DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 430 514 HE 032 153

AUTHOR Hurtado, Svlvia; Milem, Jeffrey; Clayton-Pedersen, Alma;
Allen, Walcer

TITLE Enacting Diverse Learning Environments: Improving the

Climate for Racial/Ethnic Diversity in Higher Education.
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report, Vol. 26, No. 8.

INSTITUTION Association for the Study of Higher Education.; ERIC
Clearinghouse on Higher Education, Washington, DC.; George
Washington Univ., Washington, DC. Graduate School of
Education and Human Development.

SPONS AGENCY Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.

ISBN ISBN-1-878380-88-5

ISSN ISSN-0884-0040

PUB DATE 1999-00-00

NOTE 140p.; For a digest of this report, see HE 032 152

CONTRACT ED-99-C0-0036

AVAILABLE FROM ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education, One Dupont Circle,
N.W., Suite 630, Washington, DC 20036-1181; Tel:
800-773-3742; Fax: 202-452-1844; E-mail: order@eric-he.edu;
Web site: www.eriche.org/Reports ($24.00).

PUB TYPE Books (010) -- ERIC Publications (071) -- Reports -
Evaluative (142)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC06 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Classroom Environment; Diversity (Faculty); Diversity

(Ingtitutional) ; *pDiversity (Student); Educational Change;
Educational Discrimination; *Educational Environment;
Educational Research; Equal Education; Ethnic Relations;
Higher Education; *Institutional Environment; *Minority
Groups; Racial Attitudes; Racial Integration; Racial
Relationg; School Culture; *Student Attitudes

ABSTRACT

This document ie intended to provide the higher education
community with information from recent and classic research studies that can
serve as a guide to improving the climate for diversity on campus. The first
section of the report examines the literature on campus climate for
diversity, the experiences of various racial/ethnic groups, and the effect of
campus climate educational outcomes. Following sections (1) set out the
. regsearch framework; (2) examine the historical legacy of inclusion and
exclusion; (3) examine the impact of structural diversity resulting from the
increased complexity of diverse student enrollments and problems associated
with diversifying faculty; (4) review the psychological climate and the
impact of discrimination and perceptions of climate on students; (5) examine
the behavioral dimensions of institutional climate, including student
involvement and intergroup relations, classroom environment, curricular
change, campus race relations and social interaction, and participatiom im
racial/ethnic student organizations and minority Support programs; (6) link
institutional climate for diversity with the general learning environment;
(7) provide some principles for improving campus climate for diversity; (8)
give some examples of current efforts at various institutions; and (9)
conclude with a plan for action in which everyone has a role in improving
campus climate. (Contains approximately 250 references.) (CH)

'
|
{
i




T T

ED 430514

L add

\‘ U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
: Ollice of Educatmnal Research and Improvement

N EDUCATIONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION
! CENTER (ERIC;}
\ MThis document has been reproduced as
\ recetved from the percon or organization
' onginating 1t.

O Mmnor changes have boen made to
imprave reproduction quality

Points nf view o opimons stated in lhis
documcnt do not necessarily represent
nfficial OERI positinn ar policy - e




Enacting Diverse Learning Environmenis
Improving the Climate for Racial/Ethnic
Diversity in Higher Education

Sylvia Hurtado, Jeffrey Milem, Alma Clayton-Pedersen, and Walter Allen

ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report Volume 26, Number 8

Prepared by

EFIIC%{‘E

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The George Washington University
URL: wuww.eriche.org

[ cooperation with

ASHE

Association for the Study
of Higher Education

URL: bttp//www tiger.coe.missouri.edu/~ashe

Published by

1ih

c
vEsree
S On

niversity

WASHINGTON DC

Graduate School of Education and Human Development
The George Washington University
URL: www gwu.edu

Adrianna J. Kezar, Series Editor




Cite as

Hurtado, Sylvia, Jeffrey Milem, Alma Clayton-Pedersen, and
Walter Allen. 1999. Enacting Diverse Learning Environ-
ments: Improving the Climate for Racial/Ethnic Diversity in
Higher Education, ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report
Volume 26, No. 8. Washington, D.C.: The George Wash-
ington University, Graduate School of Education and Human
Development.

Library of Congress Catalog Czrd Number 99-61138
ISSN 0884-0040
ISBN 1-878380-88-5

Managing Editor: Lynne J. Scott

Manuscript Editor: Barbara M., Fishel

Cover Design by Michael David Brown, Inc., The Red Door
Gallery, Rockport, ME

The ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education invites individ-

uals to submit proposals for writing monographs for the

ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report series. Proposals must

include:

1. A detailed manuscript proposal of not more than five
pages.

2. A chapter-by-chapter outline.

3. A 75-word summary to be used by several review commit-
tees for the initial screening and rating of each proposal.

4. A vita and a writing sample.

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education

Graduate School of Education and Human Development
The George Washington University

One Dupont Circle, Suite 630

Washington, DC 20036-1183

The mission of the ERIC system is to improve American education by in-
creasing and facilitating the use of edicational research and imformation
on practice in the activities of learning, teaching, educational decision
making. and research, wherever and whenever these activities take place.

This publication was prepared partially with funding from the
Office of Educationa! Research and Improvement, U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, under contract no. ED-99-00-0036. The

-opinions expressed in this report do not necessarily reflect the

positions or policies of OERI or the Department.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research over the years has begun to provide important
guidance in understanding how to achieve diversity while
improving the social and learning environments for students
from different racial/ethnic backgrounds. One key to enact-
ing diverse learning environments lies in understanding and
developing programs and policies to improve the campus
climate for racial/ethnic diversity, which involves under-
standing the environment from the perspectives of members
from different racial/ethnic backgrounds, creating opportuni-
ties for improved race relations that permeate the classroom
and extracurricular lives of students, and realizing the educa-
tional benefits of diverse learning environments for students
who will need to be prepared to meet the demands of a
complex, diverse society. Given the extensive effort and
progress colleges and universities have made toward diversi-
fication in the last 20 to 30 years, it is import2at to reflect on
how learning and educational objectives can be maximized.

What Is the Campus Climate for

Racial/Ethnic Diversity?

To improve the climate, one must concepiualize it in relation
to racial/ethnic diversity so that its impact can be assessed. In
higher education research, the campus climate has been de-
fined as the current perceptions, attitudes, and expectations
that define the institution and its members (Peterson and
Spencer 1990). These common attitudes and perceptions have
been conceptualized as malleable and distinguishable from
the stable norms and beliefs that may constitute an organiza-
tional culture. This perspective of the climate is modified by
researchers who have begun to systematically assess the cli-
mate by examining the perceptions and attitudes of various
groups on campus, and it is greatly enhanced by theories of
race relations and social psychology when the psychological
climate is related to racial/ethnic diversity. These theories
present the notion that quite diverse views of the environ-
ment emerge as a result of racial dynamics that develop on a
campus. Theories of race relations and racial attitudes assist
us in understanding why an individual or group may hold a
particular view of the environment. Moreover, although tradi-
tional notions of climate have focused on the psychological
dimension, it is linked with a historical legacy of exclusion at
the institution, its structural diversity, and behaviors on cam-
pus that include interactions inside and outside the classroom.

Enacting Diverse Learntug Environments
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These aspects of the institutional context are informed by
changes in government and policy and the larger forces of
sociohistorical change in our society. This framework pro-
vides a sense of how racial/ethnic diversity permeates many
aspects of a campus environment and the many ways in
which researchers have attempted to capture aspects of the
issue of diversity on campus. A key finding emerging from
this literature is that each aspect of this framework is con-
nected with each other. That is, campuses can no longer
speak about changes in the number of diverse students with-
out recognizing how this change affects the psychological
climate or opportunities for interaction across different groups
on campus—and ultimately changes in educational outcomes
for students.

What Impact Does the Climate for
Diversity Have on Students?
An important principle underlying this conceprualization of
the climate for diversity is that different racial/ethnic groups
often view the campus differently. a fact that has been con-
firmed in numerous studies. Further, each conception is valid
because it has real consequences for the individual (Astin
1968; Tierney 1987). In this regard, it is realistic to find re-
search studies in which some elements of the climate may
have more salience for particular groups and therefore take
on more importance in students’ lives as a result. Therefore,
Enacting Diverse Learning Environments attempts to draw
from studies on many different racial/ethnic groups to pro-
vide a balanced portrait of how different groups view the
campus climate and experience its effects. It also brings to
light some of the iesser known studies to connect them with
the more widely read theory and research in higher educa-
tion, psychology, and sociclogy. Moreover, both researchers
and educators must acknowledge there is much to be learned
from research conducted on specific groups, including
African-American, Asian Pacific-American, Latino, Native
American, and white students. Overall, the literature reveals
how the different, interrelated aspects of the climate for diver-
sity are linked with a broad range of educational outcomes
for diverse groups of students.

First, the research shows that increasing the racial/ethnic
diversity on a campus while neglecting to attend to the ra-
cial climate can result in difficulties for students of color as
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well as for white students. Research has documented welil
how different racial/ethnic groups can experience difficulties
as a result of a poor racial climate. This research shows that
individuals' and particular groups’ perceptions of the envi-
ronment are not inconsequential or intangible, but have tan-
gible and real effects on the transition to college and on
educational outcomes. Second, many studies indicate the
importance of having diverse peers in the learning environ-
ment for important outcomes, such as improvements in stu-
dents’ ability to engage in more complex thinking about
problems and to consider multiple perspectives, and im-
provements in intergroup relations and understanding. Har-
nessing the learning that can be achieved through contact in
student peer groups is key. Third, additional empirical stud-
ies reveal that, under certain optimal conditions, racial con-
flict can be minimized and learning environments enhanced
by diversity. Much of this work suggests that providing op-
portunities for quality interaction and an overall climate of
support results not only in a better racial climate but also in
important learning outcomes for students. In many ways,
racial/ethnic diversity is linked with institutional goals for
learning and teaching. :

How Can the Climate for Racial/Ethnic Diversity Be
Improved to Enhance the Learning Environment?
Improving the climate may require some fundamental insti-
tutional changes. Most basic is a conceptuai shift in thinking
about how divessity is central to the institution’s overall pri-
orities for teaching and learning, which also requires a
change in how students are regarded or valued. Twelve
principles derived from the research can become central in
campus initiatives to improve the climate for racial/ethnic
diversity. It begins with an articulation of how diversity is
central to education and continues with self-examination.
Second, institutions can structure opportunities for increased
interaction and involvement among stucknts from diverse
racial/ethnic groups in the classroom and outside the class-
room. A limited number of examples of promising practices
in Enacting Diverse Learning Environments attempt to real-
ize the potential benefits of racially/ethnically diverse stu-
dent environments and intentionally create opportunities for
learning and interacting across communities of difference.

Enacling Diverse Learning Environments ~ v
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FOREWCRD

Diversity, multiculturalism, access, race/ethnicity, and cam-
pus climate have become common words ard part of our
national dialogue on higher education. Orientation programs,
first-year courses, introductory disciplinary courses, and resi-
dence hall programs have all begun to emphasize how im-
portant diversity is, National task forces, such as the National
Task Force for Minority Achievement in Higher Education
sponsored by the Education Commission of the States, are
shaping states’ policies designed to improve racial or ethnic
environments. Accrediting agencies have begun to link diver-
sity with standards for accreditation. And many national
higher education associations have begun conducting re-
search and developing programs to foster more positive envi-
ronments for various underrepresented groups in higher edu-
cation. A notable example is the Associat. 1 of American
Colleges and Universities's annual conference and its website
that addresses diversity: http.//www.inform.umd.edu/diversi-
tyweb. In addition, the Office of Minorities in Higher Educa-
tion at the American Council on Education produces an an-
nual status report on minorities that addresses institutions’
structural diversity. These collective activities iilustrate the
momentum building to improve racial and ethnic environ-
ments on our college campuses.

Proponents herald the various outcomes of diversity—
from retention to academic achievement to improved learn-
ing outcomes for students—yet limited evidence is available
to explain why diversity in general, and racial or ethnic di-
versity in particular, enhances students’ experiences and
meets institutional goals. Although many individuals can
anecdotally attest to the impact, this response often does not
satisfy skeptical policy makers, administrators, faculty, or
students. Recently, those who are skeptical have initiated
policies to restrict the impact of race or ethnicity in decision
making (Proposition 209 and eftorts to eliminate affirmative
action). Enacting Diverse Learning Environments provides
the evidence about the benefits of diversity and specifically
looks at the impact of positive racial or ethnic environments
on students’ learning—the core mission of college campuses.
The authors draw on years of research on existing programs
and practices. Their primary objective is “to provide college
administrators, faculty, and swudents with information from
recent and classic research studies that can guide them in
improving the climate for diversity on their campuses.” Na-

Enacting Diverse Learning Environments .

oo 10




tional, statewide, and institutional programs and initiatives
will benefit from this comprehensive synthesis,

Sylvia Hurtado, associate professor at the Center for the
Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education, University of
Michigan, Jeffrey Milem, assistant professor in the College of
Education, University ol Maryland—College Park, Alma
Clayton-Pedersen, assistant to the provost and assistant pro-
fessor, Vanderbilt University, and Walter Allen, professor of
sociology, University of California at Los Angeles, all have
significant experience m research on issues of racial and
ethnic environments. Their collective expertise from various
disciplines makes this volume an authoritative source. The
authors develop a conceptualization of the campus climate,
a much-needed foundation for planned change in practice
or policy. They describe how “central to the conceptualiza-
tion of a campus climate for diversity is the notion that stu-
dents are educated in distinct racial contexts where learning
and socializing occur,” and proceed to review the history of
exclusion in higher education. Climate can be examined
through various components, and the authors examine the
impact of stricctiral diversity (the number of underrepre-
sented students on a campus), the psychological climate
(prejudice), and bebavioral dimensions (relations among
students, an instructor’s pedagogical approach). Next, they
review state, federal (through financial aidl), and institutional
efforts to improve racial or ethnic diversity. They delineate
12 principles that can be used to transform campuses into
more positive racial/cthnic environments. One of the princi-
ples, collaborative and cooperative learning, can be ex-
plored in greater detail in an ASHE-ERIC monograph, Co-
operative Learning, by David Johnson, Roger Johnson, and
Karl Smith. Another principle, creating supportive out-of-
classroom experiences, is reviewed in another ASHE-ERIC
monograph, Student Learning Outside the Classroom: Tran-
scending Artificial Boundaries, by George Kuh, Katie Branch
Douglas, Jon Lund, and Jackie Ramin-Gyurnek, The last
section of the monograph on promising practices provides a
wealth of detailed examples for campuses to draw upon. I
was fortunate enough to be at the University of Michigan
when the Office of Intergroup Relations, Conflict, and Com-
munity hosted the Intergroup Dialogues. These dialogues
ha * a profound impact on my own understanding of racial
and ethnic environments.
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Improving the climate for ethnic and racial minorities on
campuses has often been characterized as a goal, but it has
not yet been seen as an imperative. The research highlighted
in Enacting Diverse Learning Environments will make read-
ers aware that the mission of the institution itself—-learn-
ing—is tied to improving the racial/ethnic climate. The close
link between campus climate and the teaching and learning
processes should have a profound impact on the priority
placed on addressing issues of campus climate,

Realizing the promise of an improved racial/cthnic envi-
ronment will most likely mean fundamental change to the
institution. The type of comprehensive; intentional change
necessary may require modification of core processes. Bar-
hara Curry's ASHE-ERIC monograph, Instituting Enduring
Innovations, could be a helpful resource.

It is truly remarkable what a group of dedicated individu-
als can create. 1 also want to thank the Common Destiny
Alliance (CODA) and the committed authors of this ook for
spending years synthesizing the literature. Their persistence
in conducting and synthesizing studies to provide needed
answers for policy and practice should not be understated.

Adrianna J. Kezar

Series Editor,

Assistant Professor of Higher Education, and
Director, ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
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INTRODUCTION

Higher education institutions must improve the climate for
diversity on campus if they are to increase the number of
baccalaureate degrees awarded in support of the national
economy. By 2010, students of color will make up 24 pescent
of the population 18 and under, with close to half of this age
category consisting of students of color in several key states
(DJ. Carter and Wilson 1993). Although record college en-
rollments were reported for racial/ethnic minorities at the
beginning of the 1990s, the gaps in the college participation
rate and attainment levels among white, African-American,
and Latino students have actually widened over the last
decade (D.J. Carter and Wilson 1996). Moreover, enrollments
for American Indians, Latinos, and African Americans have
grown primarily at two-year colleges, where entering stu-
dents are less likely to eventually attain a baccalaureate de-
gree (Bernstein and Eaton 1994). Thus, growth in college
enroliments has not necessarily translated into equitable rep-
resentation in higher education across the tiers of postsec-
ondary institutions. While the contexts of home and school
socialization continue to shape opportunities for college at-
tendance, the challenge of recruiting, retaining, and provid-
ing a satistying college experience for an increasingly diverse
student population rests with higher education.

This report was written on the assumption that achieving
diversity and educational equity will remain one of higher
education’s primary goals as we move into the next millen-
nium. It focuses specifically on important principles derived
from research on diversity at postsecondary institutions. The
research reviewed suggests that an institution’s ability to pro-
vide a comfortable environment for learning and socializing
is a key factor in facilitating the intellectual and social devel-
opment of all students. The monograph addresses the multi-
ple sources and outcomes of a campus climate for diversity
to provide a better understanding of students' experiences at
institutions that are learning how to become multicultural
environments.

The primary objective of this report is to provide college
administrators, faculty, and students with information from
recent and classic research studies that can guide them in
improving the climate for diversity on their campuses. Be-
cause understanding how we construct our environments is
an important step toward improving them for students’ suc-
cess, the first part of this report synthesizes findings from

Inacting Diverse Learning Environments
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research and the literature on the campus climate for diver-
sity, the experiences of various racial/ethnic groups, and
how the climate affects educational outcomes. It addresses,
in the next six sections, a framework for research, the histor-
ical legacy of inclusion or exclusion, the impact of structural
diversity, the psychological climate, the behavioral dimen-
sion, and the roles of state policy and financial aid in ensur-
ing diversity. The second part of the monograph presents
specific design principles derived from empirical research to
assist institutions in improving the climate for diversity, fo-
cusing on those principles that the research has shown work
with diverse populations. Although some of the principles
may require some fundamental institutional changes, most of
these principles can be translated into specific programs and
practices on a variety of college campuses. The monograph
concludes with information on a select group of programs,
some typical and others very distinctive, that exemplify the
identified principles and proactively address the emerging
issues of the climate confronting diverse college student
populations.
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CONCEPTUALIZING THE CAMPUS
CILIMATE FOR DIVERSITY

A great deal of research on various racial/ethnic students in
higher education focuses on an array of cognitive and affec-
tive outcomes and group differences in educational attain-
ments (see Durdn 1983, Pascarella and Terenzini 1991, and
Sedlacek 1987 for comprehensive reviews). Although these
earlier research syntheses reflect a critical part of the scholarly
work on various racial/ethnic students in higher education,
they include almost no specific references to the potential
influence of the institutional climate for diversity. The reason
for the lack of references may be that some view the climate
for racial/ethnic diversity as important for students, yet be-
lieve it is too difficult to comprehend or-too intangible to
assess (Crosson 1988; M. Green 1989). Recent research has
begun to change this view as both qualitative and quantita-
tive researchers engage in work that asks students, faculty,
and administrators directly about their perceptions of the in-
stitution’s climate for racial/ethnic diversity, their experiences
with diversity initiatives on campus, and their own attitudes
about and interactions with others from different racial/ethnic
groups. Researchers also have used a variety of measures that
now show the climate for diversity varies substantially from
one institutional context to another (El-Khawas 1989; Gilliard
1996; Hurtado 1992; Peterson, Blackburn, Gamson, Arce,
Davenport, and Mingle 1978). To focus the current synthesis
of research, an organizing framework is used to present 4
multidimensional conceptualization of the campus climate for
diversity (Hurtado 1993). This approach is important because,
to improve the climate for diversity, campuses must first be
able to understand the widespread dimensions of the prob-
lem that a relatively poor climate may present.

A framework for understanding the various dimensions of
the campus climate provides a conceptual handle for under-
standing an element of the environment that was once
thought too complex to comprehend. The framework pre-
sented in Figure 1 makes the observations of institutions and
individuals concrete. It represents areas where research has
been conducted and, more important, where practical or pro-
grammatic solutions can be targeted. Most campuses tend to
focus on only one element of the climate—the goal of in-
creasing the numbers of racial/ethnic students on campus.
Although it is an important area for institutional effort, the
framework reinforces the notion that other elements of the
climate also require attention and constitute key areas for

Enacting Diverse Learning Environments
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focusing efforts to increase diversity. The studies reviewed for
this monograph contain specific references to these various
dimensions of the climate, focus on its impact on students
from different racial/ethnic groups, and capture the experi-
ences or individual perspectives of racial/ethnic groups that
have historically been underrepresented in higher education.

FIGURE 1
Elements Influencing the Climate for Racial/Ethnic Diversity
GOVERNMENT/POLICY CONTEXT SOCIOHISTORICAL CONTEXT
INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

Historical Legacy of Inclusion/ Structural Diversity

Exclusion ¢ Diverse student enrollments

» Resistance to desegregaticn ¢ Diverse faculty and staff

* Mission

* Policies

Y < v

Psychological Climate Behavioral Dimension
¢ Perceptions of racial/ethnic e Social interaction across race/
tension _ ethnicity
¢ Perceptions of discrimination ¢ Campus involvement and diversity
¢ Attitudes and reduction of e Classroom diversity
prejudice

Central to the conceptualization of 4 campus climate for
diversity is the notion that students are educated in distinct
racial contexts where learning and socializing occur. These
subenvironmental contexts in higher education are shaped
by larger external and internal (institutional) contexts. Ex-
ternal environmental contexts include the influence of gov-
ernmental policy, programs, and initiatives as well as the
impact of sociohistorical forces.

Examples of governmental and policy contextual factors
that may influence the climate for diversity include changing
financial aid policies and programs, state and federal policy

.related to access such as affirmative action, and court deci-
sions related to desegregation of higher education. The re-
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view includes a limited amount of literature on aspects of
the state’s role in promoting the infrastructure of support for
diversity initiatives and the role of financial aid in maintain-
ing a diverse student body. Although the primary focus of
this report is on what can be done to improve the institu-
tional climate, a review of documents outlining the aspects
of the government/policy role in promoting diversity and an
improved climate on campus is also included. The current
policy environment regarding diversity suggests that states
will continue to play an important role in determining what
will happen on the nation’s public campuses. (This subject
could constitute a separate report, and alternative policies
should be examined as they directly affect institutions as
diverse learning environments.) .

Although very little research literature captures the direct
impact of some of the externa! influences on individuals
within institutions, the larger sociohistorical context that con-
stitutes support for diversity initiatives affects how institu-
tions respond to diversity as well as how individuals con-
struct their immediate educational environments. It is clear,
for example, that changes associated with the entrance of
diverse students into higher education would not have oc-
curred without key social movements that accompanied
changes in attitudes, heightened awareness about inequality,
and intellectual movements of a particular sociohistorical
era. Few researchers and only a handful of studies have
made an important link with the larger social context and
how it influences differences in how faculty perform their
role (Lawrence and Blackburn 1985), the impact of college
generally (Weidman 1989), or institutional effects on specific
types of outcomes we observe for students over time (Dey
1996, 1997). Much more work is needed on the different
sociohistorical contexts and their effect on institutions,
which in turn, create changes in the outcomes we observe
for students. In short, such information would begin to doc-
ument how institutions simply reflect society or promote
progress by producing graduates for a society we aspire to
become in the future.

The institutional context is informed by the dynamics of
an institution’s bistorical legacy of inclusion or exclusior: of
various racial/ethnic groups, its structural diversity in terms
of numerical representation of various racial/ethnic groups,
the psychological climate, which includes perceptions and

Central to
the concep-
tualization
of a campus
climate for
diversity is
the notion
that stu-
dents are
educated in
distinct
racial con-
texts where
learning
and social-
izing occuyr.
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attitudes between and among groups, and a bebavioral di-
mension that is characterized by relations among groups on
campus. Thus, the institutional climate for diversity is con-
ceptualized as a product of these various elements and their
dynamics. During the review of research pertinent to each
dimension of the climate for diversity, it is important to note
thar the dimensions are not discrete but connected with
each other. For example, the historical vestiges of segrega-
tion have an impact on an institution’s ability to improve its
racial,/‘ethnic student enrollments, and such underrepresenta-
tion of specific groups contributes to stereotypical attitudes
among individuals, whether at school or work. Some re-
search studies reviewed make these relationships between
the various dimensions of climate evident. In short, although
some institutions are now taking a multilayered approach to
assessing diversity on their campuses and are developing
programs to address the climate on campus, very few have
taken into account the dynamics of all these important inter-
related elements.

This conceptualization is a departure from research that
has defined the climate as reflecting participants’ common
attitudes, perceptions, or observations about the environment
(Peterson and Spencer 1990). These common aititudes and
perceptions are identified as malleable and distinguishable
from the stable norms and beliefs that may constitute an or-
ganizational culture. Although this work has been important
in distinguishing the climate from the cuiture of an organiza-
tion, it is most important in establishing that the climate is
malleable and that the current patterns of beliefs and behav-
iors are amenable to intentional efforts to change or improve
the climate. This definition of climate, however, includes the
fact that numerous diversity-focused studies of campus cli-
mate have consistently shown how distinct various racial/eth-
nic groups view the climate for diversity on a campus (Abra-
ham and Jacobs 1990; Astin, Trevifio, and Wingard 1991; Dey,
Rosevear, Navia, and Murphy 1996; Institute 1991). These
distinct views disrupt assumptions about common perceptions
of the environment that might characterize the psychological
climate, suggesting that such notions are not simply psycho-
logical in nature but have much to do with a wide range of
experiences specific racial/ethnic groups have in society and
within institutions. Thus, the current conceptualization ex-
tends the view of the psychological climate (perceptions and




attitudes) as inherently linked to a range of social phenomena
that have to do with structure, history, and actual interactions
across diverse communities within the environment. Theories
of race relations and racial attitudes further clarify these links

(as illustrated by the review of research that follows).

Finally, it is important to nc. » that these different perspec-
tives on the climate for diversity are not only informed by
distinct experiences but also are valid because they have real
consequences for the individual (Astin 1968; Tierney 1987).
This report explores the relationship berween the dynamics
and multiple ways of assessing the diversity in an environ-
ment and their link with educational outcomes for students.
Therefore, for each aspect of the conceptual framework one
can ask, “How does it ultimately affect students?” We are for-
tunate now to have a body of research that tells us how each
dimension related to diversity is linked with the educational
objectives we wish to accomplish for students.
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THE HISTORICAL LEGACY OF
INCLUSION OR EXCLUSION

Although some campuses have had a history of admitting
and graduating students of color since their founding days,
many predominantly white institutions have a history of lim-
‘ited access and exclusion (Thelin 1985). A college's historical
legacy of exclusion of various racial and ethnic groups can
continue to determine the prevailing climate and influence
current practices (Hurtado 1992). Various institutional case
studies have documented the historical context and have
found that campuses achieve variable degrees of success in
creating a supportive climate for students of color (Peterson
et al. 1978; Richardson and Skinner 1991). Researchers have
found that success often depends on an institution’s initial
response to the entrance of diverse students and its easly es-
tablishment of programs tc accommodate them; moreover,
the response affects or is affected by the institutional philoso-
phy regarding the college’s responsibility for educating stu-
dents of color, its commitment to affirmative action, its intent
to offer minority-specific programs, and its attention to the
psychological climate and intergroup relations on campus
once substantial numbers of students of color are admitted
(Peterson et al. 1978). This section focuses on one issue that
is particularly tied to the historical context—that is, issues
related to the long history of resistance to desegregation in
higher education. The need for legal pressures and extended
litigation regarding institutional obligations to equitably serve
a more diverse group of students has conveyed the message
of institutional resistance and, in some cases, outright hostil-
ity toward people of diverse backgrounds.

Desegregation and Institutional Mission

Historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs) and
American Indian colleges have 4 historic commitment to serve
populations that once were excluded from higher education
and continue to face seemingly intractable problems in attain-
ing progress at predominantly white institutions. In recent
years, as a result of dramatic changes in enrollments of
Latinos, the Hispanic-serving institutions have also begun to
emphasize their commitment to educating Latino students. It
is impossible to discuss desegregation in higher education
without considering the history, role, purpose, and special -
mission of these institutions. Today, these special-mission
institutions not only represent an alternative choice for stu-
dents, but also view their mission as attending to the cultural
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and academic development of students and their respective
communities. More racially and ethnically diverse students are
educated in predominantly white institutions than in special-
mission institutions, however (1).]. Carter and Wilson 1993);
thus, state systems’ and individual public and private institu-
tions' patterns of response to desegregation pressures become
integral in defining camipus racial climates. As part of develop-
ing a positive response to these issues, it is critical that institu-
tions adopt a clear definition of desegregation and integrate
planning for it with overall strategic planning for the institu-
tion (Stewart 1991). Further, the goals of desegregation plans
must be precisely articulated, with the objective of increasing
the overall representation of the historically excluried group.
Several studies illustrate the problems that have resulted from
multiple definitions of and approaches to desegregation.

A discussion of the findings from an analysis of the effect
of Ayers v. Mabus, a desegregation case, notes that “a dis-
tinction must be made between desegregation and educa-
tionul equality. Desegregation does not necessarily produce
movement toward educational equality. It is 2 means to a
specific end—more and better education for children, youth,
and adults—not an end in and of itself” (Blake 1991, p. 555).
This study of changes in enrollment patterns in Mississippi
over the 10 years from 1976 to 1986 {ound that enrollments
of blacks dropped by 11.2 percent, while those of whites re-
mained stable. Further, the decline in enrollments of biack
students was felt almost exclusively at the state’s historically
black colleges. And although black enrollments at predomi-
nantly white colleges increased 24 percent, this amount was
not high enough to offset the decline at HBCUSs.

These findings can be viewed in one of two ways. One
perspective would consider the changes in figures with re-
gard to the representation of black Mississippians over the
past 40 years and conclude that the state had been able to
make much progress over the time period. Black enrollment
climbed from 0 percent at the state's predominantly white
institutions before the 1954 Browin decision to 7.6 percent in
1973 to 13.6 percent in 1986. On the other hand, when one
considers that African Americans make up over one-half of
the state’s precollege population, these gains seem more
modest and suggest that little relative progress has been
made to reduce the degree of inequality that exists within
the higher education system in Mississippi.
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Although the desegregation of white colleges has exganded
opportunities for African Americans, the losses of opportunity
for African Americans at the state’s HBCUs have resulied in a
greater reiative loss of opportunity for African Americans in
Mississippi. The “fastest road to desegregated equality versus
desegregated inequality” can be found in “enhancing the aca-
demic programs and facilities of the desegregating HBCUs and
maintaining their numerical strength, while simultaneously
taking steps to increase the numbers of black students attend-
ing the state’s HWCUs lhistorically white colleges and universi-
ties]” (Blake 1991, p. 557).

Some believe the decision in Adams v. Richardsorn was
the most important legal decision to affect the achievement
of access to higher educacion and opportunity for blacks for
three primary reasons (Thomas and McPartland 1984). First,
the desegregation of public predominantly white institutions
served to increase the presence of blacks in higher educa-
tion. Second, the desegregation of predominantly white in-
stitutions also served to expand the choice of major fields
available to black students. Third, relative to the concerns
raised by Blake (1991), the Adams mandate sought to pro-
vide a broader definition of equality of opportunity in higher
education for blacks by insisting that colleges and universi-
ties strive to achieve greater representation of students, fac-
ulty, and staff of color while also insisting on higher levels
of access and retention of students of color. In recognition
of the important and special role of HBCUs, the mandate de-
clared that these efforts at desegregation and equity were
not to have a detrimental impact on the HBCUs.

The findings of this study (Thomas and McPartland 1984)
come from analyses of data on southern institutions* gathered
for 1976 to 1978 by the Office of Civil Rights and are similar
to Blake's. Desegregation of higl er education facilitated the
access of black students to predominantly white institutions,
but gains in enrollment at predominantly white institutions
appear to have occurred at the expense of enrollments at
HBCUs. During these years, enrollments for both black and
white students declined, but the decline in the enrollment of
black students was relatively greater (Thomas and McPartland
1984). Therefore, despite the gains made toward desegrega-

*The institutions are in the states of Alahama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina,
Oklahoma. South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia.
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tion at these southern institutions, black students’ access to
higher education actually decreased during this time. And
these findings all run counter to the conditions mandated in
the Adams decision (Thomas and McPartland 1984).

The success of legislation and litigation regarding deseg-
regation in higher education has been mixed at best. Numer-
ous reasons are ¢.ted, including a lack of enforcement by
the federal government. At times, members of the executive
and legislative branches appear to have been openly hostile
1o these issues (Williams 1988). Moreover, with the abandon-
ment of the Adams case in 1990 and the current debate re-
garding affirmative action, we can expect that the federal
government will take 4 much more passive role. Some ob-
servers argue that if equity and access are to be ensured, the
battle will have to be fought by the states. Given the prevail-
ing sentiment in some states toward affirmative action and
equality of opportunity, it is difficult to predict the extent to
which visionaries in state governments will be willing (o
assume this role. Further, even if some state leaders are will-
ing, the capacity for most states to regulate their colleges
and universities (particularly their flagship institutions) has
been limited (Williams 1988). Hence, it seems that if com-
mitment to desegregation and equality of opportunity in
higher education is to be continued, it is most likely 1o be
successful at the level of individual campuses, with provi-
sions for support from the state.

A report by the Southern Education Foundation's Parel on
Educational Opportunity and Postsecondary Desegregation
(1995) analyzes the potential impact of the Supreme Court’s
decision in United States v. Fordyce on further desegregation
in higher education. Panel members persuasively contend
that the decision in this case provides us with a new oppor-
tunity to cesegregate the higher education system and sug-
gest that the wording of the decision in this case seems to
have resolved several important questions, For example, the
Ceuitt recognized the continuous legacy of segregation signi-
ficd by the persistence of racial inequity in public bigher
cducation. Most significantly, the Court’s decision confirmed
tha 7w 1954 Brown decision also applies to higher educa-
tion. The Court also did not accept the argument that adopt-
ing race-neutral policies was an adequate remedy in thc ¢

- states that had previously mandated racial segregation in

higher education, and deemed a more proactive approach
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necessary. Of particular importance to scholars and cduca-
tors, the Court indicated that remedies to the desegregation
problem should be “consistent with sound educational prac-
tices,” suggesting that the lower courts should defer, to some
extent, to educators in making their decisions. The Court
atfirmed that “vestiges of desegregation must be eliminated
systemwide in higher education” (p. xix).

The panel offers three recommendations that can be ap-
plied to the transformation of the higher education system.
First, it is imperative that these cfforts to transform state sys-
tems be student-centered. “Systems must be organized 1o ad-
vance the interests and respond to the needs of students
rather than the preferences of the institutions created to meet
those needs” (p. xix). Students are too frequently blamed for
failures that should be attributed to the education system.
Second, systems of higher education must take a more com-
prehensive approach to desegregation and issues of equity in
education, which involves promoting “the principle that cach
sector of education is linked to the others” (p. xix). Panel
members point out that “cach sector of public education is
the creation of the state, and it is the state that is ultimately
responsible for its quality and performance” (p. 22). Third,
systems of education must also become accountable and
performance-driven: “Education must be performance-based
and accountable for results” (p. xix). A crucial step in fulfill-
ing this principle is providing for a means of regularly col-
lecting data to monitor performance,

In offering their observations and recommendations, the
panel rejects the idea of closing HBCUs to achieve desegre-
gation, contending that HBCUs and predominantty white in-
stitutions are the result of “purposeful, state-imposed segre-
gation.” Hence, “no set of institutions has any more right
than another to survive. The burden of desegregation should
not fall exclusively or disproportionately on HBCUs” (p. xix).
The question also arises about the inequity of placing the
burden for change on HBCUs (E. Davis 1993). “Institutions
that retain a specifically black identity will not casily be able
to reach the level of integration [that] reflects the population.
They are being challenged to change their very character,
while historically white schools are being asked only to
broaden access” (p. 523).

Compelling evidence shows that African-American stu-
dents experience success on a number of educational out-
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comes at HBCUs compared with those who attend predomi-
nantly white institutions (Allen 1987, 1992; Allen, Epps, and
Haniff 1991; Nettles 1988). It is therefore critical that HBCUs
remain an option for students. Some students probably
would not enter the higher education system if not for the
fact that they have chosen to attend an HBCU, pointing to
the need for a better understanding of and support for the
process of choosing a college for all students of color and
for Afric= 4merican students in particular. Further, in learn-
ing ma aut the affirming environment at HBCUSs and its

pus racici climate at predominantly white institutions to
make thizm more responsive to and supportive of the needs
of all students. Perhaps HBCUs are so successful because
they “focus on the success of their students and presume
their capacity for the success of their students,” “they have
many faculty and administrators who provide role models
and varieties of perspectives,” and “they tend to provide
whatever programmatic support is necessary as part of the
educational program” (Smith 1989, pp. 52-53). Students are
able to learn in an environment in which their race does not
function “as a stigma in their performance” (p. 53).

Research on the Effects of Desegregation
On Individuals
Not 4 great deal of research has been conducted specifically
regarding the effect of desegregation on individuals in institu-
tions of higher education (Thomas and Brown 1982). To be
able to address the subject, however, the authors reviewed
studies of desegregation in other sectors of the education
system that linked its effects to postsecondary education. ~
The major limitations of research on school desegregation,
based on an analysis and summary of such research done
before the early 1980s (Thomas and Brown 1982), found that
studies of school desegregation generally lacked clarity re-
garding the goals and objectives of desegregation. The im-
plied goals of desegregation were to “(1) achieve a certain
student and faculty racial mix: (2) improve minority achieve-
ment; (3) improve race relations; (4) promote the access anc
retention of minorities at the college and advanced higher
education levels; and (5) increase the quality and diversity of
job opportunities for minorities™ (p. 165). Yet most studies of
desegregation lack an appropriate theoretical framework and
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have lacked appropriate modes of relating the research to
those who can implement change (Thomas and Brown 1982).
Early studies emphasized achievement theory and other “defi-
cit perspectives” that are highly Eurocentric. Theories that
acknowledge cultural differences and areas of tension be-
tween majority and minority groups are more appropriate for
the study of the effects of desegregation. These theoretical
assumptions have implications for practice, and we must find
ways to convey research findings in ways that will help the
broader community. Finally, this research is limited in that
desegregation and equality of opportunity have been defined
primarily as black/white issues. The studies have focused on
samples of African Americans and/or whites without regard
for the increasingly multicultural context on campuses and
the experiences of students from other historically underrep-
resented groups.

The findings of many studies of desegregation indicate that
minority segregation that occurs in educational settings tends
to be perpetuated over stages of the life cycle and across in-
stitutional settings (Braddock 1985). A discussion of the last-
ing impact of school desegregation asserts that “school deseg-
regation is leading to desegregation in several areas of adult
life” (Braddock, Crain, and McPartland 1984, p. 261), includ-
ing college, social situations, and jobs. The analysis indicates
that desegregation changes the attitudes and behaviors of
whites as well, which can be found in attitudes that reveal
diminishing racial stereotypes and lessened fears of hostile
reactions in interracial settings among white adults who were
in desegregated settings as children.

“One of the most important aspects of racial segregation is
its tendency to perpetuate itself” (Braddock 1985, p. 11).
Compelling evidence from the research shows that this pat-
tern holds true for both majority and minority individuals.
Much of the work done by Braddock, both individuaily and
with his colleagues. involves tests of two different causal ex-
planations for their research findings. The first causal explana-
tion, racial demography, refers to “the observed associations
with desegregation [that] are spuriously created by a common
ecological factor having nothing to dc with individual social-
ization™ (p. 15). In other words, changing circumstances pro-
duce the observed differences as opposed to changes in indi-
viduals. One such factor involves the increased likelihood of
random interracial contact for blacks who live in white com-
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munities as compared with blacks who live in black commu-
nities. A racial demographic explanation for the paterns of
relationships between measures of desegregation would ex-
plain these findings as “spurious consequences of the com-
munities’ demographic features” (p. 16). Social-pzychological
explanations, however, indicate that changes in the attitudes
or behaviors of individuals are the result of intergroup con-
tact. Hence, it is important to include measures of the demo-
graphic characteristics of communities to better establish sup-
port for the influence of social psychological processes. The
findings of several studies offer support for changes in social-
psychological processes brought about by changing patterns
of desegregation (see, e.g., Braddock 1985; Braddock, Crain,
and McPartland 1984; Braddock and McPartland 1989; R. Scott
and McPartland 1982).

The results of changing patterns of desegregation are be-
coming more evident, with resulting patterns of behaviors
and interactions that have implications for college and work
environments. For example, some research evidence sug-
gests that segregation in elementary and secondary schools
is perpetuated in college. Black students who had attended
desegregated elementary and secondary schools were also
more likely to attend desegregated colleges (Braddock 1980;
Braddock and McPartlard 1982). Subsequent research evi-
dence reveals that early patterns of school desegregation
and community desegregation tend to promote desegrega-
tion among adults in work environments (Braddock and
McPartland 1989), especially among northern blacks where
the relationship between school and community desegrega-
tion is much less confounded. Moreover, blacks who had
attended desegregated high schools were more likely to
receive better grades in college than were blacks who at-
tended segregated high schools (Braddock and Dawkins
1981). Similar findings in another study show a greater likeli-
hood of persistence in college among those blacks who
attended desegregated high schools (K. Green 1982). In-
creasing segregation in high schools in various communities
in this country, however, indicates that college may be the
first opportunity for students to encounter and interact with
someone from a different race or ethnicity.

The historical vestiges of segregated schools and colleges

‘continue to affect the climate for racial and ethnic diversity
“in many ways on college campuses—for example, resistance
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to desegregation in communities and specific campus set-
tings, maintenance of old campus policies at predominantly
white institutions that best serve a homogeneous population,
and attitudes and behaviors that prevent interaction across
race and ethnicity. Because they are embedded in a culture
of a historically segregated environment, many campuses
sustain long-standing benefits for particular student groups,
which often go unrecognized (Duster 1993). Desegregation
policies in schools and colleges were designed to change
the racial and ethnic composition of an environment, im-
prove educational opportunity, and ultimately change the
environments of our educational institutions. It is through
the diversification of the learning and work environment, or
the structural diversity of campus settings, that such changes
were thought to occur. The next section examines its impact.
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THE IMPACT OF STRUCTURAL DIVERSITY

“Structural diversity” refers primarily to the numerical represen-
tation of various racial, ethnic, and gender groups on campus.
Most institutions tend to focus on numerical representation of
various groups as a method of achieving equity, often in re-
sponse to goals for affirmative action and plans for desegrega-
tion. Research supports the notion that increasing an institu-
tion’s structural diversity is considered the first important step
in the process of improving the climate for diversity for several
reasons. First, environments with highly skewed distributions
of socially and culturally different people are critical in shaping
the dynamics of sccial interaction (Kanter 1977). Campuses
with high proportions of white students provide limited oppor-
tunities for interaction across race and ethnicity and limit stu-
dents’ learning experiences with diverse groups (Hurtado,
Dey, and Trevifio 1994). Second, in environments lacking a
diverse workforce or population, underrepresented groups are
regarded as symbols rather than individuals, or as “tokens.”
Tokenism contributes to heightened visibility of the underrep-
resented group, exaggeration of differences among groups,
and the distortion of individuals’ images to fit existing stereo-
types (Kanter 1977). That is, the sheer fact that racial and eth-
nic students remain minorities in majority white environments
contributes to their social stigma (Steele 1992) and can pro-
duce the stress that goes with minority status (Prillerman,
Myers, and Smedley 1989; Smedley, Myers, and Harrell 1993).
Third, an institution’s proactive stance in increasing the repre-
sentation of various racial/ethnic groups conveys the message
that the campus maintains a multicultural environment as a
high institutional priority. For example, African-American,
Chicano, and white students in one study tended to report that
commitment to diversity was a high institutional priority on
campuses that had relatively high percentages of African-
American and Latino students (Hurtado 1990). Thus, research
suggests that campuses that increase their racial and ethnic en-
rollments can significantly improve the college experiences of
historically underrepresented groups. Moreover, attaining a di-
verse student body and hiring diverse faculty result in signifi-
cantly more opportunities for all students to learn how to deal
with others from different cultural backgrounds after college.

Diverse Student Enrollments and Increased Complexity
A series of interviews with students led to the conclusion
that having sufficient racial/ethnic enrollments gives poten-
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tial recruits the impression that the campus is hospitable:
“No matter how outstanding the academic institution, ethnic
minority students can feel alienated if their ethnic represen-
tation on campus is small” (Loo and Rolison 1986, p. 72).
Increasing the number of students of color on campus is not
without problems, however. The racial/ethnic restructuring
of student enrollments can bring about some conflict and
resistance among groups, and it can create a need for sub-
stantial institutional change. For example, increasing the
absolute numbers of or creating a critical mass of racial/eth-
nic students was historically linked with racially related cam-
pus protests during the 1970s (Astin, Astin, Bayer, and Bis-
conti 1975; Astin and Panos 1971). Undoubtedly, students of
color demanded that institutions become more responsive to
the needs of racial/ethnic minority groups, and such protests
continued to serve as an impetus for change and institu-
tional self-examination (Farrell and Jones 1988). The impact
of diverse student enrollments has resulted in pressure for
institutional transformation—a transformation that has af-
fected both the academic and the social life of the institu-
tion, including such changes as the development of ethnic
studies programs, diverse student organizations, specific
academic support programs, and multicultural programs
(Munioz 1989; Peterson et al. 1978; Trevifio 1992).

Increases in enrollments of diverse students, however, have
also become problematic for the white majority and for racial/
ethnic minority groups. Race relations theorists hypothesize
that the larger the relative size of the minority group, the
more likely minority individuals will be in conflict with mem-
bers of the majority, presumably because they are in competi-’
tion for limited resources (Blalock 1967). Studies have con-
firmed that some element of conflict can arise with increases
in the enrollments of various groups. For example, on cam-
puses where Asian-American enrollments have increased sub-
stantially, Asian Pacific-American students have reported
more personal experiences of discrimination than any other
group (Asian Pacific 1990). One study of several institutions
found that white students tend to perceive racial tension on
predominantly white campuses with a relatively high number
of African-American enrollments (Hurtado 1992). Results from
this study also show, however, that when students feel valued
and when facuity and admini drators are devoted to their
development, they are less likely to report racial/ethnic ten-
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sion on campus. This finding suggests that campuses can
minimize racial tension and competition among groups by
creating a more student-centered environment. (This point is
explained further in “Linking the Institutional Climate for Di-
versity with the General Learning Environment” on p. 55.)

Research about the effects of diverse student enroliments
on a variety of student outcomes suggests that greater struc-
tural diversity may be beneficial for students. Specifically, the
greater the structural diversity at an institution, the more likely
white students are to socialize with students across racial/eth-
nic groups and the more frequently they are to discuss racial
and ethnic issues (Chang 1996). Attending a multiculturai cam-
pus results in more diverse friendship groups, which in turn is
associated with more frequent interracial interaction outside
the friendship group (Antonio 1998a). After four years of col-
lege, white students attending public universities with rela-
tively high levels of racial diversity showed greater social con-
cern and humanitarian values (Deppe 1989). Recent longitu-
dinal studies also reveal that African-American students in-
crease their aspirations for a degree at predominantly white
institutions that have substantial numbers of other African-
American students (D.F. Carter 1997; D.E. Carter and Monte-
longo 1998).

Another researcher found in his study of students at the
University of California at Berkeley that the changing enroll-
ments have produced a more complex and interesting set of
relationships among students (Duster 1993). As a student
body becomes more diverse and the representation of stu-
dents of color rises on a campus, opportunities for white
students to interact with people from different racial and
ethnic groups increase. When students of color are not
widely represented on campus, however, it is rather easy for
white students to avoid interaction with students from other
racial and ethnic groups. Conversely, as the representation of
students of color increases on a campus, it becommes easier
for these students to find peers from their own racial/ethnic
group enrolled at the institution. thereby making it easier for
them to interact within their own racial/ethnic group. At
institutions with low representation of students of color, stu-
dents from these groups have little choice but to interact
extensively across racial/ethnic groups (Hurtado, Dey, and
Trevino 1994). That is, greater structural diversity provides
students of color with a wider range of social options at their
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institution, which may help “to create more ‘comfortable’
institutional spaces for their students” (Chang 1996, p. 171).

Consistent with other studies the authors reviewed, maxi-
mizing cross-racial interaction and encouraging ongoing dis-
cussions about race are educational practices that are benefi-
cial to students (Chang 1996). When the effects of increased
structural diversity for students of color are considered with-
out involvement in these-activities, however, students of
color are likely to report less overall satisfaction with their
college experience (Chang 1996). Thus, increasing only the
structural diversity of an institution without considering the
influence of each of the other dimensions of the campus
racial climate is likely to produce problems for students at
these institutions.

Diversifying Faculty on Campus

One key point to increasing diversity in the student body is
related to an equally strong commitment to diversifying the
faculty. Five reasons for needing to diversity the faculty and
staff emerge from the literature on diversity in higher educa-
tion (Smith 1989). First, faculty of color are able to provide
support that benefits students from their particular groups.
Students of color are likely to seek out faculty “who are like
them” and whon they believe will understand them and the
experiences that they are going through as students, greatly
reducing their feelings of loneliness, alienation, and isclation
as students of color. Second, a diverse faculty and staff serve
as important representatives of the commitment that the in-
stitution has to issues of diversity. Third, a more diverse fac-
ulty and staff serve to create a more comfortable environment
for faculty and staff as well. The stresses, strains, and chal-
lenges experienced by students at predominantly white insti-
tutions are also experienced by members of the faculty and
staff. Fourth, a diverse faculty and staff bring more voices and
more diverse perspectives “to what is taught, how it is taught,
andd why it is important to learn, which are contributions that
are vital to the institution” (p. 57). Fifth, “a diverse faculty and
staff reflect one measure of institutional success for an educa-
tional institution in a pluralistic society” (p. 57).

A trend analysis of the effect of affirmative action pro-
grams on the diversification of the American professoriat
hetween 1972 and 1989 reveals “some good news and some
bad news” (Milem and Astin 1993). Not much had changed
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with regard to the representation of faculty of color during
the 17 years covered in the study. Although modest gains
were made in the representation of Asian-American faculty
during that time period, African-American, Mexican Ameri-
can, Native American, and Puerto Rican faculty made only
negligible gains. Other reports indicate that even gains
among Asian-American faculty may be negligible, as growth
has occurred primarily among Asian-born faculty and not
among Asian-American faculty born in the United States
(Suzuki 1994).

On a more positive note, the study indicates progress in
the representation of women in the professoriat between
1972 and 1989 (Milem and Astin 1993). Other good news in
these findings indicates that faculty as a group had become
more aware of and committed to issues of racial/ethnic di-
versity on campus and in the larger society. Between 1972
and 1989, faculty had become committed to issues of diver-
sity and were more willing to become actively and person-
ally involved, and to assume an institutional role, in address-
ing these issues. The finding of negligible gains in the repre-
sentation of faculty of color suggests that, during this 17-year
period, hiring and retention practices did not significantly
change so that a diverse faculty could be sustained. “Faculty
have learned how to talk the talk, but they have not yet
learned how to walk the walk” (p. 27).

Taken together, these studies on creating a diverse faculty
and student body suggest that the educational success of in-
creasing the structural diversity of an institution is linked
with attitudes and practice. Increasing the sheer numbers of
racial/ethnic students may not automatically improve the
campus climate, because attention to other dimensions of
the climate become necessary when the racial/ethnic struc-
ture of the social environment changes. Further, unchanging
practices thwart attempts to recruit and retain students, and
have resulted in minimal increases in faculty of color. At the
same time, handling the growth of applicants to specific
types of campuses from minority groups will become prob-
lematic so long as they make up a growing part of the
college-age population. This observation is already true for
Asian-American students, where growth in the applicant
pools has outpaced admission rates and increases in enroll-
ments on campuses have reportedly caused new forms of
backlash (Hsia 1988; Takagi 1992). Although campuses have
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reacted with programmatic responses to initial increases in
students of color, they have uniformly ignored the psycho-
logical climate and interpersonal aspects of race relations on
campus (Peterson et al. 1978). These dimensions are related
to the larger social issues of attitudes, prejudice, and inter-
group relations. Each of these areas has a substantial body
of social science research, and intergroup relations on col-
lege campuses appear to be receiving renewed attention
from the media. These areas clearly indicate important di-
mensions of the climate that represent the next phase for
self-study and programming for institutions that wish to
move beyond the numbers to improve social attitudes, inter-
group relations, and the general quality of life on campus.
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THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CLIMATE

The psychological dimension of the climate for diversity in-
volves individuals’ views of group relations, institutional re-
sponses to diversity, perceptions of discrimination or racial
conflict, and attitudes held toward others from different
racial/ethnic backgrounds. Before reviewing this literature, it
is important to note that studies are beginning to show that
racially and ethnically diverse administrators, students, and
faculty tend to view the campus climate ditferently. Thus, an
individual’s position and power within the organization as
well as one’s view as “insider” or “outsider” contribute to dif-
ferent views or standpoints (Collins 1986). One study found,
for example, that 68 percent of white students thought their
university was generally supportive of minority students,
while only 28 percent of the African-American and Chicano
students thought so (Loo and Rolison 1986). Another study
found that students of color were more likely to distinguish
hetween different forms of prejudice and discrimination,
whereas white students were less likely to grasp such nu-
ances (Cabrera and Nora 1994). Variations within ethnic
groups also occur, depending on the student’s background
and sense of ethnic identity. For example, one study found
that American Indian students who closely held to American
Indian values were likely to report more negztive racial en-
counters in college than other students (Huffman 1991).
These perceptual differences of the college experience are
significant, for perception is both a product of the environ-
ment and a potential determinant of future interactions and
outcomes (Astin 1968; Tierney 1987). As past and contempo-
rary research reveals, these differing perceptions and experi-
ences have real consequences for individuals.

The Impact of Discrimination and Perceptions

Of the Climate on Students

What price is paid for institutional neglect of the psychologi-
cal climate on campus? What is the result of institutional in-
action regarding instances of discrimination or students’ per-
sistent perceptions of a poor racial climate? Until recently,
very few empirical studies had been done that could charac-
terize the impact of a perceptual or attitudinal climate on
students’ development. A new literature has emerged on this
issue, however. In terms of academic performance, students’
general perceptions of discrimination have a significant and
negative effect on African-American students’ grades (Nettles
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1988; Prillerman, Myers, and Smedley 1989; Smedley, Myers,
and Harrell 1993). First-year students who reported being
singled out or treated differently in the classroom were
likely to have a higher sense of alienation at the end of their
freshman year (Cabrera and Nora 1994). Although this find-
ing was significant for all racial/ethnic groups, researchers
found that this form of discrimination was particularly detri-
mental to African-American and other minority students in
comparison with white students. A longitudinal study of
Latino students attending a variety of four-year institutions
found that perceptions of racial tension between groups on
campus in the first year had a consistent negative irnpact
across five dimensions of academic and psychological ad-
justment in the subsequent years of college (Hurtado, Carter,
and Spuler 1996). The study also found that although reports
of overt instances of personal harassment or discrimination
did not significantly affect academic and personal-emotional
adjustiment, these overt acts tended to diminish Latino stu-
dents’ feelings of attachment with the institution.

A study of Native American students confirmed that per-
ceptions of racial hostility were strongly associated with
feelings of isolation, but the effect on attitudes toward col-
lege or grade point average was not decisively significant
(Lin, LaCounte, and Elder 1988). Another study of college
freshman found that perceptions of discrimination affected
minority students’ academic and social experiences on col-
lege campuses but did not directly affect their persistence in
college (Nora and Cabrera 1996). It may be that some of the
more academically confident students of color continue to
feel marginalized in college but learn how to deal with in-
stances of personal discrimination. This hypothesis appears
to be supported by a study that found that an understanding
and ability to deal with racism had a positive effect on the
retention of upper-division African-American undergraduates
(Tracey und Sedlacek 1985). Among students of color re-
tained through graduation, however, campuses may also dis-
cover high levels of alienation: One study found less satis-
faction and more social alienation among African-American
and Asian-American students who were retained until the
fourth year than their counterparts who opted to leave the
university, presumably for better environments (Bennett and
Okinaka 1990). These findings show that institutional atten-
tion to reports of discrimination and perceptions of hostility
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on campus is paramount to providing a welcoming and sat-

isfying undergraduate experience. Introducing mechanisms

for students to report and seek redress for these experiences

is also important, but campuses must be aware that many —
aspects of the psychological dimension of the climate go un- .
reported. For example, a study of California State institutions  + « » white

revealed that Asian Pacific-Americans often do not use for- students’
mal grievance procedures when they experience discrimina- ~ senise of
tion or harassment (Asian Pacific 1994). belonging
Research has begun to further distinguish among the was nega-
sources and multiple effects of discrimination in college. tively
Interviews of American Indian students revealed that al- affected by
though they perceived that non-Indian students were a ma- 5 percep_"
jor source of discrimination, students also encountered re- tion of a

sentment and stereotyping from campus administrative staff
with regard to the funding for Indians’ higher education
(Huffman 1991). Research using a variety oi measures of
racial climate found that the most significant measure of
climate concerned black students’ perceptions of racial dis-
crimination on the part of college administrators. Both stud-
ies show that administrative staff, as a source of discrimina-
tion, can be a key contributor to a diminished sense of be-
longing among African-American and American Indian stu-
dents attending predominantly white campuses. These re-
sults strongly suggest that administrators can shape the racial
climate on their campuses and may unknowingly thwart stu-
dents’ success. The studies call for increased training in cul-
tural sensitivity for administrators and underscore the im-
portance of ensuring that campus policies treat all groups
fairly. The same study of predominantly white campuses that
had successfully achieved substantial enrollments of African-
American students found that white students’ sense of be-
longing was negatively affected by a perception of a poor
racial climate but was positively tied to having nonwhite
friends and perceptions that the campus accepts and re-
spects African-American students (Gitliard 1996). Similarly,
another study found that white students’ persistence in col-
lege was directly and indirectly affected by perceptions of
discrimination (Nora and Cabrera 1996). These studies show
that the campus racial climate becomes important to white
students’ adjustment on campuses that have achieved some
amount of success in diversifying their student bodies. In
summary, the research suggests that the perceptions of a

poor racial
climate . ..
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discriminatory environment and poor relations among
groups is not inconsequential for the success of students

of color, and that it also is important for white students on
campuses that have achieved relative success in diversifying
their student bodies.

Development of Attitude and Reduction

Of Prejudice in College

It is during the college years that students may exhibit greater
openness to change in social and political attitudes. Research-
ers have indicated that late adolescence and early adulthood
are the “impressionable years,” a period during the life cycle
when individuals may be particularly vulnerable to the forma-
tion of attitudes and change {Alwin, Cohen, and Newcomb
1991). Thus, students may be ready for opportunities that will
result in the development of greater tolerance and acceptance
of others from various racial and ethnic backgrounds. A revi-
sion of Chickering’s seven vectors of development among
college students places greater emphasis on tolerance and the
appreciation of intercultural differences as an important part
of the development of mature interpersonal relationships
(Chickering and Reisser 1993). Both these major contributions
to theories of student development suggest that colleges have
the opportunity to affect change in students’ attitudes through
student peers, faculty influence, and structured education
programs.

Tne influence of peers and reference groups
From the time we are toddlers all the way through aduit-
hood, our peers play a critical role in our development and
socialization. Research reveals that, because of our need to
affiliate with or helong to particular groups, the formal and
informal messages and expectations communicated by peers
powerfully influence and shape our attitudes and behaviors.
Peer groups in college are very influential and are responsi-
ble for much of the socialization and learning that occurs in
the college and university environment. The following syn-
thesis of the research may enable educators to create envi-
ronments that are likely to become proactive forces in the
socialization of college students toward greater tolerance of
different groups.

Historically, social scientists have recognized the impor-
tance of the groups to which individuals belong in shaping




the atitudes and behavior of people. The term “reference
group” refers to the group toward which an individual ori-
ents himself or herself, regardless of whether or not the in-
dividual is actually a member of the group (Singer 1981).
The development of the concept of reference groups drew
attention to the idea that an individual’s attitudes and behav-
iors may be shaped by groups different from the one con-
sidered to represent an individual’s current affiliation. In
other words, students are likely to modify their attitudes and
beliefs to be consistent with those of groups to which they
hope to belong.

An inherent assumption of one of the most widely cited
definitions of college impact asserts that colleges and univer-
sities serve as agents of socialization for the larger society.

As socializing institutions, colleges and universities
have the task of influencing students so that they leave
the campus with improved or different knowledge,
skills, attitudes, and values. Designated socializing
agents (primarily the faculty) act on behalf of the orga-
nization to train, develop, modify, or in some way “act
upowr” the individuals (students) who enter it, in more
or less formal ways (Feldman and Newcomb 1969, pp.
227-28).

Although faculty may be socializing agents, researchers
believe that students and their peers are principally responsi-
ble for much of the socialization that transpires (Feldman and
Newcomb 1969). More directly stated, “a student’s most im-
portant teacher is another student” (Chickering 1969, p. 253).
These points are not meant to minimize the role that faculty
play. Rather, they suggest that the normative influence of
faculty is frequently amplified or attenuated by the interac-
tion students have with their peers. “The evidence clearly
indicates that friends, reference groups, and the general stu-
dent culture clearly have an impact on student development”
(p. 269). “The force of friendships, reference groups, and the
student cuiture is amplified as frequency and intensity of
contacts increase” (p. 278).

To fully asscss the role of peer gioups in the personal de-
velopment of college students, it is important (o determine
the conditions under which these groups function best. Four
key conditions help to determine a peer group's influence:
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size of the group, homogeneity of the group, isolation of the
group, and importance to individuals of group-supported
attitudes (Newcomb 19060). With regard to size, smaller
groups tend to have stronger effects on individual attitudes
(Newcomb 1966), although larger groups are also potentially
effective, particularly when the smaller group is a subset of a
larger or dominant group. If the attitudes held by the minor-
ity group are consistent with those of the dominant group,
then the two may combine for a rather potent effect on an
individual's attitudes. On the other hand, when the smaller
group and its attitudes conflict with those of the dominant
group, the smaller group can often serve to insulate its mem-
bers from the effect of the dominant group norms. Hence,
the relative isolation of a smaller peer group from other
groups with different views and attitudes serves to strengthen
the belief that the group’s views are “right,” frequently allow-
ing the norms of the smaller group to remain intact. Gener-
ally speaking, groups that are more homogeneous in terms
of age, sex, racial/ethnic background, social class, and/or

* religious beliefs contribute to the effective influence of peer

groups primarily through the homogeneity of attitudes that
tend to correspond with these characteristics. Simply put,
people with similar backgrounds and experiences are more
likely to share similar attitudes and ideas. Finally, the greater
the importance attributed to the attitudes for which the group
stands, the greater the solidarity of the group. Conversely,
when identification of the individual shifts away from the
group and its prevailing attitudes, the influence of the group
on the individual’s attitudes is diminished.

Astin’s theory of the effects of peer groups includes psy-
chological and sociological components that expand the
theories of a peer group’s influence. From the psychological
perspective, peer groups are “a collection of individuals with
whom the individual idertifies and affiliates and from whom
the individual seeks acceptance or approval” (Astin 1993, p.
400). According to Astin, identification is the recognition that
other people are like one's self in certain key respects. In
this schema, identification and affiliation go hand in hand
with a student’s need for acceptance and approval. From the
sociological perspective, peer groups can be “any group of
individuals in which the members identify, affiliate with, and
seek acceptance and approval from each other” (p. 401).
Acceptance in the sociological perspective refers to the
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group's recognition that individuals have a certain set of
characteristics that qualify them for membership in the
group, which is also accompanied by a sense of how well
the individual’s values and behaviors conform to the expec-
tations of the other group members.

Peer groups can effect change in students’ attitudes with
regard to perceived growth in cultural awareness and changes
in personal commitment to promoting racial understanding
during college. Six types of peer measures have had some
effect on students’ reports of growth in cultural awareness
over four years. Characteristics of peer groups that had posi-
tive effects on cultural awareness include members who come
from a high socioeconomic background, have higher levels of
altruism or social activism, are more feminist in their orienta-
tion, are artistically inclined, or are more liberal in their politi-
cal orientation (Astin 1993). Negative effects on students’ atti-

“tudes came from peer groups whose members are more ma-
terialistic or focused more on status. Students’ commitment to
the goal of helping to promote racial understanding was influ-
enced by four types of peer measures. Positive attitudinal
effects were found for students with peers from higher so-
cioeconomic backgrounds, higher levels of altruism and social
activism, and higher levels of political liberalism. Similar to
the results on cultural awareness, negative effects on commit-
ment to this goal were found among students whose peers
were more materialistic and focused on status.

The influence of faculty as a

normative reference group

Studies of the impact of college on white students’ racial
attitudes, levels of cultural awareness and acceptance, and
selected social and political attitudes (Milem 1992. 1994a,
1994b) are similar to Astin’s findings (1993) about the impact
of student peer groups. In addition to measures of the peer
environment, these studies considered measures to assess the
impact faculty norms might have on students’ attitudes. Al-
though students are widely believed to be the primary agents
of socialization for their peers in colleges and universitics,
the rescarch suggests that faculty may have a more important
role as a referent group than has been traditionally hypothe-
sized (Milem 1992, 1994a, 1994b). For example, faculty nor-
mative environments characterized as more materialistic in
their orientation had negative effects on students’ attitudes
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toward school busing and students’ commitment to promot-
ing racial understanding. On the other hand, faculty mem-
bers’ socially liberal views had positive effects on students’
support for busing. Similasly, faculty normative groups that
were more activist in their orientation were found to have
positive effects on students’ commitment to the personal goal
of helping to promote racial understanding.

Hence, evidence shows that the attitudes and values of
faculty on different campuses affect students’ attitudes on
those respective campuses. Although some contend that
faculty are (or should be) “value free” and objective in their
teaching and research, the findings of these studies suggest
that the attitudes and values of faculty are reflected in their
work and that these values influence the attitudes and val-
ues of their students. Given these findings, perhaps it would
be in the best interests of our students to shift the discussion
away from the dualistic proposition of whether or not fac-
ulty can (or should) be objective in their work and instead
frame the discussion in a way that helps faculty understand
how to become aware of their own attitudes and the effect
of these attitudes on the students they teach.

Racial attitudes and the role of education,
contact, and campus activities
One critical component in understanding racial attitudes is
determining the role that education has in the formation
and/or alteration of racial attitudes. It is generally assumed
that higher levels of educational achievement correspond
with greater open-mindedness with regard to racial attitudes
(Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo 1985). Researchers suggest that
the relationship between higher educational attainment and
attitudes on racial issues is generally positive; however, they
have tound that income is negatively related to attitudes re-
garding support for racial policies, which tends to produce
some rather conflicting findings, given that people with
higher levels of education also tend to have higher incomes.
These findings lend support to other studies that show
higher levels of education do not always indicate increased
“progressiveness” in racial attitudes (Jackman 1978; Jackman
and Muha 1984). Although those with higher levels of edu-
cation tend to express more agreement with the abstract
principles of equality, class interests override commitment to
these principles. Thus, stated commitments to abstract prin-
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ciples of equality among educated individuals do not always
translate into an increased likelihood that individuals will
agree with statements that urge an applied or concrete im-
plementation of these principles of equity.

Some researchers believe that whites’ opposition to bus-
ing or affirmative action programs and policies is better ex-
plained through an understanding of group conflict theory
(Bobo 1983; Kluegel and Bobo 1993). Group conflict theory
holds that some individuals oppose these programs because
they threaten the social status of whites. In short, white indi-
viduals view these policies as “a threat to their lifestyles, as
well as other valued resources and accepted practices”
(Bobo 1983, p. 1198). The resistance that white individuals
express to these programs and policies does not necessarily
reflect a rejection of African Americans as a group. Rather,
this opposition is expressed in defense of “a lifestyle and
position they think they have earned and do not question”
(p. 1208). An analysis of data from the 1990 General Social
Survey reports similar findings regarding the influence of a
group’s self-interest and perceived discrimination (Kluegel
and Bobo 1993). Further, levels of self-interest, beliefs about
inequality, and racial attitudes on issues differ based upon
whether or not the policy in question is race-targeted, and
the authors recommend that for optimal acceptance and
support for policies, such initiatives should be defined as
“opportunity enhancing” instead of “race-targeted” or “social
welfare.” These findings seem relevant to the higher educa-
tion community in that they may help us to understand why
institutions experience hostility with regard to the existence
of minority-targeted programs and services. This research
suggests that a real sense of “group” conflict may be moti-
vating opposition to these programs and services, particu-
larly in an era when many units face budgetary cuts.

A discussion of the effects of contact on racial attitudes
(Allport 1954) is directly relevant to discussion of the im-
pact of college on students’ racial attitudes. Contact among
groups can serve to lessen or to increase prejudice, depend-
ing on the nature and quality of the contact (Allport 1954).
Six areas should be observed in examining the relationship
hetween interracial contact and individual attitudes: (1) the
quantitative aspects of contact (e.g., frequency, duration,
number of people involved); (2) the status aspects of contact
(inferior, equal, superion); (3) the role aspects of contact
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(competitive versus cooperative); (4) the social atmosphere
involved in the contact (e.g., voluntary versus involuntary
contact, important or intimate contact versus trivial or tran-
sient contact); (5) the personality of the people involved
(e.g., how firmly rooted prejudice is); and (6) the area of
contact (e.g., casual, residential, occupational). This research
has served as the basis for many studies because of the
clearly articulated nature of contact and conditions under
which prejudice can be reduced.

Allport discusses different types of contact and their pos-
sible effects. Casual contact does not dispel prejudice and in
fact is more likely to reinforce it. Moreover, he asserts, the
prejudice varies with the density of the minority group or
groups. The greater the level of casual contact in high-
density situations, the more likely they are to bring negative
results. Acquaintance contact in the sense of true acquain-
tance is more likely to lessen prejudice. Contacts that bring
about knowledge and understanding are likely to bring
about more accurate and stable beliefs about minority
groups and, as a result, tend to contribute to the reduction
of prejudice. Residential contact tends to operate on two
different levels. For white individuals who live with blacks,
prejudice is lessened (Allport 1954). This change does not
happen merely by circurastance but rather as a result of
‘increased communication. On the other hand, whites who
view residential contact as an approaching phenomenon (as
when they are about to be confronted with integrated living
situations) see it as a threat and are very hesitant. Research
indicates that the level of complaints varied according to the
immediacy of the perceived threat.

For any of these types of contact to have a profound ef-
fect on attitudes, the contact must transcend casual acquain-
tance (Allport 1954). Contacts tnat facilitate the reduction of
prejudice are those that cause people to do things together.
Although the effects of contact cannot always overcome the
effects of personal characteristics in piejudice, contact could
lessen prejudice if any of three (and ideally all) of the follow-
ing conditions are met: (1) equal status contacts occur be-
tween majority and minority groups in pursuit of common
goals; (2) the effect is greatly enhanced if contact is sanc-
tioned by institutional support; and (3) the contact is of the
sort that leads to a perception of common interests and com-
mon humanity among members of the groups (Allport 1954).
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Arguments for desegregation have been motivated in large
part by the belief thar greater levels of contact will produce
positive changes in our society. More than 50 years ago, Gun-
nar Myrdal (1944) asserted that segregation was the primary
factor responsible for the maintenance of cycles of discrimi-
nation, inferiority, and racial prejudice. This assertion has
served as one of the essential arguments in efforts to de-
segregate our society and our educational system. In essence,
it is believed that desegregation should provide for greater
contact between people of different races and that this con-
tact should decrease stereotyping and improve race relations.
It is not clear, however, that this case is true in all situations.
The findings on the effects of desegregation on racial preju-
dice appear to be inconclusive. Therefore, it is crucial that
we develop an understanding of reasons for the conflicting
outcomes resulting from studies of interracial contact that are
the result of desegregation.

A study of a randomly stratified sample of black and white
freshmen at a private, elite, urban university in the Midwest
found that interracial contact did not lead to reduced preju-
dice among students (Sampson 1986). In fact, racial attitudes
became increasingly negative over the course of the study,
and the author suggests that these findings may have resulted
because, at least in part, at least two (and possibly three) of
Allport’s conditions for positive change had not been met.
First, the contact between students was not “prolonged.” as
Allport specified. Second, the contact that did occur was not
iikely to have been viewed by either blacks or whires as con-
stituting equal status contact. Finally, because the contact
took place in an “elite university setting,” the contact was not
likely to have occurred in a2 noncompetitive atmosphere,
which is a stipulation that increases the potential of contact
to reduce prejudice (Sampson 1986).

Research suggests that structured interaction is important
for improving racial attitudes, including students’ engaging in
intensive forms of contact. The work of several researchers
provides us with some clear direction (see, e.g.. Hurtado
1990, 1992; Milem 1992, 19944, 1994b: Springer, Palmer, Ter-
enzini, Pascarella, and Nora 1996). Specifically. these studies
show that a number of activities that students become in-
volved in during college are positively related to students'’
commniitment to the goal of helping to promote racial under-
standing and the willingness to have contact with others from
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a different racial/ethnic background. (Milem also examined
students’ support for school busing as well as changes in
levels of students’ cultural awareness and acceptance.) So-
cializing with someone of a different racial/ethnic group, dis-
cussing issues related to race and ethnicity, attending racial
awareness workshops, enrolling in ethnic studies _lasses, and
participating in campus demonstrations were positively re-
lated to changes in racial attitudes and commitment to im-
proving racial understanding (Hurtado 1990, 1992; Milem
1992, 1994a; 1994b). Other studies confirm the importance of
participation in racial and cultural awareness workshops to
promote white students’ willingness to learn about and have
contact with others from a different racial/ethnic background
(Springer et al. 1996). Moreover, time spent talking with fac-
ulty outside class, being a guest in a professor’s home, and
working in student organizations were also positive predic-
tors of students’ increased commitment to the goal of pro-
moting racial understanding (Hurtado 1990). Membership in
a fraternity or sorority was negatively related to increased
commitment to this goal, however.

These findings show how particular peer group activities
in college can facilitate or hinder a change in attitude with
regard to racial and ethnic diversity. At the same time, how-
ever, the research suggests specific curricular and cocurricu-
lar activities that can be implemented on college campuses
to improve students’ knowledge and attitudes about differ-
ent groups, and to increase understanding of differences
across communities. The next section considers faculty prac-
tices and student activities that promote social interaction
across race and ethnicity on college campuses and lead to
important educational outcomes.
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THE BEHAVIORAL DIMENSION OF THE
INSTITUTIONAL CLIMATE

Increasingly, campuses have been concerned with reports of
racial incidents and the level of social interaction among dif-
ferent racial/ethnic groups (Farrell and Jones 1988; Loo and
Rolison 1986). The behavioral dimension of the institutional
climate consists of actual reports of general social interaction,
interaction between and among individuals from different
racial/ethnic backgrounds, and the nature of relations be-
tween and among groups on campus. Because students’ in-
volvement in campus life plays a central role in the success-
ful educational experience of undergraduates, including the
enhancement of cognitive and affective student outcomes
(Astin 1988, 1991, 1993; Kuh, Schuh, Whitt, Andreas, Lyons,
Strange, Krehbiel, and MacKay 1991) and retention (Tinto
1987, 1993), this section includes additional studies regarding
students’ involvement in campus activities, participation in
student organizations, and use of specific types of campus
programs. The focus is on a range of racial/ethnic diversity
behaviors that constitute “integrating” student experiences.

Students’ Involvement in College

And Intergroup Relations

An extensive review of the research regarding the impact of
college on students speaks to the crucial role that involve-
ment (with peers, faculty, and various institutional activities)
has in educational attainment for all students (Pascarella and
Terenzini 1991). “The environmental factors that maximize
attainment iriclude a cohesive peer environment (that is, stu-
dents develop close on-campus friendships), frequent partic-
ipation in college-sponsored activities, and a perception that
the institution has a high level of personal involvement with
and concern for the individual student” (p. 417). Moreover,
the research suggests that both the increased involvement in
extracurricular activities and the nature and quality of stu-
dents’ social interactions with pecrs and faculty have a posi-
tive influence on persistence, educational aspirations, com-
pletion of a bachelor's degree, and attendance at graduate
school (Pascarella and Terenzini 1991).

This review of research regarding students’ development
of identity and self-esteem during college suggests that the
most important influences that affect “academic and social
self-images may flow from students’ involvement in the for-
mal and informal academic and social systems of their insti-
tution” (Pascarella and Terenzini 1991, p. 192). The formal
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systems referred to include classes, grades, cocurricular ac-
tivities, rules and regulations, and so on. The informal sys-
tems are the regular interactions students have with other
students and with faculty members, including the normative
pressures that these groups exert as peer and normative
reference groups. In addition to the research already re-
viewed that shows how participation in specific out-of-class
and in-class activities is associated with attitudinal changes
in students, a growing body of literature suggests that such
activity is associated with increased interaction across races
and improving the environment for students of color.

A series of studies now links students’ involvement with
enhanced social interaction across racial/ethnic groups on
campus. A qualitative study of 15 colleges notes that institu-
tions characterized as “involving colleges” have distinct char-
acteristics (Kuh et al. 1991). Involving colleges foster high
expectations for students’ performance, minimize distinctions
in status among individuals and groups in everyday practices
(although status conventions are used to convey respect on
some campuses), and, perhaps most important, have an un-
wavering commitment to multiculturalism. Other studies
reveadl links between involvement on campus and race rela-
tions. For example, campus race relations can significantly
affect black students’ involvement (Allen 1988); moreover,
social factors (feelings of alienation and sources of social
support) are more likely to affect the performance of African-
American students who enroll at predominantly white institu-
tions than their peers who attend HBCUs (Jackson and Swan
1991). The more often African-American males feel a part of
campus life on predominantly white campuses, the better
they tend to perform (Jackson and Swan 1991). Another
study found that students who were involved in academics,
socialize with other students, participate in an honors pro-
gram, attend a racial cultural awareness workshop, partici-
pate in a racial/ethnic student organization, or play in inter-
collegiate sports tended to dine, study, room, or date
someone of a different racial/ethnic group more frequently
(Hurtado, Dey, and Trevino 1994). In sum, studies have
shown that school-sponsored extracurricular activitics can
promote cross-race contact (E. Scott and Damico 1982).

An analysis of the impact that campus interpersonal rela-
tions and social networking have on students’ academic
performance, satisfaction with academic life, and occupa-




tional aspirations for African-American students who attend
.[IBCUs and predominantly white institutions notes that these
social support systems serve three imiportant roles (R. Davis
1991). They provide for “(1) the maintenance of individual
self-esteem and life satisfaction; (2) increasing social and
academic competence and envircnme.atal mastery; and (3)
the management of stress and coping” (p. 145).

Institutions exhibit distinct differences in the extent to
which black students feel welcome and are willing to be-
come involved in campus activities, however, Black students
at white colleges were less likely to report that extracurricu-
lar activities on campus reflect their interests than were their
peers at HBCUs (R. Davis 1991). This situation appears to
have an effect on their rates of participation in campus life.
Black students on white campuses were somewhat less
likely to report that they are involved in campus clubs and
organizations, although participation in student organizations
was the best predictor of educational outcomes (R. Davis
1991). African-American students who participated in cam-
pus organizations at predominantly white institutions were
less likely to report that they had considered dropping out
of school and were more likely to report that they were
more satisfied with campus life. The study also points out
that it may be that students who attend predominantly white
institutions are somewhat more ‘ikely to look to faculty for
social support, which may be because African-American
students on white campuses have fewer places to go to find
peer social support than do their counterparts at HBCUs.

These results speak to the need for social support systemns
that serve to “bufter and/or solve academic difficuities and
increase satisfaction with «ampus life” (R. Davis 1991, p.
157) and relate to findings on minority status stresses (Smed-
ley, Myers, and Harrell 1993). Although certain experiences
affect minority students that affect all students as part of the
adjustment to college, minority students have unique experi-
ences that contribute to their lower sense of “belonging and
interfere with minority students’ effective integration into the
university community (for example, experiences with rac-
ism, questions ahout their right to be on campus)” (Smedley,
Myers, and Harrell 1993, p. 435). These minority status
stresses have both direct (as in overt prejudice or discrimina-
tion) and indirect effects on students. Indirect effects work
by complicating and/or adding to the regular stressors expe-
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rienced by all students and result from “the marginal social,
political, and economic status of many minority students” (p.
436). The authors of the study tested whether or not these
minority status stresses added to the difficulty of adjusting to
college for minority students during their freshman year.

The authors found that chronic role strain (believed to be
experienced by all students) is the main predictor of psycho-
logical distress, but they also found that a scale representing
achievement stresses—characterized by the degree to which
students doubted their ability to succeed in college, felt less
intelligent or capable than their peers, felt that their academic
preparation was inadequate, and/or felt some pressures from
their families to succeed in college—was the one stress scale
for minorities that served as a significant positive predictor of
both psychological distress and freshman GPA. This finding
should be viewed with some concern when we consider that
the sample of African-American, Chicano/Latino, and Filipino
students was drawn from a highly selective public university
with a record of past academic achievement (including high
scores on the SAT and high GPAs in high school).

More visible or overt forms of stress with regard to inter-
racial conflict or experiences of overt racism or discrimina-
tion were not significant predictors of distress. Rather, “the
more debilitating minority status stressors were those that
undermined students’ academic confidence end ability to
bond to the university. These stresses [came] from both in-
ternal sources as well as from the demographic composition
and social climate of the campus” (Smedley, Myers, and
Harrell 1993, p. 448). The authors call for interventions that
help students “to understand the interplay of the additional
stresses they will face from their peers and from faculty [and
provide] academic support services” (p. 449), and they rec-
ognize the need to alter aspects of the university environ-
ment in ways that will make campuses “less alien and more
culturally and emotionally accessibie to a diverse student
population” (p. 448).

The Classroom Environment and Its

Link with Social Interaction

A great deal has been written in recent years about the
“chilly” classroom climate for women and students of color

"in higher education (see, ¢.g., Sandler and Hall 1982; Sed-

lacek and Brooks 1976; Trujillo 1986). These studies high-
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light the negative effect that faculty members’ classroom be-
havior can have on students’ learning experiences and self-
esteem. Less emphasis, however, has been placed on the
positive role that faculty might play in creating a more sup-
portive climate for diversity on campus. Thus, the authors
reviewed studies to gain a greater understanding of faculty
behaviors and student activities that can enhance interaction
across race and ethnicity in the classroom.

A review of 20 years of research on black students on
white campuses states that one of seven noncognitive vari-
ables deemed important to the educational success of
African-American students involves an-ubility to make a
realistic self-appraisal as to how they are doing in school
(Sedlacek 1987), but the research suggests that this appraisal
is difficult for many African-American students on predomi-
nantly white campuses to achieve because faculty are less
likely to provide these students with consistent reinforce-
ment compared with white students. Moreover, studies indi-
cate that African-American students consistently report feel-
ings of prejudice directed at them by white faculty. The
prejudice takes many forms, including “lower expectations
of black students than are warranted, overly positive reac-
tions to work quality, reducing the quality of communica-
tions, and reducing the probability that faculty know stu-
dents well enough to write references” (p. 487).

A sentiment existing among some scholars in higher edu-
cation suggests that competition, which is among one of the
fundamental values of our society and our higher education
system, is detrimental to many of our students, but particu-
larly to students of color and women (see, e.g., Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule 1986; Paimer 1987; Sandler
1987; Sandler and Hall 1982). In fact, the idea of competition
(evidenced by grading on a curve and assigning individual
rather than group-oriented projects) serves to perpetuate an
elitist view of higher education that causes colleges and uni-
versities to focus on the acquisition of resources and engage
in other behaviors that serve to further their academic “repu-
tation.” An institutional focus on resources and reputation is
also related to perceptions of higher levels of campus racial
conflict among white, African-American, and Chicano stu-
dents (Hurtado 1992). This type of focus also frequently runs
counter to a concern for and commitment to the learning of
individual students (Astin 1985, 1991, 1993).
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An emerging body of work offers some clues as to what
faculty can do to proactively promote interaction across race
and ethnicity. An analysis comparing predictors of white and
African-American students’ achievement found that African-
American students were likely to report higher GPAs when
they reported higher levels of out-of-class contact with fac-
ulty, were exposed to faculty who used nontraditional teach-
ing styles, and had faculty who reported higher levels of
satisfaction with their jobs (Nettles 1991). Distressingly,
African-American students are much less likely to have fac-
ulty who report high levels of out-of-class contact with stu-
dents (Nettles 1991).

These findings complement those cited eatlier (R. Davis
1991) suggesting that the role of faculty in the educational
experience of African Americans on predominantly white
campuses is particularly crucial (see also Haniff 1991). More-
over, they suggest that black students are likely to look to
members of the faculty for the different types of support that
are crucial to their success in college. Such relationships are
related to students’ feeling a sense of helonging to an insti-
tution as well as to their academic performance in class.
Cleatly, these “contacts, which are spontaneous or emanate
from faculty who do genuinely care, do make a difference,
and it is this contact and caring [that] combats racism”
(Haniff 1991, p. 248).

Findings from studies of the campus racial climate (Hurtado
1992; Hurtado, Carter, and Sharp 1995) and the racial and
social attitudes of college students (Milem 1992, 1994a, 1994b)
reveal specific behaviors guided by instructors’ pedagogical
approaches that can influence students’ attitudes. Students
who reported that they had attended racial awareness work-
shops, had socialized with someone from another race, had
more frequently discussed racial/ethnic issues, had more fre-
quently discussed political and social issues, and/or had en-
rolled in ethnic studies courses were more likely 1o report
more “liberal” or supportive attitudes toward race as well as
greater relative levels of commitment to racial issues four
years after they entered college. Cleatly, if faculty are abie to
define course content in ways that touch on these issues and
are able to employ pedagogical approaches that encourage
students to engage in these activities in noncompetitive ways
(i.e., cooperative and collaborative learning experiences,
group projects, opportunities for prolonged cross-race interac-




tion), they are likely to encourage their students to develop
greater understanding and sensitivity to racial/ethnic diversity
and social problems that confront our society.

In a study of social interaction among students from differ-
ent self-perceived ability groupings, researchers identified
tangible steps faculty can take to help create opportunities
for students to interact across race/ethnicity and ability
groupings (Hurtado, Carter, and Sharp 1995). Certain key
academic involvements lead to students’ more frequent infor-
mal socializing across race and ethnicity. For example, stu-
dents who frequently study together are more likely to fre-
quently interact with different racial and-ethnic groups.
Through pedagogical techniques, faculty can help to struc-
ture opportunities in the classroom that will promote rela-
tions and interactions across racial and ethnic groups; these
“activities might include the development of topical study
groups, requiring group projects as part of their evaluation of
student work, or creating a community service component
for their classroom material” (Hurtado, Carter, and Sharp
1995, p. 20). Other research has confirmed that cooperative
learning activities, inside and outside the classroom, lead to
intergroup friendships (Slavin 1985). When students are en-
couraged to come together to work cooperatively on course
content, faculty provide them with the opportunity to learn
more about each other as well as about specific content.

Faculty might also draw from approaches identified in
postsecondary and K-12 research for guidance in developing
curricular and pedagogical interventions that contribute to a
more positive campus climate for diversity. A meta-analysis of
research found that using role playing and antiracist teaching
can reduce levels of prejudice in students (McGregor 1993).
The degree of relative impact is greater for students in pri-
mary and secondary classrooms than it is for college and uni-
versity students, but the effect is generally positive nonethe-
less. In addition, interracial interaction can be encouraged by
aligning assignments with multicultural cocurricular activities
on campus sponsored by student affairs. Specifically, more
campuses are experimenting with three- to six-week and
semester-length dialogue groups designed to encourage frank
discussions among students about beliefs and stereotypes.
These dialogues are guided by trained facilitators and are of-
fered as one-credit classes or are conducted in conjunction
with courses in education, sociology, and psychology. Re-
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search on this activity indicates that student interaction goes
through several phases. Activities for the learning process in-
clude the opportunity to break down barriers, challenge the
ignorance inside and outside oneself, create new insights,
forge new connections and identities, and build coalitions to
work toward a common goal (Zaniga and Nagda 1992). The
issues of group conflict and social attitudes surrounding com-
munities of difference addressed in the dialogue groups are
“not easily resolvable as long as the lack of adequate struc-
tures and processes for intergroup interactions in the college
comumunity maintains the invisible, but psychologically real
walls that separate different groups” (p. 251). The creation of
dialogue groups provides both a structure and process for ad-
dressing the intergroup dynamics of multiculturalism within
the learning environment.

In addition to bringing students together in activities that
lead to more hospitable campus climates, collaborative and
cooperative approaches to learning in standard courses can
positively affect students’ learning and achievement. Treis-
man’s work (1992) in the area of mathematics education is
just one illustration of this point. Based in part on observa-
tions during work as a teaching assistant for calculus courses
at the University of California at Berkeley, Treisman devel-
oped an approach to teaching college calculus that relies
heavily on collaborative and cooperative learning techniques
as well as on techniques used to build students’ self-esteem.
Observations of African-American students and Chinese-
Armerican students at Berkeley led Treisman to question why
many African-American students tended to perform poorly
in calculus while many Chinese-American students tended
to do well; he found that the Chinese-American students
tended to study and do hom. -ork in collaborative and co-
operative work groups, while African-American students
tended to work alone. Treisman decided to teach the course
in a manner that would encourage African-American stu-
dents to work together while at the same time engage them
in activities that increase their efficacy for successfully doing
calculus and, in turn, increase their self-esteem. This ap-
proach produced groups of students that excelled in calcu-
lus who previously had had difficulty in precalculus classes;
it exemplifies one way to build proactively on the strengths

- of communities of cultural difference and tailor teaching in a

multicultural campus environment.
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Approaches to Curricular Change

And Diversity in the Classroom

Today’s “students must learn, in every part of their educa-
tional experience, to live creatively with the multiplicity, am-
biguity, and irreducible differences that are the defining con-
ditions of the contemporary world” (Association 1995, p. xxii).
One way that colieges have begun to ensure that this type of
learning occurs has been through improved college curricula.
In the last two decades, hundreds of coileges and universitics
have expanded their traditional conception of undergraduate
liberal education as “intended to break down the narrow
certainties and provincial vision with which we are born”
(Association 1983, p. 22). These initiatives to improve diver-
sity in the classroom have resulted in new multicultural edu-
cation requirements in general education at more than one-
third of all colleges, expanded curricular offerings at 50 to 75
percent of four-year colleges (Levine and Cureton 1992), and
increased course activities designed to teach students about
the multiple cultural legacies of our society and about issues
of equity that both challenge and reinforce basic democratic
principles and notions about justice.

Institutions can make a difference in terms of increasing
multicultural competencies among students by influencing
students’ course-taking behaviors to ensure that they are ex-
posed to readings and activities that help them understand
what it means to live in a diverse society. This change cannot
occur, however, without concerted changes in the content and
pedagogy of the courses faculty teach. This subsection sum-
marizes two different approaches taken by faculty who have
worked to incorporate issues of racial and ethnic diversity into
the curriculum. The first involves the planning and implemen-
tation of a course that is specifically designed to address is-
sues of race and diversity. This approach to curricular change
may be helpful to faculty who are interested in developing a
course or courses that are meant to fill a current void in the
curriculum in their department or at their institution. (See
Tatum 1992 for a description of one model that should be
considered when planning these courses and linking students’
cognitive and affective development in the classroom.)

The second approach to curricular change is one in which
issues of diversity are incorporated into the content of courses
that are part of the existing core curriculum. This approach
may be helpful to faculty who are interested in engaging in a
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process of curricular transformation in their department and/
or at their institution. Such efforts have had a positive effect
on a sample of students involved in the study of human de-
velopment at their institution (MacPhee, Kreutzer, and Fritz
1994). Both approaches confirm other studies that reveal stu-
dents acquire cognitively complex skills and cultural under-
standing through content and pedagogy designed to make the
most of the diversity in the classroom (Adams and Zhou-
McGovern 1994; Ortiz 1995; Smith and Associates 1997).

As colleges and universities struggle to develop more
courses that address issues of cultural representation within
the curriculum, not enough attention is paid to “issues of
process that inevitably emerge in the classroom when atten-
tion is focused on race, class, and/or gender” (Tatum 1992,
p. 1). To really do justice to these topics, issues of racism,
classism, and sexism must be addressed (Tatum 1992). This
approach has one possible shortcoming, however, Given
that efforts to address these issues are likely to generate
powerful emotional reactions in students, they “can result in .
student resistance to oppression-related content areas” if not
addressed in the classroom (p. 2). A description of the evo-
lution of the instructor’s approach to teaching for a course
called Psychology of Racisim offers “a framework for under-
standing students’ psychological responses to race-related
content and the student resistance that can result” (p. 2).
Moreover, the description suggests strategies for helping
students to overcome this resistance. Assuming that racism is
pervasive in the socialization process in the United States,
Tatum offers a set of working assumptions that underpin
teaching in this area. She draws a clear distinction between
prejudice (a preconceived judgment or opinion, often based
on limited information) and racism (a system of advantage
based on race). This distinction is important in identifying
differences in power between members of dominant and
subordinate groups. Racism is assumed to clearly work to
bencfit whites as a group in our society. Given that racism is
such an intricate part of our socialization in the United
States, Tatum assumes that people cannot be blamed for
learning what they were previously taught but that, once
people recognize that they have been misinformed, they
have a responsibility to seck more accurate information and
to hbehave accordingly. Morcover, Tatum assumes that
change is possible for individuals and institutions.
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An instructor frequently encounters several major sources
of resistance when trying to teach students about issues of
race and racism. Many students consider race a taboo topic
for discussion, especially when they find themselves in ra-
cially mixed settings. Many students also believe “that the
United States is a just society, a meritocracy where individual
efforts are fairly rewarded” (Tatum 1992, p. 6). Students may
also deny that they have any personal connection to racism.
As a means for dealing with this anticipated resistance, Ta-
tum offers strategies for reducing the likelihood that students
will resist certain activities in the classroom: creating a safe
classroom environment by establishing clear guidelines for
discussion, creating opportunities for self-generated knowl-
edge, providing 4 developmental model that students can
use as a means for understanding their own process of iden-
tity as well as that of their peers (in this case the process of
racial identity development described in Cross 1971, 1978,
1991; Cross, Parham, and Helms 1991; Helms 1990; Parham
1989), and exploring ways that will empower students as
change agents. It is impossible for us to have “multiracial
campuses without talking about race and learning about
racism” (Tatum 1992, p. 23). The model described provides
a means for this exchange to happen throughout the semes-
ter, as opposed to traditional workshops that meet with
mixed success because they rely upon an evening, a day, or
a weekend and are not as conducive to the growth and de-
velopment of individuals or the class as a whole.

Other researchers provide important information for fac-
ulty interested in infusing the perspectives of racially/cthni-
cally diverse populations into an already existing curriculum
(MacPhee, Kreutzer, and Fritz 1994). The authors analyzed
content of published research results in human development
pertaining specifically to children and adolescents, and the
descriptions of study samples to determine how frequently
low-income and culturally diverse groups were included in
studies. They also examined the “results” section of each
article to determine whether or not data had been analyzed
by income level. ethnicity, and the interaction between the
two. Information regarding the family background was ab-
sent from a significant number of the studics (MacPhee,
Kreutzer, and Fritz 1994). Further, fewer than one-third of
the studies contained subjects from low-income or ethnically
diverse backgrounds, and only half of those studies that did
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include representatives from these groups analyzed the data
with regard to the ethnicity of the subject. The findings indi-
cate that youth from low-income backgrounds were less
likely to be included in studies of any kind but especially
studies on “normative development,” and that people of
color were much more likely to be included in a study sam-
ple if the study focused on a social problem.

Based on these findings, the authors suggest a series of
problems that this approach presents for pedagogy in their

field. It is extremely difficult to present accurate and infor-

mative findings about ethnic and cultural differences in hu-
man development when this information is limited or non-
existent (MacPhee, Kreutzer, and Fritz 1994). Moreover,
unless these studies successfully disentangle the effects of
social class and ethnicity, biased stereotypes are likely to be
perpetuated. “The confounding of race and social class ex-
aggerates group differences because minorities are overrep-
resented in lower social strata . . . and are more likely to be
drawn from clinical groups or captive inner-city sites that
differ markedly from the more typical environments of ado-
lescents” (p. 704). These improper comparative studies tend
to perpetuate bigoted stereotypes by reinforcing perceptions
of minorities as deviant, and many studies of adolescent
development contain such a perspective of people of color.

A second study sought to determine the impact of efforts
by faculty volunteers to “infuse multicultural content” into the
courses of eight departments in the College of Applied
Human Sciences. “The purpose was to promote cultural plu-
ralism and social equality by using instructional materials that
are appropriate for diverse students and that are integrated
rather than supplementary” (MacPhee, Kreutzer, and Fritz
1994, p. 705). The efforts by faculty were coordinated to
modify a specific sequence of courses, based on three rea-
sons for the importance of this sequencing of classes. First,
this effort conveys to students that the information is essential
to their understanding of human behavior. Second, repeated
exposure to this information is likely to reinforce these im-
portant lessons. Third, by making these issues central (o the
curriculum of human development, minority students are less
likely to feel marginalized and stigmatized, which is likely to
increase their identification with their profession.

In planning these courses, faculty worked to point out the
deficiencies in the research literature discussed in the article
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by MacPhee, Kreutzer, and Fritz. Moreover, each course
sought to use pedagogical approaches that promote critical
thinking and are known to be effective with various styles of
learning, including extensive use of cooperative learning,
simulations (or problem-based learning), and cognitive dis-
sonance as a means of identifying and changing incongru-
ous beliefs.

The authors employed both qualitative and quantitative
research methods during this phase of the study. The find-
ings of the quantitative analyses suggest that students’ atti-
tudes toward “outgroups” (particularly the poor) were
broadly influenced by the transformation of the curriculum.
They also found small but statistically significant changes in
students’ racial attitudes. The qualitative analyses reveal
three primary findings. First, students appeared to have mas-
tered a number of critical thinking skills. Second, levels of
ethnocentrism among students appeared to have declined.
Third, students were consistently able to distinguish be-
tween poverty and ethnicity as developmental risk factors.
These important curricular outcomes are all tied to careful
thought in course planning and pedagogical approaches to
diversifying the curriculum.

Campus Race Relations and Social Interaction

The prevailing view is that campus race relations are poor,
social interaction is low, and we have witnessed a resur-
gence of segregation on college campuses among minority
groups (Altbach and Lomotey 1991; Bunzel 1992). To be
sure, incidents of overt racism and harassment occurred with
greater frequently near the end of the 1980s and received
much press coverage (Farrell and Jones 1988). A series of
systematic research studies, however, has begun to present a
different picture that reflects students’ actual reports of inter-
actions and relations on campus (Duster 1993; Hurtado,
Dey, and Trevifio 1994; Weiner 1992). Moreover, the view
of whether or not groups are interacting with each other
depends on one’s standing as “insider” or “outsider.” For
example, although they may view “sameness” and “self-
segregation” among minority groups, outside observers may
be less attuned to differences within groups such as Latinos
and Asian Pacific-Americans, who are attempting to forge
common communities out of diverse backgrounds, ethnici-
ties, and political experiences (Duster 1993). In another ex-
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ample, researchers found that white students interpreted
ethnic group clustering as racial segregation, whereas minor-
ity students tended to view this behavior as a method of
cultural support within a larger unsupportive environment
(Loo and Rolison 1986). The following analysis of recent
studies presents an emerging portrait of relations in a multi-
cultural context.

In 1991, college students at 390 instirutions were surveyed
about the frequency with which they dined, roomed, social-
ized, or dated someone from a racial/ethnic group different
from their own (Hurtado. Dey, and Trevino 1994). Chicano,
Asian-American, and African-American students reported
widespread and frequent interaction across race/ethnicity in
these informal situations, while white students were least
likely to report engaging in any of the activities across race.
Earlier studies focusing on black and white interracial con-
tact confirmed the fact that black students were significantly
more likely to report having close triends of another race
than were white students (Minatoya and Sedlacek 1980).
Although it is clear that racial/ethnic groups are more likely
to engage in interaction across race precisely because they
are a minority on predominantly white campuses, this fact
seems to be ignored by “outsiders” who observe these stu-
dents interacting with someone from their own racial/ethnic
group on campus. Further multivariate analysis shows that
higher black and Hispanic enrollments did not significantly
affect interaction across ethnicity for white students but that
higher Asian enrollments had a positive impact (Hurtado.
Dey. and Trevino 1994). This finding suggests that variations
in the structural diversity result in variations in social interac-
tion, but these effects appear to be different for each racial/
ethnic group.

Students were also surveyed about the extent to which
they have felt excluded or harassed because of their racial/
ethnic background. Among the groups. African Americans
and Asian Pacific-Americans were most likely to report such
instances of harassment (32 percent and 30 percent, respec-
tively). Such experiences did not significantly diminish inter-
action across race/cthnicity for these groups, however. Thus,
even in the face of overt discrimination. some groups con-
tinue to interact across race/ethnicity.

A review of institutional self-studies of race relations
among students at four West Co: it campuses confirms many
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of these patterns of interaction across race for white and
racial/ethnic minority groups (Weiner 1992). At the same
time, the review found that more interaction occurred across
racial/ethnic groups than the national media would have us
believe. For race and ethnic relations to improve, we need
not only more friendship among students, but also more
knowledge about the economics, politics, and sociology of
race relations, more discussions of attitudes and practices
that affect race relations, and more group projects to encour-
age people to work together across ethnic lines. Colleges
and universities, and especially their faculties, have an op-
portunity to “build on the receptivity of students to intereth-
nic understanding and cooperation” (p. 11). We have ne-
glected to see some of the good news coming out of
campus studies suggesting that interaction is actually occur-
ring and that higher education can build on this potential
through its educational mission (Weiner 1992).

What prevents more social interaction across race and
ethnicity on campus? First, although researchers and campus
administrators attempt to observe rates of cross-race and
interethnic interaction on campus and to draw conclusions
from the observations, we sometimes forget that “interaction
between the races may have been nurtured long before these
various students came to this institution” (Asante and Al-
Deen 1984, p. 514). Approximately 83 percent of first-time,
full-time entering college students in 1990 came from neigh-
horhoods that are completely or mostly all white, and only
6.4 percent reported their neighborhoods were half white or
nonwhite (Astin, Korn, and Berz 1991). It may be that some
students are becoming accustomed to functioning in a di-
verse environment for the first time in college and that ad-
ministrators need to remain sensitive to this issue. Second,
dynamics among peer groups may hinder interaction. A case
study of early adolescent peer groups revealed that loosely
knit peer groups encourage interracial interaction, while
cliques do not (Zisman and Wilson 1992). This finding attests
to the influence of particular peer groups and their ability to
manage boundaries intended to create “in groups” and “out
groups.” For example, the selection process and determina-
tion of group membership has largely gone unquestioned for
peer organizations such as fratemities and sororities (Duster
1993). Administrators need to allow individual students to
naturzlly form their own peer groups and to work with some
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of the formal student organizations to ensure that they re-
main open to all students and promote interaction across
groups. Third, intergroup contact is influenced by an individ-
ual’s psychological state, feelings of inadequacy, and comfort
with and conceptions about the “other.”

A study of Asian-American and Hispanic college students,
for example, reveals that low levels of intergroup contact
with Caucasians were evident among students who had high
levels of intergroup anxiety. High levels of intergroup anxi-
ety or social awkwardness were associated with a prefer-
ence for one's own group, the relative status of one’s group,
and stereotyping (Stephan and Stephan 1985). Such findings
are thought to hold true for white students as well. Self-
perceptions of ability in comparison with one’s peers are
also clear indicators of rates of social interaction. Students
who rated themselves as “high ability” at college entry
tended to interact more frequently across race/ethnicity and
to participate in more activities on campus than students
who rated themselves lower in ability compared with stu-
dents their own age (Hurtado, Carter, and Sharp 1995). This
finding suggests that the institution should do more to in-
crease students’ academic self-confidence, and willingness to
take risks and cross racial/ethnic group boundaries in infor-
mal and formal social settings. Most important, institutions
must provide support structures that allow students to de-
velop both their academic skills and confidence so that they
can become full participants in campus life.

Contact with Diverse Peer Groups

And Educational Outcomes

Research shows that interracial contact clearly influences
students’ views toward others, their support for campus ini-
tiatives, and important educational outcomes. One study
found that white students who had the least social interac-
tion with someone of a different background were less
likely to hold positive attitudes toward multiculturalism on
campus (Globetti, Globetti, Brown, and Smith 1993). “In
order to prepare students as participants in a more heteroge-
neous college environment, and as citizens in a global com-
munity, program planners and administrators need to recog-
nize deficiencies in cultural sensitivity and build on the

multicultural awareness that students do have” (p. 218).

Another study revealed that socializing across race and dis-




cussing racial/ethnic issucs have a positive effect on stu-
dents’ retention, overall satisfaction with college, intellectual
self-concept, and social self-concept (Chang 1996), Further,
positive interracial contacts on campus lead to less difficulty
in African-Americans’ transition to college, which in wurn is
related to higher college GPAs and less intent to drop out of
college (Bennett 1984). The complex dynamics of interaction
on the University of California-Berkeley campus, where

- dramatic changes in racial/ethnic enrollments have occurred,
suggest continued support for strong ethnic identities and
affiliations as well as institutional encouragement for multi-
racial contacts (Duster 1993).

Numerous studies conducted in the last decade have es-
tablished a clear and consistent effect of contact with diverse
peers on educational outcomes. Studies emerging from the
National Study of Student Learning reveal that students’
openness to diverse perspectives and willingness to be chal-
lenged are significantly associated with a variety of inter-
group contacts that include living in residence halls, partici-
pation in a racial cultural awareness workshop, and associ-
ation with peers who are diverse in terms of race, interests,
and values. Such effects in students’ cognitive thinking were
evident after the first year of college (Pascarella, Edison,
Nora, Hagedorn, and Terenzini 1996) as well as in the sec-
ond and third years of college (Whitt, Edison, Pascarella, Ter-
enzini, and Nora 1998). These studies also confirm the im-
portance of the psychological climate: A nondiscriminatory
environment was conducive to students’ openness to diverse
perspectives and willingness to be challenged. In contrast,
the homogeneity of one’s college peers as measured by par-
ticipation in a sorority or fraternity was negatively associated
with this measure of cognitive complexity (Pascarella, Whitt,
Nora, Edison, Hagedorn, and Terenzini 1996). A different
national sample of students found that students who studiced
frequently with someone from a different racial/ethnic back-
ground reported growth on such learning ouicomes as
problem-solving skills, critical thinking, and ability to work
cooperatively (Hurtado 1997). Stronger effects were evident
on civic engagement outcomes that include cultural aware-
ness, acceptance of people from different races/cultures,
tolerance of different beliefs, and leadership ability. A third
national study extends these findings: Students with a high
proportion of diverse close friends reported growth in leader-
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ship and cultural knowledge and understanding after four
years of college (Antonio 1998b). It is evident from these
three national studies of college students that diverse peers
are important factors in the learning environment and key
educational outcomes related to skills for living in a complex,
pluralistic society.

Participation in Racial/Ethnic Student Organizations
And Minority Support Programs

“Campus support systems may be seen as transactions
among students, professors, and staff [that] are indicators of
participation and integration into campus life” (R. Davis 1991,
p. 145). Racially and ethnically focused extracurricular and
curricular activities have played a significant role in increas-
ing students’ participation in campus life and creating social
support for various nonwhite racial and ethnic groups. Al-
though some suggest that racial/ethnic student organizations
and minority programs contribute to segregation on campus,
a series of studies refutes this perspective. Studies have em-
pirically demonstrated that students who join such racial/eth-
nic student organizations join them because they enhance
identity and that such increased comfort with one’s identity
may lead to a greater interest in cultural and cross-cultural
activities (Mitchell and Dell 1992; Trevifio 1992). For exam-
ple, members of racial/ethnic student organizations in one
study were more likely to participate in racial/cultural aware-
ness workshops (Trevinio 1992). Students in such organiza-
tions also report more frequent interactions across race/
ethnicity in informal situations (Hurtado, Dey, and Treviino
1994). Participation in racially focused cultural activities and
support programs (for example, the Black Student Union or
minority peer support services) was correlated with African-
Americans’ higher social involvement, informal social interac-
tions with faculty, and higher use of general support services
(Gilliard 1996). It may be that such programs and activities
are part of a larger safety net that encourages students to
lake advantage of many of the other services and activities a
cuilege offers. In the absence of such programs, it is not clear
whether minority students would take advantage of some of
the “mainstream” services or have opportunities for leader-
ship in typical college activities.
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LINKING THE INSTITUTIONAL CLIMATE FOR DIVERSITY

WITH THE GENERAL LEARNING ENVIRONMENT

This section reviews some general findings that have impor-
tant implications for institutional practices that focus on stu-
dents’ academic and social development. These findings spe-
cifically relate to institutional priorities and emphases that
have an important impact on student outcomes and the con-
text for learning and sociali ting. For example, a key issue that
has emerged from the literature is the extent to which stu-
dents feel valued and validated in the environment. One
study found that African-American, Chicano, and white stu-
dents perceived lower racial tension on campuses that they
perceived were “student-centered” (Hurtado 1992). Student-
centeredness refers to the degree to which faculty and admin-
istrators convey an interest in students’ academic and per-
sonal development. Racial conflict is greater on less student-
centered campuses because a feeling persists that one group
receives more attention than another, when really the quality
of undergraduate education has declined for all students. Re-
cent research on the transition of students from high school
to college has also revealed the importance of receiving “vali-
dating experiences”—a series of in- and out-of-class experi-
ences with family, faculty, and staff (Terenzini, Rendén, Up-
craft, Millar, Allison, Gregg, and Jalomo 1994). These expe-
riences convey the message that students are accepted and
welcome in the college community, they can be successtul,
previous work and life experience are legitimate forms of
knowledge, and their contributions in the classroom are valu-
able. In addition, a qualitative study of student life at a large
university suggests that racial/ethnic minority students feel
like a “guest” in someone else’s house (Turner 1994). The
study and additional work (Turner 1997) recommend transfor-
mation of the institution’s core mission and values to create a
welcoming environment for diverse students. These works
suggest that the general environment of the campus must be
accepting and convey the notion that all students are valued.
Further, scrvice to a diverse student population must become
more central to the day-to-day practices and activities geared
toward students’ learning and development.

Perhaps one of the most important questions for colleges
is what the outcomes are of a greater institutional « phasis
on diversity for all students. What Matters in College (Astin
1993) describes a number of findings relevant to this ques-
tion. Peer groups exert different influences on white and
African-American students; specifically, white students tend
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to become more politically conservative after four years,
while African-American students tend to become more politi-
cally liberal. In addition, whites and African Americans view
racial issues differently in that they grow farther apart in their
level of agreement with the statement “racial discrimination is
no longer a major problem” and in their personal commit-
ment to the goal of promoting racial understanding. “The
college experience, rather than narrowing political differ-
ences between the two major racial groups in this country,
actually serves 0 exacerbate already existing differences
observed at the point of college entry” (Astin 1993, p. 407).

Whether or not these findings are viewed as matters of
concern or optimism depends largely on whether or not an
institution focuses on diversity as part of its educational
mission. Although the aggregate data suggest how the two
racial groups grow farther apart, differences exist in the ex-
tent to which cultural gaps and achievement outcomes occur
on specific campuses. Further findings in this study indicate
that institutions can narrow these gaps and enhance student
outcomes by making diversity a high institutional priority. At
least three measures of institutional emphasis on diversity,
derived from student and faculty perspectives, are used in
the study. Diversity Emphasis refers to the extent to which
faculty at an institution believe that their institutiou is com-
mitted to issues of diversity and multiculturalism. Faculty
Diversity Emphasis represents the extent to which faculty
incorporate issues of race and gender into their teaching
and/or scholarship. And Diversity Orientation is a scale
made up of students’ views of both these dimensions.

After controlling for the effects of various background
characteristics of students and a wide range of environmen-
tal influences, the institution’s Diversity Emphasis was shown
to be pcsitively correlated with increased levels of cultural
awareness among students and increases in students’ com-
mitment to the goal of helping to promote racial understand-
ing during college. Diversity Emphasis was also shown to be
positively correlated with a variety of measures of satisfac-
tion, including overall satisfaction, satisfaction with student
life, opportunities to enroll in interdisciplinary courses, and
overall quality of instruction. Conversely, this variable had a
negative effect on students’ belief that racial discrimination is
no longer a problem in this country, on the likelihood that a
student would join a fraternity or sorority or get married
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while in college, and on the belief that the chief benefit of
attending college is to increase one’s earning power. Thus,
Diversity Emphasis tends to diminish students’ tendencies to
deny discrimination, join exclusive campus organizations, or
seek an education purely for one’s own financial benefit.

Faculty Diversity Emphasis, in terms of the curriculum,
produces effects not unlike those found for the institutional
Diversity Emphasis. Faculty Diversity Emphasis produced its
greatest effects on students’ cultural awareness and on over-
all satisfaction with the college experience. In addition, it
increased the likelihood that a student would participate in
civic duties (for example, voting in a presidential election).
In this respect, learning about diversity and participation in
our democracy are linked. Perhaps most important, students’
perceptions of their college’s orientation toward diversity in
the curriculum and institutional priorities were negatively
associated with reports of students’ leaving college or trans-
ferring to a different college—suggesting that student reten-
tion rates can be enhanced when an institution communi-
cates an emphasis on diversity. Generally speaking, this ex-
tensive longitudinal stucy of college students demonstrates
that emphasizing diversiiy on college campuses tends to
have consistently positive effects on students’ undergraduate
experiences (Astin 1993). At many levels, incorporating di-
versity as a central puic of the institutional mission and a
college’s teaching and learning activities can happen. partic-
ularly with the support of state policy makers.

The Role of State Policy Makers in Promoting an
Institutional Climate for Diversity

The focus of state policy on education has shifted over the
last decades, from resistance to equity before the 1954
Brown decision, to mandated desegregation in elementary
and secondary schools and a focus on removing barriers to
a school's success in the 1960s and 1970s, to a concern
about the overall quality of education in the 1980s (Mat-
thews 1996). Although states have always maintained educa-
tion as part of their responsibility, the federal government
had assumed a good deal of responsibility for providing
leadership for public policy to promote equity in education.
The 1980s can be characterized as a transition from the fed-
eral government’s providing leadership in policies for educa-
tional improvement to the states’ assuming the mantle of
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leadership for policy in education reform (Callan 1994). This
transition presents a bit of irony when we consider that “his-
torically, the states have been perceived as the problem, and
discussions of the state role still evoke the image of the gov-
ernor blocking the schoolhouse door” (p. 336). This role is
now clearly the responsibility of the states, and as the 1990s
approached, greater attention to addressing the educational
issues of African-American, Latino, and American Indian
youth was evident in state reports addressing improvement
in undergraduate education (Callan and Finney 1988).

States became increasingly aware of demographic shifts
and were concerned about remaining economically compet-
itive as we approached the 1990s (Matthews 1996). It is
clearly in the economic interest of the states, and businesses
within the states, to have a skilled labor force. The need to
close the gaps between achievement for historically under-
represented groups and other students hecame apparent,
and state policy makers have begun to initiate efforts to
facilitate students’ movement through the educational pipe-
line, improve undergraduate education, and improve requi-
site skills for a changing workplace with attainment of a
haccalaureate degree. State higher education policies can
provide the necessary infrastructure through funding, intro-
duction of new programs, and reforms that require changes
in public systems of higher education.

For these reasons, improving the quality of undergraduate
experiences in state-funded colleges and universities has
been present in many state policy reports since the late
1980s, with particular attention paid to participation and
achievement of minority students. A report by the State
Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) calling atten-
tion to the need to improve equity, access, and achievement
in public higher education received widespread attention
(State 1987), and several states (California, Ohio, and Ari-
zona) issued major reports on the participation and achieve-
ment of minorities (Callan and Finney 1988). The SHEEO
Task Force on Minority Achievement (State 1987) offered
several recommendations to respond to concerns about
equity and achievement in higher education. Although the
task force acknowledged the importance of maintaining a
federal role in dealing with these issues, it recommended
that states step forward to assume a key leadership role in
responding (o these issues. Among the recommendations,
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the task force reported that state higher education executive
officers need to establish minorities” achievement as a pre-
eminent concern for the higher education community in
their states. Once their achievement is established as a top
priority, state officers should put into place a formal institu-
tional planning and reporting process, regularly disseminate
the information ro the public about opportunities in higher
education for minority students, and report progress in
meeting the needs of minority students. As for programming
and funding, the task force urged states to creatively seek
resources to support minority-related programming, aggres-
sively involve K-12 education, and support institutional
programming that will meet two equally important ends: to
better equip students to function well in the. institutional
environment, and to adapt that environment to better ac-
commodate the needs and interests of diverse students.

The National Task Force for Mincrity Achievement in
Higher Education (1990) sponsored by the Education Com-
mission of the States also offered a series of recommendations
regarding the role of the states in achieving diversity on col-
lege and university campuses. That task force recommended
that every state should embrace and work to achieve two
goals: equitable representation in terms of enrollment propor-
tional to the population in the state, and comparable gradua-
tion rates across all student groups. The task force suggested,
based on its analyses of the differences between institutions
that had successfully changed to achieve diversity and those
that had not, that institutions should pass through a three-
stage process of change. The first stage involves removing
barriers to participation, the second helping students to
achieve, and the third using “assessment, learning assistance,
better teaching strategies, and curricular reform to change
learning environments for all students” (p. 5). According to
the task force, few institutions ever make it to stage three,

The task force offered suggestions for institutions as well
as for state policy mzkers to help achieve the two recom-
mended goals. Improved leadership on this issue could be
demonstrated by establishing measurable goals, linking insti-
tutional funding to statewide goals for minority participation
and achievement, and diversifying governing board mem-
bers to reflect the state’s diverse population. The removal of
barriers to participation, stage one, hinged on improving fi-
nancial aid programs to streamline the process and offset

Enacting Diverse Learning Environments

59




increases in tuition. Helping students to achieve, stage two,
could be facilitated by statewide programs to ensure that
every junior high and high school student is advised about
and prepared for higher education. This stage is also facili-
tated by improving the articulation of transfer students to
complete a baccalaureate degree in the same amount of
time as other students. Improving undergraduate teaching
and learning, stage three, addresses systemic reform in the
core mission of institutions to address diversity. The task
force’s recommendations for this important stage include
directives to:

e Fund basic skills assessments and programs that help
students correct deficiencies;

s Require colleges and universities to use student assess-
ment results to improve teaching and learning;

e Make teaching effectiveness a criterion for how state re-
sources are allocated to institutions; :

» Support and fund programs to recruit more minority faculty,

» Fund innovative approaches that integrate multicultural
perspectives into the curriculum;

e Promote faculty and student exchanges and partnerships
between historically black and predominantly white col-
leges and universities (National 1990, p. 16).

In essence, the recommendations for this last stage sug-
gest overall changes in the campus environment and the
core institutional mission that will ultimately achieve both
quality and diversity in the educational experience.

Still other state reports directly address issues related to
the climate for diversity. For example, in an effort to address
the uneven success of students of color and women, the
California Postsecondary Education Commission examined
the feasibility of developing an educational equity assess-
ment system to provide information on perceptions of the
climate in the state’s postsecondary institutions (California
1990). This effort was in part a response to legislation that
asked the commission to examine factors that “contribute
[to] or detract from an equitable and high-quality experience,
particularly for women and students from historically under-
represented groups” (California 1990, p. 2), with an empha-
sis on the perceived level of equity in students’ educational
experiences. Thus, the legislators were distinctly interested
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in the psychological climate for diversity on college cam-
puses. The directive for the study coincided with the com-
mission’s developing interest in understanding the quality of
educational environments with respect to educational equity.
In another example, the state of Washington’s Higher
Education Coordinating Board issued a policy statement on
minority participation and diversity in 1991. The policy was
established “to achieve equitable levels of [college] participa-
tion for people of color, and to create higher education envi-
ronments in which diversity is valued and promoted” (Wash-
ington 1991, p. 1). The policy established statewide goals for
enrollment, retention, completion, employment, and institu-
tional climate. The goals for climate included the develop-
ment of 2 statement on valuing diversity and a timetable for
introducing material on cultural pluralism and racism in
American society across the undergraduate curriculum, con-
tinued participation of campus and faculty leaders in policy
seminars for valuing and managing diversity, and develop-
ment and implementation of workshops for staff, faculty,
and students to combat racism and foster diversity.
Improving the campus climate has now become a matter of
discussion at statehouses, and state higher education policy
makers can do their part to improve human relations on cam-
pus (Marcus and Yavorsky 1989). Responses to campus racial/
ethnic tensions generally occur as one of two types: incident-
focused responses and climate-focused responses. Incident-
JSocused responses are basically reactive in nature and tend to
deal with symptoms. They tend to be “reactive rather than
preventive, and [are] generally aimed at only the most obvious
and flagrant forms of prejudicial behavior” (p. 3). Included in
this type of response is the development of antiharassment
policies. On the other hand, climate-focused responses are
viewed as being more proactive in nature in that they focus
more on what are believed to be the causes of the problem.
These responses by the states seek “to identify the roots of the
problem and implement a systematic action plan that is directly
responsive to those identified concerns” (p. 3). It is a two-stage
process that first mobilizes the interest and the motivation to
take action at the institutional level, and second involves “facil-
itating, and in some cases directly mounting, the programs that
are needed to bring about constructive change” (p. 3).
Although some state policy analysts have called for pro-
grammatic changes that directly address issues of the cam-
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pus climate, others recommend that such approaches begin
with systematic self-assessment (Richardson, Matthews, and
Finney 1992). The Education Commission of the States re-
leased a policy guide for leaders to develop and revise ac-

The tion plans aimed at improving learning environments for di-
Education verse students. The guide suggests that state policy and
Commission institutional strategies improve the participation of diverse
students in college, help students achieve, and ultimately
of the States . : ; . ) - o
ocus on improving the learning environment (Richardson,
rele.ased a Matthews, and Finney 1992). Congruent with these stages
policy guide ;. e policies that address setting priorities, initiating
Jor leaders programs, engaging in strategic planning to achieve quality
to develop and-diversity, and ensuring the consistency of state policy
and revise across actors at various levels of authority and over a sus-
action plans tained period of time (Matthews 1996). The guide asks spe-
aimed at cific questions to assist policy makers in assessing aspects of
improving each stage, including important questions about creating a
learning comfortable climate for all students.
environ- Although not all states have developed plans to direc ly
ments for assess or improve the climate, several studies have idendified
, a variety of state policy initiatives aimed at improving the
diverse achievement and participation of underrepresented students
students. (Callann 1988; Matthews 1996; State 1987). These initiatives
begin to provide a structure of support for students that re-
sults in improving the climate. State initiatives fall into sev-
eral categories: addressing minority concerns in all statewide
plans and the development of special plans for diverse stu-
dents; better coordination and collaboration between K-12
education and higher education to find solutions to educa-
tional problems; finance strategies that include performance
funding, competitive grant programs, and need-based finan-
cial aid; and policies thal “view assessment as a way to mea-
sure institutional effectiveness in meeting the educational
needs of students” (Matthews 1996, p. 108). Six common
strategies in various states include outreach programs for
schools, recruitment and retention programs for graduate
and professional schools, the development of comprehen-
sive academic.services, precollege preparatory efforts, need-
based financial aid, and development programs for faculty
and administrators (Callan 1988). Two l.:ss common but also
important strategies include mechanisms for monitoring the
achievement of minority groups and articulation programs
for transfer students to improve movement from community
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274




colleges, which large numbers of students of color attend, to
four-year institutions.

“Creating a sound state-level strategy for eliminating edu-
cational disparities requires sustained commitment, adequate
resources, and a willingness to take risks and experiment”
(Callan 1994, p. 337). Given that equity and diversity are not
always the top priority for colleges and universities, one of
the most important roles of state elected and appointed offi-
cials is to ensure that these issues, so critical to society, are
at the top of the list of higher education priorities in their
state. Hence, the first priority of states “is to set the agenda,
an agenda for sustained progress in the enrollment and
achievement of underrepresented minorities” (p. 338). The
goals should be extremely clear so that each institution’s and
state’s degree of progress can be evaluated regularly. Finally.
none of the policy recommendations that have been ofrered
are more important or significant than the need for colleges
and universities to reaffirm

... the centrality of the teaching mission of colleges
and universities, and the preservation of diversity of
institutional mission within state bigher education sys-
tems. All of the special programs, accountability, and
other policies directed at minority student achievement
in higher education will come to naught if they are put
into place in policy and institutional environmenis
where teaching and learning are denigrated (Callan
1994, p. 344).

In summary, state policy as evolved plays a significant role
in improving the climate for diversitv through directives,
recommendations, and support for initiatives. Essentially.
analysts have identified the need to fundamentally change
institutions to ensure that the core teaching and learning
activities are effective and inclusive.

Financial Aid and Maintaining Diversity in Students
Most state reports related to the goals of improving access
and achievement for students repeatedly refer to the need
to make adequate funding available to students to achieve
those godls, Without a doubt, state and federal financial aid
policies have facilituted the development of more diverse
student bodies on college campuses. 1n reviews of the re-
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search on the impact of student financial aid, researchers
have found that financial aid generally does what it was
created to do—increase access to higher education (St. John
19912; Stampen and Fenske 1988). Financial aid increases
the probability that students will attend college. But al-
though all forms of aid have been found to be positively
associated with the decision to attend college when all stu-
dents are considered, not all forms of aid have been found
to be equally effective in promoting access for students from
historically disadvantaged backgrounds. Aid packages with
loans have been found to be less consistently significant in
facilitating access for minority applicants than they are for
white ‘applicants (St. John 1991a). How students and their
families view loans may differ, as black, Latino, and Ameri-
can Indian students tend to borrow considerably less than
white or Asian Pacific—Americans (Stampen 1985).

Many students from low-income families regularly experi-
ence other barriers to financial aid (Olivas 1986; Orfield
1992). Students and their families are frequently unaware of
the programs available to them or what they must do to ap-
ply for aid. This lack of knowledge excludes students from
receiving any aid or severely limits their choice of college.
Further, once students and their families are aware of what
types of financial aid may be available, they must find ways
to successfully navigate a series of complex and comprehen-
sive application forms. And although students and families
from higher-income backgrounds are generally able to pro-
vide the information required as a matter of course, the
process can be extremely difficult for students from lower-
income backgrounds. Further exacerbating these problems is
the fact that insufficient research has been conducted that
can be helpful to policy makers as they consider the effect
of the decisions they make about federal aid policies. Most
of what we know about the impact of financial aid comes
from students who are already in the higher education sys-
tem. Not enough research has been done on those who are
excluded or those who drop out before they can ever be-
come part of the higher education system. Hence, we do not
know enough about the impact of different types of finan-
cial aid on the decision-making processes of students who
clect not to attend college.

Rescarch that has been conducted, however, suggests that
declines in federal grant programs between 1976 and 1984
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had a detrimental effect on minority students’ participation in
higher education (St. John 1991a, 1991b). A study of the high
school class of 1982 found that the enrollment decisions of
low-income students are price-responsive to grants but not
to loans, while middle-income students are more price-
responsive to loans than to grants (St. John 1990). Several
researchers suggest that increases in federal student grant
funding would be the most efficacious way to promote mi-
norities’ access in the short run and is an essential element of
any long-term strategies devised to increase access and per-
sistence (Astin 1982; St. John 1991b). The increased funding
of loans combined with the availability of loan funds for
middle-income students helps us to understand why total
enrollments remained higher than had been projected during
the 1980s despite declines in minority participation rates (St.
John 1991a). In this case, changes to financial aid programs
appear to have conflicting outcomes with regard to the goal
of increased access to higher education. The expanded avail-
ability of and extended eligibility for loan dollars (and the
decreased availability of grant and work study funds) have
promoted access for students from middle-income families
while restricting the access of students from low-income
backgrounds. Based on a review of research assessing the
impact of student financial aid, St. John (1991a) asserts that
large levels of debt are likely to have a negative influence on
persistence to degree completion.

The prevailing political climate is characterized by politi-
cians who are enamored of crackdowns on loan defaulters,
the elimination of scholarships for minorities, and relief for
the middle class (Orfield 1992). Although the effect of these
decisions has been felt in the 1980s and 1990s, the seeds for
these changes to the financial aid system were sewn during
the 1970s “when a politically irresistible but extremely ex-
pensive idea came into federal policy: the idea of extending
aid to the middle class” (p. 345). After controlling for infla-
tion, federal funds fell by 5 percent during this time, while
tuition and fees rose by 40 percent (Orfield 1992). These
changes required more students to find work, “a process
that was particularly damaging to poorly prepared low-
income students™ (p. 359). Moreover, during this time oppor-
tunities for work study (which has been shown to be more
efficacious in facilitating the academic success of low-
income students and students of color) declined as distribu-
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tion of these funds moved in favor of students from higher-
income backgrounds (Orfield 1992). The assumption made
by policy makers that students and their families are the
major source of college funding is unrealistic for low-income
students. By way of illustration, consider that low-income
students attending public or private colleges who receive
the maximum federal and state assistance as well as provide
the amount that the family can afford to contribute “still fall
short of meeting the full cost of college. In public colleges
the average aid package fell 15 percent short, and in private
schools it was 30 percent short” (p. 360).

Although the decline in access and equality of opportunity
for students from low-income backgrounds that results from
decreased funding of financial aid programs should be suffi-
cient rationale for policy makers to reconsider the negative
effect these changes have had over the past two decades, the
funding of federal aid programs is threatened each budget
year. Decreased funding of federal aid programs makes even
less sense when we consider financial aid as a form of in-
vestment of public funds. One helpful way to think of finan-
cial aid in this way is to calculate the return on investment of
public funds in federal aid that accrues from the tax revenue
they generate. Based on data from the National Longitudinal
Study of the High School Class of 1972 and data from the
Current Population Surveys of 1979 and 1980, “the net pres-
ent value of each dollar invested in student aid during the
1970s was about $4.30" (St. John and Masten 1990, p. 19). In
other words. every dollar invested in federal aid programs
during the 1970s created an additional $4.30 in tax revenues
that otherwise would not have been collected. Based on the
results of their analyses, the authors argue that investing in
student financial aid may be the most profitable investment
the federal government can make with its funds.

To summarize, the funding of federal aid programs for
students has not kept pace with increases in tuition. The
findings of research on the impact of financial aid indicate
that recent federal policies related to financial aid continue
to present barriers for poor families from varicus racial and
ethnic groups, detrimentally affecting equity and access to
college (Orfield 1992). A key component of any long-term
or short-term response to these trends should involve sub-
stantial increases in federal funding for student grants rather
than an increased emphasis on loans (St. John 1991b). Fi-
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nally, research indicates that the funding of federal financial
aid programs provides a substantial return on investment of
public funds (St. John and Masten 1990). Maintaining good
state and federal financial aid programs is critical to main-
taining the diversity of student enroliments that institutions
have achieved in the last few decades.

From Research to Practice

Research over recent years has brought focus to various di-
mensions of the campus climate for diversity so that we
better understand institutions and their impact on students,
students’ responses to the climate on campus, and relation-
ships that develop among diverse students and facuity. Al-
though many institutions still contend with issues of diversi-
fying their student body, more campuses need information
that will move them beyond these issues to address the psy-
chological and behavioral dimensions of the climate. More
individuals from institutions are talking about improving the
climate at national higher education conferences and are
engaged in sharing practices that work. The empirical evi-
dence provided here can enable institutional administrators
and program planners to benefit from a wealth of research
that has been focused on specific institutions as well as re-
search that spans a broad national representation of students
and institutions. Many institutions are assessing their climate
for diversity to better understand their own institutional con-
texts. A wealth of knowledge is now available, and institu-
tions are better informed so they can begin to examine their
campus culture. Designing an action plan that will signifi-
cantly improve the quality of the vxperience for undergradu-
ates is perhaps the next important challenge in the process.
The next section enumerates some general principles for
improving the climate for diversity that are derived from the
empirical research studies and state policy reports reviewed
thus far. These principles can serve as the basis for institu-
tional practice and program development.

Enacting Diverse Learning Environments
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DESIGN PRINCIPLES FOR IMPROVING THE CLIMATE FOR
DIVERSITY IN HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS

The increased cultural diversity of the nation’s campuses chal-
lenges institutions of higher education to achieve fundamental
change. Over the past 50 years, campuses in this country
have enrolled students and hired faculty and staff who repre-
sent a broader variety of races, ethnicities, and cultures than
at any previous time in history. Among the forces fueling
these dramatic changes have been armed international con-
flict, changes in the world economic order, major social
movements, presidential Executive Orders, government legis-
lazion, federal court rulings, and increased immigration. In the
process, the country has been required to confront the myth
of America as a homogeneous nation in the stark light cast by
a reality that is decidedly multiracial, multicultural, and het-
erogeneous. -

Universities and colleges that imagined themselves to be,
and functioned as, Eurocentric institutions are now required
to “reinvent” themselves. The challenge is a daunting one, the
question how an institution changes. Evidence of failed at-
tempts at improving the campus climate for diversity is readily
provided by reports of palpable racial tension, periodic racial
conflict, student protests, and persistent racial inequality in
terms of representation on the nation’s campuses. Some an-
swers, however, are provided by our review of empirical
research literature. The review reveals key, consistent findings
that point toward strategies for improving the campus climate
for diversity in U.S. higher education. Moreover, the research
reveals how various dimensions of diversity, particularly con-
tact with diverse peers, are related to a wide range of learning
and democratic outcomes that will prepare students for mak-
ing decisions, living, and working in a diverse society.

In articulating design principles for improving the campus
climate for diversity, we begin first by acknowledging the
complex system cf relationships involved. Campuses are com-
plex social systems defined by the relationships maintained
between people, bureaucratic procedures, structural arrange-
ments, institutional goals and values, traditions, and the larger
sociohistorical environments where they are located. There-
fore, any effort to redesign campuses with v1e goal of improv-
ing the climate for racial and cultural diversity must adopt a
comprehensive approach. Moreover, it must be understood
that the goal of achieving positive change in these institutions
will require a long-term perspective. Institutions are slow to
change: It is the nature of a stable system of higher education.

Enacting Diverse Learviing Environments 09
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Thus, the success of efforts to achieve institutional change
will rely on leadership, firm commitment, adequate resources,
collaboration, monitoring, and long-range planning.
Institutional change can be implemented at several levels;
foremost is the structural or concrete level. Observable evi-
dence of cultural diversity must be present on campus. One
should see increases at all levels of the institution (i.e., stu-
dents, faculty, staff, administrators) in the number of previ-
ously excluded and underrepresented racial/ethnic minorities.
Ideally, minorities should be represented on the campus in
proportionate numbers. Although efforts to increase the repre-
sentation of minorities on campus and to remove barriers to
their participation are crucial, these steps alone are not suffi-
cient to achieve the goal of improving the climate for diversity.
Beyond the physical, observable characteristics of a cam-
pus are the attitudinal and behavioral characteristics that
shape the institution’s climate. These dimensions of the insti-
tutional climate are an important consideration, because they
best characterize how particular groups of individuals on
campus “feel” and relate with each other. In this respect, it is
necessary to examine how the campus feels from the per-
spective of minority individuals (Do they feel welcome? Do
they sense hostility? Do they feel valued?) and how the cam-
pus responds to the presence of racially and culturally differ-
ent groups (Does the campus strive to change to incorporate
these students, or does the campus feel that only the minor-
ity students need to change? Does the campus genuinely
value diversity?). In short, two sets of issues emerge: (1)
How diverse does the campus look in the representation of
different cultural groups, and (2) to what extent does the
campus operate or function like a multicultural institution?
The following design principles outline strategies to
achieve an improved campus climate for diversity. The princi-
ples are stated as general concepts or guiding precepts that
emerged from the review of empirical studies and state policy
documents. They include specific strategies focused on the
critical actors that play a role in determinirg the campus cli-
mate for diversity (administrators, faculty, staff, and students).

1. Affirm the goal of achieving a campus climate that sup-
ports racial and cultural diversity as an institutional
priority. To have real credence, the goal of an improved
campus climate for diversity must be affirmed as an
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institutional priority, requiring that administrators, staff,
faculty, and students in leadership positions identify it as
an important goal. Beyond stating that diversity is im-
portant, these campus leaders must be able to under-
stand and articulate how diversity serves the larger goals
of the academy. In times of increased racial inequality
and division in racial attitudes in the general society,
higher education institutions play a key role in the edu-
cation of our future leaders, who will live in an increas-
ingly multicultural society. Campus leadership will also
need to recognize and to advocate the inseparable tie
between diversity and academic excellence without
_diminishing one or the other. Unless the goal of creating
a diverse learning environment is viewed as an integral
component and necessary to achieve academic excel-
lence, the goal will be considered separate or antitheti-
cal, thus inclining the campus comumunity to devalue
diversity.

. Systematically assess the institutional climate for diversity
in terms of historical legacy, structural diversity, psycho-
logical climate, and behavioral elements to understand
the dimensions of the problem. Central to the process of
improving the climate for diversity on college campuses
is a recognition and an understanding of the dimensions
of the problem. Actors and programs at the institution
must engage in a deliberate, self-conscious process of
self-appraisal. Such assessments will provide baseline
information on the current state of affairs regarding the
campus climate for diversity. In most instances, this
process of self-study will be formal, perhaps requiring
the creation of commissions or committees whose
charge is to examine the structural diversity, psychologi-
cal climate, and behavioral patterns in campus depart-
ments, procedures, and informal social settings. In addi-
tion, recent challenges to affirmative action practices
that focus on structural diversity may require that cam-
puses actually document the historical legacy of exclu-
sion of various groups as well as the continuous barriers
faced by specific groups in admissions, hiring, and re-
tention. In addition to gathering data on the climate
from institutional records and survey instruments, the
campus community should also be encouraged to en-
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gage in less formal activities, such as group discussions
and the examination of prevailing attitudes of individu-
als on campus. The end goal of these formal and infor-
mal self-appraisal activities will be to systematically edu-
cate the campus and devise policies that address the
factors that facilitate or block efforts to achieve an im-
proved campus climate for diversity.

. Guided by research, experiences at peer institutions, and

results from the systematic assessment of the campus
climate for diversity, develop a plan for implementing
constructive change that includes specific goals, timeta-
bles, and pragmatic activities. This place is where most
efforts to achieve institutional change flounder. As a
rule, academics excel at researching and describing
problems. We tend to be weak, however, when it comes
to developing practical plaits that systematically address
identified problems. Another commonly encountered
error takes the form of efforts to develop and execute
plans without the benefit or guidance of empirical data.
In this instance, plans that include specific goals, timeta-
bles, areas of responsibility, and practical activities, in-
formed by empirical study of the problem, can be devei-
oped and implemented. Such plans would be developed
for the campus as a whole and for each key academic
department and service unit of the university. The cim-
puswide plan would provide the template on which
other plans for departments, classrooms, or service units
would be based.

. Implement a detailed and ongoing evaluation program

to monitor the effectiveness of and build support for pro-
grammatic activities aimed at improving the campus
climate for diversity. Changes in procedures or rules and
newly instituted programs must be tracked to ensure
that the desired effects are achieved. Data from such
cvaluations would also provide an excellent source of
guidance for making required morlifications. Evaluative
data represent an cxcellent basis for making informed
choices about how best to allocate scarce resources
between competing programs. Moreover, such data pro-
vide a record that can inform efforts by peer institutions
to improve the campus climate for diversity, Finally, the
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periodic reports that flow from such evaluations can
help to keep the campus engaged in and informed
about the institution’s efforts to change. Keeping the
issue before the campus community creates a forum
whereby success can be celebrated and shortcomings
identified and corrected. Perhaps more important, suc-
cesses in developing a supportive climate for diversity
can engender public support for institutional initiatives
and have the effect of attracting more students, faculty,
and staff who wish to be affiliated with such a learning
and work environnient.

In general, these first four design principles incorporate
key components: emphasizing campus climate as a priority,
fact finding about the current status of the campus climate,
designing and implementing a plan for constructive change,
and monitoring the effectiveness of the plan for achieving
change. Each component—setting priorities, fact finding,
programming, and evaluating results—should be part of any
effort to change the institutional climate at many levels (e.g.,
university, college, department, classroom, dormitory). The
next principles are derived from key research findings that
can be the basis for new programs and policies geared to-
ward improving the campus climate.

5. Create a conscious effort to rid the campus of ils exclu-
sionary past, and adopt proactive goals to achieve deseg-
regation that includes increasing opportunity for previ-
ously excluded groups. Most campuses have gone about
the business of showing the public how much they have
accomplished in diversifying their environments. But it
is always more difficult to genuinely assess the many
ways a history of exclusion has been perpetuated or
how little has been accomplished in terms of creating a
more inclusive environment. To support specific efforts,
particularly in the area of campus affirmative action pro-
grams, campuses may need to acknowledge how much
their exclusionary past continues to influence who at-
tends or seeks employment at their institution. Thus. in-
stead of ignoring their past, institutions should take it
intfo account so they can assess how much has been
accomplished and, more important, identify arcas that
continue o harbor the vestiges of exclusion. After an
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Faculty can

honest assessment, the institution might draft statements
affirming its commitment to inclusiveness and renounc-
ing its exclusive past. The president can also dissemi-
nate statements in a series of high-profile speeches.

In seeking remedies for an exclusionary past, the goal
for desegregation should be to increase educational op-
portunity for those who have been historically underrep-
resented, which translates into creating better environ-
ments for students to learn and develop ¢n both pre-
dominantly white and predominantly black campuses.
Increasing students’ options for choice of college allows
for greater overall educational opportunity and can be
achieved by paying attention to improvements in pro-

serve as a . e
positive grams and support syst'ems at predominantly white 1Qst1-
normative tutions, and by enhar?cmg the resources and ac.a\demlc
programs on predominantly black campuses, tribal col-
c‘e”""“p fo leges, and Hispanic-serving institutions.
improve the
Cl?matei'f or 6. Involve faculty in efforts to increase diversity that are
diversity consistent with their roles as educators and researchers.
through Research evidence shows that the normative environ-
their roles ment as represented by the attitudes and values of fac-
as teachers, ulty on different campuses affects the attitudes of stu-
producers dents. Faculty can serve as a positive normative group
of new to improve the climate for diversity through their roles
kEnowledge, as teacﬁqs, Pro'ducers of new knowledge, and .part1c1-
and partici- pants in mstltunorTal governance. Al tf}e same tlme, fac-
pants in in- ulty may need assistance in dealing with the social con-
o flicts, stereotypes, and misconceptions among diverse
stitutional . ) o
groups of students that are likely to manifest themselves
governance. in the classroom. Institutions can introduce programs
that help faculty manage classroom conflict, create op-
portunities for open discussion of diversity, and become
aware of their own attitudes and their effects on the
students they teach. This approach goes beyond sensi-
tivity training in that it provides faculty with the tools to
manage classroom dynamics that create important learn-
ing experiences with diverse siudent groups.

7. Credte collaborative and cooperative learning environ-
ments where stidents’ learning and interaction amorng
diverse groups can be enhanced. Faculty can adopt ped-
agogical practices that structure opportunities 1o pro-
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mote relationships and interactions across racial and
ethnic groups. These activities might include the devel-
opment of topical study groups, group projects as part
of the evaluation of students’ work, or the creation of a
community service component for classroom material.
In short, faculty can increase students’ interaction and
provide students with the opportunity to learn more
about each other, as well as more about the specific
content areas in a course. Campuses can provide incen-
tives and rewards to support the redesign of courses
using more cooperative or collaborative models.

. Increase students’ interaction with faculty outside class
by incorporating students in research and teaching ac-
tivities. Research indicates that increased interaction be-
tween faculty and students typically results in more pos-
itive achievement for students. Students in one study
were likely to report higher GPAs when they reported
higher levels of out-of-class contact with faculty, were
exposed to faculty who used nontraditional teaching
styles, and had faculty who reported higher levels of
satisfaction with their jobs. African-American students in
particular, however, were much less likely to have high -
levels of out-of-class contact with faculty. The climate at
the institution and students’ achievement can be im-
proved by ensuring that broad segments of students
have opportunities to interact formally and informally
with fa.-ulty. Many large research universities, for exam-
ple, have created opportunities for undergraduates to
participate with faculty in research projects.

. Initiale curricular and cocurricular activities that in-
crease dialogue and build bridges across communities of
difference. Specific curricular and cocurricular activities
can be implemented on college campuses to improve
students’ knowledge base, attitudes, and values, and
increase understanding across communities of difference.
Student peer groups have mixed effects on support for
campus diversity; cliques or noninclusive peer groups are
most likely to have ncgative effects on students’ attitudes
and acceptance of others from different backgrounds. At
the same time, students need to maintain their own peer
groups, because they provide social comfort and a sense
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10.

11.

of affiliation, and enhance identity for individuals. In-
formal dialogue groups or sessions affiliated with formal
academic coursework provide both a structure and a
process for addressing the intergroup dynamics of multi-
culturalism in the learning erivironment. Student affairs
professionals or faculty can train student peers to facili-
tate such dialogues and offer opportunities for involve-
ment throughout the academic year.

College programming can also include a series of
multicultural programs that celebrate the history and
cultures of different racial/ethnic students and provide
incentives for students from other backgrounds to par-
ticipate. Campuses need to provide support for strong
ethnic identities and affiliations as well as provide insti-
tutional encouragement for multiracial contacts.

Create a student-centered orier:ation among facuity
and staff. Student-centered campuses, or those that em-
phasize students’ academic and personal development,
more often exhibit low tension among diverse groups.
Campuses that contain essential elements of a student-
centered orientation create validating experiences for
students from different backgrounds and a welcoming
environment that enhances the climate for diversity and
development. Faculty and administrators can convey an
interest in students’ academic and personal development
and create an environment where students feel valued,
thereby significantly reducing feelings of competition
among groups on campus. Developing a student-
centered orientation in the classroom suggests signifi-
cant changes in understanding how much students
learn and how approaches to teaching must be modi-
fied. In short, a student-centere orientation is reflected
by the institution’s priorities as well as by the activities
of the college’s personnel.

Include dircrse students in activities to increase students’
involvement in caiapus life. Ensure that programming
Jor diversity involves general support services as well as
coordinated activities and support programs for students
of color. Campus climates that encourage students’ in-
volvement more often support diversity. Participation in
racially focused activities and support programs (for
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example, the Black Student Union and minority peer
support services) is associated with African-Americans’
higher social involvement, informal social interactions
with faculty, and higher use of general support services.
Such programs and activities function as part of a larger
safety net, encouraging students to take advantage of
many other services and activities offered. In the ab-
sence of such programs, it is not clear whether students
would take advantage of some mainstream services or
have opportunities for leadership in typical college ac-
tivities. Thus, campuses would do well to develop a
wide range of coordinated support services to meet
students’ needs.

12. Increase sensitivity and training of staff who are likely to
work with diverse student populations. Administrators
can shape the climate for diversity on campus and may
unknowingly thwart students’ success. Administrators
have been cited as a source of discriminatio. that was a
key contributor to a diminished sense of belonging
among students attending predominantly white institu-
tions. These findings call for increased cultural sensitiv-
ity training among administrators and underscore the
importance of ensuring that all groups are treated fairly
in campus policies. Hiring individuals with experience
in multicultural settings and who have conflict manage-
ment skills, or providing such training to existing staff
will help to provide the kind of staff that can promote
students’ success.

These 12 research-based principles are intended to guide
various levels of practice from the planning stages at a more
central level of administration through implementation of
specific initiatives that engage individual faculty and students.
In addition, the principles take campuses in the direction of
maximizing the benefits of the racial/ethnic diversity they
have been able to achieve through recruitment. Implemen-
tation of the principles may reinvigorate existing prograins or

equire the design of new initiatives where none have previ-
ously existed. The next section provides specific illustrations
of how the principles could work in practicc.
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EXAMPLES OF PROMISING PRACTICE

The first part of this report presents a framework for concep-
tualizing the racial climate on campus. Within the context of
the four dimensions of campus climate, the results of a syn-
thesis of research indicate that the racial climate on campus
reflects a dynamic relationship among these dimensions. Per-
haps most important, each dimension is also related to spe-
cific learning and democratic outcomes for students. Based
on our understanding of these research findings, the second
part of this monograph suggests 12 principles that can guide
those who are interested in creating and designing a positive
climate for racial/ethnic diversity on campus. The third de-
sign principle recognizes that the experience and knowledge
that other institutions have in designing and implementing
diversity-related programs can be invaluable to institutions
that wish to engage in a similar process. The remainder of
this report describes and discusses examples of what we be-
lieve to be “promising practice.”

The highlighted programs first came to our attention from
one of four sources: (1) information gathered in a nationa)
survey of campuses conducted by the American Council on
Education (ACE); (2) information on diversity initiatives
funded by the Ford Foundation; (3) information on diversity
initiatives funded bv the Fund for the Improvement of Post
Secondary Education (FIPSE); and (4) information provided by
colleagues who are actively involved in these programs. Be-
cause of the comprehensive nature of the information gath-
ered by ACE, our search for examples of promising practice
focused primarily on this information. The results of this sur-
vey were published in 1993 in Sowrces: Diversity Initiatives in
Higher Fducation.* The survey did not make any judgments as
to the quality or success of the programs; rather, its primary
goal was to compile and present relevant information about
the various existing initiatives. ACE hoped that its efforts
would “fill an informarion void and serve to expand the sup-

“Sources is the first national publication that provides summary information
on organizational, institutional, state, and federal programs specific to
multicultural initiatives in higher education, Although by no means inclusive
of all higher education initiatives that focus on people of color, the publica-
tion doces provide a sizable sample of current efforts in the feld. Sowrces
includes entries for more than 1,200 regional and national organizations,
colleges and universities, state, local, and federal agencies, and governing
hoards  Synoptic descriptions of more than 2,000 curriculum projects,
discipiine-related initiatives, faculty devclopment programs, and cfforts to
recruit and retain students are included (American 1993, p. ix).
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port network among campus administrators and faculty mem-
bers who are seeking to effect long-term and systemic changes
that will result in the education and employment of more
people of color on college campuses” (American 1993, p. ix).

We worked in collaboration with an ACE staff member,
who searched this database for key words and phrases related
to programs and/or practices addressing race relations on
campus. The search enabled us to identify about three dozen
programs that we thought exe¢ nplified “promising practice” on
campus. Although we were initially disheartened by the small
number of programs we were able to highlight, we think it
may be a result of our effort to highlight programs and prac-
tices that best exemplify the framework and design principles
described earlier. Many very good and worthwhile programs
are available, but many of them contain very few of the de-
sign principles deemed critical to improving the campus cli-
mate. We selected a few exemplars that indicate a strong bent
toward improving the climate and making the most of the
diverse learning environments achieved.

We also reviewed information on diversity-related pro-
grams funded by the Ford Foundation and FIPSE. In the
case of the Ford Foundation, we selected programs whose
descriptions fit one or more of the design principles. In the
case of programs funded by FIPSE, we reviewed program
descriptions for the 1990 through 1994 funding years that
were designated “multicultural,” “race relations,” or “diver-
sity.” For the most part, these programs are focused on cut-
riculum or directed at increasing the number of students of
color in specific fields where these populations have tradi-
tionally been underrepresented.

We contacted institutional representatives and asked them
to provide more detailed intormation about their programs
and any evaluative data gathered. Based on the information
provided, we initially identified what we thought were nine
examples of promising practice. Within a short time, two of
these programs no longer existed, indicating peiaps that
even good programs are not viewed as-central to an institu-
tion’s objectives. The following pages provide seven descrip-
tions of diversity-related initiatives that we believe exemplify
promising practice as well as a sustained or long-term institu-
tional commitment. The descriptions are hased on the in-

. formation program contact people provided us, and even

though some of them may have changed from their initial
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models or contacts may have changed, they remain good
practices that can be widely adopted. Some of these initiatives
have been in place for nearly 10 years, indicating that both
program contacts and aspects of the initiative have changed
over time and presumably have grown with experience.

Although the descriptions are not exhaustive, we think
they do provide a means for stimulating discussion regard-
ing what a promising practice looks like. It is our hope that
this information will stimulate educators to consider how
they can act to improve the climate for racial/ethnic diversity
on their campuses to enhance the learning environment.

Intergroup Relations Center: Arizona State University
In his inaugural speech at Arizona State University, President
Lattie Coor identified cultural diversity as one of the four
pillars of his plan for the growth and continued development
of the university. Moreover, effort continues at the university
to recruit and retain students, staff, and faculty from diverse
backgrounds and experiences. Although this increased diver-
sity provides the university with many opportunities, it also
creates numerous challenges to be addressed. In May 1996,
the provost appointed a task force of students, staff, and fac-
ulty and charged them with developing a plan for a center on
the ASU campus that would address these challenges in terms
of intergroup relations. In August 1997, the Intergroup
Relations Center first opened.*

The primary mission of the Intergroup Relations Center
(IRC) is to promote positive intergroup relations among stu-
dents, staff, and faculty and to improve the campus climate
for diversity at ASU. The IRC focuses on intergroup dynam-
ics within the context of an institution of higher education
and promotes change in intergroup relations at the personal,
group, and structural levels. The process of change is partici-
patory and collegial. The core assumption guiding the work
and activities of the IRC is that diversity is an asset and can
be used to enhance the growth of the ASU community in
ways that achieve specific educational outcomes.

The IRC has adopted a set of guiding principles and prac-
tices that govern its operation through intergroup relations. Its

*Contact: Jesds G. Trevino, Director, Intergroup Relations Center, Arizona
State University., A202 Student Services Building, Tempe, AZ 85287-1512,
(602) 965-1574.
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activities are undertaken in a manner that respects the dignity,
worth, and security of all participants. All the center’s activi-
ties are consistent with ethical procedures and guidelines set
by the American Psychological Association and the university.
Activities are designed to be bidirectional, multidimensional,
inclusive, and interactive. Core concepts included in the train-
ing offered by the IRC include ingroup-outgroup dynamics,
personal identity, social identity, social identity development,
categorization, stereotyping, management of intergroup con-
flict and tension, and cross-cultural communication. Activities
are designed to provide students, staff, z 1d faculty with prac-
tical strategies and skills they can use when dealing with ten-
sion and conflict between groups. Finally, these activities
occur with the expressed intent of decreasing intergroup con-
flict and discrimination on the ASU campus.

The IRC lists three primary goals that guide its activities.
First, the center provides intergroup education and training to
the campus community. As part of this goal, the IRC provides
conflict prevention and mediation services for the campus.
Second, the IRC serves as a clearinghouse for information
about intergroup relations at ASU. This information includes
intergroup training and education, discrimination, hate crimes,
intergroup conflict on campus, and programs and initiatives
on campus for reducing prejudice and discrimination. Third,
the IRC provides support for research on the impact of pro-
grams and activities on intergroup relations as well as infor-
mation that faculty can use to revise and develop curricula.

The IRC’s current activities include Leadership 2000, Voices
of Discovery (as intergroup dialogue program), Diversity in
the Classroom: Prospects and Challenges, and a variety of
workshops and training sessions prepared and presented by
IRC staff for ASU students, staff, and faculty. Leadership 2000
trains students to positively and effectively address issues of
diversity at ASU and in the greater society. The program pro-
motes positive intergroup relations by creating awareness of
the differences and commonalties that exist among people.

Voices of Discovery is a six-week cocurricular program
that helps to promote greater understanding among different
groups by bringing individuals from diverse groups together
for honest, reflective, face-to-face dialogue in a safe context
guided by trained facilitators. Participants in the program are
typically also enrolled in universily courses that address top-
ics related to diversity, allowing participants to integrate
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theoretical understandings, learn such skills as active listen-
ing and conflict management, and gain a personal under-
standing of issues related to diversity. The program builds
on a diversified curriculum and a diverse study body to cre-
ate a link between students’ cognitive and affective develop-
ment, allowing students to apply the concepts they learn to
their daily encounters with people from other communities.
D¢ sity in the Classroom is a four-week training program
sponsored by the [RC and the English Department that exam-
ines the prospects and challenges of diversity in the classroom.
The program’s objective is to empower instructors to under-
stand and use diversity in the classroom for achieving desired
educational outcomes by focusing on social identity, free
speech, constructive dialogue, and the deescalation of conflict.

Multimedia Packages on Dispute Resolution and
Diversity: Carnegie Mellon University

Camegie Mellon received support from FIPSE to develop and
implement CD-ROM materials that teach college students
how to resolve conflict and how to interact with others from
diverse backgrounds. One goal of the CDs is to facilitate
more widespread teaching of conflict resolution skills.*

Carnegie Mellon has develecped two interactive multime-
dia packages to help students learn how to resolve disputes.
Allwyn Hall enables college students to learn and practice
basic conflict skills; /n A/l Respects explores issues arising
from cultural diversity on campus. The materials developed
in this project can be used in a variety of settings, including
courses and student life activities.

Allwyn Hallteaches a three-stage problem-solving process
by presenting conflict scenarios for students to explore and
resolve. Students work through the conflicts by listening and
summarizing, clarifying the problems, and running brainstorm-
ing sessions. The CD-ROM is built around a simple navigable
interface and videos of realistic conflicts that might arise in
residence halls. The content of the program reflects recent
experience, and research and theory in building conflict-
management skills. The design incorporates findings about
how multimedia can maximize acquisition and transfer of the
necessary skills.

*Contact: Martha Harry or Preston Covey, Carnegie Mellon University.
CAAE, Pitsburgh, PA 15213-3890, (412) 268-8532.
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In addition,
UCIA ad-
ministra-
tors took
an in-depth
look at the
demographb-
ics of the
institution,
in particu-
lar the
racial
breakdown,
to assess
what needs
Jor diversity
sbhould be
mel.

In All Respects includes a series of programs that explore
racism, sexism, homophobia, and other issues affecting the
campus climate. Students view videos and put together
news stories about the issues. Their studies are then evalu-
ated for representation and balance of diverse viewpoints.
The first program, “An Editorial on Racism,” exists in proto-
type and is currently being tested. A second program deal-
ing with sexism is planned. Carnegie Mellon's project in-
cludes a plan describing a detailed program of evaluation.

Conflict Mediation Program: University

Of California at Los Angeles

Today, about half of UCLA’s undergraduates are students of
color. Along with the University of California at Berkeley,
UCLA is now among the most ethnically diverse research
universities in the country. As the diversity of UCLA increased
dramatically, the institution sought ways it could successfuily
adapt to and fully benefit from its diversity. A key event in
this process was the 1987 Chancellor's Conference on Diver-
sity that was held over two and one-half days and attended
by some 150 faculty, students, and administrators. At the con-
ference, Chancellor (Emeritus) Charles E. Young, reasserting
his commitment to diversity, created the Council on Diversity
as his primary advisory body on improving the campus cli-
mate for diverse populations. Comprising 25 faculty, students,
and administrators, the council met monthly to create an
agenda of short- and long-term plans to enhance the campus
climate and intergroup relations.*

During his last 10 years as chancellor of UCLA, Young
made diversity an institutional priority. The university in-
volved faculty in diversity initiatives as part of their normal
roles as researchers and educators. In addition, UCLA ad-
ministrators took an in-depth look at the demographics of
the institution, in particular the racial breakdown, to assess
what needs for diversity should be met. The Conflict Media-
tion Program (CMP) is one response to these perceived
needs. It is an effort by the campus to rid itself of its exclu-
sionary past and to adopt proactive goals to achieve deseg-
regation, including increasing higher education opportunities
for previously excluded groups.

“Contac: Howard Gadlin, UCLA Conflict Mediation Program, 75 Haines

Hall, Bex 951589, Los Angcles, CA 90095-1589, (310) 825-7627.
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A major component of the council’s long-term goals was to
establish an organized research unit with the working desig-
nation Center for the Study and Resolution of Interracial/
Interethnic Conflict. The center’s purpose is to support and
disseminate faculty research directed toward the theoretical
examination of issues and problem solving related to inter-
group conflict. The findings and activities of CMP provide the
foundation for the center’s long-term research and action-
oriented agenda. These efforts are being funded by the Hew-
lett Foundation.

CMP is based on the conviction that urban universities,
particularly in the largest American cities where extraordi-
nary racial and cultural diversity is increasingly the norm,
must address issues of intergroup conflict aggeessively and
systematically. CMP employs proven principles of concilia-
tion, negotiation, and mediation, and serves as a laboratory
for the development of new techniques for addressing con-
flict in diverse academic settings. Through a series of care-
fully planned academic activities around controversial issues,
CMP provides occasions in which diversity-related tension
and conflict can be examined without exacerbating preexist-
ing or potential hostilities. CMP provides an institutional
mechanism for identifying and evaluating potertially divisive
attitudes and values, for drawing on relevant scholarly work
related to racial and ethnic conflict, and for reducing some
of the tensions that undermine the achievement of a broadly
supportive campus environment. Thus, CMP helps to create
a collaborative and cooperative learning environment where
student learning and interaction can be enhanced.

CMP trains a cohort of approximately 45 UCLA students,
staff, and faculty each year to design and implement activities
aimed at mitigating diversity-related contflict. A fundamental
premise of CMP is that racial tensions and similar hostilities
intensify when no safe and legitimate means are available to
express and resolve the underlying conflicts that feed them.

Workshops are designed to help CMP participants develop the

skills—negotiation and mediation techniques, cross-cultural
communication, awareness of diverse cultures, facilitation of
group discussion, design of proactive programs to resolve
disputes—necessary to intervene in diversity-related disputes.
In addition, student members of the team enroll in a
course called Diversity, Conflict, and Conflict Resolution
offered by the Department of Education. The course exam-
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ines principles of conflict and conflict resolution with an em-
phasis on the resolution of racial, ethnic, and other diversity-
related conflicts. Two courses were added in fall 1997—a
seminar titled Dynamics of Diversity taught by a professor of
anthropology and an intensive writing workshop that is
coordinated with the anthropology course. As part of the
course, students are placed in internships in campus pro-
grams and agencies where they observe, study, and write
about the dynamics of cross-group interactions and conflict.

Once trained, CMP members are available to work with
conflicts associated with diversity as mediators or discussion
facilitators. CMP members also conduct workshops through-
out the campus, and initiate and lead a series of public dis-
cussions on provocative topical issues. Members are en-
gaged in at least four forums per year. Undergraduate stu-
dents who are CMP members receive a stipend of $1,000 for
their participation each year. Participants trained through the
program are expected to remain with their CMP team for at
least one year.

The developers of the proposal for CMP identified one
major stumbling block. They were concerned that diversity
initiatives frequently do not reach the desired audience, and
they often have a limited impact on those who are already
sensitive-to such issues. For these reasons, organizers feel
that it is imperative that the program be better integrated
into the university’s structure.

Detailed and ongoing evaluation has been included in
this project to monitor the effectiveness of and puild support
for programmatic activities aimed at improving the campus
climate for diversity at UCLA.

Intergroup Dialogues: University of Michigan

The program on Intergroup Relations, Conflict, and Com-
munity (JGRCC) was created in 1988 at the University of
Michigan during a time when racial and ethnic tensions, and
social protest and student activism were prominent. The pro-
gram’s goals were to advance students’ understanding of
deeply rooted intergroup conflicts and to increase their skills
in addressing issues related to conflict and community. The
program “gives students both the academic background and
social experience necessary for informed participation .2 a
diverse democracy” (Schoem 1997, p. 139). It is offered as a
partnership by the College of Literature, Science, and the Arts,
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the office of the Vice President for Student Affairs, and the
office of the Vice Provost for Academic and Multicultural Af-
fairs. The program currently offers four major learning activi-
ties: (1) academic courses and first-year seminars; (2) inter-
group dialogues; (3) student leadership development and
staff training; and (4) workshops for student organizations.*

Academic courses are offered by faculty members from
American culture, psychology, sociology, and women’s stud-
ies. The classes offered through IGRCC include first-year
seminars, sophomore and upper-division courses, commu-
nity service learning courses, and minicourses (Schoem
1997). The IGRCC classes provide students with disciplinary
and interdisciplinary perspectives on intergroup relations,
conflict, and community.

The intergroup dialogues are a way to advance students’
understanding of deeply rooted intergroup conflicts and to
increase their skills in addressing conflict and community
(Zaniga and Nagda 1992). The dialogues usually occur be-
tween members of two self-identified social groups. The
most common focus of intergroup dialogues is interracial/in-
terethnic; examples of the types of dialogues that have been
conducted include African Americans and Caucasians, people
of color and Caucasians, African Americans and Jews, African
Americans and Latinos, and African Americans and Asian
Pacific-Americans. Dialogues can also be structured around
gender or sexual orientation (for example, African-American
men and African-American women, Asian-American men and
Asian-American women, gay men and gay men, lesbians,
bisexuals, and heterosexuals). Another set of dialogues fo-
cuses on religion (e.g., Christians and Jews). The dialogues
provide a structure within the academy for students from
different backgrounds and cultural identities to discuss com-
monalities, learn about differences, and address issues of
conflict. Opening up the lines of communication can help to
alleviate future misunderstandings based on race, enabling
students to build bridges across communities of difference at
the institution.

Training for the IGRCC program is designed to provide
students with the skills they need to serve as facilitators of the
intergroup dialogues. The program also provides training for

*Contact: Charles Behling or Teresa Brett, 1521 Alice Lloyd Hall, 100
Observatory, Ann Arbor MI 18109-2025, (313) 936-1875.
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student staff who work in different student affairs offices
across the campus. The goal is to hamess the learning that
occurs primarily through peers by training peers to facilitate
the dialogues. The final aspect of the IGRCC program involves
a variety of workshops that the IGRCC staff provide to differ-
ent student groups, residence halls, and organizations on cam-
pus. These workshops generally address issues of intergroup
relations and/or community-building activities on campus.

Diversity Opportunity Tool: Vanderbilt University

Most campuses across the country have faculty, students, and
staff who are responsive to the call to embrace racial and
ethnic diversity. Although they are willing to do something
when they encounter malicious or unknowing acts of racial
and ethnic insensitivity or intolerance, they may discount
particular incidents as unintentional or insignificant, or may
not know what to do that would make a difference. This lack
of knowledge and personal confidence undermines their
ability to change their own behavior or to try to educate
others in ways that will help them change their behavior.

With funding from the university and from FIPSE, Van-
derbilt developed the Diversity Opportunity Tool (DOT). DOT
is a computer-based, interactive videodisc designed to deal
with two major sources of tension and conflict among persons
of different racial and ethnic groups: (1) inappropriate behav-
iors that derive from ignorance and ineptitude; and (2) behav-
iors that are racist in origin and are manifest because it is not
clear what behaviors the culture of the institution will sanction.
DOT can be used in two primary ways as part of an overall
campus strategy to address racial discrimination. It can be used
to change the behavior of individuals, and it can be used to
manifest institutional norms of acceptance of racial and ethnic
differences among members of the campus commurity.*

DOT is research based. That is, each response to the
vignettes is supported with research information about the
incident and the options for response. Hence, DOT links
research to real-life challenges and uses data to support the
arguments presented, allowing users to increase their knowl-

*Contact: Alma Clayton-Pedersen, Depariment of Leadership and Organiza-
tions, Vanderbilt University, Box 514 Peabody College, Nashville, TN

37203-5701, (615 322-8000.
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edge so that they can address and respond to situations of
racial intolerance. In short, DOT assumes that certain mem-
bers of the campus community will address racially moti-
vated acts of intolerance and discrimination if they know
how—and DOT tries to teach them how.

DOT simulates several common “critical incidents” of
intolerance. Users’ selection of an incident triggers a brief
video depicting a typical incident of intolerance. Users are
asked to select a response to the incident from a number of
alternatives. The choice of a response triggers a vignette of
the likely outcome of that response. The computer prompts
users to seek further information and resources that would
help in dealing with incidents of the kind being considered.

The goals were to develop a product that would identify
incidents of intolerance and discrimination that are fairly
common-and generic in nature, use issues that have fairly

“clear solutions, provide sufficient useful information to fill
change agents’ and perpetrators’ gaps in knowledge, provide
resources for more in-depth discussion, provide a feasible
means to challenge these common acts, develop a set of rules
to guide change agents’ productive behavior, and clearly
articulate the goal of changing the campus environment to
allow all members of a campus community to flourish.

Application of this teclinology has taken several forms,
including use by individual students. DOT has been used as
part of training for resident advisers of freshmen students at
Vanderbilt. Over the same period, DOT has been shown to
the entering freshman class as part of a series on freshman
residential living. The most common use of DOT has been
in conjunction with courses such as Small Group Behavior
and Multicultural Issues. DOT can also be used in training
graduate teaching assistants and new professors. Faculty
may be more likely to use DOT, because it can be used
privately, it is research-based, and it can be used as a teach-
ing tool in many courses.

A facilitator's manual is z /ailable to help maximize the
learning opportunities the tool can provide. A final report on
DOT’s development (which includes a description of the
undergraduate course in which the concepts for the vig-
nettes were developed and its evaluation) is available. DOT
is currently being used at more than 40 campuses across the
country and is still available for use by interested campuses.

Enacting Diverse Learning Environments &9
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Diversity Discussion Workbook: A Collaboration

A collaborative effort of the Ohio State University, University
of North Carolina, and University of Washington Schools of
Law helped to produce the Diversity Discussion Workbook.
The workbook consists of vignettes, sample scripts, creative
writing to explore diversity, tips for discussion leaders, and a
complete bibliography. Each component is an integral part
of the schools’ efforts to improve the climate for diversity on
campus.*

The vignettes display the different places where diverse
student groups come into contact with each other, from the
snack bar to the classroom. For example, four white stu-
dents are clustered at one of three tables in the law school
snack bar, while two African-American students sit at an-
other table. Two more African-American students enter the
room and pause as they decide where to sit. One student
grabs the other and pulls him toward the African-American
table. The vignette is followed by discussion questions, one
of which asks, “What is going on here?”

This format is designed to promote open discussion
among faculty, staff, and students, The discussion questions
are designed to initiate cocurricular and curricular activities
that increase dialogue and build bridges across communities
of difference. The sample scripts provide word-for-word
transcriptions of the diverse interaction among students,
staff, and faculty. The scripts encourage dialogue by making
abstract situations more concrete. Moreover, each script is
followed by additional discussion questions.

The third component of the Diversity Discussion Work-
book uses creative writing to explore issues of diversity. By
incorporating colorful tanguage within the script format, the
finished product more adequately reflects real life. In one
scenario, for example, an African-American student asks an
Asian student out on a date. Another Asian student over-
hears the interaction and purposely bumps into the African-
American student. A heated exchange ensues. The writers of
the scenario are able to capture the moment's intensity
through the written word. This use of candid language en-
courages those who read the vignette to express themselves
more honestly. It also encourages discussion and dialogue.

*Contact: Judith Wegner, University of North Carolina—Chapel ITill, Van
Hecke~Wettach Hall, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3380, (919) v62-4417.
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The workbook provides tips for discussion leaders. The
creators of the workbook encourage collegé administrators,
faculty, and staff to use this tool with small groups of six to
10 students. Other directions contained in the workboolk
include information on spatial arrangements, communication,
and styles of leadership for facilitators to use when working
with the group. The bibliography lists the sources of the
theory that serves as the underpinnings of the workbook.

A Design for Diversity: University of Wisconsin System
In 1988, the University of Wisconsin board of regents ap-
proved a 10-vear systemwide plan to increase the presence
of American Indian, African-American, Asian-American, and
Latino/Hispanic students, faculty, and staff, and economically
disadvantaged students in the University of Wisconsin sys-
tem. The resulting Design for Diversity is aimed at creating a
multicultural teaching and learning environment, one that
effectively prepares all students to live and work in a plural-
istic society. The plan targets institutional racism and seeks to
eradicate its negative impact on the system'’s campuses.*

The plan lists seven goals:

1. Recognize the need to eliminate the underrepresentation
of minority and economically disadvantaged people in
the UW system.

2. Educate all students for an increasingly multicultural
scoiety in Wisconsin, the nation, and the world.

3. Improve recruiting and retention processes to enable
targeted minority students to enroll more easily and
function more effectively at the system's universities.

4. Improve evaluation efforts in the areas of minority stu-
dent enrollment/retention and faculty/staff recruitment
and retention.

5. Remove financial barriers that prevent minorities and
economically disadvantaged people from viewing col-
lege as a realistic option.

6. Increase the number of minority faculty and staff
throughout the UW system.

7. Establish effective partnerships with the public schools,
state government, the community, and the private sector

*Contact Hazel Symonetie, University of Wisconsin System, Madison, W1
53715, (608) 262-2275.
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to assist the UW system’s efforts to improve minority
education.

The Design for Diversity proposed a 100 percent increase
in the number of new African-American, Latino/Hispanic, and
American Indian freshman, transfer, and special undergradu-
ate students between 1988 and 1998—from 1,270 to 2,540.
Between 1988 and 1993, UW attained at least 80 percent of its
goals for student enrollment each year. The system strives to
retain the students recruited and to increase the number of
underrepresented graduate students on its campuses.

The UW system actively seeks to enhance public discourse
about cultural and socioeconomic diversity. The system’s
campuses offer a wide variety of speakers, workshops, sym-
posia, conferences, exchange programs, publications, and
academic courses exploring multicultural issues and concerns
in addition to multicultural entertainment activities. They
have implemented a requirement for organized courses or
programs of instruction in ethnic studies ss part of every
student’s undergraduate educational experience for either
general education or graduation. Such efforts increase the
potential for students’ involvement in campus life. This pro-
gramming to address diversity involves general support ser-
vices for all students as well as support services directed
primarily at students of color.

The UW system cites precollege programs as a strength in
its efforts to recruit and retain underrepresented students. It
has developed the UW Precollege Database, which distrib-
utes information about potential recruitment prospects to
each UW campus. It is also committed to ensuring that ap-
propriate support programs are in place before admitting
students wha are talented and motivated but may lack some
academic prerequisites. |

Further, the system seeks to remove financial barriers for
minorities and disadvantaged people. Currently, the UW
system has three financial aid programs for undergraduates
targeting historically underrepresented racial/ethnic groups
and two financial aid programs for graduate students. Based
on what we know from our review of the literature regard-
ing the impact of changes in financial aid, the UW system’s
efforts to increase the enrollment, retention, and graduation
of underrepresented students depend greatly on its ability to
provide appropriate amounts and types of aid for students.
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The UW system continues to strengthen and streamline
the collection, evaluation, and dissemination of information
about enrollment and retention of minority students, and
recruitment and retention of faculty and staff. In collabora-
tion with the chancellor of each campus, the UW system
president annually reviews the data to assess progress to-
ward the goals of Design for Diversity.

‘Design for Diversity has set specific goals for hiring new
faculty and staff from underrepresented populations. Exit
interviews with departing faculty and staff of color provide
each campus information about the reasons faculty and staff
decide to leave campus. Evaluation also provides for review
of all decisions not resulting in tenure or promotion of un-
derrepresented faculty and staff.

Design for Diversity is making a conscious effort to rid
the UW system of its exclusionary past, and to increase op-
portunity for previously excluded groups. The UW system
seeks to establish partnerships with other educational and
community-based organizations, and UW campuses have
developed formal and informal partnerships with numerous
tribal colleges, HBCUs, and Hispanic-serving :astitutions.

Moving from Principles to Practice
These promising practices, many of which began vsith chan-
cellors and provosts who articulated the need for new initia-
tives 1o meet the needs of a diverse student body, reflect in-
tentional ways that research-based design princ’ples are en-
acted in diverse learning environments. The first design prin-
ciple discusses the need for campuses to embrace diversity as
a core institutional vatue. Of the examples of practice cited,
the University of Wisconsin’s Design for Diversity best illus-
trates this principle. In this plan, campus diversity is central to
a 10-year plan for the statewide system of higher education.
The second design principle calls for systematic assess-
ment of the campus climate for diversity within each of the
four dimensions of our framework (historical legacy, struc-
tural diversity, psychological climate, and behavioral dimen-
sion). The fourth principle also calls for regular and ongoing
assessment that monitors the effectiveness of efforts to in-
crease diversity on campus. Although no immediate exam-
ples of assessment were this comprehensive, six of the
seven programs highlighted earlier in this section are under-
taking some form of assessment as part of the program. The
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success of these programs must be documented and begin
to illuminate the ways in which they add value to the educa-
tional experience of students, preparing them to meet the
demands of a complex, pluralistic society. Numerous studies
have already been undertaken that provide information
about not only the program’s effectiveness but also how
students learn in diverse environments. Individuals are en-
couraged to communicate with the contacts listed about the
studies that are not yet published.

The third principle calls for the development of systematic
plans for change that are informed by research, institutional
assessment, and information from other similar institutions.
Once again, the University of Wisconsin’s Design for Diversity
seems to best represent this principle. It is particularly effec-

- tive in that it clearly articulates the desired outcomes and the

time frame in which the goals are to be achieved.

The fifth principle addresses the need for campuses to
recognize their history of exclusion and to engage in a
process by which the campus rids itself of its exclusionary
past. Our review of promising practices suggests that the
Intergroup Relations Center at ASU, the Conflict Mediation
Program at UCLA, and Design for Diversity of the UW sys-
tem exemplify different ways in which institutions are ac-
complishing this goal.

The sixth principle calls for involving faculty in efforts to
increase awdreness of diverse cultures in ways that are con-
sistent with their roles as educators and researchers. The IRC
at Arizona State and the University of Michigan's program on
Intergroup Relations, Contlict, and Community actively in-
volve faculty in programs and activities. Both are linked with
classes that often meet requirements for graduation and
learning about the cultural legacies of our society, While the
Voices of Discovery program dat ASU is offered to augment
activities conducted by faculty in the classroom, the IGRCC
program at Michigan is now embedded in the curriculum
and taught by faculty. Faculty also play an active role in
training student peer facilitators who carry out class discus-
sions and work in residence halls. UCLA also offers classes
to students through its Center for the Study and Resolution
of Interracial/Interethnic Conflict. Faculty involvement in
development of the multimedia packages at Carnegie Mellon
also seem to accomplish this objective. In each example,
faculty gain expertise in managing diversity in the class-
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room, and learning how to turn conflict in the classroom
into an opportunity to learn, Moreover, when faculty are
involved in the evaluation of these programs, they bring
their research expertise to these important questions of
learning and intergroup dynamics.

The spirit of the seventh and ninth principles is perhaps
best illustrated by dialogue groups at the University of
Michigan, the Conflict Mediation Program at UCLA, and the
Diversity Discussion Workbooks developed by the law
schools at the Ohio State University, the University of North
Carolina, and the Unwversity of Washington. These programs
bring students together in ways that provide them with the
tools and the motivation to talk about “differences.” These
activities are likely to empower students (as well as faculty
and staff in the cose of the IRC at ASU and the CMP at
UCLA) in ways that will allow them to begin to build bridges
across communities of difference.

The eleventh principle calls for activities that increase the
involvement of diverse students in campus life. Some of
these activities should be programs and support scrvices that
are clirecied primarily at students of color. In many ways,
each program that we have discussed is consistent with this
principle. They cach consider the learning and improved
relations that will allow students of color to interact on cam-
pus with confidence, understand the conflict that might sur-
round them, and effectively feel a vital part of the activitics
that are central to the campus. When we add the eighth and
tenth principles, we begin to get a better idea of ways our
institutions might be transformed to make them more
student-centered in their focus. It is clear from our review of
the research that more student-centered colleges are likely
to have a more supportive climate for racial/ethnic diversity
on campus—benefiting all students on campus.

This discussion of evidence of the design principles in
these examples of promising practice is not meant to be
exhaustive. Clearly, evidence of many of the design princi-
ples can be found in each description. Rather, we present
them as a guide for institutional leaders and educators who
are interested in learning from the experience and success
of others. With this information, we hope other institutions
will be motivated to embrace intentional ways of improving
learning environments.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report is titled “Enacting Diverse Learning Environ-
ments,” because campuses have the capacity to improve a
climate of common attitudes and perceptions. The climate
for racial/ethnic diversity is subject to change, depending on
the various dimensions presented in the conceptual frame-
work: Campuses have been able to diminish racial incidents
and campus protests, and improve intergroup relations by
tfrying to overcome a historical legacy and image of exclu-
sion, increasing structural diversity, creating structured learn-
ing opportunities for interaction across racial/ethnic commu-
nities, and attending to issues of diversity in the classroom
through course content and pedagogy. Moreover, many
have taken steps to create the conditions that maximize
learning in diverse student environments, thereby preparing
students for living and working in a society * ‘at is ever more
complex and diverse. These activities are within the realm of
campus planning, decision making, and coordination.

Because research on the climate reveals that it has the po-
tential to affect students in many ways and that students’ in-
volvement with diverse peers results in greater educational
benefits, it behooves institutions to more thoughttully pursue
intentional, sustained, and coordinated activities, recognizing
students’ natural need for affiliation with peers from the same
background as a source of identity, familiarity, and comfort.
At the same time, institutions should encourage students to
engage with diverse peers, who may challenge their view of
the world and expand their provincial vision. Otherwise, cam-
puses can deepen social divisions that pervade a poor climate
for diversity. Although many campuses have undertaken studi-
ies of campus climate, few institutions know what actions to
take after they have examined the climate. Yet the research
reveals that inaction or neglect of any one dimension of the
climate will have undesirable consequences. It is important
that campuses make a concerted effort to attend to the com-
plexity of the diverse social environments they have created
to realize the full learning potential of those environments.

Developing a Plan for Action

The research in this report provides compelling evidence for
the difficulties inherent in and successful approaches to im-
proving the climate for racial/ethnic diversity on a college
campus. Gathering information about various dimensions of
the climate unique to each campus can help identify areas
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of ditficulty, but such activity should be followed by a plan
of action. The conceptual framework and the design princi-
ples provided in this report are recommended as important
sturting points for campus-based discussion and evaluation.
Several campuses have developed teams to discuss and ad-
dress the climate for racial/ethnic diversity and used the
framework to evaluate their array of current initiatives and
plan new ones for the future. Campuses have held an event
focused on improving the climate, bringing various con-
stituencies to a “climate summit” to brainstorm ideas about
future directions. Diversity is a characteristic of innovative
organizations and can enhance creativity in small-group set-
tings (Cox 1993). Thercfore, the practices that ensure stu-
dents’” engagement with social difference and work to en-
hance learning in diverse environments also appear to work
for the organization. The examples of practice cited in this
report are evidence of initiatives that can be implemented
systemwide at the organizational level by linking students’
experiences inside and outside the classroom. Each example
serves as a model of the many ways in which campuses
proactively create the conditions that enhance learning in
diverse environments,

Everyonc Plays a Role¢ in Improving the Climate
Over the years, college administrators have learned much
about estimating the potential of students, and what they
intuitively know about how to shape the diversity of an ¢n-
tering class turns out to have a powerful etfect on the edu-
cation of all students. Admissions officers play a key role in
recruiting and admitting a student body thar reflects a micro-
cosm of the society we aspire to become. Although increas-
ing the number of diverse students can change an image
of a poor campus racial climate, efforts 1o sustain diversity
in the learning environment can be hampered by a long-
standing history of exclusion and reports of hostilities he-
tween groups. Admissions officers can offer information
about the campus to focus individual recruits on other as-
pects of the college, but their “image management” also
depends on the initiatives of other campus groups to im-
prove the ciimate.

Similarly, student affairs professionals have intuitively
~vork Ld with college peer groups and used peer education
in a variety of student life programs. They are uniquely posi-
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tioned to enhance learning for first-year students as they
interact informally with diverse students from other back-
grounds, In fact, student affairs professionals may have the
hest sense of the complexities inherent in creating a diverse
learning environment, as their work is to serve diverse com-
munities of students. A poor racial climate, however, stymies
interaction across racially and ethnically diverse groups.
Many in student affairs have engaged in efforts to maintain a
climate of civility, attend to the specific needs of distinct
racial/ethnic communities, and devise programs that build
bridges across diverse communities. These latter initiatives
must be extended to include intentional programs to en-
hance students’ interaction across social differences outside
the classroom as a way of enhancing educational outcomes
that include cognitive growth, social development, and de-
velopment as citizens of a diverse society. The work of stu-
dent affairs professionals, then, is linked to faculty initiatives
to promote learning in diverse environments.

College faculty play an important role in introducing the
scientific knowledge and the multiple cultural legacies that
make up a democratic and global socicty, including impor-
tant values, skills, and knowledge that ensure graduates will
he successful in diverse work environments. Their own val-
ues and approach to teaching influence students, as the re-
scarch demonstrates, hut they must also recognize thar stu-
dents might be learning a great deal more from their peers
than they are from instructors in the classtoom. This rcaliza-
tion may be difficult to accept initially, but many faculty are
beginning to recognize the potential of the college peer
group and harness that influence to create more powerful
learning environments in classrooms for all students. They
play a key role in implementing all aspects of diversity in

the classroom through the curriculum and through the peda-

gogy that engages students with each other and goes a long
way toward improving the overall climate for diversity. The
success of these initiatives, however, also depends on cam-
pus leaders who have a vision about what they would like
to accomplish on campus.

Many campus administrators have organized strategic ini-
tiatives =nd plans to address racial/ethnic diversity on cam-

pus, but only a few have been explicit about the centrality of

diversity to the campus’s mission of improving teaching and
learning. To their credit, campus administrative leaders have

To their
credit, cam-
pus admin-
istrative
leaders bave
articulated
and
reinforced
diversity
initiatives at
every level
of bigher
education. ..
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articulated and reinforced diversity initiatives at every level of
higher education, provided the funds for initiatives, and coor-
dinated activities that have resulted in marked changes in the
institutional context for diversity. One of the greatest chal-
lenges for campus leaders is to organize efforts to develop a
vision for the future. Several studies in this report suggest
that diversity is linked in many ways with the central mission
of teaching and learning. Therefore, such vision would incor-
porate diversity into the goals for the development of stu-
dents’ cognitive and affective skills that will be necessary for
ethical decision making, commitment to the betterment of
society, and negatiation of differences—inevitably part of a
democratic society. The role of campus leaders in improving
the climate is to develop a plan that integrates everyone as
important parts of preparing students for the future, revitaliz-
ing a commitment to the education of students in a diverse
learning environment.

Future Research as It Informs Practice

Although many researchers have measured the climate for
racial/ethnic diversity from individual perspectives, the in-
tent of this report is to highlight various interconnected di-
mensions of diversity on campus. In the real world, individ-
ual perceptions of the climate are informed by broader
policy, a social historical context, and the specific history of
the institution. Thus, no single element that informs individ-
ual perception should be analyzed alone. Continued re-
search is recommended on these interrelationships and the
complexities that diverse learning environments present to
continue to help individuals understand the implications of
their work on college campuses.

Further research is needed for understanding how struc-
tural diversity, the psychological climate, and interactions with
diverse populations are all associated directly and indirectly
with a broad range of educational outcomes. While the pat-
terns across many studies identified in this report make a
strong case for the educational value of diversity encountered
in courses, programs, and informal interactions with peers,
we recommend studies on new measures of educational out-
comes that are linked with campus efforts to prepare students
for a diverse democracy. This approach calls for new frame-
works of diversity-related outcomes, more classroom-based
studies to address how students learn in diverse environ-
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ments, and additional research on integrated and coordinated
efforts to enhance learning in diverse environments. Further,
research on specific racial/ethnic groups helps inform our
understanding of communities that experience the campus
environment differently, and more research is needed on
Asian Americans and Native Americans. In sum, across the
range of studies reviewed, evidence suggests that higher edu-
cation has learned much about educating a diverse student
body in both research and practice. This report is an effort to
highlight research that may move campuses toward address-
ing issues of campus climate and maximizing the learning that
occurs in the diverse communities they have created.
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