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Cultural Diversity in Special Education Mediation: Competencies for 21st Century
Start with video - “Making Diversity Work” & Caberet’s “Welcome”

“The two extremes, of  too much stiffness in refusing, and of  too much easiness in admitting any variation. The Preface (book of common prayer) and Our Mediator and advocate. Ib Second Collect of Common prayer

2 a (1) : the fact or condition of knowing something with familiarity

                     gained through experience or association (2) : acquaintance with or

                     understanding of a science, art, or technique b (1) : the fact or condition

                     of being aware of something (2) : the range of one's information or

                     understanding <answered to the best of my knowledge> c : the

                     circumstance or condition of apprehending truth or fact through

                     reasoning : COGNITION d : the fact or condition of having information or

                     of being learned <a man of unusual knowledge>

                     4 a : the sum of what is known : the body of truth, information, and

                     principles acquired by mankind b archaic : a branch of learning

                     synonyms KNOWLEDGE, LEARNING, ERUDITION, SCHOLARSHIP mean

                     what is or can be known by an individual or by mankind. KNOWLEDGE

                     applies to facts or ideas acquired by study, investigation, observation, or

                     experience <rich in the knowledge of human nature>.

==

2 a : skill =  the ability to use one's knowledge effectively and readily in

                     execution or performance b : dexterity or coordination especially in the

                     execution of learned physical tasks

                     3 : a learned power of doing something competently : a developed

                     aptitude or ability <language skills>

==

ability = competence   in doing : SKILL

                     2 : natural aptitude or acquired proficiency <children whose abilities

                     warrant higher education>

Culltural Diversity and ADR Skills and Knowledge
To satisfy the American Cultures requirement,

a course must: 
                    focus on themes or issues in United States

                    history, society, or culture; 

                    address theoretical or analytical issues

                    relevant to understanding race, culture, and

                    ethnicity in American society; 

                    take substantial account of groups drawn

                    from at least three of the following: African

                    Americans, indigenous peoples of the United

                    States, Asian Americans, Chicano/Latino

                    Americans, and European Americans; 

                    be integrative and comparative, in that

                    students study each group in the larger

                    context of American society, history, or

                    culture.

These courses focus upon how the diversity of America’s constituent cultural traditions have shaped and continue to shape American identity and experience. This is not an ethnic studies requirement, nor a Third World cultures requirement, nor an adjusted Western civilization

requirement, nor a course on racism. It is a new approach that responds directly to the problem encountered in numerous disciplines of how better to present the diversity of American experience to the diversity of American students whom we now educate.

Syllabus—Diversity in the United States:  Moral and Civic Competencies for  6 Century Democracy

FORT HAYS STATE UNIVERSITY tc \l1 "FORT HAYS STATE UNIVERSITY 
Course Descriptiontc \l2 "Course Description
The focus of this course will be to link knowledge about diversity and the benefits and problems of

cultural pluralism in the U.S. to an awareness of civic responsibilities. To that end, the course will have a threefold purpose: 

1) to analyze the influence of U.S. culture and social environment on people’s attitudes and behaviors,  especially prejudice and discrimination; 

2) to analyze U.S. democracy and the ideals which have served to help unify our culture and the

historical and contemporary relationships among selected minority groups; and

3) to offer students opportunities to think critically and to practice and understand the role a nd

importance of civic competencies through active participation in discussion of literature, films, simulation games and writing groups.

Objectivestc \l2 "Objectives
The objectives of the course include the following: 

1) to define culture and to explain the influence of culture on human attitudes and behaviors;

2) to explain the U.S. traditions of democracy and active citizenship; 

3) to explain in descriptive terms the nature, history and demographics of U.S. society based on race, ethni city, sexual orientation, gender and class differences;

4) to familiarize students with group memberships, intergroup relations, and the dynamics of prejudice and discrimination; 

5) to review theories of power as explanations of U.S. social strati fication;

6) to explore the relationship between civic competencies and domestic issues based on gender, race, class, ethnicity and nationality; 

7) to engage students in examining critically instances of backlash and reverse discrimination that hinder equality and social justice; 

8) to encourage students to reflect on their ethnic heritage and hardships that their ancestors may have faced as minorities in the U.S.; 

9) to encourage in students lifelong habits of learning which will allow them to acquire a better

understanding of themselves and their world. 

Competencies tc \l2 "Competencies 
Upon completion of the course, students should be able to do the following: 

1) demonstrate an ability to describe the nature and demographics of current U.S. society based on

race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, gender and class differences; 

2) demonstrate an understanding of culture and democracy in the U.S.; 

3) demonstrate an awareness of the individual and institutional dynamics of unequal power relations between groups in contemporary society; 

4) interpret contemporary human relations involving people of diverse backgrounds and orientations within an historical perspective; 

5) provide examples of the origins and perpetuation of prejudice and discrimination that has been

directed toward people of diverse backgrounds and orientations; 

6) analyze their own attitudes, behaviors, and beliefs regarding diversity, racism, and bigotry, and in so doing, improve self-awareness; 

7) demonstrate analytical skills and problem-solving abilities while acquiring an understanding of the diversity of American culture; 

8) define and exercise various moral and civic competencies essential to the functioning of dem- ocracy  in a culturally diverse society.

=============

New Research on The Benefits of Diversity in College and Beyond: An Empirical Analysis

Patricia Gurin, Professor of Psychology, University of Michigan

A racially and ethnically diverse university student body has far-ranging and significant benefits for all students, non-minorities and minorities alike. Students learn better in

such an environment and are better prepared to become active participants in our pluralistic, democratic society once they leave school. In fact, patterns of racial segregation and

separation historically rooted in our national life can be broken by diversity experiences in higher education. 

These are not assumptions but rather conclusions built on strong evidence derived from three parallel empirical analyses of  university students, as well as from existing social science theory and research. The new research was conducted last year at the University of Michigan and will be used as part of my testimony as an expert defense witness in the lawsuits brought against the University’s admission policies.

An objective reading of the research, the most broad and extensive series of empirical analyses ever conducted on college students in relation to this issue, will answer many questions that

have lingered during our nation’s debate over the merits of diversity in higher education. Primary among those is whether the need to ensure diversity constitutes a compelling government interest and whether admission policies that help ensure diversity are thus essential. 

Students come to universities at a critical stage of their  development—a time during which they define themselves in relation to others and experiment with different social roles before

making permanent comm itments to occupations, social groups, and intimate personal relationships. In addition, for many students college is the first sustained exposure to an environment other than their home communities.

Higher education is especially influential when its social milieu is different from the environment from which the students come and when it is diverse and complex enough to encourage intellectual  experimentation. Students learn more and think in deeper, more

complex ways in a diverse educational environment.

Extensive research in social psychology demonstrates that active engagement in learning cannot be taken for granted. In fact, much “thought” is actually the automatic result of previously learned routines; most people do not employ effortful and conscious modes of thought very often. For an educational institution, the challenge obviously is to find ways to engage the deeper, less automatic mode of thinking.

Complex thinking occurs when people encounter a novel situation for which, by definition, they have no script, or when the environment demands more than their current scripts provide.

Racial diversity in a college or u niversity student body provides the very features that research has determined are central to producing the conscious mode of thought educators demand from

their students. 

This is particularly true at the University of Michigan because most of the University’s students come to Ann Arbor from segregated backgrounds. For most students, then, Michigan’s social diversity is new and unfamiliar, a source of multiple and different perspectives, and likely to produce contradictory expectations. Social diversity is especially likely to increase effortful, active thinking when institutions of higher education capitalize on these conditions in the classroom and provide a climate in which students from diverse backgrounds frequently interact with each other.

These ideas are confirmed by my research in which I examined multi-institutional national data, the results of an extensive survey of students at the University of Michigan, and data drawn from a specific classroom program at the University of Michigan. It is clear from all three analyses that interaction with peers from diverse backgrounds are compatible with the interests of the broader community.

These effects continued after the students left the university setting. Diversity experiences during college had impressive effects on the extent to which graduates in the national study

were living racially and ethnically integrated lives in the post-college world. Students with the most diversity experiences during college had the most cross-racial interactions five years

after leaving college.

Taken together, the results of these original analyses are compelling. There is a consistent pattern of positive relationships between diversity in higher education and both learning and

democracy outcomes. This pattern holds across racial and ethnic groups and across a broad range of outcomes. Indeed, the benefits of diversity are evident at the national level after four

years of college, and five years  after leaving college in the studies of Michigan students.

This consistency is unusual in my experience as a social scientist and leads me to conclude that a university composed of racially and ethnically diverse students is essential not only to the

intellectual well-being of individu al students but also to the long-term health of our American democracy.

==============

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS FOR THE EFFECT OF DIVERSITY tc \l4 "THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS FOR THE EFFECT OF DIVERSITY 
For this litigation, I have conducted a unique series of analyses of existing data on diversity in higher education. This work consistently confirms that racial diversity and student involvement in activities related to diversity have a direct and strong effect on learning and the way students conduct themselves in later life, including disrupting prevailing patterns of racial separation. A critical question is why diversity should affect student learning and development of skills necessary for living in a pluralistic democratic society. Before detailing the results of our empirical work, I develop a theoretical rationale below for each of these types of outcomes.

The Critical Importance of Higher Education tc \l5 "The Critical Importance of Higher Education 
Because students in late adolescence and early adulthood are at a critical stage of development, diversity (racial, economic, demographic, and cultural) is crucially important in enabling them to become conscious learners and critical thinkers, and in preparing them to become active participants in a democratic society. Universities are ideal institutions to foster such  development.

In essays written at the end of World War II, which profoundly affected our understanding of social development, psychologist Erik Erikson (1946, 1956) introduced the concept of identity  and argued that late adolescence and early adulthood are the unique times when a sense of  personal and social identity is formed. Identity involves two important elements: a persistent sameness within oneself, and a persistent sharing with others. Erikson theorized that identity

develops best when young people are given a psycho-social moratorium—a time and a place in which they can experiment with different social roles before making permanent commitments to an occupation, to intimate relationships, to social groups and communities, and to a  philosophy of life. Ideally, the moratorium will involve confrontation with diversity and  complexity, lest young people passively make commitments that follow their past, rather than being obliged to think and make decisions that fit their talents and feel authentic. 

Our institutions of higher education are constituted precisely to take advantage of this  developmental stage and to provide that ideal moratorium.

Residential colleges and universities separate the late adolescent from his/her past. They allow young people to experiment with new ideas, new relationships, and new roles. They make peer influence a normative source of development. 

They sanction a time of exploration and possibility (at least four years and, for many, the  graduate years as well) before young people make permanent adult commitments.

Not all institutions of higher education serve this developmental function equally well. According to Erikson’s emphasis on the importance of discontinuity from the past  environment, higher education will be especially influential when its social milieu is different from the home and community background, and when it is diverse enough and complex enough to encourage intellectual experimentation and recognition of varied future possibilities. Going to college in one’s home environment or replicating the home community’s social life and expectations in a homogeneous college that is simply an extension of the home community impedes the personal struggle and consciousness of thought that Erikson argues are critical for identity development.

The classic study by sociologist Theodore Newcomb of Bennington College (1943) supports Erikson’s belief that late adolescence is a time to determine one’s relationship to the socio-political world and affirms the developmental impact of the college experience. This study demonstrated that political and social attitudes—what Erikson would call the core of social identity -- are quite malleable in late adolescence and that change occurred especially for students to whom Bennington College presented ideas and attitudes that were discrepant from their home backgrounds. Peer influence was critical in the changes Newcomb documented. Subsequent follow-ups of these students, moreover, showed that the attitudes formed during the college experience were quite stable, even 25 years later (Newcomb, Koenig, Flacks, and Warwick, 1967) and 50 years later (Alwin, Cohen, and Newcomb, 1991). 

Writing long before the controversies about diversity and affirmative action became politically important or academically studied, neither Erikson nor Newcomb was making an explicit case for social diversity. Nonetheless, their arguments about the significance of discontinuity and the power of a late adolescence/early adulthood moratorium provide a strong theoretical rationale for the importance of bringing students from varied backgrounds together to

create a diverse and complex learning environment. Late adolescent and early adult  experiences, when they are discontinuous enough from the home environment and complex enough to offer new ideas and possibilities, can be critical sources of development. Racial diversity, given the significance of the racial separation that persists in this country, increases the probability that higher education environments will provide such experiences. Encountering students from different racial and ethnic groups enables students to get to know one another and to deepen their own thinking about themselves and about others. 

Theories of cognitive growth also emphasize discontinuity and discrepancy. Many different cognitive-developmental theories agree that cognitive growth is instigated by incongruity or dissonance, termed disequilibrium by the well-known Swiss psychologist Piaget  (1971;1975/1985). Drawing on these theories, developmental psychologist Diane Ruble (1994) offers a model that ties developmental change to transitions, such as going to college.

Transitions are significant moments for development because they present new situations about which individuals have little knowledge and in which they will experience uncertainty. The early phase of a transition, what Ruble calls the  phase of construction, is especially important. People have to seek information in order to make sense of the new situation. Under these  conditions individuals likely will undergo cognitive growth (unless they are able to retreat to a familiar world). Applied to the experience in higher education, Ruble’s model gives special importance to the first year of college (or to the first year of graduate school), as this is the critical period of construction. In this period, classroom and social relationships that challenge rather than replicate the ideas and experiences students bring with them from their home environments are especially important in fostering cognitive growth.

In order to capitalize amply on such opportunities for cognitive growth, institutions of higher education must bring diverse students together, provide stimulating courses covering historical, cultural, and social bases of diversity and community, and must create opportunities and expectations for students to interact across racial and other divides. Otherwise, many students will retreat  from the opportunities offered by a diverse campus to find settings within their institutions that are familiar and that replicate their home environments.

Learning Outcomes tc \l5 "Learning Outcomes 
Students learn more and think in deeper, more complex ways in a diverse educational environment. A curriculum that deals explicitly with social and cultural diversity, and a learning environment in which diverse students interact frequently with each other, naturally will affect the content of  what is learned. Less obvious, however, is the notion that students’ mode of thought is affected by features of the learning environment, and that diversity is

a feature that produces deeper and more complex thinking. I refer generally to these mode-of-thought benefits of diversity as “learning outcomes.” It cannot be taken for granted that deep and complex thinking occurs as a matter of course among students in college classrooms and in the broader college environment. Research in social psychology in the past twenty years, in particular, has shown that active engagement in learning cannot be assumed. 

This research confirms that much apparent thinking and thoughtful action are actually  automatic or what psychologist Ellen Langer (1978) calls mindlessness.

To some extent, mindlessness is the result of previous learning that has become so routine that thinking is unnecessary. Instead, these learned routines are guided by scripts or schemas that are activated and operate automatically. Some  argue that mindlessness is necessary because there are simply too many stimuli in the world for us to pay attention to. It is more efficient for us to select only a few stimuli, or better still, to go on automatic pilot—to be what some people call “cognitive misers.”

Psychologist John Bargh (1997) reviews both historical and recent research evidence showing that automaticity in fact plays a pervasive role in all aspects of everyday life. He concludes that not only is automatic thinking  evident in perceptual processes such as categorization and stereotyping, and in execution of perceptional and motor skills (such as driving and typing), but it is also pervasive in evaluation, emotional reactions, determination of goals, and social behavior itself. Bargh uses the term “preconscious” to describe automatic thinking. Preconscious processes are mental servants that take over from conscious, effortful thinking. He and others (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977; Greenwald and Banaji, 1995) show, moreover, that even when people believe that they have been thinking about something or that an evaluation or action is guided by a thought-out point of view, they are often wrong. Instead, they are often guided by a script coming from past experience—from some kind of automatic processing.

In one of the early studies indicating the pervasiveness of automatic thinking, Langer (1978) laid out many positive benefits that come when people can be encouraged to use active,  effortful, conscious modes of thought rather than automatic thinking. All of these benefits foster better learning. Langer argued that conscious, effortful thinking helps people develop new ideas and new ways of processing information that may have been available to them but were simply not used very often. In several experimental studies, she showed that such thinking increases alertness and greater mental activity (surely something all college teachers strive for in classrooms).

Many terms are used to describe two basically different modes of thought: automatic v.  nonautomatic; preconscious v. conscious; peripheral v. central; heuristic v. systematic; mindless v. minded; effortless v. Effortful; implicit v. explicit. Whatever the term, higher education needs to find ways to produce the deeper, less automatic mode of thinking.

The social science literature demonstrates that certain conditions encourage effortful, minded, and conscious modes of thought. Langer contends that people will engage in minded thought when they encounter a novel situation for which, by definition, they have no script; or, when the environment demands more than their current scripts provide, such as an encounter with something that is quite discrepant from their past experience. These conditions are very similar to what sociologist Coser (1975) calls complex social structures: situations where we  encounter many rather than few people, when some of those people are unfamiliar to us, when some of them challenge us to think or act in new ways, when people and relationships change and thus produce some unpredictability, and, especially, when people we encounter hold different kinds of expectations of us. Coser shows that people who function in complex social

structures develop a clearer and stronger sense of individuality and a deeper understanding of the social world as well.  

These features of the environment that promote deep thinking are compatible with cognitive-developmental theories positing that cognitive growth is fostered by incongruity or dissonance (Piaget’s disequilibrium). To learn or grow cognitively, we need to recognize cognitive  conflicts or contradictions, situations that psychologist Diane Ruble (1994) argues then lead to a state of uncertainty, instability, and possibly anxiety (see also Acredolo & O’Connor, 1991; Doise & Palmonaari, 1984; Berlyne, 1970). “Such a state may occur for a number of  reasons,” Ruble says. “It may be generated either internally via the recognition of incompatible cognitions or externally during social interaction. The latter is particularly relevant to many  types of life transitions, because such transitions are likely to alter the probability of  encountering people whose viewpoints differ from one’s own” (p171). 

A university composed of racially and ethnically diverse students (what I refer to as “structural diversity”), a curriculum that deals explicitly with social and cultural diversity, and interaction with diverse peers produce a learning environment that fosters conscious, effortful, deep thinking. For most of our students, the social diversity of the University of Michigan creates the discrepancy, discontinuity, and disequilibrium that are so important for producing the mode of thought educators must demand from their students. Vast numbers of white students (about 92 percent) and about half (52 percent) of the African American students come to the  University of Michigan from segregated backgrounds. As groups, only our Asian American and Latino/a students arrive here already having encountered considerable diversity in their pre-college experience (see Appendix E). Thus, for most of our students, Michigan’s social

diversity is new and unfamiliar; discrepant from their pre-college social experiences;  a source of multiple and different perspectives; and likely to produce contradictory expectations. 

These are the very features of an environment that research has determined will foster active, conscious, effortful thinking—the kind of thinking needed for learning in institutions of higher education.

The work of higher education researcher Patricia King and colleagues (King and Shuford, 1996; King and Kitchener, 1994) supports this conclusion. They contend that college students (and adults for some time after college) are developing from a pre-reflective stage of judgment, when they depend on direct, personal observation or the word of an authority figure, toward more substantiated and qualified claims, and then to an even more advanced stage, when thinking is fully reflective. At the reflective level, students work from the assumption that knowledge is not given but constructed and that they must construct it. In doing this, they need to consider the context from which knowledge claims are made. They must think deeply and effortfully to take into account multiple points of view, evaluate evidentiary claims, and draw

conclusions based on conceptual soundness, coherence, degree of fit with the data, and meaningfulness. King further argues that social diversity—having multiple voices in the classroom—and the multicultural teaching strategy of presenting multiple perspectives from the points of view of race, class, and gender foster fully reflective thinking. Teaching students how to think about complex issues from different perspectives is a primary goal of higher education. 

Although the scholars advancing these arguments about the importance of unfamiliarity, discrepancy/discontinuity, multiplicity/diversity, and contradictoriness of expectations generally have not measured the explicit effect of racial diversity, some empirical research on the diversity of small working groups directly supports our claims. It has been shown that members of heterogeneous working groups offer more creative solutions to problems than those in homogeneous groups (Cox, 1993; McLeod, Lobel, & Cox, 1996). They  show greater potential for critical thinking, perhaps because heterogeneity of group members eliminates a problem termed “group think” (Janis, 1982), an organizational situation in which group members mindlessly conform. 

The empirical analyses presented later in this Report directly test the theoretical arguments I am advancing for the impact of racial diversity on student learning. All of these analyses confirm that racial and ethnic diversity is especially likely to increase effortful, active, engaged thinking when universities set up the conditions that capitalize on these positive environmental features, namely when they offer courses that deal explicitly with racial and ethnic diversity and when they provide a climate in which students from diverse backgrounds frequently  interact with each other.

Democracy Outcomestc \l5 "Democracy Outcomes
Education plays a foundational role in a democracy by equipping students for meaningful participation. Students educated in diverse settings are better able to participate in a pluralistic democracy. 

Democracy is predicated on an educated citizenry. Students educated in diverse settings are better able to participate in our democratic process. In this Report, I refer generally to these types of benefits of diversity as “democracy outcomes.” In Fear of Diversity (1992), political scientist Arlene Saxonhouse details the debates that took place in ancient Greece about the impact of diversity on capacity for democracy. Plato, Saxonhouse says, envisioned a city-state in which unity and harmony would be based on the shared characteristics of a homogeneous citizenry (though even he warned against striving for too much unity). However, it was Aristotle who was able to overcome the fear and welcome the diverse. “Aristotle embraces diversity as the others had not . . . .The typologies that fill almost every page of Aristotle’s Politics show him uniting and separating, finding underlying unity and significant differences” (Saxonhouse, p. 235). Aristotle advanced a political theory in which unity could be achieved through differences, and contended that democracy based on such a unity would be more likely to thrive than one based on homogeneity. What makes democracy work, according to Aristotle, is equality among citizens who are peers (admittedly only free men at the time, not women and not slaves) but who hold diverse perspectives, and whose relationships are governed by freedom and rules of civil discourse. It is discourse over conflict, not unanimity, that helps democracy thrive (Pitkin & Shumer, 1982).  

The theory of democracy that has prevailed in the United States is more akin to Plato’s than to Aristotle’s conception. It is the Republican tradition, represented by Rousseau on through efferson, in which democracy and citizenship are believed to require social homogeneity,  simplicity, and an overarching common identity, rather than social diversity, complexity, and multiple identities. The model is the town meeting where people from similar backgrounds,  familiar with each other, and interdependent through similarity and familiarity, come together to debate the common good. 

The increasingly heterogeneous population in the United States challenges this conception of democracy. Little wonder that we are now facing cultural, disciplinary, and political debates over the extent to which our American democracy can survive with so much heterogeneity and so many group-based claims in the polity. Yet, it is clear that ethnic hierarchy or one-way assimilation, both of which call for muting of differences and cultural identities, is much less likely to prevail in the future than in the past (Fredrickson, in press).

Our students, as leaders of the future, need to learn how to accept diversity, negotiate conflicts, and form coalitions with individuals and groups if they are to become prepared to be leaders in an increasingly heterogeneous and complex society.  Piaget also emphasizes diversity, plurality, equality, and freedom. In his theory of intellectual and moral development, Piaget argues that children and adolescents can best develop a capacity to understand the ideas and feelings of others—what he calls “perspective taking”—and to move to a more advanced stage of moral reasoning when they interact with diverse peers who are also equals. Both diversity and equality in the relationship are necessary for intellectual and moral development. In a homogeneous environment, in which young people are not forced to confront the relativity or limitations of their points of view, they are likely to conform to a single perspective defined by an authority. Without being obliged to discuss and argue with others on an equal basis, they are not likely to do the cognitive and emotional work that is required to understand how other people think and feel. Piaget contends that children do not grow in perspective-taking skills in their relationships with parents, because they are apt to accept rather than debate what parents say. With peers, they debate and actively confront multiple points of view. They also have to deal with the strong emotions that such controversy engenders. It is these cognitive and emotional processes that promote the advanced morality that is so needed to make a pluralistic democracy work. 

Several dimensions of development of the capacity for democracy can be discerned from these theories. The conditions deemed important include:  the presence of diverse others;                equality among peers;  and discussion under rules of civil discourse. 

These conditions are thought to produce perspective taking, mutuality and reciprocality, acceptance of conflict as a normal part of life, acceptance of difference and capacity to perceive commonality amidst the differences, interest in the wider social world, and citizen participation. Using these dimensions, I have empirically tested effects of diversity in a higher education setting on the capacity for democracy. All of these analyses confirm a positive relationship between racial diversity experiences during college and the capacity for participation in a pluralistic democracy. 

======

CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF THE IMPACT OF DIVERSITY tc \l4 "CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF THE IMPACT OF DIVERSITY 
The impact of diversity operates through what this Report calls structural diversity, classroom diversity, and informal interactional diversity. To demonstrate its effects, I analyzed national multi-institutional CIRP data, data from the Michigan Student Study, and classroom data from Michigan’s Intergroup Relations, Conflict, and Community Program.

The structural diversity of an institution refers primarily to the racial and ethnic composition of the student body. Increasing the numerical representation of various racial/ethnic and gender groups is the first essential step in the process of creating a diverse learning environment (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson & Allen, 1998). Structural diversity alone will present discontinuity for the vast proportion of college students who come from racially segregated  pre-college environments—students of color as well as white students. Historically, dramatic changes in higher education followed the enrollment of women and racially/ethnically diverse students. The increases in diverse student enrollments that have occurred as a result of affirmative action and other factors have resulted in pressures for institutional transformation of the academic and social life at colleges across the country.

One dimension of this institutional transformation is classroom diversity, or the incorporation of knowledge about diverse groups into the curriculum that colleges and universities present to this more diverse array of  students. This has largely been the result of the recruitment of more faculty who include content and research on different groups in college coursework (Chang, 1996). Other examples of curricular change are the development of ethnic studies and women’s studies programs, co-curricular academic support programs, and multicultural programming (Trevino, 1992; Munoz, 1989; Peterson et al, 1978). The positive learning and democracy outcomes empirically linked to these rich curricular offerings and multicultural occur in the context of  structural diversity.

Equally important is informal interactional diversity, the opportunity to interact with students from diverse backgrounds in the broad, campus environment. College often provides the first opportunity for students to get to know others from varied racial and ethnic backgrounds. It is interaction with a student’s peer group that becomes one of the most influential aspects of the college experience (Astin, 1993), and most college alumni agree that their affiliations with peers made their education memorable.

The impact of structural diversity depends greatly on classroom and informal interactional diversity. Structural diversity is essential but, by itself, usually not sufficient to produce substantial benefits; in addition to being together on the same campus, students from diverse backgrounds must also learn about each other in the courses that they take and in informal interaction outside of the classroom. For new learning to occur, institutions of higher education have to make appropriate use of structural diversity. They have to make college campuses authentic public places, where students from different backgrounds can take part in conversations and share experiences that help them develop an understanding of the perspectives of other people. Formal classroom activities and interaction with diverse peers in the informal college environment must prompt students to think in pluralistic and complex ways, and to encourage them to become committed to life-long civic action. In order to capitalize amply on such opportunities for cognitive growth, institutions of higher education must bring diverse students together, provide stimulating courses covering historical, cultural, and social bases of diversity and community, and create opportunities and expectations for students to interact across racial and other divides.  Otherwise, many students will retreat from the opportunities offered by a diverse campus to find settings within their institutions that are familiar and that replicate their home environments.

This conclusion from recent research literature on diversity in higher education conforms to a richly supported conclusion from many years of social psychological research on social contact. Contact between groups is most likely to have positive effects when contact takes place under particular intergroup conditions: equal group status within the situation where the contact takes place, common goals, intergroup cooperation, support of authorities for group equality, and opportunities for group members to know each other as individuals (Allport, 1954; Amir, 1976; Cook, 1984; Pettigrew, 1991). Not surprisingly, we have now learned that the greatest positive effects of diversity in higher education occur in institutions that have created opportunities for students to have these kinds of contact. The University of Michigan is one of those institutions that has created opportunities in classes and in the informal student environment for structural diversity to affect student learning and preparation for participation in a democratic society.

=====

One goal embraced by most colleges and universities, and certainly by the University of Michigan, is to prepare young people for active participation in our democratic society, which is an increasingly diverse society. As stated by the Association of American Colleges and Universities in 1995, higher education has both a distinctive responsibility and a precedent setting challenge.  Higher education is uniquely positioned, by its mission, values, and dedication to learning, to foster and nourish the habits of heart and mind that Americans need to make diversity work in daily life. We have the opportunity to help our campuses experience engagement across differences as a value and a public good. Our nation’s campuses have become a highly visible stage on which the most fundamental questions about difference, equality, and community are being enacted. To this effort, filled with promise and fraught with difficulty, the academy brings indispensable resources: its commitments to the advancement of knowledge and its traditions of dialogue and deliberation across difference as keys to the increase of insight and understanding.

(AAC&U, 1995, p.xvi). Plainly, higher education is obliged both to advance knowledge and to educate those who will become active in the professions and in society. Racial and ethnic differences are relevant to both these goals.  Corporate leaders have reinforced this mission by confirming that the business community is looking to colleges and universities to produce highly valued cognitive and social skills in the educated workforce: ability to work effectively in groups with colleagues of diverse backgrounds, openness to new ideas and perspectives, and empathy with other workers’ perspectives (Bikson & Law, 1994). These are qualities that higher education institutions are best equipped to create and nurture, if they are diverse. Indeed, it is development of these qualities of democratic intelligence that educator Lee Knefelkamp (1998) claims is the primary mission of colleges and universities.  That colleges and universities have an obligation to choose carefully the kind of student body that will create the best learning environment for all their students is fundamental to achieving these goals. The vitality, stimulation, and educational potential of a college is, quite obviously, directly related to the makeup of its student body, and, as I will argue on the basis of abundant research findings, diversity is a critically important factor in creating the richly varied educational experience that helps students learn and prepares them for participation in a democracy that is characterized by diversity.

=====

CONCLUSION tc \l4 "CONCLUSION 
It is important to note that these compelling results come from data collected to assess changes in undergraduate learning and democracy due to key aspects of the college experience. The data were not collected specifically for this litigation. The studies were originally designed to help educators understand aspects of undergraduate education on campuses nationally, and specifically to help the University of Michigan understand how it was fulfilling its mission to educate a diverse student body. The breadth and depth of analyses performed here related to campus diversity experiences is unique for three reasons: (1) very few scholars have tested a theory about how diversity works within educational environments; (2) national data typically do not have extensive measures of both democracy and learning outcomes, and even fewer have adequate measures regarding classroom diversity and contact with diverse peers; and (3) no single institution has followed its students in relation to understanding diversity, and the quality of experiences students have in contact with diverse peers, each year of college attendance (for four years). One is not likely to find such detailed and multiple ways of understanding how diversity works in any single study currently in the research literature. Still, this broad and extensive analysis has many portions of it confirmed in other small and large studies in social science.

In short, this report presents both a theory of students’ capacity to learn and acquire skills from diverse peers and a set of analyses equivalent to years of replication studies that strongly support the theory by showing that students, indeed, acquire a very broad range of skills, motivations, values, and cognitive capacities from diverse peers when provided with the appropriate opportunities to do so. A range of studies conducted in education, sociology, and psychology also confirms these results (see Appendix A), and taken together they reflect our collective advancement in understanding the opportunities and complexities that social diversity has presented to our educational institutions. In the face of this research evidence, one can only remain unconvinced about the impact of diversity if one believes that students are “empty vessels” to be filled with specific content knowledge. Much to our chagrin as educators, we are compelled to understand that students’ hearts and minds may be impacted most by what they learn from peers. This is precisely why the diversity of the student body is essential to fulfilling higher education’s mission to enhance learning and encourage democratic outcomes and values.

===========

Measuring the Impact of a Diversitytc \l1 "Measuring the Impact of a Diversity
Requirement on Students’ Level of Racial Prejudice Mitchell Chang, Assistant Professor of Higher Education and Organizational Change, University of California, Los Angeles

                   The lack of progress in improving race

relations in recent years has become a topic of national concern as evidenced by President Clinton’s White House Initiative on Race and Racial Reconciliation. Many colleges and universities recognize that they can play a pivotal role in addressing these enduring problems. Not only do institutions of higher education provide numerous students with their first opportunity for meaningful cross-racial interaction, but they also strive through their curricula to increase civic responsibility as well as academic knowledge.  For these reasons, a substantial number of colleges and universities have employed a wide range of approaches to overcome the reality of the nation’s racial divide.

One popular approach involves the inclusion of diverse/multicultural traditions in the curriculum. Many campuses now require that all students take at least one course that addresses issues of diversity, and some require that students take one course that covers issues of diversity here in the U.S. and another one that addresses global diversity issues. Some of these courses may not focus explicitly on race or ethnicity but may address other group  differences. The latter curricular strategy assumes that by developing students’ ability to think  more critically about one significant difference in U.S. society, it will transfer well to thinking about other differences. In other words, enhancing students’ ability to think critically about class differences, for xample, will also improve one’s ability to appreciate cultural pluralism and to analyze  inequalities that are manifested through racial, gender, or sexual orientation differences. While his reasoning might be widely accepted by educators, there have been few empirical studies on he educational effects of diversity course requirements.

I recently completed a research study designed to measure the extent to which diversity course requirements reduce racial prejudice and promote intergroup understanding. Since even subtle  racial biases can shape social policies and cross-racial interactions, they have the capacity to either widen or close the racial divide. The focus on race in this study, however, should not imply that improving race relations is the primary or only goal of diversity requirements. Instead, I examined racial prejudice because challenging students’ assumptions to improve cross-racial understanding, communication, and interaction ought to be important educational priorities in a democratic society, especially given current national concerns.

Methodology and Context of Studytc \l1 "Methodology and Context of Study
Using a cohort of students in the Spring, 1999 semester, I conducted a study to determine if a diversity requirement at a public university in the Northeast diminished racial prejudice, particularly toward African Americans. This university was an ideal site to conduct this study because it has had a diversity requirement for all undergraduate students since the Fall of 1992 and had a racially diverse student body (approximately 33 percent of students were students of color) at that time.  The latter ensured that racial issues would not be addressed simply in the abstract but would have some immediate campus relevance. 

The university’s approach to the U.S. diversity course requirement was campus-wide and multi-disciplinary. To fulfill it, students can choose from approximately 25 approved courses offered  each semester across various departments. These courses are approved by a review committee comprised of faculty members. The over-riding criterion for approval is that at least one of the domains (e.g., race, ethnicity, class, gender, or sexual orientation) that defines diversity is a central ather than a peripheral or supplemental theme in the course. The original supporters of this requirement held that issues related to the different domains intersected and argued that the learned knowledge could be applied across other domains. Therefore, the diversity requirements and the corresponding courses were deliberately designed to be broad and varied.

Main Findingstc \l1 "Main Findings
To conduct the study, I adapted a widely used and statistically sound measure, the Modern Racism Scale, to assess students’ level of prejudice toward African Americans. Consistent with prior  findings affirming the benefits of related curricular efforts, completing a diversity course  requirement significantly reduced students’ level of racial prejudice. Those students who had nearly completed their requirements made more favorable judgments of African Americans than those who had just started their requirement. 

Specifically, I found that compared to those students who were just beginning their diversity requirements, those who had nearly completed it disagreed more strongly that African American have gotten more economically than they deserve and that discrimination against African Americans is no longer a problem.

Beyond Race: Reducing Multiple Types of Prejudice Interestingly enough, this effect occurred  even though some of the courses in the study did not specifically focus on African American issues but primarily examined either other racial groups or other high stake categories such as gender or class. Moreover, the courses in the sample were not limited to only one disciplinary perspective but addressed their primary topics from the vantage point of different academic disciplines (e.g. English, philosophy, sociology, etc.).

On the one hand, given the course variability in the sample, the findings most likely underestimate                    the potential of diversity requirements for reducing racial prejudice. The effects are  probably much stronger for courses that specifically address issues of race or ethnicity, and even stronger for those that focus on African American experiences. On the other hand, given the course variability, the  findings also suggest that learning about one significant difference in U.S. society (i.e. gender or class differences) might also transfer well to thinking about other differences and subsequently  reduce multiple types of prejudice. The results indicate that diversity course requirements are good vehicles for shaping students’ racial views and assumptions toward improved race relations even though the actual topics and the way they are addressed in courses may be broad and varied.

Implicationstc \l1 "Implications
These findings lend support to the necessity of providing undergraduates with opportunities to                     critically examine cultural and social groups previously marginalized or ignored in the  curriculum so that students can challenge their prejudicial views and assumptions. These  educational interests are consonant with the broader shared goals of enhancing students’ critical thinking and reasoning skills. 

Psychologists like Oakes, Turner, and Brigham have argued that racial stereotypes and other faulty assumptions have been linked to “cognitive deficiency” and “unreasonable generalizations.” These claims are based largely on the information-processing models of social judgment which maintain that judgments about racial  groups are formulated through a number of  psychological stages and each of these stages is  highly susceptible to bias and error. An  extrapolation of these models  suggests that if  students are given meaningful opportunities to  thoroughly inspect biased and  erroneous information and to more effectively process new information, their judgments about  different racial groups will be both less stereotypic and more positive. Such educational  opportunities are indeed what institutions of higher education are best equipped to provide. Diversity requirements are one effective strategy colleges and universities can use.

Many colleges and universities embrace a broad  educational mission that extends beyond campus                    walls and that addresses divisive racial  perceptions and assumptions at the core of  America’s  racial discord. Future research in this area will not only help to underscore the pivotal  role of higher education in improving racial dynamics, but will also provide valuable curricular insights into how institutions can effectively reduce prejudice and improve communication across racial and ethnic lines.  This article is excerpted from a paper  presented at the Association for the Study of  Higher Education conference (November, 1999) called “The Impact of Undergraduate Diversity Course Requirement on Students’ Level of Racial Prejudice.” Requests for a  copy of the entire paper and citations should  be sent to: Mitchell J. Chang, Higher  Education and Organizational Change,  University of California, Los Angeles, Graduate School of Education and Information studies, 3123 Moore Hall, Box  951521, Los Angeles, CA 90095-1521.

Sources: Brigham, J. C. “Ethnic Stereotypes,” Psychological Bulletin 76 (1971): 15-38; Oakes,

                   P. J., & J. C. Turner, “Is Limited Information  Processing Capacity The Cause of social  Stereotyping?” European Review of Social  Psychology 1 (1990): 111-137.
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Campus Diversity and Student Self-Segregation: Separating Myths From Factstc \l2 "Campus Diversity and Student Self-Segregation: Separating Myths From Facts
Written and researched by Debra Humphreys, AAC&U, for the Ford Foundation Campus Diversity Initiative When students went off to college this Fall, they entered more diverse campuses than ever before. For many students, in fact, their college community is the most diverse they have ever encountered. Most students entering college today come from high schools that are  predominantly or exclusively one racial or ethnic group. Given this reality, how are students interacting with one another educationally and socially in college? How socially segregated are college campuses? Is campus diversity leading to educational benefits for today’s college students or are students too separated into enclaves on campus to benefit from campus diversity?

A survey of the most recent research suggests that, indeed, campus diversity is leading to significant educational and social benefits for all college students. It also suggests that, contrary to popular reports, student self-segregation is not, in fact, a dominant feature of campus life today. This paper summarizes new research on campus diversity and on the actual extent of student self-segregation and interaction across racial/ethnic lines on college campuses today.

This new research is little known outside of the academic community and critics have ignored it as they describe campus life today to reflect their own political agendas. Critics of both affirmative action and campus diversity programs are skeptical about the educational benefits of campus diversity; they allege that racial and ethnic self-segregation among students is widespread and that it undermines the educational promise of a genuinely multicultural college community. In addition, some critics suggest that campus diversity programs themselves, including African American and Ethnic Studies programs, racial/ethnic student groups, theme houses and dorms, encourage separation rather than community and undermine intergroup contact and the learning that can result from it. 

The latest educational research suggests a very different picture of campus life. While the  phenomenon does not appear to be widespread, given the degree of continuing segregation in  America’s schools and communities, it isn’t surprising that college students today do sometimes  choose to live, socialize, or study together with other students from similar backgrounds. Contrary  to many commentators’ claims, however, research suggests that this clustering isn’t widespread; it doesn’t prevent students from interacting across racial/ethnic lines; and it may be an essential ingredient in many students’ persistence and success in college.

Is student self-segregation prevalent on today’s diverse college campuses?tc \l3 "Is student self-segregation prevalent on today’s diverse college campuses?
While there are situations in which college students may cluster in racial/ethnic groups, research suggests that there is a high degree of intergroup contact on college campuses and that self-segregation by race/ethnicity is not a dominant feature on diverse college campuses today.  In a recent study, Anthony Lising Antonio, assistant professor of education at Stanford University, examined the extent to which students perceive racial balkanization at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) and whether their perceptions reflect the reality of actual close friendship patterns.1 Compared to many American colleges and universities, UCLA is a very diverse campus. When this study was conducted (between 1994 and 1997), the undergraduate student body was approximately 40% white, 35% Asian American, 16% Latino, 6% African American, and just over 1% Native American. 

Antonio found that students at UCLA do, indeed, view their campus as racially balkanized. More than 90% of students in his surveys agreed that students predominantly cluster by race and ethnicity on campus. A small majority (52%) said that students rarely socialize across racial lines.

Antonio, however, didn’t stop at just measuring perceptions. He also calculated the actual racial/ethnic diversity or homogeneity of close friendship groups on campus. Antonio categorized the racial diversity of each student’s friendship groups as one of the following: 1) Homogenous—the largest racial/ethnic group makes up 100% of the friendship group; 2) Predominantly one race/ethnicity—the largest racial/ethnic group makes up 75-99% of the friendship group; 3) Majority one race/ethnicity—the largest racial/ethnic group makes up 51-74% of the friendship group; and 4) No majority—the largest racial/ethnic group makes up 50% or less of the friendship group.

Just 17% of UCLA students, or about one in six, reported having friendship groups that were racially and ethnically homogenous.

Homogenous groups and those groups with predominantly one race/ethnicity together account for about one-quarter of the sample.

The most common friendship group on campus (46%), however, was racially and ethnically mixed with no racial or ethnic group constituting a majority.

At the level of student friendship groups, then, racial and ethnic balkanization is not a dominant, overall campus characteristic at UCLA. Several other earlier studies also suggest a high degree of student interaction across racial and ethnic lines at campuses across the country, especially among students  of  color.

A 1991 study that examined patterns of intergroup contact at 390 institutions across the country confirmed that self-segregation is not a general pattern among students of color. The authors of this study examined the frequency with which students dined, roomed, socialized, or dated someone  from a racial/ethnic group different from their own.2 Chicano, Asian  merican, and African American students reported  widespread and frequent interaction across race/ethnicity in these informal  situations. White students were least likely to report engaging in any of  these activities across race/ethnicity.

Sixty-nine percent of Asian Americans and 78% of Mexican American students frequently dined with someone of a different ethnic or racial background compared with 55% of African American students and 21% of  white students.

Nearly 42% of Asian American students reported interracial or interethnic dating compared with 24% of Mexican Americans, 13% of African Americans, and 4% of white students.

 What characterizes student interactions within and across racial/ethnic lines on campus? Why do some students cluster by race/ethnicity on college campuses? 

Understanding student interactions across racial/ethnic lines requires an appreciation of the influence of  the widespread residential segregation that characterizes American society. It also requires an appreciation of how white American higher education still is, despite its increasing diversity. Most students of color who do not attend historically black colleges or universities attend overwhelmingly white institutions. 

A 1991 study of student life at Berkeley, an unusually diverse college campus, describes the experience of campus life as a complex phenomenon that encompasses both some student-initiated racial/ethnic clustering and substantial amounts of interracial interactions.3

This study also found, however, that 70% of all undergraduates agreed with the statement, I’d like to meet more students from ethnic and cultural backgrounds that are different from my own. 

A forthcoming book by Richard Light of Harvard University also suggests that students from a wide array of racial/ethnic groups desire intergroup contact and see the educational and social benefits of such interactions.

The widespread segregation by race that still characterizes much of the rest of American life is, however, having an impact on how students interact with one another on college campuses.

A 1997 study at the University of Michigan found that students’ friendship patterns closely reflected the make-ups of their high schools and home neighborhoods. This study confirmed that a majority of all students, but a very high percentage of white students, came from highly segregated high schools and neighborhoods. 

The Michigan study also found that white students had the most segregated friendship patterns on campus of all ethnic groups.4 

The reality is that students of color have much more intergroup contact than do white students, but their patterns of interaction need to be understood in light of their psychological development. Research by psychologist Beverly Daniel Tatum, Dean of the College at Mt. Holyoke College, suggests that there are complex psychological reasons why college students may choose to cluster in racial/ethnic groups.

She argues that racial grouping is a developmental process in response to an environmental stressor, racism. Joining with one’s peers for support in the face of stress is a positive coping strategy. There is  a developmental need on the part of many college students to explore the meaning of one’s identity with others who are engaged in a similar process.5

What difference does racial/ethnic clustering make when it does occur?tc \l2 "What difference does racial/ethnic clustering make when it does occur?
Recent research, including Tatum’s and that of others, suggests that racial/ethnic clustering can be an important component contributing to the psychological health and educational success of many students.

Research also suggests that this clustering need not prevent students from achieving the educational benefits of intergroup contact within college classrooms and on college campuses. 

The 1991 study of 390 institutions cited above found that ethnic-specific activities were not impeding intergroup contact for the students who participated in them. Programs like racial/ethnic theme houses and study groups seem to help students of color persist and succeed in college and seem to increase their involvement overall with other areas of college life in which they interact frequently across racial/ethnic lines.

Other studies confirm these findings:

A 1994 study of Latino students suggests that students belonging to Latino organizations increased their adjustment and attachment to their colleges and universities.6

Two other studies, one in 1994 and another in 1996, also found positive benefits of participation in racial and ethnic groups and that these groups also fostered rather than impeded intergroup contact.7

Another 1989 study found that a targeted student support program was positively related to African American students’ persistence in college and their degree status.8

 Given the relatively high level of intergroup contact and the existence of some racial/ethnic clustering, what is the impact of campus diversity on today’s college students? 

Research suggests a variety of positive educational outcomes that result from being educated in a diverse environment. It also suggests a positive impact for those students with high degrees of  intergroup contact. 

Patricia Gurin, professor of psychology at the University of Michigan, recently compiled a report summarizing three parallel empirical analyses of university students. Her report suggests that, A racially and ethnically diverse university student body has far-ranging and  significant benefits for all students, non-minorities and minorities alike. 

Students learn better in such an environment and are better prepared to become active participants in our pluralistic, democratic society once they leave school. In fact, patterns of racial segregation and separation historically rooted in our national life can be broken by diversity experiences in higher education.

Gurin’s research demonstrates that the diverse environment provided by many colleges today contributes to students’ intellectual and social development. She suggests that racial diversity in a college or university student body provides the very features that research has determined are  central to producing the conscious mode of thought educators demand from their students.

Gurin also found that these positive effects of campus diversity extend beyond graduation. 

Diversity experiences during college had impressive effects on the extent to which graduates in the national study were living racially and ethnically integrated lives in the post-college world. Students with the most diversity experiences during college had the most cross-racial  interactions five years after leaving college.9

The study by Antonio mentioned above also confirms that campus diversity is having a positive impact on today’s college students.

Antonio examined the impact of the diverse friendship groups he found to be common at UCLA. Controlling for important background information such as gender, socio-economic status, and the racial diversity of pre-college friendship groups, Antonio found that friendship group diversity contributed to greater interracial interaction outside the friendship group and stronger commitments to racial understanding.

Another important arena of college life, of course, is the classroom. On diverse campuses, many students are now being educated in highly diverse classrooms in which they are studying a much wider array of subjects that include content about previously neglected groups. These classes are also having a significant positive educational impact on both majority and minority students as well.10 

 Conclusions: Is there cause for alarm, hope, or celebration?tc \l2 " Conclusions: Is there cause for alarm, hope, or celebration?
There is little cause for alarm, some cause for celebration and much hope for what lies ahead. The reality is that while there is still a long way to go before American higher education will truly eflect the full diversity of American society, college campuses are becoming much more diverse and their diverse campus environments are having a significant positive effect on this generation of students.

College campuses are not dominated by widespread racial/ethnic segregation and the racial/ethnic clustering that does occur isn’t impeding intergroup contact. In fact, the existence of racial/ethnic groups and activities, along with other comprehensive campus diversity initiatives, is contributing to the success of today’s college students and preparing them to help build a healthier multicultural America for the future.

Debra Humphreys is Director of Programs, Office of Education and Diversity Initiatives, at the

Association of American Colleges and Universities in Washington, DC. To contact her, call

202/387-3760 or e-mail dh@aacu.nw.dc.us.
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Political Correctness: The Truth About Diversity and Tolerance in Highertc \l1 "Political Correctness: The Truth About Diversity and Tolerance in Higher
Education 

by Debra Humphreys, AAC&U, 

for the Ford Foundation Campus Diversity Initiative

What is “Political Correctness?” tc \l1 "What is “Political Correctness?” 
The term “political correctness” was originally a “self-mocking” term used by liberals and leftists to criticize extremist or intolerant tendencies within their own political groups. It eventually was appropriated by conservative activists seeking to attack and focus negative attention on a variety of higher education reforms. 

Using the term “political correctness,” critics have attacked an array of reforms in higher education designed to increase tolerance for diversity on campus, increase access to higher education among previously excluded groups of students, and transform college curricula to better account for the diversity of American history, culture and society. 

Critics allege a “liberal conspiracy” to stifle academic freedom and subvert standards. They claim that conservative faculty members and students are being persecuted for their beliefs on college campuses.

They allege that efforts to diversify the campus and improve the accuracy of what is being taught are really part of a “conspiracy” to fracture the country and undermine basic American and Western values. Finally, they allege that efforts to address diversity and intolerance result in more rather than less tension on college campuses. These attacks do not reflect the reality of life on college campuses today. 

Intolerance on Campus: Who is Really Being Victimized?tc \l1 "Intolerance on Campus: Who is Really Being Victimized?
Contrary to claims that white male students tend to be unfairly attacked solely because of their gender, race, or political views, white women and students of color are much more frequently the victims of discrimination and sometimes violent acts of intolerance. Bigotry on college campuses is still commonplace. 

A 1991 survey by the American Council on Education found that “36 percent of all institutions —and 74 percent of the research institutions — reported incidents of intolerance involving race, gender, or sexual orientation.”1 

According to the Anti-Defamation League, anti-Semitic incidents on college campuses have risen sharply in recent years, from 54 in 1988 to 114 in 1992.2 

There is also considerable evidence to suggest that women and students of color are treated unfairly not only by peers, but also within many college classrooms. Ruth Sidel’s recent book, Battling Bias:

The Struggle for Identity and Community on College Campuses, documents scores of cases of bias against white women and students of color on campuses across the country. In summarizing their impact on student learning and academic success, she asks, “How do you cope psychologically with being called a ‘nigger bitch’ your first day at college, with repeated anti-Asian slurs, with the assumption that your academic ability is inferior simply because your skin, hair, and eyes are of a darker hue,  or with being treated with suspicion as a potentially dangerous black man on your own college campus?

How can students avoid internalizing these negative messages and develop or preserve their sense of self-worth?”3 

Women’s educational opportunities also are affected by sexual harassment on college campuses, which evidence suggests is pervasive. 

“A study of women seniors at Berkeley found that 29.7 percent had experienced some kind of sexual harassment from male instructors during college . . . A 1983 study at Harvard discovered that harassment was pervasive: 34 percent of female undergraduates, 41 percent of female graduate students, and 49 percent of female untenured faculty reported being harassed. A 1987 study of 356 female graduate students found that 60 percent had experienced sexual harassment, and nine percent reported pressure to date or have sex with a faculty member.”4 

A few campuses have attempted to combat these increasingly frequent incidents of harassment by revising or creating new codes of conduct for students. However, contrary to some high-profile critiques, there is no evidence of a censorship crisis on campus. 

“A 1992 Chronicle of Higher Education investigation found that ‘campus codes that ban hate speech are rarely used to penalize students.’ Administrators reported that ‘few students have used the codes to lodge complaints against others,’ and punishments, when meted out, are  barely  harsh.”5 

“A 1994 study of speech codes at America’s 20 largest public universities found that only half have policies of any kind regulating ‘hostile or harassing speech or conduct,’ and even these are rarely enforced. The researchers concluded that ‘despite increasing “hate speech” incidents, the policies go relatively unused.’”6

What is Really Being Taught and is Anyone Being Silenced? tc \l1 "What is Really Being Taught and is Anyone Being Silenced? 
While critics often claim that a new, more narrow “orthodoxy” is being imposed on students, in fact, reform efforts have opened the curriculum to perspectives and intellectual traditions that had been ignored in the past. They are creating more respectful dialogue in college classrooms. These efforts do not result in a silencing of voices, but instead have triggered an explosion of new scholarship and newly energized debate in college classrooms. 

In the past, the voices of white women and people of color were, in fact, largely absent from the college curriculum. Students today are being exposed to a much richer and more intellectually comprehensive education based on scholarly research that has uncovered and interpreted texts by white women and people of color, and has explored the historical and cultural experiences of a wide variety of groups throughout history. 

This new scholarship has been accompanied by a newly invigorated commitment to classroom teaching designed to provide students with skills they will need in today’s diverse and increasingly interconnected global society. New college courses, like one at the University of Michigan on “Intergroup Relations, Conflict and Community,” are teaching students valuable skills in  intercultural communication, conflict resolution and collaborative problem solving. Rather than having an unexamined ideology imposed on them, as some critics contend, students are being encouraged to critically analyze texts and social and political problems. 

New service learning programs across the country are fostering a sense of civic commitment among students as they work to solve problems in diverse communities. 

The new curricular options are not pushing traditional canonical texts out of college classrooms. Faculty are teaching traditional texts within a fuller historical context. They are providing students with a deeper understanding of our nation’s and the world’s history and cultures. 

Daniel Gordon, a professor who taught in the frequently-attacked “Cultures, Ideas, and Values” general education program at Stanford University, reports, “’I was not given a political agenda . .

I often formulated arguments in favor of absolute monarchy, aristocracy, male-dominance, and  slavery.’ Gordon also notes that ‘the students themselves do not feel that they are being pressured to adopt a “correct” ideology.’ Instead, the students describe the course favorably in their evaluations, writing that ‘homogenous thought is not what this class is all about. We were expected to challenge ourselves and others.’”7 

Further, students who are given the opportunity to learn about and discuss topics like racial prejudice and anti-Semitism in the controlled environment of a college classroom report that it  becomes easier for them to discuss these kinds of issues in mixed student groups outside the classroom. 

Students taking a required course at SUNY-Buffalo, “American Pluralism and The Search for Equality,” consistently report that the course allows them to consider issues they have little experience discussing in public settings. In the midst of a heated campus debate in which race figured prominently, it was students from this course who were most informed about the issues. 

Students taking a required course at Olivet College in Michigan, “Self and Community,” also report that studying and engaging in classroom dialogue about sensitive issues like racial  discrimination has made it easier to bridge racial lines in social settings on campus. One white student quoted in a report on curricular changes at Olivet “believed that the course had helped her develop deeper relationships with students of color.”8 An African American student leader was quoted in the Detroit Free Press describing what she gained from this new course and other diversity programs at Olivet: “I had some white students who had never experienced prejudice, who came to me in my dorm and said, ‘Can you explain this to us?’ and I had no problem explaining it.”9 

These types of courses are increasing dialogue and decreasing the natural tendency of students to avoid intercultural contact. Courses that deal directly with bias and discrimination may make some students uncomfortable at the time, but they are preparing students to function effectively in a diverse society.

There is far more open debate on college campuses about important social issues than ever before. Are Faculty Members Silenced By “Political Correctness?” tc \l1 "There is far more open debate on college campuses about important social issues than ever before. Are Faculty Members Silenced By “Political Correctness?” 
Reports that faculty members feel silenced by some “political correctness” campaigns on college campuses also have been greatly exaggerated. 

“A survey of 210 faculty by Lionel Lewis and Philip Altbach found that ‘political correctness had relatively little salience among our respondents.’ More than two-thirds of the professors felt ‘vulnerable and buffeted,’ but the cause was budget cuts, not political correctness.”10 A 1991 survey by the American Council on Education also concluded that “reports of widespread efforts to impose politically correct thinking on college students and faculty appear to be overblown.”11 

If anything, academic freedom has become more protected over the past few decades. An American Association of University Professors (AAUP) investigation “found that in the 1970s, fifty-five faculty were involved in civil liberties or political ideology cases, compared with only two in the 1980s — and in almost every case it was leftist faculty whose rights were violated . . . the AAUP has reported virtually no attacks on the academic freedom of  conservatives.”12 

An examination of the evidence finds that charges of widespread “political correctness” are misleading.

As John Wilson states in his recent book: 

Though imperfect, universities are at the center of intellectual debate in America . . . American universities are the freest places on earth, freer than they have ever been. The main flaw with American higher education is not that colleges and universities are too egalitarian, but that they remain places of privilege. . . . Despite all the complaints that the Western tradition is being discarded, the curriculum at American colleges remains dominated by traditional Western works.

Despite all the complaints about conservatives being censored by intolerant minorities, the average female, black, Hispanic, gay, or lesbian student is far more likely to face harassment and abuse than the average white male conservative. Despite all the complaints about “political correctness,” the truth is that radical students and faculty face much more discrimination and oppression on campus.13 
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By Thomas, Stephen

Educators explore new frontier in special education delivery.

There is a model of cultural diversity within many of the nation’s urban school systems. Sadly, this diverse place is the stigmatized “underbelly” of education categorically known as special education. It’s the place nobody wants to have a child; the station of the educational  process which, almost by definition, is a symbol of ineptitude. Many professionals would argue  often the label and its accompanying stigma are unjustly applied by the community. But, there is another issue.

Minorities populate special education in heaping percentages in many urban U.S. school systems. An international organization of educators is gathering at the RCA Dome and Convention Center though Sunday to discuss reason and probable solutions for this phenomenon, among many topics. 

The Council for Exceptional Children, comprised of educators from the United States, Canada and more than 40 other nations, is holding its annual convention in Indianapolis. Under the theme “Racing to Excellence,” more than 6,000 educators are exploring classroom strategies, curriculum trends and policy issues particularly applicable to children at both ends of the performance curve, those who need additional academic support and “gifted” students who  require academic challenges.

Implicit in the special education dialogue is the need for new ways to determine whether a child struggling in a mainstream classroom is as learning impaired as a teacher may think.

“One of the focuses will be on nondiscriminatory assessments, so we can be sure when we say they are in need of special education, they are in need of special education,” council President Dr. Pam Gillet says.

Special education is subdivided into an alphabet soup of categories, each denoting a child’s cognitive or behavioral barriers to learning in a conventional classroom situation.

An intelligence test, the Wechsler Intelligence widespread means of determining whether a  student has a disability which necessitates learning by delivery of easier lesson plans fed through alternative teaching techniques.

Educators meeting in Indianapolis this week are discussing broader determinants of learning problems. An IQ test may not be an “authentic” interpretation of a child’s ability by itself, many educators say. “We want to look at real life skills and how the child performs in the classroom, rather than just a pencil evaluation,” Gillet says, explaining the tenants of an “authentic assessment” of skills. “We look at a child’s work samples. We look at curriculum. We look at nonverbal ways of evaluating the child.”

Many African-American parents regard special education as a not so special reservation for Black youth. If nothing else, they fear, school systems are too flexible, too accommodating, when it comes to putting the Black child having trouble in so-called “regular”classes in this rerceived educational purgatory.

Indianapolis Public Schools is not falling into that trap, according to Director of Special Education Mary Jo Dare. IPS has a 51 percent Black special education student population, Dare says. That is slightly smaller than the 53 percent share of Blacks in the entire system.

Statewide, according to 1992-93 state Department of Education figures, Blacks comprise 10.98 percent of the public school population and 11.58 percent of the special education public school roll.

“We’re not overidentifying by race,” Dare says of IPS. “We are overidentifying by gender.” IPS’ special education rolls are tow-thirds male, a fact Dare attributes to disruptive  challenging behavior boys are somewhat more likely to exhibit. “The student with challenging behavior tends to get noticed first,” she says.

Dare says a staff she describes as “very committed,” backed by a school board which she feels understands special education, is “beginning to look at life skills, alternative programming, so we can find some alternatives for our students... We don’t make decisions solely on IQ scores.” IPS serves more students with serve disabilities than any other Indiana school system. It serves special education students ages 3-21 under its vast umbrella.

     The state's largest system is also serving special education students from neighboring systems

     with "programs what are real unique," Dare says. She points out, for instance, that the system

     facilitates three to four job opportunities for severely disabled students before they graduate.

IPS is the ignition of student “inclusion,” placing special education students in settings with other children for some classes, which is an impediment to the stigma.

Stressors to IPS special education, fiscal and otherwise, come from an increase in students who display challenging classroom behavior as well as from an influx of parents who are moving to the  district with special education students. Dare cites more than 100 new placements in IPS special education since Dec.1.

The Reston, Va.-based council is focusing during workshops on ways to prevent violence in schools and methods to teach culturally diverse populations.

Additionally, special education strategies that work for non-special education teachers are on the agenda, mainly because inclusion is putting more special education youngsters in “regular” classes.

Article copyright The Indianapolis Recorder Newspaper.      
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Blacks Most Discriminated Against

by PAUL SHEPARD

Associated Press Writer

WASHINGTON (AP) -- Blacks feel no other racial or ethnic group is

discriminated against more than they. And the rest of America agrees.

Persistent remnants of racial discrimination against blacks are among

the findings in a new national survey on racial, ethnic, religious

and social attitudes.

Asked about groups that had suffered either a great deal or some

discrimination in American society, 83 percent of all those

questioned said blacks were discrimination victims, in a survey to be

released by the National Conference for Community and Justice on

Monday.

Hispanics were next with 76 percent of those questioned feeling the

group faced at least some discrimination. Women and American Indians

were next with 67 percent of those questioned believing they faced at

least some discrimination.

Blacks say there is plenty of truth behind the perceptions of unequal

treatment.

Whether it was at the corner grocery store, at work or in a local

eatery, black Americans said they experienced discrimination more in

the last 30 days than any other racial or ethnic group.

Only 13 percent of whites said they were discriminated against in the

past month, compared to 42 percent of blacks. Meanwhile, 31 percent

of Asians reported being discriminated against in the last month and

16 percent of Hispanics reported the same.

''This nation continues to be plagued by too much discrimination in

our daily lives,'' said Sanford Cloud Jr., president of the NCCJ, a

national human rights organization formerly known as the National

Conference of Christians and Jews.

''It touches all groups but creates an especially wide gulf between

whites and blacks in this country,'' Cloud said.

One solution to helping American bridge its racial divide would be

open, honest and what might be painful conversations across racial,

political, ethnic and gender lines, Cloud said.

''Discussions have to be held in environments that allow people to be

comfortable,'' Cloud said. ''People have to feel as though they

aren't going to be threatened or beat up during a frank

conversation.''

When the question was taken beyond racial and ethnic groups, gay

Americans are perceived to be the victims of discrimination in

greater numbers than blacks, Jews or immigrants.

Half of those surveyed said they believe gays and lesbians were

victimized by ''a great deal'' of discrimination in American society.

Blacks were thought to be greatly victimized by 34 percent of those

questioned, followed by the poor with 32 percent and people on

welfare by 27 percent.

The study also found whites are far more satisfied in what they earn,

where they live and how they make a living.

Just 49 percent of blacks reported satisfaction with their household

income compared to 72 percent of whites. More than nine of 10 whites

are satisfied with their housing compared to 77 percent of blacks.

And 88 percent of whites expressed satisfaction with their jobs

compared to 74 percent of blacks.

The telephone survey was conducted between January 20 and March 19

with a total of 2,584 people surveyed. The margin of sampling

variance is plus/minus four percentage points.         
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