningfully disrupt the cultural
norm of racial silence. Still, Black parents were more likely to talk
about BLM than white parents, and we found predicted racial differ-
ences in the content of these reports that are informative to theory
and practice. In this way, these findings parallel the robust literature
on racial socialization (e.g., D. Hughes et al., 2006; Priest et al.,
2014; Ruck et al., 2021), and suggest that even in response to explicit
and public racialized violence, Black and white parents markedly
different approaches to talking with their children about race that pat-
tern the established social “regularities” of racial positionality in the
U.S (D. L. Hughes & Watford, 2022).

From Disrupting Silence to Disrupting Racism

Among the parents who reported talking about BLM (n= 581),
we found that most frequently used code was Acknowledging
Inequality, followed by the Affirm and Support code. As a base rate,
this finding points toward more critical, antiracist socialization. At the
same time, parents’ messages across the sample were quite varied.
Acknowledging Inequality and Affirm and Support were represented
in just 33% and 23%, respectively, of the “Yes” responses. The preva-
lence of these types of responses was also driven largely by Black par-
ents who were more than twice as likely as white parents to talk about
BLM in ways that acknowledge racial injustice and affirm the human
dignity and value of Black lives. Collectively, 78% of responses from
Black parents were coded for Acknowledging Inequality and/or
Affirm and Support. These patterns align with previous research on
racial socialization which suggests that Black families are more likely
to discuss race, racism, and preparation for bias with their children
than arewhite families, and underscores the value of supporting families
in this component of their parenting (R. E. Anderson & Stevenson,
2019; D. Hughes et al., 2006; Priest et al., 2014; Ruck et al., 2021).
For white parents who talked about BLM, there was no dominant

or cohesive message. The most common codes were Uncodable
(27%), followed by Acknowledging Inequality (22%), and Uncritical
Equality (21%). The fact that the Acknowledging Inequality code,
including references to racism and inequality, was the secondmost com-
monway that white parents talked about BLM,may reflect the increased
attention to race and racism in media and children’s programming. Still,
white parents were twice as likely as Black parents to use color- and
power-evasive language, emphasizing equal treatment for all people
without acknowledging or naming injustices, presenting a narrative of
Uncritical Equality (Abaied & Perry, 2021; D. Hughes et al., 2009;
Sullivan et al., 2021). More attention-getting, however, was that nearly
27% of white parents who reported talking with their child about
BLM gave open-ended responses that were Uncodable. White parents
were more than four times as likely as Black parents to give nonsensical
responses (13% vs. 3%) and 14 times more likely to directly copy and

paste an answer from the Internet (14% vs. 1%). Thus, while many
white parents said they talked about BLM, they were unable (or unwill-
ing) to provide a substantive description. These racialized patterns call us
to question how to interpret white parents’ reported conversations.

One interpretation is that the foregoing pattern of responses
reflects white parents’ performativity of antiracism—a response to
social pressure to appear “antiracist” or at least not racist. This has
been referred to as “performative allyship” in which people engage
in surface-level behaviors, such as posting messages of solidarity
with minoritized groups instead of genuine forms of challenging rac-
ism and supporting of social justice (e.g., Kalina, 2020). Prior to
2020, there may have been less of a cultural expectation for white
people to speak out on race and racial issues, but this norm was dis-
rupted in the wake of BLM protests in 2020. The urge for “performa-
tive allyship” may have been tapped among the white parents in our
sample who reported talking with their child about BLM but did not
offer substantive answers. The prevalence of this type of response
among white parents is concerning and warrants further attention
in research designed to investigate ways to reduce performativity
and increase deeper engagement. Indeed, in a recent report by the
Pew Research Center (2023) found that support for BLM has
declined from its 67% at its peak in 2020 to 51% in 2023, suggesting
that the sharp uptick in racial justice advocacy we observed was not
sustained. With regard to developmental research and theory, these
findings also support the relevance of the chronosystem on micro-
procsses (Rogers, Niwa et al., 2021), and call us to use caution
when relying on parents’ “yes/no,” or even frequency, responses
on surveys or test items about racial socialization without probing
the content and meaning of race-related messages within families.

Not Talking About BLM

While most parents reported talking about BLM, we also found
interesting and important trends among the 144 parents who reported
not talking about BLM with their children. The most common reason
parents gave for not talking their child about BLM was some form of
Delegitimization (35%, 52 of 144); these parents did not support the
mission of BLM or believe that racism itself exists. Here our coding
distinction between parents who gave responses that were directed
toward the Delegitimization of BLM specifically versus a
Delegitimization of Racism in general becomes very useful.
Interestingly, Black and white parents were equally likely to reference
BLMDelegitimization 22% and 20%, respectively. In their responses,
some parents tied the BLM movement to fake news and conspiracy
theories that made them distrustful of the organization, its intentions,
and potential for addressing racism. In this way, some parents—both
Black and White—were skeptical of the politicization and actions of
the BLM movement. For Racism Delegitimization, however, there
was a very different pattern. White parents were three times as likely
as Black parents to deny racism and assert explicitly racist comments;
18% of white parents delegitimized racism compared to 7% of Black
parents. This finding is consistent with prior research in which white
adults are significantly less likely than Black adults to recognize racial
injustice in the United States (Eibach&Ehrlinger, 2006), and parallels
the literature on racial socialization wherein reports of “preparation for
bias” among Black youth and families is a common message (e.g.,
D. Hughes et al., 2006; Paasch-Anderson et al., 2019).

For other “No” responses, both Black and white parents were
equally likely to report Indifference, stating that they had not thought
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about it, or the child had not mentioned the topic. In a system of racial
inequality, a passive response of not naming injustice can contribute to
its maintenance (Bonilla-Silva & Dietrich, 2011; Tatum, 2017). Yet,
for Black parents who did not talk about BLM, we observed a distinct
pattern: Black parents reported having Other Race Conversations.
Although white parents who did not talk about BLM also seem to
not talk about racism at all, Black parents were more than six times
as likely to report that they discussed “other relevant” race topics
with their child. This finding also seems to align fit with our observed
pattern whereby Black and white parents are equally likely to delegiti-
mize the BLM movement but not racism in general.
Finally, we were surprised that very few parents stated that talking

about BLM was Not Appropriate for their child, given the preva-
lence of the preservation of (white) childhood innocence
(R. A. Anderson & Masicampo, 2017) and some evidence of this
reasoning among white parents from prior research (e.g., Abaied
& Perry, 2021; Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021). In a similar vein, we
found that very few parents (�4%) reported being Unprepared to
talk with their child about BLM, countering the common societal
narrative that white parents, in particular, may recognize the need
to talk about race but are uncertain about how to do so. These pat-
terns may show the impact of the sociopolitical moment and mass
media efforts with many sources (e.g., Sesame Street Workshop
and PBS Kids) promoting resources for and the value of race conver-
sations with young children. Our research findings, however, indi-
cate that parents’ reasoning varies considerably, and very few state
that it has to do with lack of preparation. That said, the findings
suggest the need for more empirical focus on why parents do
not talk about racialized events with their children. For example,
R. E. Anderson et al. (2020) propose the need to evaluate how par-
ents perceive their own competency and preparation to talk about
race with their children as key to effective racial socialization prac-
tices. Our finding that few parents reported lack of preparation as
to why they did not discuss BLM may call attention to the need
for greater accuracy in parents’ understanding of their own capacity
for racial socialization.

Exploratory Findings: Racial Differences in Context

Our exploratory analyses investigating whether race interacted
with relevant contextual variables were largely nonsignificant.
These contextual variables and variations remain underexamined
in the racial socialization literature more broadly (e.g., D. L.
Hughes & Watford, 2022; Ruck et al., 2021; H. C. Stevenson
et al., 2005). Still, we observed the two significant interactions in
our exploratory analyses that highlight the intersection role of educa-
tional attainment and race. Overall, parents who reported higher lev-
els of education were more likely to discuss BLM than parents with
lower levels of education. This aligns with previous research on
racial socialization (Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021). The high media
and news coverage on the topic during a heightened moment like
summer 2020 may also contribute to the pattern, inasmuch as adults
with higher levels of education consume more news. For example,
57% of U.S. adults with college education or higher are more likely
to read “in-depth” news articles and stories on a daily basis com-
pared to those with only (36%) or without (20%) a high school
diploma (Media Insight Project, 2014).
That said, we found an unexpected pattern among parents who

reported talking about BLM: among thewhite parents, the likelihood

of Acknowledging Inequality was higher among white parents who
reported lower levels of education. Although wemight expect higher
levels of education to support more critical engagement with racial
topics, here we see the opposite pattern. Although Black parents
seem equally likely to Acknowledge Inequality across education lev-
els, at the highest levels of education, we see the largest gap between
Black and white parents. One explanation is simply that few white
parents overall (n= 62, 22%) gave responses coded as
Acknowledging Inequality, which impacts the distribution and
thus ability to detect effects. White parents who are highly educated
are also highly likely to reside in white communities and social cir-
cles, with very limited interaction with Black families (Hagerman,
2018); such homogeneity is itself an example of the "racial regular-
ities" that characterize social context (D. L. Hughes & Watford,
2022) and may also undermine parents’ motivation to discuss
BLM with children. Another explanation is the link in the United
States between socioeconomic status and meritocracy beliefs. For
example, belief in meritocracy is positively associated with system
justification (Darnon et al., 2018) and some previous work shows
that individuals from higher class backgrounds hold stronger merit-
ocratic beliefs that hard work overcomes inequality (Xian &
Reynolds, 2017). Such beliefs would be inconsistent with acknowl-
edging (racial) inequality. That is to say, higher education among
white parents in our sample may be correlated with more general ide-
ologies that undermine recognition of systemic inequality. Still, the
interactions discussed here are based on a small subsample of
responses and additional research is needed to further attend to the
intersecting contexts that influence whether and how parents discuss
racial (in)justice with their children.

We did not observe significant interaction effects for child age,
gender, or neighborhood diversity. The age span of 8–11 years old
is a relevant yet narrow range. Some prior research on children’s
racial identities suggests that during middle childhood, the racial
background of the child is more relevant to the content of children’s
race narratives than age within this developmental period (Rogers &
Meltzoff, 2017; Rogers et al., 2012). Our interpretation is not that
there is an absence of “development” but rather that the racialized
context is salient to children’s development. This pattern holds in
our sample; racial background is more predictive of the race conver-
sation than child age. With gender, prior research is limited—and we
are unaware of research with white families examining gendered pat-
terns in race socialization. Finally, the data based on general DMA
information for diversity may not be sensitive enough to reliably
detect differences in frequency of talk about BLM. While we
attempted to analyze for contextual factors in relation to racial
group membership, future research will benefit from larger projects
that are designed to robustly examine intersectional and contextual
factors within and across racial groups.

Limitations and Future Research

We acknowledge several limitations. First, the use of online data
collection brings limitations. Although we used strict strategies to
ensure data quality, the online Qualtrics sample may include expert
survey takers and those who may not have devoted deep attention to
the questions and topics. Stratifying and pacing our recruitment by
DMAs were strengths of our online data collection design as it off-
sets the tendency to recruit from a single area of the country and
from whoever is first to complete the survey. Still, unlike Census
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tract data, for example, DMAs do not provide guaranteed data on
each participant’s neighborhood which limits our ability to analyze
the specificity of racial diversity for each participant. We also have
only first-person reports, without ways to verify the substance and
accuracy of the reported information. Did parents actually talk
about BLM? We have some evidence—the nonsensical, lack of
substance, and copy–pasted responses—that suggests some did
not actually do so in any meaningful way. Moreover, even if par-
ents did talk about BLM, we are only able to interpret what is
reported, not able to verify it against actual behavior. With brief
open-response data such as used here, the codes are necessarily
tied to the explicit words used. Thus, we are relying on parents’
reported moments rather than documentation of their child’s
lived experiences.
An additional limitation arises when considering the specificity of

the sociopolitical moment. These data represent patterns detected
during the height of the 2020 BLM racial justice movement.
Although this is a strength for evaluating conversations about racism
when they are perhaps most likely to occur and contemporaneous
with major societal upheavals, questions remain about how the fre-
quency and content of these parent–child conversations will evolve
or fade over time (e.g., Pew Research Center, 2023). Longitudinal
designs that follow families and capture the lived and nuanced
ways in which parents talk about sociopolitical events would provide
invaluable insight. It would also provide an important missing piece:
children’s responses, interpretations, and engagement with such
conversations. We cannot know from these parent reports what the
children said or did not say, how they responded, and how these
BLM moments support children’s own developing critical aware-
ness of racial injustices. Moreover, the duration and repetition of
racial dialogue likely matters. Certainly, a single conversation or
nod to the history of racism in the face of a current event of racial
violence is not enough to change the course of the child’s racial
socialization (and prevailing messages of white supremacy and
anti-Blackness) that children will encounter from various sources
within the family system and beyond it, including, school curricula,
teachers, friends, and the media.
Our interpretations are also limited by our intentional design deci-

sion to recruit only Black and white parents. We restricted our focus
in this way to ensure a sufficiently large sample of Black and white
parents with children within a 3-year age span of interest. We also
acknowledge the conceptual and practical challenges of accounting
for the dynamics of multiple racial groups and positionalities, as well
as the constraints imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic. That said,
we encourage future research that engages a more racially diverse
sample, as well as the relevant intersecting positionalities. For exam-
ple, how did Asian American families navigate BLM as well as other
racialized sociopolitical pressures such as anti-Asian rhetoric tied to
COVID-19 and the movement to Stop Asian American Pacific
Islander Hate? How were multiracial families moving through this
period of racial salience and socializing their children to navigate
their racial experiences and positionalities in this highly (bi)polar-
ized context (Jones & Rogers, 2023)? Moreover, parents’ own racial
identities and ideologies are likely important contributors to this pro-
cess and more in-depth interviews with the parents about themselves
could offer additional insight to whether, how, and the motivation
for their discussing BLM with their children (e.g., Dull et al.,
2023; A. J. Thomas & Speight, 1999). Each of the limitations pro-
vides a key directions for future research.

Concluding Thoughts

The pattern of empirical findings and our interpretations of them
offer a window into how parents were navigating race at the height
of the BLM movement, and what they said or thought they should
say to their young children about the racism and racial violence hap-
pening in the United States. The findings suggest some progress, at
least in terms of the prevalence of talking about race with children,
especially among white parents, but there is still work to do. Our anal-
ysis focused on how conversation content may work to disrupt racial
injustice or passively/actively allow it to persist. The parental
responses within the Acknowledge Inequality and Affirm and
Support codes suggested an antiracist stance by countering racial
silence fueled by the dominant ideology of white supremacy and
anti-Blackness, whereas the Uncritical Equality and Indifference
codes are analogous to standing on a conveyor belt but not actively
challenging, questioning, or disrupting its rhythm. Finally, a small
but notable number of parent responses were Delegitimizing narra-
tives about racism and BLM and can be seen as actively upholding
racial injustice through harmful racial ideologies that perpetuate rac-
ism. Adding this interpretative frame broadens the racial socializa-
tion literature by situating parental race conversations as
transformative levers that are both micro and macro, personal and
political (Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021, p. 280).

The pattern of findings obtained in this study has important implica-
tions for the design of interventions seeking to enrich parent–child con-
versations about racism. We do not think that promoting more race
conversations is enough. As we further the work on racial socialization,
attending to how parents address racism is important for understanding
the role and potential of antiracist socialization (R. E. Anderson &
Stevenson, 2019; Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021). In particular, the current
findings suggest that feeling unprepared is not a primary reason for
not talking about race with children; this may mean that we want to
do more to convey to parents why such conversations are necessary in
the work of disrupting racial injustice (see Scott et al., 2022;
Waxman, 2021). Nurturing critical discussion and awareness of racism
in a society designed to make racial inequality and injustice invisible
requires intentionality. Parents play a key role in socializing children,
but we must also attend to the dynamic sociopolitical context in
which parenting is situated and consider the ways we can leverage
related systems, such as media and schooling, to support the practice
of antiracist socialization (e.g., Rogers, Niwa, et al., 2021; H.
Stevenson, 2014). Studying children’s developmental contexts as
dynamic and interdependentwithin the broader chronosystem and socio-
political systems of society will help disrupt notions of unidirectional
impacts and allow us to see how parents are themselves responding
social forces that may prompt them to shift what and how they converse
with their children. The present work lays the foundation for evaluating
such factors but is only a start for a m(ai)cro analysis and approach to
studying racial development.
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Supplemental Table 1 

 

Impact of Demographic Variables on Likelihood of Talking about BLM 

 
 B SE 2 p-value OR 

Race 0.77 0.23 12.22 0.007** 2.17 

Education 0.23 0.07 12.86 0.005** 1.26 

Child Age 0.06 0.09 0.46 1.00 1.06 

Child Gender -0.06 0.20 0.11 1.00 0.94 

Percent Black in Census Tract -1.18 0.76 2.53 0.96 0.31 

Percent White in Census Tract -1.71 0.75 5.82 0.20 0.18 

Race x Education 0.09 0.13 0.49 1.00 1.10 

Race x Child Age -0.13 0.18 0.49 1.00 0.88 

Race x Child Gender 0.01 0.40 0.00 1.00 1.01 

Race x Percent Black in Census Tract 0.76 1.53 0.25 1.00 2.14 

Race x Percent White in Census Tract -0.52 1.49 0.12 1.00 0.59 

Note: This table presents the results from a logistic regression model regressing talking about 

BLM on parent education, child age, child gender, percentage of Black people in census tract, 

percentage of white people in census tract, and each of the prior variables’ interaction with 

parent race. All p-values use Holm-Bonferroni adjustments to correct for multiple comparisons. 
†p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. OR = Odd’s Ratio.  

 

 

  



Supplemental Table 2 

 

Effects of Demographic Variables on Acknowledging Inequity 

 
 B SE  2 p-value OR 

Race 0.97 0.21 22.03 <0.001*** 2.64 

Education -0.08 0.06 1.77 1.00 0.92 

Child Age 0.09 0.09 0.94 1.00 1.09 

Child Gender 0.20 0.19 1.03 1.00 1.22 

Percent Black in Census Tract 0.98 0.75 1.75 1.00 2.66 

Percent White in Census Tract 1.04 0.69 2.33 1.00 2.82 

Race x Education 0.35 0.12 8.64 0.03* 1.43 

Race x Child Age -0.03 0.18 0.04 1.00 0.97 

Race x Child Gender -0.73 0.39 3.55 0.54 0.48 

Race x Percent Black in Census Tract -0.23 1.49 0.02 1.00 0.79 

Race x Percent White in Census Tract -0.03 1.38 0.00 1.00 0.97 

 

Note: This table presents the results from a logistic regression model regressing acknowledging 

inequity on parent education, child age, child gender, percentage of Black people in census tract, 

percentage of white people in census tract, and each of the prior variables’ interaction with 

parent race. All p-values use Holm-Bonferroni adjustments to correct for multiple comparisons. 
†p < 0.10, p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. OR = Odd’s Ratio.  

 

 

  



Supplemental Table 3 

 

Effects of Demographic Variables on Affirm/Support 

 
 B SE  2 p-value OR 

Race 1.15 0.25 23.15 < 0.001 3.16 

Education -0.14 0.07 3.54 0.57 0.87 

Child Age -0.15 0.10 2.02 1.00 0.86 

Child Gender 0.34 0.23 2.13 1.00 1.40 

Percent Black in Census Tract 0.55 0.83 0.44 1.00 1.73 

Percent White in Census Tract 0.37 0.77 0.23 1.00 1.44 

Race x Education -0.05 0.14 0.14 1.00 0.95 

Race x Child Age 0.02 0.21 0.01 1.00 1.02 

Race x Child Gender 0.57 0.46 1.56 1.00 1.77 

Race x Percent Black in Census Tract 0.72 1.66 0.19 1.00 2.06 

Race x Percent White in Census Tract 1.30 1.54 0.71 1.00 3.69 

Note: This table presents the results from a logistic regression model regressing affirming and 

supporting on parent education, child age, child gender, percentage of Black people in census 

tract, percentage of white people in census tract, and each of the prior variables’ interaction with 

parent race. All p-values use Holm-Bonferroni adjustments to correct for multiple comparisons. 
†p < 0.10, p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. OR = Odd’s Ratio.  

 

 

  



Supplemental Table 4 

 

Effects of Demographic Variables on Uncritical Equality 

 
 B SE 2 p-value OR 

Race -1.15 0.30 16.92 0.001** 0.32 

Education -0.18 0.08 4.81 0.31 0.83 

Child Age 0.03 0.12 0.06 1.00 1.03 

Child Gender -0.06 0.26 0.05 1.00 0.94 

Percent Black in Census Tract 0.54 0.90 0.38 1.00 1.72 

Percent White in Census Tract 0.34 0.89 0.15 1.00 1.41 

Race x Education 0.01 0.17 0.00 1.00 1.01 

Race x Child Age -0.22 0.24 0.91 1.00 0.80 

Race x Child Gender -0.12 0.52 0.05 1.00 0.89 

Race x Percent Black in Census Tract -0.80 1.80 0.20 1.00 0.45 

Race x Percent White in Census Tract -0.37 1.78 0.04 1.00 0.69 

Note: This table presents the results from a logistic regression model regressing uncritical 

equality on parent education, child age, child gender, percentage of Black people in census tract, 

percentage of white people in census tract, and each of the prior variables’ interaction with 

parent race. All p-values use Holm-Bonferroni adjustments to correct for multiple comparisons. 
†p < 0.10, p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. OR = Odd’s Ratio. 
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